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Mayor Pro Tem Russell Porter; Council Members Brent Strate, Sallee Orr, Bryan Benard, and 

Adam Hensley 

Mayor James F. Minster 

City Manager Matt Dixon, Parks and Public Works Director Jon Andersen, Police Chief Darin 

Parke, Fire Chief Cameron West, Assistant to the City Manager Doug Gailey, and Recorder 

Leesa Kapetanov 

 

Walt Bausman, Jerry Cottrell, Joyce Hartman, Students from Bonneville High School 

 
 
 

A. Call To Order 

Mayor Pro Tem Russell Porter called the meeting to order at 6:06 pm.  He excused Mayor 

Minster who was unable to be in attendance and called for a motion to open the meeting. 

 

Council Member Benard moved to open the South Ogden City Council Special Work 

Session.  Council Member Orr seconded the motion. In a voice vote Council Members 

Orr, Porter, and Benard all voted aye.  

 

Note: Council Members Strate and Hensley were not present for this vote.  They entered the 

meeting shortly after the pledge of allegiance.   

 
B. Prayer/Moment Of Silence 

The mayor pro tem led everyone in a moment of silence. 

   
C. Pledge Of Allegiance 

Council Member Orr led the Pledge of Allegiance.   

 

 

 

Representatives from Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham had not yet arrived, so City Manager 

Dixon suggested they here the report on the utility analysis (Item C) from Finance Director Steve 

Liebersbach first.  
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C. Report on Utility Analysis  

Mr. Liebersbach referred the Council to the utility rate analysis in their packet. He explained the 

water usage data was not specific but representative of users at the different levels.  The Council 

asked several questions concerning the high end users.  Mr. Liebersbach answered their 

questions and also pointed out that the storm drain fee was part of the calculations.  The Council 

could look at the financial impact the different scenarios would have on the various users.  He 

also let the Council know the models were user friendly and could be adjusted to reflect what the 

Council wanted.  It was also noted that the storm drain fees were being increased not only for 

some needed projects in the future, but also because of requirements the EPA was mandating that 

would cost the City more money.  Mr. Liebersbach finished his presentation.  City Manager 

Dixon stated they would return to this item for more discussion at a later time.  Council Member 

Hensley pointed out the amount between the 50% funded and 100% funded for the lowest user 

(0-3,000 gallons) was only a difference of a few dollars and asked if the majority of users would 

be in the lower usage categories.  Mr. Liebersbach confirmed that most users were under 20,000 

gallons.     

 
A.  Report on General Fund Comprehensive Financial Sustainability Plan – Lewis, Young, 

Robertson, & Burningham 

Fred Philpot, the representative from Lewis, Young Robertson and Burningham began his visual 

presentation (see Attachment A.)  He stated that the model he was presenting was similar to the 

utility rate study presented earlier and they had made some assumptions that could be tweaked to 

see how it would affect it.  He also noted that not very many communities were looking at 

sustaining their general fund; South Ogden was one of the first.  All cities faced the challenge to 

make sure they had enough revenue to sustain their needs.  

Mr. Philpot reviewed some of the assumptions on which they were basing the model, including 

tax revenues, operation and maintenance, a transportation fee, capital projects, wages, and 

benefits.  He also noted that the model only projected five years into the future, as it was very 

difficult and not very accurate to go beyond that.  They had met with department heads to 

determine their future needs and include them in the model.  Including all their needs would 

have required revenues to be increased more than 100%, which was not feasible; therefore, they 

had gone back and looked at all of the expenditures to determine which ones they could push out 

a few years without compromising the levels of service.  The primary impacts in the model were 

additional lease payments for parks, streets, and fire for year one. Other impacts were two new 

fire FTEs (full time employees) for year one, and another each in years two and three for a total of 

four FTEs. They were also contemplating a FTE for the parks department.  Safety equipment 

had also been included as well as general increases for wages and inflation.  Council Member 

Hensley asked if the model would generate the 80 million needed to fund everything.  Mr. 

Philpot stated the model currently showed a 1.3 to 1.5 million dollar increase over the next few 

years, resulting in approximately 15 million dollars over the next 10 years.  Funding everything 

was not reasonable; that’s why staff had gone back to re-evaluate what they could reasonably 

include to maintain the levels of service in each department.  He said most communities did not 

fully fund what it would take to replace things like infrastructure; however the model slowly 

added it by providing money for capital projects each year.  City Manager Dixon reiterated that 

once they saw that all the needs would require a 100% tax increase, staff had gone back and made 

adjustments like pushing some of the needs out a few years.  Council Member Hensley asked if 

the model was just a half measure.  Mr. Philpot replied the Council would have to revisit the 

model every few years to evaluate where the City stood in sustainability.  The process typically 

started out with a very high revenue increase, after which a level of service discussion was held 

and a reality check made of what was reasonable.  However, if the Council did not feel the 
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proposed increase was aggressive enough, they could direct staff to change it.  The current 

model anticipated a 43% property tax increase the first year and smaller increases each year after 

to generate the needed revenues.  The Council asked when the last tax increases were and what 

capital projects the current model anticipated.  Mr. Philpot said it was important to get the 

Council’s feedback to make sure they were funding the things the Council felt were most 

important.   

Mr. Philpot then pointed out that South Ogden was only one of many taxing districts in Weber 

County and it was also important to consider them when looking at taxes.  They should look at 

what percentage of the total tax bill South Ogden has been and where they are now.  Currently 

the City was at 18%, whereas other cities ranged from 12% to 25%.   A 43% increase on 

property taxes would only be on the 18% of the total tax bill of a resident.  It was a challenge to 

raise taxes when other taxing entities were doing the same, but it was easier on residents to do 

more small increases than wait a long time and do a large one.  Council Member Benard asked 

what the cities percentage of the total would be if they increased property taxes by 43%.  Mr. 

Philpot said he had not calculated it, but estimated it to be between 22% and 25%.   

Mr. Philpot then asked if the Council was comfortable with the assumptions they had made for 

the model.  The Council asked several questions. Council Member Strate said he would like to 

look at the 2010 rate (22%) and see what revenue it would bring in.  He added that he did not 

want to be in the position of not being able to maintain infrastructure.  They also needed to do 

something about roads, whether by implementing a road fee or through other ways.  Now they 

were discussing raising taxes for the general fund.  He felt the City needed to cut in some areas 

as well as raise some things.  They needed to show residents they could create more efficiencies.  

Council Member Benard stated he did not feel they could cut anywhere, as services cost more 

every year due to inflation.  No matter how lean the City became, they would still face 

inflationary increases.  It was healthy to keep looking for ways to be more efficient, but at some 

point you couldn’t be any more efficient.  Council Member Porter agreed, pointing out that the 

City was already short fire, police, and park personnel.  Council Member Strate agreed they 

could not become more efficient, but they needed to look at economies of scale.  Council 

Member Benard agreed, but economies of scale involved other entities who had to agree to 

participate; they did not have control of what other entities would do.  Right now, they needed to 

look at what was before them and what they could control.   

Council Member Strate asked if staff had attended a meeting where the Salt Lake Unified Police 

District had made a presentation to Weber County.  City Manager Dixon said he and Chief 

Parke had attended.   Mr. Strate noted the presentation had been on economies of scale and how 

they had banded together.  Council Member Benard stated they could give staff direction to look 

into opportunities for economies of scale, but they could not control if other entities participated 

or not.  Mr. Philpot suggested the City also talk to other cities such as Riverton, Midvale, and 

Draper who were currently members of unified districts and were contemplating leaving.  There 

were other questions involved, including levels of service and local control.   

Council Member Hensley suggested the Council meet with other city councils, extend an olive 

branch and ask “where can we work with you?”  Council Member Porter said the only cities they 

could logically do that with were Ogden, Washington Terrace, and Weber County.  City 

Manager Dixon reminded the Council he and Chief West had had several conversations with 

Weber Fire District concerning fire services, as well as Riverdale and Washington Terrace for 

ambulance and fire service.  It was difficult because it took political support from both entities.  

Staff could certainly have more discussions if the Council directed them to.  He pointed out the 

model before them that evening anticipated maintaining the current levels of service; if they 

combined with other cities on some services, they could plug the new data into the model and 

proceed from there.  Mr. Philpot added that all taxing entities, whether they consisted of several 
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unified groups or not, were struggling with the issue of raising taxes to keep up with needs.  It 

was a matter of staying on top of it and making small increases rather than letting it stay stagnant.   

Council Member Hensley felt most people would not complain about an increase if they saw 

things getting done.  Council Member Benard disagreed, stating that the older residents on fixed 

incomes were impacted the most.  City Manager Dixon asked the Council for direction on 

whether they would like to change some of the assumptions in the model, or move forward with 

Truth in Taxation, transportation fees, or utility rate increases.  Council Member Orr asked to 

see what was originally built into the model to require a 115% increase so she could see what was 

removed.  Council Member Benard said he felt staff should move forward with increasing utility 

rates.  Council Member Hensley said if he could get the agreement of two other council 

members, he would like to look at the scenario of what the model would look like if the general 

fund paid back the 1.3 million that was transferred from the enterprise funds.  Council Member 

Strate asked that the City pass an ordinance that they could not transfer monies from the 

enterprise funds into the general fund.  Mr. Philpot pointed out it was very common for cities to 

transfer money from enterprise funds to the general fund due to operations and maintenance.  

Mr. Strate said that would be okay only if the transfer could be quantified, like charging ourselves 

road cut fees like we did others.  He felt the transfer that was done previously for roads was not 

quantifiable.  Other members of the Council disagreed.  City Manager Dixon suggested they 

not tie the hands of future councils by not allowing transfers to happen as they might not 

anticipate what needs would arise to do so.  He then reminded them that Finance Director Steve 

Liebersbach had suggested a few years earlier that the general fund charge the enterprise funds a 

franchise fee; many cities did it.  Mr. Philpot stated the current model did not incorporate the 1.3 

million repayment and the Council needed to look at where the money would come from.  If 

they included it in the model, it would increase the need from 43% to something higher.  Council 

Member Strate then said they should build an ongoing transfer from the enterprise funds due to 

their impact on the roads.  Council Member Hensley asked if they could decide to charge each of 

the enterprise funds a certain amount, and then vote in any given year to forgive the debt for that 

year and keep the money in the enterprise funds.  City Manager Dixon explained they already 

made regular charges to the enterprise funds for certain services.  Council Member Strate 

pointed out that as the City did more road projects, it would increase the need for more money in 

the enterprise funds so they could take care of the infrastructure while the roads were torn up.   

Council Member Benard stated they should move forward with increasing utility rates now so 

they would have the money they needed to do projects.  The 1.3 million transfer was a 30 year 

catch up for the impacts the enterprise funds had on the roads.  Council Member Strate said it 

was only a justification.  Council Member Porter remarked the transfer was legal; a public 

hearing had been held.  It was feasible and a good move at the time, yet he (Council Member 

Strate) insinuated that it got the City into trouble or was unethical.  It was not true.  Council 

Member Benard agreed and said that Mr. Strate either needed to show how it was improper or 

deal with it and move on.  Council Member Hensley gave his view of why the transfer occurred, 

saying the general fund was inefficient, so the easy answer was to cover it up with the transfer.  

Council Member Strate acknowledged he had voted for the transfer and had used the 

justifications presented, however he had then heard from residents that if the City had extra 

money in the enterprise funds, the residents should have received a decrease in their bill.  City 

Manager Dixon remarked that the transfer didn’t occur because the general fund needed a bail 

out; it was the Council saying “we need to do something, our roads are falling apart.”  The 

money transferred was used specifically for roads.   

 

B. Discussion and Direction on Plan 

City Manager Dixon then asked for clarification and direction for staff.  The Council asked that 
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staff create a scenario where road cut fees and a franchise fee be charged to the enterprise funds. 

They also asked staff to look at the methodology the Council had used last time they had 

increased utility rates, as well as letting them know how many residents were in each tier.  They 

instructed staff to look at the scenario of having little or no increases to the lowest tier users, but 

to use the 100% funding model.  Staff should also bring back scenarios for the transportation 

fee.   The Council also requested information on what tax increase percentage would be 

required to get the City to the same tax rate it had in 2005.  Council Member Hensley suggested 

they look into creating some info graphics to educate people on the coming increases. 

 

 

 

Mayor Pro Tem Porter called for a motion to adjourn the work session. 

 

Council Member Strate moved to adjourn.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Orr.  

The voice vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City Council Special 

Work Session held Tuesday, April 11, 2017. 

  

_____________________________ 

Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder 

Date Approved by the City Council           May 16, 2017              
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