
Wasatch County Council Meeting Minutes 
Approved Minutes for April 22, 2026 

The Wasatch County Council met in regular session live and on-line Wednesday, April 22, 
2026, in the Wasatch County Chambers located in the Wasatch County Administrative 
Building at 25 North Main, Heber City, Utah 84032. 

A video recording of the meeting may be viewed by using the Wasatch County Public Portal 
(https://wasatchcout.portal.civicclerk.com/) and selecting the desired meeting. 

Agenda 

Call to Order 

1. Prayer/Remarks - Spencer Park

2. Pledge of Allegiance - Mark Nelson

Public Comment 
Public comments will be accepted in-person or via Zoom Webinar. Please limit comments to 
three minutes. If action is necessary, the item will be listed on a future agenda. The Council 
may elect to discuss the item if it is an immediate matter of concern. Email public comments 
to publiccomment@wasatchcounty.gov. 

Summary: There was no public comment in house or on zoom.  

Call for Agenda Items 

Summary:  Councilmember Crittenden will have a resolution ready for the first meeting in 
May to declare May as Men's Mental Health month. 
Councilmember Park wants to review potential ordinances about fencing to protect 
farming and agriculture in the county.  

Consent Items 

1. Approval of February 24. 2026 Minutes - Clerk/Auditor

Summary: There was an inter-local meeting held with Heber City.  Consideration of 
February 24, 2026 minutes to be approved with item 2. 

2. Approval of March 4, 2026 Minutes - Clerk/Auditor

https://wasatchcout.portal.civicclerk.com/
mailto:publiccomment@wasatchcounty.gov


Summary: County Council held a regular meeting on March 4, 2026 
Consideration of minutes from March 04, 2026 
Action Taken: Councilmember Park: Chair, I have read the minutes. I would like to make a 
motion to approve them in the entire consent agenda as presented. 
Councilmember Bonner: I'll second the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye:     Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark 
Nelson, Spencer Park 
Voting Nay:     None 

 
  

Board of Equalization 

Action Taken:  Councilmember Crittenden made a motion to go into Board of 
Equalization . Councilmember Searle seconded the motion. The motion passed with the 
following vote: 

Voting Aye:     Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark 
Nelson, Spencer Park 
Voting Nay:     None 

  
 1. Abate Taxes for Deleted Parcels Motion - Jerry Jones 

Summary: We have been unsuccessful in collecting the taxes.  As a result, these parcels 
are on the delinquent tax list for the tax sale, but do not exist.  Five parcels need to have the 
taxes abated to be able to delete the non-existent parcel.   

Action Taken: Councilmember Bonner made a motion that we approve the abatement 
of these 5 deleted parcels as presented.  Councilmember Crittenden seconded the 
motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 2. Late Appeal Parcel 00-0021-6315 - Jerry Jones 

Summary: The late appeal does not meet the requirements of the administrative Rule. 
Denial of Late appeal request. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Crittenden, made a motion to deny the late appeal 
request. Councilmember Park, seconded the motion. 
Councilmember Rowland, Can you explain the reasoning? Jerry Jones, He didn't fill out 
the application, Councilmember Rowland. I just wanted it to be on record, he did not fill 
out the application for primary resident exemption.  
The motion passed with the following vote: 
Voting Aye:   Colleen Bonner, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, Spencer Park 

Voting Nay:  Erik Rowland 



 3. Low Income Abatement for 2025 / Parcel 00-0016-5626 - Jerry Jones 

Summary: Applicant did not complete the 2025 application, the language barrier was such 
that she did not know that she had to apply every year.  We used an interpreter to 
understand her concerns, and explain the requirements of the program. Approve a late 
(2025) low income abatement. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Searle made a motion to approve the low income 
abatement for 2025, parcel 00-0016-5626. Councilmember Nelson seconded the 
motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 4. Greenbelt Rollback appeals / Parcels: 00-0008-1500; 00-0010-2132; 00-0010-

5127, 00-0020-6258, 00-0021-3521, 00-0016-8000, 00-0021-3522, 00-0021-3523 
- Jerry Jones 

Summary: The Assessors Office rolled back the greenbelt exemption for a handful of 
parcels during the review process.  The taxpayers objected to the rollback and requested 
an appeal hearing.  The hearing was held on April 7, 2026 with Randy Kelly presiding as 
Hearing Officer. Request for motion to implement recommendation of the Hearing Officer 
regarding Rollback appeals. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Nelson made a motion that we accept the hearing 
officers recommendation on these three parcels. Councilmember Crittenden, seconded 
the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson 
Voting Nay: Colleen Bonner, Spencer Park 

 
  
 5. Assessor Adjustment Parcel 00-0004-2411 - Jerry Jones 

Summary: The property was physically measured in 2024, resulting in a GLA of 1,792. 
However, the sketch was not saved in the apex and was subsequently changed back to a 
larger square footage of 2,832 in 2025.  The home has again been measured to verify 
square footage, which has now been sketched in apex and saved with a total square 
footage of 1,843 sq ft. The square footage for the home was reported incorrectly as 2,832 sq 
ft when, in fact, the home is 1,843 square feet.  Councilmember Searle requested that the 
amount of tax change, $1653.15, be on the record. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Bonner made a motion to approve the adjustment.  
Councilmember Searle seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following 
vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 



Voting Nay: None 
 
Summary: Councilmember Crittenden, made a motion to come out of BOE;  
Councilmember Bonner, seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  

Council Items 

 1. Consideration of appointment and potential swearing in of a council 
representative submitted by the Republic Party - Erik Rowland 

Summary: Councilmember Rowland, On April 1st, 2026, Karl McMillan announced during a 
regular council meeting that he needed to resign from council due to medical issues. A 
formal resignation letter was submitted to the county on April 2nd, 2026 and the county 
notified the Republic Party and County Clerk on April 2nd. The Republic Party submitted a 
recommendation to the county on April 20th, 2026. 
To consider the appointment and potential swearing in of a council representative 
submitted by the Republic Party. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Searle, made a motion to approve the appointment of 
Michael Murphy for that council seat submitted by the Republican 
Party. Councilmember Crittenden, seconded the motion. The motion passed with the 
following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 2. Discussion and Consideration of County Council Chair and Vice Chair 

appointment - Dustin Grabau 

Summary: With the resignation of Chair McMillan, Wasatch County Council needs to 
appoint a chair and vice chair to conduct business. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Bonner made a motion that we just move Erik, who has 
been the vice chair to the chair of the county council.  
Councilmember Crittenden seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following 
vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

Summary: Councilmember Park made a motion that we would have Luke be the Vice 
Chair for the remainder of the year.  
Councilmember Bonner, seconded the motion.  



Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 3. Discussion and Consideration of a recommendation for MIDA Board 

Appointment - Dustin Grabau 

Summary: With the resignation of Karl McMillian, Wasatch County has a vacant seat on the 
MIDA board. The interlocal agreement requires the County to recommend a council 
member to the Governor's Office for consideration about adding to the board. Which 
council member would the council recommend for appointment on the MIDA board?  

Action Taken: Councilmember Nelson, made a Motion that we appoint Erik Rowland as 
the MIDA Board recommendation.  
Councilmember Park, seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 4. Discussion and Consideration of Trails, Arts and Parks Tax Grant 

Recommendation - Alese Overly 

Summary: The Wasatch County TAP Tax Board holds yearly cycles where organizations can 
apply for funding for trail, art, or park related projects within Wasatch County. The board 
received and reviewed 24 applications for the Spring 2026 cycle and recommends 18 
applications be granted funds. Also presented is data collected over the last three years 
including number of applications, reoccurring vs new applicants each cycle, and funding 
per category.  To review the recommendations from the TAP Tax Board for the Spring 2026 
grant cycle. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Park made a motion that we go ahead and approve the 
recommendations from the TAP Tax Board with conditions as outlined in the 
presentation. Councilmember Nelson seconded the motion. The motion passed with 
the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 5. Discussion and consideration of contributing to Wasatch High School CAP 

Scholarships - Luke Searle 

Summary: Wasatch CAPS has requested that Wasatch County consider funding five $1,000 
scholarships for students. It is recommended that if the council supports this request, the 
council discretionary line item be utilized. Should Wasatch County contribute $5,000 to 
Wasatch CAPS scholarships? 



Action Taken: Councilmember Bonner made a motion that we contribute to the 
Wasatch CAPS scholarship fund in the amount of $5000, which is five $1000 
scholarships for the students of CAPS. Councilmember Nelson seconded the motion. 
The motion passed with the following vote: 
Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

 
  
 6. Discussion and Direction of potential future County Park Projects - Dustin 

Grabau 

Summary: Wasatch County secured a grant to do a study on three park projects. The 
projects are (1) Veterans Memorial Park, (2) A new park east of 2400 E and roughly 500 S, 
and (3) A new park located in the Ranches at Farm Meadows Subdivision on the east side 
of 2400 E and roughly 2200 S. 
 
The county contracted with Consor Engineering to design these parks in conjunction with 
county staff and a subcommittee of County Council Members. The consultants and staff 
seek input from the council on the current concepts. Next steps include a public open 
house on Tuesday, May 19th, from 5:00-7:00pm at the Recreation Center to get public input. 
Additionally, staff would like to coordinate with Heber City on the potential realignment of 
600 W for the Veterans Park concept. 
What input does the council have on these park projects? 

Council/Board Reports 

Summary: 
Councilmember Nelson reported that Heber Valley Tourism Economics Development has 
hired a consultant to revise the destination development and plan for Wasatch County. The 
last plan was made in 2021. 
Councilmember Bonner reported that the retaining wall for the train is going to be fixed this 
summer. June 8th, 2026 North Pole Tickets will go on sale. The train is looking for a skilled 
mechanic. 
Councilmember Crittenden, Interlocal planning meeting, good reports from different 
jurisdictions, a lot going on in our county. The county had an outstanding report from MIDA. 
There are a lot of things going on up there, it's moving fast and a lot of benefits are coming 
to the county. 
Councilmember Searle attended a library board last week for some good discussions. 
There was a speaker series for the America 250 celebration.  

Manager's Report 

Summary: County Manager Grabau, Council I would like to go back to item #6.  



Closed Session - as needed 
Closed sessions may be held in accordance with Utah State Code 52-4-205 to discuss the 
following: Purchase, Exchange or Lease of Property; Pending or Reasonably Imminent Litigation; 
The Character, Professional Competence, or Physical or Mental Health of an Individual. 

Summary: Councilmember Rowland asked if there is any reason to go into closed 
session?  
County manager Grabau advises that we could go into imminent litigation. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Bonner made a motion to go into closed session for 
pending or imminent litigation.  Councilmember Park seconded the motion. The motion 
passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  

Public Hearings 6:00 

 1. Jackson Engineering requests a Conditional Use Permit to relocate a sewer lift 
station to a new site in the Stillwater Master Association open space at 
approximately 1350 West Rail Trail Road (just north of the Stillwater 
development and south of the Keetley Road intersection) on the east side of 
the Rail Trail Road. Legislative approval is required for any development in the 
platted open space. (DEV-11805) - Doug Smith 

Summary: The proposal was initially located within the public right-of-way of the Rail Trail Road, south of its 
intersection with Old Keetley Road and north of the Hailstone at Stillwater Phases 1 and 2 subdivisions on the 
west side of the Rail Trail Road. At the JSPA planning committee meeting held on February 24th, the JSPA 
planning committee continued the item to the date of March 26th and asked the applicant to look into moving 
the lift station to the east side of the road to an area that would be less conspicuous than the proposed site. The 
new location would be in the Stillwater open space area, outside the right-of-way and would meet the setback 
requirements. 
Whether the application meets the standards required by Wasatch County Code (WCC) 16.23 for approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit allowing the relocation of a sewer lift station and if the proposal meets code 
requirements. The Conditional Use Permit for this proposal is approved by the legislative body due to a note on 
the open space plat that any development in the open space has to be approved by the County Council. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Crittenden made a motion to approve the conditional use 
permit as has been presented in this hearing and with findings and conditions. 
Councilmember Searle seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following 
vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  



 2. Consideration of Ordinance 26-05 which amends sections 16.02.06 and 16.02.09 
regarding the same or similar applications from being submitted that have 
formerly been denied. - Doug Smith 

Summary: The County has had applications submitted that are the same or similar proposals on the same 
property as a previous proposal that was denied.   
The current code does not set a time frame for when a reapplication of a similar project on the same property 
or a similar land use application can be resubmitted. Without this time frame as part of the code, the same or 
similar applications can be made indefinitely, creating extra work and frustration for the applicants, staff and 
elected and appointed officials.   
 
The proposed code sets a time frame of four years before a similar re-submittal on the same property, or a land 
use regulation or application can be applied for. 
Whether or not ordinance 26-05 should be adopted, it would not allow a duplicate application to be processed 
after a denial for a period of four years. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Park made a motion that we approve Ordinance 26-05 
amending sections 16.02.06 and 16.02.09 with all the conditions and findings. 
Councilmember Bonner seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following 
vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None  

 3. Discussion and possible recommendation of a proposed ordinance adding 
new language to 16.21.36 entitled, “Illegal or Non-Developable Lot Creation and 
Correction”. The purpose of this section is to provide options to rectify illegally 
created parcels. - Doug Smith, Jon Woodard 

Summary: Wasatch County will issue building permits on only two types of lots. A building lot 
either has to be a lot of record, sometimes referred to as a “grandfathered” lot, or a lot in a platted 
subdivision. If a lot is not one of these two, it is considered to have been illegally created unless it 
is an agricultural split for agricultural purposes, which does not allow a building right unless 
further approvals are obtained.  Discussion whether code section 16.21.36 should be amended to 
add language to allow options to rectify illegally created lots. 

Action Taken: Councilmember Park made a motion that we go ahead and approve this 
proposed ordinance for the new language for 16.21.36 entitled illegal or non-
developable lot creation and correction, with the conditions and findings.  
Councilmember Nelson seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following 
vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

  
 4. Discussion regarding expansion of vested mining rights for Maverick Rock 

located at Daniel's Canyon  - Marverick Rock & Alex Stoedter Deputy County 
Attorney & Doug Smith Wasatch County Planning Director 



Erik Rowland: Next item on the agenda, Discussion regarding expansion of vested mining 
rights for Maverick Rock, located at Daniels Canyon. We will start with Maverick and have 
Alex Stoedter go second. Do you have a representative? Thank you 
Chair Rowland and Councilmembers I am Denise Dragoo I am with the law firm Snell and 
Wilmer, and I represent Maverick Rock. And Maverick Rock is here to seek the expansion of 
their vested mining rights, and they’ve been here before (LOL) Expansion of vested mining 
rights under the state statute requires two things. First- A notice and second a hearing and 
a notice was submitted February 2025 and at that time pursuant to statue. Maverick 
identified the parcel indicated the parcel had a vested mining right and a requested a 
public hearing and the council denied the request and so that was now a matter of it’s 
been contested, we’ve spent I think over a year now contesting that. So, we now have an 
order, so we are coming before you today, but not only with notice but also with an order 
dated April 3 from Judge, Mabey State District Court Judge and she explain the process 
Denise Dragoo – the parcel indicated it had a vested mining right and a requested a public 
hearing and the Council denied the request and so that was now a matter of it’s been 
contested. We’ve spent, I think, over a year now contesting that. So, we now have an order, 
so we will come before you today but not only with notice, but also an order dated April 3 
from Judge Mabey State district Court Judge, and she explains the process if you look in 
your packet her findings and orders I think in your packet. Paragraph 42 that order provides 
the process for mine operating to expand investing mining use to new land discover 
vesting mining use statute. The statute dictates upon receiving notice of the mine 
operation it extends to expanding legislator body. 
Shall hold the public meeting or hearing at the next available meeting. That is more than 10 
days of receiving notice. That would be today, so we are back again the notice is in your 
packet dated February 28, 2025, and that notice explains Maverick’s intention to expand its 
vested mining rights on a parcel located near State Road 40 on Parcel, a might should be a 
parcel of 426 acres. I’m not going to give you the ID# and a Maverick seeks to hold a public 
hearing on that expansion. And tonight is the public hearing. We invite the public to 
comment on that. Just 1 note in terms of presentation of the Public the Statute requires that 
the Public Provide Clearing convincing evidence. 
Of imminent danger. To Public Health and safety and welfare. If that type of evidence is not 
presented, then mining can proceed. In this case Maverick has its state mining permit, it 
has its state air quality, and state water permits and it’s read to proceed with that We will 
let the public comment. Thank you. 
  
  
Erik Rowland – Alex or Doug 
Doug Smith- I don’t want to be redundant anything attorney Dragoo said, but let’s go 
through some things quickly. As you are aware, state code allows best of mining use, to 
move a vested mining use to another area and extend it and expand it. If it’s part of the 
same mineral trend. And so that’s what’s in front of you today, is mine. I believe in Goshen 
brings in up here to Hwy40, Daniels Canyon because it’s the same geological off shoot or 
same mineral trend and as was mentioned, um a public hearing or public meeting. Um the 



mine operator may expand the best mining use to a new lane and out any action buying 
applicable legislature body unless there is clear and convincing evidence in the recorded 
that the expansion to the new land will Immensely endanger the public health safety & 
Welfare, so this is the area (see attached map) being proposed if this was going through, 
the typical process it would be a conditional use as per code 16.27.35 Which we have 
regulations on gravel pit & mining operations. It’s in the P160 zone (Map) This property Here 
476.54 acres. That is the correct acreage. 426 I'm sorry. There is a FEMA regulated flood 
plain in this area and I'm the flood plan administrator they will need to work with me on a 4. 
development permit. I wanted to point out on the right hand (Map) from their application 
side to oil, gas department mining??? 
State Application we got a burn there proposed to keep anything going into the creek, and 
they also got 18 acres will stockpile. Crushing & Equipment on the Southwest side of the 
Creek. Um Honestly, I’m not sure exactly where the area is. Where will mine be. These are 
shots in the general area from Hwy 40 google street view image looking West & looking 
east. This is the declaration of best of mining use. This is the one recorded in Wasatch 
County, and it outlines the three parcels tax ID #’s and acreage. And then this is the 
declaration invested in mining use. Recorded in Utah County towards the other I think is 
called the Ekins mine. And the parcels are on. This is that department of oil, gas, & mining 
application for the site up Daniels Canyon you can see some of the statements made in the 
amount of material being extracted is being one million tons per year. Their crushing, 
screening, stock piling, jaw, cone I’m not sure what those are bare maximum depth of 
excavation to be determined 2 to 1 slop one the excavator area. Proposing to widen an 
existing road. Not sure if that is Hwy 40 or if it’s internal roads. And the total project site area 
was disturbed by 18.8 acres. (see attached Power Point) 
Erik Rowland: Shouldn’t that have been to Clearfield. 
Colleen Bonner: yeah, that’s what I was wondering, when it says widening existing road 
Doug Smith Well, anything done through Hwy 40 is UDOT. UDOT applications with 
them. Kendall Crittenden: How’s the disturbed area only 18.8 where the property is 426 it’s 
going to be a hole in the ground. 
Doug Smith: That’s probably a question for them. This is part of the 
picture DOGM application. And site location This is from I think part of the dept oil, gas, & 
mining. This is water quality talks about the SWPPP permit they will be doing. This is the 
court order. Do you want to go through this Alex? 
Alex Stoedter: Alright Council, thank you. So yeah, this is the court order from Judge Mabey. 
You can go ahead and skip the end. That’s basically explains why we are here today. We 
disputed their interpretation of the statute. And we went to the District Court and the court 
ruled against us and ordered we have the public hearing today. So, you know I would like to 
mention a few things particularly about this code. That is before you today, I think it’s 
important for You to know, you do have authority here & a duty, it does allow the expansion 
a lot of that we are 
disputing in court. Ony if it doesn’t create an immunity risk of harm to the public safety 
health and welfare. And I can say public welfare defines pretty broadly to the community 
wellbeing water air quality noise dust and degeneration of resource. 



Alex Stoedter: As far as emissions are concerned, something that’s likely to occur and I 
think is pretty clear, they plan to begin this mining operation soon as they get through this 
process. So, um you do have the ability if the evidence shows by clear and convincing 
evidence that there is imminent danger to public & Health, safe and welfare, to have them 
come back in 30 days. Provide more of a plan of what they are going to do Give you more 
details they can then respond was they are going into mitigation some of the concerns you 
may have. If you can move forward here Doug. So, this is a letter for Doug Hawkes he works 
with Applied Geotech. We asked to look at this proposal site, for a number of reasons, we 
wanted to see this is actually the same mineral trend. I won’t go through all of this because 
it’s been litigated. I think one of the most important things is he mentioned this blue 
limestone, that their mentioning the same mineral trend . Between these two sites transfer 
this mine from Utah County that is around 40 miles away to our jurisdiction and go around 
our conditional use processes. They both have the blue lime stone, his report talks about 
how that blue lime stone is @ the Daniels Canyon site about 7,000 feet below grad and in 
January @ the hearing before Judge Maybe, Marty who is the head Maverick Rock testified 
they intend to get that blue lime stone, when they can mine on this site. Move forward a 
little bit. These are Doug Hawkes’s letters he sent to us, and they were provided to them 
when we first looked at whether we were going to put them on the agenda. This is an 
attentive approval got from DOGM you’ll notice it’s an alternative approval It requires them 
to do a culture survey and get approval with exception surely. It’s not approved, it’s 
tentative approved. If you’ll go forward Doug so this is the code I'm talking about. This is 
what you would have to find, and we will talk about public welfare, water, environment, 
community care. When I talk about what 
Doug Hawkes Said about 3,000 to 7,000 Feet (picture) that’s Kennecott. So, what I can see is 
that about 3900 Ft. So, this would be if there really intending as he testified to get to that 
blue limestone, it would be significantly larger than Kennecott. 
Spencer Park: There going to sea level. Obviously, there’s a dispute about the depth, but we 
won’t really know until they start digging but that’s what our experts estimate was. And I 
think it is worth noting that he testified the most they’ve ever dug underground they’re more 
of a mine service. My company is 300 to 350 ft. So, the idea of they may potentially being 
bigger than Kennecott going into that an area I think would cause concern for the Public 
Welfare, and safety, you can go ahead Doug. So, these are some of the things in the record. 
I think you can look at to saying there is clearing convincing evidence an immediate 
danger of Public Safety, Health and Welfare, would require us according the code, to have 
them come back and show their plan and then we can go from Mitigation from there, and i 
mean the changed, going to be immediate. It’s Immediately going to change topography, 
vegetation, removal 
disturbing the land, there’s that creek that’s part of the flood plan that Doug mentioned. 
That’s going to be right there, and I think there’s clearly, its common sense, there is going to 
be harm to the creek that flows down the county & affect a lot of our citizens you represent 
with potential contamination and things like that. So, I think all of that is clear and 
convincing evidence, there’s a potential for immediate for public welfare and safety of the 
county citizens, so if you look just so It's clear, the process. Do you have the code Doug the 



30 days (?) so right here is kind of the path forward so if you find or make a motion that 
there is evidence in the record to show there’s imminent danger to public safety and health 
and welfare, then they would have to 30 days to submit their operator plan for expansion. 
And then 30 days after that. Once we get that we have to provide them evidence that the 
new land will endanger the public, health safety and welfare, which is kind of interesting 
way they’ve written this statute, because we have shown the imminent danger, to get to 
this, then it just says we provide the evidence as well and then we provide proposed 
measures mitigate those dangers to Public Health Safety & Welfare then we have another 
hearing in 30 days. You can impose those mitigation measures as long as they’re 
reasonable and 
don’t exceed what the state requires and so that’s kind of the path forward. If you were to 
find that. Based on what’s been presented, but that it you have any questions. 
Colleen Bonner: I have one about access onto that Utah Highway, they would have to get a 
permit from UDOT, right, but your moving gravel which helps out the trucks all the time. 
What does that do, and I guess that is a UDOT question. Is how are they going to handle it? 
Alex Stoeder: Ya, I don’t know. 
Kendall Crittenden: That’s part of the imminent damage. 
Colleen Bonner: Yeah, that’s what I’m saying, the one down here going out of town, rocks on 
the road all the time. When there’s construction projects. I’m just wondering what that 
would look like coming out of Daniels Canyon with UDOT. 
Alex Stoeder: Yeah, that’s an area of concern. 
Colleen Bonner: If they have any permits yet. 
Alex Stoeder: I’m not aware of the UDOT permitting process, but yeah that’s an area of 
concern. It’s going to be a large increase in traffic in that area through the creek. 
Colleen Bonner: Pretty dangerous coming in and out of the canyon that’s just one concern I 
have. 
Erik Rowland: As far as the information been provided there’s a mention of a plan, what has 
been submitted so far? As far as demonstrating what the plan is in its current state without 
going into danger, health and safety. What has actually been provided documentation. 
Dustin Grabau: I believe Doug presented as far as DOGM. Alex Stoedter: So, there’s DOGM 
permits. 
Dustin Grabau: DOGM is the Division of oil gas and mining. 
Erik Rowland: Is that the extent of what’s been provided. 
Dustin Grabau: As far as I’m aware of. 
Alex Stoeder: That and I mean they testified at the hearing their planning on going to get 
the blue limestone, their operator plan outside of that we have not received. 
Erik Rowland: Okay, that’s my question considering if there is an attempt to quarry to 
propose what the plan is to help mitigate any potential harm to the environment for the 
public, nothing of that has been provided yet. 
Alex Stoedert: No, and so that when you make that finding that’s something your car 
require of them under that code. 
Erik Rowland: Unless there are any other questions from the presenter or the County we 
can move to the public comment period. 



Luke Searle: I have a question, just generally before this law passed normal expansions of 
something like this would go through a conditional use process. 
Alex Stoeder: Yeah 
Luke Searle: and we just experienced that a couple of months ago or was it just when we 
were adjusting our code? 
Doug Smith: (inaudible). 
Luke Searle: We did adjust a new code, and we were working so we could find reasonable, 
yeah code they made sense for the community and for those that are mining so going 
through that process was something that happened before this. 
Alex Stoeder: Ya, and that is a process to go through mine in the P160, but this statue is an 
attempt to get around. 
Mark Nelson: I have a question, was the word trend. 
Dustin Grabau: Mineral trend. 
Mark Nelson: Is this um distance and just kind of application typical usual or 
Alex Stoeder: Well, I think this is something we litigated, our position is intended that it’s for 
expansion of contiguous land not 40 miles away in a different jurisdiction and we presented 
these arguments in district court, preserve those and plan to appeal, yeah we was not 
successful in the district court on making those arguments. We think this is very unusual to 
be transferring not only the distant, but the jurisdiction because that jurisdiction is Utah 
County, Wasatch County voters had no say, this mine coming here under the statue. 
Dustin Grabau: If you recall when we made that code amendment, one of the other mine 
operators indicated that was an unusual stance. 
Luke Searle: Right, and then again going through that process trying to find what makes 
sense I think in a similar area, or we were talking about somewhere else in a similar area 
that would ensure that we can take care of the public health, safety, and welfare kind of 
situation. I think we would be welcome to go through. 
Luke Searle: That process that we had before. 
Erik Rowland: Any more questions? We will have public comments and lengthy 
conversations. 
Desiree Dragoo : I think the standard that was presented by Alex is incorrect the interment 
danger to health and safety is actual defined at 40-8-4 and that’s Utah mining regulations 
app provides interment danger to health and safety of the public means the existent of 
condition or practice or violation of perimeter requirement of this chapter in a mining 
operations which can condition practice or violations could reasonable expect it to cause 
substantial physical harm to persons outside the permit area before the condition practice 
violation can be abated. And that’s really not in the nature of a conditional at the type of a 
harm to be addressed by a conditional use permit (a) in fact the attorney for the county 
has just filled this week with the court of appeals made the following observations although 
the vesting mining used statues this is a quote to allow the country to oppose navigation 
requirements, the county may only do so upon finding (quote) by clear and convincing 
evidence in the record that the expansion to new land will eminent endanger public health 
safety and welfare. There’s a significant difference between the fact the County consider for 
a conditional use verses effects that quote, unquote endanger public health safety and 



welfare former and broader and allow the county to consider effects that might not qualify 
as immanent dangers slipping disability environmental harm and destruction visual 
amenities are all examples of harm to public, safety and welfare that might not eminently 
results for the contemplated use. But those effects may be experienced after some delays 
so harm has to be imminent has to be something that could not otherwise be addressed in 
the conditional use permit process, so it’s not the same conditional use process at all, that’s 
the position of the county. 
Dustin Grabau: Do you mind, can you clarify the code reference 48-4 
Desiree DruJoo: 40-8-4 sub print 16 sub print A 
Dustin Grabau: So, what you saying is that definition subsection 16A so you feel like if the 
Council found a violation could be a violation could be reasonably expected to cause 
substantial physical harm to a person outside permit area. 
Desiree Dragoo: Right 
Dustin Grabau: That would qualify under the statue. 
Desiree DruJoo: That would be the definition that’s applied to the Utah mine land 
recommission. 
Dustin Grabau: So that would apply to this consideration. 
Desiree Dragoo: Right, exactly 
Dustin Grabau: Just checking 
Desiree Dragoo: And then in terms of the plan, the plan is only submitted if the finding of 
endangerment it’s a very high bar and at that point the operator comes in provides a 
mitigation plan and then the county and operator work together and submit that mitigation 
plan to the public for review so, a but once again it’s a very high bar its not simply a matter 
and by the way clear convincing evidence, there’s been no evidence there’s been no 
evidence presented by the County in that regard, I don’t think its clear convincing Thank 
you. 
Mark Nelson: Mr. Chairman, will you allow me to draw something on the board. 
Erik Rowland: Do you want to do it now or after public comment? 
Mark Nelson: We could after public comment. 
Erik Rowland: Public comments will probably take up to 10 seconds; K We will go ahead and 
open it up to the public anyone here that wishes to address this matter, state your name 
and limit your comments to two minutes. 
Dustin Grabau: There are no hands raised online chair. 
Erik Rowland: Chair check we are done, we will now turn back to discussion, Mark. 
Mark Nelson: see drawing attached (in audible) 
https://www.undrr.org/understanding-disaster-risk/terminology/hips/tl0307 
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Colleen Bonner: A surface mine, right? 
Kendall Crittenden: How deep is the blue limestone there? 
Mark Nelson: 7,000 ft. down (in audible) 
Mark Nelson: Back at his mic and that’s what the statue allows, I’m just trying to understand 
Spencer Park: and then there doing this at 18.6 acres or something or a very small 
Kennecott man, it was very interesting to see the picture of Kennecott. 
Erik Rowland: Sir, state your name 
Marty White: I’m the owner of Maverick Rock; the reason we start off to answer your 
question with a small mining permit very common in the industry throughout the state of 
Utah. We will then go to a large mining permit which will cover the 426 acres. 
So right now, that permit is now tentative, until I have a check right here after proceedings. 
Tonight there’s no evidence brought forward any harm and danger any safety, so we will 
have permit tomorrow back to the question it was ruled by Judge Maybe there’s great blue 
limestone right out here at the AL crop Aimes is cutting on SR 18, It was ruled in court of law. 
So, whether the county brings up a report from Doug Hawkes, didn’t prove to be credible in 
a court of law saying its down 7,000 ft and then we change and horse a picture of 
Kennecott, it’s not what we are trying to accomplish here, we feel the great blue limestone 
as well as manning canyon shell on courtside are at or near the surface of this mine, very 
similar mine so to go in a kind of get some miss contusions on what we are trying to do 
here and putting a picture of Kennecott that we are going down to the sea level in 
accurate. 
Kendall Crittenden: Where did the 7,000-peak come in? 
Marty White: it’s the county’s hired geologist opinion, so I just want to clarify that if you have 
any other questions. I’ll be happy to answer them for you 
Colleen Bonner: What about UDOT question? 
Marty White: Oh, UDOT we have our engineer here Karvan, we have our UDOT permit intact 
already, I’ll let him speak to it. 
Mark Nelson: Before you do that, I have a question for you. 
Luke Searle:  Before we do that, why would you be opposed to going through a conditional 
use permit to be able to understand insure if we believe there is an issue, health safety, and 
welfare for you to go through a process to insure the mine you’re going through impact our 
community impact everybody through that process why are you opposed to do that? 
Marty White: Well, the state allows us to expand our invested mine for the reasons we’ve 



talked about. Geological off shooter mineral trend, both of them apply in the expansion. 
Colleen Bonner: Wouldn’t you want to be a good neighbor to the community you’re going 
to be building in? 
Marty White: Absolutely we want to be good neighbors, we’re not here to not be good 
neighbors. We want to work with the community we’ve asked to work with the community 
Over 400 days ago, I walked in with a letter, and I sat down with the staff to be a good 
neighbor and offered up our opinion offered plans that we were going to take 400 days 
later and about, I don’t know, millions of dollars to our detriment we’re sitting here today, we 
are good neighbors, we run actives lines. 
Mark Nelson: So, many questions were, what are you doing, you are going to call it that, 
and it is going to be that, that this operation in Daniels Canyon is an expansion of this mine? 
Marty White: Goshen existing mine right now , okay, gives us the rights to expand to the 
same mine rails we have on our mine which are the great blue lime stone which is calcium 
carbonate manning, canning shell which is alumina, we mine those in our mine right now, 
its not that our mine is similar you know to the point its 40 miles away 28.6 miles away we 
have the similar with those same minerals allows us to expand state allows that. 
Mark Nelson: So, the answer to my question was no, you answered no right? 
Marty White: What was your question again? 
Mark Nelson: Is this mine an expansion of this mine? And I think you said no. 
Marty White: No, it’s an expansion we have the right to expand our mining because it’s 
similar, we are not expanding the Goshen to the Daniel site. No, we have the ability to do 
that cause we have similar minerals. 
Mark Nelson: So, if you could have boughten land here on Main Street You could do it there? 
Marty White: Yes 
Mark Nelson: What a great Law. 
Colleen Bonner: Alex, doesn’t it say something in there about contiguous to US land. 
Dustin Grabau: No, it’s not clearly identified. 
Alex Stoeder: I mean we’ve made arrangements about that. 
Colleen Bonner: I thought I read that somewhere in there. 
Alex Stroder: As far as the definition, Ms. Dragoo for immediate health and danger and 
safety. I think that definition would still apply but I would also note the definition this code 
we are talking about, talks about health, safety and welfare. The definition under 40-8-4 
doesn’t mention welfare at all, that’s just for safety only. The code is broader than that and 
includes welfare which is very broad. Which I think is the legislator’s way of allowing you to 
mitigation some more concerns than just immanent depths or something like that, so I 
think it is broader than what they’re talking about. I just wanted to clarify that. 
Spencer Park: Can you clarify the 30-day thing we talked about earlier. 
Alex Stoeder: Yes, if you could show that, if you make the finding of informant danger to 
public safety, health, and welfare and then in 30 days then they have to submit their miner 
operator plane for expansion and then 30 days after that reliable and not beyond what the 
state requires, then it goes forward. 
Erik Rowland: So, a few questions, I’m not sure if it’s right for you to answer, or either Marty 
or your representative, so my first question is just to clarify your intent is to mine in the blue 



lime shell (stone I’m sorry) right, if you would come to the mic because we can’t pick up 
amenity noise to go on record. 
Marty White: Are intent yes to mine the great blue limestone, as well as quartzite as well as 
aluminum shell, manning canyon shell. What’s unique about the ability to go in and expand 
our mine is we can expand another mineral we find. Okay, the mine we have in Goshen 
gives us the right to go into expand our mine. 
Erik Rowland: Okay, then that’s where we can start, and I apologize we are at least for 
myself. 
Marty White: Sure 
Erik Rowland: I’m very new to this, so explain that more, so you have the right based on 
what’s been permitted, based on your application states right now, do you have to specify 
what minerals? That you’re seeking that you’re trying to mine. 
Marty White: Do we have those minerals? 
Erik Rowland: No, no as part of the permitting does it need to define what justifies your 
rights to come here to seek those minerals do you need to specify what those minerals are. 
Marty White: Yes, we did that in front of district court judge. 
Erik Rowland: And that included the blue limestone. 
Marty White: That included it yes. 
Erik Rowland: What else did it include? 
Marty White: Manning canyon shell and quartzite. 
Erik Rowland: Okay, is there a process as part of this mining application to process the 
mining exercise and if you don’t find those minerals, is there some kind of audit, some kind 
of process that says you’re not finding any of this, your mines not justified. 
Marty White: No, not necessarily, okay we have to be able to go into extract to go in and 
explorer, right now we can’t do anything okay, we go in and explore and dig and dig and 
find anything we might abandon the site and move somewhere else we claim it. 
Erik Rowland: So how do you know it’s there now? Have you done. 
Marty White: All of our experts, and one thing we haven’t talked about our experts were 
found very credible with a Judge Mabey , district court judge, we have Scott Ritter for 
example has a PHD pf geology of BYU. Okay, 42 years he’s taught geology he’s probably 
renown in the state of Utah if not the Western United States of America as the forward 
expert on minerals. 
Erik Rowland: We’re not going to question; that’s not a path I think we want to go down. 
Marty White: K. 
Erik Rowland: Who’s Ritter 
Marty White: I’m putting you asked a question? 
Erik Rowland: Have you actually done the survey, you are convinced that there is. 
Marty White: I am convinced that there is great blue limestone at or near the surface it is, 
you can see it right now if you were able to drive 5 miles down the road on the cut of 189 
you can see an out crop of blue limestone rock. 
Erik Rowland: Can you walk us through of what you did that verified there was actually 
mineral you are searching for what did you do exactly? 
Marty White: Well 



Desiree Dragoo: I object 
Erik Rowland: I don’t think you can object, this is not a court of law. 
Marty White: I can answer, Strata graphic columns are used readily in geology, okay, in 
these studies okay, these Strata graphics columns will go in and show mineral trans 
different types geology different formations tied in with age pressure you know, thing that 
were creator 60 million years ago 100 millions years ago it is readily available. One item we 
use regularly in our field is the USGS survey which has published that you are welcome to 
go online looking at it, it will show different minerals and where they are located, that’s the 
type of information we use. 
Erik Rowland: Okay, more questions, upon receipt of any approvals your intention is to start 
mining immediately as far as your timeline. 
Marty White: Yes 
Erik Rowland: Okay, whenever we look at and again this unusual only from the perspective 
of how this approval process is presented because it falls very outside of the norm when we 
look at other approvals generally when every there is a development there is very 
comprehensive plans that are presented it says this is how we are going to execute it upon 
this development how we are going to make sense things are safe this is how we are going 
to address concerns. I guess our concerns none of that has been done, and I understand 
that maybe you’re not required, because I’m guessing the state doesn’t require you to do 
that. 
Marty White: The state where Governor and regulated by a divisional gas and mining 
where governor by M-Shaw mine safety and health administration by air quality, water 
quality we have to be able to provide in gras and egress that’s safe if not only two our 
customers but to the public we have to have UDOT permits that allow us to come off Hwy 
40 into our mine to ingress and egress , so are we regulated? We are probably the most 
regulated operation in the State of Utah Do we have a plan right now, set forth that we can 
show you guys detail every little step from 1 to 10,000. We have to do certain things in our 
business to be able to go in an identify different Stratis different ages different minerals how 
we are going to put our mine plan together that’s why we are starting off with the small 
mine permits and have it grow into a large mine permit which is very detailed and very 
cumbersome. 
Erik Rowland: So initial 
Kendall Crittenden: So how many acres is that small mine permit you said earlier. 
Erik Rowland: 18-19 
Kendall Crittenden: What is it? 
Spencer Park: 18 
Mark Nelson: 18 
Erik Rowland: So right now, it’s really just to explore the site to confirm where the mineral is 
and what minerals you have that etc... and kind of go from there. 
Marty White: Its to expand our mind that’s what we’re doing. 
Kendall Crittenden: Marty, are you saying we’re getting the 18 acres now? 
Marty White: That’s what we’re starting with, yes. 
Kendall Crittenden: But you said that’s a small mining permit. 



Marty White: That’s 
Kendall Crittenden: Let me ask the question before you know who needs to answer it, you 
said we will expand that to a large mine permit, I’m assuming intel’s of hope 426 acres, but 
surprisingly you showed Kennecott that’s what we are looking at if you go to the 426 your 
going to open up the whole 426 acres because Kennecott sitting on that hill side up there. 
Marty White: Kennecott is a large mine permit we will go seek a large mining permit. 
Erik Rowland: What was that last remark? 
Marty White: It’s that simple guys we will start with the small mining permit and that will be 
enlarged to a large mine permit for 426 acres. 
Kendall Crittenden: That’s what I just said. 
Marty White: It’s a beautiful thing. 
Colleen Bonner: Doug, can you explain water for the fluid plan. 
Doug Smith: They will access the FEMA regular channel and that would require a fluid plan 
development permit from myself. 
Colleen Bonner: And that’s just to get started on even the 18 acres. 
Doug Smith: Yep. 
Erik Rowland: Alex what is standard in order to help us understand the part I’m most 
confused at when we are looking at the threats to welfare, health and safety, how can we 
access any threats unless we have a better understanding of what’s going to be done. 
Alex Stoeder: That’s what I was trying to emphasize how it’s kind of odd, this code is laid out, 
you make the finding of internet danger of public safety and health, and welfare and they 
give you the plan, and I’ll just note Ms. Dragoo is talking about the record, you know if we 
hadn’t gone to court the record a page letter from them saying hey we have this mine we 
are coming here, and that would be the record we went to court so we have a little more of 
the record. I’ve included it in our slide deck. I think with what has been presented and the 
fact they are going to go to a large mine 400 acres they are going through that river enmity 
as he said they’re going to start right away that satisfied the standard. 
Dustin Grabau: So, Alex there would not be another public hearing like this if they were to 
change from the small mining permit to say later through DOGM other regular annites or 
large or changing that mining. 
Alex Stoeder: No 
Dustin Grabau: This is the county’s one chance to weigh in any potential concerns is that 
accurate. 
Alex Stoeder: That would once its approved through here it would all be through DOGM the 
rest of this. 
Dustin Grabau: It seems to me there are some high risks associated with mining which is 
why all these other entities are involved in regulating them, there are risks watering quality, 
air quality, safety regarding the actual mining operation. Those are highly probably risks 
that are regulated and I think there are pertinent members of our community that share 
those highly probably risks seems like that maybe for the council is whether they fill like that 
highly probably reasonable eminent risk to health, safety, welfare that maybe rise to that 
standard then they could present evidence this is how mitigating those things. 
Spencer Park: I remember some of our past water shed meeting and analyzing Provo river, 



and because of mining little small mines up in little Uintah mountain we are over our level 
of arsenic out in our water there’s nothing we can do about it because it flowing through 
those mountains there’s a lot of things that’s going to be dug up destroy the water quality. 
Colleen Bonner: Possibly destroyed 
Erik Rowland: That’s exactly what I think the point is because everything is speculation 
there hasn’t been presented a plan other than simple that we are going to mine, its hard to 
not feel like or feel any kind comfort there is going to be some kind of risk. 
Kendall Crittenden: This is the head in a camel’s tent 18 acres to go to 426. 
Denise Dragoo : so, the best of mining statue has basically provided stream line procedures 
for expanding invested mine use, the courts already ruled this invested mining use exists 
and can be expanded so basically the only jurisdiction is left for the county right now to 
determine presentation clear and convincing evidence, that there is an immanent threat to 
public health safety, welfare there’s been no evidence presented there’s just been 
conjuncture. 
Erik Rowland: Did the court say it can be expanded or that it can go ahead and proceed 
with this public hearing. 
Denise Dragoo: It said to hold the public hearing, and no public comments have come 
forward, no one presenting no public comment. So, I think this matter is over. 
Erik Rowland: I think we count as the public as well so if we feel like our public comment 
warrants there is eminent danger, because of the fact there has been very little to any plan 
presented to allow any comfort to understand any danger the qualifies us. 
Kendall Crittenden: That’s what the code allows us to do if we deem that. 
Denise Dragoo: I think you’re missing reading the code, the court has already ruled and 
determined there should be a public hearing and no one has come forward and the county 
hasn’t provided any evidence other than the connection, so constitute clear and convincing 
evidence. 
Luke Searle: Thank you. 
Erik Rowland: Thank you. 
Denise Drujoo: Thank you. 
Kendall Crittenden: Courts are not always right. 
Erik Rowland: State your name at the mic. 
Landon Anders: I wanted to clarify there’s been some definite concerns about moving from 
18.8 acres a small mine permit to a large mine permit. 
Erik Rowland: What is your role? 
Landon Andres: I’m the president of Maverick so the way our current mine permit operates, 
it might be on a different scale as far as what you see at Kennecott they obviously have a 
lot of acreage opened up the way our permits functions we get bended for a certain 
amount of acreage even though the mine boundary includes 426 acres it’s a very long 
process extensive were collecting seed mixes for reclamation we’re talking about top soil 
spreading we’re talking slope we’re talking about drainage preservation all sorts of things 
we have to include in this 94 page large mine document and what we do is provided that 
document to oil, gas and mining they review we have different iteration until we get exactly 
what they’re comfortable with, we’re not just going to come out and pillage this piece of 



ground right. So although our large mine permit would intel all 426 acres, we’re not going to 
go open all 426 acres and start mining everything we find what were going to do is open a 
certain amount acreage which we’re bonded for we provide to the start we either provide a 
surety or cash bond that before we go opening additional acreage continue expanding 
mining operation. We have to get buy off that we have reclaimed suitable permit that we 
have reclaimed distributed property to their liking which then allows us to expand into more 
bonded acreage to continue mining. 
Kendall Crittenden: Are you still mining in the 18 original acres how do you reclaim it if 
you’re still mining? 
Landon Andres: Well, if we’re done mining there we want to expand into new acreage the 
way our permit would read you need to reclaim that 18.8 before you expand the new 18.8 
acreage, we have a bond issue in place let’s say we’re shady (we’re not) we are good 
people, if we got in there cleared and grubbed 18.8 acres well its not here our experts are 
gone county experts were wrong we’re all wrong we’re out of here then we drug up stakes 
and head out, our bond money still exists, so DOGM could come in and get a contract and 
hey we are going to reclaim this and make it look like it was before these dirt bags came in 
here and these dirt bags came in here and destroyed it. That’s the portion that’s in place for 
the county so we cannot successfully expand our business we cannot successfully stay in 
business if we are not respectful our to bonding agency to DOGM that’s not how ae operate 
we don’t want our bond to get hit we want to be responsible with the money and what we 
committed to, we are here to department of oil, gas and mining regulation I wanted to let 
you we’re not Kennecott. 
Erik Rowland: Can I call you Landon. 
Landon Andres: Ya. 
Kendall Crittenden: Is that the check your referred is the bond check. 
Landon Andres: No, that would be a yes exactly sorry that would be check of bond. 
Kendall Crittenden: The check you referred to would go to the bonding. 
Erik Rowland: Can you help me I’m curious, Goshen was that an original mind or was that 
also situation of where it was expanded into? 
Landon Andres: That was on original mine, that is the mine invested rights resides. 
Erik Rowland: Walk me, though I’m just curious what does it take to open up an original 
mine what do you have to do? Obviously, is there dog weather what it’s called? 
Dustin Grabau: DOGM, what other type of approvals does to start a mine like in Goshen? 
Landon Andres: I don’t know if someone else wants to talk about that? To answer your 
question not to dodge it. It’s a very extensive situation when I say it’s extensive all the DOGM 
requirements and all storm water pollution requirements. It’s all the water quality 
requirements air permit requirements. 
Erik Rowland: Do you recall if the County need to be involved? 
Landon Andres: No 
Erik Rowland: They weren’t needed at all. 
Spencer Park: So, all those same requirements to make sure we don’t have any issue with 
life, safety, and welfare should be taken care of. 
Landon Andres: Ya, it would be very much our opinion. 



Spencer Park: Beyond opinion that ought to be approved. 
Landon Andres: With us being in compliance with UDOT. 
I can answer that. Joseph Ernest: Council for Maverick I think part of the consternation is for 
the first time you’re looking at this regulating it what’s going on? I just want to clarify the 
mining statue allows for the expansion but allows elates Maverick we’re your not privy to all 
the obligations that’s what causing consternation there extremely so much heavily 
regulated, and in the finding of 4 b any mitigation requirements you would have had could 
see something the state has already require, more than likely, now I’m going to conjecture 
more than likely whatever you would be require of a mitigation the state may already have 
that requirement and Maverick has already complied I wanted to throw that out there. 
Luke Searle: You said you’ve been on a city planning commission, so you know the 
regulation from a city or county stand point are probably very different then DOGM 
probably pretty different we are not looking out for the minerals we are looking neighbors 
and impact of our community impacts were talking about roads we’re talking about some 
of these situation completely different perspective completely different regulations so I 
guess it’s hard for me to sit here as a representative of my community more than likely its 
difficult for me to day that I know the mission of DOGM very different then a mission of 
Wasatch County and what we are trying to do here as the elected body in normal 
circumstances we go through this process my problem is hearing these regulations and all 
different parts that’s there have to do that much more to prove to us that your going 
through this process, that is necessary look of conditional use permit again and its just the 
state statue. I understand that we can’t force any of that but why be something if you 
already so regulated why can’t you prove to the community you’re coming to that you’re 
going to be in the interest of health, safety and welfare. 
Joseph Ernest: Sure, great my understanding about 400 days ago wanted to sit down with 
the county. Maverick and discuss planning and what they were doing under expansion 
under the state statue permits and the plans, but the county didn’t want to do that. 
Luke Searle: You had an opportunity today to do those 400 days after and chose not to. 
Joseph Ernest: The state doesn’t require it. 
Luke Searle: Right, but you were just starting 400 days you were willing to, so why take the 
opportunity to do today. 
Joseph Ernest: Are, there specific mitigations ask? 
Dustin Grabau:  I think we could as a council talk about what your concerns are you can 
decide how much input you want us the staff or the applicant, I think there are also well 
documented potential hazards of mines, as I said before all these entitles exist to regulate 
those, there are countless study’s indicate when things go badly they can go badly, I think 
it’s a reasonably to request more information about those very highly likely hood there are 
a lot of significant to mitigate those risk I think its reasonable to request those for instance 
there are studies on mining hazards produce by the UN as recently as 2018 environmental 
and health pollution of water bodies forest resources, complete solid nutrients when those 
things go poorly that’s the risk so those are the type of things, how do you mitigate those 
things and come back and how they would mitigate? 
Erik Rowland: We have to be careful here the narrative that’s not what we’re saying that 



you’re going to break all those regulations its when we are confronted by the public and 
they are saying why the hell did you guys permit the mine, happening it would be nice to 
have on record here is the plan presented to the council here is what there going to do, 
insured they are going to do everything safe rest assured by state and federal law, here it is, 
right now we don’t have anything. 
Dustin Grabau: So, my understanding for you, do you have a high probability of some of 
these dangers and would you like more information about those dangers. 
Spencer Park:  I think we do, I think we have concerns about eminent and health, safety, 
traffic, water, air pollution, we don’t have a plan that will not let us that concern, we have 
nothing, what I think we do have is a poorly worded state fab that’s totally my opinion. I 
think we need to talk to our legislator about it, not that it might change this event but no 
matter what needs to be talked about brought to their attention. I guess my question is, I 
would like to have the attorney’s help draft a motion that requires 30 days so we get a plan 
showing those items any items could possible health, safety, and welfare. 
Dustin Grabau: I’m going to propose if you wanted to make a motion you guys feel free to 
correct me if I’m wrong. I think you could reasonably state you can make a motion you think 
there’s a high probability of potential health, safety, and welfare risk and I would site some 
specific concerns you list several Spencer and request they follow this section state code 
and how they would mitigate those things. Would that comply do you think Alex? 
Alex Stroeder: Inaudible. 
Dustin Grabau: So, it could be something like based on this UN study poorly handled mines, 
could have impacts, water bodies degradation of Natural resources, threat to human 
health depletion wildlife habitat, something like this. Evidence you want it to say. 
Marty White: Not our back yard right, that’s why we are sitting here today Hey with the law 
by the State of Utah which is a right to mine state this mine vested my law was created so it 
gives mine operators we didn’t create this law, you didn’t create this law the state 
legislators created the law and there’s rules we’re not sitting here tonight making up the 
law and that’s what we are doing, we are going on record right now that nobody in this 
room nobody from the public given us any reason to be expressive, k, any reason at all to 
show we are in any safety welfare violations nobody . It’s on record right now. 
Dustin Grabau: For the record every single one of us live. 
Marty White: You have to be specific what is specific nature, you just can’t have a broad 
turn we don’t like it’s a state statue. 
Dustin Grabau: How do you respond to your other mining operator saying this is a misuse 
of this law. 
Marty White: It is a, we are in a zone that allows mining, but we have to come in here and 
following condition, the state says otherwise. 
Dustin Grabau: right, but other mining operators say they don’t have that opinion, and we 
have a public hearing where they said that. 
Marty White: The state allows Maverick to expand their invested mines to this land. 
Dustin Grabau: I understand that’s your opinion why some other mine operators. 
Mart White: I don’t know what your saying other mine operators means nothing to me. 
Dustin Grabau: CMC and Staker Parsons this is a miss appropriation of state code they 



think its not accurate. I also met with Joe Fairy from the State, and he thinks it’s also not 
accurate. 
Marty White: You’re putting a very broad umbrella on something. 
Spencer Park: I think we just had your president this should be a study and these impacts 
for the blue lime mineral. 
Marty White: We are already regulated to everything you guys have inside your conditional 
use. We are already satisfied with that, because we don’t want to play the county rules we 
don’t have to, but we are still regulated. Everything you guys are regulated and we are 
setting up here making new law. 
Dustin Grabau: No is this not the state law? 
Marty White: Go back to the vested mining law, pull it up, what is convincing evidence 
where did the public show up today? Anybody? 
Spencer Park: We don’t have a plan. 
Marty White: We don’t have to give you a plan. The state requires a plan process that goes 
with that, it’s not because we sit here and Wasatch County want their own specific plan. We 
have expanded our invested plan to other counties and never been a problem. We have 
never had a violation. 
Dustin Grabau: So, you could open a mine across the building area, and we can’t ask how 
you’re going to do that make sure no one falls in car drives in those are unreasonable 
concerns, those are very reasonable 
Denise Dragoo : I think we would like to conclude the public part of the meeting because no 
public appeared. 
Mark Nelson: Councilor, we are running the meeting. 
Denise Dragoo:  So, we request its terminated, we are now in an argumental state. 
Dustin Grabau: We could make it a Council deliberation. 
Erik Rowland: That’s where we are at this point the public hearing is over. 
Luke Searle: We just don’t have any more comments from the applicant. 
Erik Rowland: We’ve been in Council deliberation the last 45 minutes, I also do believe we 
represent the public, we can provide comment as the public so even though there may not 
be individual outside of us here, but we do represent and as far as evidence that’s clear 
and convincing that we don’t have any, we know there’s going to be a creek that’s going to 
be effected we know road ways are going to be effected, we know air quality will be 
effected there is evidence based on this is going to happen this is all going to be effected, 
but we have no plan as how it’s going to be mitigate and we understand as the council we 
don’t have to deny this mining operation at all we know that we are trying to deny it, we are 
trying to find a pathway that can provide the public resource and information that provided 
them a comfort level to understand what’s going to happen in this mine. 
Luke Searle: Because of the lack of the plan there’ no way to show the mitigation efforts 
that are there. How can we be able to say to the public that those impacts would not 
happen. 
Kendall Crittenden: There’s no way to show them there’s not a risk. 
Luke Searle: or their impacts would not be mitigation. 
Spencer Park: Alex, as a member of a legislated body if I wanted to make a motion is it a 



denial or is it asking for proof there is no whatever that code section. 
Alex Stoeder: So, as I mentioned (inaudible) 
Dustin Drabau: Alex, will you go to the mic. 
Spencer Park: and finding evidence, I mean I think there’s obvious evidence until there’s 
proof for someone there won’t be pollution, air, water or sound traffic. 
Alex Stoeder:  So, I think the code the only avenue you have is to make a finding that based 
on the evidence presented today on the record, there’s clear and convincing evidence 
there’s immediately danger to the public safety and health and that triggers for (A) see 
attached document which is the next process. 
Spencer Park: So, it does need to be in-depth, it needs to be simple. 
Alex Stoeder: I mean the more detailed you go into. 
Dustin Grabau: You should see what evidence you think is clear convincing and highly 
probably concerns you have based on the things we talked about today. 
Luke Searle: What’s the creek’s name? 
Dustin Grabau: Daniel creek which is used for irrigation and livestock. 
Spencer Park: and drink and it goes right into Deer Creek. Do you want me to try this? 
Luke Searle:  Before you do really quick make unattempt to Erik’s point before, quite awhile 
ago, about this idea I’m not against mining I think we need materials to make our state 
work and do the things we need to do and I’m not against the process that was I n a place 
to insure these things including this process which it allows mitigation plan to be presented 
to insure these things will be taken care of and opportunities given that need to be shown 
to the public, to insure this mining operation will not do the things we’re worried about. 
Erik Rowland: Demonstrate that the creek is not going to be harmed and the air quality is 
not to be harmed. Safety of the road be harmed. 
Spencer Park: You want me to try this; you guys can help me out if you want to. So, I have 
the legislative body I make a motion finding endangerment for traffic, water, quality, to 
Daniel creek that is supplies water irrigation, culinary directly into Deer Creek, air pollution, 
erosion, traffic noise pollution all of those detriments to health safety and life , welfare I think 
we have found evident lack of any information in this hearing. 
Collen Bonner: Did you include dust in that? 
Spencer Park: and dust air quality 
Dustin Grabau: as pertinent imminent. 
Spencer Park: As pertinent imminent risk immediately is that good, do you want me to add 
anything else council? 
Erik Rowland: We have a motion by Spencer 
Luke Searle: I do want to make a comment on the motion that I understand the mining 
operation as it starts there’s more impact as it happens, but the creek would need to be 
crossed that’s serving all these things would indeed happen immediately. 
Kendall Crittenden: From day one. 
Kendall Crittenden: Second the motion 
Erik Rowland: Kendall second any further discussion? Okay, we will go ahead and call for a 
vote. 
Spencer – Yes 



Luke – Yes 
Kendall – Yes 
Colleen – Yes 
Myself – Yes 
Mark – Yes 
Okay, the motion passes unanimously. 
Is there any other business? 
Dustin Grabau: No chair. 
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17-81-402. Rights of a mine operator with a vested mining use -- Expanding vested mining use.
(1) Notwithstanding a political subdivision's prohibition, restriction, or other limitation on a
mining use adopted after the establishment of the mining use, the rights of a mine operator
with a vested mining use include the rights to:

(a) progress, extend, enlarge, grow, or expand the vested mining use to any surface or subsurface
land or mineral estate that the mine operator owns or controls;
(b) expand the vested mining use to any new land that:

(i) is contiguous and related in mineralization to surface or subsurface land or a mineral estate
that the mine operator already owns or controls;
(ii) contains minerals that are part of the same mineral trend as the minerals that the mine
operator already owns or controls; or
(iii) is a geologic offshoot to surface or subsurface land or a mineral estate that the mine
operator already owns or controls;

• (c) use, operate, construct, reconstruct, restore, extend, expand, maintain, repair, alter,
substitute, modernize, upgrade, and replace equipment, processes, facilities, and buildings on
any surface or subsurface land or mineral estate that the mine operator owns or controls;

• (d) increase production or volume, alter the method of mining or processing, and mine or
process a different or additional mineral than previously mined or owned on any surface or
subsurface land or mineral estate that the mine operator owns or controls; and

• (e) discontinue, suspend, terminate, deactivate, or continue and reactivate, temporarily or
permanently, all or any part of the mining use.
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(2) (a) As used in this Subsection (2), "applicable legislative body" means the legislative body of each:
(i) county in whose unincorporated area the new land to be included in the vested mining use is located; and
(ii) municipality in which the new land to be included in the vested mining use is located.

(b) A mine operator with a vested mining use is presumed to have a right to expand the vested mining use to new land.
(c) Before expanding a vested mining use to new land, a mine operator shall provide written notice:

(i) of the mine operator's intent to expand the vested mining use; and
(ii) to each applicable legislative body.

(d)
(i) An applicable legislative body shall:

(A) hold a public meeting or hearing at its next available meeting that is more than 10 days after receiving the
notice under Subsection (2)(c); and
(B) provide reasonable, advance, written notice:

(I) of:
(Aa) the intended expansion of the vested mining use; and
(Bb) the public meeting or hearing; and

(II) to each owner of the surface estate of the new land.
(ii) A public meeting or hearing under Subsection (2)(d)(i) serves to provide sufficient public notice of the mine operator's intent
to expand the vested mining use to the new land.

(e) After the public meeting or hearing under Subsection (2)(d)(ii), a mine operator may expand a vested mining use to new
land without any action by an applicable legislative body, unless there is clear and convincing evidence in the record that
the expansion to new land will imminently endanger the public health, safety, and welfare.

(3) If a mine operator expands a vested mining use to new land, as authorized under this section:
(a) the mine operator's rights under the vested mining use with respect to land on which the vested mining use occurs apply with
equal force after the expansion to the new land; and
(b) the mining protection area that includes land on which the vested mining use occurs is expanded to include the new land.
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P-160

Process would typically require 
a conditional use in 
accordance with 16.27.35
“Gravel Pit and Mining 
Regulations”
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476.54 Acres
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Utah Pollution Discharge Elimination System
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(4)(a) If the applicable legislative body makes the finding of endangerment described in Subsection 
(i) the mining operator shall submit to the applicable legislative body the mining operator’s plan for expansion under this

section;
(ii) by no later than 30 days after receipt of the plan for expansion described in Subsection (4)(a)(i), the applicable

legislative body shall notify the operator of:
(A) evidence that the expansion to new land will endanger the public health, safety, and welfare; and
(B) proposed measures to mitigate the endangerment of the public health, safety, and welfare; and

(iii) the applicable legislative body shall hold a public hearing by no later than 30 days after the date the applicable
legislative body complies with Subsection (4)(a)(ii) to present mitigation measures proposed under Subsection (4)(a)(ii).

(b) The applicable legislative body may impose mitigation measures under this Subsection (4) that are reasonable and do not
exceed requirements imposed by permits issued by a state agency such as an air quality permit.

(c) A political subdivision may not prohibit the expansion of a vested mining use if the mining operator agrees to comply with
the mitigation measures described in Subsection (4)(b).

(d) The process under this Subsection (4) is not a land use application or conditional use application under Title Title 10, Chapter
20, Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management Act, or Chapter 79, County Land Use, Development, and
Management Act.
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Utah Code § 17-81-402 applies
Expansion allowed unless clear and convincing evidence
Imminent endangerment to public welfare
Includes water, environment, community character
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Claimed formation ~5,000 - 7,000 feet deep
Uncertain excavation targets
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Bank destabilization
Immediate impact upon disturbance
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Erosion leads to creek damage
System-wide environmental harm
Not isolated effects
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Impacts property owners and agriculture in the surrounding area
Degrades water usability
Potential risk to reduce property value and enjoyment
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Large-scale disturbance (~476 acres)
Vegetation removal
Permanent topographic change
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Harm begins with initial disturbance
No need for full mining operations
Immediate and ongoing risk
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Creek impacts – active flood plain
Uncertainty + instability + water impact = imminent harm
Meets clear and convincing evidence standard
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Renumbered 11/6/2025 17-81-401 Vested mining use -- Conclusive 
presumption. (1) (a) A mining use is conclusively presumed to be a 
vested mining use if the mining use existed or was conducted or 
otherwise engaged in before a political subdivision prohibits, 
restricts, or otherwise limits the mining use. (b) Anyone claiming that 
a vested mining use has not been established has the burden of 
proof to show by clear and convincing evidence that the vested 
mining use has not been established. (2) A vested mining use: (a) 
runs with the land; and (b) may be changed to another mining use 
without losing its status as a vested mining use. (3) The present or 
future boundary described in the large mine permit of a mine 
operator with a vested mining use does not limit: (a) the scope of the 
mine operator's rights under this chapter; or (b) the protection that 
this chapter provides for a mining protection area. (4) (a) A mine 
operator with a vested mining use shall file a declaration for 
recording in the office of the recorder of the county in which the 
vested mining use is located. (b) A declaration under Subsection 
(4)(a) shall: (i) contain a legal description of the land included within 
the vested mining use; and (ii) provide notice of the vested mining 
use.
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Adjuornment
Action Taken:  Adjournment 
Action Taken:  Councilmember Bonner made a motion to adjourn. Councilmember 
Nelson seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: 

Voting Aye: Colleen Bonner, Erik Rowland, Kendall Crittenden, Luke Searle, Mark Nelson, 
Spencer Park 
Voting Nay: None 

Chairman Joey D. Granger/Clerk/Auditor 
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