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Diana Baun

From: Sally Simnett <sasimnett@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2026 12:32 PM
To: dbrems@emigration.utah.gov
Cc: Diana Baun
Subject: Freeze creek agrotourism farm

[You don't oŌen get email from sasimneƩ@me.com. Learn why this is important at 
hƩps://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdenƟficaƟon ] 
 
>> Dear Mr Brems 
>> 
>> I am a resident of EmigraƟon Oaks and I would like to submit my objecƟon to the proposed agrotourism farm in 
Freeze Creek. I consent to these comments being part of the public record. 
>> 
>> My objecƟons are many and are as follows 
>> 
>> 1. EmigraƟon Oak residents rely upon well water. 
>> We do not have access to city water and when our well is run dry several hundred residents will have no water supply. 
As a community we monitor to health of our Well, both consumpƟon and toxins detrimental to our health that are 
released into it. 
>> As the proposed farm will be built above our Well all chemicals, pesƟcides and animal byproduct will be released into 
our water supply in large amounts. This is unacceptable. 
>> The proposed farm will be grazing livestock on this land. As such water consumpƟon will increase exponenƟally. 
Livestock will be drinking large amounts of water, crops and grass will require large amounts of water, visitors in large to 
said farm will need water. This water consumpƟon is not sustainable on this Well. 
>> Residents of the Oaks need water to survive as do the livestock taken up to this property. What is the outcome for all 
when the Well is run dry? 
>> 
>> 2. EmigraƟon Oaks residents protect our homes and land from wildfire. 
>> Every year we make great efforts to avoid a wildfire disaster. As a community we remove dead trees and understory, 
we keep our roadsides clear and discourage cars from parking on dead grasses at the roadside for fear of catalyƟc 
converter fire. 
>> We try very hard. 
>> It is my fear that building barns, keeping straw and animal feed therein will increase our wildfire risk. Car parking 
visitors  on unpaved land could spark a fire. Also visitors who arrive may well throw down a smoldering cigareƩe buƩ. 
Then we have a disaster. 
>> 
>> 3. EmigraƟon Oaks residents protect our lands from non naƟve plant  
>> species As a community we remove and eradicate non naƟve invasive plant species from our community property. We 
have a weed commiƩee and pay our teenagers to pull those weeds. 
>> Last year we were awarded a grant from the city to plant naƟve pollinator plants, that is at freeze creek. 
>> The proposal at the farm is to plant hundreds on non naƟve plants and trees on the property. How many of those will 
become invasive to the ecosystem of the Oaks? 
>> This year I believe the city of Salt Lake paid to have the invasive Myrtle Spurge eradicated from CoƩonwood canyon. 
Why would we knowingly allow the introducƟon of a non naƟve species which will become a problem. 
>> 
>> 4. EmigraƟon Oaks residents maintain their roadways yearly The HOA  
>> funds we pay are used to maintain and repair our roadways. As such they are without potholes. 
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>> With them influx of heavy farm equipment and hundreds of visitors to this farm our roads will be damaged very 
quickly. Who will be paying for the repairs caused by this insult of heavy usage? 
>> Our speed limit is 25mph will that be respected or will we now have have traffic speeding along our peaceful 
residenƟal roads. 
>> 
>> 5. We live in EmigraƟon Oaks because we enjoy the peaceful nature of  
>> the environment We live alongside resident wildlife peacefully and with respect. We protect our wildlife and make 
effort to destroy their habitat. 
>> It is my concern that the visitors to this commercial business will not respect our speed limit. They will not stop their 
car for wildlife crossing. 
>> In our canyon we have flocks of wild turkeys, moose, deer, quail, coyote and bears all,of which cross our roads 
frequently how many will now be slaughtered by a speeding tourist? 
>> 
>> 6. We live in harmony with our wildlife EmigraƟon Oaks has an  
>> ecosystem of wildlife which we strive to support and live at peace with. 
>> We know that many large predators live in our woods but we leave them unmolested. This is their home that we 
share. As such we keep our pets safe and do not leave food enƟcement near to our homes. 
>> When this farm has livestock and food sources it will become a lure for our predators looking for food. When coyotes 
and wild cats hunt the livestock this landowner will start to kill the resident wildlife. 
>> Why are we allowing a farm to be built where the livestock cannot be protected? We are allowing a wildlife conflict to 
occur. Everywhere in this world environmentalists are looking for ways to avoid wildlife conflict and yet here we are 
knowingly allowing it to happen. 
>> 
>> Thank you for taking the Ɵme to read all of my concerns, I do hope that you will take them into consideraƟon. 
>> Please vote against this farm, we love our wild lands up here and strive to protect its wild environment. 
>> 
>> Yours Sincerely 
>> Sally SimneƩ 
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Diana Baun

From: Geoffrey Crockett <gcrockett@mac.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2026 3:10 PM
To: Diana Baun; dbrems@emigration.utah.gov; jhawkes@emigration.utah.gov; 

rpinon@emigration.utah.gov; ngriffith; charris@emigration.utah.gov
Cc: Jeanne Crockett
Subject: Public comment for the record — File OAM2026-001673 (Leick CDA): questions on 

litigation coverage for City Attorney

Clerk Baun — 

Please enter the attached letter as public comment for the record on File OAM2026-001673. It is addressed to City 
Attorney Cameron Platt; I don't have his direct email, so please also forward it to him and, if you would, confirm his 
address for my records. 

The letter poses three factual questions about how the City's defense in the Leick access litigation was funded, and 
whether the cost of litigation is a reason for entering the proposed Conservation Development Agreement. I'd welcome 
a written response. 

Thank you for your time. 

Geoffrey Crockett 
652 N. Pioneer Fork Road 
Emigration Canyon, UT 84108 
gcrockett@mac.com | 801-674-5660 
 
 
Geoffrey Crockett 
652 N. Pioneer Fork Road 
Emigration Canyon, UT 84108 
gcrockett@mac.com | 801-674-5660 

August 18, 2026 

Cameron Platt, City Attorney, City of Emigration Canyon 
cc: Diana Baun, City Recorder (for the public record)   ·   Mayor David Brems, Deputy Mayor Jennifer Hawkes, Robert 
Pinon, Nick Griffith, Catherine Harris 

Re: Question for the public record — cost of the Leick access litigation and File OAM2026-001673 

Dear Mr. Platt: 
I write to ask three questions for the public record, directed to you as City Attorney rather than to the outside counsel who
negotiated the proposed Conservation Development Agreement. They go to a single issue: whether the cost of litigation 
is a sound reason for the City to enter that agreement. 
The City's October 28, 2025 Council minutes, approved November 17, 2025, state that in the Leick access litigation (Leick 
v. Emigration Canyon, Case No. 250906345, dismissed without prejudice on March 19, 2026) the City “was being 
represented by Matt Church through the Utah Governmental Trust.” The Trust is the intergovernmental risk-sharing pool 
of which the City is a member. If the City's defense was provided through the Trust, the City's direct cost of that defense 
was limited to any deductible or self-insured retention under its coverage, together with staff time, rather than the full 
cost of counsel. 
I therefore ask that the following be answered on the record before the Council takes any action on File OAM2026-001673:
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1.  Was the City's defense in the Leick access litigation provided through the Utah Governmental Trust — or another risk 
pool or insurer — and does that coverage extend to a refiled or related action? 

2.  What has the City's actual out-of-pocket cost of that litigation been, net of coverage — that is, the deductible or 
retention and any fees not covered by the Trust? 

3.  Is avoiding the cost of future litigation a reason the City is entering the proposed Conservation Development 
Agreement? If so, how is that reconciled with the coverage described above? 

I ask because “the City cannot afford to keep litigating” is sometimes offered, in substance, as a reason to resolve a 
matter like this by agreement. If the City's defense is provided through the risk pool, that reason does not hold, and the 
Council and the public should know the City's real exposure before weighing it. If the defense is not covered, the reason 
for that should be stated, since access and land-use matters are ordinarily within a governmental risk pool's purpose. 
I am not asking for privileged communications or litigation strategy — only for the fact of coverage and the net cost. I am 
glad to receive a written response at the address above. 
Thank you for your service. 

Respectfully, 
 
 
Geoffrey Crockett, MD, FACEP 
Emigration Oaks 
8016745660 
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