D A T E 	W E D N E S D A Y                               J U N E                                          3, 2015

	THE SALT LAKE COUNTY COUNCIL, STATE OF UTAH, MET ON WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3, 2015, PURSUANT TO ADJOURNMENT ON TUESDAY, JUNE 2, 2015, AT THE HOUR OF 6:02:57 PM AT THE SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, 2001 SO. STATE STREET, ROOM N1-110, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH.

COUNCIL MEMBERS
PRESENT:				JENNIFER WILSON
					ARLYN BRADSHAW
					MICHAEL JENSEN
					AIMEE NEWTON
					SAM GRANATO
					MAX BURDICK
					RICHARD SNELGROVE, Chair

COUNCIL MEMBERS
EXCUSED:				JIM BRADLEY
					STEVEN DEBRY

OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE:		BEN MCADAMS, MAYOR
					  By: NICHOLE DUNN, DEPUTY MAYOR
					SIM GILL, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
					 By: RALPH CHAMNESS, DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY
				  	SHERRIE SWENSEN, COUNTY CLERK		
					 By: GAYELENE GUDMUNDSON & NICHOLE WATT, DEPUTY CLERKS

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

		Council Member Snelgrove, Chair, presided.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
	
	Mr. Corrie Southward led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	THIS BEING THE TIME heretofore set for a public hearing to receive public comments regarding proposed boundaries relating to community preservation for the November 3, 2015, election.

	Council Member Snelgrove stated the purpose of the meeting tonight is to receive comments on the proposed boundaries for the November 3, 2015, election.  No decisions have been made regarding boundaries and no decisions will be made tonight.  The Council will take comments under consideration, and the final decision will be made in a future public hearing.  This is part of the community preservation implementation process.

	Council Member Jensen, seconded by Council Member Burdick, moved to open the public hearing.  The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”
 
	Ms. Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, stated the meeting tonight is a milestone in the implementation of S.B. 199, or community preservation in preparing for the November election.  Before the vote, the legislation requires the Salt Lake County Council to adopt official boundaries for the existing townships and the unincorporated islands.  The bill allows the Council to adjust boundaries of the townships to be smaller, but not larger. The boundaries shown on the maps are only proposed boundaries.  The Council will vote on the actual boundaries for the townships after it receives public comments. 

The Council needs to make decisions relating to unincorporated islands within Salt Lake County.  If an island is bordered by two or more cities, the Council will need to determine which city that island should be annexed into.  The island could be annexed as a whole into one city, or divided into all surrounding cities.  

The ballot for the upcoming election in November will contain certain questions.  For township residents, it will ask if the residents want to become a metro township or a city.  The second question will ask if the metro township option prevails, if residents want to remain in the municipal services district.  The unincorporated island residents will choose whether they want to remain in unincorporated county or annex into a city.  

More education and public outreach will be happening in the next few months, which will include direct mail pieces, town hall meetings, information on materials from community councils, and continuous updates on the community preservation website.

Emigration Township (6:10:45 PM)

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated there are no changes to the existing township boundaries.  

	Mr. Paul Brown stated staff has done a great job in drawing the ridge lines that define Emigration Canyon. He cannot conceive of any other definition of Emigration Canyon than what is proposed.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Kearns Township (6:13:07 PM)

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated there are no changes to the existing township boundaries.  

	Mr. Jacque La Croix stated he likes the boundaries as they are.  He asked what the revenue base would be if Kearns decided it wanted to become a city. 

	Council Member Snelgrove stated that would be a topic for another conversation.  This public hearing has to do strictly with boundaries. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

White City Township (6:15:36 PM)

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated there are no changes to the existing township boundaries.
  
	Mr. Kay Dickerson stated he is satisfied with the proposed boundaries.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Islands adjacent to Multiple Municipalities (Nos. 1, 2, 4, and 39) (6:17:10 PM)

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated there are four islands that are adjacent to multiple municipalities.  

· Island No. 1

	Ms. Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, stated the County received a resolution from Cottonwood Heights declaring it as the eligible city for this island.  No other city has declared its eligibility. 

· Island No. 2

	Mr. Demman stated this is one property, with one house and one property owner.  It is located between Midvale City and Sandy City. The access is off the cul-de-sac into Sandy City. 
	
	Ms. Barnett stated the County has received a resolution from Sandy City declaring its eligibility.  No other resolution has been submitted.

	Mr. Steve Van Maren asked what would happen to the island if the property owner did not vote. 

	Council Member Bradshaw stated it would remain unincorporated.

· Island No. 4

	Mr. Demman stated this island is located between Midvale City and Sandy City.

	Ms. Barnett stated the County has received a resolution from Sandy City declaring its eligibility.  No other resolution has been submitted.

· Island No. 39

	Mr. Demman stated this island is surrounded by Sandy City, West Jordan City, and South Jordan City.  It is a cul-de-sac with residential dwellings.  It is accessed through South Jordan City.

	Ms. Barnett stated the Mayor’s Office has received a resolution from South Jordan City declaring its eligibility.  No other resolution has been received.

	Council Member Snelgrove asked for a definition regarding a resolution.  

	Ms. Barnett stated the resolution indicates intent by the city of its desire to annex the island into the city if the residents vote to do so.  

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Islands within Sandy City (Nos. 3, 5-14, and 16-38) (6:21:55 PM)

	Ms. Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, stated the County has received resolutions from Sandy City on all of these islands declaring it as the eligible city.  No other resolutions have been received.

	Mr. Ted Baudendistel stated a few years ago, a vote was taken in this area on whether it wanted to become a township.  The creation of the township failed due to the worry that if the area was not part of Sandy City, it would not have any water.  He asked for clarification regarding this issue.  Anyone who hopes to develop land will vote to become part of Sandy City simply because of the water issue. 

	Council Member Burdick stated Sandy City will provide water if the property borders Sandy City and is annexed into the city.  A lot of expense has gone into purchasing water rights and constructing a water system, so the residents need to help pay for it.  If someone is getting water from Sandy City and is not a resident, then their costs will be higher in order to help cover expenses.    

	Ms. Candace Bastow asked if the area is annexed what that would mean as far as lights and sidewalks, and what regulations she would be subjected to. She wanted to know how it would affect her. 

	Ms. Barnett stated the community preservation booth, located just outside of the Council Chambers, is set up to help answer questions.   

	Council Member Wilson stated citizens could also check out the website, which contains a tremendous amount of information. 

	Mr. Vernon Reed asked if islands 13 and 14 would be treated as a group or individually. 

	Ms. Marsha Culvert asked what the benefits and downfalls would be if the area voted to become part of Sandy City.  

	Council Member Snelgrove stated this hearing is dealing specifically with boundaries.  The pluses and minus as far as annexing into Sandy City is a decision each citizen will need to make based on research and due diligence.  

	Ms. Culvert asked if there was an option to remain the way it is. 

	Council Member Newton stated the options will be to stay unincorporated or to annex into a city.  

	Council Member Jensen asked Ms. Barnett to review the options again relating to townships and the unincorporated islands.  

	Ms. Barnett stated if a citizen lives in a township, the ballot question will ask if the citizen wants to belong to a metro township or become a city.  The second question will ask if the metro township prevails, if they want to remain part of the municipal services district.  The question for the unincorporated islands will ask if the citizen wants to remain in the unincorporated County or annexed into a city. 

	Council Member Newton asked that the six townships be named.

	Mr. Demman stated the six townships are Emigration, Magna, Kearns, Millcreek, White City, and Copperton. 

	Ms. Barnett stated if the citizens are not sure what township or island they live in, the community preservation booth is set up to answer that question.   

	Ms. Bev Basinger asked that the map projected onto the screen in the front of the Council Chambers be enlarged so she can identify where her property is located.  

	Ms. Nichole Dunn, Deputy Mayor, stated at the community preservation booth, and individual can type in their address and the computer will show them exactly where their property is located.  

	Mr. Ted Baudendistel asked if Islands 20, 21, and 22 would be voted on separately.  He asked if the island could decide to become a township. 

	Council Member Snelgrove stated each island will vote independently. The islands do not have an option to become a township. The ballot question will be to remain as is or annex into a city.

	Ms. Patricia Brickford asked if the map could be enlarged so she could see if she was within an island. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Magna Township 6:39:36 PM

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated Magna Township boundaries have been changed to only encompass the residential areas and a few other choice areas.

	Council Member Jensen stated the area of the current township that is not included in the proposed boundaries is the area that Kennecott has not opted to be in. As the landowner, Kennecott has the option to opt in.  Kennecott’s area that is outside of the proposed boundaries will remain unincorporated.  The area is all of Kennecott’s operational land.  Magna Township or Magna City would have the ability to annex that land if Kennecott decided to opt in at a later date.  This is the map that Kennecott prefers.  

	Ms. Cindy Whitehair asked for a point of clarification.  She stated the upper part of the map is not all Kennecott land; part of it is the Saltair property. 

	Council Member Jensen stated the Saltair piece is owned separately, but the landowner chose to stay out of the township as well.

	Ms. Whitehair stated her concern is that Salt Lake City will annex these properties. She thought the whole point of this community preservation process was to preserve communities.  Several people are worried they will lose that part of Magna’s history.

	Council Member Jensen stated he does not want to lose it either, so he will double check to make sure if the boundaries include these areas if possible.   

	Mr. Dan Pain stated the proposed boundaries take out two-thirds of the existing township.  Kennecott has never had a problem being part of the Magna Township so he does not understand why it would not opt in.  Saltair and all the places not included in the proposed boundaries all have Magna addresses and have not seemed to mind being in a township.  He asked the Council if it could apply a little pressure on Kennecott and Saltair to opt in. 

	Council Member Jensen stated he has been trying to pressure Kennecott to include its land by Saltair, but it is Kennecott’s decision.  He will go back and try to put a little more pressure on it.

	Mr. LaDell Bishop stated he understands about the slide zones and the gooseneck that leads out to I-80, which Kennecott is worried about.  However, he would appreciate it if the County kept trying.

	Mr. Todd Richards stated he knows the County is still in negotiations with Kennecott, but the piece of land to the north does include the marina, which should be kept in the township. Most of the property that belongs to Kennecott on the north end of the current township, is wetlands and cannot be developed.   

	Mr. Paul Kunz stated he is disappointed in Kennecott’s decision not to be part of Magna.  Kennecott has been part of Magna for a very long time.  Kennecott’s name is all over the town and for it not to opt in and be part of the community is disappointing.

	Mr. Bennion Gardner stated another concern he has is the west area of the map going up towards Little Valley.  The land is owned by Kennecott.  There is a potential for a future development, which could have a huge impact on the community of Magna.  Kennecott has been a part of Magna as long as Magna has existed.  Everything possible needs to be done to keep that relationship going.  

	Mr. Dan Johnson asked if Kennecott decided to develop property, whether Magna would be the only entity that could annex it.

	Council Member Jensen stated it would depend if another municipality borders that land.  In his discussion with Kennecott he has been told that it does not want to be part of the township because it does not want to do anything to harm its operational piece.  When operations stop it would like to join Magna.  

	Mr. Mark Elieson asked if the Magna Town Council or Magna Community Councils have been involved with the negotiations relating to the properties that have been removed. 

	Council Member Jensen stated he knows that Piper Rhodes and Josh Brown, Rio Tinto/Kennecott representatives have been to community meetings.  He would not call these formal negotiations; he speaks to Kennecott representatives on a regular bases.  

	Mr. Elieson stated his concern is the township is losing potential industrial and heavier commercial development, which could carry Magna into the future.  He is not sure why Kennecott has opted out on some of its property because it is not all operational. 

	Council Member Jensen stated he does not know why Kennecott has not opted in; the slide might have had something to do with it.

	Mr. Bill Both asked if there was a way to involve the town council and community council in the negotiations with Kennecott. 

	Council Member Jensen stated he can ask Kennecott, but at the end of the day, it is Kennecott’s decision.  However, he will continue to press as hard as he can.

	Mr. Both stated Magna would be the only entity that could annex the Little Valley area.  However, Salt Lake City and West Valley City both could annex the rest of the Kennecott property.  He asked what would stop them from doing so.  

	Council Member Jensen stated the landowner would have the option to choose which municipality it wants to be part of.  He would hope with the long history that Magna has had with Kennecott, that it would choose Magna.  Magna can also make an annexation declaration, which would indicate in the future it is the intent of Magna to annex this area.  This declaration is not binding, but hopefully, Kennecott would honor Magna’s intent. 

	Mr. Luke Papadopoulos asked what gave Kennecott the right to not opt in.  Kennecott is a business and should have no right to tell Magna it will not opt in.  He asked if other businesses could not opt in as well.  

	Council Member Jensen stated the Legislatures in the 70s and early 80s made deals with Kennecott, which the County has to live with.  He is frustrated the maps have come out as they are.  He hoped the existing township boundary would remain unchanged.

	Mr. Papadopoulos asked if the legislation could be changed. 

	Council Member Jensen stated yes. 

	Mr. Elias Bishop asked why the gun club located in the southwest section did not remain in the township.  He is not so sure that Kennecott is the only owner of property that has not been included, and asked that this be looked into.  Most of the residents of Magna want the borders to remain the same.

	Council Member Jensen stated he would look into why the gun club property, the marina property, and Saltair have not been included.  

	Ms. Barbara Pollock asked if land that is being considered for the state jail was included in the proposed Magna Township. 

	Council Member Jensen stated no; that land is technically in Salt Lake City. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Copperton Township  (7:01:12 PM)

	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated the Copperton Township boundaries are primarily the residential area.

	Mr. Chris Drent stated Copperton residents want their boundaries to stay as they are.  Kennecott has already taken the old Bingham High School stadium and football field property, and this map allows it to take the cemetery.  Copperton residents want to keep the cemetery, and they would like a big buffer of open space between them and Kennecott.  That buffer would be the only thing that would allow them a say in the future.  

	Mr. Jonathan Cook stated Copperton is losing 99.5 percent of its boundary.  That will reduce it down to 160 acres.  He did not think this option was any better than West Jordan, South Jordan, and West Valley eating away at Copperton’s boundary as they develop.  This will cut Copperton off from everything, and it will end up as an incorporated island like those in Sandy City.  

	Ms. Tessa Stitzer stated Copperton is losing a significant amount of property, including the cemetery where she has family members buried, and half the park to Rio Tinto.  That half of the park includes the parking lot for the Lion’s Club, which is where the community council holds its meetings.  The buffer is also hugely important for development; otherwise, Kennecott is going to be on residents’ doorsteps as new residents move in.  There will be no room for future growth.  

	Council Member Jensen stated the County will go back to Kennecott and explain the residents’ feelings.  Hopefully, Kennecott will hear the concerns and make some adjustments to the boundaries.   

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Millcreek Township (7:08:52 PM)
 
	Mr. Reid Demman, County Surveyor, stated the boundaries of this township have been changed to follow the Forest Service line on the east side and excludes Parley’s Nature Park.

	Ms. Nichole Dunn, Deputy Mayor, stated what the Mayor’s Office was trying to accomplish with the east boundary, was to find a border that would protect the ability of Millcreek residents to plan their backyards and foothills, but not place a burden of managing the entire canyon solely on their shoulders.    The canyon is a regional asset and used by the whole valley, and should be cared for by the entire valley.  The Mayor’s Office is open to any suggestions on where exactly that boundary line should be. The canyon is part of the Mountain Accord process, and the Mayor’s Office would like to see one continuous area from Parley’s Canyon to Little Cottonwood remain in that process. Also, emails have been received requesting the Granger Peak area and Suicide Rock be included in Millcreek Township.  The Mayor’s Office is open to that suggestion.  

Parley’s Nature Historical Park was excluded from the township because Salt Lake City has requested to annex this property.  Currently, Salt Lake County provides animal services, Unified Fire Authority provides fire protection, and the Unified Police Department provides police services.  Salt Lake County will work with Salt Lake City to ensure those services remain under the same entities that are currently providing services.  Salt Lake City is open to that idea, and is working with the County on an interlocal agreement that will keep the services as they are now. 

	Mr. Jeff Silvestrini stated Millcreek Township has asked that the Mountain Planning District be used as an overlay zone for Millcreek Canyon.  The Mt. Olympus area would also like to see the areas known as Granger Peak and Suicide Rock included inside the township.  None of this land is developable, so there is no risk that a future Millcreek Planning Commission would allow development on the property. The Granger Peak area was originally owned by the power company which wanted to sell it.  Residents of the area contributed $40,000 towards the purchase of this land by the County, so they have an interest in the area.  It is part of their community.  

	Ms. Jemina Keller stated the County could easily choose an overlay zone for the canyon and include it as part of the Millcreek Township. The canyon is the heart and soul of the community.  This is not community preservation; this is community “severation.”  

	Ms. Lisa Bagley stated the boundary presently on the east needs to be changed to include the Granger Peak area and Suicide Rock.  Those are important parts of the Millcreek Township.  The County should use an overlay zone for the canyon.

	Ms. Leslie Van Frank stated the Council should accept the Mayor’s proposed east boundary lines for Millcreek Township, but it should include Suicide Rock and Granger Peak.  

	Ms. LeAnn Hansen asked that the overlay zone be seriously considered.  The regional planning district will not care about the local issue of planning and zoning like the residents of Millcreek Township do.  She also asked that the interocal agreement for Parley’s Nature Park be adopted.  It is important for residents to have someone to go to locally to discuss any issues that come up.    

	Mr. Mark Burgess stated he lives in a neighborhood on 9th East just south of Van Winkle Expressway, which is not included in any boundary.  He would like to know why.  

	Mr. Gavin Anderson, Deputy District Attorney, stated the problem is that area was never included in the Millcreek Township. The bill prohibits the County from enlarging a township.  The County will need to go back to the Legislature to clean up a couple of problems created by this bill. 

	Mr. Burgess stated he is concerned that residents in this area are being forgotten, and will not have a vote in what is happening. 

	Council Member Burdick stated he would find a way to get that area where residents want to go.  Residents in that area are no longer forgotten. 

	Mr. Glen Hansen stated he lives in the northeast corner of the proposed Millcreek Township boundary and appreciates the fact that the boundary line goes further up.  There are a lot of problems with dogs and people coming into his backyard, and this will help him to have a say on what happens.  

	Mr. Mike Mahoney asked why the east boundary line goes up beyond the Forest Service line.  

	Mr. Demman stated the intent is the boundary line would go to the Forest Service line, but the County is having a hard time tying down where that line is.  The boundary on record in Washington D.C. is much different than it is locally.   

	Ms. Catherine McEnroe stated she could not understand why Millcreek Canyon would be excluded from the township. 

	Council Member Snelgrove stated there are two positions - one being that Millcreek Canyon is a treasure of all Salt Lake County should be governed by a regional body.  The other position is the stewardship and protection of that treasure should lie with the Millcreek area.  The other canyons are part of Salt Lake County under the stewardship of the County Council 

	Ms. Linda Zenger asked for clarification on what an overlay zone is. 

	Council Member Bradshaw stated legislation was passed in the last session creating a mountainous planning zone.  This new zone would put the mountain areas under a planning and zoning board with members selected Countywide.  Currently, a person can only sit on the board if they are a resident of the unincorporated areas.  The overly zone would allow Millcreek Canyon to be part of the Millcreek Township or city, but be governed by the Mountainous Planning Board.  

	Ms. Zenger stated in her opinion the residents of Millcreek use the canyon more than anyone else and it should be placed in the Millcreek Township boundaries.  

	Ms. LoaDon Glade stated there are some natural springs located between 1300 East and 900 East just north of the expressway.  She if these were included in the proposed township.  

	Mr. Demman stated the springs are within Murray City

	Ms. Kat Kivett stated there are two access points to Suicide Rock where the gates are sometimes left open.  If this area was part of the township, it would be more of a concern and things would get better.    

	Ms. Joan Haven stated this is a community preservation bill, but one would never know it by what is happening to the current township.  She thought this bill would protect the Millcreek area.  When it was first proposed, Mayor McAdams stated he would lead the charge, but did not want to be shot in the back.  The community supported this bill and did not shoot the Mayor in the back, but now it looks like Mayor McAdams is stabbing the township in the back.  

	Council Member Wilson stated the Council had to make some determinations in order to hold this public hearing.  No decisions have been made.  The Council is here to listen to the various opinions, and hopes to work with all residents to determine the best possible outcome.    As far as Millcreek Canyon, she has to decide who would best manage the area.  Whether the canyon is more of an extension of people’s back yards or more of a nature of the canyon.  She is not sure if the residents in Millcreek would be equipped to manage the canyon if they decide to incorporate.  She needs more information and education on this issue before she can make a decision.   

	Mr. Dick Sullivan stated he supports an overlay zone for Millcreek Canyon.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

Willow Creek (7:49:57 PM)

	Ms. Kimberly Barnett, Associate Deputy Mayor, stated the County received resolutions from both Cottonwood Heights City and Sandy City declaring their eligibility for the entire island.  The two cities also submitted information with their recommendations on how they might divide the island.

	Mr. Mitch Olsen stated his street has 24 homes that border both sides of the Willow Creek Country Club golf course.  Seventeen of those residents would prefer to be part of Cottonwood Heights.  He asked the Council to consider Cottonwood Heights as the city to annex this island.

	Mr. Jim Morgan stated the November vote will give Willow Creek residents the choice of staying the way it is, being part of Sandy, being part of Cottonwood Heights, or splitting the area between the two cities.  He asked where the line was drawn and if people who live there have any say in the matter.

	Mr. Gavin Anderson, Deputy District Attorney, stated there are not four options in the election.  Each voter in Willow Creek will have one question:  “Do you want to remain unincorporated or in a city?”  The decision as to which city is up to the County Council as it sets the boundaries for the ballot.  The Council’s options are to put the boundary within Sandy City, within Cottonwood Heights City, or to split the area between the two cities.

	Council Member Burdick stated the Council is here tonight to listen to what citizens have to say about those boundaries.

	Mr. Morgan stated the people who live there have strong ideas about where they would like to be and not like to be.  

	Mayor Kelvyn Cullimore, Cottonwood Heights City, stated he assumed there would be opportunity for citizens to send emails after this hearing.

	Council Member Snelgrove stated yes.

	Mayor Cullimore read the following statement:

· As requested by the County, we have complied with S.B. 199 and declared Cottonwood Heights an eligible city for two unincorporated islands, one of which is the Willow Creek area.
· Past History
· For the past five years there have been annexation efforts stirring in Willow Creek.  It has caused no small amount of contention.
· Lack of clarity in the statutes has led to confusion in the recent past of how annexation is to occur pursuant to section 10-2-418 of the code.
· In the year prior to S.B. 199, annexation activity in Willow Creek significantly increased with one part already annexing into Sandy by way of 10-2-418.
· Other areas were working to annex into Cottonwood Heights.  You may hear from some of them tonight or by email.
· A year ago, Sandy and Cottonwood Heights met to try to come to an understanding of direction we would give to residents of Willow Creek regarding their annexation options.
· We identified areas that would clearly best be part of Sandy and those that would clearly best be part of Cottonwood Heights.
· We agreed to steer petitioners in the direction of those divisions.
· The divisions were based on who could mostly easily service the various parts of the Willow Creek area.
· However, we also agreed that our guidance would be just that, guidance, and we would recognize the rights of the residents to make their own decisions.
· S.B. 199
· When S.B. 199 was passed, the course of annexations changed.  That is why we are here tonight.
· Cottonwood Heights and Sandy again met to address the situation under S.B. 199.  With a year since our last meeting, some things had become clearer.
· Certain areas through annexation petitions and written indications of preference had opted for Sandy and some for Cottonwood Heights.
· We agreed that a boundary should be drawn that would reflect as best we could the wishes of the residents that had been made known to us and to also recognize that certain areas were more easily serviced coming from Cottonwood Heights while others were more easily serviced coming from Sandy.
· We also agreed to respect the stated wishes of the Willow Creek Country Club to be part of Sandy.
· The map that was sent to you by both myself and Mayor Dolan was reflective of a boundary we both felt was justified based on the information related to the stated wishes of residents, the Willow Creek Country Club and ease of service.
· Several weeks ago the Council realized an interim decision regarding boundaries for Willow Creek was necessary in order for the proper noticing of this hearing tonight.  It was, as I am told, a designation of convenience to put all of Willow Creek into Sandy and would be reconsidered based on the feedback from the cities and the public.
· You have resolutions from both Sandy and Cottonwood Heights that we are willing to accept the entire Willow Creek island if that is what the Council determines.
· However, we recognize that there is anything but unanimity among the residents of that area.  There are those who feel strongly about keeping Willow Creek together as a cohesive geographic area.  There are those who prefer Sandy and there are those that prefer Cottonwood Heights.
· The map provided by Cottonwood Heights and Sandy was intended to recognize that division of opinion and create a sensible boundary line for the reasons I previously articulated.
· I am a strong proponent for self-determination.  The vote provided under S.B. 199 will provide for that.  Unfortunately, the bill also requires that the County Council decide what eligible city will be placed on the ballot for each resident of an unincorporated island based on the stated eligibility of adjacent cities.
· I believe the division proposed by Cottonwood Heights and Sandy, while certainly not perfect, is based on sound reason respecting as much as is practicable and to the extent known the stated desires of residents of various parts of Willow Creek.
· In the end, if the majority of those voting do not like the choice you have provided them, they can vote to remain in the County and immediately after the election begin the process to annex into the city that was not on the ballot.
· The problem is, to let the current designation stand and not divide the area would be to ignore many citizens who have stated their desire to be part of Cottonwood Heights.
· Some will say that it would be inequitable or inappropriate to divide Willow Creek between the cities.  I would simply say that Willow Creek has been divided between Sandy and the County for several decades and seems to have survived just fine.
· Neither Sandy nor Cottonwood Heights wants to force anyone to be part of our cities if the majority of the residents of that area prefer not to be.  But the only way to determine that would be to have a ballot that allowed the various precincts of Willow Creek to vote between Sandy, Cottonwood Heights and the County.  That is not what was written in the bill.
· Therefore, I believe the most equitable approach is to recognize the diverse desires of the people in the area by respecting the boundary line proposed by Cottonwood Heights and Sandy and allow the vote to proceed knowing that if the majority of people in the respective areas do not like their choice of eligible city they can vote to remain in the County and then, if they desire, petition the non-ballot city for annexation come November.
· Thank you for your service and we stand ready to assist you if you have any questions.

	Mr. Tom Heath stated he has polled the 38 homes in his section of Willow Creek.  Twenty three of them prefer to be part of Cottonwood Heights, three prefer Sandy, and five had no opinion.  There is concern about the election because several of the homeowners are not U.S. citizens and do not vote.  They wonder how their vote will be counted.  There is also concern about the stability of municipal service costs. 

	Mr. Paul Beyer stated he prefers that the entire island remain as one entity.  However, he recognized there were certain access issues that make keeping the island together impractical.  The agreed upon maps look good to him.  Since the Willow Creek Country Club will be part of Sandy, it makes no sense for the houses on the streets around it to be part of Cottonwood Heights.  Cottonwood Heights is a smaller city and makes for more accessible government and more opportunity for community involvement.

	Ms. Cindy Dechart stated Willow Creek is a desirable and unique place to live.  Many adult children who grew up in Willow Creek return to the area to raise their own children.  She asked why anyone would want to split up this neighborhood except for greed.  Politicians from Cottonwood Heights and Sandy should keep their hands off Willow Creek.  She is adamantly opposed to the division of this area.

	Mr. George Aiken stated he is very happy with the County services and does not want to be annexed.

	Mr. Mark Mahoney stated this discussion is about determining whether Willow Creek, or other islands, are going to be a separate city or community.  Sandy and Cottonwood Heights cannot be forced to annex any area unless the residents so desire.  

	Ms. Marie Hirschi stated the Willow Creek area residents are very happy the way it is and they should stay together.  They appreciate County services and wish to preserve their community.

	Council Member Burdick stated it might be helpful to explain what decisions will be made by the Willow Creek residents.

	Mr. Anderson stated when the State Legislature passed S.B. 199, it made provisions for islands that are totally surrounded by a city, which have been discussed.  A separate set of provisions were made regarding an island that is split between two or more cities.  The surrounding cities, in this case Cottonwood Heights and Sandy, get the say as to whether they will accept an annexation.  They expressed that in a city council resolution.  However, that decision is not binding on the County Council.  The statute says if an island is between two cities, then the County Council has to make one of three decisions.  Either the entire island goes in City A, or City B, or the island is split between the two cities.  After the County Council decides that question, citizens will have a ballot question of “Do you want to go into the city the County Council has chosen, or do you want to remain unincorporated?”  Everyone can vote to stay unincorporated, but it is up to the County Council to resolve the matter of which city would get the island if the “city” vote prevailed.

	Council Member Newton stated what the Council wants to know tonight is if the people vote to be part of a city, which city they would prefer.

	Mr. David Green stated his preference is that Willow Creek stay as one unit.  Even those who are persuaded to annex to another city have talked about the idiocy of taking the homes around the county club and putting them into a different city than the club.  That makes no sense.  His backyard is the country club.

	Mr. David Miles stated he lives on Sugar Loaf Lane.  Four homes on that street are in the unincorporated area, and 12 homes are located in Sandy.  It would be much more efficient if the entire street were part of Sandy.  He asked the Council to consider those boundaries before putting it on the ballot.

	Mr. Tony Brazelton stated he is not impressed with Cottonwood Heights.  If the area were to be annexed, he would prefer Sandy.

	Ms. Michelle Greer stated she did not want to be part of Sandy City.  She is not happy with its police or snow plowing services.

	Ms. Adrienne Cundick stated the County provides great services in Willow Creek.  She is not interested at all in becoming a part of the debt of Sandy or Cottonwood Heights.  She has spoken to most of the residents on her street and they feel as strongly as she does.

	Mr. Ron Basinger stated he does not want to be annexed into a city.  He prefers to remain unincorporated.

	Ms. Dawnell Keller stated the issue of annexation seems to come up every other year.  She asked if the area votes to remain unincorporated, whether it will be in the same situation regarding constant annexation issues.

	Council Member Burdick stated yes.  If the vote is for the status quo, the status quo about annexation will prevail.  If an area chooses to be in a city, it will kind of lock the borders.    Unfortunately, the way the legislation was written for this, these islands are not subject to having their borders locked.

	Ms. Keller stated she liked the status quo.  

	Council Member Burdick asked which city she would choose if Willow Creek had to become part of a city.

	Ms. Keller stated she would prefer Cottonwood Heights.

	Council Member Wilson stated although it is true that annexations could continue, this election is very high profile and the wishes of the community will send a message to surrounding areas.

	Mr. Joel Leatham stated there are always going to be pros and cons to this issue.  The discussion today is a very good thing.  He will be fine with whatever decision is made.  

	Mr. Jesse Boone stated he owns property in two townships and in the unincorporated area.  He asked how the voting process would work; if it would be Countywide or just area property owners.

	Mr. Anderson stated the vote will be by registered voters, not property owners.  If someone owns property in other cities or areas, they will not get to vote on those areas. 

	Mr. Boone stated as a resident of Sandy, he would not get to vote on the fate of his other properties.

	Mr. Anderson stated that is correct.

	Mr. John Bryner stated he has seen Sandy’s lack of response to fires.  He is tired of all the annexation votes.  He does not care if the residents vote for a city or to remain unincorporated, but the city choice should not be Sandy City.

	Council Member Wilson stated the boundary maps presented today are a placeholder for discussion purposes.  

	Council Member Bradshaw stated the County had to make decisions prior to this meeting before it received any resolutions from the cities.

	Mr. Sherm Thorum stated he has lived in Willow Creek for 24 years and seen a lot of changes to the area.  His preference is to have Willow Creek stay as one group, and the city choice should be Sandy.  If annexed into Cottonwood Heights, there would still be problems with snow removal and garbage collection.

	Mr. Steve Van Maren asked for clarification on the maps.  

	Ms. Margo Richards stated she is happy with County services, would prefer the area remain unincorporated, but the city choice on the ballot should be Cottonwood Heights.

	Mr. Bob Neumann stated he has nothing but wonderful experience with the services he receives, and wishes to stay with the County.

	Mr. Ron Diehl stated he has no complaints with the services he receives.  The area should be kept as one unit.  However, the County should not be providing municipal services; that should be done by the cities.

	Ms. Barbara Greer stated she did not want the Willow Creek area to be ripped apart and she wanted to stay with the County.  She asked where Sandy City’s water comes from.  She is currently part of the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District and does not want to change.

	Mr. Korban Lee, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer, Sandy City, stated water has no bearing on whether an area is annexed.  Willow Creek residents currently getting water from Jordan Valley will continue to do so.  Sandy City has its own water system and provides water services to residents on the system.  However, numerous areas within Sandy are also served by Jordan Valley.

	Ms. Vicki Neumann asked if the vote was to stay unincorporated, that would prevent further annexations.

	Mr. Anderson stated if the vote is to remain unincorporated, it will keep the status quo in place.  There could be annexations in the future.  Almost a year ago, Mayor Ben McAdams proposed that the community preservation statute require votes to remain unincorporated to be binding.  However, that simply did not get past legislative scrutiny, and it is not in the current bill.

	Mr. David Green stated before S.B. 199 was passed, annexation laws stated that an island cannot be annexed without a petition if it exceeds 800 people in population.  The Willow Creek population is 2,200.  This is an annexation attempt without a petition and it violates the 800 resident rule.

	Mr. Mark Selvig stated in today’s world when neighborhoods and communities are so vitally important it is a shame that this issue is so divisive.  He asked the Council not to split up the Willow Creek neighborhood.

	Mr. Kurt Hawes stated he would prefer to be part of a city and not to have the area divided.  The current dividing lines seem to be done because the Willow Creek Country Club voted to be part of Sandy.  That is not the proper way to go about things.  He asked if Willow Creek voted to remain with the County, if the County will maintain that strip of land on Willow Creek Drive and put in speed control measures.

	Mr. Nate Rockwood stated he is likely to vote to stay with the County, but his preference for which city should be on the ballot is Cottonwood Heights.  He has come to appreciate the County services, and most people tonight have indicated the County provides the best services.

	Mr. Brad Parkin stated he is relatively new to the area.  He moved to Willow Creek from Cottonwood Heights because of the beauty of the area and its proximity to services, mountains, and freeways.  This debate will not go away unless a decision is made to join a city.  Remaining unincorporated means residents will be back every few years having the same discussions.  He supports joining Cottonwood Heights because it is very close. 

	Council Member Jensen, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to close the public hearing.  The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

	Council Member Snelgrove stated emails regarding this matter have been received by the Council.  It welcomes additional emails or letters after tonight’s hearing.  All will be placed in the public record.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

Set public hearing date  (9:06:33 PM)

	Council Member Snelgrove stated the next public hearing must take place between June 30 and July 15, 2015.

	Council Member Newton moved to set the public hearing for June 30, 2015, at the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting.

	Council Member Bradshaw asked if the public hearing had to be set for 6:00 p.m. statutorily.  

	Mr. Gavin Anderson, Deputy District Attorney, stated no.

	Mr. Bart Barker, Senior Policy Advisor, Council Office, stated he would recommend the hearing be held at 6:00 p.m. because the Council has a long zoning hearing at 4:00 p.m., and that will make for a very long meeting.

	Council Member Snelgrove stated he recommended 6:00 p.m. because the Council will get a larger attendance.  

	Council Member Newton, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to set the public hearing for Tuesday, June 30, 2015, at the 4:00 p.m. Council meeting.  Council Member Snelgrove amended the motion to change the starting time to 6:00 p.m. The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.” 

	Council Member Jensen stated the County has gone to the Legislature four times asking it to preserve the boundaries, and telling it that is the will of the unincorporated residents.  When the County went back again this year, the Legislature said the only way it would lock-up the township boundaries was by a vote.  Legislators believed residents were torn inside.    So this is what the County has to do to preserve township boundaries and get an idea what to do long-term with the islands.  He did not think that was explained to residents at the beginning of this hearing.  

	Council Member Burdick stated Willow Creek is under a different scenario and cannot be locked.  

	Council Member Wilson stated this is new to a lot of people here tonight.  She suggested the Council do a full briefing at another time so people understand the steps that got the County to this point.          

	Council Member Snelgrove stated there have been some strong opinions and ideas expressed on both sides of this issue.  He suggested those in attendance share their thoughts with their friends and neighbors as they gear up for the election November 3, 2015.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

[bookmark: Text12]	THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS to come before the Council at this time, the meeting was adjourned at 9:13:30 PM until Tuesday, June 9, 2015, at 4:00 PM.
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