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5051 South 1900 West  ║  Roy, Utah 84067  ║  Telephone (801) 774-1000  ║  Fax (801) 774-1030 

Council Members 
• Jan Burrell 

• Joe Paul 
• Bryon Saxton 
• Ann Jackson 

• Diane Wilson 

Mayor  
• Robert Dandoy 
 
City Manager  
• Matt Andrews 

ROY CITY RDA BOARD MEETING AGENDA  
 

JUNE 15, 2021- 5:30 PM 
 

ROY CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 5051 SOUTH 1900 WEST 
 

This meeting will be streamed live on the Roy City YouTube 
channel. https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6zdmDzxdOSW6veb2XpzCNA 

 
 

A. Welcome and Roll Call 
 

B. Consent Items 
 

a. Approval of the May 4, 2021 and May 18, 2021 Roy City RDA meeting minutes 
 

C. Action Items 
 

a. PUBLIC HEARING- Consideration of FY 2022 RDA Budget 
i. Resolution 21-5- Adopting FY 2022 Redevelopment Agency Budget 

 
D. Adjourn 

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for these meetings 
should contact the Administration Department at (801) 774-1020 or by email: admin@royutah.org at least 48 hours in advance of the 
meeting. 
 
Pursuant to Section 52-4-7.8 (1)(e) and (3)(B)(ii) “Electronic Meetings” of the Open and Public Meetings Law, Any 
Councilmember may participate in the meeting via teleconference, and such electronic means will provide the public 
body the ability to communicate via the teleconference.  
 

Certificate of Posting 
 

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted in a public place within 
the Roy City limits on this 9th day of June, 2021. A copy was also provided to the Standard Examiner and posted on the Roy City 
Website and Utah Public Notice Website on the 9th day of June, 2021. 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6zdmDzxdOSW6veb2XpzCNA
mailto:admin@royutah.org


 
ROY CITY 
Roy City RDA Meeting Minutes  
May 4, 2021 – 6:00 p.m. 
Roy City Council Chambers  
5051 South 1900 West 

 
 
 
 
Minutes of the Roy City Council Meeting held in the City Council Chambers of the Roy City Municipal 
Building on May 4, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. The meeting didn’t start until 6:30 p.m. 
 
Notice of the meeting was provided to the Utah Public Notice Website at least 24 hours in advance.  A 
copy of the agenda was posted. 

 
The following members were in attendance: 
 
Chairman Robert Dandoy City Manager, Matt Andrews 
Boardmember Burrell  City Attorney, Andy Blackburn 
Boardmember Paul 
Boardmember Saxton  
Boardmember Wilson 
Boardmember Jackson  
  
Also present were: Management Services Director, Camille Cook; City Recorder, Morgan Langholf  

 
A. Welcome & Roll Call 
 
Mayor Dandoy welcomed those in attendance and noted Boardmember Burrell, Jackson, Paul, Saxton, and 
Wilson were all present.  He read the determination of an electronic meeting due to the COVID-19 virus.  
 
B. Consent Items 

 
1. Approval of the April 6, 2021 Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes 

 
The minutes of the April 6, 2021, Roy City Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes were moved and 
seconded for approval, and the motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Redevelopment 
Agency. 
 
C. Presentation 
 

a. Budget Proposal FY 2022 
 
Management Services Director Camille Cook presented this item to the Council, and explained RDA budget 
proposals.  She said that the proposed RDA budget was there to facilitate redevelopment efforts in a 
designated community, and to administer projects or programs to assist in economic development, 
community development, and renewal of urban areas.  Redevelopment agencies assisted in redevelopment 
efforts through encouragement of private and public investment in previously developed areas that were 
underutilized.  The revenues for the RDA came from tax increment funding (TIF), which came from both 
Roy City and other governmental agencies within Weber County.  The taxing entity committee voted to 
approve the project area and agreed to forgo their property tax revenue for that certain area for a certain 
length of time.  
 
Management Services Director Camille Cook explained that their proposed budget was $1,437,190, which 
included $300K for a revolving loan fund to help local businesses, $206,720 for downtown beautification, 
and $59K for demolition.  As per the directive given during the strategic planning session, this budget also 
included funding in the professional and technical budget that could be utilized to develop an economic 
development director position in the future.  The RDA must be approved by June 15, and they planned to 
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hold the public hearing and consider the budget for adoption then.  She noted that they were happy to 
facilitate a budget work session for the RDA meeting if needed. 
 
Boardmember Bryon Saxton did not see if they needed to approve resolution 21-4 , and asked where it was 
a line item.  Management Services Director Camille Cook stated that they could make that adjustment once 
it was approved since that item was not currently approved with the RDA.  She noted that as with the City 
funds, this budget now became the board member’s budget.  Mayor Robert Dandoy said that they would 
find out in a few minutes if 21-4 was approved by Boardmembers. 
 
D. Action Items 
 

a. Resolution 21-2 Amending the by-laws of the Redevelopment agency of Roy City 
 
Management Services Director Camille Cook informed them that she accidentally had two 21-2 items on 
the RDA, so the next one would need to be when they proposed and approved it 21-3. 
 
Randy Sant presented the proposed changes to the by-laws.  He briefly outlined the reviewal process the 
amendments had gone through since it was presented back in April.  He noted that they made a number of 
changes that ranged from spelling and grammar to more substantial changes.  Randy Sant discussed the 
notable changes to the document. 
 
Randy Sant said that in Article 3: Officers, they changed Section One to read ‘officers of the Board.’  He 
said that the officers of the Board were now the chairperson, vice chair, executive director, chief of 
administrative officer, secretary, legal counsel, and the finance director.  Randy Sant explained that instead 
of having them individually as employees, they were now considered officers of the Board. 
 
Randy Sant explained that in Article 4: Meetings, they changed the regular meeting, particularly on the 
Utah Open Meetings Act, to ensure they complied with State statute. 
 
Randy Sant covered that in Article 6: Miscellaneous, they added “Section Two: Internal Policies and 
Proceeds,” so that the agency as a separate body had the authority to establish and adopt its own policy and 
procedures necessary to govern the operation of the agency.  He explained that they felt this change was 
needed because the Board was adopting policies that evening that allowed them under the bylaws to do 
that. 
 
Randy Sant stated that the rest of it stayed pretty much the same, other than some spelling and grammar 
adjustments.  
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson had a question in regards to the requirement for written requests of two 
members.  She thought everything but one word was great, and asked how hard it was to change a single 
word later.  Randy Sant replied that the bylaws allowed them to amend them at a majority vote at the Board 
of directors at an agency meeting or special meeting.  He stated that if they needed them to bring this back, 
they could do that at the next meeting. 
 
Boardmember Paul motioned to approve Resolution 21-2 Amending the by-laws of the 
Redevelopment agency of Roy City.  Boardmember Jackson seconded the motion.  All 
Councilmembers voted “Aye.” The motion carried. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy informed the Board that with that approval they were required to select a vice 
chairperson.  He asked if anyone had a personal interest in the position to send him a message and he would 
put it together so they could vote. 
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Randy Sant stated that they could do a motion to reconsider in order to implement the change requested by 
Boardmember Diane Wilson. 
 
Boardmember Wilson motioned to reconsider the words ‘written request’ and change or omit    the 
word ‘written’ in the bylaws that were just approved.  Boardmember Saxton seconded the 
motion.  All Boardmembers voted “Aye.” The motion carried. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson provided further clarification that in Article 4 Section 2 and Section 3, she 
wanted to change the requirement for a written request to allow verbal requests as well.  The board was 
informed that they could either omit the word written or include the word verbal.  However, the requirement 
of written requests made for better recordkeeping. 
 
Boardmember Joe Paul did not like verbal requests because there were no records of it.  Boardmember 
Bryon Saxton expressed the opinion that they should change it to ‘written or verbal’ to include both 
options.  Boardmember Joe Paul reiterated that he much preferred to have written communication where it 
could be tracked. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson asked if text requests counted as written requests.  It was replied that they 
could set it up how they wanted, but it was also suggested that they at least require an email.  Emails offered 
better recordkeeping than texts. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson said that she wanted to at least have an opportunity to discuss it. 
 
No motions were presented to approve the recommended change.  The reconsideration died as lack 
of a motion. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy reiterated his previous comments about the vice chairperson position. 
 

b. Resolution 21-3 adopting a policy for the Disposition of Land for the Redevelopment 
Agency of Roy City. 

 
Randy Sant presented the proposed policy for Resolution 21-3.  He briefly outlined the reviewal process 
the amendments had gone through since it was presented back in April.  He informed the Board that no 
significant changes were made to this item, however there were some spelling and grammar changes.  There 
was also a change to reword a sentence in the exclusive negotiation section in order to clarify the sentence’s 
intent.  Now it meant that if they decided they wanted to exclusively negotiate they had to come back to the 
Board and discuss it, as well as present to the Board one of the criteria. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson referred to the following statement in number six: “The agency board may 
waive any provision of this policy by a majority vote.” She thought it was important to discuss this in terms 
of consistency and explained that the way it currently read could lend itself to an inconsistency.  She stated 
that if they talked about other things, they needed to ensure that if a certain group was allowed to do 
something then there was consistency for other groups.  She said that they should make sure they did not 
set themselves up for a lawsuit by just being able to waive a provision. 
 
Randy Sant explained that the reason this was put in was simply because there could be a situation, 
particularly in regards to a governmental entity, that they found they did not have to do a certain activity or 
provide certain information.  He stated that this gave them the option to waive a requirement if they ran 
into a situation with a requirement under the policy that needed to be waived.  He communicated that this 
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could not be done unless it was brought back and presented to the Board, and then the Board made the 
decision whether it was waived or not.  
 
Randy Sant expressed that in terms of consistency, everything had to come back to the Board for review 
and discussion.  He stated that a problem could present itself if they gave a waiver to one and not the 
other.  In that scenario there would need to be some justification as to why it was not consistent.  He said 
that would have to be brought up as part of the conversation because he assumed if they had the same board 
for four years, they would have the experience to help keep it consistent. 
 
Randy Sant expressed that he personally liked it because it gave the Board some authority because it forced 
potential waived items to come to the Board first. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy agreed that the consistency was really relevant, particularly as they changed 
Boardmembers.  He stated that they may not have the same Boardmembers, yet the RDA agency still 
existed and functioned.  He expressed the opinion that the documentation and recordkeeping needed to be 
consistent. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy said he liked Randy Sant’s comment that it gave the Board flexibility and allowed 
them to manage better, but expressed that there was always a risk if they had the option to ignore a particular 
portion of the policy for inconsistent reasons. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy said that he wanted to take an action to clarify examples of where this should and 
should not be used.  He thought that they should provide an amendment to this that definitized what 
represented an option where they may want to throw the policy out. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson asked for clarification about how they would proceed forward with it that 
day.  Mayor Robert Dandoy said that they could approve it with an understanding that they needed to come 
back and clarify that particular statement.  He further said that they did not have to approve it, and they 
could table it for later.  He explained that as a public entity, whether an RDA or City Council, they had to 
be consistent and fair.  Any time they deviated to be inconsistent between principal parties, it presented a 
risk.  He relayed how years before the City Council had changed 24 pages of City Council code that pushed 
more of the administrative functions back into the Planning Commission and left the legislative components 
to the City Council.  This allowed for the necessary consistency. 
 
Randy Sant suggested that if they were uncomfortable in any way with the statement, he recommended that 
they eliminate it so that nothing can be waived from the policy.  He said that he would prefer to do that than 
to include specifics.  City Attorney Andy Blackburn and Mayor Robert Dandoy agreed.  
 
Boardmember Paul motioned to approve Resolution 21-3 adopting a policy for the Disposition of 
Land for the Redevelopment Agency of Roy City as written with the exception of Number 
6.  Boardmember Saxton seconded the motion.  All Boardmembers voted “Aye.” The motion carried. 
 

c. Resolution 21-4 Adopting a policy for the granting of Agency funds to assist  with 
relocation costs 
 

Randy Sant presented the proposed policy.  He noted that this policy had also been reviewed by City 
Attorney Andy Blackburn.  Randy Sant expressed appreciation for the legal counsel and their due diligence 
to look everything over. 
 
Randy Sant discussed that the one significant change was in B under Terms and Provisions.  The grand 
amount had been rewritten as follows: “For federal or state funded relocation costs, the maximum amount 
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of any grant to be used to cover relocation costs shall not exceed $7.5K.  For agency redevelopment-
initiated projects, or no other funds are available, the maximum amount of any grant shall not exceed $15K.” 
 
Boardmember Ann Jackson inquired if that would come into effect on 5600 when they had to relocate all 
the businesses.  Randy Sant reminded them that there were a couple of things that went into effect 
here.  First, any program had to be in a redevelopment project area.  He informed them that 5600 South was 
not in an RDA project area, but noted that did not mean they could not create one if they felt it was 
needed.  He further explained that 1900 West was in an RDA project area. 
 
Randy Sant expressed that what he thought they would find was that any of the property owners that would 
be impacted by the State project for the 5600 South interchange would get compensation from the State. 
Boardmember Joe asked for confirmation that they currently did not have any ‘redevelopment-initiated 
projects.’ Randy Sant confirmed that they did not.  Boardmember Joe also asked for confirmation that this 
would be implemented as they moved forward and was not retroactive.  Randy Sant said there was not 
anything for it to be retroactive to because they did not have a redevelopment-initiated project yet. 
 
Boardmember Joe that they approved it tonight and moved forward from there.  Mayor Robert Dandoy 
stated that there was no language in the document that talked to that issue either way.  Randy Sant said that 
the Mayor was correct, and he relayed that it said, “the purpose of the Roy Redevelopment Grant program 
was to assist businesses located within adopted and approved community reinvestment areas or urban 
renewal project areas who had been impacted either by an outside public entity or an approved 
redevelopment project with costs associated with the relocation of those businesses to new locations within 
Roy City.” 
 
Randy Sant stated that 1900 West had two community reinvestment areas that had been adopted, one on 
the east side and one on the west side.  The Roy City Center was not in an adopted project area.  He 
discussed other areas on the map.  He reiterated the purpose stated in the policy. 
 
Randy Sant reiterated the previous statement about grand amounts as follows: “For federal or state funded 
relocation costs, the maximum amount of any grant to be used to cover relocation costs shall not exceed 
$7.5K.  For agency redevelopment-initiated projects, or no other funds are available, the maximum amount 
of any grant shall not exceed $15K.” He specifically referred to the phrasing of ‘redevelopment-initiated 
projects,’ which the City currently did not have. 
 
Randy Sant said that they could debate whether they initiated a redevelopment project when they created 
project areas, and communicated that he had not provided a definition in the policy as to what was or was 
not an initiated redevelopment project. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson asked for clarification that that would leave a more open option specifically 
for one business that had previously come to them, and there was still a chance they would meet that 
criteria.  Randy Sant replied that if the redevelopment agency were to receive an application for relocation 
funds, and that individual came in and made an argument that they had to relocate because of a 
redevelopment-initiated project because the Board adopted a redevelopment project area, it would be up to 
the Board to decide whether or not they felt it classified as a redevelopment-initiated project. 
 
Boardmember Bryon Saxton commented that the intent was to help those who did not get help.  Randy Sant 
said that he did not think there was any reason they could not talk about who it was.  He acknowledged that 
they had a business that believed that they had to relocate because they were unable to get a longer lease 
term from their existing property owner due to the fact that the property owner had the intent to do an 
additional project of which would ask for redevelopment funding. 
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Randy Sant explained that this was a policy they were asked to put together as staff that would provide 
money for relocation.  He said that ultimately, he thought it was up to the Board to decide how they wanted 
to implement the policy.  He expressed that he did not think they should do anything unless someone 
submitted an application and came before the Board to explain their reasons.  The board would then have 
to make that determination. 
 
Randy Sant stated that if they wanted to get more specific, they could put together a definition of what 
constituted an initiated redevelopment project, which would narrow it down.  Boardmember Joe Paul 
thought that would be any time they went into a contract or partnership with a developer and offered funding 
to help get a project off the ground. 
 
Boardmember Bryon Saxton said that the RDA had approved a $5K loan for someone to have a car wash 
fixed up, yet they had a 25-year iconic business that was being hit hard.  He thought that these particular 
actions by the RDA was a way to protect some of the small business owners who had done everything they 
had been asked to do by the City.  He expressed the opinion that it was not fair that the City did not want 
to at least pay the business’s moving costs, relocation costs, or signage costs, and that there seemed to be a 
double standard as it was something that they would probably  consider for a newer business.  He thought 
that they should do something fair and just to help the small business out and at least offer to pay for the 
moving costs and signage. 
 
Boardmember Ann Jackson asked if they knew what their costs were for moving and 
signage.  Boardmember Bryon Saxton said that he did not know.  He noted that their relocation costs were 
low because they had a lot of family come and help in order to keep the cost down.  He estimated that the 
signage cost was more. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy said that in accordance with what the document said, any company that was impacted 
and felt that they qualified was able to submit an application.  He further said that the only stipulation was 
that they first had to have a project in that area.  Even if there was a project in the area, someone who was 
impacted prior to the project going into the area could still submit an application if they wanted to.  It was 
then up to the Boardmembers to approve.  
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy stated that they could either make the change that day or table it for later.  He 
expressed that they needed to determine if the business Boardmember Bryon Saxton had referred to had a 
right to submit for the grant request once a project had been identified in the area.  He reiterated that at that 
point it was up to the Boardmembers whether they wanted to approve the request.  If they did not like that, 
they could make an amendment that said that the only time someone could submit for a grant was after a 
grant had been presented.  He reiterated that they could either make the change that day or table it to review 
later and change the language to be more definitive. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson expressed that she liked the flexibility.  She noted that she had a few other 
things she wanted to bring up after they ironed this part out. 
 
Boardmember Ann Jackson acknowledged that she knew the business in question, and she wanted them to 
be able to submit an application if they needed to. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy clarified that this was not specific to a specific business, and that any business would 
have the right to submit an application. 
 
Boardmember Ann Jackson clarified that the Board would still have to approve any application that was 
submitted before the applicant received money. 
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Boardmember Joe Paul asked how far they would go back.  He expressed concern that if they allowed 
flexibility, it would open it up for things that had happened years prior.  Randy Sant explained that if it was 
considered a redevelopment-initiated project, they could go back as far as they wanted to.  However, most 
of what had been done had been done in the project areas, so he did not think it would open it up for those 
that took place a significant number of years prior.  He said that if they wanted to clarify it, they could 
include language that stated any action initiated by the RDA within two years prior to the date of the 
adoption of the resolution. 
 
Randy Sant noted that in December 2019 they adopted two new redevelopment-initiated areas, and that was 
the last action taken by an RDA to create a project area.  He explained that those were created project areas 
and still had to go through a budget process.  He stated that if they wanted to limit it, he thought a two-year 
time frame was reasonable. 
 
Boardmember Joe Paul asked if the CRAs were fully implemented and functional.  Randy Sant said that 
the CRAs were officially adopted CRAs by the City.  He explained that they were not allowed to take any 
money from those CRAs until the budget was approved.  The reason the budget was delayed was because 
they were under the impression when the CRAs were initially created that they would receive something 
sooner.  However, they were not able to do that because they had to work through the issues with Chapter 
13.  Randy Sant stated that they were at a point where they had three years after the adoption of a project 
area to submit a budget, because if they waited much longer than three years the tax entities would want to 
move their base year. 
 
Randy Sant reiterated that it was written that when an application was submitted the Board would have to 
decide if they had initiated a redevelopment project that impacted the applicant.  He noted that some 
decisions would be clear and some would not be. 
 
Boardmember Joe Paul asked how they would protect the City when it was not clear.  Randy Sant said that 
they would have to sit down and figure out how the motion would be made so it was specific, and expressed 
that their legal attorney would help them determine those details.  It was stated that a policy that defined 
when it could and could not be granted would be helpful. 
 
Mayor Robert Dandoy suggested that they table the issue and revisit it later to talk about the establishment 
of a timeline requirement. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson addressed an inconsistency in Resolution 21-4, which stated “no other 
relocation funding” in one place and stated in another place “insufficient funding.” She suggested that it 
may be more consistent to change all instances to read “insufficient funding.” Boardmember Diane Wilson 
also suggested there was a need to reword another statement on the fifth point of letter C.  She noted that 
she previously discussed this with Randy Sant. 
 
Boardmember Diane Wilson pointed out wording on the eighth point of letter C that read, “the business 
may be required to sign an affidavit,” and she thought that they might want to consider the words ‘will be’ 
or ‘shall be’ instead of ‘may be.’ 
 
Boardmember Wilson motioned to table Resolution 21-4 Adopting a policy for the granting of Agency 
funds to assist with relocation costs.  Boardmember Paul seconded the motion.  All Boardmembers 
voted “Aye.” The motion carried. 
 
E. Adjournment 
 
Boardmember Jackson Motioned to Adjourn the City Council meeting at 7:41 p.m. Boardmember 
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Burrell seconded the motion.  All Boardmembers voted “aye.” The motion carried. 
 
 
 
 

________________________________  
Robert Dandoy 
Mayor  

 
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
__________________________________  
Morgan Langholf 
City Recorder 
 
 
 
dc:   



 
ROY CITY 
Roy City RDA Meeting Minutes  
May 18, 2021 – 5:30 p.m. 
Roy City Council Chambers  
5051 South 1900 West 

 
 
 
 
Minutes of the Roy City Council Meeting held in the City Council Chambers of the Roy City Municipal 
Building on May 18, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. The meeting didn’t start until 5:45 p.m. 
 
Notice of the meeting was provided to the Utah Public Notice Website at least 24 hours in advance.  A 
copy of the agenda was posted. 

 
The following members were in attendance: 
 
Chairman Robert Dandoy City Manager, Matt Andrews 
Boardmember Burrell  City Attorney, Andy Blackburn 
Boardmember Paul 
Boardmember Saxton  
Boardmember Wilson 
Boardmember Jackson  
 
Also present were: Management Services Director, Camille Cook; City Recorder, Morgan Langholf  

 
A. Welcome & Roll Call 
 
Chairman Dandoy welcomed those in attendance and noted Boardmember Burrell, Jackson, Paul, Saxton, 
and Wilson were all present.  He read the determination of an electronic meeting due to the COVID-19 
virus.  
 
B. Consent Items 

1. Approval of the April 6, 2021 Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes 
 
Boardmember Jackson motioned to approve the meeting minutes.  Boardmember Saxton seconded 
the motion.  All members voted “Aye.”  The motion carried.  
 
C. Action Items 

1. Resolution 21-4 Adopting a policy for the granting of Agency funds to assist with 
relocation costs  
 

Randy Sant presented this Resolution to the Board.  He explained that there had been some changes made 
to the Resolution.  He explained that the first change has been made in Purpose A: the last sentence had 
been added stating “the creation of the southeast and southwest Community Reinvestment project areas is 
to be considered as redevelopment initiated projects for these guidelines”.  He continued that under C, the 
Chairman had recommended for the first bullet point to stipulate that the project area and the cost associated 
with relocation occurred after November 2019 when the southeast and southwest Community reinvestment 
project areas were adopted.  In addition, he continued, the changes suggested by Boardmember Wilson had 
been implemented.  The changes to the guidelines addressed the issues that had come up during the last 
meeting.   
 
Boardmember Wilson thanked Mr. Sant acknowledging that the changes represented a lot of work and 
added that the changes had been well implemented.  Mayor Dandoy added that he believed all his comments 
had been addressed and expressed his appreciation.  Boardmember Paul asked whether the Mr. Sant could 
go over the exact project area boundaries.  Mr. Sant described the exact boundaries.   
 
There were no other comments or questions from Board members.   
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Boardmember Saxton motioned to approve Resolution 21-4.  Boardmember Jackson seconded the 
motion.  A roll call vote was taken.  All members voted “Aye.”  The motion carried.  
 
Mr. Sant stated that the next step would be to have a public hearing to open the FY21 budget, amend it and, 
and add the funding.  He pointed that this should be scheduled for the June Planning Committee.  Mayor 
Dandoy stated that this request had been made to the Staff.  Boardmember Wilson clarified that there was 
an application process.  She was told that there was.  Mayor Dandoy added that the Board would approve 
applications and that there was a limit of $15,000.   
 
D. Adjournment 
 
Boardmember Wilson Motioned to Adjourn the City Council meeting at 6:00 p.m.  Boardmember 
Paul seconded the motion.  All Boardmembers voted “Aye.”  The motion carried. 
 
 
 
 

________________________________  
Robert Dandoy 
Chair  

 
 
 
Attest:  
 
 
__________________________________  
Morgan Langholf 
City Recorder 
 
 
 
dc:  05-18-21 



RESOLUTION NO. RDA 21-5 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF ROY, UTAH 
ADOPTING THE 2021-2022 FISCAL BUDGET 

BEGINNING JULY 1, 2021 AND ENDING JUNE 30, 2022 
 

 
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah has caused an annual budget to be prepared for the 

Fiscal Year 2021-2022; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is required by Section 17C-1-601.5, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, that each 

redevelopment agency prepare and adopt an annual budget for each fiscal year; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah has adhered to appropriate public hearing 

requirements as required by law; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah has made the annual budget available for inspection 

as required by law; and 
 
WHEREAS, the following changes were made to the original proposed budget as directed by the Board of 

the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah; changing the title of the Agency Director to the Chief 
Administrative Officer, decreasing the Revolving Loan line item to $150,000, adding a $200,000 
Relocation Grants line item pursuant to the recent approval of the grant program, and finally the 
change to the use of fund balance reserves as a calculated. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Hereby Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Redevelopment Agency of 

Roy, Utah that the budget for FY 2021-2022 be approved, adopted, and made part of this resolution 
as Attachment “A”. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah on the 15th day 
of June, 2021.
 
 
 

 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF ROY, UTAH 

 
 

 
____________________________________ 
Robert Dandoy, Chairman 

 
 
 
Attested and Recorded: 
 
 
 
_____________________________________ 
Morgan Langholf, Secretary 
 



  
Agency Members Voting “Aye”          Agency Members Voting “Nay” 
 
_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________ ____________________________________ 
 
 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is the budget adopted by the Redevelopment Agency of Roy, Utah by 
resolution on June 15, 2021, at a Redevelopment Agency meeting and that the same shall be in effect for 
the budget year commencing on July 1, 2021. 
 
 
 

________________________________ 
Matthew Andrews 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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BUDGET CALENDAR 

Date Activity 

February-March, 2021 Distribute budget request forms and instructions to Department Directors 

March 22, 2021 Deadline for submitting budget requests – review and compile requests 

April 12 – 14, 2021 Budget meetings with Department Directors 

Ongoing Review and revise budget requests with Department Directors for inclusion in 
Tentative FY 2022 Budget 

May 4, 2021 Presentation of Tentative FY 2022 Budget to Mayor and City Council 

June 1, 2021 Public hearing on FY 2022 Budget and adoption of Resolution unless adjustments 
necessitated through budget hearing 

June 15, 2021 City Council adoption of FY 2022 Budget if adjustments recommended at June 1, 2021 
meeting 

The Office of the City Manager and the Community & Economic Development Department are responsible for the 
development of the annual budget.  As the schedule below details, the budget process began in early January.  The 
RDA Director and staff are responsible for compiling budget figures, which are then reviewed and adjusted by the 
City Manager. 
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BUDGET MESSAGE 

To the Board of Directors of the Redevelopment Agency of Roy Utah: 

The Agency Administration is pleased to once again present a balanced budget for your consideration. 
The budget covers Fiscal Year 2022 from July 1, 2021 and ends June 30, 2022.   

The total budget for the Agency is $1,487,190 and includes using funds accumulated in prior years for
projects and general redevelopment activities.   

Revenue 

The Redevelopment Agency intends to request the full amount of property tax increment available 
for each area, which amounts to $53,330. Property tax increment and contributions from other 
government units is estimated to be equal to the prior year.  Property tax increment withheld from 
other agencies and submitted to Roy City under the redevelopment code totals $273,044.   

Although the 1900 West District has received all increment it is due, it will continue to improve the area 
with the increment received. 

The budget includes interest income of $30,000 and using $1,130,816 of fund balance reserves.

The following is a summary of revenue for the various RDA Districts: 

Redevelopment Agency Funds 

#2 
Wasatch 

Executive Park 
#3 

City Centre 
#4 

1900 West General 

Revenue Sources: 
  Property Tax Increment  $      46,161 $  7,169 $           0 $   0  
  Contribution from other Govts 236,342 36,702    0    0 
  Interest    0    0    0 30,000 
  Use of Fund Balance 348,020 47,992 639,720 95,084 

    Total Financing Sources $630,523 $91,863 $639,720 $125,084 

Expenditures 

Because RDA Area #2 (Wasatch Executive Park) is pre-1993, use of funds can be set each year as projects 
become known.  Much of the Agency’s operating costs will be funded from this area.  The remaining funds 
will be used to assist with land acquisition, land write-down, and the installation of on and off-site 
improvements.  
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The use of funds in RDA Area #4 was determined by the taxing entity committee upon its creation in 2002.  
The FY 2022 budget reflects the allocation of available tax increment as originally adopted by the 
committee. 

The following table summarizes the budgeted expenditures of the Agency: 

Redevelopment Agency Funds 

#2 
Wasatch 

Executive Park 
#3 

City Centre 
#4 

1900 West General 
Expenditures: 
  Administration $   152,523  $11,863   $    0   $     5,084 
  Redevelopment Activities 478,000 50,000 639,720 120,000 
  Repay advance to Roy City 0 30,000 0 0 

    Total Financing Uses $630,523 $91,863 $639,720 $125,084 

A detail of expenditures for redevelopment follows this memo.  With all bonded debt repaid in RDA Area 
#3, tax increment will be used to repay an advance from Roy City for on-sight improvements to the City 
Centre project area.  The advance was made in the early 1990’s and totaled $550,000.    

Monies received from investments and accumulated fund balance in the general redevelopment fund will 
be used to assist with land acquisition, land write-down, demolition, beautification, and the installation of 
on and off-site improvements.  Beautification projects for FY 2022 include welcome signs at the North and 
South entrances to the City.  The proposed budget also includes a new line item for relocation grants as 
approved by the Board.

The budgeted expenditures are based on projections for actual amounts that will be needed during the 
FY2022 budget year.  The prior accumulated funds collected through the Redevelopment Agency and 
allocated in the FY2022 budget will remain in the Fund Balance for future allocation when the need 
arises. 

As per a directive given during the strategic planning session, funding has been set aside in the RDA 
Professional and Technical account to begin discussions to develop an Economic Development Director 
position.

In Summary 

The use of funds shown above is the best estimate of the administration based upon current and 
proposed redevelopment activities. Economic changes and new redevelopment opportunities could 
alter the specific allocations.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Matthew D. Andrews 
Chief Administrative Officer
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Redevelopment Agency of Roy Utah FY 2022 Budget 

Tab
 1

 – R
even

u
es 

Revenues 

IN THIS SECTION: 

➢ Tax

➢ Miscellaneous

➢ Contributions and Transfers
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ROY CITY CORPORATION ROY CITY CORPORATION FY 2022 BUDGET
Period: 00/21

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Adjustments 2021-22 FY 2022
Prior Year Current Year Requested To Requested Recommended Budget vs.

Acct No Acct Title Actual Modified Budget Budget Budget Budget FY 2021

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

TAXES

71-31-100 PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-105 PROPERTY TAXES - #271 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-106 DELINQUENT TAXES - #271 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-110 PROPERTY TAXES - RDA #1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-111 DELINQUENT TAXES - RDA #1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-115 PROPERTY TAXES - RDA #3 12,259.78 8,780.00 7,169.00 .00 7,169.00 (         1,611.00)
71-31-116 DELINQUENT TAXES - RDA #3 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-120 PROPERTY TAXES - RDA #2 75,283.71 54,083.00 46,161.00 .00 46,161.00 (         7,922.00)
71-31-121 DELINQUENT TAXES - RDA #2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-125 PROPERTY TAXES - RDA #4 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-31-126 DELINQUENT TAXES - RDA #4 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Total TAXES: 87,543.49 62,863.00 53,330.00 .00 53,330.00 (         9,533.00)

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE

71-36-100 INTEREST EARNINGS - GENERAL 38,596.75 30,000.00 30,000.00 .00 30,000.00 .00
71-36-105 INTEREST EARNINGS - #271 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-110 INTEREST EARNINGS - RDA #1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-115 INTEREST EARNINGS - RDA #3 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-120 INTEREST EARNINGS - RDA #2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-410 INVESTMENT EARNINGS .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-420 SALE OF LAND 10.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-800 PROCEEDS FROM ISSUANCE OF GE .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-810 PROCEEDS FROM REFUNDING BON .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-900 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 56,701.17 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-36-901 REPAY - ADV FROM OTHER FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Total MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE: 95,307.92 30,000.00 30,000.00 .00 30,000.00 .00

CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS

71-38-000 TRANSFER FROM GENERAL FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-220 TRANSFER FROM UTILITY E. FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-330 CONTRIBUTION - GENERAL FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-401 CONTR FROM OTHER GOVT UNITS # 267,722.00 240,487.00 236,342.00 .00 236,342.00 (         4,145.00)
71-38-402 CONTR FROM OTHER GOVT UNITS # 43,336.47 36,716.00 36,702.00 .00 36,702.00 (               14.00)
71-38-403 CONTR FROM OTHER GOVT UNITS # .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-530 LOAN FROM GENERAL FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-550 LOAN FROM UTILITY E. FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-38-700 CONTRIBUTION FROM FUND BALA .00 1,009,540.00 1,130,816.00 .00 1,130,816.00 121,276.00

Total CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS: 311,058.47 1,286,743.00 1,403,860.00 .00 1,403,860.00 117,117.00

Net Total REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY: 493,909.88 1,379,606.00 1,487,190.00 .00 1,487,190.00 107,584.00

Net Grand Totals: 493,909.88 1,379,606.00 1,487,190.00 .00 1,487,190.00 107,584.00
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Expenditures 

Redevelopment Agency of Roy Utah FY 2022 Budget 

Tab
 2

 – G
o

vern
m

en
t 

IN THIS SECTION: 

➢ Expenditures
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ROY CITY CORPORATION ROY CITY CORPORATION FY 2022 BUDGET
Period: 00/21

2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 Adjustments 2021-22 FY 2022
Prior Year Current Year Requested To Requested Recommended Budget vs.

Acct No Acct Title Actual Modified Budget Budget Budget Budget FY 2021

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

OPERATING EXPENDITURES

71-40-130 FICA .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-140 RETIREMENT .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-150 INSURANCE .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-160 WORKERS COMPENSATION .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-170 UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-210 BOOKS, SUBSCRIP, & MEMBERSHIP .00 6,500.00 6,500.00 .00 6,500.00 .00
71-40-220 PUBLIC NOTICES 180.50 1,500.00 1,500.00 .00 1,500.00 .00
71-40-230 TRAVEL/TRAINING EXPENSE .00 13,000.00 13,000.00 .00 13,000.00 .00
71-40-240 OFFICE SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT .00 1,000.00 1,000.00 .00 1,000.00 .00
71-40-290 REVOLVING LOAN FUND 24,000.00 300,000.00 150,000.00 .00 150,000.00 (     150,000.00)
71-40-295 HOUSING .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-310 PROFESSIONAL & TECHNICAL SVC 99,613.81 250,000.00 300,000.00 .00 300,000.00 50,000.00
71-40-400 DEMOLITION .00 59,000.00 59,000.00 .00 59,000.00 .00
71-40-410 LAND RELOCATION & IMPROVEME 30,000.00 320,000.00 320,000.00 .00 320,000.00 .00
71-40-420 RELOCATION GRANTS .00 .00 200,000.00 .00 200,000.00 200,000.00
71-40-500 JOHNSON/SACKETT - PRINCIPAL .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-510 JOHNSON/SACKETT - INTEREST .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-600 PROMOTIONS .00 6,000.00 6,000.00 .00 6,000.00 .00
71-40-610 ROY CITY ADMINISTRATION FEE 164,041.00 161,886.00 169,470.00 .00 169,470.00 7,584.00
71-40-620 ROY CITY CENTRE PMT (#272) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-640 DOWNTOWN BEAUTIFICATION .00 260,720.00 260,720.00 .00 260,720.00 .00
71-40-650 RECREATIONAL/CULTURAL FACILITY .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-710 LAND 59,446.11 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-720 FURNITURE FIXTURES & EQUIPMNT .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-730 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRA .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-820 PRIN PAYMNET - ROY CITY NOTE 1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-830 INT PAYMENT - ROY CITY NOTE 1 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-840 PRIN PAYMENT - ROY CITY NOTE 2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-850 INT PAYMENT - ROY CITY NOTE 2 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-851 BOND PRINCIPAL PAYMENT (#272) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-860 BOND INTEREST PAYMENT (#272) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-881 BOND PRINCIPAL PMT - (#271) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-882 BOND INTEREST PMT - (#271) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-883 BOND FEES - (#272) .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-40-884 FINANCING COSTS .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Total OPERATING EXPENDITURES: 377,281.42 1,379,606.00 1,487,190.00 .00 1,487,190.00 107,584.00

TRANSFERS & OTHER USES

71-48-330 CONTRIBUTION TO GENERAL FUND .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-48-400 CONTRIBUTION TO OTHER GOVRN .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-48-800 APPROPR INCREASE IN FUND BAL .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
71-48-810 DEBT SERVICE RESERVE - CONTRIB .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Total TRANSFERS & OTHER USES: .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Total REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY: 377,281.42 1,379,606.00 1,487,190.00 .00 1,487,190.00 107,584.00

Grand Totals: 377,281.42 1,379,606.00 1,487,190.00 .00 1,487,190.00 107,584.00
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF ROY CITY

FY 2022 Budget

RDA Area #2 RDA Area #3 RDA Area #4

#254 #272 #383 General RDA TOTAL

Estimated Fund Balance March 31, 2021 1,563,427 140,181 590,080 182,541 2,476,229
(does not include land values) Base Year 1997? Base Year 1989 Base Year 2002

TAXES
Property tax increment 46,161 7,169 0 0 53,329
Property tax increment delinquent 0 0 0 0 0

 Sub‐total 46,161 7,169 0 0 53,329

MISCELLANEOUS
Interest earnings 0 0 0 30,000 30,000
Miscellaneous revenue 0 0 0 0 0

 Sub‐total 0 0 0 30,000 30,000

CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS
Contribution from other governments 236,342 36,702 0 0 273,044
Contribution from fund balance 0 0 0 0 0

 Sub‐total 236,342 36,702 0 0 273,044

 Total revenues 282,503 43,871 0 30,000 356,373

EXPENDITURES
Books, subscriptions, membership 6,500 0 0 0 6,500
Public notices 1,500 0 0 0 1,500
Travel/training expense 13,000 0 0 0 13,000
Office supplies and equip 1,000 0 0 0 1,000
Prof and technical fees 200,000 50,000 0 50,000 300,000
Promotion 6,000 0 0 0 6,000
Administration 152,523 11,863 0 5,084 169,470
Downtown beautification 0 0 250,720 10,000 260,720
Revolving Loan 0 0 150,000 0 150,000
Demolition 0 0 39,000 20,000 59,000
Land, relocation & improvements 250,000 30,000 0 40,000 320,000
Relocation Grants 0 0 200,000 0 200,000
Housing 0 0 0 0 0
Debt Service Reserve 0 0 0 0 0

 Total expenditures 630,523 91,863 639,720 125,084 1,487,190

 Revenues over expenditures (348,020) (47,992) (639,720) (95,084) (1,130,817)

Budgeted fund balance June 30, 2022 1,215,407 92,189 (49,640) 87,457 1,345,413
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