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Committee Members 
Present:	Jennifer Wilson
	Jim Bradley
	Arlyn Bradshaw
	Michael Jensen
	Aimee Newton
	Sam Granato
					Steven DeBry
	Max Burdick
	Richard Snelgrove, Chair



Citizen Public Input  (2:02:31 PM)

	No one appeared for Citizen Public Input.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Overview and Update on Information Services  (2:02:43 PM)

	Ms. Beth Overhuls, Chief Information Officer, Mayor’s Office, gave a PowerPoint presentation relating to her observations during the first 90 days of her employment for Salt Lake County.  She stated three hot topics the County needs to look into are: security risk mitigation, data center stability, and technology and resources required to deliver and support a responsive government. Process improvements need to happen with Information Technology (IT) relating to governance and strategy.  Operations and resources need to be better aligned to serve the citizens of Salt Lake County and its employees.  She then outlined action items, which she will be working on.  The Council will be updated regularly. 

	Council Member Newton stated the different departments/divisions within Salt Lake County have different levels of technology.  She asked if there was a plan to bring the organizations onto the same level.     

	Ms. Overhuls stated an Architecture Review Board will be created to identify what the standards should be, and then any project would go through the review process.  The standards that are set can evolve and change.  The Review Board will help answer questions that need to be answered and create greater transparency.  

	Council Member Newton asked if all assets within the County would be looked at in order to get a starting point. 

	Ms. Overhuls stated the plan is to first identify what the standards should be, and then communicate them throughout the County.  Whenever new proposals come to the Council for approval, she would hope it would ask if the proposal had been reviewed by the Architecture Review Board.  Having proposals go through this review would help with the economy of scale as well. 

	Council Member Snelgrove asked if Ms. Overhuls had found IT security to be good, or if it was behind the ball.  Data breach is always a concern.  

	Ms. Overhuls stated IT Security is an area that will never be up to the standards of the hackers, which is why a security audit was number one on her list.  The County needs to make certain it has processes, policies, and tools in place to be as secure as possible. Employees need to be held accountable as well.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Community Preservation Implementation Plan  (2:26:04 PM)
		
	Ms. Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, stated with the passage of S.B. 199 Community Preservation, the County has a lot of work to do, as there are a number of outstanding issues.  The community preservation implementation plan structure is made up into six different teams.  She reviewed the structure and each team as follows:

External Communication Team – Chair Alison Heyrend, Communications Director, Mayor’s Office.  This team will educate residents on the choice they have in November.  It will need to provide communication materials, hold many public meetings prior to elections, and perhaps create a website.  It may also be necessary to bring in a consultant to help with this.  Representatives from the community will be included on this team.  

Internal Communication Team – Chair Tiffany Erickson, Mayor’s Office.  This team will be communicating with employees about what is going on with community preservation, and what could happen.  The Mayor’s Office has gotten a lot of questions from employees about this, specifically with regard to the Municipal Services District.  

Fiscal Analysis Team – Chair Jared Steffey, Fiscal Manager, Public Works Department.  In November, the townships will be voting whether to become a metro township or a city, so they need some fiscal information to help them with their choice.  The County has already had requests from the community for a fiscal analysis of their township, so this team needs to get started right away.  This may require a consultant since the Mayor’s Fiscal staff is overwhelmed right now with PeopleSoft.  

Legal Team – Chair Gavin Anderson, Deputy District Attorney.  This team will make sure the County is complying with the legislation.  

Election Team – Chair Sherrie Swensen, County Clerk.  This team will be preparing for the November election.  Ms. Swensen has already started working on this.

Municipal Services District – Chair Nichole Dunn, Deputy Mayor, and Patrick Leary, Director, Office of Township Services.  The Council began the creation process a few months ago.  This team must complete that process, and begin implementing that structure.   

H.B. 351 Mountain Planning District Committee – Chair Will Sommerkorn, Office of Regional Development.  The Mountain Planning District is a separate issue from community preservation; however, there are some connections between the two, so the County needs to stay in the loop on this.  
	
Executive Committee – Chair Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, with Co-chairs Russ Wall, Director, Public Works Department and Patrick Leary, Director, Office of Township Services.  This committee will be made up of the six chairs.  She would also like Council representation on this committee.  This committee will be creating a master timeline and adhering to it, and each committee member will have responsibilities.  The community is already asking for information, so the committee needs to get started right away.  Its first meeting will be held tomorrow, April 1, 2015, at 12:00 p.m.  She asked the Council if any of its members wanted to participate. 

	Council Member Jensen asked how many Council representatives Ms. Barnett was asking for.  

	Ms. Barnett stated she has not limited the number of Council representatives.  She would welcome any Council Member who wants to come and listen.    

	Council Member Jensen stated he wanted to be part of that committee since he is a Council Member for part of the unincorporated.

	Council Member Granato stated he would also like to be on the committee.  He felt the unincorporated Council representatives needed to be part of the committee.

	Council Member Burdick stated he would like to be part of the committee too.  He had three community councils in his district, and wanted to stay informed and alert.  

	Council Member Wilson stated she was in agreement with the three Council Members – the two unincorporated members and a bipartisan member, provided they report back to the Council.  She suggested that be done at the Thursday Council staff meetings.  

	Ms. Barnett stated she will be updating the committee members on everything tomorrow, so the Council representatives can make sure they have the information they need to answer questions.     

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦



GRAMA Appeal of Marc S. Jenson (2:34:50 PM)

On December 17, 2014, Brad Mumford, an attorney for Marc S. Jenson, filed a Government Records Access Management Act (GRAMA) request for documents relating to Mr. Jenson. The request was denied because of potential interference with a criminal investigation, wherein it could deprive an individual of a right to a fair trial, affect attorney client privilege, and is an improper request when seeking records for use in a judicial proceeding. Mr. Mumford submitted an appeal that was forwarded to the Salt Lake County Council.

		Mr. Brad Mumford, Attorney, stated he is not a licensed attorney in the State of Utah.  He was admitted to Marc S. Jenson’s criminal trial Pro Hac Vice and continues to represent Mr. Jenson along with Helen Redd and Marcus Mumford. 

A Government Records Access and Management Act (GRAMA) request was made on December 17, 2014, for records relating to Mr. Jenson. On January 2, 2015, the District Attorney’s Office (DA) responded to the request stating due to the amount of records, it needed more time and would have a response by the end of January. On January 23, 2015, he received a denial of his GRAMA request based on the following reasons: potential interference with a criminal investigation wherein it could deprive an individual of a right to a fair trial, and affect attorney client privilege. The denial letter did not state the request was improper. It was not until he appealed the denial to the Council, that the DA’s Office took the position that the GRAMA request was improper because of pending litigation. He does not believe this is a correct response.

The Council should analyze the request as though it was proper because there was no indication made on January 2, or  January 23, 2015, that something else needed to be done to obtain the records. Mr. Jenson has been engaged in criminal litigation with the state of Utah on two occasions. In the course of those litigations, his office requested records from the state by subpoena, but the judge denied the request stating a GRAMA request needed to be made. There are conflicting reports on how to obtain records; one authority is informing him to make a GRAMA request while the other is informing him to go through the courts. 

Rather than going through the process of submitting another GRAMA request, being denied, and then appealing to the Council again, he would like to know what records can be obtained. The DA’s office is not interested in fulfilling the legislative intent of GRAMA, which is to give the citizens the opportunity to view public records. 

Utah Code 63G-2-205 requires a description of the record or portions of the records to be disclosed at the time of denial. There is no description of the records included in the denial letter. It simply says “I have reviewed the records relevant to your request.”  All that is known is that there are records. He is asking the Council to hold the DA’s Office responsible for fulfilling that portion of GRAMA and provide a log of records as required. He is willing to compromise with the DA’s Office, offering to review or receive the records under an order of protection until such time they are approved for release. There are voluminous records and it will take a substantial amount of time to go through and categorize them; GRAMA does not exempt review of records because it would take a significant amount of time to review them.

		Council Member Burdick asked during the discussions with the DA’s Office, if there were any comments regarding categorizing them as records versus work product.

		Mr. Mumford stated there has not been anything said that categorizes the records as work product. The only information given is the various reasons for denial.

		Mr. Ryan Lambert, Litigation Attorney, District Attorney’s Office, stated it is of the DA’s opinion that the denial was a proper response. In the written response, the issues were whether the request was a matter that should have been submitted to a judge through a court order, and whether the request was in compliance with Section 205 of GRAMA was addressed. 

On January 23, 2015, a written letter of denial informing the appellants that it was of the DA’s opinion under Section 207 of GRAMA, they did not file an adequate request. Section 207 of GRAMA states when seeking records for use in a judicial proceeding the requestor must go through the courts to get an order for the records to be released. Part of the statutory scheme states that when the judge is presented with the request, the judge will determine whether or not the records are relevant, subject to any limitations on use, protective orders, etc… Requests made in connection with the judicial proceedings are not written requests under the definition used in Section 204 of GRAMA. Section 204 of GRAMA is the general request.  A verbal or written request must be submitted, and then a response is given. When a request is denied, it requires that the requesting party is given notice of the grounds and the right to appeal.  Section 207 does not require that.

Section 207 of GRAMA is the operative statute that controls the case, although that was not stated up front. Mr. Mumford has already asked a judge for records.  If that is true and the judge denied the request, the recourse would be to appeal the judge’s denial. Statute clearly makes a difference between a basic GRAMA request and a request that is made in the course of a judicial proceeding. In the December 17, 2014, request it states the records are being sought for judicial proceedings. The legal rights are directly implicated by the information of the record because Mr. Jenson was awaiting criminal trial set which was to commence on January 12, 2015. Looking at that aspect of the statute, the denial was appropriate. The fact that the initial response was under a different set of statutes does not change the fact that Section 207 of GRAMA is what controls the case. Even if the Council chooses to look at Section 204 of GRAMA as the controlling statute, the response was still sufficient under that statute. It does not require the DA’s Office to provide a log; the records were described to the same degree of detail as they were in the original request. Acknowledgement that records do exist was made, but because those records are part of a continuing ongoing investigation, they cannot be released under GRAMA. The disclosure of those records could potentially impede the right to a fair trial by a third party.

	Council Member Wilson stated Section 207 of the Utah Code says if a request relates to judicial proceedings, then the request should go directly to the judge.  The judge would then make a determination as to what is appropriate or not.  She asked if the appellant could come directly to the Council instead of the judge for a decision.  

	Mr. Jason Rose, Legal Counsel, Council Office, stated his interpretation of Section 207 was the appellant would go directly to the judge over the judicial proceedings for records relating to litigation. 

	Council Member Wilson asked Mr. Mumford if he had submitted a request to the judge before submitting the GRAMA request to the DA’s Office.  

	Mr. Mumford stated there is no judge working on this case.  The case was concluded in January with the acquittal of his client.  Section 207–2(c) says “…unless a court or an administrative law judge imposes limitations in a restrictive order, this section does not limit the right to obtain records through the procedures set forth in this chapter.”  Reliance of Section 207 is misplaced; these records have not been restricted.  

	Mr. Lambert stated he wanted to clarify that Mr. Jenson’s case was conflicted out to Utah County to handle.  In the course of that case, Salt Lake County did make the records available to the prosecution so that all obligations could be met under criminal discovery rules and case law.  These materials were available through that process.   When this GRAMA request was submitted to the DA’s Office, it indicated the materials requested would be used for a judicial proceeding.  It is an incorrect application of the appeals process to state, three months later, that this request should be considered as something different than it was originally.  

	Council Member Newton asked Mr. Mumford what level of detail he felt the law granted him in regards to what records the DA’s Office had.  

	Mr. Mumford stated the statute requires a description of the record.  He has not found a Utah case that describes the level of specificity.   The Council needs to think of what it would expect in a description of records.  

	Council Member Newton asked if these records were asked for as part of the discovery process.  

	Mr. Mumford stated his client was interested in having whatever information the state agencies had.  However, the prosecutor was not interested in collaborating with any other state agencies to see what information was available.  He requested the Council not go back and second guess what happened in the case, but to analyze it with what he is requesting right now.  

	Council Member Jensen stated the GRAMA request was submitted on December 17, 2014, then on January 2, 2015, the DA’s Office sent a letter saying it needed additional time.  On January 23, 2015, it sent a denial letter.  He asked at what point the judge issued a protective order.  

	Mr. Lambert stated he does not believe there was any order issued by the judge.

	Council Member Jensen stated he understands when a record is part of a judicial proceeding there is some protection if it is going to affect the work product or the case.  His question is how the County would know if the judge issued a protective order.  

	Mr. Sim Gill, District Attorney, stated the records tied to the Shurtleff/Swallow investigation are currently pending litigation. 

	Council Member Jensen asked if the DA’s Office was claiming any records given to Mr. Jenson would directly affect the Shurtleff/Swallow prosecution. 

	Mr. Gill stated what he is saying is there are two ongoing prosecutions.  His office has terabytes of data relating to these prosecutions, which they have made available.  The material Mr. Mumford is requesting has information relating to the prosecution of these cases.    

	Council Member Jensen stated it also related to the Jenson case. 

	Mr. Gill stated the GRAMA request is to get access to all the DA’s Office investigations relating to pending prosecutions.  The position of his office is that it provided all relevant information relating to the defense of Mr. Jenson to the Utah County prosecutor.  Now that the case against Mr. Jenson has concluded, the position of the DA’s Office is that it does not give out material on a pending investigation or prosecution to third parties until the matters have been concluded.  

	Council Member Jensen asked why the DA’s Office waited until the January 23 to let Mr. Mumford know they would not get any documents.  

	Mr. Lambert stated the DA’s Office was reviewing the documents.  

	Council Member Jensen asked Mr. Mumford if his law firm was representing Mr. Shurtleff or Mr. Swallow.  

	Mr. Mumford stated no, they are not.

	Council Member Jensen asked why Mr. Mumford needed these documents.  

	Mr. Mumford stated the DA’s Office needs to consider this request because it is a GRAMA, and that should be reason enough.  Also, he would like to investigate if the Utah Attorney General’s Office had any conversations with parties that were improper.  

	Council Member Jensen asked if this case was under appeal, whether the Attorney General or Utah County appealed the acquittal.  

	Mr. Mumford stated no, it is not under appeal.  That is why there is no judge to take this request to.  There is no appeals, the case is done. 

	Council Member DeBry asked if it was the position of the DA’s Office that Mr. Mumford did not make a valid GRAMA request. 

	Mr. Lambert stated it is the position of the DA’s Office that Mr. Mumford did not make a valid request.  Mr. Mumford was in the course of judicial proceedings and should have sought an order from the judge.

	Council Member DeBry asked why the letter regarding the denial referred to a GRAMA request when it should have been a judicial matter.  

	Mr. Lambert stated he made a mistake.  It does not change the outcome; the statute clearly states what rights Mr. Mumford has to those records.  

	Council Member DeBry asked why Mr. Mumford did not go directly to the court for a court order instead of coming before the County Council on this appeal.  

	Mr. Lambert stated he did not realize the application fell under Section 207 until after the letter was sent. 

	Council Member DeBry stated the public demands open, honest, and transparent records.  This denial is based on technicalities. 

	Mr. Lambert stated GRAMA clearly states he has a right to the records and how the request is to be made. 

	Council Member DeBry stated clearly the DA’s Office did not think it was in the best interest of the public and justice to make these records available.  

	Mr. Lambert stated GRAMA takes into consideration a balancing of rights.  In this case, the denial of these records to Mr. Mumford is protecting the rights of Mr. Swallow and Mr. Shurtleff to a fair and impartial trial.  It is protecting the rights of the DA’s Office to conduct an unimpeded, complete, and thorough investigation. These were the reasons given to Mr. Mumford in the denial letter of January 23, 2015, and they are just as valid today as they were two months ago.  The fact is, no matter how the Council looks at Sections 204, 205 or 207, Mr. Mumford is not entitled to these records.  

	Council Member DeBry asked if the DA’s Office would be willing to fully disclose the nature of the records in relation to the stature and the reason for denial.  

	Mr. Lambert stated there are terabytes worth of data, dozens of hard drives.  The DA’s Office is still receiving documents from the FBI that contain records relevant to this request.  It would be a significant request.  Section 205 does not require the creation of a log.  It requires a description, which his office provided.  It was the same description as what was requested.  

	Council Member Burdick asked what the difference was between Section 204, 205, and 207. 

	Mr. Lambert stated Section 204 talks about how to make a GRAMA request, Section 205 sets forth the requirements of notice and description when a request is denied, and Section 207 talks about the judicial proceedings and the need to seek a court order.  

	Council Member Bradshaw stated within the GRAMA request is a reference to documents produced by the state of Utah relating to Mr. Swallow.  He asked if the County had the authority to release state records.  

	Mr. Lambert stated if records are shared with the DA’s Office by another agency and properly classified, the DA’s Office would refer the requestor to the agency that produced the record.  

	Council Member Bradshaw asked if the records were in the possession of the DA’s Office and not classified, whether it could be released.  

	Mr. Lambert stated if the record was deemed public and not protected or private, then the DA’s Office would share the record. 

	Council Member Bradshaw asked if the DA’s Office had determined the records requested under this GRAMA were deemed private.

	Mr. Gill stated if there are restrictions placed on records from the originating agency, those restrictions would be followed.  In this case, the records are part of an ongoing investigation and prosecution.  The prosecution was bifurcated so Mr. Shurtleff is being prosecuted in Davis County, and Salt Lake County is handling Mr. Swallow’s case.  Mr. Mumford made the same GRAMA request in Davis County, and was denied.  Right now, Mr. Mumford is not entitled to these records due to an open prosecution case. Also, the DA’s Office does not know what records Mr. Mumford is after. 

	Council Member Bradshaw asked if the subject of the GRAMA request was not the subject of the prosecution, whether this would still apply.  

	Mr. Gill stated yes.  If any citizen requested information relating to the Shurtleff/Swallow prosecution, they would be denied because the case has not come to a conclusion. 

	Council Member Bradshaw stated one reason for denying the GRAMA request is due to the open prosecution.  Clearly, Mr. Jenson has been acquitted and is no longer subject to that prosecution; however, the DA’s Office is saying the records are still involved in an ongoing prosecution.  

	Mr. Mumford stated GRAMA by itself does not exempt records that are subject to an open prosecution.  Utah Code 63G-2-305 § 10 states “that a record is protected and therefore not subject to disclosure if it could reasonably be expected to interfere with investigation undertaken for enforcement.” It is not the case that just because there is an open investigation records cannot be released.  He needs more information relating to the records to see what would apply to the investigation and what would not.  

	Council Member Wilson asked if GRAMA allows for someone else to review the request other than the DA’s Office.  Although this case is concluded, there is still an ongoing relationship with the prosecution. 

	Council Member Bradshaw asked how the Council would know if the release of this information would interfere with an ongoing prosecution. 

	Mr. Rose stated that is why Section 207 exists. The court would have the opportunity to look through the documents and determine if they can be released without interfering with the ongoing prosecution. 

	Council Member Bradshaw stated in order to have the court hear this case, Mr. Mumford would need to file a motion.  

	Mr. Rose stated if the Council denied this appeal, the appeal right would go to the district court.

	Council Member Jensen asked for clarification on how releasing any of these documents would hurt the Shurtleff/Swallow cases, and how the appellant would know what to ask the judge for if they do not even know what information the DA’s Office has. 

	Mr. Gill stated once the case is concluded, the appellant would have the same right as any other citizen to make a GRAMA request to get all the information available.  

	Council Member Jensen stated he did not see where the appellant was asking for specific information relating to the Shurtleff/Swallow cases. 

	Council Member Bradshaw stated the original GRAMA request asks for whatever documents the County has and any recently produced documents by the state of Utah.  

	Council Member Burdick asked if any of this information was available to Mr. Mumford during the trial of Mr. Jenson.  He asked if Mr. Mumford might already have some of the information the GRAMA request asks for.  

	Mr. Mumford stated he would suspect the DA’s Office to have some documents that he does not have.  He believes Section 207 clearly states that if a judge has not imposed any restrictions on records, then the citizens can request information through the procedures set forth in this chapter.  He has not seen any order that says the information the DA’s Office has cannot be released.    

	Council Member Burdick asked if there was any statutory or case law supporting either side of this request. 

	Mr. Lambert stated to his knowledge, this stature has never been litigated. 

	Council Member Burdick stated he is struggling between the public rights to know and the right to a fair trial.  If the Shurtleff/Swallow cases had been resolved, this would not be a problem.  Mr. Jenson had his day in court, but the other two individuals have not.  They have the right to a fair trial.  

	Council Member Bradley stated Mr. Mumford needs to be able to look through the records, but the DA’s Office is saying the records are relevant to an ongoing prosecution so they are not available for review.  The Council is not capable of reviewing the records and determining what can be released.  The question is what body can actually review the records and determine what documents can be released.  

	Council Member Jensen stated if a judge was to decide what records could be released or not, he would need a better description of what is available.  

	Council Member Bradley stated the Council could take the word of the DA’s Office on what records are relevant or not.  

	Council Member Granato stated he believes in transparency and the right of citizens to know.  Mr. Jenson was acquitted; however, there are still two pending litigations, and some of the material in the DA’s Office is relevant to those two cases.  

		Mr. Mumford 	asked the Council Members to review the statute and not rely on the DA’s interpretation and misstatement that if a document is being used in an investigation, it cannot be released. The statute states… “reasonably could be expected to interfere with an investigation…, would create a danger of depriving a person to the right to a fair trial.”  If denial is based on either of these, it should be known what the documents are. He understands there is ongoing litigation; however, not a lot of the documentation requested is going to fit into that category. There is no provision in GRAMA stating a request can be denied based on whether the request is voluminous or there is a terabyte of information. It is about the public’s right to access public documents. The buck is being passed to the district court and that is not how GRAMA was designed. If a judge reviews an appeal, he/she is going to question whether the Council acted properly, and provide a conscientious and neutral evaluation. 

		Mr. Lambert stated the statute clearly states that requests for documents made in the course of a judicial proceeding need to be presented to a judge. A judge on the outset under that procedure would look at all of the issues and balance them.  If the judge denies the request, then the appellant it should be appeal to the judge based on Section 207 of GRAMA. The fact that he initially responded to Mr. Mumford under a different set of statutes does not change the fact that Mr. Mumford is not entitled to those records. Under either set of statutes, the request would still be denied. If some of the records were provided and the others were not, then he would have had to give him greater explanation.  However, nothing was given to him so further explanation was not needed. The law does not require an itemized index of all records and certainly not to the extent of what is being requested.

		Mr. Rose stated the Council’s motion needs to indicate what the decision was based on, whether it was the DA’s Office or Mr. Mumford’s arguments, and direct him to write an order consistent with the motion.  

		Council Member Jensen asked if the motion has to be that black and white.

		Mr. Rose stated no.  If there is a different basis for the Council’s decision then it needs to state that.

		Council Member Granato, seconded by Council Member Burdick, moved to deny the appeal based on the fact that Mr. Jenson has been acquitted; there is ongoing litigation for Mr. Shurtleff and Mr. Swallow; and information possessed by the DA’s Office and Utah County. 

		Council Member Wilson stated she has issues that go beyond the narrow nature of the motion. 

		Mr. Rose stated the DA’s Office made two argument: Section 207 of GRAMA states the request should have gone through the judge in the court proceedings; and the DA has interpreted the word “describe broadly to mean any description of the record would be appropriate; whereas, Mr. Mumford has argued that the interpretation of the word “describe” could be as narrow as a log of each document. The Council needs to think about the expectations it has for the DA specifically, but also County agencies in general.  The Council needs to decide on what level of specificity it expects County agencies to give when responding to GRAMA requests.

			Council Member Jensen stated he is empathetic to the DA and does not want to do anything that will interfere with Mr. Shurtleff and Mr. Swallow’s due process. Within the terabyte of information, there has to be some records that have nothing to do with Mr. Shurtleff or Mr. Swallow that can be given to Mr. Mumford.  He asked if Mr. Jenson has been acquitted and there is no judge to review a records request, who would review it.  He does not want to micromanage the DA’s Office, but on the other hand he does not want to say there are no records for Mr. Mumford. Mr. Lambert indicated that if he had given some of the documents to Mr. Mumford then he would have had to write a description for the others that were not given, and that is why the request was denied. It appears as if the DA was taking the easy way out. 

		Council Member Jensen, seconded by Council Member DeBry, made a substitute motion to ask the District Attorney’s Office to provide Mr. Mumford with documents that pertain to Mr. Jenson’s case unless they are materially tied to the cases of former Attorneys General John Swallow and Mark Shurtleff; then to categorize the documents and describe the nexus between the documents and the reason why they are not being disclosed. 
 
		Council Member Bradshaw stated it is concerning that since there were no records given, that a description does not need to be provided. There are probably records that can be given that do not affect Mr. Shurtleff and Mr. Swallow’s cases. If merely describing documents create a problem because of open litigation, he would assume the DA’s Office could be creative enough in the description to say the document is protected so the description does not jeopardize the open litigation.  

		Council Member Burdick stated Mr. Jenson, Mr. Shurtleff, and Mr. Swallow’s cases are all intertwined. Since some case have not been heard, nobody knows what records will be relevant to the cases. Documents that may not appear to have any merit may end up being part of the litigation. It is hard to make a judgment on what is going to be needed and what will not be needed.  
		
		Council Member Wilson stated she would like clarification on how GRAMA requests are limited so it is not just a blanket request.

		Mr. Rose stated the statute requires the requestor to use a reasonable specificity for what they are asking for to avoid a fishing expedition. In this case, the request was fairly general with a fairly general response. The response probably could have been a little more specific, but not to the point of logging every document.  His interpretation of the motion is that it asked the DA’s office to describe the nexus between the document and the reason why it is not being disclosed. 

		Council Member Jensen, seconded by Council Member DeBry, made a substitute motion to ask the District Attorney’s Office to provide Mr. Mumford with documents that pertain to Mr. Jenson’s case unless they are materially tied to the case of former Attorneys General John Swallow and Mark Shurtleff; then to categorize the documents, and describe the nexus between the documents and the reason why they are not being disclosed.  The motion passed unanimously.

		Mr. Rose stated he will prepare an order consistent with the motion.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

West Jordan – Jordan Valley Station CDA Interlocal Agreement Amendment 

	This matter was not discussed.    

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Council Contribution ~ Fight The New Drug  (3:50:55 PM)

	Council Member Newton requested a $2,000 contribution to Fight The New Drug from the County Council’s Contribution Fund to fund assemblies at Kearns High School and two junior high schools in Kearns to educate students on the harmful effects of pornography.  She stated last fall, Fight The New Drug came before the Council and gave a presentation with an initiative to do these assemblies in the junior highs and high schools.  At that time, she told the Council she wanted to do it as a pilot in Taylorsville.  She was able to get some private donors to fund assemblies at two junior high schools and a high school there.  The assemblies were very successful.  They received rave reviews from the parents, students, and principals about how the information was presented using science, facts, and personal accounts.  She thought it would be a good idea to do this in Kearns’ schools next since the community is also starting on its Building Healthier Communities Together project there.    

	Council Member Bradshaw stated he was not supportive of this.  He believed a comprehensive sex education program needed to be done in the public school system, of which this would be a component.

 	Council Member Bradley stated he agreed the County needs to look at education across the board.  Even though a program like this sounds great, it still needs to be tested to ensure it is not doing more harm than good.  There needs to be some process for evaluating the success or failure of it.   He would be willing to support this request if, as an integral part of the program, it gets a professional evaluation as to its success or failure. 

	Ms. Kyle Duran, Office Manager, Fight The New Drug, stated Fight The New Drug does a pre and post evaluation to monitor the effectiveness of the program, and counselors offer free services to the students as a follow up.  Fight The New Drug tries to be all inclusive by also offering a free recovery program that is not religiously based, nor morally focused.  It is simply a program that gives students a place to go without parental permission and without charge.  

	Council Member Bradley stated it important that an independent agency create an instrument to measure the program itself.

	Council Member Newton stated the Mayor’s Office has been supportive of bringing in an outside entity, i.e. a university, to do a data analysis on this and see what the effectiveness is.  Not only will Fight The New Drug be doing assemblies in the junior high schools and high school in Kearns, representatives will also hold a parent meeting beforehand to educate parents about the assembly and how to better talk to their children.  This will impact over 2,500 people in Kearns, so $2,000 is a very small amount.  

	Council Member Bradley, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to approve the contribution.

	Council Member Burdick stated he has spent some time researching Fight The New Drug so he better understands its mission as well as this program, but has not yet wrapped his arms around it.  He would like some feedback as to an independent study from a professional group that has weighed in on this.  Until then, he did not know which side of the fence he was on.  Therefore, he would abstain from the motion.  

	Council Member Wilson stated evidence-based practices need to drive decisions in this area.  She agreed the County needs to look at the scope of how to educate youth through the public school system, but as a parent of a son this age, she felt he could have those conversations at home.  If the Granite School District was embracing evidence-based education and this was a piece of it, she would be all in.  However, she did not understand what the district was teaching, or not teaching.  She could see a potential high reward with this program, but also great risk, so was not in a position to support this request.    

	Mr. Craig Bakker, Program Director, Fight The New Drug, asked Council Members what kind of risk factors they saw that would help Fight The New Drug better its cause and meet the needs.  

	Council Member Wilson stated kids this age are going through the maturation program at school, and parents there have the opportunity to see it in advance and weigh in.  Parental involvement should happen up front.  The greatest risk is the conversation may not necessarily be age appropriate for everyone, and may actually peak an interest.  She also assumed the program was boy-directed, so did not know how it would affect the girls who were involved.  A non-profit organization may lack oversight that might not have existed within a traditional school district.      

	Council Member Jensen stated if the County was going to do this like it did with the Pay For Success preschool program, the Council would need to vet it.  However, this is simply County residents asking for $2,000 to help them put on some assemblies.  In perspective, he was supportive. 

	Council Member Bradley, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to approve the contribution finding the County received fair and adequate consideration for the contribution, and forward it to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed 6 to 2 to 1, with Council Members Bradshaw and Wilson voting in opposition, and Council Member Burdick abstaining.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Reclassification  (4:03:20 PM)

	Mr. Brad Kendrick, Assistant Fiscal Analyst, Council Office, reviewed the following reclassification request:

Youth Services Division

	Reclassifying a .5 Youth Worker 21 position to a full-time Case Manager 24 position.  

	Council Member Jensen asked if the Council has the authority to say no on a reclassification since it would affect the budget.

	Mr. Jason Rose, Legal Counsel, Council Office, stated the Council has the authority to re-open the budget and reduce it the amount that the reclassification costs; it does not have the authority to say no in the reclassification process.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Review of Proposed Hires  (4:03:20 PM)

	Mr. Brad Kendrick, Assistant Fiscal Analyst, Council Office, reviewed the following proposed hires:  

Agency			Position

Information Services Division		Database Project Leader 39
			Network Engineer 34/36/38

Facilities Management Services		Facilities Billing Specialist 16
			
Parks & Recreation Division		Irrigation Specialist and Plumber 22/24
			Lead Custodial Worker 15
			Office Coordinator 19

District Attorney’s Office	Civil Attorney 35

Sheriff’s Office 	Corrections Specialist 16
		Range Office Support Coordinator 17

Salt Lake County Health Department	Office Specialist 15

Aging and Adult Services Division	Senior Center Office Specialist 15 (part-time)
		Case Manager 24 (time-limited, appointed)

Library Services Division	Customer Service Specialist 15 (part-time)
		Technical Services Supervisor 21	

Planning & Development Services Division	Planner 25/27/29

Public Works Operations	Cement Finisher 18/20/22

Engineering and Flood Control Division	Storm Drain Design Engineer 31/33/35

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦




Interim Budget Adjustments  (4:05:00 PM)

	Mr. Brad Kendrick, Assistant Fiscal Analyst, Council Office, reviewed the following interim budget adjustment requests, which have been placed on the Council agenda for formal consideration:

Sheriff’s Office

	Requests an interim budget adjustment of $27,900 for a new Chief Deputy Sheriff position for the Office of Protective Services to complete the creation of a self-contained professional career track for officers in this field.  The budget adjustment is for a half year, and will be annualized next year.  The amount is a one-time increase to purchase a vehicle for the position.    

	Council Member DeBry stated this is long overdue.  The Office of Protective Services should be a bureau.  The morale and everything that goes along with it is a good thing, and the cost is de minimus.  He was sure the new employee position would be scrutinized and the right person placed there; the Sheriff has a good handle on these changes.   Then, the Captain position will be transferred to the Unified Police Department, so that wage will be absorbed back into the County.  The funds are for the car and the overage for the chief’s salary.  

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Engineering/Flood Control Division

	Requests an interim budget adjustment to transfer two employees from the Flood Control Fund to the Municipal Services (Township) Fund to work on UPDES permit compliance. 
	
	Council Member DeBry, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the requests and forward them to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed unanimously.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
	
CONSENT AGENDA  (4:07:24 PM)   

Constable

	The Council reviewed the following constable appointment, which has been placed on the Council agenda for final approval and execution:

	Appointment of Dustin Gardner to serve as a deputy constable under Constable Robert Reitz.
	
	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the appointment and forward it to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed unanimously.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Storm Drainage and Flood Control System Ordinance
  
	The Council reviewed an ordinance relating to the County’s storm drainage and flood control system.  The ordinance has been placed on the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for introduction.  (Final adoption of the ordinance will be considered at the Tuesday, April 14, 2015, Council meeting.)

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to forward the ordinance to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal introduction.  The motion passed unanimously.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Resolutions

	The Council reviewed the following resolutions, which have been placed on the Council agenda for final approval and execution:

School Facility Revenue Bonds

1) Waterford School to refinance its outstanding School Facility Revenue Bonds, Series 2010B; approving the execution and delivery by the issuer of other documents required in connection therewith; and authorizing the taking of all other actions necessary to the consummation of the transaction contemplated by this resolution and related matters.

General Obligation Bonds 

2) Issuance of not more than $15,800,000 aggregate principal amount of Salt Lake County’s General Obligation Refunding Bonds, Series 2015; delegating to certain officers of the County the authority to approve the final terms and parameters set forth; prescribing the form and delivery of the Series 2015 bonds; providing how the proceeds of the Series 2015 bonds will be used and how payment of the bonds will be made; providing for the publication of a Notice of Bonds to be issued; approving the distribution of an official Notice of Bond Sale and an official statement with respect to the Series 2015 bonds; and authorizing the taking of all other actions necessary for the consummation of the transactions contemplated by this resolution. 




Audit Charter 

3) Adoption of an audit charter and establishment of a relationship between the Salt Lake County Auditor and the Salt Lake County Council in the provision of Performance Audits.

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the resolutions and forward them to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed unanimously.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Returned Uncollectible Checks

	Mr. K. Wayne Cushing, County Treasurer, submitted a letter requesting approval that 7 uncollectible returned checks totaling $416.00, and uncollectible returned check fees and charges totaling $280.00 be purged from the records, and the items and related files transmitted to archives for destruction.    
	
	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the request and forward it to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed unanimously.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Community Contributions

	The Council reviewed the recommendation of the Contribution Review Committee for the following community contributions to be appropriated from the Mayor’s 2015 budget:

Williams Syndrome Foundation				2-$100 golf cards
	
U of U Dept. of Psychiatry (dba IMFAR – 
International Meeting for Autism Research			$1,000	

Utah Council for the Blind				$   500

Salt Lake Acting Company				2-$100 golf cards
						2-$  50 Planetarium cards
	
		Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the recommendations finding the County received fair and adequate 



consideration for the contributions, and forward them to the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting for formal consideration.  The motion passed unanimously.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Other Business  (4:07:24 PM)

Approval of Minutes

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to approve the Committee of the Whole minutes for Tuesday, March 24, 2015.  The motion passed unanimously.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Cancellation of Meeting

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Jensen, moved to cancel the Committee of the Whole meeting for Tuesday, April 7, 2015.  The motion passed unanimously.  
		
♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	The meeting adjourned at 4:08:29 PM.  



						___________________________________
						Chair, Committee of the Whole






						___________________________________
						Deputy Clerk


♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
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