
 

 

 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Summit County Council 
 

From:  Mountain Regional Administrative Control Board 
 

Date:  August 7, 2014 
 

Subject: 2014 Capital Budget Amendment Recommendation 
 
 
Mountain Regional’s Administrative Control Board recommends a 2014 capital budget amendment for 
adoption by the Summit County Council, related to three key property acquisitions: 
 
 
Promontory Property Purchases 
 
Mountain Regional acquired two pieces of property from the Promontory developer as part of its 
settlement agreement over the recently adopted impact fees that Promontory was protesting.  
 
Property  Cost   Funding Sources 
Well 15C Easement $30,000  Impact Fees $30,000 
 
This easement is needed to construct Well 15C within the Promontory development.  The existing Well 
15B is one of Mountain Regional’s largest district-wide sources – despite being a test well.  Construction 
of Well 15C is an important component of regionalization, and was included in the impact fee facilities 
plan the County Council adopted last month. 
 
Property  Cost   Funding Sources 
Office/Shop Property $195,000  Promontory Note  $146,250 
      Existing Capital Budget      48,750 
 
This 1.16 acre property will be used to build Mountain Regional’s first ever shop as part of an operations 
facility that will include an office. A shop is needed for several reasons including a place to park heavy 
equipment.  Funds to build an operations facility were allocated in 2006, but following the economic crash 
of 2008, they were redirected to critical water projects.  Now the economy has improved, Mountain 
Regional hopes to start construction of the shop in about two years. 
 



Mountain Regional plans to sell its existing office to apply to the cost of the new facility - plus a $25,000 
annual office lease would also be terminated. 
 
This property is located close to Mountain Regional’s main office building – which is another benefit. The 
property purchase will have only a limited impact on rates as it was funded with a three year note with 
payments under $40,000 per year. 
 
 
Lost Canyon Property Purchase 
 
Property  Cost   Funding Sources 
Lost Canyon   $315,000  Lease/Purchase   $310,000 
      Existing Capital Budget         5,000 
 
This property is right next to the Mountain Regional’s Lost Canyon booster station that currently provides 
about 5,000 acre feet of water to Mountain Regional and Park City customers; and has capacity to provide 
up to 7,500 acre feet. 
 
It is likely this property will be necessary to expand the Lost Canyon booster station within the next ten 
years. There is also a home on the property that could be rented to cover about half of the $20,000 annual 
debt payment.  Another advantage to acquiring this property is that the booster station is very noisy and 
a new property owner could make complaints. 
 
This purchase will have a limited impact on rates as it is being financed over 20 years at 2.9%, plus the 
home could be rented until the booster station is expanded. 
 
 
Total Amended Capital Budget 
 
The total amended capital budget is shown on the following page. 
  



 
   
 
 
 

Prior Year 2014 Total Recommended Total
Carryforward Budget Adopted Amendments Amended

Budget Budget
 

Funds Available
  Previous Capital Budget Carryforward 355,047             -                      355,047          355,047              
  Excess Cash -                      576,600             576,600          576,600              
  Transfers from Repair Funds -                      200,000             200,000          200,000              
  Due from Synderville Basin Rec District 28,000               -                      28,000             28,000                
  Rocky Mountain Power Grant 35,981               -                      35,981             35,981                
  Series 2011 Green  Bond Proceeds 426,863             -                      426,863          426,863              

  Impact Fees -                      -                      -                   30,000                    30,000                
  Promontory Promissory Note -                      -                      -                   146,250                 146,250              
  Zions Lease/Purchase Agreement -                      -                      -                   310,000                 310,000              
  Total Proceeds Available 845,891             776,600             1,622,491       486,250                 2,108,741          

Capital Projects
Green Projects 426,863             15,100               441,963          441,963              
Northridge Pumps 67,000               23,000               90,000             90,000                
Summit Park Phase IV -                      375,000             375,000          375,000              
US-40 Pipe Sleeve 28,000               28,000             28,000                
Woodside Pump Upsizing -                      80,560               80,560             80,560                
Other Projects 324,028             (118,660)           205,368          (53,750)                  151,618              

Well 15C Easement 30,000                    30,000                
Promontory Property Purchase (Impact Fee Settlement) -                      -                      -                   195,000                 195,000              
Lost Canyon Expansion Property Purchase -                      -                      -                   315,000                 315,000              
Total Capital Projects 845,891             375,000             1,220,891       486,250                 1,707,141          

Capital Equipment
  System Improvements -                      294,300             294,300          294,300              
  Vehicles -                      75,000               75,000             75,000                
  Operations & Maintenance -                      31,100               31,100             31,100                
  Unallocated -                      1,200                  1,200               1,200                   
Total Capital Equipment -                      401,600             401,600          -                          401,600              

  Total Capital Budget 845,891             776,600             1,622,491       486,250                 2,108,741          

NET CASH REMAINING FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS -                      -                      -                   -                          -                       

   

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
2014 Amanded Capital Budget - Cash Basis
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Regionalization Impact on Finances
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Phase I - Nearly $60 M in Debt Issued
Lost Canyon Booster, Pipelines, and Treatment Plant
Water Rights, Wells, Power Substation
Wheel up to 2,900 acre feet of raw water to Park City annually
Related Costs as Percent of Total Expenditures: 

Debt Payments – 40%
Annual Weber Basin Lease Fees - 15% 
Power Costs 10% 

Phase 2 – Summit Water Settlement
SW Has Option to Share 50% of Water Rights & Source Impact Fees
Until 2030 – Could Reduce MRW Impact Fee Collections
SW Must Provide Equivalent Amount of Water to MRW at No Cost
MRW Has Opportunity to Sell Wholesale Culinary Water to SW

Phase 3 – 2013 Regionalization Agreement
MRW to Pay Minimum $275,000 in New Lease Fees Starting in 2019
MRW Has Opportunity to Sell Additional Wholesale Water to All Basin Water Entities through Weber Basin



Rate Recommendation 2014 -2015
3.75 % Increase Effective August 1, 2014

3.75% Increase Effective August 1, 2015

NO Gallons in Base Rate
◦ Trend in Industry
◦ Park City has Implemented NO Gallons in Base Rate

Average 20% Fee  Increase in August 2014
◦ First Increase Since 2003
◦ Fees generally paid one time (not ongoing charge)
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Five-Year Pro-Forma (Page 1)
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5 Year Change
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Major Budget Items Notes

Water Sales

Existing 5,857,100$     5,857,100$   5,857,100$     5,857,100$   5,857,100$    5,857,100$  -$                             
New Development (cumulative) -                    58,500           117,000           175,500         234,000          292,500        (2)      
Rate Adjustments 117,000           3.75% 350,000         3.75% 467,000           0.00% 780,000         5.0% 780,000          0.00% 1,495,000     11.50% (3)      

1-Aug 1-Aug 1-Aug Jan 1 Jan 1 Jan 1

Regionalization Wholesale Water -                    -                  140,100           145,400         151,000          261,200        (4)      
Promontory Raw Water 410,000           434,600         460,676           488,317         517,616          548,672        
Park City Wheeling 540,000           567,000         645,350           727,618         813,998          904,698        
Stagecoach Infrastructure 167,700           167,700         167,700           167,700         167,700          167,700        
Operating Fees 246,400           281,400         281,400           281,400         281,400          281,400        
Interest Earnings 30,400              35,400           40,400             40,400           40,400            40,400           
Impact Fees 450,000           326,300         326,300           326,300         326,300          491,300        41,300                         (5)      
Promontory SID Assessments

Existing 1,620,000        1,536,000     1,452,000       1,368,000     1,284,000      -                 (1,620,000)                 (6)      
New -                    61,875           275,000           275,000         275,000          275,000        275,000                       (7)      

Other 75,000              75,000           75,000             75,000           75,000            75,000           
TOTAL CASH REVENUE 9,513,600        9,750,875     10,305,026     10,707,734   10,803,514    10,689,971  (1,303,700)                 

Distribution -      
Weber Basin Lease Fees 265,800           273,774         281,987           290,447         299,160          308,135        42,335                         (8)      
Power 300,000           324,000         349,920           377,914         408,147          440,798        140,798                       (9)      
OM&R 1,479,300        1,523,679     1,569,389       1,616,471     1,664,965      1,714,914     

Lost Canyon Production
Weber Basin Lease Fees -                  

Existing 568,700           596,061         624,243           653,270         683,168          713,963        145,263                       (8)      
New Regionalization -                    -                  -                    -                  -                   275,000        275,000                       (10)    

Power 406,500           439,020         474,142           512,073         553,039          597,282        190,782                       (9)      
Treatment 419,800           507,394         522,616           538,294         554,443          571,076        
OM&R 408,300           420,549         433,165           446,160         459,545          473,332        

Projected Estimated



Five-Year Pro-Forma (Page 2)
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5 Year Change
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Major Budget Items Notes

Other
Engineering, Energy & Technology 449,300           462,779         476,662           490,962         505,691          520,862        
Legal 50,000              51,500           53,045             54,636           56,275            57,964           
Mangement & Finance 367,900           378,937         420,305           432,914         445,902          459,279        
Public Services 387,700           399,331         411,311           423,650         436,360          449,451        
Bank & Trustee Fees 45,000              45,000           48,000             48,000           48,000            48,000           

TOTAL CASH OPERATING EXPENDITURES 5,148,300        5,422,024     5,664,786       5,884,792     6,114,695      6,630,056     794,179                       

AVAILABLE FOR DEBT SERVICE 4,365,300        4,328,851     4,640,240       4,822,942     4,688,818      4,059,915     (2,097,879)                 

Debt Service (includes required 25.0% coverage)
   Existing 4,231,990        4,227,466     4,228,860       4,471,689     3,683,162      3,659,290     (572,700)                     (11)    
   New
      Promontory Asssessment Bonds 56,250           250,000           250,000         250,000          250,000        Sid Assessments (12)    
      Revenue Bonds -                    33,750           150,000           150,000         150,000          150,000        (13)    
TOTAL CASH DEBT SERVICE 4,231,990        4,317,466     4,628,860       4,871,689     4,083,162      4,059,290     (572,700)                     

REMAINING CASH 133,310           11,385           11,380             (48,747)         605,656          625                 (1,525,179)                 

Total Five Year Cash Change for Major Budget Items (305,036)$                   (14)    

Existing Debt Service Not Funded by Promontory SID 2,611,990$     2,691,466$   2,776,860$     3,103,689$   2,399,162$    3,659,290$  1,047,300$                 
Total Five Year Cash 209,460$                    (11)    

Projected Estimated



Rate Recommendation 5 Year Options
Forecast Option 1 Option 2

2014 August 1 3.75 % 3.75 % 4.40 %

2015 August 1 3.75 3.75 4.40

2016 August 1 0.00 4.75 4.40

2017 August 1 5.00 4.75 4.40

2018 August 1 0.00 4.75 4.40

2019 August 1 11.5 4.75 4.40
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In order to avoid larger rate 
increases every two or 
three years, the projected 
total five year increase 
could be allocated to a 
smaller annual increase to 
achieve the same revenue 
growth over the period.

Note, 2019 is facing a large 
increase due to 
regionalization fees and 
increasing debt costs (net 
SID assessment payments.



EXISTING DEBT SERVICE IS LARGEST 
CONTRIBUTOR TO RATE INCREASES
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Parity Other Total Debt Total Debt Paid From
Debt Debt Without Coverage With 1.25 Coverage SID Funded Water Rates

2014  $          3,203,382  $         182,210 3,385,592$                   4,231,990$                  1,620,000$          2,611,990$            
2015              3,199,593             182,380 3,381,973                     4,227,466                    1,536,000            2,691,466              
2016              3,209,836             173,252 3,383,088                     4,228,860                    1,452,000            2,776,860              
2017              3,407,706             169,646 3,577,352                     4,471,689                    1,368,000            3,103,689              
2018              2,776,689             169,841 2,946,530                     3,683,162                    1,284,000            2,399,162              
2019              2,757,387             170,045 2,927,432                     3,659,290                    3,659,290              
2020              2,756,660             170,259 2,926,919                     3,658,648                    3,658,648              
2021              2,756,673             170,482 2,927,155                     3,658,944                    3,658,944              
2022              2,752,410             170,716 2,923,126                     3,653,907                    3,653,907              
2023              2,756,873             170,960 2,927,833                     3,659,792                    3,659,792              

29,577,208$       1,729,791$     31,306,999$                 39,133,748$                7,260,000$          31,873,748$         

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Current Annual Debt Service Costs - Including 1.25 Coverage



Steps already Taken to Mitigate cost increases
Construct Power Substation
◦ Annual Cost = $77,944  vs $200,000 to $250,000 Annual Savings

Pump at Night During Low Power Rate Periods Only 
◦ Unless Needed to Maintain Fire Storage
◦ Green Projects

Weber Basin Lease Fee Audit – Save $50,000 Annually
Restructured Debt to Take Advantage of Lower  Interest Rates
◦ Series 2009  $9.045 M – Resulted in $2.1 M Net Present Value Savings over 10 years
◦ Series 2012  $27.27 M – Resulted in $3.41 M Net Present Value Savings over 20 years
◦ MRW Can Not Restructure Debt Again Until 2021 Per Bond Contracts
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REVENUE GROWTH BEYOND TWO YEARS VERY 
DIFFICULT TO FORECAST

Building Economy and New Development (short- to long-term)
◦ Silver Creek Village Center is Major Question Mark

Wholesale Water Sales (mid- to long-term)

Future Annexations and Regionalization (mid- to long-term)

Weather Patterns (short- to long-term)

Develop Modest Long-term Forecasts and Set Budget & Rates according to 
Modest Average over Long-term
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Annual Customer Growth
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Annual Water Sales Growth
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Weak 
Economy 

Projection
Moderate 
Economy

Strong 
Economy 

Projection

Building 
Boom 

Projection
Annual Revenue  Increase from New Water Users
Median Water Rate 1,200$          1,200$          1,200$          1,200$          
Less Standby Fee (429)              (429)              (429)              (429)              
Annual Revenue Per New Water User 771                771                771                771                

New Annual Water Users 32 64 80 120
Annual Revenue Increase 24,672          49,344          61,680          92,520          

Revenue Increase from New Standby Lots
Standby Fee 429                429                429                429                
New Annual Standby Lots 10.7               21.3               26.7               40.0               
Annual Revenue Increase 4,576            9,152            11,440          17,160          

Total Annual Revenue Increase from New Growth 29,200$        58,500$        73,100$        109,700$     

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Annual Water Sales Revenue Increase from New Growth



Annual Impact Fee Collections
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New Annual Annual
Lots Revenue Revenue

2015 to 2018 2019
Weak Economy Projection 32       126,400$                -$                         

Normal Building Economy 64       326,300                   491,300                   (1)

Strong Economy Projection 80       499,800                   -                            
Building Boom Projection 120     749,700                   -                            

Current Budget 450,000$                450,000$                

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Forecasted Annual Impact Fee Collections

(1) - The increase in 2019 assumes an impact fee increase will be adopted to include the infrastructure costs 
included in the regionalization lease fees.



All rates not shown to the 
right would increase 3.75% 
each of the two years.

This generally includes 
rates that already do not 
include a base rate or do 
not include gallons in the 
base rates.

This includes condo 
irrigation, snowmaking, 
Olympic Park, etc.
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Monthly Base
Amount Gallons Amount Gallons

Residential
Plan A 56.00               3,000               60.00               -                   
Plan B 62.75               5,000               60.00               -                   
Plan C 73.25               8,000               60.00               -                   

Non Residential
Plan B 97.25               5,000               77.00               -                   

Consumption Rates

Residential
0 to 5,000 -                   2.75                 
5,000 to 30,000 4.01 to 5.15 4.50                 
30,000  to 40,000 5.72                 8.00                 
40,000 to 60,000 9.16                 12.00               
60,000 to 80,000 18.32               15.00               
80,000 to 100,000 22.90               18.00               
> 100,000 22.90               21.00               

Non-Residential
0 to 5,000 -                   2.75                 
5,000 to 30,000 4.01 to $5.15 4.50                 
30,000  to 40,000 5.72                 8.00                 
40,000 to 60,000 9.16                 12.00               
60,000 to 80,000 13.74               12.00               
80,000 to 100,000 18.32               12.00               
> 100,000 18.32               12.00               

  Mountain Regional Water
Summary Comparison of Current and Proposed Water Rates

Mountain Regional does not apply the highest punitive rates to non-residential 
customers since they have a higher base rate; and because these customers generally 
do not use a lot of outdoor water.

Current Proposed

Current Plan B Proposed

Mountain Regional does not use meter size in determine base and usage rates since 
many homes and building require upsized meters for fire flow.



 
 

Median %
Increase Increase

Residential 8.81$           7.6%
Non-Residential n/a 7.5%
Standby Fee 2.65              7.4%

 

2014 2015
Residential Base 56.50$         61.00$            
Non-Residential Base 75.00           83.50               
Standby Fee 37.00           38.40               

The base rates shown below would apply 
in order to allocate 

3.75% increase each year
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THE TWO YEAR MEDIAN INCREASE
BY CUSTOMER TYPE



Connection Fees Current Proposed $ Change % Change

Security Deposit (Refundable Upon Completion of Structure) 1,500                             1,500                                  -               0.0% Per Connection

Meter Hookup Fee - New Connections Per Connection
Up to 3/4" Meter 1,200                             1,400                                  200              16.7%
1.0" Meter 1,400                             1,600                                  200              14.3%
1.5" Meter 1,800                             2,000                                  200              11.1%
2.0" Meter 2,100                             2,300                                  200              9.5%
3.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
4.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
6.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
8.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost

MXU Fee 300.00                           400.00                                100              33.3% Per Connection

Meter Inspection (Generate Service Order) 75.00                             100.00                                25                33.3%

Fire Hydrant Meter
Private Fire Hydrant Flushing and Inspection Fee (Monthly) 8.35                               10.00                                  1.65             19.8%

3" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 1,500                             1,500                                  -               0.0% Per Connection
3" Meter Wear  Fee (Non-Refundable) 300                                350                                     50                16.7% Per Connection
3" Monthly Base Rate 100.00                           115.00                                15                15.0% Per Connection

1" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 500                                500                                     -               0.0% Per Connection
1" Meter Wear Fee (Non-Refundable) 100                                125                                     25                25.0% Per Connection
1" Monthly Base Rate 100.00                           115.00                                15                15.0% Per Connection

APPENDIX 2
Mountain Regional Water

Proposed Fee Increase - Dollar Increments
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Other Fees

Disconnection of Service
Removal of Meter 175                                250                                     75                42.9%
Resumption of Disconnected Service 8 time Monthly Base 8 time Monthly Base

Resumption Service (If Not Disconnected) 75                                   -                                      
Title Transfer Fee 100                                     25                33.3%

Shut Off Notice 25                                   30                                       5                  20.0%

Buried Meter Fee Service

 Peak Monthly Gallons 
for Previous Year at 

Current Rates Per 
Month 

 Peak Monthly Gallons for 
Previous Year at Current 

Rates Per Month 

Penalties and Fines
Delinquent Payments 1.5% Per Month 1.5% Per Month
Delinquent Lien Fee 20.00$                                        50.00$                                              30                150.0%

Leaking Water

 Credit for estimated 
water leaked between 

one meter read, less 
cost of water 

production 

 Credit for estimated 
water leaked between one 

meter read, less cost of 
water production 

Theft of Service                                  500                                   1,000 500              100.0%

Conservation Violations
  1st Violation Warning Warning
  2nd Violation 50                                   50                                       -               0.0%
  3rd Violation 100                                100                                     -               0.0%
  4th Violation 500                                500                                     -               0.0%

Release of Restrictive Covenant
 Assess all back fees 

and charges, plus 1.5% 
annual interest 

 Assess all back fees and 
charges, plus 1.5% annual 

interest 
Per Lot

Alternate Water Service Provider 4,700                             4,700                                  -               0.0% Per ERC

APPENDIX 2
Mountain Regional Water

Proposed Fee Increase - Dollar Increments
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Mountain Regional’s last water rate  increase was effective August 2012.  Before that, it had not raised 
rates for serveral years due to the building boom and hot, dry weather. 
 
Due to significant increases in its three largest budget items: scheduled debt service on existing bonds, 
Weber Basin lease fees, and power costs, additional revenue is necessary. In fact these three items, 
combined with antipated lower impact fee collections, will have an average $305,036 financial impact 
over each of the next five years.  
 
2014 and 2016 
 
Mountain Regional’s Administrative Control Board has reviewed its financial situation and, based upon 
current projections, recommends the following increases: 

 
   Forecast 

2014  August 1 3.75 % 

2015 August 1  3.75  

 
Both these rate increases are necessary to meet the cash flow requirements for 2015. 
 
Based upon current projections, no rate increase will be needed in 2016. 
 
Making the rate increases effective August 1 of each year means the rate increases would first be 
reflected on customers bills sent out on September 1 of those years. Since rates were lasted increased in 
August 2012, the average yearly increase between 2012 and 2015 would be 2.50% - if the recommended 
increases are adopted. 
 
The Control Board also recommends an average fee (except impact fees) increase of 20.0%.  Fees have 
not been raised since 2003.  Almost all fees are one-time payments that do not affect existing customers 
who pay their bills on time. 
 
2016 to 2019 
 
No additonal rate and fee increases are projected until Janaury 2017 based upon moderate revenue 
estimates.   However, current estimates indicate a significant 11.5% rate increase will be needed in 
January 2019. Major increases in both Weber Basin lease fees and existing scheduled debt payments in 
2019 will be a huge challenge; although it is anticipated that 60% of the increase in lease fees could be 
funded by increasing impact fees. In summary, based upon current financial estimates: the following 
rate increases are anticipated: 
 
    Forecast  

 2017 January 1   5.0 % 

 2018     0.0 

 2019 January 1 11.5 
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In order to avoid larger rate increases everly two to three years and smooth out the rate increases over 
time, the following options are available: 
 
    Forecast Option 1 Option 2 

2014  August 1 3.75 %  3.75 %  4.40 % 

2015 August 1  3.75   3.75  4.40 

 2016 August 1 0.00  4.75  4.40 

 

2017 August 1 5.00  4.75  4.40 

 2018 August 1 0.00  4.75  4.40 

 2019 August 1 11.5  4.75  4.40 

 
Smoothing out rate increases over avoids sticker shock rate increases every two to three years. It also 
aids in financial planning, and has a postive affect on bond ratings. 
 
Once again, the 2019 lease fee increases (net amount potentially funded by impact fees) and the 
increase in 2019 payments on existing debt are the largest contributor to the projected rate increases 
between 2017 and 2019. 
 

1.1 Summary of Rate & Fee Recommendations 
 
The District conducts a five year financial forecast as part of its annual budgeting process. 
This analysis confirmed the need for rate and fee increases over the next two years, as shown in 
Appendix One. 
 
Based upon this, Mountain Regional is requesting the following increases based upon normal revenue 
growth: 
 

1) An average 3.75% rate increase effective August 1, 2014; 

2) A second average 3.75% increase effective August 1, 2015; 

3) Selective fee increases (excludes impact fees) averaging 20.0%.  Fees haven’t increased since 
2003. Fees are generally one-time payments that don’t affect existing customers who pay 
their bills on time. 

 
The recommended 2014 and 2015 water rate increases would have the following effect on Mountain 
Regional’s residential customers monthly water bills. 
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Since non-residential customers water usage varies dramatically among different customer types, 
median comparisons are not meaningful.  However, the average increase is 7.5%. 
 
It is recommended that the rate structure be modified so that no gallons are included in the base rate.  
This is the trend of the industry, and a strategy that Park City has implemented.  Currently, customers 
get between 3,000 gallons and 8,000 gallons included in the monthly base rates.   
 
In addition, the pumping surcharge should be adjusted to correlate with current power costs. These 
adjustments fall within the 3.75% recommended rate increases. 
 
See Section 4.0 and Appendix Two for more detail on the recommended rate and fee increases. 
 

1.2 Projected Annual Cost Increases for Large Budget Items Drive Rate 
Increases 
 
Over the next five years, Mountain Regional’s major budget items will likely increase each year at a 
much faster rate than can be covered by normal customer growth. 
 
Projected lower impact fee collections, combined with major cost increases in the three largest budget 
items are projected to have an average fiscal impact of $305,036 per year – which equates to an average 
5.0% increase in monthly rates annually. The three largest budget items include power costs, Weber 
Basin lease fees, and scheduled debt service on existing bonds (excluding debt funded by Promontory 
assessments). 
 
The annual increase in water sales due to new customer growth typically ranges from $29,200 to 
$109,700 – which generally helps cover all other cost increases, including compensation, incurred by 
Mountain Regional other than the three major budget items.  Most years, the increase in water sales 
from new growth is in the middle of this range. For these rate recommendations, it was assumed annual 
revenue growth from new customers will be $58,500. 
 
About two-thirds of the need for higher rates is to fund increases in annual payments for existing debt, 
including the required 25.0% coverage. As shown below, debt payments funded from water sales 
increase from $2.61 million in 2014 to $3.66 million in 2019. Thereafter, the payments level off. 
 

Current Aug-14 Aug-15 Aug-15
Rates Increase Increase Rate

Condo/Townhomes 62.75$            1.23$               4.00$               67.98$            
Normal Residential 75.50               5.26                 4.00                 84.77               
Large Residential 121.20            1.65                 4.00                 126.85            

Stagecoach (Pumping Surcharge) 46.20               10.29               4.00                 60.49               

Standby Accounts 35.75               1.50                 1.25 38.50               

Non-residential n/a n/a n/a n/a

Median Customer's Monthly Bill
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Mountain Regional has not incorporated general inflation into its budgets for several years.  The past 
two years, it has expended its entire budget, with the exception of its base power budget.   
 
Once it starts selling wholesale water under the regionalization agreement, it is quite possible Mountain 
Regional will need to pump water during high power rate time periods, eliminating the current positive 
budget variance. These higher power costs will be included in the wholesale rates charged by Mountain 
Regional.  
 

1.3 Significant Measures Already Taken to Mitigate Major Cost Increases 
 
Mountain Regional has already taken significant action to mitigate increases for its three largest budget 
items.   
 

1.3.1 Reductions in Power Costs 
 
Mountain Regional constructed a power substation that allows it to purchase power at wholesale rates 
much lower those previously charged for Lost Canyon pumping. The estimated annual savings is 
$200,000 to $250,000 per year; compared to annual debt service costs of $77,944. 
 
Mountain Regional also took action to avoid pumping Lost Canyon water during the day when power 
rates are much higher.  
 
In addition, Mountain Regional obtained a zero interest EPA loan and grant to implement power cost 
savings measures.  This includes a new state of the art SCADA system that allows it to fill its storage 
tanks at night when power rates are lower.  Tanks are only filled in the day, when power rates are 
higher, if necessary to maintain fire flow.  
 

Parity Other Total Debt Total Debt Paid From
Debt Debt Without Coverage With 1.25 Coverage SID Funded Water Rates

2014  $          3,203,382  $         182,210 3,385,592$                   4,231,990$                  1,620,000$          2,611,990$            
2015              3,199,593             182,380 3,381,973                     4,227,466                    1,536,000            2,691,466              
2016              3,209,836             173,252 3,383,088                     4,228,860                    1,452,000            2,776,860              
2017              3,407,706             169,646 3,577,352                     4,471,689                    1,368,000            3,103,689              
2018              2,776,689             169,841 2,946,530                     3,683,162                    1,284,000            2,399,162              
2019              2,757,387             170,045 2,927,432                     3,659,290                    3,659,290              
2020              2,756,660             170,259 2,926,919                     3,658,648                    3,658,648              
2021              2,756,673             170,482 2,927,155                     3,658,944                    3,658,944              
2022              2,752,410             170,716 2,923,126                     3,653,907                    3,653,907              
2023              2,756,873             170,960 2,927,833                     3,659,792                    3,659,792              

29,577,208$       1,729,791$     31,306,999$                 39,133,748$                7,260,000$          31,873,748$         

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Current Annual Debt Service Costs - Including 1.25 Coverage
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1.3.2 Weber Basin Lease Fee Audit 
 
Mountain Regional audited the Weber Basin lease fees it is assessed, and identified some fees it was 
paying twice.  This resulted in a refund, and reduced annual lease charges by about $50,000.  
 

1.3.3 Debt Restructuring 
 
Mountain Regional restructured its major debt in 2009 and again in 2012 in order to take advantage of 
lower interest rates.   
 
The Series 2009B refinancing replaced $9.045 million in debt that had interest rates ranging from 4.0% 
to 7.0% with interest rates that range from 2.0% to 3.5%. This translated into $2.1 million in net present 
value savings over a 10 year period. 
 
The Series 2012 refinancing replaced $27.27 million in debt that had interest rates ranging from 4.5% to 
5.0% with a new average 3.55% interest rate.  This translated into $3.41 million in net present value 
savings over a 20 year period.  The annual net savings are about $250,000 annually between 2013 and 
2017, and roughly $740,000 in 2018. 
 

1.3.4 Current Funding Levels Necessary to Provide Safe Reliable Water 
 
In 2008 when the economy crashed and a period of cool wet weather began, Mountain Regional cut 
budgets and used cash generated from the hot dry weather and building boom that lasted from 2004 to 
2008 to avoid rate increases.  During that time, significant infrastructure was added and Mountain 
Regional fell behind on maintenance.  With the rate increases adopted in 2011 and 2012, it is now 
adequately funded to keep current on maintenance, and repairs.  
 
Budget cuts at this time would prevent Mountain Regional from keeping up on maintenance and repairs. 
Keep in mind that debt service, Weber Basin lease fees, and power make up almost two-thirds of the 
existing budget. 
 
Mountain Regional’s Control Board feels strongly that it should keep up on maintenance, repairs and 
upgrades in order to provide a safe reliable water supply, not only for Mountain Regional customers, but 
for Park City and other basin customers as well.  The Lost Canyon project operated by Mountain 
Regional is the largest single source of water in western Summit County, and is the only regional 
importation project built to date. 
 
Mountain Regional has contractual obligations to provide Park City with up to 2,900 acre feet of water 
annually through the Lost Canyon project. It also provides water to High Valley Mutual Water Company. 
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2.0 Background 
 

2.1 District Overview 
 
Mountain Regional was established in 2000 to begin water regionalization in western Summit County. It 
is now the major culinary and irrigation water supplier in that area. Regionalization was and is necessary 
to provide the community with a safer and more redundant water supply. 
 
Mountain Regional covers approximately 39 square miles; and currently serves about 3,000 residential 
accounts (6,500 to 7,000 individuals). Roughly 200 non-residential customers are also served, and more 
than 1,800 standby accounts exist that are potential future customers. 
   

2.1 Financial Impacts of Regionalization 
 
As with all utilities, the cheapest sources of supply for western Summit County were developed first (the 
low hanging fruit). The subsequent sources of supply will be increasingly expensive and come at a 
marked cost. Future regionalization costs will be very expensive unless substantial federal funds are 
acquired.  According to Utah’s congressional delegation, regionalization in western Summit County 
greatly improved the chance of receiving federal funds. 
 

2.1.1 Regionalization Phase I – Lost Canyon Project 
 
Mountain Regional’s initial mission was to solve the water problems in the Snyderville Basin by 
combining several small water systems that were failing both operationally and financially.  This proved 
very costly – particularly the acquisition of water rights and the construction of new wells, storage tanks 
and numerous system interconnects.   
 
The cost of these items, along with the Lost Canyon importation project, were funded with nearly $60 
million in long-term bonds. The related debt service payments currently account for roughly 40% of 
Mountain Regional’s annual expenditures. 
 
The Lost Canyon importation project from Rockport Reservoir to the Snyderville Basin was the major 
component of Regionalization - Phase I. It was constructed and is operated by Mountain Regional. It is 
the largest water source in western Summit County.  
 
Mountain Regional produced an average 690 million gallons annually the past three years (2,120 acre 
feet) for its own customers; and wheeled 538 million gallons to Park City in 2013 (1,651 acre feet). Park 
City has indicated it will need to wheel more water through Lost Canyon within the next two to three 
years. The wheeling arrangement between Mountain Regional and Park City is part of Regionalization – 
Phase I. 
 
The cost to move water from Rockport Reservoir through Lost Canyon to Mountain Regional and Park 
City customers is very high due to the distance water is transported; and most of the pumping is uphill. 
This has led to relatively high water rates in the basin. The related lease fees for the Rockport and other 
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Weber Basin water are Mountain Regional’s second highest cost component (15%); while the related 
power costs are the third highest (10%). 
 
As part of regionalization, Mountain Regional will spend about $100,000 in 2014 to facilitate 
construction of an emergency interconnect between Mountain Regional and Service Area 3; and 
another between Mountain Regional and Pine Meadows Mutual Water Company. Mountain Regional 
also provides wholesale water to High Valley Mutual Water Company. 
 

2.1.2 Regionalization Phase II – Summit Water Settlement 
 
In 2012, Mountain Regional and Summit Water settled a decade old antitrust lawsuit filed by Summit 
Water. 
 
The settlement allows Mountain Regional to sell wholesale water to Summit Water through a yet-to-be 
constructed interconnect until Regionalization - Phase III is completed, or 2025 – whichever comes first. 
Mountain Regional could receive additional revenue from this for up to 5 to 10 years. 
 
On the other hand, Summit Water has the option to participate in 50% of the water rights and source 
impact fees (up to 450 acre feet) assessed on all new development for which Mountain Regional enters 
into a contract to provide water service after the execution date of the settlement. This arrangement 
ends in 2030. Mountain Regional’s impact fee collections could decline as the result of this settlement. 
 

2.1.3 Regionalization Phase III 
 
In 2013, Mountain Regional, Park City, Summit Water, the Snyderville Reclamation District and Weber 
Basin Water Conservancy District entered into an historic agreement to complete regionalization in 
western Summit County.  
 
This involves the initial construction of small interconnects among Mountain Regional, Park City, and 
Summit Water. Mountain Regional will need to issue between $300,000 and $500,000 in debt to pay for 
its share of this initial small project. It is anticipated the debt will be serviced through wholesale water 
sales to Weber Basin, who will then sell the water Park City and Summit Water. 
 
In 2019, Mountain Regional will start paying a minimum of $275,000 per year in new Weber Basin lease 
fees. Once the second large water importation project is completed (estimated within five to ten years), 
Mountain Regional will incur additional increases in Weber Basin lease fees. 
 
The regionalization agreement forms a much needed coalition among the water providers in the basin 
to possibly provide a second, single large importation project into the basin; rather than several smaller, 
less reliable projects. 
 
Although the agreement will increase the District’s existing cost structure, it could provide additional net 
revenue starting in 2016, based upon wholesale water demand projections provided by Park City and 
Summit Water. This net revenue will end once the second large importation project is completed. 
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3.0 Revenue Forecasts 
 

3.1 Difficulty in Forecasting Dictates Moderate Revenue Forecasts 
 
Revenue forecasting is much more difficult than projecting costs, as four factors outside the control of 
Mountain Regional have a significant impact on its actual revenue collections: 
 

1) The building economy and new development (short- to long-term); 

2) Regionalization wholesale water sales (mid- to long term); 

3) Further annexations and regionalization (mid- to long term); 

4) Weather patterns (short- to long-term). 

 
To deal with this, Mountain Regional has established policies to minimize the potential negative impact 
of declining revenue collections. 
 
First, it established a $1.0 million rate stabilization fund to address potential revenue shortages resulting 
from cool wet weather and/or a weak building economy. In addition, Mountain Regional uses moderate 
revenue estimates that assume normal weather and a normal building economy. In years when revenue 
exceeds projections, the additional funds collected are deposited into cash reserves, including the rate 
stabilization fund (if needed); or used to prepay debt (if feasible), and/or to pay for small capital projects 
rather than issuing small bonds every three to five years. 
 

3.1 Silver Creek Village Center  
 
The rate forecasts for the next two to three years do not include the Silver Creek Village Center 
development. Since this development has prepaid connections – many of which are already assessed 
standby fees – the potential for impact fee and standby fee revenue is minimal.  Further, there is also no 
potential for this development to provide water sales in the next two or three years. However, if 
construction starts soon, it could reduce the need for rate increases as soon as 2017.   

3.2 Future Annexations 
 
The potential for new revenue two to three years from now could result from potential additional 
annexations.  
 

3.3 Revenue Growth Tracks Customer Growth 
 
Barring a super building boom over the next five years, the annual revenue growth from new customers 
is not nearly sufficient to meet increasing costs.  The potential for growth for each major revenue source 
is discussed below.  
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3.3.1 Customer Growth 
 
Revenue growth for water sales, operating fees, and impact fees is closely correlated to new customer 
growth. This growth is very cyclical, making long-term revenue forecasts difficult. The weather makes 
short-term revenue projections difficult as well. 
 

 
 
Over the past 10 years, an average of 88 new customers start using water each year, as shown above. 
This average benefited from the record building boom from 2003 to mid-2008; but suffered from one 
worst building economies since the Great Depression between 2008 and 2012. 
 
For the rate recommendations, 64 projected new customers using water annually was assumed, along 
with another 21 new standby lots (excludes lots with prepaid connections). This leads to an annual 
increase of 85 new customer accounts. 
 

3.3.2 Annual Water Sales Growth 
 
Mountain Regional’s average annual water sales per Equivalent Residential Connections (ERCs) is 
roughly $1,200. However, when these ERCs become water users, the District loses the $429 annual 
standby fee assessment. This leaves a net revenue gain of $771 as shown below.  
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The recommended rate changes are based upon $58,500 in new annual water sales generated from 64 
new customers using water each year, and the addition of 21 new standby lots. The $58,500 is based 
upon a normal (moderate) economy, as it does not try to predict the building economy each year. Once 
again, 2014 growth appears to be somewhere between the Normal and Strong building economies, 
making the need for a 2016 and 2017 rate increases less likely. 

3.3.3 Net Wheeling Fee Collections Generated from Regionalization 
 
Park City and Summit Water have identified their need to purchase wholesale water as shown below.  
Mountain Regional should receive new net revenue from wheeling wholesale water to these providers 
under the regionalization agreement with Weber Basin starting in 2016. 
 

 
 
From 2016 to 2018, the additional revenue will cover the debt service costs related to constructing the 
small interconnect project and Well 15C.  Starting in 2019 the additional revenue should exceed the 
related debt service by a meaningful amount. 
 
The net revenue generated from regionalization represents a great benefit over the short- and mid-
term; but once the next importation project is constructed by Weber Basin, this revenue will be lost. 

Weak 
Economy 

Projection

Normal 
Building 
Economy

Strong 
Economy 

Projection

Building 
Boom 

Projection
Annual Revenue  Increase from New Water Users
Median Water Rate 1,200$          1,200$          1,200$          1,200$          
Less Standby Fee (429)              (429)              (429)              (429)              
Annual Revenue Per New Water User 771                771                771                771                

New Annual Water Users 32 64 80 120
Annual Revenue Increase 24,672          49,344          61,680          92,520          

Revenue Increase from New Standby Lots
Standby Fee 429                429                429                429                
New Annual Standby Lots 10.7               21.3               26.7               40.0               
Annual Revenue Increase 4,576            9,152            11,440          17,160          

Total Annual Revenue Increase from New Growth 29,200$        58,500$        73,100$        109,700$     

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Annual Water Sales Revenue Increase from New Growth

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Acre Feet Acre Feet Acre Feet Acre Feet Acre Feet

Summit Water -                   300                  300                  300                  300                  
Park City -                   -                   -                   -                   200                  
Total Acre Feet -                   300                  300                  300                  500                  

MRW Rate Per Acre Foot 750$                776$                803$                831$                860$                
Less Variable Portion 300                  309                  318                  328                  338                  
Net Revenue Per Acre Foot 450                  467                  485                  503                  522                  

Net Wheeling Revenue -$                 140,100$        145,400$        151,000$        261,200$        

Regionalization Net Wholesale Wheeling Revenue
MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
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The actual net revenue collected from wholesale water sales is hard to project.  For example, Park City 
has indicated it may need to purchase, for a two year period, additional water above and beyond what is 
shown above – as it constructs treatment facilities for its mine tunnel water. The exact timing of this is 
unknown. In addition, the rate of new development experienced by other water providers in the basin 
could also impact net wholesale revenue. 

 

3.3.4 Impact Fee Collections 
 
It is possible, despite the improving building economy, annual impact fee collections could decline. 
Three factors contribute to this: 
 
 (1) Lower impact fees per ERC;  

 (2) Potential sharing with Summit Water per a settlement agreement; and the 

 (3) Existence of prepaid connections that developers are currently trying to market.  

 
The current impact fee forecast of $326,300 annually is actually $67,500 less than the current base 
budget amount of $450,000 due to these factors.  The forecast is based upon a long-term forecast of 64 
new connections each year – which is slightly higher than the 60 connections averaged over the past 
four years. This corresponds to a normal building economy. 
 

 
 
It is important not to become too dependent upon impact fee collections to meet ongoing expenses 
during building booms. District policy is to use moderate forecasts for impact fees in order to generate 
reserves that can be used when the building economy and the related impact fee collections decline.  
 
Starting in 2019, the infrastructure costs related to regionalization paid for by Weber Basin can be added 
to the impact fee, if the County Council adopts this potential change. These costs can be included in the 
impact fee for the portion of the infrastructure costs that are included in the new Weber Basin lease 
fees that go into effect in 2019. 
 

New Annual Annual
Lots Revenue Revenue

2015 to 2018 2019
Weak Economy Projection 32       126,400$                -$                         
Normal Building Economy 64       326,300                   491,300                   (1)

Strong Economy Projection 80       499,800                   -                            
Building Boom Projection 120     749,700                   -                            

Current Budget 450,000$                450,000$                

MOUNTAIN REGIONAL WATER
Forecasted Annual Impact Fee Collections

(1) - The increase in 2019 assumes an impact fee increase will be adopted to include the infrastructure costs 
included in the regionalization lease fees.
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4.0 Specific Rate Recommendations  
 

4.1 Proposed Shift to No Gallons in the Base Rate 
 
The proposed rates shown below include no gallons in the monthly base rate. This is a shift from the 
current structure where between 3,000 gallons and 8,000 gallons are included. A complete rate sheet is 
shown in Appendix One. 
      

 

Monthly Base
Amount Gallons Amount Gallons

Residential
Plan A 56.00               3,000               60.00               -                   
Plan B 62.75               5,000               60.00               -                   
Plan C 73.25               8,000               60.00               -                   

Non Residential
Plan B 97.25               5,000               77.00               -                   

Consumption Rates

Residential
0 to 5,000 -                   2.75                 
5,000 to 30,000 4.01 to 5.15 4.50                 
30,000  to 40,000 5.72                 8.00                 
40,000 to 60,000 9.16                 12.00               
60,000 to 80,000 18.32               15.00               
80,000 to 100,000 22.90               18.00               
> 100,000 22.90               21.00               

Non-Residential
0 to 5,000 -                   2.75                 
5,000 to 30,000 4.01 to $5.15 4.50                 
30,000  to 40,000 5.72                 8.00                 
40,000 to 60,000 9.16                 12.00               
60,000 to 80,000 13.74               12.00               
80,000 to 100,000 18.32               12.00               
> 100,000 18.32               12.00               

  Mountain Regional Water
Summary Comparison of Current and Proposed Water Rates

Mountain Regional does not apply the highest punitive rates to non-residential 
customers since they have a higher base rate; and because these customers generally 
do not use a lot of outdoor water.

Current Proposed

Current Plan B Proposed

Mountain Regional does not use meter size in determine base and usage rates since 
many homes and building require upsized meters for fire flow.
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All other water rates including wholesale and common wall irrigation would increase 7.5 – or 3.75% 
each year.  These rates already do not include any gallons in the base. The recommended median 
increase by customer type is shown below: 
 

 
 
In order to phase the rate increase in over two years, the base rate would be lower in 2014, as shown 
below: 
 

 
  
The proposed consumption rates shown in the table on the previous page would be effective August 
2014, and would not increase again in August 2015.  Changing only the base rate in 2015 makes it very 
simple to allocate the rate increases evenly at 3.75% per year.  
 
As shown in the table on the previous page, the initial 5,000 gallons of water is only $2.75 per 1,000 
gallons – which is normal indoor monthly usage.  Between 5,000 and 30,000 gallons is $4.50 per 1,000 
gallons, which provides enough water for modest outdoor watering. 
 
After 30,000 gallons, the rates become increasingly punitive to promote conservation and pass on the 
higher costs associated with high water use.  Mountain Regional’s system was designed to provide 0.60 
acre feet of water to each resident annually.   
 
Since many customers use much larger quantities, additional storage and boosting capacity is needed, 
and booster pumps and well pumps wear out much faster.  In addition, high water usage could cause 
more water to be pumped during the day when power rates are highest. 
 
The punitive rates at the higher usage levels have been decreased in order create a smaller variance in 
water sales collections between cool, wet years and hot, dry years. 
 

Current Aug-14 Aug-15 Aug-15
Rates Increase Increase Rate

Condo/Townhomes 62.75$            1.23$               4.00$               67.98$            
Normal Residential 75.50               5.26                 4.00                 84.77               
Large Residential 121.20            1.65                 4.00                 126.85            

Stagecoach (Pumping Surcharge) 46.20               10.29               4.00                 60.49               

Standby Accounts 35.75               1.50                 1.25 38.50               

Non-residential n/a n/a n/a n/a

Median Customer's Monthly Bill

Aug-14 Aug-15
Base Rate Base Rate

Residential 56.00      60.00                 
Non-Residential 73.00      77.00                 
Standby Accounts 37.25      38.50                 

All Customers Per ERC
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This proposal also simplifies the rate structure, in that Rate Plan A and Rate Plan C are eliminated, and 
the other rates are more consistent with each other. This structure still allows residential users to select 
from 1.0 ERCs, 1.4 ERCs, and 1.8 ERCs. 
 
It should be noted that the rates for the Promontory golf courses, and the wholesaling of water to High 
Valley and Park City are determined according to specific methodologies outlined the related 
agreements.  As the costs related to these customers change year to year, the rates automatically 
adjust. As shown above in the first table on page 4, the additional revenue generated from increasing 
these rates due to increasing costs was taken into account when determining the necessary rate 
increases. 
 

4.2 Fee Recommendation 
 
Operating fees have not been increased since 2003. Since then, inflation has exceeded 30%. Most 
operating fees are one-time charges paid when a new home or building is constructed, or when a 
property changes ownership. As such, existing customers who pay on time are generally not affected by 
fee increases. Other fees are related to late payments, theft of service, or conservation violations. 
 
Only one fee is ongoing – the private fire hydrant fee which pays for the inspection and flushing of 
private fire hydrants to help prevent the development of bacteria in the system. It is recommended this 
fee be increased from $8.35 to $10.00 per month. This fee is not assessed on public fire hydrants, only 
those on large lots that are owned by the lot owner, particularly in the Colony. 
 
It is proposed that most Mountain Regional fees (except impact fees) be increased specific dollar 
amounts, as shown in Appendix Two. The weighted average of the proposed increase is about 20%.  

 
As shown below, operating fee collections match closely to the building cycle.  Collections have ranged 
from a high of $585,300 in 2005 to a low of $113,700 in 2009. This makes projecting the additional 
revenue from a fee increase more subjective.   
 

 
 
For the rate forecast, a long-term base fee level of $203,800 was used, based upon the average 
collections over the past four years.  
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APPENDIX ONE 
 

 
 
Notes to Table 
 

1 – The five year forecast is divided into two parts: projections and estimates.  The projections cover 2015 and 
2016, and are fairly reliable.  Due to the difficulty in forecasting long-term revenue growth (see Section 3.1), the 
final three years (2017 to 2019) are less reliable, and therefore referred to as estimates. 
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2 – Mountain Regional projects an average $58,500 annual increase in water sales based upon moderate 
projections (see Section 3.3.2). 
 

3 – The projected rate increases are as follows: 
 August 2014 3.75% 
 August 2015 3.75% 
 2016  none 
The estimated increases – which could be less since very modest revenue growth is assumed are: 
 January 2017 5.0% 
 January 2019 11.5% 
If the Silver Creek Village Center begins construction soon, and/or wholesale water sales exceed conservative 
projections, the 2017 and 2019 estimated rate increases could be much lower. 
 

4 – The regionalization wholesale water sales are based upon conservative projections provided to Weber Basin by 
Park City and Summit Water. There is a possibility that actual collections could be higher. 
 

5 – Due to the recent reduction in impact fee rates, combined with existing prepaid connections and the possibility 
that Summit Water will be able to share in 50% of Mountain Regional’s water rights and source fees, it is projected 
impact collections will decline $123,700 annually moving forward. However, in 2019 the option may exist to add 
some Weber Basin regionalization infrastructure costs to the impact fees. 
 

6 – Promontory SID assessment payments that are applied to existing debt will cease, per agreements, in 2018.  
This contributes to the anticipated 2019 rate increase.  
 
7 – It is anticipated that another SID will be created in Promontory to fund approximately $3.0 million in 
improvements. The service for this debt will be funded from new assessments. See Note 12. 
 

8 – Weber Basin lease fees account for $869,835 of the 2014 operating budget and an additional $163,716 in the 
debt service budget. The fees have increased roughly 3.0% each year; and account for about 15.0% of total annual 
expenditures. The fees and are expected to increase over $30,000 annually (net Promontory reimbursements). 
 

9 – Power rates are increasing an estimated 9.0% annually.  Power costs make up about 10.0% of Mountain 
Regional’s total annual expenditures – including $324,000 for Distribution, and $406,500 for Lost Canyon 
Production.  The estimated annual increase is $40,000 after deducting the higher power costs that will be recovered 
from Promontory and Park City in their respective raw water rates. 
 

10 – Due to Mountain Regional’s participation in the 2013 western Summit County regionalization agreement, it 
must start paying an additional $275,000 in lease fees starting in 2019. The regionalization agreement is also 
contributing to increased wholesale water sales as discussed in Note 4. 
 

11 – Although debt service payments (including the 25.0% coverage) on existing bonds will decline $572,700 over 
the next five years, the amount not funded from SID assessments charged to the Promontory developer are 
scheduled to increase nearly $1.05 million over the next five years – and average of $209,460 each year.   
 

12 - Mountain Regional anticipates issuing $3.0 million in new assessment bonds for which the debt will be funded 
fully from new assessments on the Promontory developer. The water service agreement entered into in 2002 by 
Mountain Regional and Promontory anticipated a second assessment bond. See Note 6. 
 

13 - Mountain Regional anticipates issuing an additional $2.5 million in revenue bonds to facilitate regionalization 
through construction of Well 15C and several small interconnects among Mountain Regional, Park City, and Summit 
Water.  It is anticipated the debt service on these bonds will be funded from wholesale water sales under the 
regionalization. See Note 4. 
 

14 – The average annual fiscal impact over the next five years for the major items highlighted in the far right 
column of the table above is $338,036.  This represents approximately 5.0% per year in rate increases (assuming 
modest revenue forecasts). The major items included declining impact fees, and increasing debt, power, and Weber 
Basin lease costs. 
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APPENDIX TWO 
 

 
  

Exhibit One
Mountain Regional Water Special Service District
Rates & Fees

Effective Effective

Water Rates 1-Aug-14 1-Aug-15

Residential - 1.0 ERCs
Monthly Base Rate 56.00$                                   60.00$                              Per Connection
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 5,000 2.75                                        2.75                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  5,001 to 30,000 4.50                                        4.50                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  30,001 to 40,000 8.00                                        8.00                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  40,001 to 60,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  60,001 to 80,000 15.00                                     15.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  80,001 to 100,000 18.00                                     18.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 100,000 21.00                                     21.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Residential - 1.4 ERCs
Monthly Base Rate 78.40                                     84.00                                Per Connection
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 7,000 2.75                                        2.75                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  7,001 to 42,000 4.50                                        4.50                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  42,001 to 56,000 8.00                                        8.00                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  56,001 to 84,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  84,001 to 112,000 15.00                                     15.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
 112,001 to 140,000 18.00                                     18.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 140,000 21.00                                     21.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Residential - 1.8 ERCs
Monthly Base Rate 100.80                                   108.00                              Per Connection
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 9,000 2.75                                        2.75                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  9,001 to 54,000 4.50                                        4.50                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  54,001 to 72,000 8.00                                        8.00                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  72,001 to 108,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  108,001 to 144,000 15.00                                     15.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  144,001 to 180,000 18.00                                     18.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 180,000 21.00                                     21.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Non-residential - Per ERC
Monthly Base Rate 73.00                                     77.00                                Per Connection
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 5,000 2.75                                        2.75                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  5,001 to 30,000 4.50                                        4.50                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  30,001 to 40,000 8.00                                        8.00                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  40,001 to 60,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  60,001 to 80,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  80,001 to 100,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 100,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Culinary Irrigation - Per ERC
Monthly Base Rate 56.00$                                   60.00$                              Per Connection
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 5,000 2.75                                        2.75                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  5,001 to 30,000 4.50                                        4.50                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  30,001 to 40,000 8.00                                        8.00                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  40,001 to 60,000 12.00                                     12.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  60,001 to 80,000 15.00                                     15.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  80,001 to 100,000 18.00                                     18.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 100,000 21.00                                     21.00                                Per 1,000 Gallons

1
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Effective Effective

Water Rates (continued) 1-Aug-14 1-Aug-15

Common Wall Irrigation
Rate Multiplier # of Units # of Units
Monthly Base Rate -                                          -                                    Per Unit
Usage (in gallons)
  Zero to 3,000 1.18                                        1.23                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  3,001 to 11,000 4.16                                        4.31                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  11,001 to 27,000 4.75                                        4.92                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  27,001 to 47,000 5.34                                        5.54                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  47,001 to 87,000 5.93                                        6.15                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  87,001 to 147,000 9.50                                        9.85                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
  147,001 to 227,000 14.26                                     14.77                                Per 1,000 Gallons
  Above 227,000 19.01                                     19.69                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Interruptible Sources (Construction/Snowmaking/Wholesale)
Monthly Base Rate 115.00                                   120.00                              
Usage 12.50                                     12.50                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Pumping Surcharge
Colony 3.17                                        3.17                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Discovery 0.78                                        0.78                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Glenwild 0.63                                        0.63                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Preserve 0.63                                        0.63                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Redhawk 3.07                                        3.07                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Stagecoach 3.07                                        3.07                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Summit Park 0.78                                        0.78                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Sun Peak 1.18                                        1.18                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Timberline 0.78                                        0.78                                  Per 1,000 Gallons
Weilemann 0.78                                        0.78                                  

Olympic Park
Monthly Base Rate 115.00                                   120.00                              
Usage (includes Sun Peak Pumping Surcharge) 4.99                                        5.13                                  Per 1,000 Gallons

Untreated Secondary Water
Per Contract

Stagecoach
Monthly Infrastructure Assessment 143.00                                   143.00                              Per Lot

Standby Fees
Monthly Charge 37.25                                     38.50                                Per Lot or Prepaid Connection

Effective Effective

Meter Fees 1-Aug-14 1-Aug-15

Buried Meter Service Fee
 Peak Monthly Gallons for 

Previous Year at Current Rates 
Per Month 

 Peak Monthly Gallons for 
Previous Year at Current 

Rates Per Month 
Per Connection

Connection Fee - Meter/MXU Per Connection
Security Deposit (Refundable) 1,500$                                   1,500$                              

Up to 3/4" Meter 1,800                                     1,800                                
1.0" Meter 2,000                                     2,000                                
1.5" Meter 2,400                                     2,400                                
2.0" Meter 2,700                                     2,700                                
3.0" Meter
4.0" Meter
6.0" Meter
8.0" Meter

2

Applies to all water rates. Newly annexed areas will be assigned to the most appropriate pumping surcharge based 
upon the location of the related development.

 $2,700 plus Incremental 
Meter Cost 

 $2,700 plus Incremental 
Meter Cost 
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Effective Effective

Meter Fees (continued) 1-Aug-14 1-Aug-15

Disconnection of Service Per Connection
Removal of Meter 250                                         250                                   
Resumption of Disconnected Service 8 time Monthly Base 8 time Monthly Base

Fire Hydrant Rental
3" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 1,500                                     1,500                                Per Connection
3" Meter Wear Fee (Non-Refundable) 350                                         350                                   
3" Monthly Base Rate 115                                         120                                   
3" Usage Rate 12.50                                     12.50                                Per 1,000 Gallons

1" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 500                                         500                                   Per Connection
1" Meter Wear Fee (Non-Refundable) 125                                         125                                   
1" Monthly Base Rate 115                                         120                                   
1" Usage Rate 12.50                                     12.50                                Per 1,000 Gallons

Meter Inspection (Generate Service Order) 100                                         100                                   Per Connection

Meter Shut Off Notice 30                                           30                                      Per Connection

Private Fire Hydrant Meter Flushing & Inspection Fee Per Lot with Private Hydrant
Monthly Ongoing Fee 10                                           10                                      

Effective Effective

OTHER FEES 1-Aug-14 1-Aug-15

Alternate Water Service Provider 4,700$                                   4,700$                              
Per ERC Under Contractual 

Commitment with MRW Who 
Switches to Another Provider

Conservation Violations
  1st Violation Warning Warning Per Violation
  2nd Violation 50                                           50                                      
  3rd Violation 100                                         100                                   
  4th Violation 500                                         500                                   

Leaking Water

 Credit for estimated water 
leaked between one meter 

read, less cost of water 
production 

 Credit for estimated 
water leaked between 

one meter read, less 
cost of water production 

Per Occurrence

Penalties and Fines
Delinquent Payments 1.50% 1.50% Monthly Charge
Delinquent Lien Fee 50.00$                                                   50.00$                                            For Each Lien

Release of Restrictive Covenant
 Assess all back fees and 

charges, plus 1.5% annual 
interest 

 Assess all back fees and 
charges, plus 1.5% 

annual interest 
Per Lot

Title Transfer Fee 100                                         100                                   For Each Ownership Transfer

Theft of Service                                       1,000                                  1,000 Per Occurrence
3
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APPENDIX THREE 

 

Connection Fees Current Proposed $ Change % Change

Security Deposit (Refundable Upon Completion of Structure) 1,500$                       1,500$                      -               0.0% Per Connection

Meter Hookup Fee - New Connections Per Connection
Up to 3/4" Meter 1,200                          1,400                        200              16.7%
1.0" Meter 1,400                          1,600                        200              14.3%
1.5" Meter 1,800                          2,000                        200              11.1%
2.0" Meter 2,100                          2,300                        200              9.5%
3.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
4.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
6.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
8.0" Meter Incremental Cost Incremental Cost
MXU Fee 300                             400                           100              33.3% Per Connection

Meter Inspection (Generate Service Order) 75                               100                           25                33.3%

Fire Hydrant Meter
Private Fire Hydrant Flushing and Inspection Fee (Monthly) 8.35                            10.00                        1.65             19.8%

3" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 1,500                          1,500                        -               0.0% Per Connection
3" Meter Wear  Fee (Non-Refundable) 300                             350                           50                16.7% Per Connection
3" Monthly Base Rate 100                             115                           15                15.0% Per Connection

1" Meter - Deposit (Refundable) 500                             500                           -               0.0% Per Connection
1" Meter Wear Fee (Non-Refundable) 100                             125                           25                25.0% Per Connection
1" Monthly Base Rate 100                             115                           15                15.0% Per Connection

Other Fees

Disconnection of Service
Removal of Meter 175                             250                           75                42.9%
Resumption of Disconnected Service 8 time Monthly Base 8 time Monthly Base

Resumption Service (If Not Disconnected) 75                               -                            
Title Transfer Fee 100                           25                33.3%

Shut Off Notice 25                               30                              5                  20.0%

Buried Meter Fee Service

 Peak Monthly 
Gallons for Previous 

Year at Current Rates 
Per Month 

 Peak Monthly 
Gallons for Previous 

Year at Current 
Rates Per Month 

Penalties and Fines
Delinquent Payments 1.5% Per Month 1.5% Per Month
Delinquent Lien Fee 20.00                                     50.00                                   30                150.0%

Leaking Water

 Credit for estimated 
water leaked 

between one meter 
read, less cost of 

water production 

 Credit for estimated 
water leaked 

between one meter 
read, less cost of 

water production 

Theft of Service                              500                          1,000 500              100.0%

Conservation Violations
  1st Violation Warning Warning
  2nd Violation 50                               50                              -               0.0%
  3rd Violation 100                             100                           -               0.0%
  4th Violation 500                             500                           -               0.0%

Release of Restrictive Covenant
 Assess all back fees 

and charges, plus 
1.5% annual interest 

 Assess all back fees 
and charges, plus 

1.5% annual interest 
Per Lot

Alternate Water Service Provider 4,700                          4,700                        -               0.0% Per ERC

Mountain Regional Water
Proposed Fee Increase - Dollar Increments
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Annette Singleton

From: Ashley Berry
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Annette Singleton
Cc: Steve Martin
Subject: Council August 6 Meeting

Annette‐ 
 
Just a little explanation about the two exemption packets that are going before the Council on the 6th.  
 
Encouragement for Life is a church based in California, they purchased a condo here in Summit county on 6/11/14 to be 
used as a retreat. The condo is in Newpark and because they are out of CA they needed someone to maintain the 
property for them. At the time of purchase they signed an agreement with New Park Management to maintain the 
property for them but part of the agreement is the property will be rented nightly when not in use by Encouragement 
for Life. The intention is to be used as much as possible as a retreat but when I spoke to Dana Kalionzes she could not 
give me an estimate on how much that would be since it is a new thing for them and they have no past experience with 
this type of thing. She also said in the future they would like to get away from the management company and try to 
make an arrangement with a local church that they maintain the property in exchange for use as a retreat also but that 
is in the future. 
 
I explained to Dana the property had to be used exclusively for religious use and it might not qualify for exemption while 
being used by the management company also, she understood and are prepared to pay the taxes if they must.  
 
Mountain Trails Foundation is applying for exemption from personal property only, they do not own any land. The 
personal property filing deadline is May 15th of every year, we did not receive this application until July 21st.  Had they 
filed by the May 15th deadline they would have qualified for exemption based on a market value of less than $10,000. 
Puchases in 2014 will put them over the $10,000 for 2015.  Because they were late the total due for 2014 as of the date 
they filed their application is $78.74. That includes a late fee of $25.00, interest of $0.68 and taxes of $53.06. The time 
period to appeal personal property is within 30days of mailing. Original Personal Property mailings were sent March 4, 
2014.   
 
Hope this helps clear a few things up 
 
Thanks 

Ashley Berry 
Deputy Assessor II 
(435) 336‐3257 
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STAFF MEMO 
  
To:   Summit County Council 
 
From:   Will Pratt, Planning & Project Manager, Basin Recreation 
    
Subject:  Summit Park Open Space Acquisition Proposal 
 
Report Date: July 31, 2014 
 
Meeting Date: August 6, 2014 
 
 
Summary Request: 
Review and approve Staff and Board recommendation for the possible acquisition of a 
Summit Park open space parcel by the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District 
(“Basin Recreation”) from the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands (“FFSL”).  
This transaction requires approval from the Summit County Council convened as the 
Basin Recreation Governing Board, and includes approval of a Memorandum of 
Understanding (“MOU”) to be signed by FFSL and Basin Recreation to facilitate the land 
transfer.  
  
Background: 
The subject open space parcel, located in upper Summit Park, consists of 
approximately 325 acres in total and is currently owned by FFSL.  The larger parcel 
encompasses several smaller parcels, including PP-58-A-X, PP-57-A-X, and PP-58A-1-
X (see Exhibits 1 and 2).  Existing residential development lies to the north of the 
property, while the southern boundary lies adjacent to the Toll Canyon Open Space 
which was acquired last year.   
 
There are approximately four miles of existing non-motorized trails on the open space 
parcel which are currently maintained by Basin Recreation.  FFSL currently has a 25 
year agreement with Basin Recreation for trail design, construction and maintenance on 
the parcel.  Existing trails tie into our Master Plan and could be expanded in the future. 
 
The fee title to the Summit Park open space was acquired by FFSL in 2001, and a 
conservation easement was placed on the land the same year. FFSL has previously 
stated a conflict with being both the deed owner and conservation easement owner for 



 
the parcel, and is not interested in the managing the parcel long term.  FFSL 
approached Basin Recreation and the Basin Open Space Advisory Committee 
(“BOSAC”) in 2012 to discuss having Basin Recreation take title to the property, while 
FFSL would remain as the conservation easement holder.  The Board of Directors for 
Basin Recreation previously reviewed this proposal, but due to Staff changes at both 
Basin Recreation and BOSAC, no decision was made.   
 
Current Basin Recreation Staff renewed discussions last year with FFSL about Basin 
Recreation acquiring the parcel and acquiring the associated Warranty Deed (for the 
sum of $100).  The transaction would require a formal Closing, with Basin Recreation 
assuming the cost of Title Insurance and Closing Costs.  Basin Recreation has received 
a title report on the parcel (see Exhibit 3). 
 
As mentioned, an MOU is required to facilitate the transfer of the parcel if such an 
acquisition is approved by the Summit County Council.  A copy of the MOU is attached 
to this report for your review (see Exhibit 4).  Chair Robinson submitted comments on 
the draft that are incorporated in the attached version.  One item the Chair raised for 
discussion is included in Section E-6, page 6, which reads “…no PARTY waives any 
defenses or immunity available under the Utah Governmental Immunity Act, UCA Title 
63G, Chapter 7,nor does any PARTY waive any limits of liability currently provided by 
the Act.”  This item should be discussed with any proposed modifications determined.      
 
The parcel, if acquired by Basin Recreation, would carry over several existing 
easements attached to the property. As mentioned, FFSL currently holds a conservation 
easement on the open space parcel, which would remain in place if the parcel 
ownership is transferred to Basin Recreation.  Other easements tied to the land include 
a well easement for Mountain Regional Water, a road access easement for Rocky 
Mountain Power, and an ingress/egress easement to a 25 acre parcel located adjacent 
to the property.   
 
There is an outstanding application on this adjacent parcel (PP-58-A-4) for a seven lot 
subdivision, known as The Ridges at Forest Park.  One of the proposed access points 
to the subdivision is through a portion of open space currently blocked from motorized 
access.  The access road is owned by FFSL, but the developer has a 30 foot wide 
easement for ingress/egress that could potentially be utilized if a development is ever 
approved.  Staff met with County Planning Staff to assess this development proposal 
and possible negative impacts to the open space if the development is ever realized. 
Staff determined that the existing easement, even if utilized, would not substantially 
undermine the value of the adjacent open space parcel or create any new obligations 
for the County under Basin Recreation ownership.    
 
The Basin Recreation Administrative Control Board reviewed the request for the open 
space parcel transfer at its regularly scheduled meeting on August 14, 2013, and 
subsequently voted to recommend approval of the land acquisition by Basin Recreation 
to the Summit County Council.   
 



 
The Council first reviewed this proposal on September 25, 2013.  Following discussion, 
Council asked Basin Recreation to provide more information and details regarding the 
subject parcel prior to the Council making a determination on the request.   Items the 
Council asked for clarification of include existing easements on the property, completion 
of a title report, and development possibilities of the adjacent parcel. 
 
Following the meeting, Basin Recreation Staff completed the requested title report on 
the parcel and met with members of the County Planning Staff, Attorney’s office and 
FFSL to clarify and resolve issues and questions raised by the Council.  Staff also met 
with Council Chair Robinson to review the findings and ensure outstanding questions 
were resolved.  Staff feels the land transfer request can be now be reconsidered by 
Council.   
 
Analysis:   
Staff has reviewed the proposal to see if it consistent with Basin Recreation and County 
policies and goals and concludes that it is.  BOSAC is supportive of the acquisition by 
Basin Recreation.  The Summit Park open space lies adjacent to the Toll Canyon open 
space parcel, and the transaction would allow for contiguous Basin Recreation-owned 
open space between Summit Park and Hi-Ute Ranch.  Staff feels it would be beneficial 
for Basin Recreation to take fee title to this property so it can be owned and managed 
directly, rather than through a third party arrangement.   
 
Summary: In summary, Staff and the Board feel the acquisition of the Summit Park 
open space parcel by Basin Recreation would be beneficial to the community and the 
County Council should approve the acquisition.   
 
Motion: For the County Council to approve the MOU to allow for the acquisition of the 
Summit Park open space parcel by Basin Recreation from the FFSL for the sum of 
$100, and to authorize the District Director to execute the transactions necessary to 
complete the purchase and deed transfer. 
 
 
Attachments 
 































































  

 

 
STAFF REPORT 
 
To:   Summit County Council  
From:   Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District (SBSRD) 
Report Date:  July 31, 2014 
Meeting date: August 6, 2014 
Re:    Off leash Dog Trail on County and Basin Recreation Open Space 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  
 
Summit County Council requested that the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District 
(“Basin Recreation”) explore options it may have to create an off leash dog trail on any 
appropriate Open Space Parcels or other Basin Recreation properties.  As such, the staff of 
Basin Recreation presented to a Council Sub-committee its recommendations of an area for 
such an off leash dog trail. 
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Summit County continues to explore how to meet the needs and desires of the multiple dog 
owners in its jurisdiction.   
 
Summit County and Basin Recreation jointly own a property of open space located West of 
Highway 224, north of Bear Hollow and just east of the Utah Olympic Park.  This open space 
parcel has been referred to as the “Kimball Junction Open Space”. 
 
Basin Recreation and the County acquired the Kimball Junction Open Space parcels as part of 
the Boyer Park City Heights development approval process and a larger land swap agreement 
with Park City Municipal and other parties which occurred earlier this year.  The District and 
the County are tenants in common on the parcels.  The District currently owns a 63% 
undivided interest in the land, including KJS Lot 3, and the County owns and undivided 37% 
interest.  
 
Basin Recreation has identified an area on this jointly owned parcel to facilitate the creation 
of a 2 mile trail loop that will be a designated off leash dog trail.  The trail and parking are 
allowed uses on the parcel which.  The area will have a minor trailhead (10 parking stalls) and 
will remain fenced.  Basin Recreation will build the trail, maintain the trail and provide all 
necessary support for the area including trash receptacle, dog “poop” bag dispensers as well 
as portable restrooms depending on the season and use. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  SBSRD recommends that the County Council vote to approve the 
use of the jointly owned Kimball Junction Open Space area depicted on Exhibit A as an area 
that will be for an off leash dog trail subject to the Council’s adoption of the off leash dog 
area ordinance.  Basin Recreation be directed to construct and manage the project and apply 
for any required permits.  
 
 
Motion:  
 
For the Summit County Council to provide its approval for the use of the jointly owned 
Kimball Junction Open Space area depicted on Exhibit A as an area that will be for an off 
leash dog trail subject to the Council’s adoption of the off leash dog area ordinance. 
 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 
 
Exhibit A: Map of proposed Off Leash Dog Area 
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grazing 31 acres

leash free area 47 acres

\\\\\\\\\\\\\
\\

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
\
\
\
\
\
\

\
\
\
\
\\

\\
\\

\\
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

\

\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

\\\\\\\\\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

RT
S

Mi
lle

n iu
m

Tr
ai l

Ea
st 

22
4 

Co
nn

ec
to

r
2 mile trail loop

existing fence

needed trail
parking

PRI-KIMBALL JUNCTION Open Space
 proposed leash free dog area



1

Annette Singleton

From: Steve Martin
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 11:32 AM
To: Annette Singleton
Cc: MaryAnn Trussell
Subject: FW: 2013 NOC
Attachments: 2013 NOC.pdf

 
 
Hey Annette; 
                These are the years in question for the Errors and Omissions appointment with the Council I would like to set 
up. 
                In 2010 Park City annexed the “Park City Heights parcel “  from tax serial # PP‐S‐46 (105 acres)and created PCA‐
pp‐s‐46 (104.42 acres) as that portion described in the annexation. The annexation left a small (.57 acre) parcel out of 
the annexation, creating a remainder parcel retaining the original PP‐S‐46 serial number. 

The annexed parcel with the new derail number (PCA‐PP‐S‐46) has been assessed correctly since then. 
However, the remainder parcel PP‐S‐46) acreage  should have been at .57 acres. The change was not made on 
the legal and sent to the Assessor’s office for  a change in assessment. Maryanne caught the problem recently 
and sent it over for a change this year which we will be doing via the BOE (Board of Equalization) 
That leaves the tax years  2011, 2012, and 2013 as being assessed in error and the difference from what was 

paid and what was actually owed needing to be adjusted and refunded. 
 
The amount is : 
2011‐‐$8,047.62 
2012‐‐$8504.00 
2013‐‐$8191.69 
 
A total of  $24,743.31. 
 
Taxes have been paid in full for both parcels for the years in question. 
 
Thanks 

 

Steve Martin 
SUMMIT COUNTY ASSESSOR 
smartin@summitcounty.org 
435.336.3251 
 

 









 
 

Proclamation No. 2014-4 

PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING THE TOUR OF UTAH  
 

“Summit County Athletes and Communities  
Proudly Represented in the 2014 Tour of Utah” 

 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 

Whereas, the Tour of Utah celebrates its 10th anniversary in 2014. From its grassroots start to 
an international seven-day sporting event with some of the best professional cycling teams in the 
world participating. As one of only five UCI sanctioned, multi-stage pro cycling events in North 
America, the Tour of Utah attracts worldwide attention; and 

Whereas,  the Tour of Utah is the longest professional cycling stage race in North America, with 
753.8 miles and 57,863 feet of vertical gain in seven days of racing, with a 16 team field; and  

Whereas,  Summit County, Utah takes great pride in our geographical involvement in Tour of 
Utah and proudly serves as a host site for two stages, Kamas and Park City, and races through 
Summit County on August 8th, 9th & 10th. Summit County acknowledges the hard work and 
dedication put forward by Kamas Mayor Marchant and Park City Mayor Thomas along with 
Summit County residents serving on the local organizing committee; and 

Whereas, Summit County, Utah is proud to have two athletes represented in the Tour of Utah, 
Mr. Tanner Putt and Mr. Christopher Putt and deems great pride in their participation and  athletic 
accomplishments; and 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by County Council, Summit County, Utah, that do hereby 
proclaim August 8th, 9th and 10th, 2014 as Summit County Tour of Utah Days and encourage all 
citizens to observe and participate in related activities. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of August, 2014. 

SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL 

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
 

            By:  

                                  Chris Robinson, Chair 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Kent Jones, County Clerk 



 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
   

 The department received 13 new planning applications and 38 new building applications 
the past two weeks as follows: 

 
NEW PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

July 17 – July 30, 2014 
 

Project Number  Description 

14-194 
Utah Olympic Park Psicobloc Special Event 
Special Event 
Utah Olympic Park 

14-195 
Park City Extreme Cup Special Event 
Special Event 
Park City, Oakley, Heber 

14-196 
Big Canyon Ranch Rust CUP 
Conditional Use Permit 
1635 S. Big Canyon Ct           BCR-2 

14-197 
Canyons High Mtn Road LIP 
Low Impact Permit 
4000 Canyons Resort Dr.  PP-75-C, PP-75-D, PP-75-A-1-B 

14-198  
Kamp Kill Kare Bell LOR 
Lot of Record 
5271 Highway 35               KK-4-A 

14-199 
Park City Pet Resort Sign 
Sign Permit 
1005 Beehive Drive               SL-H-508  

14-200 
Garff Ranch Bell LOR 
Lot of Record 
Garff Ranch                    CD-414-B 

14-201 

Cook LLA 
Lot Line Adjustment 
1889, 1942 S. Pine Meadow SS-142-A, SS-142-C, SS-142-F, 
SS-142-B

14-202 
Hamlet Homes Construction Trailer TUP 
Temporary Use Permit 
1370 Center Drive         Nevis @ Newpark 

14-203 
Hansen LOR 
Lot of Record 
7 miles E. of Oakley        SSF-225-A 

14-204 
Hansen LOR 
Lot of Record 
                                   CD-664-B 

14-205 
Lone Star Storage Sign Permit 
Sign Permit 
2387 N. SR 32                    CD-462-B-1-A 

14-206 
Tanger Outlet Haggar Sign Permit 
Sign Permit 
6699 N. Landmark Dr. Ste F110    



   
 
 
 
 

NEW BUILDING PERMITS 
         July 17 – July 30, 2014 

 
Name Address Description 

Jon And Alissa Shulkin   37 White Pine Canyon Road   Single Family Dwelling  

Greg Bailar   5795 Old Ranch Road   Roof Top Solar PV  

Karen Henrie Trustee   1950 E Chalk Creek Road   Canopy  

Daniel Aucunas   1414 Meadows Connection   Stairway 

Barbara Morris   5534 Cross Country   Breeze Way  

Westgate Resort   3000 The Canyons Resort Drive   Temp Other  

John G Labrum   455 Upper Evergreen Drive   Single Family Dwelling  

Schmidt   3760 Saddle Back Road   Swimming Pool  

Jan‐Jam LLC   5675 Aiden Court   Single Family Dwelling  

Andrew Brighome   7712 Tall Oaks Drive   Electrical  

J. Kent Howard   3220 Day Breaker Drive   Garage Addition  

David James   3801 Village Round Road   Interior Plumbing and Electrical 

Ramon Gomez  280 Matterhorn   Garage  

Deanna Rees/Chris Paskett   2903 N Main Henefer   Single Family Dwelling  

Jack Limback   3717 Sunridge Drive   Mechanical  

Gillies George   153 Rock Port Blvd   Mechanical  

Shari Christman   2097 Mahre Drive   Water Heater  

Alan Light   611 Westwood Road   Roof Top Solar  

Dennis Gilmore  57 White Pine Canyon Rd  Single Family Dwelling ‐ Main House 

Dennis Gilmore  57 White Pine Canyon Rd  Single Family Dwelling ‐ Guest House 

Art Wood   1417 Alexander Road   Garage  

Keith & Ann Conrad   8663 N Promontory Ranch Road  Retaining Wall  

Darren & Rita Gilmore   3227 Central Pacific Trail   Retaining Wall  

Jeannine Smith   2070 Bear Hollow Drive   Generator & Gas Meter Install  

Richard & Bobbie Robinson  8998 Lariat Road   Single Family Dwelling  

The Woods Of Parley's Lane   8814 Parleys Lane   Retaining Wall  

Martyn Kingston   6150 Silver Sage Drive   Water Heater  

Robert Guild   3075 W Fawn Drive  Furnace  

Holli Marriott   6955 N 2200 W   Water Heater  

GPG Investments LLC   1375 W Old Ranch Road   Garage/Trash  

Jonathan & Leslie Snavely   3356 Buckboard Drive   Single Family Dwelling  

Jonathan & Leslie Snavely   3356 Buckboard Drive   Retaining Wall  



LDS Church  ATTN: Brent 
Bigelow  

2455 South Hwy 89 Hoyte 
Canyon Marion 

Retaining Wall  

LDS Church ATTN: Brent 
Bigelow  

2455 South Hwy 89 Hoyte 
Canyon Marion 

Restroom Facility  

Mark & Maylene Millburn  9500 Weber Canyon Road   Garage  

William G Rawson   8827 Shingle Mill Drive   Residential  

Roxann & Brett Jeppesen   SS‐69‐3 Garff Ranches  Storage  

Kim Heider   5121 Cove Canyon Drive #B  A.C. Unit  
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  M I N U T E S 
 

S U M M I T   C O U N T Y 
BOARD OF COUNTY COUNCIL 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 9, 2014 
SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Kent Jones, Clerk 
David Ure, Council Member    Karen McLaws, Secretary 
    
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to convene in closed session to discuss personnel.  
The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  
Council Member Armstrong was not present for the vote. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session for the purpose of discussing personnel from 
1:10 p.m. to 1:35 p.m.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   David Brickey, Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
David Ure, Council Member    Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss personnel 
and to convene in closed session to discuss litigation.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member Armstrong was not 
present for the vote. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session for the purpose of discussing litigation from 
1:35 p.m. to 2:55 p.m.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   David Brickey, Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
David Ure, Council Member     
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss litigation 
and to convene in closed session to discuss property acquisition.  The motion was seconded 
by Council Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member 
Armstrong was not present for the vote.  
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The Summit County Council met in closed session for the purpose of discussing property 
acquisition from 2:55 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   David Brickey, Attorney 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member 
David Ure, Council Member  
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
work session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair Robinson called the work session to order at 3:10 p.m. 
 
 Presentation regarding Columbus Supported Employment Program; Alison Weyher 

for the Columbus Community Center 
 
Alison Weyher stated that she has started working with Debbie Downs from the Columbus 
Center, which is associated with Salt Lake City School District and provides employment 
opportunities for disabled adults.  She started working with them because she thought they might 
be able to fill some of the service sector jobs with people living in the community who need 
employment.  She offered to introduce Ms. Downs to people in this community who might be 
able to help provide employment opportunities. 
 
Ms. Downs explained that the Columbus Center has had some joint projects with the National 
Ability Center, and people had asked them about employment opportunities.  As a result, the 
Columbus Center expanded its supported employment program to Summit and Wasatch 
Counties.  She explained that they currently have employees at Deer Valley, McDonalds, and 
Park Silly Sunday Market.  She explained that supported employment is a program that assists 
people with disabilities to become and maintain being successfully employed in their local 
communities and is targeted toward people with disabilities.  This includes a variety of people 
and a variety of skill sets, including people with college degrees.  Disabilities include PTSD, 
anxiety disorders, physical disabilities, mental illnesses, and people with intellectual disabilities.  
She reviewed some organizations where their participants are employed in Salt Lake City.  She 
hoped there would be possibilities to work with Summit County to make placements in this 
community. 
 
Ms. Weyher stated that she would like the Council to serve as a referral agency as they hear of 
employment opportunities in the County.  Ms. Downs explained that they also provide 
businesses services in Park City.  She invited the Council Members to attend a symposium 
sponsored by Columbus on Monday. 
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 Update from Basin Recreation Special Service District; Rena Jordan, Director 
 
Rena Jordan, Director of the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District, explained that this is 
their semi-annual update to the County Council and introduced her staff members. 
 
Brian Hanton, Parks and Recreation Manager, stated that many things they have done were based 
on the community survey done a few years ago.  First had to do with dogs and creating the dog 
park at Willow Creek Park and expanding the dog park at Trailside Park.  They are creating a 
dog park at the Woods at Parley’s Lane and looking at other options in the open space areas for 
an off-leash trail area.  He noted that he also serves on the leash law task force.  He reported that 
they have installed exercise stations on the east side of Willow Creek Park and will add two 
tennis courts at Willow Creek Park this summer.  They have developed a supervised adaptive 
play program for children with disabilities which allows parents to take some time off.  They 
also hope to develop a tweens program and a senior citizens program.  He explained that they 
work with the school district to run the activities portion of summer school and an after-school 
program at Ecker Hill.  They also work with the North Summit and South Summit Recreation 
District on their recreation programs.  He stated that they have developed a survey for the parks 
to determine what the community wants.  They continue to work with Park City Recreation and 
share facilities and programs with them.  He noted that they have made a push to involve more of 
the Hispanic community in their programs.  They have 15 constructions projects planned this 
summer and have increased their staffing for the summer months. 
 
Bob Radke, Trails Manager, stated that they have been spending down the trails bond over the 
last couple of years and are working hard this year to get the rest of the trails projects completed.  
He stated that the Rasmussen Road trail will be completed within three weeks, which will 
provide 2 miles of trail uninterrupted by driveway or street crossings.  The trail through Silver 
Creek will go out to bid next week, which will be Silver Creek’s first public trail and connection 
to the rest of the public trails.  Another project is the recreation and wildlife underpass under 
Highway 40 that is scheduled to start the end of August and be done before it snows.  They are 
working on a stretch of the Millennium Trail from the Gorgoza tubing hill to Summit Park which 
could continue into next year.  They will also start a project this year to continue the Millennium 
Trail from the underpass at Highway 224 to Liberty Peaks and Crestview Condominiums.  When 
those two sections are done, they will have paved trail from Summit Park to the Park City 
Nursery.  He recalled that the open space funds purchased a conservation easement in Hi-Ute 
Ranch and Toll Canyon, and they are working the Utah Open Lands to look at trail alignments 
with the goal of breaking ground this fall.  Long-range goals include completing a stretch of trail 
between St. Mary’s Church and the Park City Nursery that will close the gaps in the Millennium 
Trail and complete that trail, working with Utah Olympic Park to create more recreational trails 
there, and working with the developer of Silver Creek Village to create a trail system and 
connect out of that subdivision.  Ms. Jordan presented a short video showing the bike park and 
discussed its benefit to the community. 
 
Matt Strader, Fieldhouse and Facilities Manager, reported that the fieldhouse construction is 95% 
complete.  He noted that the 10-year anniversary of the fieldhouse was in May, and they had a 
grand opening celebration in conjunction with the anniversary.  There are still a few issues with 
the contractor, but that does not impact what they are currently doing.  Fitness classes have 
increased from 41 in June 2013 to 73 in June 2014, with participants increasing from 2,200 to 
over 3,500.  He noted that June is typically their slowest month.  In June 2013 overall fitness use 
of the facility was 8,300 people, and in June 2014 it was 11,388.  He stated that what they do 
with the final phase of the fieldhouse will be determined after the bond election in November. 



4 
 

 
Megan Suhadolc, Business Manager, reported on the wellness program the District started in the 
spring, which includes a fitness program and biometrics.  She explained that every month they 
highlight a new fitness class that staff is required to take, plus four mandatory staff activities.  
Staff is given the opportunity to get biometric testing at the Live Well Center.  She also reported 
that the impact fee facilities plan is being updated, and it appears that the residential development 
impact fee will decrease and the commercial development impact fee will increase.  After the 
administrative control board has reviewed it, it will come to the County Council for a public 
hearing and approval.  She explained that they have two tax rates, one for operations and one for 
debt service, and both rates will decrease for 2014, for an overall reduction in the tax rate of 
6.6%.  She explained that they are well within their budget for the year. 
 
Will Pratt, Planning and Project Manager, announced that the Toll Canyon celebration day will 
be Saturday, September 13, and the public will be able to have access to the canyon on that day.  
The Hi-Ute open house will be Saturday, October 4.   
 
Ms. Jordan stated that the Recreation District has been discussing a possible bond election in 
November with the Council, and they will know shortly whether they will proceed with that.  
Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas explained that on July 16 a bond resolution will 
potentially be passed by the Recreation District requesting the Council to put it on the ballot.  On 
July 30, the Council will consider the resolution and decide the exact amount and whether to 
place it on the ballot.  That starts a process that requires a public hearing sometime in August and 
other notice requirements and another public meeting in October.  Council Member Ure asked if 
the Council could decide to remove the bond from the ballot after the public hearing.  Mr. 
Thomas confirmed that they can remove it from the ballot at any time, but they must pass a 
resolution to put it on the ballot before August 20 in order to put it on the ballot.  
 
 Presentation by Division of Water Quality regarding Echo/Rockport Reservoir Total 

Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL); Walt Baker and Kari Lundeen 
 
Walt Baker, Director of the Division of Water Quality, explained that his agency’s responsibility 
is to protect the surface water and ground water in Utah for the use of the citizens.  He explained 
that they monitor their water and do an assessment every two years that is a pass-fail report card 
showing how their waters are doing.  The waters are either doing well and sustaining their 
beneficial uses or not.  When waters are sick, they are obligated to do a total maximum daily 
load (TMDL) study to identify the pollutant causing the impairment of the water.  There are 
problems with the Echo and Rockport reservoirs, and they are at the end of the study period and 
initiating an implementation aspect of the process. 
 
Kari Lundeen with the Division of Water Quality explained that they operate under the Water 
Quality Act, which establishes the State’s Water Quality Board and authorizes them to set 
beneficial uses or water values and water quality standards to protect those uses.  They are 
required to identify waters that do not attain the water quality standards and develop a TMDL for 
each pollutant.  If expenditure are expected to exceed $10 million, they are required to take the 
results to the Natural Resources, Agriculture, and Environment Interim Committee, and this 
study was taken to that committee on June 18.  She reported that they have done multiple studies 
on these waters over the years, and the ultimate goal is to take waters off the list of impaired 
water bodies.  She explained that this study includes the upper Weber watershed, which includes 
Echo Reservoir, Rockport Reservoir, and the tributaries coming into them.  She noted that most 
of the land in this watershed is privately owned, and the watershed includes the municipalities of 
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Park City, Kamas, Oakley, and Coalville.  She explained that both reservoirs have drinking water 
use designations, and Rockport Reservoir and the Weber River are very important drinking water 
sources that provide water to about 600,000 people.  They are also designated as cold water 
fisheries, and recreation is a big part of the use that they are trying to protect.  There are also 
important agricultural uses, with Echo and Rockport Reservoirs providing a significant amount 
of irrigation water and stock watering.  A key part of the study is population growth, and Summit 
County has grown significantly over the last 20 years.  It is projected that the County will 
increase another 56% between 2010 and 2030 according to the Governor’s Office of 
Management and Budget, and Summit County wastewater treatment plant flows are anticipated 
to increase by 82%.  She explained that they view the TMDL study as an investment in the future 
to accommodate growth and preserve the quality of life. 
 
Ms. Lundeen reported that neither Rockport nor Echo Reservoirs meet the cold water fish 
species standards.  She reviewed a graph showing dissolved oxygen in the water and temperature 
and the standard for dissolved oxygen and temperature.  She noted that when the temperature is 
at a satisfactory level, the dissolved oxygen drops off, and they have particular difficulty 
maintaining good habitat for fish to thrive in Echo Reservoir.  Both reservoirs violate the 
dissolved oxygen and temperature standards, which necessitated a TMDL study, and it was 
found that the pollutants of concern are nitrogen and phosphorous.  These increased nutrients 
promote algae growth, which increases organic matter at the bottom of the reservoirs, and as it 
decomposes, it consumes oxygen, resulting in low dissolved oxygen levels.  She explained that 
lakes and reservoirs develop layers of different temperatures during the summer months, with 
warm water at the top and cold water at the bottom.  The temperature decreases in the deeper 
water, but the dissolved oxygen also decreases.  Where the temperature is too high, there is good 
dissolved oxygen, and where the temperature is good for the fish, there is too little dissolved 
oxygen.  As the reservoirs draw down, they begin to lose fish habitat, and the algae and oxygen 
concentrate near the dam.  The water quality target is to maintain an acceptable level of oxygen 
and temperature in the 6-foot layer of the reservoir near the dam.  The goal is TMDL allocations 
of nonpoint sources of 40%, point sources of 39%, and future growth of 21%. 
 
Council Member Ure noted that Rockport Reservoir is upstream from Echo Reservoir and asked 
if the nutrients that flow from Rockport into Echo are measured twice.  Ms. Lundeen replied that 
they recognize that and set part of the load from Rockport to Echo aside in their calculations. 
 
Ms. Lundeen reviewed point source implementation projects as shown in her written report and 
explained that nonpoint sources are based on voluntary reductions.  She explained that they have 
had success with voluntary implementation plans in other areas.  Once a TMDL study is 
completed on a water body, it is placed at a higher priority to receive State and federal grants for 
implementation of voluntary projects.  She stated that a lot of stakeholder and the public have 
been involved in this process.  She reported that they provided the report to the Water Quality 
Board in the spring of 2012, went to the Water Quality Board to initiate rulemaking and get 
additional public comment, met with the interim committee, and they have petitioned the Water 
Quality Board to adopt the TMDL rule and are waiting to submit it to the EPA. 
 
Chair Robinson asked who administers the incentives for the nonpoint source voluntary program 
and how a landowner would apply for financial assistance.  Ms. Lundeen replied that people 
could apply for State nonpoint source funding, and federal money is also available.  She noted 
that Jake Powell with the Kamas Valley Conservation District can help people with grants. 
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Mike Luers, General Manager of the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, explained 
that they have had years of meetings, and the TMDL impact study was no surprise to them.  The 
$19 million impact to the Water Reclamation District is a big one, but they feel it is necessary to 
protect the water resources and correct their portion of the problem.  He stated that they have met 
with all the major entities, and he did not believe this information was a surprise to any of them. 
 
Mr. Baker reviewed several of the entities involved and noted that, for a number of them, no 
upgrade is currently needed. 
 
Council Member Ure asked how the rules that are in the process of being adopted will impact 
people.  Mr. Baker explained that the rules that are out for adoption right now are independent of 
the TMDL.  After this meeting, they intend to submit the TMDL to the EPA for approval.  The 
rules that are out for public comment right now pertain to all wastewater treatment plants in the 
State, and mechanical plants must meet a certain standard for the effluent they discharge.  
Lagoons will not have an effluent limit but will be capped, and once they reach the cap limit, 
they will have to treat the side stream. 
 
Council Member Ure asked how much of the $19 million the Water Reclamation District will 
spend comes from federal or State grants.  Mr. Luers explained that the plant was built in the 
1980’s, and now there is a demand for additional capacity.  They need to double the size of the 
facility and upgrade the way they treat the wastewater to address TMDLs and other nutrient 
regulations.  Altogether, the cost is $44.3 million, and of that, about $19 million is needed to 
address these TMDL issues.  They have asked for a low-interest loan from the Water Quality 
Board, and they indicated they could possibly give them about $20 million.  He explained that 
they have planned financially for this for about five years, and the rates are in place for this, so 
they are in pretty good shape.  They anticipate starting engineering next year, which will take 12 
months, and it will take 36 months to construct.  He noted that there may be inflation costs and 
unforeseen costs related to this project that may require a small rate increase, and they should 
know by 2016 whether a rate increase is needed for unforeseen costs for this project. 
 
County Manager Bob Jasper recalled that one of the Council’s strategic priorities is clean water, 
and they have focused on septic systems and stormwater discharge.  He asked how this ties in 
with the EPA cleanup of the soils in the Snyderville Basin.  John Whitehead, Deputy Director of 
the Division of Water Quality, explained that the issues with the EPA have to do with metals 
contamination and cleanup from past practices, and the TMDL has nothing to do with metals.  
They are two different issues.  They are working with Park City to get bids on the discharges and 
treat them so they can keep the drinking water safe.  He explained that they want to take the 
water out of the Judge Tunnel and treat it to use in the drinking water system rather than running 
it into Silver Creek, which is loaded with metals, and eventually produce a healthy stream. 
 
Council Member Ure asked how they would stop nutrients from coming down into the reservoirs 
if they put the Kamas Valley on a pressurized system.  Mr. Baker explained that the nonpoint 
source contributions are multi-faceted, and there is no guarantee that putting in a pressurized 
system would resolve the issue.  Stormwater, agricultural runoff, and streambed erosion all 
impact the reservoirs.  He noted that flood irrigation picks up the nutrients and takes them into 
the streams, and if they can abate flood irrigation, which will be more efficient water wise, it will 
help preserve the reservoirs.  Council Member Ure asked if there is money available to the 
irrigation companies for the pressurized systems.  Mr. Baker replied that there is not a global 
answer to that question; it is site specific.  The Water Quality Board does not have funds to 
pressurize the entire State, and they have to set priorities.  He explained that they are currently 
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working on a project with a consortium of irrigation companies in the Hoytsville area, and they 
will support projects that have the goal of protecting and restoring water quality. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked if all nonpoint source projects will be voluntary or if there 
will be some requirements, such as fencing, grazing, and keeping cattle away from the stream 
systems.  Ms. Lundeen replied that it would all be voluntary.  Council Member Armstrong asked 
about the point sources, and Ms. Lundeen noted that they are all shown in her report.  He asked if 
the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District project would take care of their part of the 
point sources.  Mr. Luers replied that it would.  He explained that they only discharge into the 
Weber River via Silver Creek and only impact Echo Reservoir.  Council Member Armstrong 
asked if there will be some sort of active engagement with the nonpoint sources to help them and 
guide them through the process.  Jake Powell explained that if someone is interested in doing 
conservation, he can help them find the funding.  He explained that they also go out and knock 
on doors and introduce themselves, and they work with watershed groups to talk to their 
neighbors and friends and put them in touch with him or other agencies that can help them.  
Council Member Armstrong asked if the irrigation companies might be interested in entering 
into a coalition to address some of the issues.  Council Member Ure replied that would depend 
on who is on the irrigation company board.  He believed there are enough new people moving 
into the Kamas Valley that they will eventually move to a pressurized system.  He stated that the 
boards need to be educated about the TMDLs and how they influence the reservoirs. 
 
Summit County Health Director Rich Bullough explained that the Health Department’s authority 
with regard to nonpoint source relates to septic systems.  They have already implemented new 
policies for new septic systems and are becoming more proactive and supportive of the County’s 
strategic priorities.  He believed the TMDL provides another tool.  If the Health Department 
adopts policies that are stricter than State policy, they have to justify them, and this data provides 
a component of their justification that they need to do more.  He stated that his department fully 
supports this. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked if flood irrigation is a significant source of nutrients or if it is 
just one of many.  Ms. Lundeen replied that it is one of many, but when they last looked at the 
data, it was a pretty significant source. 
 
Council Member Ure commented that he believes the State needs to communicate with the 
County when adopting rules that affect the citizens of the County and requested updates from the 
State when issues like this arise. 
 
Council Member Ure was excused from the remainder of the meeting. 
 
 Update from Park City Fire Special Service District; Paul Hewitt, Fire Chief 
 
Fire Chief Paul Hewitt reviewed the organizational chart, commenting that it has not changed 
much since he arrived 3 ½ years ago, and discussed a number of the requirements the Fire 
District must meet.  He discussed staffing at the fire stations and explained that they meet the 
NFPA 1710 standards for staffing, which determine how fast they should respond and with what 
apparatus and what personnel.  Those standards urge that within five minutes they should be able 
to have four people on the scene of a fire 90% of the time.  On medical response they ask for two 
paramedics on scene within five minutes, and with the County’s help, they run four ambulances.  
He explained that when they reach a point that they can save the citizenry as much in insurance 
premiums as the entire fire department budget, it is an indication that the fire department should 
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be a full-time department, and the Park City Fire District reach that point quite some time ago.  
When the North Summit and South Summit Fire Districts reach that point, it will indicate that 
they should become full-time fire departments.  Chief Hewitt reviewed the calls received by the 
Fire District and noted that EMS is the bulk of what they do.  With Chief Hales managing the 
North and South Summit Fire Districts, they can also request ambulances from them if needed.  
He explained that their call volume continues to increase, and they are becoming more accurate 
in how they report the calls. 
 
CFO Bill Pyper reported that revenue during 2014 is fairly flat with just a little bit of new 
growth, and they project a little bit of new growth in 2015.  He explained that they have quite a 
bit budgeted for apparatus in 2015, but depending on the revenues, they may scale that back.  He 
answered questions regarding the budget for the Manager and Council Members. 
 
Battalion Chief Eric Hales stated that the Fire District has partnered with Summit County to 
provide emergency medical services since 1996 when they entered an agreement with the 
County to provide ambulance services.  Over the years they have enhanced their level of service 
to an advanced EMT level.  They have four staffed ambulances and two additional ambulances 
that can be dispatched at any time.  After the hospital came into the community, they sought 
additional licensure to include the paramedic inter-facility transport license to retain as much 
revenue in the County as possible.  In February 2001, the County Commission asked Park City 
Fire District to manage the North Summit ambulance service, and their goal is to improve the 
operations and management of the ambulance service in that area.  He explained that finding 
coverage on weekdays during the day in that rural setting is very difficult, and they are working 
hard to retain and recruit good people.  In October 2013, they also started managing the South 
Summit Ambulance, and things are going well.  There are paramedics who live in the South 
Summit community, and they hope to enhance their level of service to advanced EMT. 
 
Chief Hewitt explained that there are several ways of delivering emergency services, and the 
most efficient way is to have dual-trained people operating out of the same station.  It is not only 
a safer way to respond, but more cost efficient.  He explained that they also have special 
operations and a hazardous materials technical response team, and they can provide all kinds of 
rescues.  They also have a wildland team that is also a revenue generator. 
 
Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas asked if the Fire District has any specialized training in 
the event of a pipeline failure.  Chief Hewitt replied that they could divert, dike, deny entry, and 
bring in the necessary resources to deal with it.  They could not handle a 100,000-gallon spill, 
but they could mitigate the damage and have a positive impact. 
 
Chief Hales stated that last year they introduced their motorcycle program to get to emergencies 
on the trails.  They also have had a Ranger with a patient compartment for special events, and 
they now have a tracked Ranger that can go anywhere.  It will have a compartment to carry a 
patient and small firefighting capabilities. 
 
Chief Hewitt reported that in 2012 the District was deployed 55 days on wildland fires, and they 
are reimbursed for all their costs.   
 
Assistant Chief Scott Adams discussed the District’s prevention services and explained that they 
have wildland fire danger signs around the community and have worked closely with Fire 
Warden Bryce Boyer to identify areas that are in particular danger.  Since 1999 they have had a 
fuel reduction or chipping program, and they have hired two additional people this year.  They 
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have been swamped with construction plan and site review requests from the Planning 
Department since May, and they also assist with reviews for the Park City Building Department.  
He reported that last year they worked with the Division of Natural Resources and Division of 
Forestry and amended the community wildfire protection plan for the entire Fire District.  By 
doing that, the homeowners associations are eligible for work in kind to provide defensible space 
and receive benefits back.  He explained that they try to work with the HOAs each year to 
promote fire wise safety and defensible space.  They also work with the ski resorts and other 
large businesses in the community to plan and provide defensible space. 
 
Chief Hewitt reported that the District puts out an annual report each year, and they update their 
strategic plan every 24 months.  That plan includes buildout of another station, staff 
development, leadership development, and minimum standards so firefighters have to prove they 
can do their work every year. 
 
CONVENE AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE 
DISTRICT 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to convene as the Governing Board of the Park 
City Fire District.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member Ure was not present for the vote. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of the Park City Fire District was called to order at 5:30 
p.m. 
 
CONSIDERATION FOR ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2014-18 OF THE 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH, ACTING AS THE GOVERNING 
AUTHORITY OF THE PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT, SUMMIT COUNTY, 
UTAH (THE “DISTRICT”), RATIFYING AND CONFIRMING A RESOLUTION 
ADOPTED BY THE ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL BOARD OF PARK CITY FIRE 
SERVICE DISTRICT; AND AUTHORIZING THE TAKING OF ALL OTHER 
ACTIONS NECESSARY TO THE CONSUMMATION OF ALL RELATED MATTERS; 
BILL PYPER, CFO, PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT 
 
Chair Robinson stated that it appears that the Fire District is refinancing something, but he could 
not determine the dollar amount of the debt being refinanced or the proposed terms.  Mr. Pyper 
explained that in 2004 the District entered into certificates of participation with Wells Fargo 
Bank, and they are refinancing that debt.  On July 1 the Fire Board met and passed a resolution 
to adopt the refinance.  The current interest rate is 4.44%, and the new interest rate would be 
2.71%.  There is 15 years remaining on the life of the loan, and the refinance would decrease that 
to 10 years.  The principal outstanding is $5.495 million.  He explained one component of the 
collateral for the certificates of participation was land adjacent to the fire station on Canyons 
Resort Drive that would be released from collateral.  He explained that the land south of the 
station has been requested as part of the Canyons golf maintenance facility, and Deputy County 
Attorneys Dave Thomas and Jami Brackin requested that they release that portion of the land.  
He noted that there is a clause that states the Fire District would release that land if they do not 
need it for a fire station.  He explained that the terms sheet has all the pertinent information. 
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Mr. Thomas explained that a series of events must occur before the property exchanges and open 
space easement can occur at the Canyons, and the refinance with Wells Fargo is also time 
sensitive.  He explained that the bond counsel prepared the documents, and he believed all the 
information was forwarded to them. 
 
Board Member Carson stated that she would be comfortable with an approval contingent on the 
Chair seeing all the necessary documents.  Chair Robinson noted that the resolution states that 
they will be lowering the interest rate and lowering the term, so this would not give the District 
carte blanche.  He believed they could pass the resolution conditioned on seeing the details in the 
letter from Wells Fargo. 
 
Board Member McMullin made a motion to adopt Resolution No. 2014-18 ratifying and 
confirming a resolution adopted by the Administrative Control Board of the Park City Fire 
Service District contingent upon the Chair’s receipt of the terms of the refinance that are 
substantially similar to those set forth in the June 27, 2014, letter from Wells Fargo Bank to 
Bill Pyper, CFO of the Park City Fire District, and incorporation of Exhibit B.  The motion 
was seconded by Board Member Carson and passed by a vote of 3 to 1, with Board 
Members Carson, McMullin, and Robinson voting in favor of the motion, Board Member 
Armstrong voting against the motion, and Board Member Ure being absent. 
 
Chief Hewitt commented that they are working toward becoming a debt-free district, and the Fire 
District is sustainable. 
 
DISMISS AS THE PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT 
 
Board Member Armstrong made a motion to dismiss as the Governing Board of the Park 
City Fire District and to reconvene as the Summit County Council in regular meeting.  The 
motion was seconded by Board Member Carson and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Board 
Member Ure was not present for the vote. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of the Park City Fire Service District adjourned at 5:40 
p.m. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Robinson called the regular meeting to order at 5:40 pm. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ADOTION OF ORDINANCE #773-A 
PROHIBITING THE USE OF FIREWORKS AND OPEN FIRES WITHIN SUMMIT 
COUNTY DURING THE FIRE SEASON 2014 
 
Fire Marshall Bryce Boyer reported that he met with Chief Smith with the North Summit Fire 
District, Chief Adams, Fire Marshall for Park City, and Chief Hewitt with the Park City Fire 
District.  Based on the fire activity in the last week, they felt it would be best to impose fire 
restrictions that would ban open burning and fireworks for the remainder of the 2014 fire season.  
He clarified that the fireworks banned would be Class C and above, which is anything that flies 
or explodes, and the State has prepared a waiver form for commercial fireworks displays.  He 
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explained that this would apply only in unincorporated County lands, not in cities, and cities 
would have to take their own independent action. 
 
Chair Robinson confirmed with Mr. Boyer that open fires means outside of an established fire 
pit. 
 
Mr. Boyer explained that, if they can ban instances and potential fires that could be caused by 
fireworks and bonfires, they will have more resources to deal with circumstances they cannot 
control.  He explained that most of the resources are currently committed on fires between Utah, 
Nevada, and Idaho.  In the event of a fire in Summit County, they would only have the resources 
that are on hand and would have to bring in additional resources. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked how they could get the word out about the fireworks ban.  Mr. 
Boyer replied that they have already contacted the County public information officer and Health 
Department public information officer, and the State has prepared a statement for the media.  
Once Summit County signs off on this, the State will issue a press release. 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to adopt Ordinance #773-A prohibiting the use 
of fireworks and open fires within Summit County during the fire season 2014.  The motion 
was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council 
Member Ure was not present for the vote. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
MAY 28, 2014 
JUNE 4, 2014 
JUNE 10, 2014 
JUNE 18, 2014 
 
Council Member Carson noted that she had some edits to the May 28 minutes that she would 
provide to the County Clerk. 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to approve the June 4, 2014; June 10, 2014; and 
June 18, 2014, County Council minutes as written and the May 28, 2014, County Council 
minutes as corrected.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member Ure was not present for the vote. 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Jasper reported that he met with Mike Gore and an attorney, and they intend to have the 
Canyons golf course done by September 30.  Some items still need to be worked on, and they 
will start clarifying and negotiating them.  One issue is that the County believes the golf course is 
to allow public play, but that has not been defined, and they need to determine what that will 
mean.  They want the County to turn over some property to make everything work, and there is a 
question about what can be done in the winter on the golf course, such as cross-country skiing.  
He noted that there is a combination of parties in these negotiations, which makes them more 
complex.  He also reported that he and members of the Planning and Engineering Staff met with 
them and drove to a number of locations on the mountain to look for potential sites for a 
maintenance facility.  Mr. Jasper stated that he has committed to work with them to try to find a 
reasonable location for a maintenance facility. 
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COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council Member Carson thanked Staff for putting together a fact sheet regarding the pipeline 
issue.  She believed it would have some good information and be a good resource for the 
community and for Staff.  Council Member Armstrong requested the press’s help when the fact 
sheet is ready to let people know they can go there to get their questions answered. 
 
Council Member Carson recalled that they previously discussed hazardous spill reimbursements 
for North Summit and South Summit Fire Districts and creating an ordinance to cover them.  She 
did not want to forget to do that. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public input. 
 
There was no public input. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public input. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Chris Robinson    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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  M I N U T E S 
 

S U M M I T   C O U N T Y 
BOARD OF COUNTY COUNCIL 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 16, 2014 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

COALVILLE, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager 
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   David Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Kent Jones, Clerk 
David Ure, Council Member    Karen McLaws, Secretary 
    
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to convene in closed session to discuss litigation.  
The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  
Council Member Armstrong was not present for the vote. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session for the purpose of discussing litigation from 
2:35 p.m. to 3:05 p.m.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   David Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director 
David Ure, Council Member 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss litigation and 
to convene in closed session to discuss personnel.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member Carson and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member Armstrong was not 
present for the vote. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session for the purpose of discussing personnel from 
3:05 p.m. to 3:40 p.m.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Kim Carson, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director 
David Ure, Council Member 
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Council Member Ure made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in work 
session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed unanimously, 5 
to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair Robinson called the work session to order at 3:50 p.m. 
 
 Discuss changes to the Summit County Animal Control Code; Helen Strachan, Deputy 

County Attorney 
 
Deputy County Attorney Helen Strachan presented the staff report and explained that Staff has 
been working on the leash law and felt this would be a good opportunity to work on other desired 
changes to the Animal Control Code.  First would be to change dog licensing to a three-year 
license to correspond with the three-year rabies vaccination.  Currently, dogs that are not 
sterilized can be licensed at a higher rate, and it is proposed that they require sterilization prior to 
licensing. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked if there is an exemption from sterilization for dog breeders.  
Council Member Armstrong suggested an exemption for breeders and show dogs.  Council 
Member McMullin expressed concern that people would take advantage of the exemption for 
show dogs.  Council Member Ure stated that he did not believe they should list exemptions and 
just charge a higher rate for unsterilized animals.  Council Member Carson expressed concern 
that, if they charge a higher fee for unsterilized animals, people would not have their animals 
sterilized and not license them.  Chair Robinson argued that people would just claim they are a 
breeder and are not required to sterilize their animals.  Council Member McMullin stated that 
unsterilized animals are a huge problem in the County and in the country, and they need to do 
whatever they can to encourage sterilization.  Ms. Strachan offered to address that when they 
prepare the fee schedule. 
 
Ms. Strachan explained that agricultural dogs are currently exempt from licensing, and it is 
recommended that they require agricultural dogs to be licensed because they are required to be 
vaccinated under State law, and associating a license with that would help ensure that they are 
vaccinated.  There have been instances where agricultural dogs have attacked other dogs or 
individuals and then run off, and it may be difficult to determine who owns the dog and whether 
it has been vaccinated.  Brian Bellamy explained that sometimes they get dogs at Animal Control 
and do not know who to return them to, and licensing would help with that. 
 
Council Member Ure stated that an agricultural dog that wears a collar can easily hang itself if it 
gets caught on a fence.  Mr. Bellamy explained that a license could be tied to a microchip so an 
agricultural dog would not have to wear a collar and license.  Chair Robinson noted that many 
agricultural dog owners also breed their own dogs and suggested that the Code state that properly 
licensed breeders and agricultural dog owners be exempt from having to sterilize their dogs.  Mr. 
Bellamy offered to do some additional research to see how that is handled by other entities. 
 
Ms. Strachan stated that another change is to the dogs running at large provision, and they 
recommend that dogs can be off leash on the real property limits of the owner, within a car, if the 
dog is an agricultural dog, within the real property of another person with the property owner’s 
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consent, or in a formally-approved off-leash dog area.  Staff also recommended that dogs be 
allowed to be off leash for hunting purposes. 
 
Council Member Carson requested that they include a provision that the owner must always have 
a leash in hand, even if using an electronic collar.  Council Member Armstrong explained that 
just having an electronic collar is not enough; the owner is obligated to be sure the collar controls 
the dog.  Ms. Strachan offered to include language that dogs with electronic collars must be 
under voice and sight control. 
 
Ms. Strachan presented the proposed language for the off-leash dog tag.  Mr. Bellamy explained 
that they cannot make this provision work unless they add to their staff.  Council Member 
McMullin did not believe there is any question that they need to provide staff for Animal 
Control, because they are already under-staffed.  Mr. Bellamy noted that this should be part of 
the budget discussion.  Council Member McMullin felt they need to at least get back to the staff 
level they had in 2008 and did not believe there was any question that this would be a priority in 
the budget process, because they have had a group of citizens working on it for 18 months.  Mr. 
Bellamy explained that they will need a couple more officers to be able to enforce the off-leash 
tag provision. 
 
Chair Robinson asked if off-leash dogs in designated areas are the problem, or if the problem is 
dogs off leash in all other areas of the County.  He asked how the off-leash tag would improve 
the situation if the problem is off-leash dogs in other areas of the County.  Council Member 
Carson responded that the problem is lack of official off-leash areas for people to take their dogs.  
One recommendation of the committee was to expand the off-leash areas, but their research 
showed they need a commitment on the part of dog owners to help support the off-leash areas.  
That is where the idea of the tag came in, and it has been successful in other communities.  She 
proposed that when they license dogs in the coming year, they provide information about off-
leash areas, the responsibilities that go with that, and that owners assume liability for their pets 
when they go into off-leash areas.  They can evaluate that in a year to see how the off-leash areas 
are working and incorporate something into the fees to help support off-leash areas. 
 
Council Member Armstrong stated that some people are terrified of dogs because of a negative 
encounter with them, and often people do not think about their pets that way.  He explained that 
people need to be responsible dog owners and recognize that not everyone shares their attitude 
about their animals.  Some people are genuinely and legitimately frightened of dogs, and any dog 
approaching them is a negative experience.  They have the same right to share the trails and open 
space as people with dogs, and they need to figure out a way to enforce and educate dog owners 
to know that they need to control their animals and have some empathy and understanding for 
people they encounter.  Council Member Carson stated that another aspect is enforcement, 
especially in parks where children are playing, and they need to let people know that some areas 
will be off limits for dogs to be off leash. 
 
Chair Robinson asked how much of the need for additional personnel is driven by the new off-
leash tag versus policing the expanded off-leash areas and other general administration.  It 
appeared to him that the purpose of the off-leash tag is to educate dog owners who buy the tag.  
If that is the purpose, he believed they could educate people without hiring employees to police 
the off-leash parks to be sure they have a tag.  He liked the idea of postponing the off-leash tag, 
expanding the off-leash areas, and then looking at whether they want to implement an off-leash 
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tag.  He expressed concern that the off-leash tag is driving the need for additional personnel.  
Council Member Armstrong stated that the off-leash tag is driving part of the specialist 
component of the need for additional personnel, but they cannot stay with the status quo.  Even 
with expanded off-leash areas, he believed people would take their dogs off leash in leash areas.  
They need a new Animal Control Director and are down Animal Control officers, so they do not 
even have the ability to enforce the status quo.  They are seeing more and more negative 
interactions with off-leash dogs and need to address that, so they need additional personnel 
whether they implement the off-leash tag or not. 
 
County Manager Bob Jasper stated that, if they adopt something, they should be able to 
implement it reasonably well, and he did not want to adopt another set of laws and not be able to 
enforce them.  That would only create friction with the citizens. 
 
Council Member Armstrong summarized that they are trying to resolve the greater problem, 
which is conflicts with dogs being off leash in areas where dogs should be on leash, and they do 
not have enough Animal Control support or Sheriff’s deputies to enforce that.  An additional 
complaint they get from the public is that there are not enough unleashed areas where people can 
take their dogs, and they are trying to accommodate that by opening non-leash areas.  If they 
educate the public regarding their responsibilities in on-leash areas, they should be able to have 
less conflict there.  He disagreed with the notion that the idea is to police the off-leash areas, 
which is only a small part of this process.  The goal is to minimize conflicts, and off-leash areas 
and tags are just a couple of tools for doing that. 
 
Council Member Carson explained that, if they implement the off-leash tag requirement, they 
would need occasional patrolling to be sure people purchase and use the tag properly.  However, 
they also need to patrol the on-leash areas to be sure people have their dogs on leash.  She stated 
that they cannot budget for something unless they already have it in mind, and that is why they 
are presenting this now.  She suggested that they incorporate some of the benefits of the off-leash 
tag into the regular licensing process, use that for the coming year as they develop more off-leash 
areas, and re-evaluate it next year to see if they are relieving the problems on the trails where 
people allow their dogs to run off leash, if people are using the off-leash areas, and whether they 
are able to develop new off-leash areas. 
 
Mr. Bellamy explained that this will be a process.  Even if they had a 100-acre off-leash dog 
park, they want compliance.  They are not interested in writing citations; they just want people to 
comply with the Code.  The emphasis will be on asking people to fix the problem before issuing 
a citation.  He explained that some of the money they receive could help defray the costs of 
doggy bags and other things needed to help those who own the off-leash area. 
 
Chair Robinson believed they should include the language regarding the off-leash tag in the 
ordinance and pass it now, and he would agree with implementing it knowing they will not be 
adding staff right now.  Then they should have a discussion during the budget session about the 
best way to deal with the real problems.  He believed the real problem is that there is a great 
disregard for the leash law requirements, and they are trying to alleviate that by providing more 
off-leash areas, using the tag to help pay for those areas and provide education.  Council Member 
Carson suggested that they not have the separate tag and include the education with the normal 
license.  She recommended that they send that information back to the task force for their 
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feedback and commit to evaluating it in a year, once they have expanded off-leash areas, to see 
how the education campaign and other components have worked. 
 
Ms. Strachan addressed the proposed nuisance provision related to barking dogs and defining 
what an extended period means.  The amendment would also put the responsibility on the 
complainant to identify his or herself and provide specific information regarding the complaint.  
Council Member McMullin stated that 30 minutes sounds a little short to her, and she believed 
there is a distinction between dogs barking all night versus barking during the day.  Ms. Strachan 
explained that they have exemptions for trespass or dogs being teased or provoked and for 
agricultural dogs actively working.  However, if there is a continual problem, Animal Control 
would act, and she believed the language addresses that.  Council Member Carson stated that she 
supports the 10-day correctional period. 
 
The Council Members and Ms. Strachan addressed the section regarding attacking dogs and 
vicious animals, and Ms. Strachan offered to address that in the ordinance.   
 
Council Member McMullin asked about dogs left in a hot car.  Ms. Strachan replied that is 
addressed in the Code as cruelty to animals.  Council Member McMullin asked if the Code 
allows someone to break a window if they see a dog in distress in a car.  Mr. Bellamy stated that 
it has been explained to Animal Control that they are to call the Sheriff’s Office to respond if 
they see an animal in distress in a car.  Ms. Strachan did not believe they should include 
language in the Code encouraging people to break windows.  Mr. Bellamy suggested that they 
strengthen the tethering language and stated that they have seen instances where dogs have been 
tethered 24 hours a day on a 5- or 6-foot tether.  Ms. Strachan explained that Salt Lake City 
adopted language making it illegal to tether a dog for more than 10 hours in a 24-hour period.  
The Council Members suggested language saying tethered on a short tether for more than 10 
hours. 
 
Ms. Strachan recalled that they removed the language limiting the number of dogs in a kennel to 
30 dogs.  Council Member McMullin stated that they removed that language because the number 
of dogs was less important than the impact, and if a kennel can mitigate the impact, it should be 
allowed.  Mr. Bellamy offered to provide for the Council some of the concerns Staff sees with 
multiple dogs in an area. 
 
Ms. Strachan stated that she would make the changes discussed, weigh the comments, and 
schedule the proposed ordinance for a public hearing. 
 
Council Member McMullin was excused from the remainder of the meeting. 
 
 Presentation regarding Forest Insect and Disease Conditions and the Timber Harvest 

Tour by Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands; P.J. Abraham, Area Forester 
 
P.J. Abraham, Area Forester for the Forestry, Fire & Stand Lands Division, reported that the U.S. 
Forest Service completed an aerial flight of the forest looking for insect disease.  He presented a 
map showing the results of that flight and noted that the areas shown in blue show where the 
spruce beetle was observed last year.  He explained that the spruce beetle exists at a higher 
elevation than the area where the pine beetle attacks, and the spruce beetle only attacks spruce 
trees while the pine beetle will only attack pine trees.  They flew over 712,000 acres in Summit 
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County and found about 12,000 spruce trees affected in about 5,000 acres.  In his observations 
this year, the number had approximately doubled, and each year the infestation moves further 
north.  Summit County is currently getting hit hard by the spruce beetle, and on Highway 35 in 
the Wolf Creek Pass area, the spruce beetle has killed 85% to 90% of the spruce trees. 
 
Mr. Abraham explained that two things concern him about this situation—the fire potential and 
forest health issues.  He anticipated that lightning could strike the dead trees, and it is likely there 
will be a significant increase in fire hazard in 20 years if nothing is done and the trees have fallen 
to the ground.  He is trying to get the Forest Service involved and get private land owners to 
manage their lands now while there is still value in the timber.  He explained that they do not 
spray the forest, and the way to manage this is to promote logging.  He acknowledged that there 
are restrictions on logging on Forest Service lands, but people can log immediately on private 
lands. 
 
Council Member Ure stated that he has had discussions about a potential grant to start harvesting 
trees on the North Slope of the Uintas.    
 
Mr. Abraham explained that much of the area impacted by the spruce beetle in Chalk Creek and 
Weber Canyon is in the Weber River drainage that supplies Summit County.  Each year the 
Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands puts on a timber harvest tour, and he recommended that 
the tour be hosted in Summit County this year.  They would like to get together as many private 
land owners as possible for the tour on August 30.  They will take a field trip to the Whitney 
Reservoir area and discuss the spruce beetle, and they will look at current timber harvests, post-
treatment sites, and 20-year post-treatment sites.  They will answer questions and try to promote 
management on the headwaters.  He provided fliers announcing the timber harvest tour and 
requested that the Council help promote it.  Council Member Ure volunteered himself and Chair 
Robinson to call people if Mr. Abraham would provide a list of telephone numbers. 
 
Council Member Carson observed that the Council should have regular meetings with the Forest 
Service and requested that be included on a future agenda. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Robinson called the regular meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS  
 
Council Member Carson reported that she attended the Chamber of Commerce luncheon today, 
and Summit County was recognized for its support and the TRT funds.  She also attended a 
presented by HEAL Utah at the Richins Building.  She recommended that anyone interested in 
the future of solar in Utah contact the Public Service Commission by July 29. 
 
Council Member Armstrong reported that he met with Utah Clean Energy and commented that 
they have made some great advances in the County with solar.  One participant discussed a 
commercial business that installed solar, and with the surcharges, their rates did not change.  
They saved a lot of money in terms of not using electricity, but not in what they were paying.  He 
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believed there is a fear that the surcharges will have a negative impact on people wanting to 
adopt solar installations.  He stated that Rocky Mountain Power needs to show why the 
surcharge is needed to equalize the benefits solar users get, and they have not provided any 
justification for that.  Council Member Carson noted that Rocky Mountain Power is required by 
law to have a cost/benefit analysis, and they claim that having the hearings they have had and the 
input they have received is that information. 
 
Council Member Ure thanked Council Member Carson for representing the County on so many 
issues.  He stated that at the meeting yesterday with the Forest Service, they discussed the 
watershed resources the Forest Service is trying to take over, and some very direct questions 
were posed.  It was brought out that the way they are going about this is not legal, because they 
are calling it a policy and not an administrative rule and are following a different set of 
guidelines.  He stated that the western governors will meet next week to take a stand, and he 
believed they would be against the Forest Service trying to manage all the water resources.  He 
commented that the State Water Engineer was very upset, because he felt this was a ploy to 
undermine the state water rights ownership.  
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
There were no Manager comments. 
  
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF 2014 PROPOSED TAX RATES 
PERTAINING TO SUMMIT COUNTY, PARK CITY FIRE SPECIAL SERVICE 
DISTRICT, AND THE SNYDERVILLE BASIN SPECIAL RECREATION DISTRICT; 
MATT LEAVITT, AUDITOR’S OFFICE 
 
Council Member Carson asked Mr. Leavitt to address an article that was published in the Salt 
Lake Tribune regarding a miscalculation.  Finance Officer Matt Leavitt explained that the impact 
on Summit County is very minimal, because the miscalculation relates to redevelopment areas, 
and the redevelopment agencies in Summit County are in Park City.  He stated that adoption of 
the tax rates is a formality, and the tax rates have decreased due to increased valuation and new 
growth values.  In the County overall, new growth value is approximately $177 million, and in 
the municipal services area, it is approximately $124 million. 
 
Council Member Armstrong made a motion to adopt the 2014 proposed tax rates 
pertaining to Summit County, Park City Fire Special Service District, and the Snyderville 
Basin Special Recreation District.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson 
and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public input. 
 
There was no public input. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public input. 
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CONVENE AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE WILDLAND FIRE SERVICE 
AREA  
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to convene as the Governing Board of the 
Wildland Fire Service Area.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong 
and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of the Summit County Wildland Fire Service Area was 
called to order at 5:55 p.m.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING THE PROPOSED WITHDRAWAL OF THE 
TOLLGATE CANYON AREA FROM WILDLAND FIRE SERVICE AREA AND 
POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION NO. 2014-19, A RESOLUTION 
APPROVING THE WITHDRWAL OF THE TOLLGATE CANYON AREA FROM THE 
BOUNDARIES OF THE SUMMIT COUNTY WILDLAND FIRE SERVICE AREA; 
HELEN STRACHAN, DEPUTY COUNTY ATTORNEY 
 
Ms. Strachan recalled that the Council previously held a public hearing on a petition to annex 
Tollgate Canyon into the North Summit Fire District, and no protests were filed.  In order to 
complete that process, it is necessary to de-annex Tollgate Canyon from the Wildland Fire 
Service Area, as it cannot be within two different districts that provide the same service.  A 
petition was filed to de-annex from the Wildland Fire Service Area, which requires a public 
hearing and to adopt a resolution to de-annex the area from the Wildland Fire Service Area.  That 
would be followed by approval of a resolution to annex into the North Summit Fire District.  She 
noted that North Summit Fire is considering building a fire station in Tollgate Canyon. 
 
Chair Robinson observed that the fiscal impact of the withdrawal would be a loss of $25,000 to 
Wildland Fire out of total revenue of $69,000.  Fire Marshall Bryce Boyer explained that 
withdrawing from Wildland Fire will give people in Tollgate Canyon protection for structures, 
which they would not receive from the Wildland Fire Service Area.  He stated that North 
Summit Fire has typically responded to structure fires in Tollgate Canyon with no recuperation 
of costs.  He explained that the Wildland Fire Service Area would still be responsible for fighting 
wildland fire in Tollgate Canyon, and that would be handled similar to the Rockport fire last 
year.  He stated that the residents will get better coverage considering what has already been 
built in Tollgate Canyon. 
 
Board Member Armstrong recalled that the North Summit Fire District has serviced structure 
fires in Tollgate Canyon without authorization to do so.  The Council had suggested to the North 
Summit Fire District that they should probably annex Tollgate Canyon into the Fire District to 
reflect legally what is actually happening. 
 
Chair Robinson clarified that the Wildland Fire Service Area will lose about $25,000 in revenue, 
and the North Summit Fire District is estimated to collect an additional $83,000 in revenue, 
which means taxpayers in the annexed area will pay an additional amount for their fire service. 
 
Board Member Armstrong clarified that the Council did not direct Tollgate Canyon to join the 
North Summit Fire District, but North Summit was to go to the residents and see what they 
wanted.  Ms. Strachan explained that a petition was circulated in the Tollgate area and signed by 
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registered voters asking to withdraw from the Wildland Fire Service Area and to annex into the 
North Summit Fire District. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
 
Margaret Hiller stated that she represents 210 Tollgate Properties, L.P., which owns 218.5 acres 
in Tollgate Canyon, and they are in favor of the fire station. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing.   
 
Board Member Ure made a motion to approve Resolution No. 2014-19, a resolution 
approving the withdrawal of the Tollgate Canyon area from the boundaries of the Summit 
County Wildland Fire Service Area.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Carson 
and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Board Member McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
DISMISS AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE WILDLAND FIRE SERVICE AREA 
 
Board Member Ure made a motion to dismiss as the Governing Board of the Wildland Fire 
Service Area.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Armstrong and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0.  Board Member McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of the Summit County Wildland Fire Service Area 
adjourned at 6:05 p.m. 
 
ACTING AS THE COUNTY COUNCIL, POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION 
NO. 2014-20, A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ANNEXATION OF THE 
TOLLGATE CANYON AREA INTO THE BOUNDARIES OF THE NORTH SUMMIT 
FIRE SERVICE DISTRICT; HELEN STRACHAN, DEPUTY COUNTY ATTORNEY 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to approve Resolution 2014-20, a resolution 
approving the annexation of the Tollgate Canyon area into the boundaries of the North 
Summit Fire Service District.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and 
passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member McMullin was not present for the vote.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR TANGER OUTLETS RETAIL EXPANSION; 
6699 LANDMARK DRIVE; DAVID P. ROSE, APPLICANT; AMIR CAUS, COUNTY 
PLANNER 
 
County Planner Amir Caus explained that Staff has been working with the developers to finalize 
a development agreement.  He noted that outstanding issues include clarification of a few 
exhibits and that the architectural guidelines from the original SPA designation were included in 
this development agreement.  He explained that one outstanding issue is determination of the 
uses.  He recalled that the SPA designation was based on retail uses only, and the applicant has 
expanded the uses somewhat.  One of the uses is a restaurant, and the Snyderville Basin Planning 
Commission indicated they would like that to be deli-style foodservice so it would not attract 
people from the outside.  It would actually reduce traffic by containing people within the center 
so they do not have to leave to get food and come back.  The Code defines a deli as 75 square 
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feet and no more than 12 people.  The applicants are proposing a 3,000-square-foot area and no 
more than 24 people.  The Planning Commission also requested LED lighting, and the applicant 
has indicated that all the lights are on one switch, so they cannot turn them off at a certain time to 
address dark sky concerns.  He stated that the Planning Commission felt the insides of the stores 
could use LED lighting for better energy efficiency. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that Deputy County Attorney Jami Brackin proposed 75 square feet for the 
deli based on the Deli definition in the Code.  As he addressed this with the applicant, they 
wanted 24 or fewer people in terms of seating in a 3,000-square-foot patron area.  He suggested 
something much smaller than that but larger than 75 square feet that would be in line with what 
the Planning Commission intended. 
 
Chair Robinson stated that it seemed a lot of comments were inserted into the agreement and 
asked if they have been resolved.  Planner Caus replied that, after the staff report was published, 
Staff, the Attorney’s Office, and the applicant have worked on those, and most of them have 
been taken care of.  Chair Robinson noted that Finding of Fact 12 says the fee for the affordable 
housing will be paid within one year of receiving a building permit, and the development 
agreement says within 30 days of receiving a building permit.  Planner Caus explained that the 
language in the development agreement is correct.  Chair Robinson verified with Staff that this is 
a new development agreement that applies only to this expansion and is not an amendment to or 
restatement of a previous development agreement. 
 
David Rose, the applicant, explained that the staff report came out last week, and he and Mr. 
Thomas have addressed all the outstanding issues.  Chair Robinson stated that he would like to 
know how those issues were addressed and asked about Section 1.6 regarding commercial infill.  
Mr. Rose explained that the previous SPA approved in 2001 was for the entire shopping center. 
That SPA has lapsed, but its governing terms continue to apply to the existing improvements.  
Because they are now proposing new improvements, they need a new SPA, and there is language 
throughout the development agreement stating that it applies to the expansion.  Planner Caus 
explained that Staff wanted to delete the commercial infill language, because this is a new SPA, 
and that language is not applicable to the new SPA. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
 
Margaret Hiller stated that she shops at this mall all the time with her children, and they 
definitely need some food. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing. 
 
Chair Robinson requested that the reference to the Peace House be deleted from the language 
regarding the contribution for moderate-income housing in 3.6.4., because that money may or 
may not go to the Peace House.  He referred to 7.1.6 and stated that he would like the fee in lieu 
to be payable upon issuance of the building permit.  Mr. Rose explained that Deputy County 
Attorney Jami Brackin requested that it be based on the date of recordation of the SPA, not 
building permit issuance, and they have agreed to that.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that he has 
changed that reference to state the date of recordation.  Chair Robinson also requested that the 
last sentence in Section 7.1.6 be deleted, because it refers to a donation to the Peace House.  
Council Member Carson suggested that they include the reference to a qualified community-
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based housing non-profit and just delete the reference to Peace House, because the Council 
already decided it would go to a housing non-profit.  Chair Robinson stated that he did not like 
the use of the word “may” and suggested that the language state “may, at its sole discretion.”   
 
Chair Robinson and Council Member Armstrong addressed Section 7.2.5 regarding the 
transportation trip reduction program.  Council Member Armstrong asked what standard the 5% 
trip reduction would be based on.  Traffic Engineer Kent Wilkerson explained that it is based on 
the traffic study the developer submitted.  He believed the language should read “shall” rather 
than “may,” because the developer will be subject to a transportation impact fee, but the fee will 
be smaller if they produce less traffic.  If they fail to achieve that trip reduction, they will have to 
pay the full impact fee.  Council Member Armstrong expressed concern about the level of traffic 
and requested that the developer pay for the impact if their traffic reduction program does not 
work.  It already feels like there is a choke point on the existing road leading to the shopping 
center, and he would like to mitigate whatever impacts may be caused by this expansion.  
Council Member Carson also noted that there have been concerns during the peak season about 
people parking along the roads.  Mr. Rose explained that the present parking configuration has 
1,350 parking stalls, and they will add parking to the rear of existing buildings, for a total of 
1,396 parking stalls.  They are working on a trip reduction plan, and if something happens that is 
beyond their control and it does not work, they do not want to be boxed in to the County being 
required to impose a traffic impact fee or other sanction.  He suggested language that the County 
may impose the impact fee at its sole discretion.  Chair Robinson suggested that they state that 
the County shall have the right at its sole discretion to require payment of an additional impact 
fee.  Mr. Wilkerson stated that potential uses could change the amount of traffic, such as the food 
use that could mitigate traffic because people would not have to leave and come back, thus 
reducing trips.  Council Member Armstrong commented that the Park City/Salt Lake City shuttle 
service has been actively reaching out to Tanger about using that connection to provide 
opportunities for employees to use that service, and they could also consider that. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that she did not see anything about the possibility of a need for 
renewal.  Mr. Thomas explained that there was no need for that, because the applicant will 
record the plat as soon as the development agreement is approved. 
 
Chair Robinson referred to Section 10.14.3 regarding the hold harmless procedures and stated 
that he did not believe they should limit the County to 10 days to respond.  Mr. Rose explained 
this would be a response to a legal claim where the County would come to the applicant for 
indemnification.  Council Member Armstrong did not believe 10 days was unreasonable, but he 
suggested that the language state 10 business days.  Mr. Rose stated that, if the County is being 
sued over something involving Tanger, the notice would go to the County Attorney’s Office, and 
he was confident that the County would contact Tanger quickly.  Council Member Armstrong 
suggested that, if the County does not respond, it should not prejudice Tanger in the action.  
After further discussion, Mr. Thomas suggested language that the County shall give written 
notice of legal proceedings and leave in 10 days’ notice after they receive written notice of the 
proceedings.  Council Member Carson believed if this is boilerplate language used in other 
agreements, the County Attorney’s Office should know they have 10 days to take action. 
 
With regard to the duration language in Paragraph 10.5, Mr. Thomas suggested language stating 
that the Development Agreement must be recorded within one year of the effective date or the 
approval will lapse.  Mr. Rose agreed to that modification. 
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Council Member Carson asked how the requirement for the annual review is tracked.  Mr. 
Thomas replied that is done by the Planning Department, which is working on a tickler system to 
track those reviews. 
 
Council Member Armstrong suggested Paragraph 10.10 state, “This Development Agreement, 
once this document is fully executed and recorded, . . .” 
 
Mr. Thomas discussed Exhibit C regarding the uses and explained that the applicant is requesting 
a restaurant of 24 seats and 3,000 square feet.  Mr. Rose stated that he has spoken with Charles 
Worsham with Tanger Outlets, and he would agree to a total size of 2,000 square feet, which 
would restrict the amount of seating and patron area.  Mr. Thomas suggested the following 
language, “A restaurant of this type is limited to a maximum of 2,000 square feet.”  Chair 
Robinson suggested that the permitted uses sentence state “Retail Sales, Restaurant,” and then 
include the definition of this type of restaurant that is limited to 2,000 square feet. 
   
With regard to the sign plan, Mr. Caus explained that the Planning Commission asked Staff to 
determine the square footage for what would be considered an anchor store.  Staff believes the 
trigger for an anchor store would be 10,000 square feet or more for a single tenant that would be 
allowed an anchor sign.  Mr. Rose noted that the applicant has requested that be 5,000 square 
feet or greater.  The Council Members agreed with 5,000 square feet as the trigger for defining 
an anchor store. 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to approve the proposed Development Agreement 
for the Tanger Outlets Retail Expansion with the amendments discussed at this meeting 
and subject to the following findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval 
and to authorize the Chair to sign: 
Findings of Fact: 
1. Tanger Outlet, formerly the Factory Store Outlet, was originally built in 1985 with 

208,669 sq. ft. 
2. In 1999 the Summit County Board of County Commissioners approved a 106,835-

sq.-ft. addition to the center through the Specially Planned Area and Development 
Agreement provisions of the Snyderville Basin Development Code. 

3. COROC Park City LLC is the owner of the property identified as Parcel FSE-1 
located at 6699 Landmark Drive, Kimball Junction, Summit County, UT. 

4. On January 15, 2014, the Summit County Council approved a Specially Planned 
Area designation for the Tanger Outlet Retail Addition. 

5. The Specially Planned Area approval conditioned that the Snyderville Basin 
Planning Commission is the recommending body for the Tanger Outlet Retail 
Addition Development Agreement. 

6. Public notice of the public hearing was published in the July 12, 2014, issue of The 
Park Record. 

7. Postcard notices announcing the public hearing were mailed to property owners 
within 1,000 feet of the subject parcels on July 1, 2014. 

8. Service providers have reviewed the proposed Development Agreement for 
compliance with applicable standards. 

9. Staff has reviewed the proposed Development Agreement for compliance with 
applicable Development Code standards. 
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10. The applicant proposes a 23,500-sq.-ft. expansion of the Tanger Outlets. 
11. The proposed Development Agreement allows for this expansion. 
12. A total of $960,490 will be paid within 30 days of recordation of the SPA. 
13. On June 24, 2014, the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission forwarded a positive 

recommendation to the SCC for the proposed Tanger Retail Addition Development 
Agreement. 

Conclusions of Law: 
1. The development agreement has been duly adopted in accordance with the 

provisions stated in Section 10-3-19 of the Snyderville Basin Development Code. 
2. The development agreement includes written consent by the landowner. 
3. The Summit County Council has reviewed the recommendation from the 

Snyderville Basin Planning Commission to ensure that the public health, safety, and 
general welfare is promoted. 

4. The subject development complies with appropriate concurrency management 
provisions of the Snyderville Basin Development Code. 

5. The landowner will include capital improvements and facilities necessary to mitigate 
the impacts of the project on the County and its special districts. 

6. The landowner will mitigate all fiscal impacts on the general public. 
7. The subject development does not create unacceptable construction management 

impacts. 
8. The subject development meets development quality objectives of the Snyderville 

Basin General Plan and the Snyderville Basin Development Code. 
9. The subject development is consistent with the goal of orderly growth and 

minimizes construction impacts to public infrastructure within the Snyderville 
Basin. 

10. The subject development protects life and property from natural and man-made 
hazards. 

11. The subject development prevents harm to neighboring properties and lands, 
including nuisances. 

Conditions of Approval: 
1. All service provider requirements shall be met. 
2. The Tanger Outlet Retail Additional Development Agreement shall only govern the 

retail addition portion of the Tanger Outlet property. 
3. 21,270 sq. ft. shall be designated as “gross leasable area,” and 2,230 sq. ft. shall be 

designated as “Tanger storage space,” not to be used for retail purposes. 
4. All dumpsters and compactors shall be completely enclosed prior to commencement 

of construction. 
5. All community incentives shall be provided prior to commencement of construction. 
6. All shipping containers and temporary storage facilities shall be removed and 

remain prohibited on the property. 
7. The payment of the “fee in lieu” for the affordable housing will occur within 30 days 

of recordation of the SPA for the proposed expansion. 
8. A traffic reduction program as per the Engineering Department shall be 

implemented as part of the transportation mitigation. 
9. LED lighting shall be used for the addition. 
10. All exhibits that relate to site planning and architecture shall be wet stamped by the 

engineer and the architect. 



14 
 

11. To ensure compliance and spirit of the approval, Staff shall review the final 
language and exhibits for the proposed Development Agreement prior to 
recordation. 

12. If any conflicts arise during the review of the recordation documents, Staff shall 
return the application before the Summit County Council for a decision. 

The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong. 
 
Chair Robinson noted that they need an ordinance to be able to approve the Development 
Agreement.  Mr. Thomas suggested that the Council approve the Development Agreement and 
give it an ordinance number and have the County Attorney’s Office prepare the ordinance.  
 
Council Member Carson amended her motion to include approval of Ordinance 828 
approving the Development Agreement.  Council Member Armstrong accepted the 
amendment in his second.  The motion passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  Council Member 
McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING A DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT AMENDMENT TO REMOVE A PORTION OF CENTER DRIVE TO 
ACCOMMODATE A 23-UNIT TOWNHOME DEVELOPMENT IN NEWPARK; 
PARCEL NPRK-P-2 LOCATED ON PARCEL P-2 (ADJACENT TO THE NEWPARK 
HOTEL); MICHAEL BRODSKY, APPLICANT; AMIR CAUS, COUNTY PLANNER 
 
Planner Caus briefly described the proposed 23-unit townhome development in Newpark and 
explained that the developer is proposing to not improve the portion of Center Drive that sits on 
this project site.  It is Staff’s analysis that the need for a thoroughfare in this location does not 
exist, and they are comfortable with Center Drive not being improved.  He explained that the 
road currently does not exist, and the traffic counts show no need for the road. 
 
Council Member Carson expressed concern that Center Drive was supposed to be the 
thoroughfare to connect to the other side of Newpark. 
 
Mr. Caus answered questions from Council Member Armstrong about circulation through the 
area where the development is proposed.  Council Member Armstrong noted that some residents 
are concerned about new residents in the townhome development using Center Drive to exit 
through Newpark and not using North Park Lane.  Mr. Caus explained that the original concept 
showed the access from Park Lane to these units and from the parking area at Cottonwood III, so 
the overall layout will not change, except that there will be a courtyard in the middle of the 
proposed development with pedestrian connectivity to Newpark rather than a street with on-
street parking and sidewalks allowing for through traffic. 
 
Staff recommended that the County Council approve the removal of a portion of Center Drive 
for the proposed townhome development. 
 
Michael Brodsky, the applicant, explained that the decision to design the project this way was 
strongly influenced by the DRC.  They did an extensive analysis to determine the amount of 
additional traffic their development would impose, and it was very minimal on Park Lane.  He 
explained that the existing configuration for the site included 24 parking stalls that would back 
onto Park Lane, so this configuration is not new.  He noted that the Fire Marshall and the County 
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Engineer reviewed and endorsed this concept.  He acknowledged that there have been concerns 
about pedestrian connectivity through the development, and the proposed plaza will significantly 
help pedestrian connectivity from Cottonwood III to the retail and restaurant areas.  They have 
also designed walkways that connect to Park Lane so the adjacent townhome residents can also 
use the plaza.  It did not make sense to them to build a parallel road 60 feet from an existing road 
that is more than capable of handling the traffic from the proposed 23 homes.  He noted that the 
cars from only 12 units would back into Park Lane, and the others would back into the parking 
lot on the other side of the development. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
 
Jeff Gochner, representing Cottonwood III, owner of the Newpark office buildings and Parcel P-
2 on which the development is proposed, recalled that they have long argued that there is no need 
for Center Drive.  They cannot see the justification for creating another roadway 60 feet from a 
road that already works, and the traffic studies support that.  He did not understand why more 
traffic would use Park Lane North, because people will not come that way to get to the office 
buildings.  They could come that way to the recreation center, but there are many other ways to 
get there.  He noted that Park Lane North is traffic calming and is not conducive for traffic to 
drive through there.  If people want to go from the office building to the retail, they will typically 
use Highland Drive, but if they go through the parking lot and through the hotel underpass, they 
would not use Park Lane North.  He stated that they are very supportive of this project and did 
not see the rationale or justification for Center Drive. 
 
Mr. Brodsky noted that the original configuration showing Center Drive was based on a 
significantly different use than what they currently have.  Restaurant and retail uses were 
originally proposed for this area, but that is no longer the case, and this is now a quiet residential 
neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Gochner noted that, before Cottonwood III was approved, a 100-unit apartment building was 
approved on that site that did not include Center Drive, so precedent was already established for 
not needing Center Drive. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Ure asked if the Center Drive area is used for snow storage in the wintertime.  
Mr. Brodsky replied that it is, and it was very clear that this would be used for snow storage until 
it was built out.  They have had a number of meetings with the homeowners association that is 
responsible for snow removal, and in heavy snow years, the snow will have to be hauled away.  
They understand and anticipate that.  Chair Robinson noted that, by not creating Center Drive, 
there will be less area where the snow will have to be removed and hauled away. 
 
Mr. Thomas explained that the amendment to the development agreement would take out Center 
Drive and replace it with a pedestrian plaza, and he read the proposed language. 
 
Council Member Carson commented that it appears Park Lane North would be quite tight for 
snow removal and asked if there is any possibility of moving part of the green space in the 
courtyard to the Park Lane side of the buildings to accommodate a future expansion of Park Lane 
North.  Mr. Brodsky explained that Park Lane North is 22 feet wide with a 2-foot curb, and the 
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plaza is a nice amenity for the entire community.  He indicated the sidewalk connectivity and 
explained that there is connectivity on both sides as well as a connection between the buildings.  
It also provides connectivity to the trail system. 
 
Council Member Armstrong made a motion to approve Ordinance 829 to amend the 
Newpark Development Agreement to eliminate a portion of Center Drive with the 
following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval shown in the staff 
report and to authorize the Chair to sign: 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The Newpark Development Agreement was approved on October 18, 2001, and was 

subsequently amended in December 2002.  It provided for 819,360 square feet of 
density on approximately 37 acres. 

2. Cottonwood Partners is the owner of record of Parcel NPRK-P-2. 
3. The development parameters for this project are specifically set forth in the 

Newpark Development Agreement. 
4. The proposed Final Plat and Final Site Plan are legally described as Nevis at 

Newpark. 
5. There is 76,360 sq. ft. of remaining density for the Newpark Town Center. 
6. The proposed project consists of 29,041 sq. ft. of residential density, configured in 23 

units, a parcel used for Cottonwood III parking, and a common area parcel. 
7. There are 19 proposed 1,255-sq.-ft. units and 4 proposed at 1,299 sq. ft. 
8. The density is established by the Newpark Development Agreement pool of density. 
9. If approved, the remaining density for Newpark Town Center would be 47,319 sq. 

ft. 
10. Parking is regulated and accepted by the Engineering Department. 
11. The Design Review Committee reviewed the Nevis at Newpark Final Plat and the 

Final Site Plan and positively recommended them to the Snyderville Basin Planning 
Commission. 

12. The Newpark Development Agreement establishes that the Summit County Council 
“is the Land Use Authority for [Substantial Development Agreement 
Amendments].” 

13. Public notice of the public hearing was published in the July 12, 2014, issue of The 
Park Record. 

14. Postcard notices announcing the public hearing were mailed to property owners 
within 1,000 feet of the subject parcel on July 1, 2014. 

15. Service providers have reviewed the plat for compliance with applicable standards, 
and no project issues have been identified that could not be mitigated. 

16. Staff has reviewed the proposed plat and final site plan for compliance with 
applicable Development Code standards. 

17. Staff has reviewed the proposed plat and final site plan for compliance with the 
Newpark Development Agreement standards. 

18. On May 27, 2014, the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the Summit County Council for the proposed Development 
Agreement Amendment. 

19. On May 27, 2014, the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the Summit County Manager for the proposed Nevis at 
Newpark Final Plat and Final Site Plan. 
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Conclusions of Law: 
1. The Summit County Engineer’s Office has accepted the proposed deletion of Center 

Drive. 
2. The applicable service providers have accepted the proposed deletion of Center 

Drive. 
3. The proposal meets the terms of the Newpark Development Agreement. 
4. The proposal meets the applicable standards of the Snyderville Basin Development 

Code. 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. This approval will remain valid only if the Summit County Manager approves the 

Final Plat and Final Site Plan for Nevis at Newpark. 
2. All necessary permits must be obtained and fees shall be paid prior to the 

commencement of any construction activity, including but not limited to the Summit 
County Engineering and Summit County Building Departments. 

The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 4 to 0.  
Council Member McMullin was not present for the vote. 
 
Council Member Carson commented that she still believes there are issues that are not resolved.  
Council Member Ure agreed. 
 
Mr. Brodsky stated that the proposed homes will have solar rooftop panels to provide electricity 
for up to half of the electricity needs.  They have been certified as green built by the National 
Association of Homebuilders program and will have the most up-to-date energy efficient 
technology.  They will be three stories high and will have rooftop terraces that can be used as 
patios. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that she is concerned about providing single-level living for an 
aging population in the community, and it is not available in an affordable price range.  Mr. 
Brodsky explained that these units are targeted to resort buyers. 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Chris Robinson    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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