
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Cemetery Fees 

 

 

  

 Call to Order – Mayor Mark Thompson 

Invocation – Councilman Rod Mann  

Pledge of Allegiance – Councilman Brian Braithwaite  

 

 

 

Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, concerns,  

and comments.        (Please limit your comments to three minutes each.) 

 

 

 

1. MOTION:  Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Regular Session – 

February 7, 2017 

 

 

2. MOTION: Approval of Highland City Pay Grades  

 

3. MOTION: Authorize Staff to Proceed with a Public Information and Education 

Campaign – Potential Property Tax Increase for Road Maintenance and Repair  

 

4. RESOLUTION:  Approving the Water Conservation Plan Update for 2017 

 

5. RESOLUTION: Approving the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Report  

for 2016  
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 Annual Report – Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator  

 40 Year Celebration - Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator 

 Election Update – JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder  

 Park Maintenance Bldg. – Mayor Mark Thompson  

 Ongoing Items - Staff 

 

 

 
 

 

ELECTRONIC PARICIPATION 

Members of the City Council may participate electronically via telephone, Skype, or other electronic means during this meeting. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned duly appointed City Recorder does hereby certify that on this 16th day of February 2017, the above agenda was posted in 

three public places within Highland City limits.  Agenda also posted on State (http://pmn.utah.gov) and City websites (www.highlandcity.org).   

JOD’ANN BATES, City Recorder 

 

 

 In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Highland City will make reasonable accommodations to participate in the meeting.   

 Requests for assistance can be made by contacting the City Recorder at 801-772-4505, at least 3 days in advance to the meeting. 

 The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the City Council, the staff and the public.  

 

 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS. 

http://pmn.utah.gov/
http://www.highlandcity.org/
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MINUTES 1 

HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 2 

Tuesday, February 7, 2017 3 
Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Highland, Utah 84003 4 

 5 
  6 
PRESENT: Mayor Mark S. Thompson, conducting 7 

Councilmember Brian Braithwaite 8 

Councilmember Dennis LeBaron 9 
Councilmember Tim Irwin 10 

Councilmember Ed Dennis   11 
Councilmember Rod Mann  12 

 13 
STAFF PRESENT:  Nathan Crane, City Administrator/Community Develop. Director 14 

  Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator  15 
  Gary LeCheminant, Finance Director  16 

  JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder  17 
  Justin Parduhn, Public Works O&M Director  18 

  Brian Gwilliam, Chief of Police  19 
  Tim Merrill, City Attorney  20 

 21 

OTHERS:   22 
 23 
    24 

The meeting was called to order by Mayor Mark S. Thompson as a regular session at 7:01 p.m.  25 
The meeting agenda was posted on the Utah State Public Meeting Website at least 24 hours prior 26 

to the meeting.  The prayer was offered by Councilman Ed Dennis and those assembled were led 27 
in the Pledge of Allegiance by Kyson Miles.   28 

 29 

Mayor Thompson explained that Items 9 and 15 had been removed from the agenda.  30 

 31 
 32 

APPEARANCES: 33 
 34 
Wayne Tanaka, a resident, stated that he recently moved to Highland City and was impressed, 35 
particularly with the library.  He complimented the City Council and other City officers and 36 

board members for working to make Highland a nice place to live.  37 
 38 

Lyle Ball, a resident, stated that he represented his neighbors on Steven’s Lane and came to 39 
voice their concerns about the state of the road.  Ten years ago, the residents were promised that 40 

the road would be improved.  Every year since then they have been told that Steven’s Lane 41 
would be repaired the next fiscal year.  Mr. Ball stated that it was not reasonable or responsible 42 
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for the City to leave the road in the current condition.  He requested that staff consider Steven’s 1 
Lane when creating the Five Year Road Re-Construction Plan.  2 

 3 
 4 

PRESENTATION:  5 
 6 

1. Highland City Library Strategic Long Range Plan, 2016-2025 – Blythe Shupe, Library 7 
Board Chairman   8 

 9 
Prior to the presentation, Councilman Ed Dennis expressed his appreciation for the Library 10 

Board and their efforts in preparing the Plan and this presentation.  11 
 12 

Blythe Shupe, Library Board Chairman, began her presentation by thanking the City Council, 13 
Library Board Members, Library Staff, and patrons for their support.  She then explained that the 14 

library has always been required by the City to have a long-range plan in place and available for 15 
the public to view on the City website.  All of the library policies are also available online in an 16 

effort to be transparent.  The update to the long-range plan was encouraged by Councilman Brian 17 
Braithwaite, as the library has experienced many changes over the past several months.   18 

 19 
Ms. Shupe began by explaining that the Library Board recently brought on a new Director, as 20 

well as some new staff members.  She explained the changes made and the growth of the library 21 
since that time, including the redecoration of the children’s reading nook, the addition of a teen 22 

station, and the upgrade to the library system.  Ms. Shupe also presented a slide showing the 23 
increase in volunteer hours, the number of items added to the collection, and the increase in 24 

circulation. 25 
 26 

Ms. Shupe then explained that the strategic plan is broken up into goals, strategies, and 27 
objectives and activities.  The three main goals of the plan are: 28 

 29 
1. Provide residents with access to information that educates, inspires, and entertains.  30 

2. To involve the community through outreach programs, to help residents understand the 31 
benefits of a community library.  32 

3. To provide residents with a gather place that creates a sense of community and enhances 33 
the quality of life, while preparing for future growth.  34 
 35 

Councilman Brian Braithwaite commented that the strategic plan seemed to be family-centered, 36 
which is reflective of the Highland community.  He was pleased to see the accountability factor 37 

to the plan.  He asked the Board to examine how many staff members and volunteers are new to 38 
the library. 39 

 40 
Councilman Tim Irwin was pleased with the library’s attempt to invite Alpine and Cedar Hills 41 

residents to come into Highland, and he would like to see that percentage increase.  He 42 
commended the Board for the work they had done putting together the strategic plan.  43 

 44 
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Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked about the requirements for expansion.  Ms. Shupe explained 1 
that the optimal size of a library is 0.7 square feet per residents.  Based on the current population 2 

of Highland, the library should be about 12,000 square feet in size, but the existing library is less 3 
than 4,000 square feet.  Ms. Shupe stated that they are making good use of the space that they 4 

have, but the library will need to expand eventually.  Councilman LeBaron asked if the Board 5 
had considered creating satellite locations in Alpine and Cedar Hills.  Ms. Shupe answered that 6 

they have had that discussion with the surrounding cities although it had not been reflected in the 7 
plan.  8 

 9 
Mayor Thompson asked the Library Board Members and volunteers stand and be recognized.  10 

 11 
 12 

CONSENT ITEMS:  13 
 14 
2. MOTION:  Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Work Session – January 15 

10, 2017 16 

 17 

3. MOTION:  Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Regular Session – 18 
January 10, 2017 19 

 20 
4. MOTION: Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Special Meeting – January 21 

17, 2017 22 
 23 

5. MOTION:  Final Plat Approval for a One Lot Single Family Subdivision located at 24 
4884 West 11000 North – Jared Peterson Home  25 

 26 
6. MOTION:  Ratifying the Mayors Appointment to the Planning Commission – Brittney 27 

Bills and David W. Harris 28 

 29 

7. MOTION: Ratifying the Mayors Re-Appointment to the North Point Solid Waste 30 
Special Service District -  Councilmember Tim Irwin  31 

 32 
8. MOTION:  Ratifying the Mayors Appointment to the North Utah County Aquifer 33 

Committee – Mayor Thompson with Todd Trane as Alternate 34 
 35 

MOTION:   Councilman Dennis LeBaron moved the City Council approve the consent 36 
items on the agenda.  37 

 38 
Councilman Tim Irwin seconded the motion.  39 

Unanimous vote, motion carried.   40 
 41 

ACTION ITEMS:  42 
 43 
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9. PUBLIC HEARING / RESOLUTION:  Designation of Open Space Property Disposal - 1 
Wimbleton Subdivision Open Space 2 

 3 

This item was pulled from the agenda at the beginning of the meeting.  4 
 5 

10. PUBLIC HEARING / RESOLUTION:  Designation of Open Space Property 6 
Disposal - View Point Subdivision Open Space  7 

 8 

BACKGROUND:  The View Pointe Subdivision was recorded in 2005 and has 103 lots.  Three 9 
property owners within the subdivision are requesting the disposal of approximately 0.18 acres 10 

of open space property on the northwest boundary of the subdivision (Attachment A).  There are 11 
no known utilities or other public facilities on the land that is being proposed for disposal.  12 

Chapter 2.44 Disposal of Public Property of the Municipal Code regulates the disposal of 13 
property.  The first step in the process is for the City Council to declare the property surplus by 14 

resolution (attached).  The second step is for the Council to hold a public hearing.  Chapter 15 
12.32 Removal of Open Space Property provides the process for the removal of open space 16 

property.  The Council has determined that the price per square foot for the land is $1.40. 17 
 18 

Nathan Crane, City Administrator, presented the information above and stated that staff had not 19 
received any comments from the public in opposition to the proposal.  20 

 21 
Mayor Thompson opened the public hearing at 7:43 p.m. 22 

 23 
Bryant Larsen, a resident, stated that he was one of the three property owners petitioning for the 24 

disposal of the subject property.  He explained that he was not aware that this small piece of land 25 
existed when he purchased his property.  Eventually, he was able to put grass on the property to 26 

prevent weed growth.  Mr. Larsen thanked the City Council for considering their request.  27 
 28 

Neal Evans, a resident, felt that the disposal of City property was an ill-conceived idea, and it 29 
could set an unwanted precedent for future City properties.   30 

 31 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite stated that it was true that the City had limited resources, but that 32 

was not all the City Council would be basing their decision on.  He also did not see the disposal 33 
of this small property as a precedent.  The original open space subdivision ordinance was not 34 
perfect and the City ended up with small “orphan” parcels that could not truly be utilized as 35 

public park space.  Many of these orphan parcels will only be a benefit to the neighbors directly 36 
adjacent rather than the community as a whole.  In such cases, the City is willing to allow those 37 

properties to be disposed.  Councilman Braithwaite assured Mr. Evans that the City goes through 38 
a lengthy process when disposing of a property and it was not being done recklessly.  39 

 40 
Mr. Evans was still concerned that the disposal of this property would set a precedent for future 41 

City Councils who may not share the same ideals as the current City Council. 42 
 43 
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Scott Smith, a former City Councilman, explained that an Open Space Committee was 1 
established in 2010 to try to resolve the issues caused by the Open Space Subdivision Ordinance, 2 

and the subject parcel has been included in those discussions.  He commented that Highland City 3 
and the City Council love the open space and they have no intention of disposing of public parks 4 

or trails.  He was in favor of disposing the property.  5 
 6 

Hearing no further comments Mayor Thompson closed the public hearing at 7:57 p.m. and 7 
brought the discussion back to the City Council. 8 

 9 
Councilman Tim Irwin echoed the comments made by Councilman Brian Braithwaite, stating 10 

that the City Council was attempting to clean up those areas that were adversely affected by the 11 
Open Space Subdivision Ordinance.  This request has been well vetted and he was in favor of 12 

approval. 13 
 14 

Councilman Rod Mann stated that the decision to dispose of the property was obvious, as the 15 
property would only be useful to the adjacent neighbors.   16 

 17 
Councilman LeBaron commented that property disposal was examined on a case-by-case basis 18 

and certain criteria have to be met.  He also noted that the City has already disposed of similar 19 
orphan properties, so the precedent has already been set in this regard.   20 

 21 

MOTION:  Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council approve Resolution 2017-05 22 

for the Designation of Open Space Property Disposal in the View Point Subdivision.    23 
 24 

Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.   25 
 26 

Those voting aye: Brian Braithwaite, Dennis LeBaron, Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis, and Rod 27 
Mann 28 

Those voting nay: None   29 
Motion carried. 30 
 31 
 32 

11. PUBLIC HEARING / RESOLUTION: Mid-Year Budget Adjustments - 2016-2017  33 
Fiscal Year Budget 34 

 35 

BACKGROUND:  Each fiscal year after the budget has been approved in June, it is sometimes 36 
necessary to make adjustments to various expense and revenue accounts because of unplanned 37 

or unforeseen needs or that forecasts/estimates of revenue or expenses have turned out different 38 
from the original budget numbers.  Mid-year budget adjustments allow the city to better see their 39 

budget status half way through the budget year.  With all of the recommended adjustments, the 40 
General Fund revenue budget will be increasing from $8.73 Million to $9.02 Million, an 41 

increase of approximately $290,000.  The General Fund expense budget will be increasing from 42 
$8.74 Million to $9.01 Million, an increase of approximately $270,000.  The net effect of the 43 

adjustments on the four enterprise funds is to increase expenses by approximately $111,000.  44 
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 1 
Gary LeCheminant, Finance Director, presented the information above.   2 

 3 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite expressed a concern with removing $300,000 that had been set 4 

aside for the Park Maintenance Building.  He requested that the money be left in its current fund 5 
location.  6 

Councilman Ed Dennis asked if Mr. LeCheminant had seen any significant change in revenue 7 
flow with the recent addition of the Amazon sales tax.  Mr. LeCheminant stated that it was too 8 

soon to see any significant increase.  He noted that almost every month of this past fiscal year 9 
had higher sales tax revenue than the same month the previous year.  10 

 11 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite commented that the Amazon sales tax was distributed by zip 12 

code, but Highland City shares a zip code with American Fork.  Currently, there was no way to 13 
define how that money would be divided between the two cities.  He requested that the City 14 

Council and staff be actively involved in the process to clarify that definition.  15 
 16 

Councilman Ed Dennis stated that the most recent audit showed that the City had exceeded the 17 
statutory limit for net assets in the general fund.  He asked Mr. LeCheminant what the City was 18 

doing to address that.   Mr. LeCheminant explained that the audit showed them to be only 0.4% 19 
over the statutory limit.  He had intended to wait and see if the issue resolved itself.  If the City 20 

was again over that limit at the end of the fiscal year, the City Council would determine what 21 
would be done with the excess money.  Councilman Ed Dennis suggested that any excess be 22 

dedicated to the road fund.  23 
 24 

Mayor Thompson opened the public hearing at 8:08 p.m.  Hearing no comments the Mayor 25 
closed the public hearing and brought the discussion back to the City Council.  26 

 27 

MOTION:  Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council Approve Resolution 2017-06 28 

for the Mid-Year Budget Adjustments of the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year Budget, with the 29 
exclusion of the $300,000 for the Park Maintenance Building.  30 

 31 
Councilman Dennis LeBaron seconded the motion.   32 

 33 
Those voting aye:  Rod Mann, Brian Braithwaite, Dennis LeBaron, Tim Irwin and Ed 34 
Dennis. 35 

Those voting nay:  None  36 
Motion carried. 37 
 38 
 39 

12. PUBLIC HERAING / ORDINANCE:  Amendment to Section 3-4704.1.d, Maximum 40 
Number of Lots - Town Center Overlay Zone 41 

 42 
BACKGROUND:  The Town Center Overlay (TCO) District originally allowed a defined 43 

number of residential units (342).  In February 2016, the City Council approved an amendment 44 
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to the TCO to eliminate residential uses.  Any new residential projects can be considered, if 1 
determined appropriate, through a zoning text amendment and a development agreement.  A 2 

development code amendment is a legislative process. 3 
 4 

Nathan Crane presented the information above and explained that a section in the development 5 
code actually specified the exact number of units that could be built in the Town Center Overlay 6 

District.  With the completion of Toscana and with the Blackstone project moving forward, Mr. 7 
Crane felt it was appropriate to change that number to reflect the actual number of units that have 8 

been built or approved.  This would help to avoid any confusion for future development. 9 
 10 

Councilman Brian Braithwaite commended Mr. Crane for seeing this issue and taking the 11 
initiative to fix it.  He stated that this is what staff should be doing. 12 

 13 
Mayor Thompson opened the public hearing at 8:16 p.m.  Hearing no public comments the 14 

Mayor closed the public hearing and brought the discussion back to the City Council.  15 
 16 

MOTION: Councilman Dennis LeBaron moved the City Council Approve Ordinance 17 
2017-04 Amending Section 3-4704.1.d, Maximum Number of Lots in the Town Center 18 

Overlay. 19 
 20 

Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.   21 
 22 

Those voting aye:  Dennis LeBaron, Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis, Rod Mann and Brian 23 
Braithwaite. 24 

Those voting nay:  None 25 
Motion carried 26 
 27 
 28 

13. ORDINANCE: Approval of Amendments to the Municipal Code Section 12.24 – City 29 
Parks and Cemetery 30 

RESOLUTION: Approval of a Field Use Fee Schedule 31 
 32 

BACKGROUND:  There have been a myriad of issues related to park usage in Highland City in 33 
recent years. As such, staff was tasked with coming up with a Park Usage Policy.  Erin Wells 34 
along with Josh Castleberry have worked to develop a Policy and Ordinance that they believe 35 

addresses a number of issues including growing recreation demand, inconsistency in rental 36 
handling, liability to the City, allowing residents access to fields, and maintenance costs.  The 37 

draft policy and ordinance was discussed in the January 17 Council Meeting.  In that meeting 38 
two main changes were discussed:  1) Some clarifying edits to the policy document.  Staff worked 39 

with Brian Braithwaite to incorporate those changes.  2) Lowering the fee schedule for non-40 
profit groups, distinguishing between practice and game play, and increasing the fee for for-41 

profit groups.  The new fee schedule we are proposing is attached.  A comparison of the 42 
previously proposed fees to the current fee schedule for each of the renting organizations is 43 

detailed below.  Please note that the Lacrosse, North Utah County Soccer, and Stars United 44 
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numbers are estimates as I did not have numbers from the organizations on game hours vs. 1 
practice hours.  One additional change to the document is the rental of the Beacon Hills Disc 2 

Golf course was also added as an option for groups wishing to reserve it for tournaments.  The 3 
policy document follows the ordinance and is a document that will be used for administrative 4 

purposes.  As such, Council does not need to vote on the policy document, only the Ordinance 5 
and Fee Schedule 6 

Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator, presented the information above and went over 7 
the revised fees matrix.  8 

 9 
Councilman Tim Irwin asked if some of the fees obtained from the disc golf course would be 10 

used to maintain that property.  Ms. Wells answered that this was the intention, but that decision 11 
was ultimately up to the City Council.  12 

 13 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite recommended that the increased fees, if adopted, not be 14 

implemented until the next lacrosse season.  He also asked that staff explore the possibility of 15 
providing discounts to teams that donate hours of service to the City.  There was a brief 16 

discussion regarding possible number of service hours and discount amounts.   17 
 18 

Ms. Wells commented that the City would have some expenses associated with the new 19 
ordinance, including funds needed for new signage.  If the City Council chose to delay the 20 

implementation of the fees until June 1st, the signs may have to be pushed to the next fiscal year.   21 
 22 

Wendy Condie, a resident, explained that Utah County Soccer collected their fee in May and that 23 
fee was roughly $100 per player.  She stated that an increased fee from the City would be passed 24 

to the players through these sports organizations.  In regards to service hours, she asked if those 25 
hours would be the responsibility of the players or their parents. 26 

 27 
Mayor Thompson answered that services should be done by the players.  The parents and 28 

coaches were already donating a lot of time to these organizations.   29 
 30 

Bruce Tucker stated that he was the president of the youth organization for lacrosse in Highland.  31 
He confirmed that the fees charged by the City would have to be passed onto the parents of the 32 

players, but they do appreciate the opportunity to play and have field space.  He asked if more 33 
parks were going to be built in Highland in the future.  34 
 35 

Councilman Rod Mann explained that the City purchased property next to Mountain Ridge 36 
Junior High with the intention of construction a park, but they currently do not have the funds to 37 

do it.  The City Council recently discussed the option of selling the Spring Creek property and 38 
using those proceeds to develop Mountain Ridge.  39 

 40 
Mr. Tucker encouraged the development of more parks.  He also stated that his organization 41 

would be willing to do some volunteer work for a reduction in fees.  42 
 43 
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MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved the City Council Approve Ordinance 1 
2017-05 Amending Municipal Code Section 12.24, City Parks and Cemetery.   2 

 3 
Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.   4 

 5 
Those voting aye:  Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis, Rod Mann Brian Braithwaite and Dennis 6 

LeBaron 7 
Those voting nay:  None 8 

Motion carried 9 
 10 

MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved the City Council Approve Resolution 11 
2017-07 for a Field Use Fee Schedule with instructions that staff look to incorporate 12 

volunteer hours for the time period between now and the end of the 2017 spring season, 13 
and with fees not to begin until July 1, 2017.   14 

 15 
Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.   16 

 17 
Those voting aye:  Brian Braithwaite, Dennis LeBaron, Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis and Rod 18 

Mann. 19 
Those voting nay:  None 20 

Motion carried 21 
 22 

 23 

14. MOTION:  Approval of Road Design, Construction and Reduced Speed School Zone 24 
– Highland Blvd. & 11800 No  25 

 26 

BACKGROUND:  The intersection at Highland Boulevard and 11800 North has been an 27 
ongoing concern for a few years.  With the upcoming completion of the Dry Creek subdivision on 28 

the west side of Highland Boulevard, the residents have concerns about children crossing at the 29 
intersection to get to Ridgeline elementary.  Since June of 2015 several studies have been 30 

completed, including: crash studies, signal warrant studies and now a school crosswalk study.  31 
The following improvements to the intersection have been completed due to those studies: 32 

 Landscaping in the median has been removed. 33 

 Replaced the paint stop line with thermoplastic for better visibility and longevity with a 34 
pavement message marking STOP prior to the stop line. 35 

 Installed side road warning signs on Highland Boulevard for both the northbound and 36 
southbound approaches. 37 

 Installed flashing speed limit sign, flashing stop sign, and three advanced warning signs. 38 
In September 2016, a school crossing evaluation was completed.  At the time, the sidewalk on the 39 
west side was not complete to the intersection.  Counts of children crossing at the location were 40 

not possible.  A survey was sent to all current residents on the west side of Highland Boulevard.  41 
The surveys that were returned indicated that the numbers would meet the requirement for a 42 

Reduced Speed School Zone (RSSZ).  The only thing that currently does not meet the criteria is 43 
the fact that the crossing is not on the Ridgeline Elementary SNAP plan.  The Ridgeline 44 
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Elementary principle has been contacted and is aware of the study and the need to revise the 1 
SNAP plan.  A new design of the intersection is being proposed to make the intersection safer.  2 

Curb extensions (bulb-outs) are being proposed to minimize the exposure time that students and 3 
the crossing guard would have to traffic.  This would reduce the distance across the asphalt from 4 

60’ down to 46’.  This also helps to resolve a reoccurring problem with the crashes at this site.  5 
As demonstrated in previous crash studies, the westbound left-turn movement has been the 6 

situation for the very serious accidents.  By creating these curb extensions, northbound traffic 7 
will not be able to use the shoulder as a turn lane.  This will eliminate the problem of blocked 8 

field of vision from westbound vehicles. 9 
 10 

Todd Trane, City Engineer, presented the information above and stated that the estimated cost 11 
for final design and construction to be about $45,000.  He also noted that he sent a survey to the 12 

residents on the west side and the results were almost unanimous in stating that their children 13 
would be using this crossing.  Once the neighborhood is built out, they could anticipate 60 14 

children using that crossing.  15 
 16 

Councilman Brian Braithwaite was concerned that the new design would increase the number of 17 
rear-end accidents in the right turning lane.  Mr. Trane stated that this was possible, but the 18 

engineering department felt that this design would resolve more pertinent issues by increasing 19 
visibility.  20 

 21 
Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked if they would be implementing speed signs before starting 22 

the road work.  Mr. Trane explained that there are already 35MPH flashing signs at this location, 23 
but they would install the 20MPH and school zone signs after all of the improvements were 24 

done.  There is a school crossing down the road, but it does not meet current standards.  It was 25 
recommended that this other crossing be removed once the new one was completed.  26 

 27 
Councilman Ed Dennis expressed his concerns about the removal of the right turn lane and curb 28 

build out.  Mr. Trane explained that the road would be striped to indicate those turning right must 29 
use the through lane.  This would not prevent every possible accident, but it would help.  Mr. 30 

Trane stated that he would work with a traffic engineer to make increase the safety of this area.  31 
 32 

Mr. Trane explained that approval of this item would allow the engineering department to move 33 
forward with final design and construction.  He hoped to begin construction by the end of the 34 
school year.  Councilman Brian Braithwaite commented that the wording of the motion indicated 35 

that the City Council was giving their final approval.  Nathan Crane explained that any 36 
significant changes to the plan would be brought back before the City Council.  37 

 38 
Tim Ball, a resident, stated that the most logical decision would be to put in a signal at this 39 

intersection.  He emphasized the dangerous conditions of the intersection and stated that he 40 
would prefer a few “fender benders” to dead drivers.  In regards to the right turn, Mr. Ball stated 41 

that a red turn arrow would help to prevent people from turning at that location.  42 
 43 
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Mayor Thompson said that the reality of the situation was the even putting in a signal here would 1 
not prevent all fatalities.  Accidents will always happen.  2 

 3 
Wendy Condie, a resident, identified locations on the plan and made suggestions to make the 4 

intersection safer.  She thanked the City Council for addressing this issue.    5 
 6 

Mr. Trane stated that staff has spent a lot of time and money researching this intersection to 7 
make it as safe as possible.  There are nine criteria that warrant a signalized intersection, and this 8 

intersection did not meet any of them.  A signal would be installed in the future, but it was not 9 
warranted at this time.  Mr. Trane also explained that there are studies out there that say putting 10 

in a signal without warranted criteria would create worse situations.  He had that information 11 
available for the public and City Council to view.  Mr. Trane assured the residents that they were 12 

doing what they could to create a safe environment for their children to cross the street.  13 
 14 

Ms. Condie informed the City Council that the flashing school signs are frequently left on during 15 
non-crossing times.  This happens so often that drivers ignore the flashing signs and drive at a 16 

regular speed.  Mr. Trane stated that the new flashing school signs would be automatic, which 17 
should eliminate that problem.  18 

 19 
Jennifer Moulder, a resident, confirmed that it was a regular practice for the crossing guards to 20 

leave the flashing lights on between crossing times.  She expressed appreciation for the time and 21 
effort that had been taking into resolving the issues at this intersection.  22 

 23 
Tonya Colledge, a resident, also expressed her gratitude.  Her concerns involved City liability.  24 

 25 

MOTION: Councilman Rod Mann moved the City Council to approve the Road Design, 26 

Construction and Reduced Speed School Zone for the intersection of Highland Blvd. & 27 
11800 No., acknowledging that any significant changes will be brought back before the 28 

Council.   29 
 30 

Councilman Ed Dennis seconded the motion.   31 
Unanimous vote.  Motion carried. 32 

 33 
 34 
15. RESOLUTION: Intent to Annex 1.975 Acres of Real Property -  7005 West  35 

9600 North 36 
 37 

This item was pulled from the agenda at the beginning of the meeting.  38 
 39 

 40 

MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL & STAFF COMMUNICATION ITEMS 41 
(These items are for information purposes only and do not require action or discussion by the 42 
City Council)  43 

 44 
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 Highland Blvd.  Traffic Data – Justin Parduhn, Operations & Maintenance Director 1 
 2 
Mr. Parduhn presented and explained the data collected regarding speeds along Highland 3 

Boulevard since the installation of the flashing speed signs last year.  This information was in a 4 
Google Document that could be shared with the City Councilmen.  5 

 6 
Brian Gwilliam, Police Chief, stated that they had not seen a significant increase in citations 7 

from that road.  The Police Department had increased enforcement on Highland Boulevard, but 8 
not to the point where they had made a serious impact.   9 

 10 

 Funding Option for Road Re-Construction – Nathan Crane, City Administrator  11 
 12 

Mr. Crane explained that a committee had been formed to examine ways to fund the Road 13 
Reconstruction Master Plan, and it was determined that bonding was not a favorable option.  The 14 

committee recommended instead that the City focus on raising additional revenue through 15 
property tax.  Staff then gave a presentation focusing on how to implement the road plan, budget 16 

and funding options, and a process overview.   17 
 18 

Mr. Trane presented the road plan as provided by PEPG and reminded the City Council that they 19 
had recommended a yearly budget of $1.5 million.  He stated that staff would be putting together 20 

a five-year road plan within the next several weeks.   21 
 22 

Mr. LeCheminant presented information regarding funding.  The tax increase shown in the slides 23 
was based on property values.  Ms. Wells explained the process of implementing a tax increase. 24 

 25 
Councilman Rod Mann asked if there was a way to implement a fixed fee rather than a 26 

percentage based on property value.  He said it was not logical to assume the people with more 27 
valuable property used the roads more often than those with a lower property value.   28 

 29 
Attorney Tim Merrill commented that Councilman Mann was proposing a fee rather than a tax.  30 

He explained that the State Code allows the City to pass on whatever rate they desire, as long as 31 
it does not exceed the maximum rate enforced by the State, but it does have to be a percentage.  32 

 33 
Ms. Wells then presented a rough plan that staff had laid out for getting the public involved and 34 

informed.  This plan was similar to what was done the previous year with the utility rate change.   35 
 36 

Mark Farnsworth, a resident of Steven’s Lane, explained how the City could utilize their asphalt 37 
zipper to help reconstruct the roads themselves and save a lot of money.   38 

 39 
 40 

ADJOURNMENT 41 
 42 

MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved to adjourn.   43 
 44 

mannr
Highlight
I didn't bring this issue up. I think Tim Irwin might have? 

mannr
Highlight
? Again, I didn't raise the question. I believe I commented on the issue and said that I didn't think you could have a property tax based on on fixed amount. I also believe that Tim said he looked up the state code and property tax can only be based on the value of property.
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Councilman Ed Dennis seconded the motion.   1 
Unanimous vote. Motion carried.  2 

 3 
Meeting adjourned at 10:05 p.m. 4 
 5 
              6 

       JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder  7 
 8 

Date Approved: February 21, 2017 9 
 10 



City Council ADOPT the pay grades that have a unique pay range for each position. This 

allows for each position to be assigned a unique market-derived pay rate based on job 

responsibilities. 

At the June 14, 2016 Council meeting, City Council approved the FY2017 budget. As a 

part of the discussion on that item, the Mayor and City Council directed staff to conduct a 

study regarding the comparison of employees’ wages and benefits. Council and staff also 

discussed updating job descriptions and performance evaluations for employees. On 

August 16, 2016, the City Council approved a contract with Personnel Systems and 

Services.   

 

Internal Job Position Analysis 

 

Personnel Systems and Services analysis process began with collecting information from 

Highland City employees, including a priority survey and review of job descriptions in one-

on-one meetings. The consultants found that many of the job descriptions were not current 

or did not exist. 

 

Personnel Systems and Services then analyzed each position based on four factors—(1) 

Job knowledge, (2) Responsibility, (3) Difficulty of Work, (4) Work Environment—and 

derived a job point value for each position. The priority survey results determined the 

weighting of these four factors: Job Knowledge (40%) and Responsibility (35%) were both 

top priority followed by Difficulty of Work (20%) and Work Environment (10%). 

 

Through combined efforts of the consultants, City Administration, and Department 

Directors, each position was evaluated using these four factors and given an overall point 

value. This point value was then converted into a dollar amount, based on a regression 



 

curve derived from pay ranges of similar positions from other public entities. 

 

External Market Analysis 

 

In addition to the aforementioned internal equity process, the pay range minimum for 

each full-time position was compared to pay range minimums of similar positions at other 

public entities in Utah based on data that was available. Not every position had 

comparable data available, but in general, pay range minimums were obtained from 

comparable organizations in population, services provided, and proximity to Highland 

City. Overall data was collected from 76 different cities and governmental entities.  

 

Determination of Pay Ranges 

 

Before final recommendations were compiled, I met with each Department Director to 

review the Department’s positions and proposed pay ranges to ensure fairness. Each 

employee was given the opportunity to review and comment on their job description. Some 

changes were made for accuracy and internal equity within the Department and City as a 

whole.  The proposed pay ranges are found in Attachment 1.  

 

Total Value Compensation 

 

Personnel Systems and Services also completed a total value comparison.  The result of 

the comparison are found in Attachment 2.  Staff also reviewed the “Utah Employee 

Benefit Study 2016” which was prepared by FirstWest Benefit Solutions.  A summary of 

the study is found in Attachment 3.  The summary is based on 180 respondents (50 from 

the public) along the Wasatch Front. With the limited number of responses it is difficult to 

determine how comprehensive or comparable the study is. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Personnel Systems and Services found that eight full time positions and five part time (or 

less) positions are paid below the minimum salaries for comparable positions in 

comparable organizations.  

 

Staff has prepared minor adjustments based upon years of service to the Pressurized 

Irrigation Supervisor, Public Works Operator II and Public Works Operator II employees 

that will not increase the amount of money budget for salaries in this year’s budget. Staff 

will prepare additional adjustments as part of next year’s budget to address inequality in 

the minimum pay. 

 



 

Using exiting funds, $11,032.80 will be reallocated among the Pressurized Irrigation 

Supervisor, Public Works Operator II and Public Works Operator II employees based on 

years of service with Highland City.  This action does not increase the amount budgeted 

for salaries and wages. 

 

 Proposed Pay Plan and Pay Grades 

 Total Compensation Value Comparison 

 Utah Employee Benefit Study 2016 Summary 

 

 

 



JOB TITLE
JOB 

VALUE
Minimum Midpoint  Maximum Job 

Value
Minimum Midpoint  Maximum Job 

Value
Minimum Midpoint  Maximum Range JOB TITLE

CITY ADMINISTRATOR/CDD 29.63 $54.20 $66.51 $78.82 29.63 $9,395 $11,529 $13,662 29.63 $112,744 $138,345 $163,946 45% CITY ADMINISTRATOR/CDD

CITY ENGINEER 22.09 $37.17 $45.53 $53.89 22.09 $6,442 $7,891 $9,341 22.09 $77,307 $94,698 $112,088 45% CITY ENGINEER

FINANCE DIRECTOR 20.85 $34.95 $42.79 $50.64 20.85 $6,057 $7,418 $8,778 20.85 $72,687 $89,013 $105,339 45% FINANCE DIRECTOR

OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE DIRECTOR 20.38 $34.13 $41.80 $49.46 20.38 $5,917 $7,245 $8,573 20.38 $71,000 $86,938 $102,876 45% OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE DIRECTOR

LIBRARY DIRECTOR 18.16 $30.54 $37.37 $44.21 18.16 $5,293 $6,478 $7,663 18.16 $63,516 $77,735 $91,953 45% LIBRARY DIRECTOR

JUSTICE COURT JUDGE 15.32 $26.50 $32.41 $38.32 15.32 $4,593 $5,617 $6,642 15.32 $55,113 $67,407 $79,701 45% JUSTICE COURT JUDGE

WASTEWATER / CEMETERY SUPERINTENDENT 13.53 $24.23 $29.63 $35.02 13.53 $4,200 $5,135 $6,070 13.53 $50,403 $61,621 $72,839 45% WASTEWATER / CEMETERY SUPERINTENDENT

WATER SUPERINTENDENT 13.53 $24.23 $29.63 $35.02 13.53 $4,200 $5,135 $6,070 13.53 $50,403 $61,621 $72,839 45% WATER SUPERINTENDENT

STREET/STORM WATER SUPERINTENDENT 13.40 $24.07 $29.42 $34.78 13.40 $4,172 $5,100 $6,029 13.40 $50,063 $61,204 $72,344 45% STREET/STORM WATER SUPERINTENDENT

BUILDING OFFICIAL 12.73 $23.28 $28.46 $33.64 12.73 $4,036 $4,933 $5,830 12.73 $48,427 $59,195 $69,963 44% BUILDING OFFICIAL

PARK SUPERINTENDENT 12.42 $22.92 $28.02 $33.11 12.42 $3,973 $4,856 $5,739 12.42 $47,678 $58,275 $68,872 44% PARK SUPERINTENDENT

PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SUPERVISOR 12.42 $22.92 $28.02 $33.11 12.42 $3,973 $4,856 $5,739 12.42 $47,678 $58,275 $68,872 44% PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SUPERVISOR

ASSISTANT TO THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 12.09 $22.55 $27.56 $32.57 12.09 $3,908 $4,776 $5,645 12.09 $46,897 $57,316 $67,736 44% ASSISTANT TO THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR

SHOP SUPERVISOR/FACILITIES SPECIALIST 11.14 $21.49 $26.26 $31.03 11.14 $3,726 $4,552 $5,379 11.14 $44,709 $54,630 $64,551 44% SHOP SUPERVISOR/FACILITIES SPECIALIST

CITY RECORDER 9.58 $19.88 $24.29 $28.69 9.58 $3,446 $4,210 $4,973 9.58 $41,358 $50,517 $59,677 44% CITY RECORDER

PLANNER 9.07 $19.38 $23.67 $27.96 9.07 $3,360 $4,103 $4,847 9.07 $40,318 $49,242 $58,166 44% PLANNER

PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR II 8.91 $19.23 $23.48 $27.73 8.91 $3,332 $4,070 $4,807 8.91 $39,988 $48,837 $57,685 44% PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR II

CITY TREASURER 7.90 $18.28 $22.32 $26.36 7.90 $3,168 $3,869 $4,569 7.90 $38,021 $46,424 $54,827 44% CITY TREASURER

HUMAN RESOURCES/ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 7.08 $17.55 $21.42 $25.29 7.08 $3,041 $3,713 $4,384 7.08 $36,498 $44,555 $52,613 44% HUMAN RESOURCES/ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

PLANNING/PW TECHNICIAN 6.71 $17.22 $21.03 $24.83 6.71 $2,986 $3,645 $4,303 6.71 $35,828 $43,734 $51,640 44% PLANNING/PW TECHNICIAN

PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR I 6.66 $17.18 $20.97 $24.77 6.66 $2,978 $3,636 $4,293 6.66 $35,740 $43,627 $51,513 44% PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR I

COURT CLERK 6.51 $17.06 $20.82 $24.58 6.51 $2,956 $3,609 $4,261 6.51 $35,476 $43,303 $51,129 44% COURT CLERK

COMMUNITY EVENTS COORDINATOR 6.26 $16.84 $20.55 $24.27 6.26 $2,919 $3,562 $4,206 6.26 $35,024 $42,748 $50,473 44% COMMUNITY EVENTS COORDINATOR

BUILDING PERMIT TECHNICIAN 5.86 $16.50 $20.14 $23.78 5.86 $2,861 $3,491 $4,122 5.86 $34,328 $41,895 $49,462 44% BUILDING PERMIT TECHNICIAN

UTILITY BILLING CLERK 5.47 $16.19 $19.76 $23.33 5.47 $2,807 $3,425 $4,043 5.47 $33,679 $41,100 $48,520 44% UTILITY BILLING CLERK

LABORER 4.13 $15.14 $18.47 $21.80 4.13 $2,624 $3,201 $3,778 4.13 $31,484 $38,409 $45,334 44% LABORER

FRONT DESK ATTENDANT 3.75 $14.85 $18.12 $21.38 3.75 $2,574 $3,140 $3,706 3.75 $30,891 $37,683 $44,474 44% FRONT DESK ATTENDANT

Highland Compensation Study

Pay Range Pay Range Pay Range

Hourly Pay Rates Monthly Pay Rates Annual Pay Rates



Job Job Job Years Certs, Multi Annual Respon- Super- Public Budget Difficulty Stress Work Haz- Total

Code Title Knowledge Exper. License Certs Recert sbility vision Cont. Of Work Environ ard Pts.

ADMINISTRATION CITY ADMINISTRATOR/CDD 6.96 2.78 1.04 0.00 0.35 7.00 3.50 2.10 0.70 4.00 0.60 0.60 0.00 29.63

PUBLIC WORKS CITY ENGINEER 5.52 2.21 1.10 0.00 0.28 4.68 1.87 1.17 0.47 3.48 0.52 0.78 0.00 22.09

FINANCE FINANCE DIRECTOR 5.26 1.58 0.79 0.00 0.26 6.09 0.61 1.52 0.61 3.08 0.46 0.60 0.00 20.85

PUBLIC WORKS OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE DIRECTOR 4.25 1.70 0.64 0.42 0.21 4.68 1.87 1.17 0.47 2.68 0.40 1.51 0.38 20.38

LIBRARY LIBRARY DIRECTOR 5.35 1.07 0.80 0.00 0.00 4.68 0.94 1.17 0.47 2.68 0.40 0.60 0.00 18.16

COURT JUSTICE COURT JUDGE 6.15 1.23 1.23 0.00 0.31 2.77 0.28 0.55 0.14 1.79 0.27 0.60 0.00 15.32

PUBLIC WORKS WASTEWATER / CEMETERY SUPERINTENDENT 2.71 0.81 0.41 0.27 0.14 3.13 0.31 0.63 0.16 2.06 0.31 1.74 0.87 13.53

PUBLIC WORKS WATER SUPERINTENDENT 2.71 0.81 0.41 0.27 0.14 3.13 0.31 0.63 0.16 2.06 0.31 1.74 0.87 13.53

PUBLIC WORKS STREET/STORM WATER SUPERINTENDENT 2.71 0.81 0.27 0.27 0.14 3.13 0.31 0.63 0.16 2.06 0.31 1.74 0.87 13.40

PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING OFFICIAL 3.11 0.93 0.47 0.31 0.16 3.29 0.33 0.66 0.00 2.06 0.31 1.01 0.10 12.73

PUBLIC WORKS PARK SUPERINTENDENT 2.71 0.81 0.27 0.27 0.14 2.41 0.24 0.48 0.12 2.06 0.31 1.74 0.87 12.42

PUBLIC WORKS PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SUPERVISOR 2.71 0.81 0.27 0.27 0.14 2.41 0.24 0.48 0.12 2.06 0.31 1.74 0.87 12.42

ADMINISTRATION ASSISTANT TO THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 4.05 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.13 0.31 0.63 0.31 1.96 0.29 0.60 0.00 12.09

PUBLIC WORKS SHOP SUPERVISOR/FACILITIES SPECIALIST 2.71 0.81 0.27 0.27 0.14 2.41 0.12 0.36 0.00 1.88 0.28 1.51 0.38 11.14

ADMINISTRATION CITY RECORDER 2.08 0.42 0.21 0.21 0.10 3.60 0.00 0.54 0.00 1.58 0.24 0.60 0.00 9.58

ADMINISTRATION PLANNER 2.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.98 0.00 0.45 0.00 1.58 0.24 0.78 0.08 9.07

PUBLIC WORKS PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR II 2.05 0.61 0.20 0.20 0.10 1.40 0.07 0.14 0.00 1.38 0.14 1.74 0.87 8.91

FINANCE CITY TREASURER 2.08 0.42 0.21 0.21 0.10 2.09 0.21 0.31 0.00 1.45 0.22 0.60 0.00 7.90

FINANCE HUMAN RESOURCES/ACCOUNTS PAYABLE 2.08 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.33 0.00 1.45 0.22 0.60 0.00 7.08

PUBLIC WORKS PLANNING/PW TECHNICIAN 1.57 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.20 0.00 0.44 0.00 1.38 0.21 0.60 0.00 6.71

PUBLIC WORKS PUBLIC WORKS OPERATOR I 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.20 0.12 1.74 0.87 6.66

COURT COURT CLERK 1.50 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.07 2.09 0.10 0.31 0.00 1.20 0.18 0.60 0.00 6.51

ADMINISTRATION COMMUNITY EVENTS COORDINATOR 1.39 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.95 0.00 0.39 0.10 1.38 0.14 0.78 0.00 6.26

PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING PERMIT TECHNICIAN 1.27 0.25 0.13 0.00 0.06 1.82 0.00 0.27 0.00 1.26 0.19 0.60 0.00 5.86

FINANCE UTILITY BILLING CLERK 1.27 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.82 0.00 0.27 0.00 1.26 0.19 0.60 0.00 5.47

PUBLIC WORKS LABORER 0.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.94 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.54 0.00 1.51 0.38 4.13

ADMINISTRATION FRONT DESK ATTENDANT 1.07 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.28 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.59 0.03 0.60 0.00 3.75

By Rank Order

Department

   Factor  I    Factor  II Factor III Factor IV
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Entity Health HSA Dental Vision Life Ret Std Ltd Caf SS/Med Addl $ Addl % Tot $ Tot %

BOUNTIFUL  $1,139.42  $253.00  $31.50  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% $1,423.92 26.72% $25,000 $48,767 $50,000 $80,447 $100,000 $143,807

BRIAN HEAD TOWN  $1,235.08  $300.00  $98.64  $7.53  $8.65  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% $1,649.90 26.72% $25,000 $51,479 $50,000 $83,159 $100,000 $146,519

BRIGHAM CITY  $935.17  $250.00  $109.06  $13.85  18.47%  0.00%  0.01%  7.65% $1,308.08 26.13% $25,000 $47,229 $50,000 $78,762 $100,000 $141,827

CACHE COUNTY  $1,205.00  $175.00  $48.74  $9.90  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% $1,438.64 26.72% $25,000 $48,944 $50,000 $80,624 $100,000 $143,984

CEDAR CITY  $912.20  $133.33  $100.18  $14.21  $10.50  18.47%  1.00%  7.65%  $100.00 $1,270.42 27.12% $25,000 $47,025 $50,000 $78,805 $100,000 $142,365

CENTRAL DAVIS COUNTY SEWER  $1,585.00  $44.65  $35.00  18.47%  0.25%  7.65% $1,664.06 26.37% $25,000 $51,561 $50,000 $83,154 $100,000 $146,339

DRAPER  $1,324.28  $150.00  $101.25  $15.87  18.47%  $17.66  7.65% $1,609.06 26.12% $25,000 $50,839 $50,000 $82,369 $100,000 $145,429

DUCHESNE COUNTY  $1,035.65  $91.80  $56.40  $5.22  $8.40  18.47%  $12.72  $17.76  7.65% 3.57 $1,227.95 29.59% $25,000 $47,133 $50,000 $79,530 $100,000 $144,325

ENOCH  $1,472.70  $97.98  $9.90  18.47%  0.01%  7.65% $1,580.58 26.13% $25,000 $50,499 $50,000 $82,032 $100,000 $145,097

GRAND COUNTY  $1,490.73  $200.00  $92.00  $20.14  $12.28  18.47%  0.52%  7.65%  1.59% $1,815.15 28.23% $25,000 $53,839 $50,000 $85,897 $100,000 $150,012

HEBER LIGHT & POWER CO.  $1,623.02  $100.68  $17.13  $9.60  18.47%  $27.38  7.65%  $5.50  1.33% $1,783.31 27.45% $25,000 $53,262 $50,000 $85,125 $100,000 $148,850

JUAB COUNTY  $1,437.78  $97.48  $8.64  $24.41  18.47%  0.55%  7.65% 15.57% $1,568.31 42.24% $25,000 $54,380 $50,000 $89,940 $100,000 $161,060

LAYTON  $910.58  $7.63  $4.78  18.47%  0.62%  7.65% $922.99 26.74% $25,000 $42,761 $50,000 $74,446 $100,000 $137,816

LEHI  $1,450.82  $167.00  $104.16  $3.39  $10.87  18.47%  0.48%  7.65% $1,736.24 26.60% $25,000 $52,485 $50,000 $84,135 $100,000 $147,435

LOGAN  $1,134.00  $22.00  $13.00  18.47%  $14.00  7.65%  $1.82 3.00% $1,184.82 29.12% $25,000 $46,498 $50,000 $78,778 $100,000 $143,338

MURRAY  $1,165.78  $83.28  $7.88  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% 4.20% $1,256.94 30.92% $25,000 $47,813 $50,000 $80,543 $100,000 $146,003

NEPHI  $1,456.66  $47.34  $9.90  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% 0.61% $1,513.90 27.33% $25,000 $49,999 $50,000 $81,832 $100,000 $145,497

NORTH DAVIS COUNTY SEWER  $1,891.00  $83.69  $13.50  18.47%  7.65% $1,988.19 26.12% $25,000 $55,388 $50,000 $86,918 $100,000 $149,978

NORTH POINTE SOLID WASTE DISTRICT  $1,308.13  $72.41  $20.00  $8.65  18.47%  0.60%  7.65%  $42.00 $1,451.19 26.72% $25,000 $49,094 $50,000 $80,774 $100,000 $144,134

OGDEN  $1,211.60  $140.14  $76.36  $6.35  18.47%  0.52%  7.65% $1,434.45 26.64% $25,000 $48,873 $50,000 $80,533 $100,000 $143,853

OREM  $906.08  $333.33  $103.93  $0.00  18.47%  0.49%  1.45%  4.00% $1,343.34 24.41% $25,000 $47,223 $50,000 $78,325 $100,000 $140,530

PARK CITY  $1,705.50  $108.40  $6.15  18.47%  0.01%  0.00%  7.65%  $75.00 $1,895.05 26.13% $25,000 $54,273 $50,000 $85,806 $100,000 $148,871

PROVO  $1,647.88  $4.20  18.47%  0.32%  7.65% $1,652.08 26.44% $25,000 $51,435 $50,000 $83,045 $100,000 $146,265

RIVERDALE  $1,162.14  $90.00  $8.00  18.47%  0.59%  7.65% $1,260.14 26.71% $25,000 $46,799 $50,000 $78,477 $100,000 $141,832

ROY WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT  $1,472.70  $99.18  $14.98  $10.85  18.47%  0.60%  7.65% $1,597.71 26.72% $25,000 $50,853 $50,000 $82,533 $100,000 $145,893

SANDY  $1,192.50  $81.50  $43.50  $7.30  18.47%  0.49%  1.45%  $1.50 $1,326.30 20.41% $25,000 $46,018 $50,000 $76,121 $100,000 $136,326

SARATOGA SPRINGS  $1,034.38  $95.13  $16.66  18.47%  1.45%  6.20% $1,146.17 26.12% $25,000 $45,284 $50,000 $76,814 $100,000 $139,874

SEVIER COUNTY  $1,354.00  $120.00  $95.10  $13.36  $9.22  18.47%  0.44%  7.65% 1.53% $1,591.68 28.09% $25,000 $51,123 $50,000 $83,145 $100,000 $147,190

SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION  $1,544.00  $100.00  $14.88  18.47%  0.27%  0.91%  1.45%  $135.66  3.00% $1,794.54 24.10% $25,000 $52,559 $50,000 $83,584 $100,000 $145,634

SOUTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT $1,545.00 $101.00 $47.00 $8.90 18.47% 0.60% 7.65% $208.00 $1,909.90 26.72% $25,000 $54,599 $50,000 $86,279 $100,000 $149,639

SOUTH JORDAN  $1,192.32  $78.38  $17.84  16.69%  0.60%  7.65% $1,288.54 24.94% $25,000 $46,697 $50,000 $77,932 $100,000 $140,402

SPRINGVILLE  $1,554.43  $22.95  $77.40  $6.80  18.47%  $16.92  $30.29  7.65%  2.00% $1,708.79 28.12% $25,000 $52,535 $50,000 $84,565 $100,000 $148,625

SUMMIT COUNTY  $1,214.02  $208.33  $107.06  $5.58  18.47%  0.48%  0.60%  7.65% $1,534.99 27.02% $25,000 $50,175 $50,000 $81,930 $100,000 $145,440

TOOELE  $1,017.00  $75.23  $14.00  $12.19  18.47%  $12.00  0.60%  $4.00  7.65%  $3.40  2.59% $1,137.82 29.31% $25,000 $45,981 $50,000 $78,309 $100,000 $142,964

UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY  $1,094.00  $79.34  $4.32  18.47%  0.01%  7.65% $1,177.66 26.13% $25,000 $45,664 $50,000 $77,197 $100,000 $140,262

WASATCH COUNTY  $1,472.22  $97.48  $14.00  16.69%  7.65% $1,583.70 24.34% $25,000 $50,089 $50,000 $81,174 $100,000 $143,344

WASHINGTON CITY  $1,383.68  $47.42  $20.00  $8.90  18.47%  0.60%  7.65%  $5.50  4.50% $1,465.50 31.22% $25,000 $50,391 $50,000 $83,196 $100,000 $148,806

WEBER COUNTY  $1,080.20  $92.16  18.47%  1.00%  7.65% $1,172.36 27.12% $25,000 $45,848 $50,000 $77,628 $100,000 $141,188

WEST VALLEY  $1,146.13  $81.76  $6.23  18.47%  1.45% $1,234.12 19.92% $25,000 $44,789 $50,000 $74,769 $100,000 $134,729

$1,478.17 27.02% $25,000 $49,492 $50,000 $81,247 $100,000 $144,756

HIGHLAND  $1,142.48  $250.00  $97.98  $10.05 18.47%  $12.92  $15.86  1.45% 6.20% $1,529.29 26.12% $25,000 $49,881 $50,000 $81,411 $100,000 $144,471

$389.00 $164.51 -$284.47

0.78% 0.20% -0.20%

Highland City
Compensation Survey System

General TCV Summary Report
11/22/2016

$51.12 -0.90%Average Difference

TCV Impact

Group Average



















City Council authorize staff to begin the public information and education campaign 

regarding a potential property tax increase for road maintenance and repair.  

With the Road Reconstruction Master Plan (RRMP) nearing completion, the City Council 

began discussing options to increase revenue for road maintenance and reconstruction at 

the January 17, 2017 Council meeting. Based on the RRMP, it is estimated that an 

additional one million dollars annually is needed for road maintenance and reconstruction.   

 

The Council formed a subcommittee of Mayor Thompson, Council member Brian 

Braithwaite, and Council member Rod Mann. The Committee met on January 23, 2017 

and discussed several options to raise the additional revenue.  These options included: 

bonding, road fee and a property tax increase.  The results of the meeting were discussed 

at the February 7, 2017 Council meeting.   

 

Staff has prepared a preliminary timeline that included a number of public involvement 

and education efforts.  Staff is also proposing to continue the use of the subcommittee.  

The subcommittee will meet with staff on a bi-weekly basis to review information and 

provide direction.  Results of these meetings will be discussed at the appropriate Council 

meetings. 

 

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures. 

 

 Proposed Public Information and Education Campaign 

 Budget and Ballot Timeline 
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Blue – Election Dates 

Green – Budget Dates 

Red – Potential Referendum Dates 

 

 Thursday, May 11 – Budget Open House 

 Tuesday, May 16 – Adoption of Tentative Budget 

 Tuesday, May 23 – Budget Work Session 

 Thursday, June 1— Wednesday, June 7 – Candidate Filing Deadline 

 Tuesday, June 6 or 20 – Tentative Budget Passed  

 July 18 – Truth in Taxation Noticing (see details below) 

 Saturday, July 22 – Property Tax Notices mailed by Utah State Tax Commission 

 July 25 – Truth in Taxation Newspaper Noticing 2 

 Tuesday, August 1 – Truth in Taxation Hearing where new tax rate and final budget is passed 

o 10 days after property tax notice  

 Monday, August 7 – Referendum filed within 5 days with the City Recorder 

o Five sponsors signed (notary public) 

 Resident of Utah 

 Voted in a regular municipal election in the last three years 

 Thursday, August 10 – City Recorder shall give referendum to the Budget Officer within three 

working days 

 Thursday, August 10 – Five days after City Recorder gets a valid referendum application, we give 

Sponsors five copies of petition and signature sheets 

 Tuesday, August 15 – Primary Election (if needed) 

 Thursday, August 17 – Sponsor prepares packets (There doesn’t seem to be a deadline. If they 

waited 26 more days it won’t be verified in time for election.) 

 Monday, August 21 – City Recorder numbers and delivers full referendum packets to Sponsors 

within 2 working days 

 Monday, September 4 – Budget Officer and Legal Counsel write a 100 word explanation on the 

fiscal and legal impact if the law were repealed. Deliver to City Recorder and Sponsors within 25 

calendar days. 

 Thursday, September 7 – Ballots finalized. City Recorder needs final ballot 60 days before 

election. 

o "Shall the [name of the taxing entity] be authorized to levy a tax rate in the amount 

sufficient to generate an increased property tax revenue of [amount] for fiscal year 

[year] as budgeted, adopted, and approved by the [name of the taxing entity]". 

o We can put a referendum item on the ballot that hasn’t yet qualified yet. 

 Saturday, September 30 – Sponsors deliver signed and verified packet to County Clerk 40 days 

after City Recorder gives packets to Sponsor (1,217 signatures or 15% of 8,108) 

 Monday, October 9 – Last day to mail in voter registration 

 Tuesday, October 10  – County Clerk verifies signatures within 10 working days after delivery 

from Sponsors 



 Thursday, October 12 – City Recorder counts signatures within 2 working days after delivery 

from County Clerk 

o At this point we would heavily publicize whether or not the item on the ballot will be 

counted or not.  

 Tuesday, October 17 – Mail-in ballots sent out 

 Tuesday, October 31 – Last day to register to vote in person or online 

 Tuesday, November 7 – Election Day  

 

Truth in Taxation Noticing Requirements 

 General newspaper(s) within general circulation of community that is publicized at least once a 
week (see below) 

o Minimum ¼ page in size  
o font minimum 18 
o ad surrounded by an ¼ inch border 
o Ad can’t be in legal notices or classified 
o Date, time, and place for public comment 

 Electronically on our website 

 Utah Public Notice Website 

 OR Mail a written notice to each voter in the district that contains the information required by 
the statute  

 

"NOTICE OF PROPOSED TAX INCREASE 

(NAME OF TAXING ENTITY) 

 

     The (name of the taxing entity) is proposing to increase its property tax revenue. The (name of 

the taxing entity) tax on a (insert the average value of a residence in the taxing entity rounded to the 

nearest thousand dollars) residence would increase from $______ to $________, which is $_______ 

per year. The (name of the taxing entity) tax on a (insert the value of a business having the same 

value as the average value of a residence in the taxing entity) business would increase from 

$________ to $_______, which is $______ per year. If the proposed budget is approved, (name of 

the taxing entity) would increase its property tax budgeted revenue by ___% above last year's 

property tax budgeted revenue excluding eligible new growth. All concerned citizens are invited to a 

public hearing on the tax increase. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

Date/Time:     (date) (time) 

Location:     (name of meeting place and address of meeting place) 

To obtain more information regarding the tax increase, citizens may contact the (name of the taxing 

entity) at (phone number of taxing entity)." 

 

 

 

 



 

Extra Notes 

 Property Tax Referendum Section (20A-7-613) 

 General Referendum Section (20A-7-6) 

 Property Tax Act 59-2-918.5 and 59-2-919 

 Truth in Taxation (59-2-919.1) 

 Total time for property tax referendum is about 80 days 

 We can do a totally separate absentee ballot election for a tax law 

 

http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title20A/Chapter7/20A-7-S613.html?v=C20A-7-S613_2016051020170101
http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title20A/Chapter7/20A-7-P6.html
http://le.utah.gov/code/TITLE59/htm/59_02_091805.htm
http://le.utah.gov/code/TITLE59/htm/59_02_091900.htm
http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title59/Chapter2/59-2-S919.1.html


Seeking City Council approval of the Highland City Water Conservation Plan Update 

prior to submitting the report to the Utah Division of Water Resources

In 1999, Utah’s legislature passed the Water Conservation Plan Act requiring all drinking 

water systems serving 500 connections or more to file a water conservation plan with the 

Utah Division of Water Resources. The first Water Conservation Plan in 2006 and has 

updated it every 5 years since that time. 

 

The plan identifies water resources, how much water is being used, and what steps are 

taken to conserve water. This Water Conservation Plan has been previously presented to 

the Water Advisory Board for their review and comments and has received their approval. 

 

Highland City utilized the services of Tavis Timothy with Hansen, Allen & Luce to update 

this plan. 

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures.

 Proposed Resolution 

 Highland City Water Conservation Plan Update  



RESOLUTION NO. R-2017- **__ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH  

APPROVING THE HIGHLAND CITY 

 WATER CONSERVATION PLAN UPDATE 

 

 

 WHEREAS, the Highland City Council acknowledges that Highland City meets the 

required reporting under Utah’s Water Conservation Plan Act which states that all drinking water 

systems serving more than 500 connections must submit an updated Water Conservation Plan 

every 5 years to the Utah Division of Water Resources;  

 WHEREAS, Highland City has updated its Water Conservation Plan identifying water 

resources, how much water is being used, and what steps are taken to conserve 

water. 

NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved the City Council has reviewed and approved the Highland 

City Water Conservation Plan Update. 

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

ADOPTED by the City Council of Highland City, Utah, this 21st day of February, 2017. 

 

                                              HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

 

 

_________________________________ 

                 Mark S. Thompson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_________________________________ 

JoD’Ann Bates, CMC 

City Recorder  

 

 

 

 

 



COUNCILMEMBER 
 

YES NO 

Brian Braithwaite □ □ 

Tim Irwin □ □ 

Dennis LeBaron □ □ 

Rod Mann □ □ 

Ed Dennis  □ □ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In 1999, Utah’s legislature passed the Water Conservation Plan Act requiring all drinking water 
systems serving 500 connections or more to file a water conservation plan with the Utah 
Division of Water resources.  Until Highland City and the Highland Water Company merged in 
2004, Highland City managed only a pressurized irrigation system and was not required to 
submit a plan.  As a result of the merger, the City completed a water management and 
conservation plan in 2006 that included both the drinking water and pressurized irrigation 
systems.  Water Conservations Plans are required to be updated every 5 years from the first 
submittal.  This report is an update of the City’s Water Conservation Plan. 
 
Highland City is located in northern Utah County and, as of 2016, had a population of about 
18,300 people.  Highland’s drinking water distribution system is comprised of a pipe network, 
four water storage tanks, five groundwater wells, and over 4,700 water supply connections.  The 
pressurized irrigation (PI) system is comprised of transmission lines, three storage ponds, three 
groundwater wells, two diversions from the American Fork River, two connections to Central 
Utah Project (CUP) pipelines, one diversion from the Murdock Canal, and pump stations. 
 
In 2016, Highland City used a total of about 1,296 acre-feet of drinking water and 8,480 acre-
feet of pressurized irrigation water.  During 2016, the average per capita use has been around 
60 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for the drinking water system and around 420 gpcd for the 
pressurized irrigation system.  The overall water use for the City averages around 480 gpcd.  
Per capita water use within the drinking water system has been reduced by about 37% since 
2004.  Water use in the pressurized irrigation system has been relatively steady since 2004. 
 
The purpose of the Water Conservation Plan is to identify strategies for more efficient water 
use.  Existing conservation issues have been identified along with goals to address these 
issues.  Major issues included a large quantity of unaccounted for water use in the drinking 
water system and high overall per capita water use. 
 
Water conservation measures that are currently being implemented by the City will be continued 
including the operation of a pressurized irrigation system to conserve high quality water for 
drinking water sources, time-of-day watering recommendations, public education programs, and 
installation of smart irrigation systems in new City parks.  Additional water conservation 
measures were also identified to further reduce per capita water use.  These measures include 
expansion of public education systems, updating the City’s existing rationing plan, and 
upgrading existing City park irrigation systems to be smart systems. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION  

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
In 1999, Utah’s legislature passed the Water Conservation Plan Act requiring all drinking water 
systems serving 500 connections or more to file a water conservation plan with the Utah 
Division of Water Resources.  Until Highland City and the Highland Water Company merged in 
2004, Highland City managed only a pressurized irrigation system and was not required to 
submit a plan.  As a result of the merger, the City completed a water management and 
conservation plan in 2006 that included both the drinking water and pressurized irrigation 
systems.  Water Conservations Plans are required to be updated every 5 years from the first 
submittal.  This report is an update of the City’s Water Conservation Plan. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Highland City is located on a bench near American Fork, Lehi, and Alpine in northern Utah 
County.  According to the U.S. Census, the population of the city increased from around 15,500 
to over 18,300 from 2010 to 2016.  Despite this growth, Highland has retained a quiet, rural 
atmosphere.  This is largely due to the large lot sizes of the typical home within the City. 
 
Highland began as a 15 family settlement in the 1850s and was incorporated on July 13, 1977.  
Due to the growing size, several landowners formed the Highland Water Company in 1950’s to 
provide drinking water through a central water system as opposed to using individual wells.  The 
first well was drilled and a storage tank was constructed in 1958.  Other water system facilities 
have since been constructed resulting in the current drinking water system. 
 
Twenty years after incorporation, the City implemented a pressurized irrigation system.  Use of 
surface water for outside watering helped the City to conserve high quality groundwater for the 
City’s growing drinking water needs.  During 2004, Highland Water Company voted to dissolve 
the company and to transfer all assets and obligations to Highland City.  Since that time, the 
City has operated both the drinking water system and the pressurized irrigation system within 
the City’s boundaries. 
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CHAPTER II 
WATER SYSTEM ANALYSIS 

 
 
FACILITY DESCRIPTION 
 
Drinking Water System 
 
Highland’s existing drinking water system is comprised of a pipe network, four water storage 
tanks, over 4,700 water supply connections, five groundwater wells (Wells #1 through #5), and 
two booster pump stations.  All of the five wells on the drinking water system are active and are 
used on a rotating basis as needed within the system.  One of the City’s wells on the 
pressurized irrigation system, the 11800 North Well, was constructed to Division of Drinking 
Water standards and could be used on the drinking water system in an emergency.  This well 
has only been used within the pressurized irrigation system to date. 
 
Table II-1 summarizes the type and number of connections to the drinking water system.  Of the 
4,642 residential connections, there are about 200 that are using the drinking water system for 
their outside watering.  About 100 of these connections are located in the View Pointe 
subdivision which does not have a pressurized irrigation source available.  The existing 
pressurized irrigation pipelines in this subdivision are connected to the drinking water system.   
 

TABLE II-1 
DRINKING WATER SYSTEM CONNECTION SUMMARY 

 
CONNECTION TYPE NUMBER OF CONNECTIONS 

Residential 4,642 
Commercial 66 

Industrial 3 
Institutional 25 

Stock 8 
Commercial Sprinkling 1 

TOTAL 4,745 
 
Pressurized Irrigation System 
 
In 1997-1998, Highland City constructed a pressurized irrigation system throughout the City 
boundaries.  This system provides residents with outdoor water for irrigation of landscaped 
areas and gardens.  The system is comprised of transmission pipe lines, three storage ponds, 
three groundwater wells (11800 North, 10700 North, and Granite Wells), two diversions from the 
American Fork River, two connections to Central Utah Project (CUP) pipelines, one diversion 
from the Murdock Canal, and booster pump stations.  The three wells are pumped to 
supplement the surface water sources during late season demand periods, peak demand 
periods, and other periods when surface water sources are unable to meet demands.  There are 
currently 4,342 connections on the pressurized irrigation system.  Detailed descriptions of the 
pressurized irrigation system facilities are included in the City’s Pressurized Irrigation System 
Master Plan completed in 2009. 
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INVENTORY OF WATER RESOURCES 
 
There are five existing wells that currently supply the drinking water system as summarized in 
Table II-2.  The existing demand on the system can be met with two or three wells at any time.  
All of the wells are used on a rotating basis. 
 

TABLE II-2 
EXISTING DRINKING WATER WELLS 

 
NAME YEAR DRILLED CAPACITY (gpm) 
Well #1 1968 550 
Well #2 1958 900 
Well #3 1977 900 
Well #4 1986 800 
Well #5 1987 800 

 
The pressurized irrigation system currently uses water from two diversions from the American 
Fork River, two CUP connections, three wells, and a diversion from the Murdock Canal as 
summarized in Table II-3. 
 

TABLE II-3 
EXISTING PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SOURCES 

 
SOURCE DESCRIPTION APPROXIMATE CAPACITY (GPM) 

American Fork Canyon 
- American Fork Flume 2-foot parshall flume diversion 3,000 (August) to 7,500 (June) 

American Fork Canyon 
- Lehi Flume 3-foot parshall flume diversion 800 (August) to 4,000 (June) 

Canyon Well 12-inch well (640 ft deep) 1,100 

11800 North Well 
24-inch well (1,000 ft deep) – can be used 
as emergency backup for drinking water 
system. 

1,200 

10700 North Alpine 
Highway - Provo Well 16-inch well (500 ft deep)  1,100 

CUP Connection No. 1 PRV and meter station from high pressure 
CUP system (owned & operated by CUP) 

1,800 gpm (Usage agreement) 
(Can divert 3,590 gpm in exchange 

for Murdock Canal diversion) 

CUP Connection No. 2 PRV and meter station from high pressure 
CUP system (owned & operated by CUP) 3,590 

Murdock Canal Diversion from Murdock Canal with a 
booster station.  CURRENTLY NOT IN USE. 3,900 

TOTAL: 17,520 (August) to 25,220 (June) 

 
Water rights and water shares associated with the sources listed above are summarized in 
Appendix A.  As the City continues to grow, developers are required to provide water rights to 
the city to meet growing water demands.  Typically these rights are transferred in the form of 
water shares in irrigation companies.  The City has made efforts to convert water rights into 

mannr
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municipal use.  This gives the City the flexibility to use the water for either drinking water or 
pressurized irrigation water as necessary. 
 
A large portion of Highland’s surface water is from direct flow rights, meaning that the quantity of 
water that can be diverted is determined by the quantity of water flowing in the river.  The 
number of shares that the City owns determines the percentage of the river flow that they can 
divert.  During high runoff periods, the available water exceeds the demand. 
 
WATER USE SUMMARY 
 
Current Water Use 
 
In 2016, approximately 1,597 acre-feet of water was used in the drinking water system.  
Highland City reported a population of 18,329, resulting in a per capita use of 78 gallons per 
capita per day (gpcd) in the drinking water system (primarily for indoor water use).  Water use in 
the pressurized irrigation system is not individually metered.  However, flow measurements from 
pressurized irrigation system water sources provide estimates of water use.  These estimates 
are approximate because some water diverted into the system from the American Fork Canyon 
sources overflows back to the river during lower demand periods of the season.  Based on this 
information, the average per capita use in the pressurized irrigation system from 2016 was 
about 410 gpcd.  The total estimated average use of about 500 gpcd is significantly higher than 
the typical city in Utah of about 267 gpcd.  This high per capita use is attributable to the large lot 
size in the City which is greater than one-half acre per lot.  Typical Utah cities have average lot 
sizes closer to one-quarter acre. 
 
Figure II-1 summarizes the historical per capita use in the drinking water and pressurized 
irrigation systems.  From about 1998 through 2004, the City averaged around 100 gpcd in the 
drinking water system.  However, in 2007 through 2016, the average use was just above 80 
gpcd.  This represents approximately a 20% reduction of indoor use since the 2000 through 
2004 time period.   Water use in the pressurized irrigation remained relatively steady at around 
450-475 gpcd from 2009 through 2012.  Since 2012 the City has decreased its outdoor use per 
gpcd to an average of 400 gpcd.  This decrease was largely due to incorporating an odd/even 
watering system and more public education. 
 
Anticipated Future Water Use 
 
Highland City has indicated that it expects to reach build out conditions within the next 40 years.  
Based on current City zoning and anticipated annexation plans, it is estimated that the drinking 
water system will serve an estimated 7,326 ERCs at buildout.  According to the City’s 
Pressurized Irrigation Master Plan completed in 2009, the estimated build out irrigated acreage 
is projected to be 2,560 acres of land.  If existing water use trends continue, the total build out 
water use could exceed 15,000 acre-feet per year. 
 
WATER BUDGET 
 
In order to determine the efficiency of the conveyance system, a water budget was prepared for 
the drinking water system.  A water budget could not be produced for the pressurized irrigation 
system because individual connections are not metered.  The drinking water budget was 
prepared by comparing the volume of water pumped into the system from the five existing wells 

mannr
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to the billed water use within the system.  Table II-4 shows the water budget for 2002-2004 and 
2009-2010.  Data were not available for 2005 through 2008 and 2011. 
 

TABLE II-4 
DRINKING WATER SYSTEM WATER BUDGET 

 

YEAR 
SOURCE VOLUME 

(AC-FT) 
BILLED VOLUME 

(AC-FT) 
WATER LOSS 

(AC-FT) 
PERCENT 

WATER LOSS 
2002 1,193 962 231 19% 
2003 1,203 979 224 18% 
2004 1,250 966 284 22% 
2009 1,354 1,115 239 17% 
2010 1,450 1,131 319 22% 
2012 1,561 1,168 393 25% 
2013 1,548 1,170 378 24% 
2014 1,624 1,296 328 20% 
2015 1,498 1,242 256 18% 
2016 1,597 1,270 327 20% 

 
Based on the water budget, the drinking water system has experienced a higher volume of 
unaccounted for water – above 20%.  A portion of this unaccounted for water is attributable to 
about 100 residences in the View Pointe subdivision using the drinking water system for outdoor 
watering.  This outdoor water use is not metered or billed.  There is a master meter that has 
provided an annual use of approximately 90 acre feet.  This represents about 5% of the water 
loss.  Water loss can also be attributed to annual hydrant flushing, new water line cleaning and 
flushing, and construction water.  Over the past three years the City has implemented the 
utilization of hydrant meters to meter and charge contractors for water use.  This has impacted 
the percent water loss in the system.  
 
WATER RATES 
 
Highland City’s water rates are summarized in Table II-5.  The rate structure for the drinking 
water system was established in order to motivate residents to conserve high quality 
groundwater for future growth.  A graduated rate structure based on water use was not feasible 
for the pressurized irrigation system because the system is not metered. 
 

TABLE II-5 
HIGHLAND CITY WATER RATES 

 
TYPE OF USE BASE RATE BASE VOLUME OVERAGE RATES 

Drinking Water System 

Residential $12.24/month 6,000 gal 
$0.78 /1,000 gal from 6,000 – 15,000 gal 
$2.04 /1,000 gal over 15,000 gal 

Pressurized Irrigation System 
With water rights 
supplied to City 

$12.42/month plus $0.000664 per square foot 
(Cost for irrigating 1 acre = $41.34) 
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CHAPTER III 
EXISTING CONSERVATION PRACTICES 

 
Existing water conservation practices currently being implemented in Highland City are focused 
on conservation of the high quality groundwater for drinking water purposes and reducing the 
outdoor water use. 
 
PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION SYSTEM 
 
Before construction of the pressurized irrigation system, landscaped areas were irrigated with 
high quality groundwater from the wells connected to the drinking water system.  These outdoor 
demands required all five wells to pump full-time during the hottest summer months.  Since the 
pressurized irrigation system was constructed, the high quality groundwater has mostly been 
reserved for indoor drinking water purposes.  With the exception of approximately 200 
residential connections, all water users are connected to the pressurized irrigation system.  
About 100 of those that are not connected are in the View Pointe subdivision which does not 
have access to the pressurized irrigation system due to locational constraints.  Highland City 
requires all new developments to provide pressurized irrigation pipelines and to connect into the 
pressurized irrigation system. 
 
Highland City encourages use of the pressurized irrigation system through a tiered rate 
structure for the drinking water system.   
 
TIME-OF-DAY WATERING RECOMMENDATION 
 
Highland City currently advises its residents to refrain from outdoor watering between the hours 
of 10 a.m. to 6 p.m.  Watering during the cooler hours of the day and at night reduces the 
amount of water that evaporates during sprinkling.  This should allow for shorter watering times.  
These recommendations are periodically provided to residents through mailers included in 
monthly water bills. 
 
SMART IRRIGATION SYSTEMS 
 
Highland City has implemented a policy that landscaped areas for all new public facilities will be 
irrigated using a smart irrigation system.  These systems measure temperature, precipitation, 
and soil moisture to determine the optimum amount of water that should be applied to maintain 
a healthy landscape.  As part of the smart systems, more efficient sprinkling heads are being 
installed to reduce the potential for wind-loss.  Sprinkling heads in City park strips (representing 
approximately 20 acres throughout the City) are also in the process of being replaced to reduce 
wind-loss. 
 
UPDATED LANDSCAPING ORDINANCE 
 
Within the past few years, the City updated its landscaping ordinance to provide more options 
for water conserving landscapes.  Among the changes to the ordinance, the City reduced the 
area required to be landscaped with living material from 75% down to 50%.  The City has also 
allowed more landscaping credit for implementation of xeriscaping or use of natural 
landscaping. 
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WATER AUDITS AND DEMONSTRATION GARDEN 
 
Although the City does not conduct water audits or provide a demonstration garden for efficient 
landscaping and irrigation methods, they do encourage residents to take advantage of those 
services offered by Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD).  The City’s website 
advertises the CUWCD demonstration garden and also their water audit program by providing 
links to the CUWCD website. 
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CHAPTER IV 
CONSERVATION ISSUES AND GOALS 

 
Implementation of water conservation practices is typically accomplished through a three step 
process.  First, the City’s Water Policy Advisory Committee reviews and develops 
recommendations for water management and conservation practices.  Second, the City Council 
reviews and approves recommended practices.  City staff then implements the approved 
practices. 
 
UNACCOUNTED WATER USE IN THE DRINKING WATER SYSTEM 
 
Issue 
 
Currently, about 20% of the water pumped into the City’s drinking water system is unaccounted 
for through billings.  This is a problem that has been identified in the past.  Based on data 
recently provided by the City, it is believed that around 40% of this unaccounted for water is for 
landscape irrigation of about 100 residences in the View Pointe subdivision.  These residences 
are not connected to the pressurized irrigation system and outdoor water use is unmetered.  
This leaves only about 12% of water that is still unaccounted for.  Other potential sources of this 
lost water include leaks, faulty meters, or use of water through hydrants for flushing or 
construction. 
 
Goal 
 
The City is currently implementing a meter testing and replacement program to eliminate old or 
malfunctioning meters.  Within the past few years, the City has provided hydrant meters for 
construction water.  Based on City records, annual water use from these hydrant meters has 
typically been around 1 ac-ft with a maximum of 5 ac-ft.  The City intends to continue these 
practices. 
 
In order to determine the quantity of water being lost to the system through leaks, the City could 
implement a leak detection program.  As leaks are found and repaired, City staff could estimate 
the flow of water through the leak to track progress in eliminating unaccounted for water. 
 
HIGH PER CAPITA USAGE 
 
Issue 
 
Although per capita usage in the drinking water system has been reduced by 37% since 2004 to 
63 gpcd, usage in the pressurized irrigation system has remained very high at 380-420 gpcd.  
Typical Utah cities average about 267 gpcd for both indoor (70 gpcd) and outdoor (197 gpcd) 
water use.  Based on these numbers, Highland City is about 200 gpcd more than the typical 
Utah city with most of this for outdoor watering. 
 
The primary reason for this is that typical lot sizes in Highland City (>0.5 acres) are more than 
double the size of lots in typical Utah communities (0.25 acres).  Assuming an average of 4.2 
people per household and a consumptive use of 4 acre-feet per irrigated acre, a 0.25 acre 
increase in irrigated acreage over the typical irrigated acreage would result in an additional use 
of about 200 gpcd. 
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Goal 
 
In 2001, the State of Utah established a goal to reduce water use by 25% by the year 2050 from 
usage levels in 1995.  While Highland City has already reduced drinking water use levels by 
20% from 2004, outdoor water use has remained steady.  The City has a goal to reduce outdoor 
water use by 10% by the year 2020.  Methods for reducing outdoor water use are further 
discussed in Chapter V. 
 
RATIONING PLAN 
 
Issue 
 
The City’s existing rationing plan has not been updated for several years.  City staff currently 
have procedures that they follow in emergency or drought situations that need to be formalized 
in an updated plan. 
 
Goal 
 
Highland City has a goal to update their Rationing Plan to be more consistent with current 
practices and to better respond to emergency or drought conditions. 
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CHAPTER V 
RECOMMENDED CONSERVATION MEASURES 

 
Highland City has been actively pursuing water conservation practices that have resulted in a 
reduction of use in the drinking water system by 20% since 2004.  The City intends to continue 
the current practices as summarized below.  The City will also consider implementation of 
additional conservation measures to reduce water usage in the pressurized irrigation system.  
These practices are described below. 
 
CONSERVATION MEASURES TO BE CONTINUED 
 
Conservation measures currently being implemented by the City are discussed in more detail in 
Chapter III.  These measures include the following: 
 

1. Pressurized Irrigation System – Conserves high quality groundwater for drinking water 
use. 

2. Time-of-Day Watering Recommendations – Watering only during the cooler hours of the 
day and at night reduces the amount of water lost to evaporation. 

3. Smart Irrigation Systems – Implementation of smart irrigation systems for all landscaping 
at new public facilities provides a very efficient use of irrigation water. 

4. Updated Landscaping Ordinance – Reduction of required landscaping area from 75% to 
50% and allowing for more xeriscaping and natural landscaping reduces the outdoor 
watering demand from new development. 

5. Water Audits and Demonstration Garden – Encouraging residents to use CUWCD’s 
water audit program and to visit their demonstration garden promotes voluntary 
reduction of outdoor water use.  Better advertising of these conservation tools is 
recommended. 

 
NEW CONSERVATION MEASURES 
 
Highland City will consider implementation of the following new conservation measures to help 
them reduce their outdoor water use. 
 

1. Upgrade Existing Public Parks and Facilities with Smart Irrigation Systems & Meters 
 
More efficient irrigation of large existing public landscaped areas could result in 
significant water use reduction.  Metering the water use at these facilities would help the 
City to increase the efficiency of the irrigation system. 
 

2. Implement a Leak Detection Program in both the Drinking Water and Pressurized 
Irrigation Systems: 
 
Reduction of leaks in the distribution systems for both systems provides a corresponding 
reduction in per capita water use. 
 

3. Update Rationing Plan 
 
Updated procedures will help the City to more efficiently respond to emergency or 
drought conditions for the conservation of their water resources. 
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4. Increase Public Conservation Education Efforts: 

 
a. Conservation education links on the City’s website are currently difficult to find.  

Making water conservation more prominent on the website would help reach 
more customers. 

b. The City could also regularly send out mailers with conservation practices.  This 
would be particularly beneficial at the beginning of the irrigation season and as 
temperatures rise in mid-summer. 

c. Other methods of advertising water conservation could also be pursued. 
d. The City could consider providing water conservation tools such as 

recommended watering depths during different times of the year. 
e. The City could make Public Works personnel available for individual assistance 

with specific water conservation issues. 
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 TABLE A-1 
 HIGHLAND CITY WATER RIGHTS SUMMARY (10/2015) 
 

Water Right 
Number 

Approved 
points of 
Diversion Status 

Beneficial 
Use 

Flow 
cfs 

Volume 
ac-ft 

Irrigation 
Company 

Shares  

55-751 (a31084) 8 City Wells Unapproved Municipal 10 2000  

55-908 (a31084) 8 City Wells Unapproved Municipal 4.2 1200  

55-1018 (a5260) Provo Well Certificated Irrigation 3.75 685  

55-1424, 55-3829, 
55-4184, 55-4678, 
55-7741 all included 
under a28710 

Westfield 
Road Well 

Approved 
Non-Use 

Municipal  117.564  

55-1636 (a22423) Provo Well Approved Municipal 0.304 40  

55-2081 (a22423) Provo Well Approved Municipal 0.011 3.84  

55-6054 (a31084) 8 City Wells Unapproved  Municipal 2 192  

55-9341 (a28180) 
11 wells 

Approved Municipal  121 East Jordan 
25 shares 

55-9453 (a26314) Granite Well Approved Municipal  290.4 East Jordan 
60 shares 

55-9656 (a26306) Granite Well  Approved Municipal  39.35 For Field-Little 
Dry Creek 
WUA 5 shares 

55-9707 (a31083) 8 City Wells Approved Municipal  288.99 South Jordan 
58.5 shares 

55-9708 (a27167) Granite Well, 
Beacon Hill 
Area 

Approved Municipal  694.07 South Jordan 
140.5 shares 

55-11898 (a27836) Granite Well Approved Municipal  41.14 East Jordan 
8.5 shares 

55-12283 (a33000) Unnamed 
Spring & 8 
City Wells 

Approved Municipal  52  

TOTAL 5765.354  

TOTAL APPROVED AND APPLIED FOR MUNICIPAL USE 5080.354  

 
  



 

 

 TABLE A-2 
 HIGHLAND CITY IRRIGATION SHARES SUMMARY (10/2015) 
 

Irrigation Company 
# of 

Shares 

Estimated* 
Volume/share 

ac-ft/share 

Estimated 
Volume 

ac-ft 

# Shares 
Included 
in Water 
Rights 

Alpine Irrigation Company 2 4 8 0

American Fork Irrigation Company 1225.53 2 2451.06 0

East Jordan Irrigation Company 113.5 4.84 549.34 93.5

Fort Field Little Creek Water Users 
Association 5 7.87 39.35 5

Highland Conservation 2025.9 1 2025.9 0

Lehi Irrigation Company 912.65 2 1825.3 0

Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company 332.863 1.7 565.8671 0

Provo Reservoir Water Users Association: 

     Full Shares 195.3 4 781.21 0

     Late Shares 210.2 2.5 525.46 0

South Jordan Canal company 199 4.94 983.06 199

Utah Lake Distribution  54 5.11 275.94 0

Winn Ditch Irrigation Company 463.5 0.06 27.81 0

ESTIMATED TOTAL 5501.363  10,060  

* The volume/share values have been estimated in some cases and are subject to change. 
 
 
 

 
 



 

The Planning Program Report has been reviewed and completed and is required to be 

approved by the City Council by Resolution prior to submitting the report.  

 

The Department of Environmental Quality under the new Utah Sanitary Sewer 

Management Program requires cities to complete the Municipal Wastewater Planning 

Program Report on a yearly basis.  This is a self-assessment report and helps the state to 

identify and solve potential problems before they become serious and costly.  This report 

allows the state to be informed of the current condition of our wastewater facility.   

 

Benefits in returning the forms are:  

1) Meets the REQUIRED report under Utah Sanitary Sewer Management Program 

2) Give Highland additional points on the project priority list that is used to allocate 

funds for grants and loan programs, and  

3) Operators completing the forms are given CEU’s   

 

N/A 

 Proposed Resolution 

 Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Reports (Collection & Financial)  



RESOLUTION NO. R-2017- **__ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH  

APPROVING THE STATE OF UTAH  

MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING  

PROGRAM REPORT FOR 2016 

 

 

 WHEREAS, the Highland City Council acknowledges that Highland City meets the 

required reporting under Utah Sanitary Sewer Management Program, and 

WHEREAS, by Highland City meeting those requirements is on a priority list used to 

allocate funds under the wastewater grand and loan programs, and  

WHEREAS, Operator(s) completing the reports will be given operational continuing 

educations units (CEU’s) for forms returned.  

NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved by the City Council has reviewed the Municipal Wastewater 

Planning Programs Report 2016 and has taken all appropriate actions necessary to maintain 

effluent requirements contained in the UPDES permit .   

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

ADOPTED by the City Council of Highland City, Utah, this 21st day of February, 2017. 

 

                                              HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

 

 

_________________________________ 

                 Mark S. Thompson, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_________________________________ 

JoD’Ann Bates, CMC 

City Recorder  

 

 

 

 



 

COUNCILMEMBER 
 

YES NO 

Brian Braithwaite □ □ 

Tim Irwin □ □ 

Dennis LeBaron □ □ 

Rod Mann □ □ 

Ed Dennis  □ □ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

EXHIBIT “A” 

 

 
































	0.Agenda.02.21.17.pdf
	01.0.Meeting Min. 02.07
	02.0.Employee Pay Grades 
	02.1.Pay Plan.Grade
	02.2.Total Comp Value Rpt
	02.3.Utah Employee Benefit Study
	03.0.Proceed with tax increase info
	03.1.Public Information Timeline
	03.2.Budget Ballot Timeline
	04.0.Water Cons Plan Update
	04.1.RES.Water Cons Plan Update
	04.2.2016 Water Cons Plan update
	05.0.Wastewater Report
	05.1.RES.Wastewater Report
	05.2.Wastewater Report



