
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TRUSTEES 
OF THE CENTRAL WEBER SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (CWSID) 

HELD MONDAY, AUGUST 18, 2025 AT 6:00 P.M., AT THE DISTRICT OFFICE 
LOCATED AT 2618 WEST PIONEER ROAD, MARRIOTT-SLATERVILLE, UTAH AND 

ELECTRONICALLY VIA ZOOM. 
 
Trustees Present: Neal Berube, Bart Blair, Sheri Bingham, Bob Blind, Leonard Call, Gage 

Froerer, Rich Hyer, Ben Nadolski, Russ Porter, Michelle Tait, Rob 
Vanderwood, Scott VanLeeuwen, and Rod Westbroek.  

 
Trustees Excused: Mark Allen and Braden Mitchell. 
 
Others Present: Kevin Hall, Camille Cook, James Dixon, Shawn Wilson, and Ryan Bench 

(Carollo Engineers), Jay R. Whimpey, Cindy Winham, Jordan Cubbedge, 
Stacey Moyle, Juliene Snyder, Matt Dugdale (electronically), and John 
Gadd (electronically). 

 
Call to Order: 
 
Vice Chairman Hyer called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and welcomed everyone to the 
Board meeting. 
 
Truth in Taxation 
a. Motion to Open the Truth in Taxation Public Hearing Regarding the Board’s Intent to 

Consider Levying a Property Tax Rate that Exceeds the District’s Certified Tax Rate 
 
It was moved by Trustee Porter and seconded by Trustee Froerer as follows: 

 
That the truth in taxation public hearing, regarding the Board’s intent to consider 
levying a property tax rate that exceeds the District’s certified tax rate, be opened. 
 

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek; and Vice Chairman Hyer 
declared the public hearing to be open. 
 
b. Review Proposed Property Tax Increase 
 
Camille Cook reminded the Trustees that the District has been preparing for and contemplating 
this tax increase for some time.  As summarized in a memorandum in the agenda packet, the 
Board has considered these actions carefully and followed the statutory truth in taxation 
process.   
 
The principal sources of District income are sewage treatment fees paid by District customers, 
impact fees paid in connection with new construction within the District, and property taxes.  
Treatment fees and impact fees are pledged as revenues for the repayment of bonds.  Property 
taxes are not pledged to the repayment of bonds.  Bond Indentures require the District to apply 
property taxes to pay operation and maintenance expenses of the system operated by the 
District.   
 
The Board approved a 5-year Financial Plan in 2023 that includes the consideration of property 
tax increases in order to cover increased operation and maintenance costs.  The initial Financial 
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Plan projection in 2023 was that property tax increases totaling approximately 24% would be 
required.  The Board recognized the burden a substantial tax increase would place on each 
property owner and instead approved a plan to consider a property tax rate increase of 
approximately 8% annually over three years.  2025 is the final year of the three-year period 
during which annual property tax increases were to be considered.   
 
The District treats wastewater from 16 municipal entities, which collected, on average, 32.93 
million gallons of wastewater per day in 2024.  The District is regulated by the Utah Division of 
Water Quality and, as treatment standards increase, the District’s state discharge permit 
requirements become more strict.   
 
The District works hard to run its facilities in a cost effective manner and to operate efficiently, 
but must respond to increasing expenses due to inflation in essential operating costs, especially 
utilities and chemicals. The cost of natural gas and electricity has continued to rise over the past 
year and Rocky Mountain Power has proposed additional increases. Chlorine costs have 
increased significantly from the beginning of FY 2022, in addition to other increases in the cost 
of chemicals used in the sewage treatment process.  In addition to these routine expenses, the 
District has undertaken large essential maintenance projects as the sewage treatment plant is 
aging and requires more maintenance.   
 
Based on the approved 5-year Financial Plan and the budgeted need to receive $15,040,300 in 
property tax revenue, the District’s property tax rate is proposed to increase by 7.27% District-
wide, resulting in a property tax rate of 0.000590.  This increase is intended to cover ongoing 
increases in operation and maintenance costs, especially utilities and chemicals.  The increase 
would provide an additional $1,346,572 in annual revenue for the District.  This revenue has 
been used to balance the FY 2026 Tentative Budget. 
 
Ms. Cook reviewed the property tax information separately for real property owners in Weber 
and Davis Counties, because the District serves a portion of both Counties.   
 
The average value of a Weber County residence in the District is $483,000.  The property tax on 
an average Weber County residence would increase by $13.28 per year and property taxes on 
a business property of the same value would increase by $24.15 per year.  If the proposed 
increase is approved, the District would receive an additional $1,308,368 in property tax 
revenue per year from Weber County properties in the District’s service area. 
 
The average value of a Davis County residence in the District is $576,000.  The property tax on 
an average Davis County residence would increase by $15.84 per year and property taxes on a 
business property of the same value would increase by $28.80 per year.  If the proposed 
increase is approved, the District would receive an additional $38,204 in property tax revenue 
per year from Davis County properties in the District’s service area. 
 
Both Weber and Davis Counties have tax relief programs available, and Ms. Cook encouraged 
taxpayers who are concerned with their ability to pay this increase to look into the qualifications 
and benefits of these programs.  
 
Ms. Cook also notified the Board and the public that a list of all other taxing entities in both 
Weber and Davis Counties, that are considering property tax increases this year, was available 
in the Board room. 
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Ms. Cook recommended that the Board receive public input on the proposed 2025 tax rate and, 
after considering public comments, consider Resolution 2025-15, to approve a property tax rate 
of 0.000590. 
 
c. Public Comment 

 
Vice Chairman Hyer called for public comments and requested that each commentor limit their 
comments to three minutes, introduce themselves by name, and state what city they are from.    
 
Jay R. Whimpey, from Farr West City, stated that he does not believe the District is operating 
the plant as efficiently as possible.  He stated that there are two 750 kilowatt generators on-site 
that could be fired with digester gas and produce approximately $700,000 worth of electricity.  
Mr. Whimpey also declared there to be safety issues at the District that should be addressed, 
claiming that some operators have been instructed to change parameters while they are taking 
tests, to save chemicals, and that the District has increased the levels of management to reward 
some “friends”.  Mr. Whimpey reminded the Trustees that he has pointed out these issues in the 
past and, from what he can see, they have not been addressed.    
  
Cindy Windham from Roy stated that there was an 8% Central Weber property tax increase last 
year and that the Weber County School District and Roy City are also considering increasing 
property taxes.  Ms. Windham hoped that this will be the last increase and that maybe, if it was, 
the residents could tolerate $13 per year.  She also commented that the Inland Port was 
unconstitutional, according to the Utah Constitution.   
 
Jordan Cubbedge, from Ogden City, requested a clarification on the proposed property tax rate 
increase amounts and received the requested information from Ms. Cook.  He asked if the 
District has applied for grants and loans.  He stated that no one likes taxes, but he appreciates 
what the District does.  Mr. Cubbedge would like to see the District work with minimums instead 
of over-reaching, as it would be better for the citizens, declaring that other governmental 
entities, including the school district, are hitting citizens hard with taxes.   
 
John Gadd attended virtually and did not state where he resides.  He spoke in opposition to the 
tax increase and stated that it hits a lot of people hard.  He would prefer that the District cut 
costs rather than increase property taxes.  Mr. Gadd also expressed a concern that the District’s 
Board is appointed rather than elected.  He stated that, if someone is unhappy with this tax 
increase, they cannot vote Trustees out of office because the Board members are appointed.  In 
his opinion, this is taxation without representation.  He also asked how many Board members 
are on the Board and how many were present, constituting a quorum, at this meeting. 
  
d. Motion to Close Public Hearing and Reconvene the General Session 
 
There being no further public comments, it was moved by Trustee Call and seconded by 
Trustee VanLeeuwen as follows: 

 
That the public hearing be closed and the Board reconvene in general session. 
 

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek. 
 
Vice Chair Hyer opened the floor to Board members and District staff, as delegated by Kevin Hall, 
to address the public comments.    
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Trustee Porter clarified that 13 Trustees, out of 15 total Board members, were in attendance at 
the meeting.  He explained that all of the Board members are elected to an office, such as Mayor 
or City Council member, and that most of the Board members are running for a municipal office 
in the upcoming November election, so there is a way to vote members of the Board out of office.  
Trustee Porter explained that the District does not receive any money from other governmental 
entities’ tax increases.  He pointed out that Central Weber’s proposed tax increase is $1.10 per 
month for an average single family residence in Weber County. 
 
Mr. Hall reminded the Trustees that the approved 2023 Financial Plan was intended to deal with 
pressures such as changing regulations, growth, and the rising cost of chemicals and utilities 
required to run the sewage treatment plant.  The Plan includes proposed tax increases to meet 
the District’s needs.  Mr. Hall confirmed that the District does have a cogeneration facility but, 
approximately five years ago, the District made an economic decision to take it out of service 
based on how much it cost to run the facility.  The District was spending as much or more on 
operational costs, such as labor, maintenance, and oil, as it was saving on power.  After the 
decision was made to turn off the generator, additional air quality regulations were implemented 
by the State and the District is no longer permitted to run the generators.  Mr. Hall noted that 
District staff appreciates ideas and challenges to investigate additional efficiencies, and has 
investigated several ways to improve efficiency.  Mr. Hall explained that the District has nothing 
to do with the Inland Port. 
 
Trustee Froerer commented that the Inland Port is not a taxing authority, so it is doesn’t violate 
the Utah Constitution.  The Inland Port utilizes tax increment financing, which is not a direct tax 
levy.    
 
Vice Chair Hyer mentioned that Trustee Vanderwood asked District staff to investigate solar 
power.  After staff completed the analysis, it was determined that it didn’t make sense at this time 
to move forward with solar power to offset the District’s energy expenses.  Vice Chair Hyer also 
explained that the methane generated by the treatment plant is “dirty”, which contributes to the 
high cost of burning the methane in a generator.   
 
Ms. Cook commented that the District watches for opportunities for grants and loans but, 
unfortunately, they are not readily available to cover daily operation expenses.  She explained 
that adding levels of management was an administrative decision based on span of control and 
succession planning considerations.    
 
Trustee Call noted that the decision to add levels of management was vetted by the District’s 
Personnel Committee and that the Committee made a positive recommendation.       
 
e. Consideration of Resolution 2025-15: Approving 2025 Tax Rate 
 
It was moved by Trustee Froerer and seconded by Trustee Porter as follows: 

 
That Resolution 2025-15 be adopted, thereby approving the District’s 2025 
property tax rate of 0.000590. 
 

The motion carried, by a roll call vote, with Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek each voting in the 
affirmative. 
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Vice Chair Hyer noted that property taxes have been a discussion and concern of the Trustees 
for a long time and acknowledged that it may be frustrating to some to see a unanimous Board 
vote, but that decision is a result of many discussions.   
 
Trustee Berube explained that the District’s Finance Committee originally was asked to consider 
a 24% property tax increase.  The Committee recognized the burden that would place on citizens, 
so the Committee instead recommended that the property tax increase be spread out over a 
three-year period.  He also pointed out that the District recently received an award for operating 
the outstanding large sewage treatment facility in the state. 

 
Fiscal Year 2026 Budget 
 
a. Motion to Open the Fiscal Year 2026 Budget Public Hearing 
 
It was moved by Trustee Call and seconded by Trustee Tait as follows: 

 
That the Fiscal Year 2026 Budget public hearing be opened. 
 

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek; and Vice Chairman Hyer 
declared the public hearing to be open. 
 
b. Review Fiscal Year 2026 Tentative Budget 
 
Ms. Cook presented the final FY 2026 Budget for Board consideration. She reminded the Board 
that the Budget has been a collaborative effort and District staff members appreciate the input 
and teamwork from everyone in reviewing budgetary needs and projections. 
 
The FY 2026 payroll and benefits budget includes 36 full time equivalent employees.  Employee 
retention continues to be a major focus for the District. 
 
The capital projects budget totals $53,370,000 which includes a carryover of funds originally 
budgeted in previous years for plant growth and expansion projects. 
 
The FY 2026 Budget includes $33,707,000 in operating revenues and $33,068,000 in non-
operating revenues, which is significantly higher than the FY 2025 Budget due to the inclusion of 
proceeds of a $28 Million bond.   
 
Ms. Cook informed the Trustees that general inflation has contributed to increases in the operating 
budget, especially utilities and chemicals.  That, along with an aging treatment plant and 
infrastructure, has contributed to the need for increased operational spending to support the 
system.  The total proposed operating budget is $11,972,000, an increase of approximately 12% 
compared to the FY 2025 Budget.   
 
A 6% increase in service fees was approved by the Board in June. Due to population and 
assessed valuation changes within each wholesale customer (several cities, two special districts 
and Weber County), most of their service fees will increase, but some wholesale customers may 
actually see a fee decrease. The average retail service fee charged by entities throughout the 
District is $33.84/month. 
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The Budget also includes increases in various operations and maintenance line items.  In addition 
to increased costs, FY 2026 will continue to be a year of transition and will require some system 
redundancy as the District continues to operate the old chlorine disinfection process while also 
starting the new UV (ultraviolet light) process for testing and implementation purposes.  District 
staff anticipate that there could be up to six months when both processes will operate, depending 
on calibration considerations.   
 
The cost of interest and principal on outstanding bonds is proposed to be $15,760,000 and 
miscellaneous expenses of $740,000 are also included in the Budget.  
 
Impact fees are budgeted at $4.5 million, and will be evaluated throughout the year. 
 
Ms. Cook recommended that the Board receive public input on the FY 2026 Budget and consider 
Resolution 2025-16 to adopt the FY 2026 Budget. 
 
c. Public Comment 

 
Vice Chair Hyer called for public comments. 
 
Mr. Whimpey stated that there is significant employee turnover, at about 50%, and that 
supervisors have no experience, there is a culture where employees are not allowed to express 
dissent or comment, and most of the operators at the District have plans to exit.  He also stated 
that there are serious safety concerns that employees have been told not to mention.  
Improvement could be made and that is not always related to pay.  He thinks the District is 
providing comparable pay and benefits.       
 
Mr. Cubbedge noted that it is discouraging to hear a unanimous vote favoring a tax increase 
after expressing concerns.  He mentioned that it would be nice to have more details about how 
these decisions are made.     
 
Ms. Windham stated that the District has to deal with the sewer produced by all of the people 
living in high density housing.  She stated that “we the people” hate it, and that the Mayors may 
be getting a kickback from the Governor in exchange for high-density housing approvals.  Ms. 
Windham is living with an increase of 500 houses on her street.  She stated that she is not 
arguing about a $13 increase per year, but she is arguing that money has been wasted in the 
past.   
 
Mr. Gadd stated that, even though this increase may not be large, the problem is “death by a 
thousand cuts.”  Mr. Gadd expressed thanks for the clarification on the Board composition, but 
stated that even though the citizens in the District’s cities could vote for someone else to fill 
those positions, they could not vote directly for someone to serve on the Board of Trustees of 
the Central Weber Sewer Improvement District because the Trustees are appointed.  He asked 
how each Trustee is appointed to the District Board. 
 
 d. Motion to Close Public Hearing & Reconvene the General Session 
 
There being no further public comments, it was moved by Trustee VanLeeuwen and seconded 
by Trustee Porter as follows: 
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That the public hearing be closed and that the Board reconvene in general 
session. 
 

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek. 
 
Trustee Call addressed the “death by a thousand cuts” comment.  He noted that it is really difficult 
because the process happens for each taxing entity at the same time, but also every entity is 
affected by the same increasing costs of operation and the revenue is not shared between the 
entities.  Trustee Call reminded the audience that the District processes more than 30 million 
gallons of waste water every day.  This difficulty is not the entities’ fault.  It might be the fault of 
the Utah’s tax system, but he does not know a better way.    

 
Trustee Berube commented on the appointment procedure.  He reported that, in North Ogden, 
the City Council determines who is appointed to the Board.  He also stated that he hates property 
taxes, because they are unfair, but until someone comes up with a better way, Utah is stuck with 
property taxes to fund cities, counties, and districts.   

 
Trustee Porter addressed Mr. Cubbedge’s comment about approving the property tax increase 
right after the public hearing.  He noted that, in South Ogden, they wait until the next meeting to 
consider an increase.   Trustee Ported suggested the District consider this suggestion if a future 
property tax hearing is held.   

 
Trustee Vanderwood stated that Board members are appointed to the Board to represent both 
their cities and the residents in their cities.  People should know that they can always go to Board 
members who are appointed from their cities and express their concerns.    

   
Trustee Berube shared that not every decision of the Board has been unanimous.  The Trustees 
also represent the District and there are discussions and deliberations about the impact to 
residents of the District before decisions are made.    

 
In response to a question from Trustee Porter, Mr. Hall stated that a very small portion of Roy 
City is served by the District.    

 
Trustee Blind stated that someone trusted him when he was appointed to the Board.  Every 
resident cannot attend every meeting, so trust must be placed in the Board members.  He 
requested that people share their ideas with those who represent them on this Board. 

 
Trustee Nadolski noted that he is relatively new to the Board and shared his perspective and 
experience as a new Board member.  He had a lot of homework to do when he was first appointed, 
and took a tour of the facilities with District staff to learn about the operation.  Trustee Nadolski 
noted that he is a member of the Personnel Committee, which recently reviewed the District’s 
policies and procedures.  His review comments focused on policies that reduce waste.  He feels 
that the District’s operation accomplishes this goal and that the organization is responsible and 
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solvent.  Trustee Nadolski advised the public that he does look at the combination of all entities 
that serve the population of Ogden and how they impact the residents of Ogden.  He has promoted 
not increasing property taxes at the City level because the City has a lot more funding levers to 
pull than the District.  This District has limited funding options because it only provides one 
essential service.   

 
Vice Chair Hyer commented about the revenue neutral tax system set up by the Utah Legislature.   
If truth in taxation is not done every year, the District would see an annual decline in revenue, in 
terms of value, because of increased costs each year.  The District also incurs additional costs 
because of State regulations, and the District does not fund unessential services.  He noted that, 
by many efficiency metrics, the District compares very favorably to other sewer districts and 
complimented the District’s staff.    

 
Vice Chair Hyer asked Mark Anderson to comment on the Board appointment and composition 
comments.  Mr. Anderson explained that all of the 15 Board members are elected by their 
constituents to an office on a body that then appoints them to the District Board.  There is direct 
accountability and, when a Board member no longer holds the office to which he or she was 
elected, a vacancy is declared and a different elected official is appointed to the Board.  Citizens 
that reside in municipalities that do not have an appointed Board member are represented by an 
elected Weber County Commissioner who sits on the Board. 

 
Vice Chair Hyer asked Mr. Hall to respond on the personnel issues that were raised during the 
public hearing.  Trustee Call stated that he did not think those comments were appropriate to the 
budget discussion, and suggested that they could be addressed in more detail at a later meeting.  
Vice Chair Hyer replied that accusations were made and he wanted to make sure that District 
staff had a chance to respond appropriately.  Mr. Hall generally stated that the accusations are 
not verified by his experience and the data he has gathered.  If the Trustees would like more 
information, he would happy to discuss it at a later time.  With regard to how the comments pertain 
to the Budget, the data and observations District management has gathered indicate that a fair 
amount of attrition is due to pay and that management strives to balance pay with budgetary 
concerns and keeping costs down.   

Trustee Berube noted that if you are quiet when accused, it does not mean that you agree with 
the accusation.  He stated that it was offensive for anyone to insinuate that Board members were 
getting kickbacks and it is inappropriate to question an individual’s integrity with personal attacks 
without any evidence.    

 

e. Consideration of Resolution 2025-16: Adopting the FY 2026 Budget 
 
It was moved by Trustee Call and seconded by Trustee Westbroek as follows: 

 
That Resolution 2025-16 be adopted, thereby approving the District’s FY 2026 
Budget as presented. 
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The motion carried, using a roll call vote, with Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, 
Froerer, Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek each voting in 
the affirmative. 
 
Adjournment 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, it was moved by Trustee Berube and 
seconded by Trustee Porter as follows: 

 
That the Board meeting be adjourned. 

 
The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Berube, Blair, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer, 
Hyer, Nadolski, Porter, Tait, Vanderwood, VanLeeuwen, and Westbroek. 
 
Vice Chairman Hyer declared the meeting to be adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 
 
Approved by the Board of Trustees of the Central Weber Sewer Improvement District on the 15th 
day of September, 2025. 
 
 
             
      Mark C. Allen, Chairman 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
             
Camille Cook, Clerk 
 
 


