
Wasatch County Fire Board of Directors Meeting 

July 13th, 2022 

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

Those in Attendance: 

Spencer Parks- absent 

Danny Goode  

Steve Farrell 

Mark Nelson 

Kendall Crittenden 

Marilyn Crittenden  

Jeff Wade  

 

Deputy Chief Hales 

Dustin Grabau 

Fire Marshal Neerings 

Kristen Richardson 

 

 

Minutes 

Steve Farrell:  

I’d like to welcome you out to the Wasatch County Fire District Board Meeting for the month of the July. 

We have the entire council, the entire Fireboard with the exception of Councilman/Board member 

Parks, he’s on vacation with his family this week. We’ll start out with the approval of the minutes that 

was June 14th. Has everybody had a chance to review the minutes?  

Mark Nelson: I’ll make a motion to approve the minutes.  

Steve Farrell: We have a motion by Mark, do we have a second?  

Kendall Crittenden: Second.  

Steve Farrell: Second by Kendall. All in favor?  

All: Aye 

Steve Farrell: Any opposed?  



Jeff Wade: I abstain.  

Steve Farrell: You’re abstained?  

Jeff Wade: Yeah 

Steve Farrell: Ok, Jeff abstains.  

A motion was made to approve the minutes by Councilman Nelson. The motion was seconded by 

Councilman Crittenden. The motion passed with all in favor. Councilman Wade abstained.  

 

 

Warrants 

Steve Farrell: We have the warrants in the amount of $321,293.02.  

Danny Goode: I’ll make a motion to approve the warrants for that amount.  

Steve Farrell: We have a motion by Danny to approve the warrants, do we have a second.  

Jeff Wade: Second.  

Steve Farrell: Second by Jeff. All in favor? 

All: Aye 

Steve Farrell: Any opposed?  

A motion was made to approve the warrants by Councilman Goode. The motion was seconded by 

Councilman Wade. The motion passed with al in favor.  

Then let’s go to the Chief’s report.  

 

Chief’s Report 

Eric Hales:  

Just take a quick second to pass this document around, this’ll actually be for the advisory board. A little 

follow-up documentation.  

Just a few things we want to touch on with the Chief’s report, just this past month we had our annual 

barbecue and retirement party for those who retired this past year. And we were able to honor Wayne 

Bond with 35 years of service to the volunteer rides, obviously Chief Giles was there, and then Gary 

Sessions, so we were able to honor them. And we had previously honored Janet Carson who retired with 

20 years of service, at another event, but she was unable to make that one. It was a great event, there 

was close to 100 folks, because we had 120 steaks, and I think we only-yeah a few of you were there. It 

was a great event and we appreciated that opportunity to celebrate their accomplishments.  



We did start a new hire orientation today with two new firefighters that we just hired. One of them 

actually will be starting on Thursday. But these are to fill some vacancies we’ve had these past 6 months.  

And then currently just over the weekend just FYI we’ve had four of our command staff and a firefighter 

come down with COVID. So its actually making quite a surge. We did attend a funeral on Friday for 

Jimmy Duke, who had passed away, he was a long-time firefighter in the valley. We did carry the casket 

in the old fire engine. But we’re not tying it to that, there was also a training over the weekend, but as of 

Sunday we have 5 members come down with COVID. So its kind of affected our staffing a little bit, but 

we are working through that. That’s kind of where we are now, I want to turn some time over for the 

commission report.  

Kendall Crittenden:  Do we have anybody gone out on any of these fires? 

Eric Hales: The only one who has been deployed is Troy Morgan. He actually went to assist on a Type 3 

Incident Management Team. He’s part of that system and went out to the Toole Fire. He should be back 

tomorrow, I think.  

Steve Farrell: We had Jeremy.  

Eric Hales: Right, and Jeremy as well. Yes.  

Steve Farrell: In New Mexico for a month.  

Eric Hales: And then Jeremy actually accompanied Troy out there as well, so he’s kind of doing his liaison 

work out there. But we have not sent any other resources out.  

That just brings up, we did get through the 4th without restrictions. I’m sure you’re aware that through 

our social media we did post some recommendations on where you and should not light fireworks. To 

those who were around on the 4th, I had a vantage point on top of Memorial Hill, the show before the 

show  was probably one of the most spectacular things I’ve seen in my life. The amount of money our 

wonderful citizens spent on probably not so legal fireworks was pretty impressive. We did have a couple 

small little starts actually not in Midway, but we did have one in Heber that our crews were able to get 

on right before the show. Other than that, things have been going well. This is a unique year, just when 

you think its time, ok we need to pull the trigger on making restrictions, it rains, or the moisture is in the 

air and the temperature decrease. But it’s something that we are going to visit with Troy when he gets 

back and kind of think about what do we need to do for the 24th. And we may come to you in the 

Council Setting and see what we need to do with that. Any questions for me?  

Steve Farrell: Any questions for Chief Hales?  

Dustin Grabau: So Council, we had a fire commission meeting last week and we talked about a few 

items. The first one we talked about was RFP for the culvert rerouting on the new fire station location. 

So if you recall, there’s a culvert that cuts kind of diagonally across the property. In the preparation for 

developing that and building a fire station, we’re going to turn it along the edge of the property to come 

out along the front. So the Fire District with engineering firm, Summit engineering, to develop the RFP 

and distribute it. We got only one response, but that response matched the estimate of what we 

expected it to cost. So the fire advisory commission I think they intended to mull over it a little bit more. 

But what were hoping to do is to get you, or what our recommendation to you is to have you authorize 

Eric to sign it, conditional on a more in-depth review including some commission members and maybe 



yourselves on any of the cost estimates or some of the details of the contract. So it’s not uncommon 

when the county does an RFP that we award the RFP to a particular person and then work out some of 

the details of the contract after the official nod. So that’s what we’re kind of looking for here, you 

authorizing Eric to award the RFP while still giving him latitude to kind of work out some of the details of 

the specifics of the contract.  

Kendall Crittenden: Its going to be open on the front right along 1200?  

Dustin: Yeah so, I think it’s going to be piped up the side and then open along the front.  

Eric Hales: Underneath the apron, there’s actually, fire apparatus will come over the apron so far. 

Dustin: So there will be a driveway, right like an apron, that is suitable for a fire truck to drive over that.  

Kendall Crittenden: And the fences, isn’t that 1200 s sidewalk?  

Eric Hale: We wanted a little nicer. We do not want chain link if we can, we’d like a little nicer fencing.  

Dustin: The other items we discussed, we talked about some of the policy initiatives at the Fire District. 

Now I brought up some of the discussion that we had been having about how we’re coordinating. And I 

think the intent is for us to coordinate with the Fire District on county wide policies. But at the same 

time, the Fire District is working on updating a lot of its operational policies through a program called 

Lexipol. And I think Chief Hales has talked to you about that before. What that involves is a way of 

distributing and updating their policies to make sure they’re in compliance when in comes to EMS calls 

and fire standards and other aspects like that. So what the fire commission has done is committed to 

being involved in reviewing some of the policies on a more detailed basis to provide some 

recommendations to you. I think acknowledging that it will take a fair amount of work, but I think it will 

be a value to the fire district as we dive into some of the discretionary aspects. A lot of it is regulatory 

related, and I don’t expect us to provide any changes to those things, its more of the things that we have 

control over discussion points about those aspects of those policies.  

And then we talked a little about the status of the fire chief recruitment process. Dave Rowley, I think is 

working on the posting, we had talked about the desire to post it in a distribution network that fire 

chiefs and other firefighter members subscribe to called Wester Fire Chief, and the hope is that we can 

draw from the western United States region of our potential pool of applicants for that. I know that 

Dave Rowley is hoping to get sign off on the job description, and so if you want, we can have you come 

talk to you more specifically, If you wanted to have a closed session and talk about any of those specific 

aspects, we can do that as well. That’s kind of the jist of what our discussion was at the fire commission 

meeting. Do you have any specific feedback on the culvert stuff? Are you ok with the approach that 

we’re going?  

Steve Farrell: Yes. Do we need a motion for that?  

Dustin: Ideally yes.  

Steve Farrell: Do we have a motion to approve the Chief to award the RFP.  

Mark Nelson: I’ll make it.  

Steve Farrell: We have a motion by Mark, do we have a second?  



Kendal Crittenden: Second.  

Steve Farrell: Second by Kendall. All in favor?  

All: Aye.  

Steve Farrell: Any opposed?  

Dustin: Thank you.  

A motion was made to award the RFP response for the culvert relocation by Councilman Nelson. The 

motion was seconded by Councilman Crittenden. The motion passed with all in favor.  

 

Public Hearing 

Steve Farrell: Now I see we’ve got a public hearing tonight.  

Eric Hales: Yes.  

Steve Farrell: Do you want to maybe give us a brief update on any of them?  

Kendall Crittenden: With the intent to pass this tonight cause it’s not on here? Just on for public hearing. 

Not on for consideration.  

Eric Hales: Yeah, that would have been the intent. Yeah, the intent we had worked with the legal team 

to kind of put that together so the intent was to have a resolution by the end of it, but if we need to 

move to another meeting, I guess we can. So, what the public hearing is for, is in 2009 the Fire District 

had  a resolution for some service fees, and administrative and operation fees, such as inspection and 

stand-bys and things like that. Well what we thought we needed to do especially with all the 

development occurring, is to revisit those fees see if we’re in the ballpark, what we need to do to raise 

and or lower those fees so we can ensure that we’re covering the costs of those services we’re 

providing.  So we did work with our attorney, Rob Hughes, and try to work through that. So staff put a 

lot of time in, primarily through our fire prevention bureau, Fire Marshal, Kristen, and Kierstan to kind of 

identify what our fees are. If you’d like we can go over the PowerPoint. A need to do that?  

We can do it tonight, that was the intent. But again, we want to just kind of revisit those current fees 

that were established in 2009 and ensure that we’re covering what we need to do within. 

Steve Farrell: This going forward is resolution 2204 is for all three of these?  

Eric Hales: Yes. So what this does again, with those operational fees its anything from our inspection 

fees, reviewing firework displays, and also EMS standbys, making sure when we provide those 

coverages, and basically those are passed through fees.  

Kendall Crittenden: What’s the open burn permit and who has to pay for that? 

Eric Hales: So if you are anytime basically through May through October, if you want to have a burn, a 

non-agricultural burn, you’d have to get a permit for that. 

Kendal Crittenden: But that doesn’t include like fire pits?  



Eric Hales: A fire pit, if someone’s just going to do a recreational fire in an approved pit than that does 

not. Its just if you’re going burn oof some material or garbage, things like that, that is not within that 

agricultural.  

So during the May through October we do have to inspect those and ensure that you know, the wind 

conditions are right, that the ceiling index, so smoke doesn’t fill our valley. So that’s what those are for.  

Mark Nelson: Can we go back to your first question because it seems like a public hearing is a waste of 

time if we can’t act on?  

Dustin: That’s not necessarily an issue.  

Kendal Crittenden: Maybe it isn’t.  

Mark Nelson: I suspect it isn’t an issue. I just wondered if maybe we could look at that.  

Dustin: It’s listed as a resolution, I don’t know that there’s specific language, we often use consideration. 

Mark Nelson: Does there have to be that specific word on the agenda?  

Dustin: I think the question is if someone would think that you would not intend to adopt that based on 

the wording of the agenda. Is the agenda misleading people? I think you could make the argument; they 

could assume there are other options.  

Mark Nelson: So I’d suggest maybe we vote on an amendment and then if someone comes back and 

says… 

Dustin: We can ratify it; we can bring it back to a district attorney and if they feel like we need to ratify it 

later then we can do that.   

Kendall Crittenden: We can do it not tomorrow but the next time we meet.  

Dustin: Yeah well, we could do it at the next fire district meeting of ratifying it.  

Kendal Crittenden: When will these take affect?  

Eric Hales: I think as soon as, it’d be Aug 1st I believe.  

Kendall Crittenden: That way you can put them in place and tell if you need to.  

Eric Hales: Any question or explanation of the fees, anything that stood out to you that we need to 

discuss. We tried to identify which fees went up and which fees went down. Some actually did go down 

from 2009 as we looked into what the actual true costs are. Because we did drill down that deep to 

ensure that we were not only covering our costs, but also doing the right thing.  

Kendall Crittenden: A lot of them went down.  

Eric Hales: And I unfortunately don’t the history in 2009 where they pulled those fees from. But by doing 

our due diligence and looking around this is what our attorney felt was defendable. Ok, thank you.  

Steve Farrell: We entertain a motion, to reconvene this meeting at 6:00, second made by Danny, motion 

made by Mark, all in favor?  



All: Aye.  

A motion was made to reconvene the fireboard meeting by Councilman Nelson. The motion was 

seconded by Councilman Good. The motion passed with all in favor.  

 

Reconvene 

Steve Farrell: We’re going to reconvene the fire district meeting to have our 6oclock hearing on 

resolution 2204, service fee resolution. Eric, you want to present that? Or Clint, who do you want to 

present?  

Clint Neerings: Chief.  

Eric Hales: I will, lets pop into a little PowerPoint here, I’m going to share my screen if that’s ok.  

Alright thank you, um what we’re here to do in this public meeting is to discuss the service fees, the 

administrative and operational service fees on behalf of the Wasatch Fire District. The last time these 

were addressed were 2009 per resolution. We felt it was important to revisit them and make sure that 

we were on track and making the adjustments needed since so much time had passed. So the whole 

background and purpose of these fees, is to try to cover services we provide. We do obviously, our 

primary mission is fire response and EMS services, but we also do public safety inspections and life 

safety inspections on new and existing buildings throughout the county. And in order to cover those 

fees, we need a fee structure so we can rely on those. In anything we do outside that original scope that 

the public pays us to do.  

So before we impose a fee or make any adjustments, we need to have a meeting like this, a public 

hearing to present to our board and hear from any of the public. So basically the fees are the cover the 

servicers, and just a little caveat, we have spent quite a bit of time over the last several months to kind 

of look at our fees, everyone that we have and make sure that we are covering our true cost and its not 

just some arbitrary number that we have out there. And again the last time that these were addressed 

was back in 2009 when that resolution was adopted.  

So with that, how we look at it, it’s the cost-of-service analysis. As we go through the analysis, we want 

to look at what our employees’ cost. When we look at employee cost, we look at the entire number. Not 

just the hourly wage, but the fringe that goes along with that, just covering our true cost. So we have 

our office staff rate, we have the actually inspector rate, and then in our analysis we had a combined 

rate as we tried to determine because each one of these areas has and impact on these fees that we 

provide inspections. The office staff collects the information, does the scheduling, puts the paperwork in 

order and then our inspection staff actually goes and physically does the inspection out in the field.  

Because we have such a large and vast county, we do our share of driving. So we had to incorporate 

what the impact to our vehicles, what does it cost, for service, gas, the wear and tear on the vehicle, as 

we’re trying to cover nearly 1,200 square miles within our county. And those rates were all put together. 

And I have to commend our staff for the time and effort that they put together to gather all this 

information and put it together all in one package.  



As we continue that service cost analysis, what we try to do is identify what the cost per hour was, and 

actually identify the average time for the inspection. Whether it’s the drive time to and from, the onsite 

inspection, processing time, and that how we kind of came up with those numbers. The average 

inspection fee that we applied was $165 dollars for that.  

So kind of the sum of the scope of those operational and administrative fees that we have are 

everything from burn fees, blast fees, firework displays. And as you can see, we have two fee schedules 

there. We have what’s currently adopted from 2009 and then what is proposed. As we went through 

and identify true cost, and again back in 2009 I don’t know what they use to determine why a firework 

display is $250. But our staff actually went through and actually looked at real time and what does it 

take to look at a firework ariel display and that’s the setup of the actual event. But then you have the 

sales locations, is that a tent, or is that in one of our commercial entities that you see as you walk into 

some of the retail stores, those all have to be inspected to make sure their code compliant, where 

they’re located, that they have the proper signage and so forth.  

Another fee that we looked at over time, in Wasatch County we have quite a few special events. And we 

had to look at what those impacts are. Those original fees of $25 an hour, currently ourselves and the 

Sherriff’s office we actually charge $50 an hour or so to get those folks off duty to work those special 

events. And the rate here is $60, and that includes some of that insurance and the backup fringe that 

would be associated with that fee. So as you can see, we went through and looked at what we had been 

charging, what the current rate is, hourly rate, employee rate, and made adjustments. Some things as 

you can see went down.  

If you look at ambulances and pumpers under 1000 gallons, what those look like, those are the brush 

trucks, the type 6 engines that we use for wildland fires. We look at what the actually cost and impact of 

those are. We look at some of our ambulance fee, if it’s a mobile fee, we have some large events, these 

large cycling events, Ragnar back in the day, we move throughout the county, we had to follow them 

and that was wear and tear on that vehicle. Some other events like at Soldier Hollow, the vehicle is just 

staged, once its there its not moving. That’s why we have those adjustments. Any questions so far on 

any of those fees?  

Kendall Crittenden: Can you go back a screen? So the ambulance stage is $200 a day, that just to have 

the ambulance there, that not having the staff there.  

Eric Hales: That’s the actual having the ambulance on site and just making sure we have the equipment 

assigned to that.  

Kendall Crittenden: So the staff would be on top of that?  

Eric Hales: The staff is additional to that, that’s where that hourly above is tied into that. Generally on 

these special events, those are generally contracted beforehand, and we establish those rates with 

them.  

Marilyn Crittenden: This is Marilyn Crittenden; can you go back one more side.  

Eric Hales: Yes ma’am.  

Marilyn Crittenden: What is a single blast? 



Eric Hales: A single blast is, there are times when you’re doing construction projects, they actually use 

dynamite and things to remove some of the material that they can’t remove with their machines. So it’s 

a blasting fee. In the past, obviously they’re licensed within the State of Utah, but they come up and 

they use whatever means necessary to actually blast that section of rock out and then they can use their 

excavation equipment to remove that. So those have to be permitted by fire code, and we do follow 

that with an inspection.  

Marilyn Crittenden: Ok thank you.  

Eric Hales: Yes. Moving from the special event fees, we actually have some facility inspection fees, and 

you have the use of commercial tents. Tents are temporary structures which per fire code need to be 

inspected. Whether they’re a sales tent for like fireworks, or for some special event, those have to be 

inspected, making sure they’re put up correctly, that they’re rated. You can’t just use and Easy-Up for 

some of these special events. You need to have one of these commercial companies come in, and we 

want to make sure they’re following the requirements. The canvas, or whatever material they have now 

days, the big white ones that you see at these events. So those are also required to be permitted.  

We have quite a few propane tanks throughout the county, houses on propane tanks. It used to be on 

our old fee schedule, we charged a different rate between an above ground tank and a below ground 

tank, and although we identified that occasionally there is a little more work to inspect a below ground 

tank, we determined that between the two we can come up with one fee. And covering our costs and 

everything we felt comfortable at that $165 for an inspection fee which is both above and below ground 

tanks throughout the county.  

And then we also had some additional fees, that weren’t included in that last such as hood inspection 

for commercial kitchens as well as hydrant flow tests. The reasons Hydrant flow test is increased, it 

takes a minimum of 2 people to actually do those. We have to be set up on two separate hydrants, 

we’re checking residual and flow pressures and static pressures, so it takes a lot more staff to conduct 

and adequate flow test on a hydrant.  

Kendall Crittenden: Is this a yearly fee?  

Eric Hales: These are as needed fees. We don’t, so if a large commercial project comes in and they want 

to determine what their flow is, or we want to verify that they said they had 1500 gallons a minute fire 

flow, we would go out there and verify through our means, checking the flow pressure, static pressures, 

residual pressures, to determine that they had it.  

Kendall Crittenden: What about the hood inspection, is that once a year?  

Eric Hales: That’s the initial, so what’s not, what we don’t charge for, is annual business inspections. So 

when we go to your local favorite restaurant and you go check the thing, that’s just part of our fire 

crew’s duty, is to go in there and make sure they’re compliant, that their hood had been inspected every 

year, that the fire extinguishers are up to date, that they’re not using extension cords where they 

shouldn’t. Those fees are actually some of the services our fire crews do. They are all for new 

construction or remodel.  

Marilyn Crittenden: So that hood inspection is only for commercial?  



Eric Hales: yes ma’am. Only for a commercial hood, like a commercial restaurant, large assembly space, 

it wouldn’t be for anybody’s residential.  

And then there’s some miscellaneous fees we want to try to capture in there as well. One of the things 

that we have quite a bit in our county, are nightly rentals. We continue to see more and more of those. 

We do not charge for that initial nightly rental inspection. Even though it’s required by municipality to 

have a license to have a nightly rental, we want to make sure that they’re meeting the requirements. 

You can’t just let anybody live in your house, you need to make sure that if you have a fire suppression 

system its up to date, that there’s a fire extinguisher in your home, it’s not cluttered, there’s not 

hazards, so when these visitors and guests come to your home its safe and possible.  

So we don’t charge for that initial inspection, but we will say there are some companies out there that 

manage so many properties that they can’t keep on top of things. So they’re scheduling us to come out 

there, but they’re not ready, or something’s happening. So we had to put something in place to say hey, 

the first ones free, but you keep calling us back or you’re not complying to what the requirements are 

we are going to charge you on that follow up fee.  

Then we come to the inspection and plan review fees. We spent quite a bit of time on these. This fee, 

this .00075 has been in place within the county since, I believe his name was Steve Ivie, so in the late 

90s, I don’t know when he was the Fire Marshal/building inspector in this county, but it’s been decades, 

that this fee has been applied to commercial buildings. What we have done, on one hand, what we 

couldn’t find was documentation in the late 90s of where this came from. We know that the revenue 

generated from this fee supported Steve’s wage and his position, but other than that we didn’t know 

where this came from. So our staff has taken quite a bit of time over the at least 3 or 4 months if not 

longer as well as our council to kind of, not so much reverse engineer, but kind of look at how this fee 

applies in our day. In 2022 is this still applicable? Is this still fair and equitable across the board? As we 

did that, we looked at existing structures and inspections of commercial and well as residential projects 

and we came up with stating that this evaluation and this fee still meets the needs of the district. And in 

some cases, it barely covers the cost.  

We have a large project going on near the Mayflower, Pioche, as an example. There’re four buildings 

there, and its multi-residential housing unit, and the impact fee applying this valuation for that 

generated about $35,000 in inspection and plan review fees. As we’ve gone through the phases of the 

project, today or at least when we put these documents together, we had calculated that there’d be 

approximately 72 inspections needed. As you take each floor, and different sections of the floor, 

depending on where the contractor is on their schedule, as we go through that project, we have 

completed only about 6 of those inspections of the 72, at a rate of about 3800 dollars or so for those 6 

inspections. As we calculate that out it came out about 1/12 of the inspections that we have to do so far. 

As it came out, if we keep it the current rate, the cost to inspect that buildings going to be over 38,000 

dollars of our cost instead of the 35 that we charged for that building.  

So using that, and not having had a lot of structures and buildings of that scope in our county, and as we 

know as we move forward, we are going to continue to get more and more of those multi-family, mixed 

use structures. We feel that the time that staff has spent looking at this, that that number still holds true 

today even though its decades old. And moving forward that its fair and equitable as we apply that. We 

also chose to apply to residential structures as well. And all these valuations are based off square 

footage and the valuation given. The numbers aren’t numbers we make up; they’re actually numbers we 



partner with the county building department. They provide us with the square footages and the 

valuation, and we’re using their formulas, so we’re all on the same page. So no one can say well the fire  

district said this, and the building department said this. We want to make sure that we’re all on the 

same page with that.  

The only kind of new fee here is that in applying this to inspection and plan reviews for residential that 

are not in the WUI. And we talk about the WUI, it’s the Wildland Urban Interface. And in that area, that 

triggers additional inspections. We do site hazard inspections, making sure that they have defensible 

space, so it takes more staff time. Again, reviewing this and applying this to the many inspections we’ve 

done, again staff and our council feel that these are definitely very defendable numbers, and we move 

forward.   

So that’s just kind of a breakdown of how these fees have come, and the work that we have done 

behind the scenes to verify them. And obviously the staff would like to recommend that the board 

approve the resolution and amend this fee schedule moving forward, and I guess I’ll entertain any 

questions, I brought really smart people to answer them for you.  

Steve Farrell: This merger fee of .00075 is it applied to the square foot of the building?  

Eric Hales: No its applied to the valuation of what the building is. So not so much the square footage. On 

the residential side- 

Steve Farrell: And the valuation of the building is determined by the building department?  

Eric Hales: Yes 

Steve Farrell: As it so much of square foot… 

Eric Hales: And I apologize, I don’t know what formula the building department uses to determine that, 

but we just felt whatever they determined was the appropriate valuation for that, that we would accept 

that. In residential, we do, an if any fees that we apply, like our impact fees is based on square foot. That 

number again in determined by the building department just so we’re all on the same page. So you can’t 

say its 1,050 square feet and we say its 2000 square feet. We want to make sure we’re all on the same 

page with that.  

On the residential side, they do have a formula in the building department where they take that square 

footage, and again I apologize that I don’t’ know what number they use but they have a formula that 

determines the estimated value of that based off the square footage. And again those are the numbers 

we use to apply this.  

Steve Farrell: Any question from the board for Eric before we go over the public hearing. I will mention 

we do have Councilman Crittenden online as well as Councilman Goode, so we have 5 members of the 

board here. Anything else Eric?  

Eric Hales: Nothing from me, unless you have a question for me. I will just stop sharing this.  

Steve Farrell: Ok now I will open this preposed resolution up for a public hearing. Is there anyone in the 

public that would like to present. Go ahead. Will you place state your name and who you represent?  



Glen Clement: I’m Glen Clement with Extel Development. I spoke earlier this evening with Chief Hales, 

and we decided it’d probably be best for me to just run in here real quick and just explain my concerns. I 

have a letter from council that we’ve already sent to Rock Hughes and Chief Hales. Who should I give it 

to to make it part of the record, I’ll give you a copy of that letter. So we found out about this fee this 

morning, which we knew was happening someday, but we didn’t have a whole lot of time to look into it 

and research it. Our concern is the plan and inspection review fee, as stated is .00075 has been in place 

for many years, but I’ve never been able to get ahold of an ordinance to show it was adopted. The only 

document I’ve ever been able to find, was published by the fire district that said residential only. So we 

asked the question what is this, this is residential why does it apply to commercial? So I think people 

started digging in and said let’s formalize things. Which is fine, I want it formalized. We want to 

understand what it is. But also in doing our research I can’t find any other fire district in the state of 

Utah that charges a similar fee structure. I  have no problem paying our cost for what the inspection fees 

are and the plan reviews, we completely agree with that, we can’t burden the taxpayer, but at the same 

time we want to ensure we aren’t paying more than our fair share, because we’re not supposed to be 

subsidized into operations of the district. So all we’re asking for is a little more time to reviews and 

compare against other fire districts and see how they’re calculating a fee, if they even have a similar fee.  

Our concern is the ongoing MWR hotel, using the valuation established by the building department, 

which is also what the fire district uses, it comes up with the fee of $127,500, which is a big chunk of 

money. Considering that the project has already paid the county building department $400,000 to 

review all the plans and an additional $6600,00+ for all the inspections. In talking with Chief Hales, he 

explained that the fire department is inspecting the fire and life safety aspect of it, while the building 

department is inspecting the rest of it, which I understand. But again it seems like a disproportionate 

high fee to be charging if my fire suppression system is about 1% of my entire budget, and yet the 

inspection fee is about 20% of the inspection budget that the county’s charging. It just seems like a little 

bit higher than it ought to be. So I’m just asking for a little more time to work with Chief Hales and his 

council, just review, compare to the other fire districts in the state, and just make sure that what we’re 

going to put in here in Wasatch County is commensurate, is fair, and that truly covers all the cost, but is 

not in excess of costs. So quick summary that was my concern, I’m just asking if we can get a little more 

time to study the fire plan review and inspection fee before its adopted.  

Kendall Crittenden: Have they shared with you what they use to determine, he talked a lot about it.  

Glen Clement: He explain a little yeah, my understanding is, if you look at the comments there, it says 

that they’ve spent 54 hours so far to perform 6 inspections. That’s 7-7.5 hours per inspection, if you look 

at the number it looks like we’re not going to have enough to cover it. But at the same time there’s only 

5 months left on the project. We’d have to do an awful lot of inspections to get that finished up in the 

next five months. And of course we want to do them, we don’t want to have a whole bunch of excess 

inspections. But as he said that’s only 1/6th, we’ve never done a project of this magnitude in the county 

before, its new for all of use, for the county, for the fire district, for us, lets just make sure we study a 

little more before we set the  precedence. Because as Chief mention, I’ve got a whole lot more big 

projects coming. And we just want to make sure it’s fair and equitable, that’s all we’re asking, just a little 

more time to make sure that we’re looking at things correctly and fully.  

Steve Farrell: Well this is not a new issue Glen; we’ve talked about this for over a year.  

Glen Clement: And I’ve never been able to get ahold of that actual ordinance explaining what it was.  



Steve Farrell: That’s what we’re trying to create now, is an actual ordinance.  

Glen Clement: Yes, and I completely support that, I want to make sure that reads correct.  

Steve Farrell: Anything else?  

Glen Clement: Nope.  

Kendall Crittenden: Ordinance or resolution, this is a resolution, right? 

Steve Farrell: It’s a resolution, but what Glen’s looking for is a resolution, and the old one.  

Kendall Crittenden: Yeah, which hasn’t changed.  

Glen Clement: But I’ve never been able to see it. And when I’ve asked, my understanding was it didn’t 

exist. There was an ordinance that had some fees, but it did not include this inspection plan review fee.  

Kendall Crittenden: Have you paid any on that, old, based on the old.  

Glen Clement: We paid the Pioche Village one. Because that was residential. And the only document 

ever found on the fire district’s website said residential only. So we said, well we’ll pay it on the 

residential. And now its showing commercial which is fine. And we understand there are inspections 

that are going to happen on the commercial. And we’re willing to pay the appropriate amount for it, but 

as I said I could find any other district that charges a fee of .00075 x building valuation. So we’re just 

trying to understand how the other districts are doing it throughout the state. We’re just asking for 

fairness. But yeah, we will carry out weight, we will pay our fees,  we have no problem making sure that 

we’re making the district whole on what they spend doing those inspections. Cause we need it, we want 

it, and we owe it. Any other questions?  

Steve Farrell: And you said the fees are 126,000 for the hotel or something?  

Glen Clement: Yes.  

Steve Farrell: That’s a small penny to what that hotel’s value, or what the total cost is going to be.  

Glen Clement: Sure.  

Steve Farrell: I mean that’s very minute.  

Glen Clement: well I don’t know about minute, but every time we get another fee here, another 

something here, inspections here, it all adds up.  

Steve Farrell: Its not called a service. Ok thank you.  

Glen Clement: Thank you Steve.  

Steve Farrell: Is there anyone else online that would like to address this?  

Kendal Crittenden: Do you have any information on what he indicated; did they find any other districts 

that charged this?  

Eric Hales: Every district has a fee structure, and operational and administrative fees, an dhow they 

structure it is all different. I know in that letter of reference that an inspection fee would be 50 dollars, 



plan review fee for a project like MWR would be 50 dollars. Unfortunately I did not spend a lot of time in 

that bureau. I spent a lot of time on the other side of the hill, and we had some very massive projects, 

and there’s no way that anyone would charge, even the old fire marshal or the new, $50 to review 

something like the MWR or the Montage at the base of the Canyons resort or something.  

Steve Farrell: Maybe $50 dollars was just one component of something.  

Eric Hales: Just a component. Or maybe even an intake, a plan set like that you couldn’t even print that 

for $50.  

Glen Clement: There’s got to be something out there, there’s got to be something more.  

Eric Hales: So I know my friend, Fire Marshal Chief Neerings might have something.  

Clint Neerings: So we did reach out to Mike Owens, he’s working on getting something back to me. The 

big thing about this fee study is covering the cost to the district. So kind of a point of clarification on 

Pioche, I have at least 32 recorded inspections at Pioche. Some of those were with me and Chief Hales, 

me Chief Hales, and Chief Giles, some at two inspections, some took two hours, we roughly figure we’ve 

been out there at list 45 minimum hours. Between inspections, meetings about it, and that’s not 

counting phone calls, text emails, that take up a bunch of our time. So we’re 45 hours-ish into 

inspections. We’ve approved 6 floors. Of those 6 floors, it took at least 16-18 inspections to finish those 

6 floors. We’ve done attic space, we’ve probably done 4-6 inspections on the attic space, its still not 

approved, we haven’t done the parking, the commercial, we’re still having to go out and make sure and 

push along to make sure we have fire access for standpipes and all those. So to say that we’ve spent 7 

hours per inspection of 6 is a little miss representative of the total time that we even just have a log of 

just 32-45 hours that its taken to get 6 floors approved in two of the buildings.  

Danny Goode: I just want to point out I don’t think that’s a little amount of time.  

Steve Farrell: Is there any other public comments dealing with this matter. Seeing that or hearing that, 

I’ll close the public comment period, and come back to the board for discretion.  

Mam did you have uh?  

Blonde Woman: I’m not sure if I’m in the right place, I’m just actually wanting to attend the public 

meeting regarding the placement by Zermatt, the ground there.  

Steve Farrell: The what?  

Blonde Woman: The ground that’s over by Zermatt.  

Steve Farrell: Oh that was last night.  

Blonde Woman: Oh well here I am. A day late, dang it.  

Steve Farrell: Well would you like to comment on the fire district?  

Blonde Woman: Sure, you guys are doing a great job, thank you.  

Steve Farrell: Yeah we did take care of it last night. And we hope you were in favor of it.  

Blonde Woman: Of the growth? 



Steve Farrell: No, about the conservation of those acres.  

Blonde Woman: Yes, I am for that. So yes, sorry for bothering you guys I was just wanting to attend that 

meeting.  

Kendall Crittenden: Never a bother. Ok back to the council for discussion.  

Jeff Wade: We can go ahead an approve this can we not.  

Steve Farrell: If we find the numbers not correct we can amend this.  

Eric Hales: Absolutely.  

Steve Farrell: And I think that’s probably the way I’d like it to go. Is we need to have something on 

record establishing these fees. And if Glen can come up with some deprivation of something different 

than that .00075 then we readdress it and move to that point.  

Kendall Crittenden: With that, are you guys continuing to work with them, this is probably our big 

development that this is really going to affect.  

Eric Hales: Well absolutely. Of course we want to, we have to work in concert together, and that’s our 

ultimate goal is to ensure that we bring a project, we want to bring a project that highlights the beauty 

of this area. Of course we want to bring that, we just want to make sure, and we’ve talked about it, it’s a 

precedent. I think we want to establish that precedent.  

Steve Farrell: I think we have to realize that once you approve it, the liability of that falls on your 

shoulders, somebody gets hurt, somebody has a fire or something, or one of the items since we’ve 

approved it, it falls on the county’s shoulders.  

Kendall Crittenden: Or like where was it today, a whole staircase caved in?  

Clint Neerings: West Valley. And we have had people, because it does add face value up here to be a lot 

of money. But its not a project we completed this year. So this kind of covers from DRC, concept, 

preliminary, final, site visits, all the inspections, if we approved every inspection on the first inspection 

its north to 400 inspections to get it done. So we have had Elmridge and Wasatch Commons kind of have 

the same comments, we met with them and said all right we’ll work it out. By the end of the project 

they were more than happy with what the fee was.  

Because its not, very rarely, especially in commercial, do we show up first inspection, inspect an entire 

floor, and it gets approved. We can narrow it down to a unit, a corridor, a corridor can have a piping 

inspection, a pressure inspection, head inspection, seismic inspection. So we spread this fee out, we 

calculated about 5 years from conception to rough completion. So that 127,000 is split out over 5 years 

of time between a chief, fire marshal, inspector. And that’s where we came up with that average wage 

to what it would cost to have someone come out and now be losing money. If I go out its covered, if a 

chief officer goes out, a new chief gets hired, then we’re in the negative.  

Steve Farrell: I think all districts have some kind of fee,  we may not call it the same, so if you can come 

back with some information to help us to find this, we’d certainly appreciate it. But I think we’ll move 

forward and if there’s a motion. 



Kendall Crittenden: Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we approve resolution 22-04 service fee 

resolution for the fire district. Fire protection special service district, with the idea that it can be 

modified in the future if we have justification for changing the fee either way, I guess.  

Steve Farrell: We have a motion; do we have a second to that motion.  

Jeff Wade: Second. 

Steve Farrell: Second by Jeff, any discussion on the motion.  

Danny Goode: Hey Kendall, can we have clarification at the very end of your motion you said ‘I guess’. 

Could you be definitive? 

Kendall Crittenden: Well I mean, it could go up or down, if we evaluate and discover that its too low. We 

could adjust it either way.  

Steve Farrell: I think the point being we’re subject to more information.  

Danny Goode: I understand, I agree with the motion.  

Kendall Crittenden: You don’t like me guessing?  

Danny Goode: I just don’t want someone to misunderstand and think that’s part of the motion.  

Steve Farrell: Well with that being said, I guess we’ll go ahead and vote. Marilyn? 

Marilyn Crittenden: Yes 

Steve Farrell: Danny?  

Danny Goode: yeah 

Steve Farrell: Jeff? 

Jeff Wade: Yes 

Steve Farrell: Kendall? 

Kendall Crittenden: Yes 

Steve Farrell: And I vote yes. Motion passes.  

A motion was made to approve resolution 22-04 Service Fee Resolution for the Fire Protection Special 

Service District with the idea that it can be modified in the future with valid justification for altering 

the fee either way by Councilman Crittenden. The motion was seconded by Councilman Wade. The 

motion passed with all in favor.  

Thank you for attending and I hope we can work this out and come to a consensus. And with that I 

entertain Kendall’s motion to adjourn. All in favor? 

All: Aye.  

Steve Farrell: Any opposed? Thank you.  



A motion was made to adjourn by Councilman Crittenden. The motion was seconded by Councilman 

Farrell. The motion passed with all in favor.  

 

END 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


