MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TRUSTEES
OF THE CENTRAL WEBER SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (CWSID)
HELD MONDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2025 AT 5:00 PM, AT THE DISTRICT OFFICE
LOCATED AT 2618 WEST PIONEER ROAD, MARRIOTT-SLATERVILLE, UTAH.

Trustees Present: Mark Allen, Neal Berube, Sheri Bingham, Bob Blind, Leonard Call, Gage
Froerer, Rich Hyer, Braden Mitchell, Ben Nadolski, Michelle Tait, Scott
VanLeeuwen, Rob Vanderwood, and Rod Westbroek.

Trustees Excused: Bart Blair and Russ Porter

Others Present: Kevin Hall, Camille Cook, James Dixon, Mark Anderson, Clay Marriott,
Shawn Wilson, Paige Spencer, Ryan Bench (Corollo), and Brent Packer
(Bowen and Collins).

Call to Order

Chairman Allen called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.
The pledge of allegiance was led by Trustee Tait.

The invocation was offered by Trustee Vanderwood.

Public Comment

There were no public comments.

Minutes of September 15, 2025, Board Meeting Approval

It was moved by Trustee VanLeeuwen and seconded by Trustee Hyer as follows:
That the September 15, 2025, Board meeting minutes be approved as presented.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Ratification of Vouchers

Camille Cook reminded the Trustees about vouchers that previously were approved by the Board
prior to payment, and recommended ratification of the September 2025 Check Register, which is
an itemized list of all payments made by the District during September, in the total amount of
$3,260,328.37.

It was moved by Trustee Hyer and seconded by Trustee Bingham as follows:

That the September 2025 Check Register be ratified and approved as presented in
the total amount of $3,260,328.27.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.



Project Updates of Major Capital Projects

James Dixon presented financial and construction updates on the 1900 West Pipeline Upgrade
Project. Mr. Dixon advised the Board that Ames Construction has run into a few setbacks on the
Project. The utility relocation portion of the Project is taking longer than initially expected and
UDOT has changed some requirements that may impact the Project at a later date.

Chairman Allen asked if the utility relocation referred to moving the fiberoptic line. Mr. Dixon
responded in the affirmative and added that the utility relocation contractor is working with the
canal companies to resolve some issues.

The Phase 2 Expansion and UV (ultraviolet light) Disinfection Project that is being undertaken by
Gerber Construction is more than 90% complete. The Project is moving forward on schedule and
completion is still expected to be in the late spring of 2026. Testing of the UV commissioning
revealed a few issues that are being worked through to get the UV component up and running
smoothly.

Mr. Dixon reported that work is continuing on the Dewatering HVAC Replacement Project while
the contractor is waiting for delivery of the air handling unit in November. This is the first large
piece of equipment that will be installed after which electrical work will be completed. The
estimated Project completion date is the spring of 2026.

Certification of Annexation/Withdrawal Petitions

There were no Petitions to be certified by the Board.

Consideration of Finance Committee Documents: Tax Increment Financing Policy

Trustee Nadolski arrived.

Trustee Berube thanked those who participated in the Finance Committee meeting and
commended District staff for being well prepared for the meeting.

Trustee Berube reported that the Finance Committee met to develop recommendations for the
Board of Trustees to consider regarding updates to the TIF (Tax Increment Financing) Guiding
Principles. Attendees included Trustees Neal Berube, Bart Blair, Gage Froerer, and Rob
Vanderwood as well as staff members Camille Cook and Kevin Hall.

The Committee developed the following recommended action plan for the Board’s consideration:

1. Change the TIF Guiding Principles to a TIF Policy

2. Limit term participation to 10 years

3. Add a process that, if the county in which the project area is located does not agree to
participate, the District will not consider a participation request. A participation interlocal
agreement must be executed by the applicable county and the relevant redevelopment
agency or community development and renewal agency before the District will consider
a TIF participation request and the District will not participate at a higher rate or for a
longer period of time than the county

4. Minor changes throughout the new TIF Policy based on legal review



Trustee Berube explained that Weber County uses a matrix to consider each TIF participation
request and that, by requiring the County’s participation, the District will be in alignment with the
County’s economic plans. He mentioned that, under this approach, the County would implement
a more thorough and complex process while the District’s Policy could be relatively simple. He
reiterated that an interlocal agreement would be in place with the County prior to the TIF
participation request coming to the District for consideration.

Trustee Vanderwood added that the Committee members made these recommendations
because they appreciate the work Weber County had done to tie a matrix to TIF priorities. He
mentioned that the Committee considered that, unless the local school district or the local county
agreed to participate, the District wouldn’t consider a TIF participation request.

Trustee Froerer commented that a policy is more stringent than mere guidelines. The State has
been changing CRA regulations, which the County’s policy has taken into consideration. If the
County doesn’t approve a TIF request, the requesting entity may not even approach the District.
Trustee Froerer also mentioned that the County’s approach of requiring TIF funding to be used
for regional infrastructure is the most conservative approach for the use of taxpayer dollars.

Trustee Mitchell agreed that TIF money should fund regional infrastructure, but he expressed
concern that the District may lose independence by deferring to the County for TIF approval. If
the County chooses not to support a project, that would mean the District would be unable to
support the project even if doing so would benefit the District. Trustee Mitchell suggested that
the Board refer to the County’s matrix, but not be tied to it. Trustee Vanderwood responded that,
if both the County and the School District decline to approve a project, there may not be sufficient
TIF funding for the project to proceed.

Trustee Hyer asked if the Committee talked about the difference between a special district and a
municipality. He agreed with Trustee Mitchell’s concern regarding allowing the County to make
a decision that would bind the District. Trustee Berube stated that he was not sure how this would
fit into the District’s Policy and the Finance Committee would need to independently consider the
difference between a special district and a municipality. Trustee Call asked if there could be a
project that would benefit the District but not the County. Trustee Berube responded that the
Committee didn’t foresee any situation where that would occur.

Trustee Nadolski stated that there are different reasons for pursuing development projects. If a
project is proposed, it would be nice to consider its alignment with all of the taxing entities. Trustee
Mitchell stated that the County was not on board for the America First RDA project in Riverdale
and CWSID was the “swing vote” to gain approval for an extension request for that project.
Trustee VanLeeuwen suggested that a limit be set on CWSID’s property tax participation
regardless of whether the County or School District is participating. The District’s policy could be
set at a 50% participation rate for at most 10 years. Trustee Berube mentioned that, if there is a
Policy, the District cannot pick and choose who to support.

Trustee Hyer noted that, even if the District does not benefit from a CRA, there may be reasons
to support it. The District may not fit into the matrix like the County does, and that's why Ogden
City doesn’t request TIF participation by the District. Trustee Nadolski stated that the District
shouldn’t participate in TIF projects very often because the District’s size and scope are relatively
small. Trustee Froerer stated that the District should have a protective policy in place. Trustee



Bingham suggested that prospective developers should line up participation from either the
County or the School District prior to consideration by CWSID.

Trustee Berube stated that, whatever is decided, the Board should determine what criteria must
be met in order for the District to approve a TIF request. Trustee Nadolski stated that the County
has established a clear policy and created a checklist. Trustee Vanderwood stated that the full
County matrix doesn’t apply to the District. Trustee Call suggested that it would be beneficial to
know the County Commission’s rationale for denying a TIF request. Trustee Hyer suggested that
the CWSID policy should require a finding of fact on why a decision was made. Trustee Van
Leeuwen suggested that the more loopholes there are in the policy the harder it will be to enforce
the policy. Trustee Vanderwood stated that developers should be directed to the County before
asking for District participation, to save the District’s time. Trustee Froerer agreed with Trustee
Vanderwood’s remarks.

Trustee Mitchell reinforced that the District should not simply abide by the County’s decision.
Trustee Froerer suggested that the Board make an adjustment in the wording of item #3 of the
Committee’s recommendation which currently states:

3. Adds a process that if the county in which the project area is located does not agree to
participate, the District will not consider the request. A participation interlocal agreement
with the respective county must be executed by the county and the relevant agency before
the District will consider the request and the District will not participate at a higher rate or
for a longer period of time.

Trustee Froerer suggested adding wording that, if either the respective county or school district
approves a TIF request for a development, the District will consider the request.

Trustee Nadolski asked if there is any consideration of the local city’s participation. Trustee
Vanderwood responded that it depends on percentages and times. Cities generally are the entity
requesting an interlocal agreement and TIF participation by the District. Trustee Nadolski
commented that an interlocal agreement should be in place with the County or the School District
before a TIF request is considered by the District. Trustee Berube noted that the interlocal
agreement must come from the municipality.

It was moved by Trustee Froerer and seconded by Trustee Hyer as follows:

That the TIF Policy be amended to reflect that, unless either a County or a School
District agrees to participate, the District will not consider a TIF request.

There was no vote on this motion due to more discussion. Mr. Anderson stated that the last
paragraph in the Policy would need to be re-written. After additional discussion, Trustee Froerer
withdrew his motion and Trustee Hyer withdrew his second.

A motion was made by Trustee Hyer and seconded by Trustee Call as follows:

That the last paragraph of the proposed TIF Policy be updated as discussed and
that it be reviewed by the Finance Committee, and that further Board consideration
be tabled until the November Board meeting.



The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Review and Consideration of Resolution 2025-19: Resolution of Support for UASD Board
Nomination

Ms. Cook explained District staff’'s request that the Trustees consider nominating Mr. Hall to
serve on the Utah Association of Special Districts (UASD) Board of Trustees. UASD is currently
accepting nominations for candidates to stand for election to serve 4-year terms on the Board
beginning in March of 2026.

Ms. Cook recommended that the Board consider approval of Resolution 2025-19 in support of
Mr. Hall’'s UASD Board nomination and also to appoint Mr. Hall as the CWSID representative on
the UASD Board of District Representatives with Ms. Cook as the alternate representative.

Mr. Anderson explained the distinctions between the UASD Board of Trustees and the Board of
District Representatives and described how Resolution 2025-19 could be modified to cover both
support for Mr. Hall’'s UASD Board of Trustees nomination and the appointment of Mr. Hall to
represent CWSID on the UASD Board of District Representatives with Ms. Cook as the
alternate representative.

It was moved by Trustee Call and seconded by Trustee Hyer as follows:

That Resolution 2025-19, nominating Kevin Hall as a candidate for the UASD
Board of Trustees and designating Kevin Hall as CWSID’s representative on the
Board of District Representatives with Camille Cook as the alternate, be adopted
as amended.

The motion carried by a roll call vote with Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call, Froerer,
Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek each voting in the
affirmative.

Review and Consideration of 2026 Board Meeting Schedule

Kevin Hall asked the Board to consider the 2026 Board meeting schedule as presented in the
Board meeting packet.

It was moved by Trustee Hyer and seconded by Trustee Mitchell as follows:

That the 2026 Board meeting schedule be approved as presented.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Review and Consideration of Resolution 2025-20: Adoption of Weber County, Utah Pre-
Disaster Mitigation Plan 2024

Mr. Hall explained that Weber County recently developed an updated Pre-Disaster Mitigation
Plan. District staff participated in the development effort. Mr. Hall directed the Trustees to the
Executive Summary in the Board meeting packet and advised the Trustees that the complete
Plan, containing more than 1,000 pages, is available upon request. The District plans to continue
mitigation efforts such as:



Decommissioning the gaseous chlorine disinfection system

Replacing aging infrastructure in accordance with current standards

Planning and coordinating efforts with the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)
Considering improvement projects such as additional fuel storage for backup generators

The plan coordinators have requested that participating entities adopt the updated Pre-Disaster
Mitigation Plan.

It was moved by Trustee Froerer and seconded by Trustee VanLeeuwen as follows:

That Resolution 2025-20, adopting the Weber County, Utah Pre-Disaster Mitigation
Plan 2024, be adopted.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Update Regarding Certified Tax Rate

Mr. Hall notified the Board that after the District completed the Truth-in-Taxation process to
increase property tax revenue by $1.3 Million, the Utah State Tax Commission denied the
property tax increase.

Ms. Cook explained that the District failed to post a complete list of all entities going through the
Truth-in-Taxation process on the District’s website, which resulted in the denial of the property
tax increase. The District relied in good faith on the official checklist provided by the Tax
Commission staff. The new requirement was not listed on the checklist.

Mr. Hall and Ms. Cook testified before the State Tax Commission but the Commissioners
apparently do not believe they have subject matter jurisdiction to reconsider this matter, so the
subject has effectively been closed.

Ms. Cook reminded the Trustees that ongoing operations are the highest priority for the District.
District staff is reviewing small capital projects to determine if any of them could be postposed
by a year without creating significant issues. Staff members are also monitoring revenues to
help offset a portion of the revenue loss, and are considering recommending the use of retained
earnings to help cover this unforeseen revenue impact.

Ms. Cook advised the Board that District staff believes adjustments can be made to cover the
loss of revenue for FY 2026, but it is imperative that the lost revenue be made up in FY 2027 so
as to not significantly impact future expansion projects. FY 2027 revenue could be increased by
going through the Truth-in-Taxation process again in 2026 or by increasing FY 2027 service
fees by more than was originally projected. District staff plans to meet with the Finance
Committee to review the 5-Year Financial Plan and discuss options for the next budget year.

Ms. Cook thanked the Board for their continued support.

Review and Consideration of September Financial Statement

Ms. Cook reviewed the September 2025 Financial Statement with the Trustees. She explained
that the District’s finances are in line with expectations for this point in the budget year. She
informed the Trustees that revenues and expenses are close to the projected FY 2026 Budget
numbers, noting that expenditures are being impacted by inflation and it costs more to maintain
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an aging sewage treatment plant. Ms. Cook stated that the Budget will be carefully monitored as
District staff identify revenue sources to ensure a balanced budget. Ms. Cook recommended
approval of the September Financial Statement.

It was moved by Trustee Hyer and seconded by Trustee Bingham as follows:

That the September Financial Statement be ratified and approved as presented.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Possible Closed Meeting Concerning Pending & Threatened Litigation, Purchase of Real
Property, Deployment of Security Personnel, Devices, or Systems and/or the Character,
Professional Competence, or Physical or Mental Health of One or More Individuals

There was no need to close the meeting.

General Manager

Mr. Hall thanked the Finance Committee members for their time and expertise and stated that he
was looking forward to meeting with the other Committees in the near future.

Attorney
Mr. Anderson had no additional business to present.

Other Business

Trustee Hyer inquired about the status of the Ogden Valley wastewater treatment study. Mr.
Hall responded that the Utah Water Quality Board approved funding for the study and Weber
County was preparing a Request for Statements of Qualifications and plans for the study.

Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Board, it was moved by Trustee Hyer and
seconded by Trustee VanLeeuwen as follows:

That the Board meeting be adjourned.

The motion carried by the affirmative vote of Trustees Allen, Berube, Bingham, Blind, Call,
Froerer, Hyer, Mitchell, Nadolski, Tait, VanLeeuwen, Vanderwood, and Westbroek.

Chairman Allen declared the meeting to be adjourned at 6:12 p.m.

Approved by the Board of Trustees of the Central Weber Sewer Improvement District on the 17th
day of November, 2025.

Mark C. Allen, Chairman



ATTEST:

Camille Cook, Clerk



