
Wasatch County Fire Board of Directors Meeting 

March 8th, 2022 

Meeting held at the Wasatch County Administration Building located at 25 N Main, Heber City. 

Those in Attendance: 

Danny Goode 

Mark Nelson 

Kendall Crittenden 

Spencer Park 

Steve Farrell 

Jeff Wade 

Chief Giles 

Deputy Chief Hales 

Assistant Deputy Chief Provost 

Dustin Grabau 

EMS BC Provost 

Fire Marshal Neerings 

Fire Warden Morgan 

Kierstan Smith 

Minutes 

A motion was made by Councilman Nelson to approve the minutes of February 8th, 2022, Fire Board 

meeting.  The motion was seconded by Councilman Wade. The motion passed all in favor. 

Warrants 

A motion was made by Councilman Farrell to approve the warrants as presented in the amount of 

$362,511.03. The motion was seconded by Councilman Crittenden. The motion passed all in favor. 

Chiefs Report 

Chief: I don’t have a lot. As you guys know, we have been working on getting financing for this station. 

We have met several times with the architects, they are getting the site plans and floorplan narrowed 

down. As you see below the report, we have a hearing set for the 16th of March at your regular County 

Council meeting to put it on public record the application of the CIB Grant. Following that, we are 

probably going to set up a building authority through the Fire District, so we don’t have to use the 

County’s.  



Farrell: Will you need to do that with the CIB and bond with them? 

Grabau: No 

Farrell 2:30: We would only need to do the Building Authority if wanted outside this bond.  

Chief: Correct. I think it will be a good idea just to have the option, so we don’t have to do that when we 

get down the road and find out CIB is there. And in the future too, doesn’t mean we couldn’t use it.  

Other than that, we have the presentation of impact fees. I know Susie is probably not going to be here 

in person and I’m sure about Helper either, they are worried about the storm. I told her, I’d just bring a 

firetruck down and get her but didn’t want to even travel in the storm. But they will be on Zoom. I know 

Rob McConnel, Extell’s attorney and Rob Pugh and our Susie Becker with her assistant had a conference 

call this morning to talk about a couple issues they have. I know, Glen’s here from Extell, and I don’t 

know if he wants to speak about it, but they had a meeting and we ended up adding a line that you will 

see at the public hearing, as part of it. Basically, what it is, it gives the developers a chance to come in if 

they have different data or cheaper data on something that we have done than they are given the 

opportunity to present that. And Susie thought that was fine and added that line, I think Rob McConnel 

was fine but I don’t want to speak for Extell so we will just find out at the hearing tonight.  

But I don’t have anything other than that. I will need a close session to go over personnel for about 5 

minutes.  

Other 

Dustin Grabau: Council, we spend a fair amount of time going over things the Chief has already touched 

on, on the financing of the new station. We did discuss the housing requirements for the command staff 

of the Fire District, that was a fairly robust discussion that we had. Just to clarify, there is not a housing 

requirement for the bulk of the fire district. We have fire fighters that live all over and we are not 

expecting them to change that at all. But what this is, when we recruited for Duty Chief-one of the 

conditions on the job posting was that they were required to live within the County. The advisory board 

voted to recommend to you that we modify that requirement for the Command Staff to live within 60 

minutes travel time of a manned fire station, which are currently the Jordanelle and Midway Stations. 

We did that because, 1-it’s consistent assistant county manager recruitment that we are doing now and 

2-It’s consistent with UFRA which has that requirement as well. So that’s part of our recommendation to 

you.  

We expect to review the fees schedule at our next meeting and hopefully have it on your next agenda. 

That fee schedule will adjust all the fees and adopt everything as we attend it to be.  

That is all I have. Are there any questions? 

Goode: What was that Fire Conference?  

Chief: So, there was a couple on your warrants. One was in St. George-that’s the Winter Fire School, 

where fire marshals will get together and have classes. The Chiefs get together and have separate 

classes and then the firefighters come Friday and Saturday and go through the evolutions depending on 

what they want to learn like extrication, ventilation, etc. 

Farrell: For there “furthering education”? 



Chief: Yeah, it helps with that, it’s really a great conference. And then the second conference was for 

Investigations out in Wendover. So, they bring in some people that will teach what to look for when it 

comes to arson fire’s because we have to determine the cause on our report. We have a few people that 

speak Spanish now too, so we wanted them to go as well to help us interpret what has happened. Both 

are very educational.  

A motion was made by Councilman Farrell to go into a close session. The motion was seconded by 

Councilman Goode. The motion passed all in favor.  

A motion was made by Councilman Nielson to continue meeting at 6pm. The motion was seconded by 

Councilman Crittenden. The motion passed all in favor.  

Farrell: We will reconvene the Fire District meeting for the purpose of discussing the impact fees and 

having a public hearing on them. Eric, is someone going to, or would you like to take us through the 

impact fees? 

Deputy Chief Hales: Sure. Zion’s is actually going to be presenting via Zoom.  

Farrell: Hi, Susie. We are ready for you to present the impact fee information to us.  

Susie Becker: Hello. Great, I also have Aaron Montgomery with Zions joining us, if you want to give him 

permission, he actually has the PowerPoint presentation. He will take about 3-4 minutes and just go 

through a few slides to give you background on how these fees were calculated.  So, I will turn this time 

over to Aaron. 

Aaron: I am going to do just a quick overview of the public safety impact fees for the Wasatch Fire 

District. Impact fees on a very general level they are a one-time fee charged to new development to 

offset the capital costs associated with new development. So, these costs only cover system 

improvements, meaning fire stations, training facilities and fire vehicles costing over $500,000. The data 

is only accrued too commercial or non-residential. Along with these impact fees, there must be an 

Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) and an Impact Fee Analysis (IFA). Just a general overview of what goes 

into an IFFP… 

Farrell: Aaron, sorry can you go back to the last slide, under “System Improvements” you said that only 

applies to commercial properties? 

Aaron: That stipulation only applies for the vehicles. When it comes to that and only that, you can’t use 

residential. Only commercial. It’s based like that per the code.  

In terms on the IFFP, what it does it establishes our existing service levels; also establishes proposed 

service levels and identifies excess capacity within the current system. It also shows the demand that 

will be created by new development, consumption of excess capacity and then the new facilities that 

will be needed and the costs of what those facilities will be. That information comes from the IFFP and 

goes into the IFA where we do our proportionate share analysis which identifies the “buy-in” for excess 

capacity, construction cost of new facilities and any other costs which would be like engineering, 

financial, fund balances, etc. And then the financing and credits if they are necessary.  

So, the service area that we were looking at is the Wasatch County Fire Protection SSD which is Wasatch 

County. As we get into the numbers, this is our growth numbers, so you see there, how population is 



expected to grow, according to Kem Gardner Policy Institute and the ACS data that is available. By 2030, 

it is expected to be at 47,735 people; and you can see how that breaks out into single family households, 

multi-family households and then Non-Residential square footage on the far right that expected to go 

up about 1.6-1.7 million sqft.  

Another key component that we look at is the calls for services, so we wanted to show how that is 

expected to grow as well. Again, you can see how it lines up with single family calls, multi-family calls, 

non-residential, pass-thru traffic calls and on the far right, you can see total calls over the next 10 years 

which are expected to go up about 1,000 calls as population grows. Now, what does that mean for Fire 

Calls per Unit? So, we go through and measure these units and as you can see, we take the calls, divide 

them by units and then you get your calls per unit. On the far right you can see the single-family home 

totals are about .134; multi-family calls are at .123 and non-residential square footage is about .0002. 

And then there is the pass-thru calls, the pass thru calls are just calls that originated onsite and are not 

necessarily contributable to the other categories. Meaning it could just be a car traveling through the 

service area but not originating within or going somewhere within, so, just taking the highway-maybe 

going out to the Uinta Basin.  

What this means for our Level of Service, we can see here that the existing fire station square footage is 

29,411, so that means there is 9.65 square feet per call. If we look at the growth in the calls which is 912 

that will help us to designate how much additional square footage will be needed by 2030 based on how 

many calls, we have and the current square footage. By looking at that, you can see the additional 

square footage needed by 2030 will be 8,804.  

The Proportionate Share Analysis shows the construction cost plus the financing costs will be 

$6,131,537. We can see the growth in calls will be 912 and the cost per call will come out too about 

$6,720.60. If we add a consulting cost of $6.58, for preparing the IFFP and the IFA, that will bring total 

the cost per call to $6.727.18. And the last step here will be to look back at the Cost per Unit. If you take 

the cost per call multiplied by calls per unit-you can get the base fee for what your impact fee would be. 

So, for single family homes-you can see the base fee would be $937.66 and for multi-family it would be 

$858.66. You’ll notice on the last line, there is a Non-Residential additional cost for the vehicles over 

$500,000 that we added in. But the total base fee for Non-Residential is $1.53 per square foot.   

That is the bulk of the presentation we have. I will pass the time back to you.  

Farrell: Thank you Aaron. Fire Board: are there any questions? No. Okay, anything from the Fire District 

that they want to add to this? No.  

We will now open this time up to the public, to take public comment as too these numbers. So, with 

that, the floor is yours.  

Glen Clement: Thank you Councilman Farrell and Chief Giles. We have a letter that we would like to read 

as part of the record. It’s not disputing anything, just clarifying, and asking for clarification on the 

ordinance before it is accepted.  

*Letter has been added as Exhibit A* 

Farrell: Thank you Glen. Susie or Aaron, do you have any comments or response to the letter? 



Susie Becker: I don’t know if we need too. We meet earlier today, and I think we had agreed that we 

have not included parking structure in the analysis so I can confirm that if that’s helpful. We also have a 

provision in there and I think most impact fees do for a non-standard impact fee. So, if someone were to 

come in with kind of development with really low number of calls for service and they can verify it, you 

can calculate their impact fees, simply by measuring the calls per unit by that cost per call which we 

showed you before, which was $6720.60. The cost per call does change but if it was truly verifiable that 

there were far fewer calls for some type of development than it is something that could be considered. 

So we don’t disagree with anything that has been said, from my perspective at least.  

Farrell: Okay. Glen are you aware of the provisions that have been made on that? That there is no 

parking included in the impact fee analysis? 

Glen Clement: We discussed it was included but we had asked for it to be added in the ordinance. And 

I’m not sure the ordinance has been changed to add that section.  

K. Crittenden: You mean to state in the ordinance that it wasn’t included?  

Glen Clement: Yes. 

K. Crittenden: Because they said it wasn’t.  

Farrell: Or the resolution on the ordinance? 

Glen Clement: Yes, my apologies, the resolution. So, we were hoping that in the resolution it would 

clarify, so that several years down the road if we have new personal in charge, that there is no confusion 

as to what is included in that calculation.  

Chief: I think we can add the wording in there. Currently, we wouldn’t include it but that’s not saying we 

won’t be in 3-5 years, that it may be included. I mean, if you actually look in this County there is very few 

of those that actually covered parking. Glen and I have had this discussion, they can be disastrous; we 

can’t get any equipment under them, there to short to get much equipment into and the fuel loads in 

those. But I’m fine with not including it in this current one and we can add it to the resolution.  

K. Crittenden: If we get down the road and want to do another study and it’s needed to be included 

then. 

Chief: Sure, it may be some great data that would be included. An open parking garage, I don’t disagree 

on but when they start doing covered parking, it’s a little different of a situation.  

K. Crittenden: That was my thought, how can structured parking not be an impact. To fight a fire in 

there, it would difficult.  

Wade: Yeah, that for me is like the worse case scenario. And should be charged more for underground 

parking.  

Chief: I think if we move forward, as Susie stated, we are going to do another one. And I respect Glen’s 

comments too, it is a lot of money when it comes to the impact fees, but I think they have the tools to 

recoup that by 10-fold if not more.  

K. Crittenden: Where do you think would be the best to add that into the resolution? 



Chief: Susie, where do you think? Or do we have to include that tonight? 

Susie Becker: No, we don’t have any of the attorneys on board and we should let them decide when to 

put that in.  

K. Crittenden: So, in our motion we just need to state the clarification that the impact fees don’t include 

the parking structures? 

Farrell: We just want a statement saying, that parking is not considered a component of the impact fees.  

Glen Clements: In the calculation. So, if you calculate the square footage, the impact fee is based on the 

square footage is based on the commercial-not the parking for the commercial.  

Susie Becker: That is correct.  

Farrell: And the other provision was to allow for an adjustment if that can be justified. 

Glen Clements: That was already added in section 5 of your ordinance. At the time of the letter was 

prepared, we hadn’t seen the ordinance but in section 5 in the ordinance does cover it. 

Farrell: Okay, anything else Chief? 

Chief: I don’t think so.  

Farrell: Do we have anyone else online that would like to speak to this ordinance? 

Glen Clements: Can I just offer one more comment? Chief Giles has a very good point, if there were ever 

a fire in covered parking structure-with the fuel load, yeah it could be very consumptive of both 

facilities, manpower, etc. but again the fire impact fees are not addressing the cost to fighting the fire. 

Its simple math of saying how many square feet do you need for the stations verse how many calls are 

generated. That’s what this impact fee is doing which is why we are saying fi you park there… 

Farrell: But it is establishing level of service.  

Glen Clements: Yes. 

Farrell: And with a parking garage, that will change the level of service.  

Glen Clements: Yeah, in the future, once we get these, we can do a study and say “Hey, we are starting 

to get a whole bunch of these” or maybe we can put a fee on it but way down. Or to whatever the true 

impact is which we have no problem studying it, we just have nothing to study. And my understanding, 

the other districts throughout the state, do not include the parking. But let’s study it and see if there is 

truly an impact.  

Farrell: Okay, thank you. We will now close the public comment on this issue and come back to the 

board for discussion.  

A motion was made by Councilman Crittenden that approves the updated Fire District Impact Fees 

resolution 22-01 and that includes in there the statement that covered parking is not included in the 

analysis of this study.  The motion was seconded by Councilman Nielson. The motion passed all in 

favor.  



Farrell: Is there anything else we need to address before we close this session? 

Chief: No. I appreciate everyone’s effort in this and the work that was put in.  

A motion was made by Councilman Nielson to adjourn session. The motion was seconded by 

Councilman Park. The motion passed all in favor.  

 

Wasatch County Council Public Meeting 

March 16th, 2022 

 

A motion was made by Councilman Crittenden to go into Fireboard meeting. The motion was 

seconded by Councilman Farrell. The motion passed all in favor.  

Farrell: We are in the Wasatch Fire District board meeting now, the purpose of this is to discuss and 

make an application to the community impact board for a project to be constructed as a new fire 

station.  

Chief: We are here to allow the public to put comments in about the new fire station. The money will be 

borrowed to generate the fire station and our hope is to use our impact fee money to make payments, 

that’s where the payment parcel will come from and TRT. With that I will turn the time over to Mark, 

our financial advisor. 

Mark: Thank you. As part of the process to make an application for CIB funding, it is required that a 

public hearing be held to take public comment in favor or opposition to the potential loan application 

submitted to CIB for a new fire station. The minutes from this meeting will be included in the application 

that will be submitted which we expect will be submitted before June 1st, 2022. And should be 

submitted to MAG two week prior to that application date.  

One of the questions you might want to know or ask is “Why are we considering applying to the 

Community Impact Board to finance this station?”. As the district’s financial advisor, I think that 

probably the place where the best financing rates are available with most flexibility of terms. Recently, 

Zion’s public finance assisted Heber City with an application to the Community Impact Board for 

$20,590,000 for sewer and pressurized irrigation improvements. Initially they were awarded 2.5% 

interest rate for 30-year term but on an appeal, that was reduced to a 1.5% at there February meeting. 

Which saved them an additional 3.8 million dollars in interest costs by reducing that loan to that 

amount. I think in conversations I have had with CIB staff; I am comfortable in saying the Fire District 

would be highly likely to get approval for a loan at 2.5% or lower for a term up to 30 years, it is really 

dependent on what the preference of the County as far as what terms they want.  

There are other options for financing the station: 

1-Selling the bonds in the market. As of right now, that rate would probably be around 2.5%. As you 

might be mindful if that increases the lending rate by a quarter percent or 25 bases points today and 

indicated the likely accrue of 6 more times by the end of year. So our goal is try to get financing in place 

as quickly as possible at the lowest possible rates to make this station affordable.  



2- The other option is to find a direct purchaser but that is more difficult when you go beyond 20 years 

for repayment term. The rates you might see there are probably north of 2.6% as of today. Based on 

what we see in the economy, we expect that to be higher as the year progresses.  

I have conversed with CIB staff and got the impression that this application will be very well received if 

was a loan only request. Grant funding is still hard to come by for a County that is the lowest of the 29 as 

far as funding mineral revenues.  

K. Crittenden: Say that again-we are the lowest of the 29? 

Mark: The last meeting it was indicated that we are 29 out of 29 counties as far as mineral revenues that 

were produced. So, we are a non-producing minimal county. Which is where CIB receives most of their 

funding but be mindful that CIB has the ability to lend money to entities that are impacted by minimal 

production. Certainly, we are impacted by minimal production. If you stand out on Main Street for any 

time, I can tell you that 1267 means crude oil-based trucks based on the number that come through 

here with that plaque on them. I think it is appropriate to have Chief Giles go into more details about 

what the proposed project is as far as the location and scope of what they are looking to build. As he 

indicated, it is anticipated that impact fee money is supposed to supplement TRT’s money because of 

the impact that tourism and mineral production has on the County, that’s an appropriate use of those 

funds as it was recently changed with the legislator a couple of years ago. So, I think that is part of this 

process is to let the public know what is being built, and at this point in time there isn’t any anticipated 

increase in taxes that would be expected from the general public to help pay for this.  

Farrell: Mark, before you go, did the legislation change in the CIB Board pass? 

Mark: It did. Senate bill 111. 

Farrell: When does it go into effect? 

Mark: I believe it’s July. I would recommend that the County Council reach out to Senator Winterton and 

suggest that a representative from Wasatch County would be a good selection as the appointment that 

is made by the Governor with the consent of the Senate, because of the impact that we have. That 

legislative gives the Governor the right to appoint a person from a 3rd, 4th, 5th or 6th class county to that 

board. I have had some conversations with Ryan Starks that leads me to believe that the senate may 

have some people in mind.  

K. Crittenden: You are saying we have a pretty good chance through CIB to get the loan? 

Mark: Yes. 

K. Crittenden: Would there be a way to apply for a partial grant and the rest a loan?  

Mark: Heber City did apply for a 10% grant, and it was turned down. Commissioner Zinoti, who 

represents the department of transportation, feels strongly that impacted entities should be eligible for 

grants. The sentiment of the board which has a lot of influence from mineral producing counties, has not 

seemed to fall in line with that. And CIB staff has kind of indicated that a loan would be very well 

received but any request for a grant would be dismissed.  

Farrell: And we are going to submit the application in June? 



Mark: Yes, that’s what is planned. 

Farrell: Before the board change? 

Mark: Well, the application is due June 1st. And June meeting is a funding meeting so they don’t listen to 

any new applications then so the hope would be to get in on the July meeting so that we can get feed 

back as quickly as possible so if we have to go another route, that we could pursue that as quickly as 

possible. But once you get the feed back from the board in July, it will usually be ratified in the funding 

meeting that would be in October.  

Farrell: And is there a possibility that when they change their parameters, it’ll go up and change it to a 

more moderate rate? 

Mark: I guess it is always a possibility, I don’t anticipate it though. They have been fairly slow to change 

their rates in the past. Any other questions?  

Chief: Just a little explanation of what we are going to do. We bought a site, out on 12th S. that was 

bought and paid for last year, with impact money. We have since enlisted an architect and they are 

probably about a 3rd of the way through the design stage. We are meeting with them on Tuesday, we 

have to have a fairly solid estimate to go to this board and then we are going to put a construction 

estimator on it once we get the plans finalized on Tuesday. We were wanting to do a 5 bay, but we have 

cut it down to a 3 bay station just because of finance costs and shrunk some of the station down. We 

went with a two story so that our footprint wasn’t so big, and it costs less money to go up than going 

outwards.  

K. Crittenden: So, it’s a 3 Bay with the option to go to a 5 Bay in the future? 

Chief: The way the placement of the station will be, we will be able to add. But looking at the growth, 

looking 5 miles outside of town and all the growth that is coming in, we might not add those and just 

build another station instead. In this impact study there a couple of them set for the Jordanelle Basin 

which the north station would be considered in that. But I imagine in another 5-6 years we will be going 

after another one of these studies to see what the impact really is with inflation and everything the way 

it is. Any other questions for me? 

Farrell: When we started out Chief, you indicated that payment would be impact fees and TRT, I don’t 

think we want to limit just those two. Any their other funds that can be used? 

Chief: Yes, we can use other funds. There is capital facilities, that’s in our budget will actually be used for 

it as well. And any other revenue source that we can get out to pay the payment.  

Farrell: Any other questions for the Chief? 

Mark: Let me just add one more thing. We’d hoped to have some documents ready tonight, but they 

weren’t ready, to consider a creation of a local building authority that would be the applicant for the 

financing for the Fire District. That will be available for your April 12th meeting, and we are looking at a 

lease revenue bond that would be issued by the local building authority. They would enter into a lease 

with the district which would guarantee the payment of the annual debt service. CIB is not sensitive to 

what entity they lend money too. Like the market would want a higher rate from a building authority 

versus a geo-bond or revenue bond. So, that’s something you would expect to see at your April meeting 



and then probably follow up in May with adoption of bi-laws and the selection officers for that. It is the 

same group that is the board for the Fire District Board. And as a lease revenue bond, you plead all the 

revenues available, but no specific revenue so you aren’t restricted in the funds for the debt.  

Farrell: Are we going to have to do a bonding parameter? 

 Mark: Yes, and I think any time after the July meeting, we can do that. I have started working on a draft 

calendar, assuming that things go well. 

Farrell: We don’t have to do it until after we know whether we are getting the funds. 

Mark: I don’t think so. The funds wouldn’t be available until October at the earliest. So I would 

anticipate, if we get a read in July that we would adopt a parameters resolution in August, hold a public 

hearing in September and be ready to issue debt after the formal funding approval meeting in October. 

Provided that the district was at a point where they could bid out the project and had enough funds to 

complete the project. Because that’s something CIB will require. In today’s environment, no one is going 

to hold there pricing long, so it is better to wait to bid out the project. But they have to have it before 

they close out the loan so a good target day would be around the 1st of October to have some bids 

together.  

Farrell: Any other questions? Thank you, Mark. At this time, we will open this up to public comment. Is 

there anyone online or in here today that would like to put a comment towards this conception.  

Seeing there is no comments, we will close the public comment. And bring it back to the board for 

discussion. Any comments from the board? Seeing as there is no comments, we will now entertain a 

motion for consideration of application to CIB board for funding. 

A motion was made by Councilman Crittenden to approve an application to the CIB Board for station 

funding. The motion was seconded by Councilman Park. The motion passed all in favor. 

A motion was made by Councilman Crittenden to move out for fireboard session. The motion was 

seconded by Councilman Park. The motion passed all in favor.  

 

 


