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STAFF REPORT 
 
To:    Summit County Council (SCC) and Summit County Manager (SCM) 
Report Date:   Thursday, June 9, 2011 
Meeting Date:  Wednesday, June 15, 2011 
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, County Planner 
Title:    Discovery CORE, Rezone and Major Development 
Type of Item:  Work Session 
Future Routing: Public Hearing(s) and Meeting(s) with Summit County Manager and Council 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  
For the convenience of the SCC and the public, the original history and analysis has been 
maintained in this report, with all additional information and changes highlighted in yellow. 
The applicant's proposal has not changed since the last work session.   
 
The applicant, Glen Lent, is requesting approval of a housing development containing both market 
rate and workforce housing units, through a rezone to workforce housing incentive CORE zones C 
and E.  The current application proposes 162 units, consisting of 81 single family dwellings, 69 
townhomes, and 12 duplexes. The Snyderville Basin Planning Commission (SBPC) held several 
public hearings on the proposal, and voted on March 22, 2011 to forward a negative 
recommendation to the SCC and SCM on the CORE Rezone and Preliminary Plan. 
 
The SCC held a work session on May 11, 2011, and also conducted a site visit of the property on 
May 25, 2011. Following the May 11, 2011 work session Staff also provided the SCC, via email, 
with: 
 

• all public comment and presentations that were given to the SBPC throughout the 
process 

• traffic studies 
• Engineering comments and review 
• the mathematics behind the density calculations in Section D of this report 
• the original Housing Overlay Maps considered in 2007 by the Board of County 

Commissioners.  
 
Staff recommends that the SCC conduct a work session, discuss the application, and give the 
applicant and Staff feedback on additional information or changes required in preparation 
for a public hearing on the proposal.  

                                 Community Development Department  
 60 North Main Coalville, UT 84017  

   (435) 336-3124 Fax (435) 336-3046 
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A. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Name:  Discovery CORE 
Applicant(s):   Glen K. Lent 
Owner(s):   Milton & Diane Weilenmann; Scott Anderson; Aldon  

Anderson Family LLC; Mike Milner 
Location:   Kilby Road (West of Gorgoza) 
Zone District:  Hillside Stewardship (HS)  
Setbacks:   30’ front, 12’ side and rear 
Adjacent Land Uses: Resort, Vacant, Residential, Commercial, Institutional,  

Open Space 
Existing Uses:  Vacant, Residential 
Parcel #(s) and Size:  PP-38-C, 20.98 acres; PP-38-C-3, 1 acre, PP-39, 48 acres 

     
B. COMMUNITY REVIEW
This item has been scheduled as a work session with the SCC and SCM; future public hearing(s) 
will be held prior to any final decision. 

  

 
C. 
In July of 2008, Summit County adopted the workforce housing incentives outlined in Section 
10-5-16 of the Snyderville Basin Development Code (Code), “Community Oriented Residential 
Enhancement Zones” (CORE).  These provisions allow for the County to consider additional 
density and uses, above existing base density, as an incentive for the voluntary provision of 
workforce housing that exceeds the mandatory requirement. 

BACKGROUND 

 
The SBPC reviewed the proposal several times, with densities ranging from 163 units to 215 in 
varying configurations:  

• work session April 14, 2009 
• site visit on June 24, 2009 
• work session August 11, 2009 
• work session October 27, 2009 
• work session May 11, 2010 
• work session July 13, 2010 
• public hearing November 9, 2010 
• public hearing January 4, 2011 
• public hearing February 8, 2011 (hearing closed, decision continued) 
• discussion and recommendation March 22, 2011  

 
The SCC held a work session on May 11, 2011 and conducted a site visit on May 25, 2011. 
 
Project proposal throughout the process to date: 

• April 14, 2009  163 units: 44 Single Family (SFR), 119 Townhomes (TH).   
   Workforce Housing (WH) units not specifically identified 

• August 11, 2009  215 units: 80 senior, 40 SFR, 95 TH, WH unidentified 
• October 27, 2009  207 units: 96 senior, 49 SFR, 62 TH, WH unidentified 
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• Sept. 2010 - May 2011 162 units: 0 senior, 81 SRF, 69 TH, 12 duplex, and a preliminary  
mix of WH identified. 

 
D. 
 

IDENTIFICATION and ANALYSIS of ISSUES 

Housing Needs Assessment 
The SCC recently reviewed but did not accept a draft 2010 Housing Needs Assessment; however 
neither this draft nor any new assessment would apply to this project. The Discovery CORE is 
subject to the 2006 Needs Assessment, which is currently an appendix to the Snyderville Basin 
General Plan and sets a goal of 250 workforce units by 2011.  
 
Public and Approval/Denial Process 
The approval process for the housing development outlined in Section 10-5-16 includes a 
Rezone application, which is recommended by the SBPC to the Summit County Council (SCC), 
and a Major Development Application, which is recommended by the SBPC to the County 
Manager (Manager). Both the rezone and development proposal are inextricably tied together, as 
any approval of one must be conditioned on approval of the other.   
 
Density - History and Timeline 
Section 10-5-16(D.3) of the Snyderville Basin Development Code (Code) allows for projects to 
designate portions of their property as different CORE zones with differing densities, provided 
that the designation is done up front as part of the overall master plan.  Once any approvals are 
given, the CORE zone designations cannot be increased or modified at a later date.  
 
The applicant proposes rezoning 49.25 acres to CORE C, which allows a maximum density of 
two (2) units per acre, and rezoning twenty (20) acres to CORE E, which allows a potential 
density of up to ten (10) units per acre on a maximum of twenty (20) acres.  This would allow a 
potential maximum density of 298.5 units.  
 
The “compatibility” requirement outlined in 10-5-16(E).4 sets an additional density limit, a 
maximum of twice the average existing density adjacent to the proposed rezone:  

 
Compatibility: if any existing neighborhood is located within 1000’ of a proposed CORE 
development, the CORE development shall not exceed twice the average density of that 
portion of the neighborhood or neighborhoods within a distance of 1000’. 

 
Density and Project Timeline 
Between May 2010 and January 2011, density was a major discussion point, more specifically 
how to apply the "compatibility" requirement outlined above.  The various calculation methods 
and discussion over time resulted in the following, with the mathematics provided to the SCC via 
previous staff reports emailed following the May 11, 2011 work session: 
• May 11, 2010 (SBPC Work Session): 3 Different Density Calculations: 

o Option 1: 68.58 potential units 
o Option 2: 71.37 potential units 
o Option 3: 119.68 potential units 
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• June 8, 2010 (SBPC work session): alternate method: 176.35 potential units 
• July 21, 2010, Staff issued a letter to the applicant containing the potential maximum of 

176.35 units 
• January 4, 2011 (Public Hearing): SBPC supported a new calculation for a maximum of 

88.17 units 
 
Density - Staff Recommendation 
As a result of the July 21, 2010 letter, the applicant moved forward with the project based upon a 
maximum of 176 units, applying for approval of 162 units.  At SBPC meetings following the 
July 21, 2010 letter, Staff reminded the SBPC, applicant, and public that 176 was a potential 
maximum, not a guaranteed number of units.  The density could be further restricted and reduced 
to mitigate traffic impacts, viewshed impacts, environmental concerns, and other requirements of 
the Code.   
 
SBPC comments and public input both indicated that 162 units is too high a number.  The SBPC 
seemed favorable to the clarified methodology limiting the density to 88 units; due to the 
reliance of the applicant on the earlier maximum of 176, Staff instead recommended limiting 
the density to 125 units, based upon the following:  
 

• 125 was a compromise of halfway between 88 units and the applicant's proposal of 
162 units, and takes into account the reliance placed upon the earlier SBPC density 
determination. 

• The reduction from 162 to 125 could reduce impacts to traffic, viewshed, watershed, 
slopes, wildlife, and address other SBPC and public concerns.  

 
The applicant requested a modified maximum of 130 units; the SBPC and applicant did 
not reach agreement at the March 22, 2011 meeting, and the SBPC voted to forward a 
negative recommendation on the 162 unit proposal.  
 
Appropriateness 
The “appropriateness” requirement outlined in 10-5-16(E) contains guidelines for unit types:  
 

Appropriateness: if any existing neighborhood is located within 1000’ of a proposed 
CORE development, the CORE development shall utilize home types similar to the 
existing home types within those portions of the neighborhood or neighborhoods within a 
distance of 1000’. 

 
Throughout the discussions of the subcommittee and the SBPC when adopting the Code 
language, it was the intent to allow a variety of home types within developments, provided they 
were similar in style to the surrounding neighborhoods.  For example, the intent appears to have 
been to permit townhomes mixed into single family developments, but not apartments or stacked 
flats. The applicant is proposing a development that contains both single family dwellings and 
duplex / town home units.  Staff found that the appropriateness requirement is met.  
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Visibility 
The property is visible from Interstate 80; at a site visit on June 24, 2009 the SBPC expressed 
concern over the visibility of the project, specifically the saddle in the middle of the property.  In 
response, the applicant revised the plans and removed development from the saddle, and 
relocated the proposed development farther back from the most visible areas. At previous 
meetings, the SBPC requested additional visuals from the applicant, which were provided.  The 
SCC conducted a site visit on May 25, 2011, and discussed visibility and development locations. 
Feedback from the SCC on visibility as a result of this site visit is requested.  
 
Staff originally recommended reducing the density to 125 to help to reduce the visibility of 
the project; the applicant stated at the March 22, 2011 meeting that the units that would be 
removed were actually those less visible (in the bowl area of the property), which does not 
help mitigate project visibility.  
 
Sensitive Lands 
The property contains steep slopes, as well as wetlands and a year round stream, and the 
applicant has located the proposed development areas to avoid the sensitive lands.  The applicant 
would still have to work with the County Engineer, US Army Corps of Engineers, and other 
service providers to ensure that the sensitive lands are appropriately protected.  No buildings 
would be permitted on slopes over 30%, and all buildings will have to comply with current 
wetland and stream setbacks (40 feet from edge of wetland, and 100 feet from stream high water 
mark).  
 
The CORE provisions do not contain clauses excluding sensitive lands from density calculations, 
but do state that development: 

• be designed “in a manner so as to cluster development in the least visually and 
environmentally sensitive areas, and maximize open space” (10-5-16.A.2), and  

• be designed to “preserve the natural setting to the greatest extent possible” (10-5-
16.A.9), and 

• “shall not occur on sensitive lands. Development shall be clustered in the least 
visually sensitive area of the property” (10-5-16.E.7). 

 
As proposed, the development protects sensitive lands as open space, and complies with the 
clustering requirements.  The applicant has also revised the plans to span streams and wetlands, 
rather than install standard culverts.  
 
State Review / Wildlife 
The Division of Wildlife (DWR) initially did not provide comment, but after additional requests 
from Staff, provided recommendations and comment on the project, which was provided to the 
SBPC at the February 8, 2011 meeting.  Staff recommends that the requirements of DWR and 
other State agencies be made conditions of approval.   The applicant has modified the proposal to 
span streams and wetlands rather than install culverts, to better protect fish and other wildlife 
habitat.  
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Snow Storage 
The applicant has proposed a combination of on-site snow storage and contracting for snow 
removal service. A letter of recommendation was provided to the SBPC in the February 8, 2011 
Staff report.  
 
Traffic / Safety 
The Engineering Department reviewed an updated traffic study and provided the SBPC with a 
memo expressing satisfaction with compliance with County standards.   
 
Workforce Housing (WH) 
The applicant intends to provide workforce housing per the criteria in 10-5-16(E.6), which 
defines the required ratio of workforce units to market rate units.  By targeting an average 
income of 50% of the Area Median Income (AMI), the applicant will be required to provide one 
(1) Workforce Unit Equivalent per 1.5 Market Rate unit.  The applicant has proposed developing 
the property in phases, with a portion of the required WH constructed in each phase.  The details 
of the housing would be finalized through the Final Plat process and the Workforce Housing 
Agreement.  
 
E. GENERAL PLAN and DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERIA / COMPLIANCE
 

  

The CORE program contains this clause, in Section 10-5-16.D.7: 

“The Legislative Body of Summit County may permit the rezone of the property only after 
it has determined that both the rezone and accompanying workforce housing proposal 
are consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan and all other 
criteria and considerations described in this Title, and said action is necessary to 
promote the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the Snyderville Basin.” 

The concern has been expressed by the public that this clause makes the General Plan, typically 
only advisory, into a regulatory document, and that therefore all CORE projects must fully 
comply with all requirements of the General Plan. The concern has also been expressed that the 
Code and the General Plan are contradictory, and that as a result no CORE project can be 
approved.  

Staff found that the CORE program does comply with the General Plan, and the General Plan 
and Code are not contradictory, based upon the following:  

• First, the General Plan contains a Housing Element, which requires reasonable 
methods for the provision of Affordable Housing. Therefore, the CORE program 
complies with this portion of the General Plan. 

• Second, the goals and policies of the General Plan are reflected in the Code. Sensitive 
Land preservation, setbacks, design requirements, landscaping, parking guidelines, 
signage, road requirements, lighting, density maximums, compatibility, 
appropriateness, and more all comply with various sections of the General Plan.  The 
Code cannot be amended without being consistent with the goals of the General Plan; 
therefore the Code requirements themselves must be consistent as currently adopted. 
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The CORE program complies with these portions of the General Plan, since the Code 
is consistent with the General Plan.  

• Third, the requirement above states “consistent with” rather than “comply with.” 
Interpretations about the intent of the General Plan goals were made during the 
adoption of the CORE program, and the CORE program restrictions and requirements 
were found to be consistent with the intent of those goals. If the SBPC determines at 
some point that the project complies with the CORE Code requirements, it can then 
be found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan.  

• Fourth, the application may be compatible with the Neighborhood Planning Area 
goals, as outlined later in this section.  

In general the proposal incorporates many of the planning goals of the General Plan: clustering, 
preserving a large tract of meaningful open space, providing trail connections, an interior 
walkable design, and sensitive land protection, among others.  The large number of lots is 
clustered onto a small portion of the project rather than spreading across the entire acreage. The 
specific design of the project incorporates many of the design goals of the Community Design 
Standards section of the General Plan 
 
In addition to the general topic chapters, the Snyderville Basin General Plan also contains goals 
for individual Neighborhood Planning Areas. The project is located in the Summit Neighborhood 
Planning Area, which has this stated goal: 
 

“Enhance the existing residential characteristics of the neighborhood in a manner which 
is compatible with the mountain environment and avoids or modifies suburban land use 
patterns and characteristics.  Ensure that all new development is appropriate with 
adequate amenities compatible with the surrounding mountain environment and 
neighborhood scale.” 

 
At the November 9, 2010 meeting, one of the concerns of the public and SBPC regarded the 
potential for increasing sprawl in suburban patterns.  Staff agrees with this concern, and supports 
not repeating the type of land planning that resulted in wide spreading developments such as 
Jeremy Ranch, Summit Park, Pinebrook, and other similar neighborhoods in the Basin.  As these 
developments were approved under old Development Code requirements and old General Plans 
they were generally not required to cluster, provide meaningful open space, provide trail 
connections, and comply with other design concerns and impact mitigation.  The proposed 
project, while including a large number of lots, does the opposite of sprawl by clustering the 
units in a smaller area on the overall acreage of the project site.  
 
Code Criteria 
Through the process, the SBPC requested a standardized method of review for CORE projects.  
Below, Staff has provided a chart outlining the various aspects of the project and what 
information has been provided so far.  
 

 Data Meets requirement? 
Total Number of Units 162 Discussion - if reduced 

planningpc
Highlight
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Number of Workforce Units TBD Further review will be 
done on specifics.  

Project Density 2.31 units per acre / 0.43 
acres per unit 

Yes – when compared 
to surrounding averages 

General Plan Compliance -- Yes   
ENCOURAGED  
Purpose / Goals, 10-5-16(A) 

  

Voluntary provision of WH -- Yes 
Cluster in least visually and 
environmentally sensitive areas, 
maximize open space 

May comply, more 
discussion needed 

Yes 

Walkable Walkable within, but not 
externally 

Yes 

Transit-oriented, minimize traffic 
impacts 

On the 5-year public 
transit plan 

Yes 

Linkages to broader trail and open 
space network 

Working with SBSRD Yes 

High quality public spaces such as 
parks, trails, recreation 

Working with SBSRD Yes 

A mix of housing types in same 
neighborhood 

Providing variety of 
prices, and unit styles 

Yes 

Visually compatible with adjacent 
developments 

Visually similar to 
existing neighborhoods 

Yes 

Preserves the natural setting to 
greatest extent possible 

Clustering development, 
preserving open space 
and sensitive lands 

Yes  

Allows pet ownership Encouraged Not required 
REQUIED 
Code Criteria, 10-5-16(E): 

  

Distance to transit On the 5 year plan Yes 
Access to sewer -- Yes 
Access to water -- Yes 
Compatibility with neighborhoods 
within 1000’ 

Less than twice average Yes - if density reduced 
to max of 125 

Appropriateness with neighborhoods 
within 1000’ 

Similar unit / lot styles Yes 

Distance to another CORE Zone No COREs within 2000’ Yes 
Housing ratio – 1.5 market units per 
WUE 

To be monitored as units 
finalized 

Yes – to be codified in 
Housing Agreement 

No development on Sensitive Lands Sensitive lands identified 
& protected 

Yes 

Percentage of Open Space 72% - 73%  /  51.35 acres Yes 
Transportation study and impacts -- Yes  
Interior and exterior pedestrian / 
bike connectivity 

Preliminary trail and 
sidewalk connections 

Yes  

planningpc
Rectangle

planningpc
Typewritten Text
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proposed but to be 
finalized with SBSRD at 
final approval stage.  

Adequate parking -- Yes 
Building elevations -- SPBC discussion 

requested 
Site planning requirements of SBDC 
(Code) 

Reviewed at each stage, 
and will finalize towards 
the end of the process. 

Final Plat stage 

Solid waste management and 
recycling plan 

Not yet discussed. Will be condition of 
approval 

Green building principles Encouraged Not Required  
 
F. 
 

RECOMMENDATION(S)/ALTERNATIVES 

Staff recommends that the SCC and SCM discuss the project and provide direction to the 
applicant on additional information or project revisions.  For the convenience of the SCC and 
SCM, Staff has included the original recommendation options provided to the SBPC below:  
 

That the SBPC forward a positive recommendation to the Summit County Manager on 
the Discovery CORE Major Development Preliminary Plan, with the following findings 
and conditions: 

Findings: 
1. The CORE preliminary plan complies with the goals and policies of the 

Snyderville Basin General Plan. 
2. The CORE preliminary plan complies with the requirements of Section 10-5-

16 of the Snyderville Basin Development Code. 
Conditions: 

1. The density for the project shall be reduced to 125 units (or other number as 
articulated by the SBPC).  

2. The plan shall be revised to reflect SBPC and applicant representations given 
in this meeting, such as bridge revisions, unit reduction, housing types, and so 
forth as contained in the meeting minutes.  

3. The associated CORE Rezone shall be approved and recorded prior to 
approval and recordation of the major development.  

4. The applicant shall enter into a Housing Agreement, as outlined in Section 
10-5-3 of the Snyderville Basin Development Code.  

5. All service provider requirements, including but not limited to the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, Utah Division of Wildlife, utilities, and County 
departments, shall be met prior to project final approval.  

 
And that the SBPC forward a positive recommendation to the Summit County Council 
on the Discovery CORE Rezone, with the following findings and conditions: 

 
Findings: 
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1. The CORE Rezone complies with the goals and policies of the Snyderville 
Basin General Plan. 

2. The CORE Rezone complies with the requirements of Section 10-5-16 of the 
Snyderville Basin Development Code. 

Conditions: 
1. The density for the project shall be reduced to 125 units (or other number as 

articulated by the SBPC). 
2. The CORE Rezone ordinance shall not be recorded and effective unless and 

until the associated major development is granted approval.  
3. Once recorded and effective, the CORE Rezone shall be valid for a period of 

one (1) year. If development of the major project has not begun in that time, 
the zoning shall revert to Hillside Stewardship.  

 
The SBPC may also choose to forward positive recommendations with modified densities 
and / or additional conditions, negative recommendations with the appropriate findings, 
or continue the item.   

 
Exhibit(s) 

1. Location / zone map (page 11) 
2. Aerial (page 12) 
3. Site and concept plans (pages 13-24) 
4. Visuals (pages 25-30) 
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County Council  
Staff Report 
 
Subject:     Primary Residency 
Author:     Steve Martin, Assessor and Assistant Manager Anita Lewis 
Date:          June 15, 2011 
Type of Item:  Discussion 
 
Summary Recommendation:  This report is for discussion purposes only.  The 
Assessor and Assistant County Manager are seeking direction regarding the 
procedures for administering citizen’s requests when seeking refunds on 
primary/non primary tax assessment.   
 
Background – (scenario) The Assessors Office receives a request from a tax payer 
seeking an abatement and refund for past tax years.  One example where this occurs is the 
case of a tax payer who discovers that for several years, the tax payer has been paying as 
a non primary resident when if fact the tax payers should have received the primary 
residential tax exemption.  The Assessors Office typically researches whether or not a 
primary residency application has been filed and whether the property qualifies for the 
primary residential tax exemption.  If paper work is not found in the file, the assumption 
is made that the property owner has been given due notice in the form of a disclosure or 
tax statement and has intentionally failed to file an application.    
 
Under Utah law, an exemption cannot be granted without an application. 
 
For the current tax year, the Assessors Office may process the change in status on the 
current tax year assessment until May 22nd.  After that date all changes in status are 
made by the Board of Equalization.     
 
For previous tax years, a taxpayer could request the County Council to grant the taxpayer 
an abatement.  The abatement of taxes should only be granted where the taxpayer can 
show that the County made an error which prejudiced the tax payer’s ability to file an 
application in a timely manner.  This strict interpretation is made in large part because the 
primary residential tax exemption has been in effect for thirty (30) years and taxpayers 
should be aware of it and take a measure of personal responsibility as to filing an 
application in accordance with law.   
 
The Council has dealt with some of these issues over the last several years.   
 
At this point, the Staff is seeking further clarification.   
 
Clarification Requested:  

1) Staff would like to indicate to taxpayers that it is the policy of the County Council 
not to grant abatement of taxes for previous tax years where an exemption 
application has not been filed in a timely manner.   Staff would also like to 
indicate to taxpayers that they may request an abatement to the County Council 



only where the taxpayer can show that the County made an error which 
prejudiced their ability to file an application in a timely manner.   

 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Council amend Ordinance # 319 by 
adding a paragraph H to Section 2. Criteria, which states as follows: 
 
H.   Tax Abatement for tax years prior to current tax year.  Tax Abatements for prior tax 
years shall not be approved unless the tax payer demonstrates by a preponderance of the 
evidence that an error on the part of the County, which prejudices the taxpayer, has been 
made.  In all instances, the maximum abatement shall be five years.   
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June 15, 2011 County Fire District Presentation 

 

Chief’s Overview:  Paul Hewitt 

 Mission statement, strategic initiatives and development of our strategic plan 

 Description of tri‐fold district informational cards 

 Financial Report:  Tax rate, collection rate and our funding mechanism  

 Community involvement and projects 

 

Operation’s Report:  Chief Bob Zanetti 

 2010/2011 Run review 

 Training/Special Operations 

 Apparatus review 

 

Fire Prevention Report:  Chief Scott Adams 

 Urban Wild land Interface Fuel Mitigation (Chipping Program) 

 Fire Code and Life Safety Enforcement 

 Fire Prevention and Community Education 

 Community Preparedness 

 Fire and Emergency Preplanning for Commercial / Business Community 

 

 

Administrative Report:  Chief Frank Heumann 

 

 Ambulance/Emergency transportation overview 

 Health insurance update 

 Local Building Authority and capital improvements 

 

Questions? 







SUMMIT COUNTY RESTAURANT TAX GRANT  
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
2011 Recommended - Grant Request Rankings 

With Rationale & Restrictions 
 
 
 The Committee, in its 20th year, continued to use the state recognized format of reviewing applications and 
ranking them based on tourism components, the ability to leverage, the chance of completion, and the ability to increase 
the restaurant tax, whether the request was for a facility or promotion and whether the application was for a new or 
developing program. 
 
 There are varying degrees of tourism components included in these applications.  The Committee, in reviewing 
the applications, continued to concentrate this year on the applicant’s ability to bring in guests from outside of Summit 
County.  Further, the Committee looked at whether the applicant was providing an amenity to guests that are already in 
the county or are providing a service or facility that will encourage visitation, preferably overnight and restaurant visitation.  
The Committee recognizes and agrees that a number of local events, when looked at together, provide opportunities for 
guests to enjoy their stay in Summit County, and enhance the visitor’s experience.  The committee has endeavored to 
weigh and take into consideration all relevant information at its deposal in the formation of these recommendations.       
  
 Again, the Committee has tried to make very specific recommendations and restrictions.  Those are noted after 
each application’s rationale.  The County Manager’s office continues to be very helpful in their follow-up of grants from 
previous years.  In an effort to encourage better compliance with the requirement for applicants to submit receipts and 
documentation to the Manager’s office for past grants, new language has been added to the application outlining possible 
ramifications for non-compliance. 
  
The following are the Committee’s detailed recommendations in order of their rankings. 
 
 
 
  
Committee                                   Original              Recommended 
Application #                                                                                                           Request   Amount 
 

38-11 PC Chamber/Bureau – 2012 Summer TV           $50,000 $ 50,000 

RATIONALE:  This is the Chamber’s first application for summer television marketing.  The goal is to target the Utah 
consumer with a June to August 2012 network television promotional campaign.  The campaign will feature 15 and 30 
second TV spots, plus value added such as weather tags and website promotion, on one selected Salt Lake network.  
The campaign will be supported with Chamber and co-op funding of $100,000 for newspaper, radio and online marketing 
in the Wasatch Front. The ads will target all the products offered in Summit County including events, lodging, restaurants, 
shopping, etc. 
RESTRICTIONS:  These funds may only be used for television marketing in the Wasatch Front.  Selection of network 
provider will be at the Chamber’s discretion, based upon their negotiations.  
 PREVIOUS FUNDING:  This is the Chamber’s first application for a summer television campaign. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Committee                                  Original              Recommended 
Application #                                                                                                           Request   Amount 
 

  2   
  

37-11 PC Chamber/Bureau – National Winter TV        $250,000 $250,000 

RATIONALE:  This is the eighth year for the funding of this promotion. The goal of this program is to heighten awareness 
of Park City and to develop more incremental, first-time overnight visitations.  Last year the Chamber was able to have 3 
TV marketing campaigns in LA, New York, and San Diego—getting a 4 to 1 return on the overall contribution. The 
Chamber saw increased registrations in the call to action of the Quick Start program.  Visitor nights saw a 6% increase 
and skier days were up 4% over last season. 
Again this year, the Chamber is planning to run commercials in as many markets as their funding will allow.  They also 
apply for funding from the Utah Office of Tourism and the SLC Airport Authority to go along with the Summit County 
Restaurant Tax funding.  
RESTRICTIONS:  These funds may only be used for television marketing in conjunction with other funding sources to 
promote overnight destination visitors to Summit County.  Final market selection will be left to the Chamber, based on 
their in-market negotiations and market research. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $230,000; 2008: $250,000; 2009: $250,000; .2010: $250,000   
 

39-11 PC Chamber/Bureau – Triple Crown          $ 37,500    $ 37,500 

RATIONALE: This is the tenth year for this event that is held throughout Summit County.  The Triple Crown tournaments 
include a Girl’s Fast Pitch World Series which is a two- week girl’s fast pitch softball tournament and a new one week 
tournament for 10-12 year old boys.  Over the three weeks of play, Triple Crown anticipates 180 teams resulting in 8,640 
incremental visitors from across the United States who will travel to Summit County.  The tournament games are played 
on 15 fields throughout Summit County. The Park City Chamber/Bureau has tracked this event and reports that during this 
time period, Park City experiences the highest summer lodging tallies. The Chamber estimates a $4.5 million return on 
this investment to Summit County businesses for 2011.  The positive economic impact of this event is felt throughout all of 
Summit County.   
RESTRICTIONS:  May only be used for marketing and expenses related to targeting teams from outside of Summit 
County.  Granted funds cannot be used to reimburse travel expenses.  
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $49,375; 2008: $50,626; 2009: $37,500; 2010:  $37,500 
 
 
31-11  USSA – TV Promotion                     $102,500             $100,000 
RATIONALE: This application is for the Freestyle World Cup competition at Deer Valley in 2012. This request is to help 
secure funding for television coverage on NBC and international networks. This plan includes integrating sport with 
entertainment at the World Cup competitions to maximize the value of the time buy. Research has proven that 
sport/entertainment events not only attract large spectator groups, but also provide more dynamic TV programming, which 
increases viewership.  They will also plan to include more lifestyle footage with Park City vignettes and information. 
RESTRICTIONS: Granted Funds may only be used for funding the television coverage as outlined in the application: That 
is 50% of one hour buy time on NBC. The committee would like to see vignettes of Park City during the television network 
coverage.  
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2008: $110,000; 2009: $150,000. 2010: $100,000 
 
 
45-11 HPCA/Historic Park City Alliance      $37,000 $35,000 
RATIONALE: This application provides funding to market and advertise the Historic Main Street area of Park City.  
Historic Park City is promoted as a destination for visitors interested in the unique offerings of Main Street from its 
shopping and dining to its galleries. This organization represents all of the businesses in the Historic district. This 
marketing project includes continued PR funding, a radio campaign targeting the Wasatch Front which includes a gift card 
promotion, and website enhancements which include web cams on Main Street.  
RESTRICTIONS:    
 The funds are to be used to continue to develop and enhance the web site by adding webcams, website content, and to 
fund the Clear Channel Advertising as detailed in the marketing campaign.  Please submit details regarding redemption of 
the gift card advertising campaign when you report your funding. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   2008 - $20,000; 2009 - $10,000, 2010- $10,000. 
 
 
 



Committee                                  Original              Recommended 
Application #                                                                                                           Request   Amount 
 

  3   
  

 
 
30-11 Sundance Film Fest – Promotion      $200,000 $100,000 
RATIONALE: This is the eleventh year of funding for this applicant.  In January 2011, Sundance celebrated the 27th 
anniversary of this event in Park City.  While this is a reoccurring application, the Sundance Film Festival continues to be 
one of the largest and most economically significant events of the year. The 2010 festival generated $62 million in 
economic impact to the State of Utah.  The national and international media generated by this event produces an 
estimated $40 million dollars in media value to Summit County.  This media exposure has enhanced Park City’s name 
recognition and reputation as a desirable destination over the years.  
RESTRICTIONS: The granted funds may only be used for National/International print and/or electronic advertising and for 
press programs.  The committee would like to see additional exposure of Park City as a tourism destination in collateral 
materials and trailers. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2007:$110,000; 2008: $120,000;   2009: $120,000; 2010: $120,000. 
 

16-11 Park City Lodging Assoc- International FAM     $42,085 $40,000 

RATIONALE:  This is the fifth year of funding for this application.  In conjunction with the PC Chamber, the Lodging 
Association will bring international wholesalers to Park City to showcase the winter product and to demonstrate the 
accessibility from the Salt Lake City Airport to Park City.  International business and overseas visitation to Park City is a 
growing segment of our overall tourism market.  This program will give top international wholesalers the opportunity to 
experience Park City and offer them first-hand knowledge that they can share with their clients, which will then translate 
into increased international business.  International visits to Park City have continued to increase this year by 20%, as 
does the visitor length of stay. 
RESTRICTIONS: Funding can only be used for entertainment expenses, welcome gifts and ground transportation for the 
FAM attendees.  Please provide some additional detailed information to the County with your financial documentation that 
helps demonstrate the ROI for the grant monies you have been given.  Year over year, or previous year information are 
both acceptable.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2008: $39,000 (they only used $13,000 of the $39,000 granted in 2008); 2009: 
The $26,000 balance of the 2008 grant was re-granted in 2009: 2010: $33,960. 
 

40-11 PC Chamber/Bureau – Tour of Utah      $ 40,500 $25,000 

RATIONALE:  Tour of Utah is a 6 day professional biking event the first week of August.  The event consists of different 
events held each day of the week in different locations, which Park City will host 2 of the 6 days.  This year Park City will 
be hosting the Pro-log, an individual timed event through a course.  This event will have international professional teams 
along with international participants, media and spectators.  Organizers are anticipating 15,000-18,000 spectators for this 
event.  The start is near the Kimball Art Center, and the finish line will be on Main Street.  This funding will be used to 
promote and market this event. 
RESTRICTIONS:    The granted funds may be allocated to the following expenses:   $10,000 will go towards the Host City 
Sponsorship required for the event to be held, and the remainder should be used as outlined in the grant application; 
PCCB Marketing/Advertising and Production Creative Expenses, including Print (media one co-op ads in July/Aug, SL 
Tribune ads in July/Aug, Radio (on air VIP ticket give-away; production spots in July/Aug), Online (Social media and 
banner ads in July/Aug), and television (coordination with existing PCCB TV campaign).  The granted funds cannot be 
used to reimburse travel expenses. 
 PREVIOUS FUNDING:  First application. 
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08-11 Kimball Art Center - Promotion      $ 40,000 $38,500 

RATIONALE:  The Park City Art Festival is one of the largest events of the summer, celebrating its 42nd year.  This 
important event in 2010 brought an estimated 40 thousand visitors to Park City; eighty-five percent from outside of 
Summit County.  They aspire to be one of the top 3 art festivals in the country.  They are really stepping up the culinary 
portion of the Festival, working with the restaurants to be more of a well rounded event and draw in more tourism. They 
are more involved with restaurants to offer sit down dining as well as grab and go menu’s to get more people into the 
dining establishments.  They continue to work with the Utah Symphony & Opera, Sundance Institute, Park City Performing 
Arts Foundation, and lodging partners to help keep visitors in Park City for evening events throughout the weekend. 
RESTRICTIONS:   Funds may be used for all out of area/Utah media campaigns using out of area TV, Radio, 
newspapers, and online media placements.  
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $20,000; 2008: $20,000; 2009: $30,000; 2010: $30,000 
 

42-11 Egyptian Theater - Promotion       $ 75,000 $60,000 

RATIONALE:  This is the 30th anniversary of The Egyptian Theatre.  Besides their large productions, the Egyptian 
Theatre has committed to programming a wide variety of entertainment every weekend throughout the year. They have 
instituted successful Restaurant and Hotel promotions.  They recently completed a survey that shows 55% of all patrons 
dine out before coming to the theatre; 42% sometimes dine out before coming to the theatre.  55% of the audiences are 
from outside of Summit County. 67% of the audience received their information via the internet; 21% via the newspaper.  
RESTRICTIONS:  Granted funds may only be used for marketing in Print Media, Broadcast advertising, Internet/Web, and 
Magazine advertising outside of Summit County and for their Website updates.  These funds cannot be used for the Park 
City Magazine or Summit County advertising. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   2007: $20,000; 2008: $25,000; 2009: $40,000; 2010: $50,000 
 
 
43-11  Park City/Summit County Arts Council - Promotion    $ 15,000 $12,000  
RATIONALE:  This application is for promotion of Summit County as a cultural tourism destination. The plan includes 
placement of internet ads/on line media and paid search ads.  They work with lodging and restaurants to create packages 
that can be traced back to the online advertising.  They will be piggybacking on the Chamber and UOT advertising 
specifically targeting the arts/culture message.  Funding is being used for regional advertising in the Western United 
States and the drive market.  
RESTRICTIONS:  Funding can only be used for Go-Travel, Google Network and Paid Search, Adfusion, 
Assets Production, and /or UOT Co-op Campaign.  All marketing must target out of Summit County. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2009: $29,450; 2010: $10,000 
 
 
32-11 Utah Athletic Foundation - Promotion      $ 82,150 $60,000 
RATIONALE:   2012 marks the 10th anniversary of the Utah Olympic Games held in Utah.  The Committee feels that the 
Utah Olympic Park (UOP) and Alf Engen Ski Museum are a great asset to Park City and a great tourist draw to the 
County.  There are only two facilities like this in the United States.  Research shows that 300,000 attendees visited the 
park last year.  This facility continues to be a draw for people to visit Park City.  We would like to see the grant monies to 
go toward billboards, e-marketing and meeting group affinity and convention sales to take advantage of the 10 year 
anniversary of the 2002 Olympic Games, targeting past Olympic sponsors and corporations tied to the Olympics soliciting 
their business meetings. 
RESTRICTIONS:  Funding cannot be used toward travel expenses or trade shows.  Funding may be used for advertising 
campaigns in meetings magazines, E-Marketing, Sales Collateral, direct mail programs, web improvements, billboards, 
and airport advertising.  The Committee applauds UOP’s efforts to leverage the Olympic anniversary and participate with 
the Chamber in its marketing programs.   
 PREVIOUS FUNDING:    $2007: $50,000 –2008: $50,000; 2009: $50,000; 2010: $ 50,000  
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17-11 Park City Area Restaurant Association (PCARA)    $ 237,000 $180,000 

RATIONALE:  This is the 13th year of funding for the Restaurant Association.  They continue to have a very successful 
program to generate additional restaurant business.  Their goal is to create broader marketing efforts, selling both Park 
City as a destination and the events in Park City. They will be focusing on Social Media and e-mail for their advertising 
campaigns. They are requesting the funding for PR, update website, social media, TV, print, etc.  
RESTRICTIONS:  May be used only for marketing and advertising outside Summit County, including print media, public 
relations and social media management, website updates and enhancements, and TV creative and production.  Granted 
funds cannot be used for on-line marketing that is geo-specific targeted to Summit County. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $120,000; 2008: $180,000; 2009: $180,000; 2010: $180,000 
 

33-11 Utah Symphony-DV Music Festival - Promotion    $120,000 $ 70,000 

RATIONALE:  This year will be the 8th annual festival.  The Symphony has had funding for their Deer Valley Summer 
Series for a number of years.  Last year they saw a 5% increase in attendance and a16% jump in visitors from outside of 
Utah.  They are already ahead in revenue for this year compared to the same time last year.  They continue to do an 
outstanding job in all of their collateral materials talking about the overall Park City experience.   This is one of the premier 
events of the summer.   They promote Park City as a place to visit and stay, not just come for the performance.   
RESTRICTIONS.  The Granted funds may be used for outside of Summit County marketing, including: radio, print, mail 
brochures, email, e-blasts, and outdoor advertising.  Collateral materials should say Park City as well as Deer Valley.  The 
Committee particularly liked the busboard advertising shown from last season.  
PREVIOUS FUNDING:    2007: $50,000; 2008: $50,000; 2009: $60,000; 2010: $70,000 
 
 
29-11 Summit County Historical Society-Brochures     $4,000  $ 4,000 
RATIONALE:  This request is to reprint brochures for historic driving tours throughout Summit County. The brochures are 
very well done and professional.  They provide information on county history that is not widely available through any other 
sources and could foster longer visits to the county, thereby increasing stays in hotels and patrons in restaurants.  They 
are an important part of the support materials available for people seeking historic tourism in Summit County. 
RESTRICTIONS:  The funding can only be used for the reprint of the brochures.  The committee recommends increasing 
the number of brochures to be printed to ensure that distribution at Park City museums and Chamber tourist centers is 
possible.  Consideration should be given to staffing support for the County Historian to ensure that brochure distribution 
throughout the County is possible. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   No funding requested last year.  2008: $10,000.  The previous funding included design and 
printing brochures, postcards and roadway signs. 2009: $6,000. 
 
 
23-11 Park City Area Restaurant Association (PCARA)    $ 20,000 $18,000 
RATIONALE:  This is the 4th year for Savor the Summit.  This event will again be utilizing a partnership with Mountain 
Town Stages to provide entertainment during a one night celebration of the restaurants of Park City.  Last year, 23 
restaurants, serving 2,500 people, participated in this event.  This one day Grand Table event has been expanded to over 
31 restaurants.  The PCARA will work with lodging partners, promoting packages to make a weekend in Park City.  They 
will be advertising in Salt Lake Magazine, Radio Stations, City Weekly, etc.  They are requesting funding for advertising 
the event, targeting out of Summit County visitors.   
RESTRICTIONS:   Granted funds may be used for out of county marketing and public relations activities, including 
postcards and mailing, City weekly, SL Tribune, Salt Lake Magazine, Citadel Radio, KRCL radio, event website, and 
media expenses.   Monies cannot be used for KPCW radio or Park Record print advertising. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2009: $25,000; 2010: $20,000 
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15-11 Park City Lodging Association - Promotion     $250,000 $110,000 
RATIONALE:  The Park City Lodging Association is asking for funding to continue with “banner ads” that will be on travel 
sites.  These online ads are created so that when the web user clicks on it, they will be taken to a map of Park City and 
lodging partners that will allow the visitor to book directly on this web site. They will again be targeting the Quick Start 
message during the ski season.  During the summer, they will be marketing the Stay and Play package that includes a 
$50.00 credit card that they will then hopefully be spending in Park City.  Lodging partners would be donating discounts to 
be part of the promotion.  
RESTRICTIONS:  May be used to support online interactive marketing programs targeting visitors and stay and play gift 
cards.  The Restaurant Tax Committee feels that the funding should be spent on only one of the two seasonal programs 
in order to get the most return on investment; rather than splitting up the grant funding to support both programs.  
Additionally, the Committee strongly supports and suggests PCLA focus on the summer media program as the winter 
funding for tourism and marketing for the Park City region is already well funded. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $100,000; 2008: $109,000; 2009: $ 75,000; 2010: $100,000 
 
 
 
24-11 Park City Soccer Club - Promotion      $15,000 $   10,000 
RATIONALE:  This is the 8th year for this event.  This year they expect 263 teams from Utah and the Intermountain area 
that come to the Park City area and stay three to four nights the 1st weekend in August. This is the largest soccer 
tournament in the state of Utah.  They estimate this tournament brings in about 5,000 people that come and stay three to 
four nights. Their emphasis is on growing the destination teams and enhancing the program that they offer.  They work 
with lodging partners in Park City and estimate about 400-500 room nights being generated by this program. The Event is 
looking to expand the reach to out-of-state teams. 
RESTRICTIONS: Granted funds may only be used for marketing and promotion to teams outside of Summit County via 
direct mail, tournament brochures, promo packets and social media.  
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007 No request.  2008: $ 8,000; 2009: $7,000; 2010: $10,000 
 
 
28-11 Summit County Historical Society-Promotions    $3,400  $3,400 
RATIONALE:  This application is for the development, design, fabrication and installation of panels along the road at 
Rockport Reservoir and the Three Mile Canyon Trail. These panels help provide an opportunity for tourists to stop and be 
educated about the very diverse and rich Summit County History.  
RESTRICTIONS: Funding can only be used for the development, design, fabrication and installation of panels along the 
road at Rockport Reservoir and the Three Mile Canyon Trail. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  None for this specific application.  
 
 
13-11 Oakley City- 4th of July Rodeo - Advertising     $ 5,000  $ 4,000 
RATIONALE:  This request is to help with funding for advertising of the Oakley 4th of July celebration.  This three day 
event continues to draw people from all over the Wasatch Front as well as out of state visitors.  This application is for 
radio advertising on the Eagle station, Comcast, and advertising on Coke trucks.  
RESTRICTIONS: The funding can only be used for radio or print advertising outside of Summit County.  Funds cannot be 
used for Fireworks. The committee suggests a more detailed budget on any future grants. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2008 granted $2,500.  2009 granted $5000; 2010: $4000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Committee                                  Original              Recommended 
Application #                                                                                                           Request   Amount 
 

  7   
  

18-11 Park City Performing Arts Foundation      $148,306 $50,000 
RATIONALE: This application is for out-of-county marketing and advertising for the upcoming season. The Eccles 
Performing Arts Center has received capital and marketing funding from this tax since the Center’s inception. The Center 
is excellent at including students and residents from all over the county in its programs. The summer events have greatly 
added to the Park City summer event calendar, enhancing the visitor experience.  Ticket sales are up 54% when 
compared to the previous year.  One marketing program places marketing materials inside the check cover when 
presented to guests at participating restaurants.  Also included, are bounce back offers and special programs to 
restaurant patrons.  The Performing Arts Foundation’s shows appeal to a wide demographic audience.  They develop 
unique marketing strategies to match the audience of each particular show   
RESTRICTIONS:     
Grant funding may be used to continue marketing to out-of-county residents.  This may include print, radio, TV, and Web 
marketing efforts.  The committee prohibits the use of funds for National Magazines (for example: Cowboys & Indians) as 
the committee had concerns with the return on investment for this type of ad. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $50,000; 2008: $50,000; 2009: $ 60,000; 2010: $50,000 
 
 
04-11 Chalk Creek Wild Woolie Sheep Dog Trial – Promotion   $10,000 $10,000 
RATIONALE:  This is the second year for this application.  This applicant plans to hold a sheep dog trial on August 5-7, 
2011 in conjunction with the County Fair in Coalville.  They plan to bring in approximately 100 dog teams to the event.  
The organizers already have 70 teams signed up from all over the Western United States.  There was great feedback 
from last year’s event!  The intent of the Dog Trial is to draw people from all over the Western United States to watch the 
dogs and handlers compete.  The growth of the Sheep Dog Trials at Soldier Hollow attests to the public interest in this 
sport.  This funding request is for $10,000 for advertising and $5000 for prize money.  This event can attract more 
spectators if larger prize amounts are offered.   The organizers plan to advertise for handlers via its web-site.  The biggest 
advertisement for handlers is word of mouth after a good trial.  The potential to grow this event is huge and the organizers 
are aware and excited to expand this event beyond a Meeker, Colorado Style Event, which draws large numbers of 
destination visitors.  Advertisement funding would be used for newspapers and website production.  
RESTRICTIONS:  Funding needs to be used for print or radio advertising outside of Summit County and for prize money 
to attract top sheep dog handlers. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2010:  $7,000.00 
 

41-11 National Ability Center – Promotion      $11,500  $ 8,000 

RATIONALE: This is the 26th anniversary for the NAC this year. They are trying to bring people from out of state who can 
utilize this facility.   Last year they had around 5,000 participants come in from out of state specifically for their programs.  
The Wounded Warrior program is growing, and they are working with the Department of Defense for these programs.  
This application is asking for funding to bring out of state participants and their families who stay an average of 3.5 days to 
Park City.  They target more main stream publications, participating with the Chamber in co-op advertising opportunities. 
16% of the US population has some type of disability that NAC is targeting. 20% of NAC visitors are from out of state, and 
80% are from outside of Summit County.   
RESTRICTIONS:  Funds may only be used for advertising that targets out of state visitors.  Funds may be applied to 
webcasts and brochures, print media, email and web marketing efforts.   Granted funding cannot be used for the Red, 
White & Snow or for conferences.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $10,000; 2008: $10,000; 2009: $7,000; 2010 $10,000 
 
 
 
06-11 City of Coalville – Super cruise      $15,500 $ 6,000 
RATIONALE: The Coalville Super cruise will celebrate its 23rd year.  This application is for advertising in SLC, Wyoming & 
Ogden which includes newspaper and radio.  It is also for unique show awards that feature the event location and 
fireworks.   In past years they had 308 cars which brought in a lot of visitors and vendors from out of the area.  
RESTRICTIONS:  Funding can be used for advertising outside of Summit County including print/internet ads attracting 
destination visitors and alternative marketing and support of the event through a band, awards, and sponsor tee-shirts.  
As part of the financial documentation we would like to see a copy of an ad (or ads) that were run.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   Did not apply in 2009; 2010: $10,000 
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03-11 Barrel Bash-Advertising        $5,000  $ 2,000 
RATIONALE: This event is to reintroduce barrel racing to the Summit County Fair in 2011.  This funding would be used to 
advertise throughout the Western United States as well as for awards and door prizes.  This event will be held Aug. 6-13 
in conjunction with the Summit County Fair. This is an event that has significant growth potential in the future.  The 
adaptive horse event portion of this application was withdrawn.   
RESTRICTIONS:  The Granted funds are to be used for Newspaper, radio advertising outside of Summit County, and 
awards. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   First time application. 
 
 
09-11 Mountain Town Stages       $46,000 $25,000 
RATIONALE:  This is the 11th year of funding for this organization.  Mountain Town Stages programs music in Park City, 
Deer Valley and Canyons.   Music is a key compliment to the other offerings in the county.  This program has continued to 
expand and while its destination guest draw is limited, it provides a significant amenity to visitors offering over 286 free 
shows throughout the year.   
RESTRICTIONS:  
Granted funds may be used for the out-of-county marketing efforts of the Sun, Scenery & Sound - Live Outdoor Concerts 
and Canyons Summer Concerts.  The funding cannot be used for The Corner Store Apres Ski Jam, Zoom Music Series, 
Main Street Music Crawl, and Savor the Summit programs.   
 PREVIOUS FUNDING:   2007: $15,000; 2008: $20,000; 2009: $20,000; 2010: $25,000  
 

44-11 Park City Historical Society Museum       $77,966 $ 20,000  

RATIONALE:  This application is for co-op marketing with the Chamber in SLC Tribune, UTA bus wraps, SL Magazine 
Eblasts & Utah Museum E-blasts, update media kits and work with Main Street merchants/restaurants for promotions. The 
funding would also help with the strategy & creative development of these programs. 
RESTRICTIONS:  The committee especially likes the use of bus wraps.  Funding should be used for Media advertising, 
specifically: UTA Bus Wraps, Salt Lake Tribune co-op ads with PC Chamber, Salt Lake Magazine Eblasts, and Utah 
Museum Eblasts.  The committee appreciates the detailed records of out-of-county/state attendance provided by the 
Museum. 
 
 
10-11 Mountain Trails - Promotion       $20,000 $10,000 
RATIONALE:  This application is for the support of four specific special events that take place on the trails system.  The 
quality of our Summit County trails system has garnered international press.  Use and popularity of the trails are 
increasing every year.  They are asking for funding for advertising and tee shirt production for events.  
RESTRICTIONS:  This funding can only be used for website updates and enhancements, calendar listings and social 
media advertising.  Funding can also be used towards creating and printing tee-shirts that will be given to attendees at 
these events.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007 granted $ 18,000, 2008 granted $ 15,000, 2009 $3,000; 2010: $15,000 
 
 
19-11 Park City Film Music Festival- Promo      $15,000 $ 7,500  
RATIONALE:   This year this event will be take place in three venues for 11 days.  The Music Film festival has moved 
dates from Sundance to new dates in May; showing over 200 films this year.  Film makers are expected to attend from all 
over the world.  They distributed complimentary tickets for this event during the Sundance Film Festival hoping film goers 
will want to return to Park City for this event.  The committee feels that this is a great time of year and there is a lot of 
opportunity for this event.   
RESTRICTIONS:  The committee feels that this event potentially could provide a lot of opportunity to become a large 
event during a slow time of year.  The Committee strongly recommends that the applicant use an agency or consultant to 
help coordinate the marketing and PR of the Film Music Festival.   Funding can only be used for advertising outside of 
Summit County: Printing & design of complimentary screening tickets, Website promotion, Face book ads, and 
Postcards/flyers to be distributed to other film festivals.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007 grant $ 6,000 for four separate applications. 2008: They did not apply. 2009: $5000; 2010: 
$15,000 
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01-11  Adopt a Native Elder--Promotions      $ 5,000  $3,000 

RATIONALE: This is truly a unique event that the Restaurant Tax committee has funded for several years.  This will be 
the 22nd year for this event.  This request is for funding advertising outside of Summit County.  This event takes place the 
first part of November when there typically are not a lot of activities going on.  Last year, over 3,000 people attended this 
show, 75% were estimated to be from outside of Summit County.  This is considered the premier rug show in the west.  
They do multi-marketing to promote this show.  They are currently in five national publications. 
RESTRICTIONS: This funding may only be used for Wasatch Front TV spots or for SLC/Wasatch Front Newspaper 
advertising. Materials and information shall continue to have “Park City” labeled prominently on them.    
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2007: $ 3,000; 2008: $3,000: 2009; $3,000; 2010 $3,000 
 
 
27-11 Summit County Fair Marketing      $9,587.23 $7,000 
RATIONALE:  This proposal is for promoting the Summit County fair.  They will be purchasing advertising in the 
Wasatch Wave, Uinta Herald, and Morgan newspapers.  Plans also include the purchase of key chains depicting the fair 
dates, logo, and web site that will be given out at other events to promote the fair.  
RESTRICTIONS:   
These funds may be used to advertise outside of Summit County in the Unita County Herald, Morgan County News and 
the Wasatch Wave as outlined in your proposal.  The Committee would also like to support the parade marketing efforts 
but is restricting the use of restaurant tax funding to parades that are located outside of Summit County.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING This is the first time for this application 
 
 

14-11 PC Ambassadors - Promotion       $10,000 $6,000 

RATIONALE:   This applicant is asking for funding for entertainment for the 4th of July parade in Park City.  Additional 
entertainment would enhance the parades appeal to visitors.  The Park City Ambassadors incur all the cost of the parade 
except for a master festival license that the city of Park City waives.  The 4th of July parade brings in thousands of out of 
town visitors to Park City.  It is a great asset to the community.  The Ambassadors are asking for funding for entertainment 
during and after the parade. 
RESTRICTIONS:  Can only be used for the marching bands in the parade and for live entertainment after the parade. 
Funding cannot be used for miscellaneous supplies or expenses. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2007: $3,620; 2008: $5,500; 2009: $6,000; 2010: $7,000 
 

22-11 PC Gallery Association       $ 10,000 $ 5000 

RATIONALE:  This application requests funding to promote the Friday night gallery stroll on Park City Main Street which 
is held on the last Friday of each month.  The attendance at this event has been 75% from outside Summit County.  
Funding will be used for marketing outside of Summit County in South West Magazine as well as the SLC Tribune. They 
are also requesting funding in conjunction with Savor the Summit, Park City Silly Market, FOH, Arts Kids, and other non- 
profit organizations outside of Summit County.  The committee feels that the Ad in South West should compliment the 
standards already set by Savour the Summit and Park Silly Market Advertising Materials. 
RESTRICTIONS:  Funding can only be used for advertising outside Summit County in South West Magazine, SLC 
Tribune, and Brochures. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2009: $5,000; 2010: $5,000 
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35-11 Oakley City – Car Show          $ 8,885   $2,500 

RATIONALE: Last year was the sixth year of the show and they had over 300 cars.  This show is in September, during 
the shoulder season.  The money raised from this show is donated to various non-for profits.  Last year, they gave $8000 
to both the Justice Center and the Peace House.  They are asking for funding for more advertising outside of Summit 
County.  They are working with lodging properties for special offers for attendees.  More funding will be used for specific 
marketing such as newspapers both in SLC and in Wyoming and mailers to car clubs from outside the area.  Posters and 
sample trophy’s are used as marketing advertising at other Car Shows that they attend.  The applicants provided the 
committee with a detailed marketing report.  This should be included in their report to the county. 
RESTRICTIONS: This funding can only can be used for marketing outside of Summit County, specifically: Media One, 
Wasatch Wave, Green River Star, Wendover Times, Uinta County Herald, Daily Herald, Daily Spectrum, and Rocky 
Mountain Street News.  Funding may also be used for awards (Rock Trophies).  The committee requests that the detailed 
marketing report be included in their report to the county. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2009: $2,000; 2010: $2,500. 
 
07-11 Francis Town - Facility       $40,000 $20,000 
RATIONALE:  This application is for the installation of restrooms in Francis Town Park to provide additional services for 
bicycle riders and visitors.  The park master plan includes amenities for cyclists and visitors such as public restrooms, 
shaded seating areas, ample parking, water, improved playing fields, etc.  The restrooms will be open to the public and 
will help in increasing special events and tourism to the area.  The restrooms will be the first phase of needed 
improvements for the park.  
RESTRICTIONS:  The funds must only be used for the purchase and installation of the restrooms. The $20,000 is 
contingent on Francis Town getting matching funds (for example through RAP Tax or other funding).  The Bathrooms 
must be open to the public during standard park hours (at minimum8:00am-10:00pm) including Sundays, holidays, and 
special events. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING: $5000 in 2001 and 2002 
 
 
26-11 Summit County Fair Grounds – Facilities     $ 108,730 $3,730 
RATIONALE:  Requesting funding to repaint the grandstands to make the facilities more appealing for events.  Also, 
requesting funding for a retaining wall and to level off a parking area to make it safer for the public.  It is important to 
maintain this facility for the Summit County Fair and for special events that are held in the area.  Triple Crown uses this 
facility as does bike races, family reunions, horse events, and ball games.  The portion of the application for a retaining 
wall and grading was withdrawn. 
RESTRICTIONS: Funding may be used to clean and paint the wooden grandstands. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:    First time for this application. 

02-11 Axis Freeride - Promotion       $5,090  $1,500 

RATIONALE:   This funding request is for a brochure to promote the ski jumping summer camps and daily training 
programs held at the Utah Olympic Park.  The brochure is distributed to mailing lists from the USSA and US Snowboard 
Association, as well as at local hotels and the PC Visitor Center.  The camps are attended by a combination of out of state 
destination jumpers whose families vacation in Park City, as well as Wasatch Front kids who travel to the UOP for daily or 
weekly camps.  
RESTRICTIONS:   The funding can only be used for the production & mailing of a brochure to promote Axis Freeride 
summer camps targeting out of County visitors.  The brochure must continue to include Park City as the location of the 
camp.  
 PREVIOUS FUNDING: 2008: $2000. 
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20-11 Park City Film Series - Promotion      $34,800.18 $12,000 

RATIONALE:  The Restaurant Tax Committee has funded this series for several years.  Event organizers reported that 
last winter attendees from out of Summit County increased from 20% to 28%.  The applicant attributed the increase to 
additional advertising in Wasatch Front newspapers.  The Committee feels that the series is a great community amenity 
and does bring additional restaurant revenue from visitors who dine out before or after the movie.   Event organizers are 
taking a lot of initiative to develop movie & dinner packages with local restaurants and advertise the package in print and 
social media.  They are adding a hotel component this year, and coupons are used to track out of county guests.   
RESTRICTIONS: Funds may only be used for advertising outside of Summit County.  Expenses may include SL Tribune 
& Deseret News, City Weekly, Wasatch Wave, Facebook advertising, and web design, and postcards.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $2,000; 2008: $3,000; 2009: $7,000; 2010: $10,500. 
 
34-11 Utah Paint Horse-Promotions       $15,000 $2,000 
RATIONALE:  This application is for a two day show in Oakley over the 24th of July. This funding request is for marketing, 
prizes and helping with this event. This event will attract more people to summit County that will return for other events. 
This event brings in about 300 people 
RESTRICTIONS: This funding can only be used for advertising this event outside of Summit County and towards the 
judges’ fees. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  First time we have seen this application. 
 
 
46-11 Park City Silly Market        $20,000 $4,500 
RATIONALE:  This is the fifth year of funding this event.  The event takes place every Sunday-during the summer-on 
Main Street in Park City. They extended their hours from 10am-4pm to get visitors into restaurants after the market.  
Estimated 60,000 visitors attended this event throughout the summer last year.  Park City Municipal extended a $40,000 
grant for marketing this event.  The committee feels that this event is a great amenity for the community and offers 
something different for visitors to do.  The committee did ask for more specifics in the marketing plan and the applicant 
failed to give the committee the specific information that was requested. 
RESTRICTIONS:  This funding can only be used to market and advertise this event outside of Summit County.  The 
funding is to be used for Wasatch Front print media, website enhancements, or on line ads.  Funding cannot be used for 
in-kind marketing or for staff salaries.  PCSM needs to give preference to in-County food vendors to insure that Summit 
County Restaurant tax can increase. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2007: $4,000. Documentation received.  2008 $5,000; 2009: $5,000; 2010: $5000 
 
 
21-11 Park City Recreation- Facilities      $10,000 $4,000 
RATIONALE:  This application is for the Park City Dirt Jump Park for new fencing, addition of sifts drains, and increasing 
square footage.  This would make the riding surface more user- friendly to draw more people to use this facility.  This is 
one of only 2 of these facilities of this kind in the State.  They do offer summer recreation programs and camps that bring 
some destination visitors.  The uniqueness of this facility has the potential to attract incremental destination visitors to 
Park City. 
RESTRICTIONS:  To be used for new fencing, additional sift drains, and additional square footage improvements to the 
park. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  This is the first time for this application. 
 
 
36-11 Kamas Valley Lions Club Facilities      $14,000 $5,000 
RATIONALE: This proposal requests funding for the improvement and upgrading of the facility with a covered pavilion, 
shooting tables, and new target holders for the rifle range.  This will give a better experience and will increase visitation.    
This gun club facility has been in operation since 1989.  They have been improving it every year. They host events for out-
of-state visitors and have been working with concierges from Park City.   
RESTRICTIONS:  Funds may be used for the site preparation, concrete, and building materials for shooting range 
improvements. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:    2008:  $5,000, 2010: $7,000 
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47-11 Snyderville Basin Recreation District      $133,654 $20,000 
RATIONALE: This application is for partial funding to replace the four batting/golf cages located at the Field house. These 
are the only indoor batting cages located in Summit County.  They are used for out of town sports groups including Triple 
Crown, as well as leagues from inside and outside of County.  The cages are open to the public on Sunday morning and 
by reservation other days.  The application indicated that the project will be phased and include funding from their capital 
budget, if not fully funded this year.   
RESTRICTIONS:   The cages must be included in promotional materials that the Chamber may distribute to out of county 
sport groups and be available for use by visitors to Summit County.  The Committee is encouraged by the Recreation 
District’s willingness to work as a community partner to increase tourism by providing this amenity. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  First application for this purpose. 
 

25-11 Peoa Special Services District – Facility     $11,600 $7,800 

RATIONALE:  The Peoa Special Service District requested funding to help complete arena lighting and enhance 
opportunities for special events.  Funding would help with the back hoe and back fill of the instillation of the lights as well 
as the cost to help put on the Peoa Stampede and Rodeo.   
RESTRICTIONS:  This funding can be used for advertising the Peoa Stampede outside of Summit County, Rodeo 
awards, and the backhoe cost to complete the lighting installation.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2008 granted $1000. 2009 granted $ 1000; 2010: $3,000 
 
 
THE FOLLOWING APPLICATIONS ARE NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING 
Due to the committee’s scoring, the following applications are not recommended for funding this year.  The committee did 
not feel that, due to their overall ranking, these projects adequately fit the criteria for Restaurant Tax Grant funding this 
year.  This criterion includes bringing tourism into Summit County, providing restaurants with patrons, and expanding our 
market to destination visitors.  Applications that fall within this category may be better suited for the RAP program or could 
need additional refinement.  
 
 
12-11 Oakley City- Asphalt - Facilities      $ 25,000  0 
RATIONALE:  This request is for funding to asphalt the area around the concession stand that is currently a gravel 
surface at the baseball park that is part of the Oakley City Recreation Complex.  Each year, they try to improve the area.  
The asphalt would help with clean up purposes and make it more attractive around the bleachers and building. This facility 
is used for Triple Crown, Little League, and for ball tournaments that attract participants from outside of Summit County. 
RESTRICTIONS: The Oakley City Recreation Center is an outstanding complex and the committee recognizes the 
importance and the need to continually upgrade and maintain this facility.  However due to the committee’s scoring, and 
the ranking of this application, it is not recommended for Restaurant Tax funding this year.  This criterion includes bringing 
tourism into Summit County, providing restaurants with patrons reenergizing the fund, and expanding our market to 
destination visitors.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  First application for this purpose.  Oakley City Recreation Complex has received $518,000 since 
2001. 
 
 
11-11 Oakley City- Camp Site - Facilities      $ 25,000  0 
RATIONALE:  This request is to help with funding for the new camping area that Oakley is trying to develop. These sites 
would enhance the facility and add to opportunities for more special events such as family reunions, etc. They propose 12 
new sites, with eventually full hook ups. This funding would be for building the roads, water and electricity for these sites. 
RESTRICTIONS: The committee recognizes the importance and the need for publicly operated facilities like this in the 
area. However, due to the committee’s scoring, and the ranking of this application, it is not recommended for Restaurant 
Tax funding this year.  This criterion includes bringing tourism into Summit County, providing restaurants with patrons 
reenergizing the fund, and expanding our market to destination visitors.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING:  2010: Application funding was not recommended for funding.  
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48-11 Basin Recreation District - Facilities      $25,000  0 
RATIONALE: This is application is for a second phase expanding the skate park located at the Trailside park. They would 
also like to add shade to the venue.  They may have the opportunity to work on special events and corporate partners in 
the area.  There are very few of these facilities in the area.  
RESTRICTIONS:   
The committee recognizes the importance and the need for publicly operated facilities like this in the area. However due 
to the committee’s scoring, and the ranking of this application, it is not recommended for Restaurant Tax funding this year.  
This criterion includes bringing tourism into Summit County, providing restaurants with patrons reenergizing the fund, and 
expanding our market to destination visitors.   
PREVIOUS FUNDING: First time for this application. 
 
 
 
05-11 City of Coalville – Pig Roast Festival      $15,000 0  
RATIONALE: This application was previously under the Mountain Spirit Heritage Festival. Last year, Coalville City took 
over this event and renamed it.  Activities included a wagon train, dinner, rodeo, artisans, crafts people and many other 
activities.  This was a free event.  Last year, they had over 800 people attend the event.  The plan, this year, is to change 
this event from a freebee to a competitive BBQ cook off event.  They will charge a nominal fee for the food.  They are 
hoping to change this event from a community free event to a tourism driver.  They are requesting seed money to help get 
this “new” event off the ground.  They are saying that they would spend a portion of the money they were given last year 
and give the rest back.  This year they are asking for funding for next year for the competitive BBQ event.  They would 
target the Utah BBQ Association to become a sanctioned event 
RESTRICTIONS:   The event changed from the application that was originally proposed.  The Committee felt that this 
application did not adequately fit the criteria of bringing in tourism and increasing restaurant sales within the county.  
During the interview process the applicant stated that the funds granted last year have not been fully exhausted, and 
requested the ability to redirect the remaining funds to this year’s reconfigured event.  The Committee recommended that 
the applicant would need to make that request to the County Manager. 
PREVIOUS FUNDING:   2007: $2,000; 2008: $3,000 as the Mountain Spirit Festival; 2009: $4,000; 2010: $8,000 
 
 
 











 
Olympic Day Proclamation 

June 25, 2011 

Whereas,  for  more than 100 years, the Olympic movement has built a more peaceful and  
better world by educating young people through amateur athletics, by bringing 
together athletes from many countries in friendly competition, and by forging new 
relationships bound by friendship, solidarity, and fair play;  

Whereas,  the United States Olympic Committee is dedicated to coordinating and  
  developing amateur athletic activity in the United States to foster  
  productive working relationships among sports-related organizations;  

Whereas,  Summit County, Utah promotes and supports amateur athletic activities involving  
  Olympic and Paralympic sport;  

Whereas, Summit County, Utah promotes and encourages physical fitness and public 
participation in amateur athletic activities;  

Whereas, Summit County, Utah assists organizations and persons concerned with sports in 
the development of athletic programs for all able-bodied and disabled athletes; 

Whereas, in honor of the June 23 is anniversary of the founding of the modern Olympic 
movement, representing the date on which the Congress of Paris approved the 
proposal of Pierre de Coubertin to found the modern Olympics:  

Now, Therefore, the Summit County Council in the State of Utah, does hereby proclaim with 
much appreciation and admiration, June 25, 2011 as 
 

Olympic Day 
 
in Summit County, Utah and urge all citizens to observe such anniversary with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 
 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the 
Summit County, Utah to be affixed this 25th 
day of June 2011. 

 
       _____________________________ 
       Mr. Chris Robinson, Chair 
       County Council, Summit County, Utah 
        



1 

M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, MAY 11, 2011 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

COALVILLE, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager 
David Ure, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   Kent Jones, Clerk 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Heidi LeBeau, Secretary  
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to convene in closed session for the purpose of 
discussing property acquisition.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin 
and passed unanimously, 5 to 0.  
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 12:10 p.m. to 1:15 p.m. to discuss 
property acquisition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
David Ure, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
John Hanrahan, Council Member  Don Sargent, Community Development Director 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member Ashley Koehler, Sustainability Coordinator 
      Chris Donaldson 
      Tracey Douthett 
      Max Greenhalgh 
      Polly Ivers 
      Rena Jordan 
      Kathy Mears 
       
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss property 
acquisition and to convene in closed session to discuss personnel.  The motion was seconded 
by Council Member Hanrahan and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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The Summit County Council met in closed session from 1:15 p.m. to 1:20 p.m. to discuss 
personnel.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
David Ure, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   
Claudia McMullin, Council Member 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
work session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 
5 to 0. 
 
Chair Robinson called the work session to order at 1:25 p.m. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
 Review of Strategic Plan 
  
Ken Embley from the University of Utah Center for Public Policy and Administration explained 
that his role as a consultant is to help the County develop a mission statement and strategic issues 
agenda.  He reported that on Monday, May 9, he will meet with a small group to condense down 
the information he has prepared.  On June 1 a larger group will meet, and he anticipated most of 
the work would be done by the end of that day.  He explained that the strategic issues the 
Council decides on are the most important issues they will address.  He commented that they are 
right on schedule in getting the strategic plan done and are now entering the most chaotic part of 
the process.  Starting on Monday, they will separate operational issues from strategic issues.  He 
explained that the difference between the two is critical, because they may not have answers for 
strategic issues, but policies and procedures are in place to take care of operational issues.  On 
June 1 he will ask the group to prioritize the strategic issues into three categories and break down 
that information by areas in which the participants live.  Then they will vote again to prioritize 
within each of the three categories, which will give some unique weighting to the categories.  At 
the June 1 meeting, they will also break into smaller groups and finish writing and proposing 
what the strategic issues should be.  At the end of the June 1 meeting, they will have a mission 
statement and will have the primary strategic issues identified and defined.  He asked if the 
Council would like to pay particular attention to any of the 13 other strategic or operational 
issues items listed on pages 17 and 18 of his report. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan commented that he believed item 8 regarding financial transparency 
and modernizing the fund structure is both operational and strategic.  Chair Robinson 
commented that they need good fiscal accountability, and they do not receive the information to 
be able to do that.  Mr. Embley stated that he would create a strategic issue for item 8. 
 
Chair Robinson commented that item 6 deals with growth, and they need to plan for growth. 
 
Council Member Elliott commented that item 12 is factually inaccurate, because there is still a 
small node of land on the jail property, and she believed that item is operational, not strategic. 
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Mr. Embley referred to the list of items on page 18 of his report and explained that those issues 
statements are found on the County website.  He asked if they are still accounted for or if the 
Council still cares about them.  He believed most of them had been taken care of.  He clarified 
that operational issues are extremely important and may be even more challenging than strategic 
issues, but they are operational issues if the Council has ways and means of handling them, even 
though they may need to step up and do difficult things to handle them. 
 
Mr. Jasper commented that he does not care whether an issue is operational or strategic, so long 
as he receives guidance for the organization.  Mr. Embley explained that he will provide a list of 
operational issues that come out of this process, and the Council will take charge of who needs to 
solve the problems.  The strategic issues will go to a group of people who will discover how to 
solve the problem. 
 
The Council Members reviewed the items on page 18 of Mr. Embley’s report and determined 
which items should be included as strategic issues.  Mr. Embley explained that they will pull out 
two issues as strategic issues and keep track of the remainder so they can continue to refer to 
them and make sure they are accounted for. 
 
 Discussion – Treasurer and Assessor regarding transfer of the Division of Motor 

Vehicles 
 
County Treasurer Corrie Kirklen and County Assessor Steve Martin discussed with the Council 
the advisability of transferring the Division of Motor Vehicles to the Treasurer’s Office.  Ms. 
Kirklen commented that it is primarily a personnel management issue.  The Council Members 
verified with Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas that the budget would have to be reopened 
to move the line items for the DMV from the Assessor’s budget to the Treasurer’s budget.  
Council Member Hanrahan confirmed with Mr. Thomas a public hearing would not be required, 
because they would not be increasing the budget but would simply be moving an item within the 
budget.  Chair Robinson requested that the budget transfer be scheduled for the May 18 meeting. 
 
CONVENE AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to convene as the Summit County Board of 
Equalization.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF 2010 STIPULATIONS 
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to approve the stipulations as presented.  The 
motion was seconded by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
DISMISS AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AND RECONVENE AS THE 
SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to dismiss as the Summit County Board of 
Equalization and to reconvene as the Summit County Council.  The motion was seconded 
by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
APRIL 6, 2011 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to approve the meeting minutes of the April 6, 
2011, Summit County Council meeting as corrected.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
 Council Mail Review 
 
Assistant Manager Anita Lewis reviewed the Council calendar.  She reported that the joint 
meeting with the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission will be on May 23 at 5:30 p.m. at the 
Newpark Hotel.  Mr. Jasper suggested that Ms. Lewis work with Chair Robinson and the 
Snyderville Basin Planning Commission Chair to develop a list of topics for discussion. 
 
Chair Robinson noted that he and Council Member Elliott would both be gone on Wednesday, 
June 22, and suggested that they cancel the June 22 County Council meeting.  He verified that 
the Council will meet on June 29, but the July 6 meeting will also be cancelled. 
 
Ms. Lewis explained that the meeting on May 25 would be held at the Richins Building and 
would include a Discovery CORE field trip.  Council Member Elliott requested that Ms. Lewis 
cancel the tour scheduled for June 15. 
   
 Discovery Core 
 
County Planner Kimber Gabryszak presented the staff report and a map of the area, indicating 
the location of the proposed Discovery CORE development on just under 70 acres.  She 
explained that the CORE program was adopted in 2008 as a result of the 2006 needs assessment 
and update that were done in 2006 and with significant input from the Planning Commission and 
County Commission.  The intent of a CORE Rezone is to allow higher densities to enable 
additional workforce housing.  The current zoning of 1 unit per 20 acres and 1 unit per 30 acres 
was not seen as being able to provide sufficient density for affordable housing.  CORE is a 
rezone and does not take into account the underlying zoning.  As with any other rezone, the new 
density would apply as opposed to the old zoning.  As an example, if something has been 
rezoned Commercial, the new zoning is Commercial, not Rural Residential as it may have been 
before.  In the case of the CORE Rezone, if development is not completed within a certain time, 
the property would revert to the previous zoning, but the existing zoning does not apply to this 
proposed project.  A CORE Rezone cannot be within 2,000 feet of another CORE Rezone.  If 
this CORE Rezone were approved, CORE rezoning could not snowball to adjoining properties, 
and if anyone were to apply for a CORE Rezone next to this property, it would not be approved.  
A CORE Rezone must also have access to transit, sewer, and water.  Planner Gabryszak 
explained that each CORE zone has an allowable maximum density, but projects are further 
restricted by the average density of the neighborhoods around them.  If an applicant targets 
between 60% and 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI) they must provide 1 Workforce Unit 
Equivalent (WUE) for each market-rate unit.  However, it was recognized during the process that 
this would encourage the provision of larger units, because an applicant could provide fewer 
units based on the WUE calculations.  A bonus is offered if an applicant targets smaller units for 
lower incomes to encourage more affordable units for lower income residents.  If an applicant 
targets an average of 50% of AMI, the obligation is 1 WUE for every 1.5 market-rate units. 
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Planner Gabryszak discussed the history of the density calculation for the proposed Discovery 
CORE project.  She explained that when developing the CORE Rezone, the Planning 
Commission wanted densities to be compatible with the surrounding density, but when it came 
time to implement that, it became mathematically difficult.  As the Planning Commission 
discussed density for this project in multiple work sessions, they considered what constitutes a 
neighborhood, what a unit is, whether open space should or should not be included in the 
calculation, and the calculations became very complicated.  Throughout the process, one issue 
was the role of the Housing Needs Assessment and whether a new needs assessment would 
impact the process, and the answer is that it would not.  There were issues about the public 
process and several requests for the Planning Commission to deny the project, which could not 
be done, because the Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the County Council, and 
the project has the right to go through the process.  There were concerns about unit type and 
whether townhomes are appropriate, visual impacts, protection of sensitive lands, adequate snow 
storage, wildlife and stream corridor protection, traffic and safety, and the biggest issue was 
density and whether the project complies with the density requirements.  Planner Gabryszak 
indicated the surrounding neighborhoods within 1,000 feet of the applicant’s parcel and reviewed 
the three density calculations discussed in May 2010, which ranged between 68 and 176 
potential units.  The Planning Commission recommended the maximum of 176 units.  In 
January, a new calculation was suggested that resulted in a maximum of 88 units, and at that 
point Staff recommended a density limit of 125 units based on that number being halfway 
between the two methods the Planning Commission had approved.  This number was proposed 
because the applicant had moved forward relying on the previous determination of 176 units and 
because the reduction from the 162 units proposed by the applicant to 125 units could help 
address some of the other issues if done properly.  Staff recommended that the County Council 
hold a work session, ask questions, and give Staff and the applicant feedback prior to scheduling 
a public hearing. 
 
Glen Lent, the applicant, explained that he has lived in the Snyderville Basin for 11 years.  He is 
a civil engineer and has worked for a top 10 builder as the head of their land acquisition and 
development department.  He clarified that he does not represent the owners, that this has been 
his own project, and that he has nothing to do with the Discovery School.  He stated that when he 
started the project, it consisted of the Weilenmann property, which is approximately 22 acres.  
Through the process of trying to find a second access to the property, he learned that the property 
next to the Weilenmann property was for sale and was able to add 48 acres and a secondary 
access to the project and set aside a significant amount of open space.  He explained that the 
current plan consists of 162 units, about half of which would be single-family homes, with the 
remainder being multi-family duplexes or townhomes.  He explained that originally he hoped to 
be able to help the school with a playground and some parking, but he did not receive positive 
feedback from the school in terms of helping that situation. 
 
Mr. Lent provided a visual showing the trails network and explained that he was excited about 
being able to extend the Millennium Trail to Timberline through this project.  The project would 
also provide interconnection trails to the tubing park and other trails in the area.  He stated that 
they have also discussed providing a trailhead for the Mid-mountain Trail.  He reviewed the site 
plan in greater detail and explained that his goal is to emulate a traditional neighborhood design 
with front doors and porches facing the street and garages being accessed from an alleyway.  The 
front entrances would also be visible from the freeway.  He explained that the Summit Park 
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neighborhood asked for parks to be an extension of the front door.  He would like to provide a 
community garden in the park, a tot lot, and he hoped to preserve the existing rock outcroppings.  
He would also provide a pullout for a school bus for the Park City School District. 
 
Council Member Ure asked about the road widths.  Mr. Lent replied that there are two options.  
If the roads are private, they can develop asphalt roads 20 feet wide with a 50-foot right-of-way.  
He would prefer to pay the additional expense to build wider roads so the County will maintain 
them.  In that case, the roads would be 24 feet wide with a 60-foot right-of-way.  He explained 
that there is sufficient right-of-way on the major roads that snow should not be an issue.  The 
alleyways are 20 feet wide, and Red Barn, which does snow removal at Bear Hollow, has 
indicated that his plan is sufficient with the additional snow storage areas shown in the plans.  He 
noted that the alleys do not have large driveways from which snow needs to be removed, so they 
would not need to find storage for snow removed from the driveways along the alleyways. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked if the Gorgoza parcel is zoned Commercial.  Planner 
Gabryszak replied that it is not.  There was an existing development agreement on that parcel 
before the area was rezoned to residential.  Council Member Hanrahan asked if it could be 
changed to some other use.  Planner Gabryszak explained that an applicant could apply for 
redevelopment, but that parcel would be subject to the Code at that time.  Mr. Lent clarified that 
they could not apply for a CORE Rezone, because it is within 1,000 feet of the Discovery CORE 
parcel. 
 
Mr. Lent reviewed the 3-D models of the project.  He explained that the development will be 
simple, smart, and sustainable, with a mountain cottage feel, and he has hired an architectural 
firm from Boulder, Colorado, that specializes in mountain affordable housing communities. 
 
Chair Robinson asked if the units would be for sale or for rent.  Mr. Lent replied that he would 
like to have the flexibility to make that determination based on the market.  With 162 units, he 
could target an average of 50% of AMI and receive 1.5 market rate units per WUE, for a total of 
97 market rate units and 65 WUEs.  If he targets closer to 80% of AMI, there would be 81 
market rate units and 81 WUEs.  He explained that he would get credit for building units that are 
larger than 1 WUE, so if he builds larger units, that might drop the actual number of workforce 
units by up to 10 units.  Planner Gabryszak explained that there is a cap on the size of workforce 
units, so a developer cannot build a large home and sell it to a household at 80% of AMI and get 
credit for it.  Mr. Lent clarified that a larger home would not eliminate the AMI requirement, and 
if he were to build a larger home, he would have to sell it based on the same percentage of AMI. 
 
Chair Robinson asked if the pent-up demand in the needs assessment addresses units or WUEs.  
Planner Gabryszak replied that it refers to actual units.  The County does want total units, but the 
need has been identified as being at lower incomes.  The reduced requirement for providing units 
at lower incomes is aimed at making it more likely that units will be provided for those lower 
incomes.  With regard to the mandatory portion of the Code, it is more likely that developers will 
provide units at 80% of AMI, because it is more difficult and expensive to provide lower income 
units.  Chair Robinson asked how much discretion the Council has in determining how many 
units it wants within different AMI percentage categories.  Mr. Thomas explained that the 
Council would generally react to the application by applying the formulas in the ordinance to the 
application to fulfill the intent of the ordinance.  Chair Robinson commented that, if they are 
going to approve a CORE project with the intent of catching up on pent-up demand, he would 
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like to steer the project in a way that would get them as close to that goal as they can and get as 
much efficiency as possible out of the project. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan commented that affordable housing and workforce housing mean 
two different things to him.  To him, affordable housing means housing that anyone can buy no 
matter where they work, and workforce housing means housing for someone who works in 
Summit County.  He believed that was the intent of the CORE ordinance, and he was not sure 
that would be the end result of this.  He was not certain that CORE rezone units could be 
restricted to people who live and work in Summit County.  Planner Gabryszak explained that 
they can increase the odds of that happening by using a lottery system, where people who live 
and work in Summit County get additional chances in the lottery.  They cannot exclude people, 
but a lottery can be weighted to make it more likely that people who live and work in Summit 
County could get into those units.  Mr. Lent noted that there are no limitations in the Code 
regarding who can purchase or rent workforce housing, but he would be open to considering 
something like a lottery.  He noted that the public has expressed concern about people living in 
these units and commuting to Salt Lake, but he has no control over that as a developer.  Planner 
Gabryszak referred to Section 10-5-3B of the Code, Item 15, and explained that, as part of the 
approval process of a development that includes affordable housing, they can enter into a 
housing agreement that specifies the units, the income, etc., of those would be eligible for the 
units.  Council Member Hanrahan verified with Planner Gabryszak that the Council could 
determine how they want to apply this section of the Code, and the developer could say whether 
or not it would work.  He stated that his personal bias would be that the workforce housing in 
Summit County should be for Summit County workers.  Mr. Thomas explained that the process 
for doing that would have to provide a waterfall provision so the developer would not be held up 
if no income-qualified people are interested in the units. 
 
Mr. Lent explained that there are not many parcels left where a CORE Rezone can be developed.  
He provided a map showing the original nine overlay zones considered by the Planning 
Commission and explained that two have been purchased by the County as open space, two are 
being developed as non-CORE developments, one owner has started pursuing commercial 
development, and the Bitners have no interest in selling their property.  The property at the 
intersection of Highway 40 and Interstate 80 does not work within the neighborhood, and 
Stoneridge was an unsuccessful CORE Rezone.  Council Member Hanrahan asked if there are 
any other areas where a CORE Rezone would be possible.  Planner Gabryszak replied that there 
are, but those nine areas were identified by the Planning Commission and Staff as likely being 
appropriate for some affordable housing.  Mr. Thomas clarified that Stoneridge was not 
unsuccessful; it is still pending. 
 
Chair Robinson asked Planner Gabryszak to review the density calculations.  Planner Gabryszak 
explained that in May 2010 Staff presented three options for calculating the average density of 
the surrounding neighborhood.  She reviewed those density calculations and the rationale behind 
them.  She explained that the applicant moved forward based on the determination at the May 
2010 Planning Commission meeting that the applicable maximum density would be 176 units 
based on the Planning Commission’s direction.  At a later public hearing, one of the 
Commissioners requested that the density calculation be reconsidered, and he came up with a 
maximum density of 88 units.  The applicant had moved forward based on the original 
determination of 176 units, but the Planning Commission then became more comfortable with 
the 88-unit calculation.  Staff recommended a compromise between the two, because the 
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Planning Commission at different times had been comfortable with both calculations.  Planner 
Gabryszak explained that the Planning Commission forwarded a negative recommendation on 
the 162 units and was unable to agree on the potential compromise of 125 units. 
 
Chair Robinson asked how they could explain the density calculation when the next project is 
proposed.  Council Member McMullin explained that the calculation would be unique to this 
project.  The Council would set the precedent by determining what they believe is an appropriate 
method for calculating the density, and that is how density would be calculated going forward.  
She did not believe a compromise based on the Planning Commission’s representation would 
result in setting a precedent.  She asked if the County Council is bound by the Planning 
Commission’s decision that 176 units is the maximum potential density.  Mr. Thomas replied 
that they are not, because the County Council is the final decision maker, and the Planning 
Commission is just a recommending body.  He stated that the County Council can pick one of 
the calculations used by the Planning Commission, or they can make their own density 
calculation, which would set a precedent for calculating density in the future for other CORE 
Rezone projects.  Chair Robinson asked if they would amend the CORE ordinance to 
memorialize the calculation once the Council comes up with a density calculation method, or if 
their action on the Discovery CORE would set the standard from now on.  Mr. Thomas 
suggested that it would be both.  Council Member McMullin requested that Staff provide the 
Council Members with the density calculations and details regarding the surrounding areas 
within 1,000 feet of the proposed CORE development. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked what part of the project needs to be proximate to transit.  She 
believed the language should be tightened up to specify from what point in the project transit 
needs to be accessible.  In this case, even if transit were along the frontage road, it would be far 
away from this project. 
 
Mr. Lent commented that the formula which resulted in a maximum density of 88 units would 
not work anywhere else in the Snyderville Basin.  He noted that Staff issued him a formal letter 
after the May 2010 work session stating what the formula would be and how it would be 
interpreted, and then every couple of months, there would be a new formula.  If the Council 
approves a new formula, it should apply everywhere in the Snyderville Basin.  He stated that he 
applied the formula to the parcel behind the Home Depot, which consists of 130 acres, and it 
would allow a maximum density of 43 units on that parcel.  He stated that no one would be 
willing to develop a CORE development of that size.  He explained that he has the same interests 
as the County Council.  He is a resident of the Snyderville Basin, he wants to see affordable 
housing, trails access, and open space preservation, and he is also bound by economics.  When 
proposing housing at 50% of AMI, the only way to counter that is density. 
 
Chair Robinson requested input from members of the public who were present. 
 
Becky Rambo stated that she owns property adjacent to the proposed CORE development, and 
the lots surrounding hers are 2.5 to 3 acres each.  She commented that the density being proposed 
is quite a bit higher than the density in her area.  She hoped the County Council had heard the 
information presented at the public hearings.  Chair Robinson explained that the Council has the 
minutes from the public hearing before the Planning Commission, and there will be public 
hearings before the County Council.  Ms. Rambo stated that people other than the Timberline 
neighborhood would be impacted. 
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Amy Abbott, a resident of Timberline, asked if the County Council had received the wildlife 
study done by Keith Clapier and offered to send it to them.  She stated that, despite the 
Department of Natural Resources saying that there is no value to Toll Creek, she would like to 
invite them to walk it and see how amazing it is.  It contains 97% genetically pure Bonneville 
cutthroat trout.  She believed Toll Creek needs to be protected better than the pictures she has 
seen of how it would be spanned.  She commented that Kilby Road may be able to handle more 
traffic, but the intersections cannot, especially during storms.  She also commented that school 
buses do not access private roads, and she did not know what kind of financial commitment 
might be involved in that.  Chair Robinson explained that, if the developer dedicates the roads to 
the County, the County is obligated to maintain them. 
 
Craig Eroh, representing Preserve PC, which represents about 180 families, stated that they had 
not approached the County Council because they wanted to follow the process.  He noted that 
most people work during the time of the County Council meetings and requested that they hold 
the public hearings in the evenings.  He stated that Preserve PC has substantial PowerPoint 
presentations they can e-mail to the Council, and he offered to forward their concerns about this 
project to the Council Members.  Chair Robinson explained that there will be another work 
session and a site visit, and after that they will hold one or more public hearings, after which they 
will study everything that is presented. 
 
Lorin Redden discussed the density calculation.  He explained that they will get much different 
numbers if they start with the area where the development is proposed and calculate the density 
within 1,000 feet of that area rather than calculating the density within 1,000 feet of the outline 
of the entire development.  In the end, if this development is approved, there will be a developed 
area and open space next to it.  He believed the compatibility clause in the Development Code 
requires the Council to look at what will be developed and what people will see rather than the 
entire parcel, because the open space would be 2.5 times the size of the developed area.  If 
someone wants to get a very high density, all they would have to do is donate a lot of open space 
to get the density.  Chair Robinson commented that would not be a terrible thing. 
 
Scott Loomis with Mountainlands Affordable Housing Trust noted that the Code indicates that 
the County Council has total discretion to approve or disapprove the proposed density. 
 
A representative of the applicant pointed out that, if the density were spread throughout the 
parcel, it would look similar to the surrounding communities.  However, the applicant is required 
to cluster the development, which is good planning.  When the development is clustered and put 
in a corner of the property, it will seem less compatible with the neighbors.  The density 
calculation also does not take into account that the clustered development will be 1,000 feet 
away from any existing development.  If the development were clustered next to Timberline, it 
would have an impact on them, but it is not; it is 1,000 feet away from them.  The residents to the 
north are over a ridge, and they cannot see the density above them.  Considering that, the impacts 
are actually quite low. 
 
 
 
 



10 
 

CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to convene in closed session for the purpose of 
discussing personnel.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Hanrahan and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 3:55 p.m. to 4:20 p.m. to discuss 
personnel.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
David Ure, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
regular session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
REGULAR SESSION 
 
Chair Robinson called the regular meeting to order at 4:20 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
INTRODUCTION OF THE WILDLAND FIRE STATE AREA MANAGER 
 
State Fire Warden Bryce Boyer introduced Mike Erickson, the new State area manager for the 
northeast area, who will replace Dale Jablonski who retired in December.  He explained that Mr. 
Erickson previously worked in the Heber area and has now returned to Heber.  Mr. Erickson 
stated that he will continue to work with the Federal government on grants for Summit County 
and, although the northeast area includes five counties, much of their work is in Summit County.  
He noted that the upcoming fire season in Summit County is projected to be moderate to low due 
to all the snow and moisture this year.  Mr. Erickson provided a brief history of his education and 
experience. 
 
RESOLUTION #2011-3 IDLE-FREE RESOLUTION FOR MOTORIZED VEHICLES IN 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH, AND DECLARNG SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH, TO BE AN 
IDLE-FREE COUNTY 
 
Sustainability Coordinator Ashley Koehler summarized that the idle-free resolution would not 
apply to farm equipment.  The idling policy would allow idling for up to three minutes and 
include an exception for temperatures above 90 degrees and below 32 degrees.  With regard to 
the whether it is legal for the County to create an idle-free ordinance, she has found that it is 
legal, but Staff is proposing a resolution for the first year in order to educate the public.  She 
recalled that the Council asked Staff to coordinate with the schools, and she presented a 
photograph of students at Ecker Hill Middle School with an idle free sign they had installed, 
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noting that some progress is already being made in the Snyderville Basin.  Staff recommended 
that the County Council adopt a resolution for an idle-free County. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to adopt Resolution #2011-3, Idle-free 
resolution for motorized vehicles in Summit County and declaring Summit County, Utah, 
to be an idle-free County.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and 
passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
PARTIAL RELEASE OF LIENS – SUMMIT PARK SPECIAL WATER 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 
 
Chair Robinson summarized that 20 years ago a special assessment district was created in 
Summit Park to install a water system.  That debt has now been amortized down, and with 
respect to those persons listed in the staff report, the liens have been satisfied, and the County 
Treasurer is seeking permission to release those liens.  
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to approve the partial release of liens for the Summit 
Park Special Water Improvement District as presented.  The motion was seconded by 
Council Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Jasper asked Public Works Director Kevin Callahan to provide an update on the flooding 
situation.  He noted that Council Member Ure discussed this with the Chamber Bureau, and a 
busload of workers from The Canyons came to fill sandbags, and members of the Chamber 
Board came to help. 
 
Mr. Callahan explained that they are still preparing and anticipating that Chalk Creek will 
probably hit flood stage this weekend.  According to the weather service reports, it will probably 
peak for three or four days and then drop again, and hopefully the weather will remain relatively 
mild.  He reported that a citizens’ guide has been posted on the County website, which identifies 
where sandbags are located.  A temporary public information officer has been hired to help with 
public communications and keep the Council informed over the next few weeks.  The work on 
Site 9 has been completed, and he anticipated that Site 5 would be completed this week.  Initial 
work has started on the irrigation district projects.  Mr. Callahan stated that the County is as well 
prepared as it can be and is coordinating with communities to see what they need so they can be 
a resource to everyone who might need help.  Council Member Elliott asked if the County has 
received permission from the Provo River Water Users to use their diversion.  Mr. Callahan 
replied that they have not, because they have more water in their drainage than they can handle. 
 
Mr. Jasper recalled that there was a resident on the river who built a deck out into the river.  He 
has evidently received permission from the Army Corps of Engineers to berm the deck in a way 
that will not affect the roads in the subdivision. 
 
Ms. Lewis reported on a clean-up effort in Echo in May 7 that involved four County employees, 
and collected 300 pounds of trash.  Ms. Koehler explained that Coalville held its first Arbor Day 
celebration as a Tree City, USA.  Rocky Mountain Power donated eight trees that were planted 
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on the parkway on the way to the fairgrounds.  She reported that more than 25 people showed up 
from the Coalville/Hoytsville area as well as County employees. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked where the capital facilities plan stands and whether it will be 
presented along with the financial report on May 25. 
 
Council Member Elliott reported that the Park City Prevention Awareness Coalition met and she 
would like to have the County Manager and Cliff Blonquist ask Allied Waste to put alcohol and 
drug prevention messages on their trash trucks.  Judge Kerr attended the meeting and indicated 
that there is new evidence that alcohol damages young brains.  She reported that she also 
attended the Peace House board meeting and Mountainlands Community Housing Trust meeting 
and reported that their finances are being well used and well accounted for. 
 
Council Member Ure stated that he would be interested in forming a different kind of budget 
committee for the upcoming budget year.  Chair Robinson requested that be put on the May 25 
agenda along with the Auditor’s financial report.  
 
Chair Robinson reported that he and Mr. Jasper attended the Utah Business Economic 
Roundtable and discussed the state of the economy.  It appears that there is a little more 
optimism that the economy has bottomed out and is again on the increase. 
 
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
The Summit County Council met with the Council of Governments from 5:00 p.m. to 5:55 p.m. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public input. 
 
Michael Watson, a resident of Snyderville Basin, commented that the Snyderville Basin Special 
Recreation District will meet tonight and has decided to combine the five proposals for the 
Highland Drive hard surface paved trail to make a sixth plan that will be adopted this evening.  
He learned today about how a district may acquire and disburse funds, which is directly relevant 
to the open space and trails bond.  He requested that a Class 2 bicycle lane be installed along 
with the Highland Drive trail for the distance of 3.2 miles from the fieldhouse to the southern 
terminus of Highland Drive, where the Recreation District’s trails plan also includes a parking 
lot and trailhead to access the trail to Round Valley.  He stated that bicycling as commuting and 
recreational uses require a different pathway than that accessible for recreational, multi-use path 
uses.  Bike lanes provide an alternative mode of travel for growing communities, and planning 
and installing transportation mode infrastructure for the present and future that can be partnered 
with an existing transportation infrastructure project such as the Highland Drive trail is good 
planning and effective management.  Mr. Watson stated that the Recreation District hard surface 
trail will require the acquisition of .11 acres of right-of-way to install the plan they are accepting 
tonight, and property owners along Highland Drive have favorably responded to surveys about 
the installation of a trail along their properties.  If a bike lane were installed while the trail work 
is under way and no additional right-of-way is required for a bike lane, capital costs for a Class 2 
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bike lane would be $1,000 per mile, and that is all it would cost to add 3.2 miles of Class 2 bike 
lane on Highland Drive.  Although there may be additional infrastructure needed to widen the 
road to accommodate bike lanes, he believed the Council would find it acceptable to spend the 
amount of money necessary to make an investment in transportation and recreation 
infrastructure.  Mr. Watson stated that this bike lane would reconnect to the Highway 40 frontage 
road bike lane that the Council saw fit to include some years ago.  With the discussion of 
resurfacing Highway 248 from the Highway 40 overpass to the Park City High School, that 
would provide a bike lane that would be beneficial to the recreational destination resort 
economy, which is patronized by visitors to western Summit County.  These visitors are part of a 
growing trend to become a significant impact and input to the County’s economy.  He stated that 
Salt Lake, Ogden, Moab, St. George, and Orem/Provo have bike-friendly commuting models and 
are making significant commitments to bike transportation infrastructure.  He hoped the timing 
of the project that would soon be underway would be good timing for Summit County to make a 
commitment for bike lanes on Highland Drive. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked how a Class 2 bike lane could go within the existing roadway 
and asked if it would require additional right-of-way.  Mr. Watson replied that it would require 
that additional width be acquired.  He believed with the acquisition of .11 acres of right-of-way 
for the Highland Drive trail, they could accommodate the additional width within that right-of-
way acquisition.   
 
Council Member Elliott explained that the County Council does not make the decision about the 
trail.  The Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District will make the decision in conjunction 
with and based on the advice of the County Engineer, Derrick Radke.  She recommended that 
Mr. Watson talk to the Recreation District or Mr. Radke.   
 
Chair Robinson stated that he believed Mr. Watson was saying that the cost of providing the bike 
lane would be small enough that the County might want to cooperate with the Recreation District 
to accomplish that.  He believed if it were only a matter of $1,000 per mile, or even $10,000 per 
mile, that the Recreation District would be planning to do it.  He suggested that Mr. Jasper 
discuss Mr. Watson’s request with the Recreation District. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan explained that the Highland Drive trail is narrower than the 
Recreation District’s normal trails because they do not have the right-of-way to construct a wider 
trail.  He generally agrees with Mr. Watson’s desire to have a bike lane on the trail, but it would 
cost a significant amount of money, because the Recreation District would have to buy the entire 
right-of-way on both sides of the road.  He asked if a Class 2 bike lane is 3 feet wide.  Mr. 
Watson replied that it is, and it is striped with icon logos and signs.  That would essentially be 
the $1,000 per mile cost to install the bike lane.  He stated that he reviewed the plan at the 
Recreation District Office, and the plan required only .11 acre for the entire plan, and the trail 
width is paved 8 feet with a separation from the roadway right-of-way.  He stated that he is 
seeing a lot of right-of-way in the plan, but he was not certain whether a bike lane width on the 
roadway would be an additional expense. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public input. 
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PUBLIC HEARING – POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF A REZONE FOR PARCEL CD-2047-
U-5, THROUGH ORDINANCE 757, HIGH UINTA VENTURES, MIRROR LAKE 
HIGHWAY 150, BEAR RIVER, UT  
 
County Planner Molly Orgill reported that the applicant is requesting to rezone Parcel SS-2047-
U-5, which is currently zoned AG-160, to Commercial zoning.  The applicant has received a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to expand his existing business on this parcel to allow for the 
rental of ATVs and snowmobiles contingent on this parcel being rezoned Commercial.  The 
Eastern Summit County Planning Commission has forwarded a positive recommendation to the 
Summit County Council for the rezone request.  This item has been noticed for a public hearing.  
Prior to the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission meeting, Staff received several 
comments in favor and one comment in opposition to the rezone.  Planner Orgill reported that, 
after noticing this public hearing, she received one telephone call from a neighboring property 
owner who was curious about what was happening, and they were in favor of the applicant being 
able to rezone the parcel.  She explained that a CUP was issued for this parcel in 1985 to operate 
a business to sell and repair snowmobiles out of the garage of Warren Wright’s home, and Mr. 
Wright’s son now owns the property.  After a period of time, the CUP was not renewed, as they 
were no longer selling snowmobiles.  Planner Orgill reported that the parcel currently contains a 
residence and a business that includes excavation, landscaping, welding, and a mechanic’s shop, 
and this winter they started to rent snowmobiles.  The applicant would also like to add rental of 
ATVs from this property.  Rental of snowmobiles and ATVs is not allowed in the AG-160 Zone 
but is allowed in the Commercial Zone through a CUP for service commercial.  Planner Orgill 
reported that the County received a complaint last fall that the applicant was renting 
snowmobiles, and after several meetings with the applicant, it was determined that, once the 
Community Development Department received the appropriate application for a rezone and 
CUP, they would be allowed to continue renting snowmobiles this winter.  If the rezone is 
approved, they will be able to continue; if not, they will need to discontinue the rental of 
snowmobiles.  On March 16 the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission held a public 
hearing to consider both the CUP and rezone request.  They unanimously forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the County Council for the rezone and approved the CUP with conditions.  
Planner Orgill explained that this is an appropriate use for this area, noting that there is a 
commercial operation across the road from this business that also rents snowmobiles and ATVs.  
With the rezone to Commercial, the applicant will be required to obtain a building permit to 
install a public restroom facility.  The applicant received a sign permit in 1986, but that sign is 
located on U.S. Forest Service ground.  The Forest Service has asked then to remove the sign, 
and the applicant will put it on their own ground and bring it into compliance with the Eastern 
Summit County Development Code.  The applicant accesses the property through Forest Service 
land, and the Forest Service has agreed to continue that access, but the applicants are working 
with UDOT to create a new access that will be aligned with the commercial use across the road.  
The Fire District has indicated that, if the parcel is rezoned Commercial, the applicant may need 
to bring the commercial building into compliance with fire and water suppression requirements.  
The Division of Water Rights has confirmed that the applicant has sufficient water for the 
residence and the commercial business, but if they add a public restroom, they need to obtain 
additional water rights.  Planner Orgill reported that this project is consistent with the goals of 
the General Plan and complies with the requirements of the Eastern Summit County 
Development Code.  She presented a plat map and aerial view of the parcel, indicating the 
location of the proposed business, access, and other features on the site.  Staff recommended that 



15 
 

the County Council conduct a public hearing and approve the rezone with the findings contained 
in the staff report. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked what would be different if a property owner adjacent to this 
parcel wanted to rezone.  Planner Orgill replied that they would have the right to apply to rezone 
their property to Commercial as well.  Council Member Hanrahan asked if Staff wants to see 
commercial growth in this area.  Planner Orgill replied that there are already commercial uses 
established in the area.  If there were no commercial uses in the area, it might be more difficult to 
establish a commercial use as spot zoning.  However, since there is already Commercial zoning 
in the area, it would not hurt, and it would be up to the County Council to approve any further 
zoning changes.  Council Member Hanrahan asked if the CUP is limited to a specific use or 
whether rezoning this parcel leaves it open to whatever commercial use anyone wants.  Planner 
Orgill explained that the current CUP allows for the rental of snowmobiles and ATVs with 
certain conditions.  If they want to change that use or add a use, they would be required to obtain 
another CUP, and conditions would be included to address the impacts of that use. 
 
Chair Robinson asked if the Council’s action this evening would approve the proposed site plan 
or if they are only rezoning the property to Commercial.  He expressed concern that the site plan 
shows parking right up to the property line.  Planner Orgill explained that the site plan was 
approved by the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission as part of the CUP approval.  
Community Development Director Don Sargent explained that they are taking the existing 
conditions on the property, and what is being proposed does not increase the impact.  It is 
proposed that they now form a Commercial Zone with respect to the use. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to approve the proposed rezone of Parcel SS-2047-
U-5 to a Commercial Zone through adoption of Ordinance #757 with the following findings 
shown in the staff report: 
Findings: 
1. The rezone complies with the Eastern Summit County General Plan, as outlined in 

Section E of this report. 
2. The rezone complies with Section 11-5-3 of the Eastern Summit County 

Development Code, as outlined in Section F of this report. 
The motion was seconded by Council Member Hanrahan and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Chris Robinson    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2011 
SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Sally Elliott, Council Member   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Kent Jones, Clerk  
       Karen McLaws, Secretary   
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to convene in closed session for the purpose of 
discussing property acquisition.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and 
passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 1:05 p.m. to 1:40 p.m. to discuss 
property acquisition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Sally Elliott, Council Member   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
John Hanrahan, Council Member    Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member    
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
work session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Hanrahan and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair Robinson called the work session to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
 USU Alternative Future Report 
 
Kyle Young with the bioregional planning program at Utah State University presented the 
process diagram used to prepare the alternative future report.  He explained that they did an 
extensive and in-depth pre-analysis of the issues presented to them by Staff and other entities to 
help better define the issues in the County, and the same process could be used by the County or 
any other entity wishing to use to study to find answers to other problems.  He presented a map 
showing the study boundaries.  He explained that issues and concerns were determined based on 
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a survey taken by the Mountainland Association of Governments, the Eastern Summit County 
and Snyderville Basin Development Codes, and written and visual assessments conducted by 
USU in a series of public meetings.  Using GIS software, they were able to display those issues 
and concerns on maps.  He explained that some of the maps reflect current County zoning and 
policies and take population projections into consideration.  Based on data from the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Budget, Summit County will see an increase of 62,300 people in the next 
30 years, with 41,000 of those being in the unincorporated areas of the County.  That kind of 
population increase will have significant environmental, social, and economic impacts on 
Summit County.  The average household in Summit County is 3.2 persons, and the capacity in 
the unincorporated area of the County, including vacant homes and vacant, platted parcels, is less 
than 6,000 housing units.  Mr. Young noted that, in calculating the total capacity, they assumed 
that every parcel within the Highway Corridor and AG-40 Zones would be subdivided to their 
fullest extent and acknowledged that not everyone will subdivide and develop those parcels.  The 
study estimated that by 2024 the demand for housing would outstrip capacity. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked about the basis for the projected population.  County Manager 
Bob Jasper explained that Staff also questioned those numbers and whether the State 
demographer had simply prorated out historical information, but they found that they were based 
on a thorough analytical report.  He noted that the Council also needs to consider what impacts 
growth in the Salt Lake Valley will likely have on Summit County.  Council Member Elliott 
requested to see the factors considered by the State demographers.  Mr. Jasper noted that Rocky 
Mountain Power provided similar projections when they presented their plan, and the Council 
has actually seen three estimates with the same population figures in the last few months.   
Council Member Hanrahan commented that he believed demand would drop off as they get 
closer to the break-even point, because land would be scarce and be too costly.  Mr. Young 
explained that the purpose of the report is to supply the decision makers with the information 
they need to make the decisions they will inevitably have to make.  They will have to decide 
whether to change the capacity by changing zoning, density, or other factors.  Before 2024, they 
will want to decide what they want the County to be like. 
 
Mr. Young reviewed the priorities from the surveys and assessments as outlined in the report. He 
provided slides showing the most preferred and least preferred visual preferences for the County.  
Using the publicly available data, they developed maps using the issues and concerns as a filter.  
He reviewed the landscape resilience map as an example and explained that each assessment is 
important, because the assessments become the benchmark by which to judge whether a 
proposed alternative future meets the criteria the people of Summit County want.  He noted that 
any individual alternative future could be assessed off of the assessment model, or a combination 
of alternative futures could be assessed using the models.  He discussed the benefits to the 
County and municipalities of using the study for future planning.  He stated that Summit County 
is currently doing a good job of implementing good land use policies, but he did not believe they 
go far enough to protect the safety of the County residents.  He stated that they would encourage 
compact development off the valley bottoms to maintain water quality and visual quality. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan noted that the municipalities, where it was suggested that they target 
growth, are located in the valley bottoms.  Mr. Young explained that they have prepared a 
“trade-off” map showing areas of high development potential compared with areas of 
conservation need and where the two cross, and those are the areas where some of the difficult 
decisions may need to be made. 
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Mr. Young explained that if commercial, institutional, and residential development is focused on 
regional hubs to allow for pedestrian-accessible communities, they can be connected by a 
regional transit system.  He noted that UDOT is already planning for regional transit to go to 
Kamas and Park City, and the report proposes an extension of that so it will actually work for the 
communities.  He also recommended that they focus on landscape resilience and landscape limits 
maps, because development on those lands will have an immediate impact on critical water 
issues. 
 
Council Member Elliott asked about the projected outcome of the study.  Mr. Young replied that 
USU will supply the complete report to the County for use in decision making.  The desired 
outcome is that the report will be a help and aid to the County and Planning Department.  He 
explained that this information would be helpful to the Planners and County Council in deciding 
where sending and receiving areas might be for transfers of development rights.  He stated that 
the report is really a starting point for the County to do more detailed studies or to add further 
criteria to improve current land use policies. 
 
Council Member Elliott commented that, if what they hear is true, that cities do not want to grow 
much and people in the County want the landscape to remain like it is, it would appear that the 
focus would be to refuse any further growth.  Mr. Young explained that those are not mutually 
exclusive and that it is not necessary to keep all growth out in order to keep the goals in the 
report intact.  People are not entirely opposed to development or density, but if development is 
allowed, it should be constrained so it does not affect everyone’s viewshed.  When development 
is cut off, prices increase, but people want their children to be able to inherit their land and live 
close to them, and that will not happen if prices become so high that they cannot afford to live in 
the County. 
 
Dr. Richard Toth, Professor of Bioregional Planning at Utah State University, explained that it is 
important for the Council and Staff to know when someone submits a plan whether it will work, 
whether it will pollute the groundwater or usurp good agricultural land.  The only way to know 
that is to take assessments.  He explained that they have provided a series of assessment maps 
with this report against which any plan can be judged to determine whether it is in accord with 
the County’s values.  Over time those values and attitudes will change, and then new issues can 
then be brought up and a new assessment model can be built.  He explained that what is 
important is the process USU is providing for the County as a way to measure productivity and 
values for the future.  The County Council could make a plan for the County and use the 
assessment models to tell them where that might lead to problems, where they might be putting 
people in harm’s way, or where they might be addressing the public’s concerns for quality of 
life.  He emphasized that a lot of work went into this report to provide the decision makers in the 
County with an appropriate model for making good decisions. 
 
The Council Members reviewed the assessment maps prepared in conjunction with the USU 
report. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Robinson called the regular meeting to order at 2:40 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
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ADVICE AND CONSENT OF COUNTY MANAGER RECOMMENDATION ON THE 
HERITAGE AND LANDMARK COMMISSION 
 
Mr. Jasper recommended that the County Council consent to the appointment of Barbara 
Kresser, Patrick Putt, and Doug Stephens to the Heritage and Landmark Commission for two-
year terms to expire in 2012. 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to consent to the appointment of Barbara Kresser, 
Patrick Putt, and Doug Stephens to the Heritage and Landmark Commission for two-year 
terms to expire in 2012.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and 
passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
ASSESSOR – ERRORS AND OMISSIONS 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to approve the errors and omissions as 
proposed by County Assessor Steve Martin to refund prior taxes to the owners of the five 
units shown in the staff report.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan clarified that the parcels were double assessed in 2010, once as part 
of the parent parcel, and then again as individual parcels. The assessment for 2010 should remain 
on the parent parcel and be refunded for the individual parcels.  In 2011, the parcels will be 
assessed as individual parcels, and the parent parcel will be deactivated. 
 
The motion passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
FEBRUARY 16, 2011 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to approve the County Council meeting minutes for 
April 20, 2011, with the recommended changes.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
MANAGER’S COMMENTS  
 
Mr. Jasper reported that the County has received requests from a number of entities with private 
roads or in special districts to assist in repairing roads damaged due to the weather.  He stated 
that he would soon hold a work session with the Council to discuss private roads.  There are 
some sections in Tollgate Canyon where, if the County does not help, the roads will become 
impassable, and people will not be able to get to their homes. 
 
Public Works Director Kevil Callahan reported that he has been speaking with the Tollgate 
owners association for three or four weeks.  There is a drainage basin at the bottom of the hill 
with two 3-foot culverts under the road, and one of the culverts has collapsed.  Two weeks ago 
the water rose almost to the level of the road before the culvert collapsed.  They will probably 
need to install a third culvert as an overflow and get the other one repaired later or remove the 
two culverts and install a larger culvert that will not be obstructed.  He stated that he would be 
meeting with them to find a solution.  He has proposed that, if the association will purchase the 
culvert, the County will install it for them.  He stated that he received a call from a resident in 
Tollgate Canyon today who reported that sections of the creek are starting to erode their road and 
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asked if the County would loan them some sections of culvert to put in the creek and control the 
flow of the water.  The County has agreed to do that as well. 
 
Mr. Jasper commented that, when they have the workshop, he will propose that the County will 
help if people are willing to form taxing districts or assessment districts, because they need to be 
willing to pay like everyone else has paid for their roads.  Because the soils are so saturated this 
year they are facing health and safety issues in some areas, and believes the County needs to help 
with some of those situations right now. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that she agrees with the County’s efforts to deal with the health 
and safety concerns.  She noted that the Tollgate Canyon area has talked from time to time about 
reestablishing the special service district that was disbanded a number of years ago.  She 
commented that the nature of the area has changed, and most of the people are now quite 
progressive and willing to do the right thing.  She suggested that the County be pro-active and 
help them form taxing districts, which would be a wise use of Staff time. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan stated that no one would disagree that the County needs to do this 
work and fix the problem to protect people’s safety and well-being.  They could either bill the 
people who did not create the proper roads in the first place or spread the cost out among the 
County taxpayers, but the issue is who is going to pay for it.  Council Member Elliott explained 
that there is no vehicle in place to do that.  Chair Robinson commented that the owners 
association seems to have some vehicle for coming up with the cost of the culvert.  Mr. Callahan 
replied that they have a road budget.  Council Member Elliott explained that the Tollgate 
residents need more help, because not everyone who uses that road pays for its upkeep, and if the 
County can do anything to make things fair and equitable, they should do it. 
 
Mr. Jasper presented a map of Coalville showing the fairgrounds and a parcel owned by the 
North Summit School District and explained that he is discussing a possible trade with the 
School District.  He would like to get appraisals on both parcels, which would be necessary 
before they could move on to the next step in the process.  He believed the County could use 
Transient Room Tax, Restaurant, and RAP taxes to complete this transaction, which would be a 
four-way agreement between the County, the School District, the Recreation District, and 
Coalville City. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that she believed it would be a stretch to imagine that this would 
be a wise use of tourism funds, and they have struggled for years to try to get people to come to 
the County Fair.  Mr. Jasper stated that he believed this would be a tourist draw in the future, and 
other counties have done this using tourism funds.  The next step would be to prepare a master 
plan for the area with input from all the entities involved. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council Member Hanrahan commented that, in the light of the study the Council saw today and 
other information they have received, and as Mr. Jasper proceeds to look at growth areas, he did 
not want to give the perception that they are creating growth areas for additional growth beyond 
current zoning.  It was his perception that they are looking at transferring density from certain 
areas into other areas to compact the growth.  Mr. Jasper explained that, from his point of view, 
some level of growth is necessary in order to have a vibrant community.  Growth goes up and 
down with the business cycle, and the job is to manage and shape it with a lot of community 
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input.  He did not see anything the County is doing as opening the floodgates and saying they 
want to have a lot of growth.  They are trying to have tools and the ability to manage growth in 
ways that work and make sense, regardless of the amount of growth.  He stated that there is 
always a balance between property rights and community rights, and people who own property 
tend to want to maximize the value of their property and resent government’s ability to restrict 
that.  They also see that neighborhoods and communities do not want growth in their areas, and 
part of the process will be to reduce growth in some areas and move it to other areas. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that she thought the study they saw today was a waste of time, and 
she saw nothing new in it.  She asked if there is a way to use the results of the study.  Mr. Jasper 
stated that the County paid for health insurance for one of the graduate students and invested 
some time in meeting with them.  He acknowledged that some people who have been around for 
a while know some of the things they told the Council, but Professor Toth is well renowned, and 
now there is a renowned person who has confirmed what they may already know with additional 
detail. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan noted that there have been a lot of e-mails regarding bike lanes on 
Highland Drive, and he would like to have a work session so the Council can understand the 
County road policy with regard to bike lanes.  Chair Robinson requested that Mr. Jasper set up a 
work session with the County Council, County Engineer Derrick Radke, and the Snyderville 
Basin Special Recreation District to discuss bike lanes and the projects planned for this summer.  
 
PUBLIC INPUT  
 
Chair Robinson opened the public input. 
 
Michael Watson referred to comments made in the e-mails he has exchanged with the Council 
Members this week and clarified that the trail plan provides for a bike lane on both sides of 
Highland Drive for only about 30% of the trail, and it appears that there will be a bike lane on 
only one side of the majority of the trail.  He presented photographs of cyclists traveling on trails 
and quoted from a “Share the Road” document that, rather than riding on a multi-use trail, riding 
on the road is not only safer, but much safer than riding on other types of facilities.  The 
document further states that a bicyclist is twice as likely to experience an accident on a multi-use 
trail than on an unmarked street.  Mr. Watson stated that he understands the issues regarding 
costs to acquire right-of-way space and install a Class 2 bike lane on Highland Drive.  He 
understood that County Engineer Derrick Radke suggested a plan to be implemented next year 
that would narrow the Highland Drive vehicle travel lanes by a foot on each side to allow a 
striped wider shoulder and additional asphalt along the shoulders to make a three-foot-wide bike 
lane.  He provided a photograph of the T intersection approaching Old Ranch Road and noted 
that a shoulder was installed, paved, and striped last year, which was a huge improvement from 
what previously existed.  However, as the road proceeds west, the paved shoulder diminishes to 
about 8 to12 inches wide. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan explained that the County Engineer has made it clear that it is not as 
simple as adding another foot or two to the shoulder of the road, because that inevitably fails.  
Mr. Watson stated that he was aware of that, but the travel lanes could be narrowed to 10 feet on 
both sides to get 24 more inches of width for bike lanes. 
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Mr. Watson provided an image showing a trail on one side of the road with a pedestrian traveling 
toward a bicyclist on the side of the road.  He stated that a multi-use trail creates more 
complications between users than a dedicated width for a cyclist to ride on the right side of the 
road in the direction of traffic.  He explained that he wants to work with this issue and hoped he 
could represent the cyclists who travel at vehicular speed.  He noted that the County is in the 
hospitality business and the outdoor recreation facility business. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan clarified that, ultimately, the County Council is responsible for 
approving the Recreation District’s budget, but he was not aware that anyone at the Council or 
Commission level has ever changed that budget, and he did not believe Mr. Watson should rely 
on that.  He believed the County could look at finding funds to add into this project but the 
question is whether there are funds and whether there is merit in doing anything additional.  Mr. 
Watson explained that the project will start in July 2011, and Mr. Radke is proposing to make 
changes in 2012 anyway.  He was hoping to find an economy of scale by proposing that it be 
done this year if there are funds available.  Chair Robinson suggested that he and Council 
Member Hanrahan, along with Mr. Jasper and Mr. Radke, meet with the Recreation District in 
the interim to see what they can find out prior to the work session in June. 
 
Glenn Wright stated that he came to listen to the USU presentation today and noted that all the 
development discussions center on land use and how many houses to put in a certain place.  
From an economic development standpoint, he believed the Council should think about what 
type of economy they want 20 years from now.  If the projections hold true, there will be 
100,000 people in the County, and if people come from Salt Lake and will be commuting to 
work in Salt Lake, there will have to be an economic discussion about the viability of the 
County’s tax rate and what kind of services it can provide.  He noted that houses do not provide 
sufficient tax base to provide services, and part of the discussion has to be the types of good jobs 
they can bring to the County, especially the east side of the County.  Good jobs are needed for 
students coming out of the high schools, and they need more tax base.  He believed they should 
have an economic development discussion of how to bring in good jobs and where to put them in 
the County.  He believed the eastern side of the County could use some manufacturing and 
technology business that would bring in good jobs and provide a tax base for the school districts 
on that side of the County. 
 
Sarah Moffatt introduced herself as the new County reporter for the Park Record and stated that 
she would be replacing Patrick Parkinson.  She stated that she was born and raised in Park City 
and went to Northeastern University where she was a journalist major. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public input. 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 3:35 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Chris Robinson    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, MAY 25, 2011 
SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
David Ure, Council Vice Chair   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Sally Elliott, Council Member   Kent Jones, Clerk 
Claudia McMullin, Council Member  Karen McLaws, Secretary   
 
SITE VISIT – PROPOSED DISCOVERY CORE REZONE AND DEVELOPMENT, 
KILBY ROAD WEST OF GORGOZA 
 
The Council Members met at the Sheldon Richins Building at 10:30 a.m. and visited the 
proposed Discovery CORE Development site. 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to convene in closed session for the purpose of 
discussing property acquisition.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and 
passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 12:15 p.m. to 1:25 p.m. to discuss 
property acquisition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Chris Robinson, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
David Ure, Council Vice Chair   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Sally Elliott, Council Member    
Claudia McMullin, Council Member 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
work session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair Robinson called the work session to order at 1:25 p.m. 
 
 Discussion with Basin Open Space Advisory Committee (BOSAC) regarding PRI draft 

conservation easement 
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County Sustainability Coordinator Ashley Koehler provided background on the PRI parcel that 
the County purchased in 2008 and explained that BOSAC would like to provide an update on its 
effort to provide a conservation easement on the property.  She noted that the staff report 
contains a thorough background of all the documents recorded on this property at the time of 
acquisition, and she summarized a few of the issues to be addressed.  She explained that Summit 
County and Park City are tenants in common, with Summit County having a 75% interest and 
Park City Municipal having a 25% interest.  $12.5 million came from Summit County, of which 
$6.6 million was from the 2008 open space bond held by the Snyderville Basin Special 
Recreation District, and $3.5 million was contributed by Park City Municipal Corporation.  Ms. 
Koehler provided a map of the PRI parcel, indicating the location of the open space and adjacent 
properties and their uses.  She briefly summarized and explained some of the documents 
contained in the staff report.  She explained that Utah Open Lands was hired by Summit County 
to put a conservation easement on the property and to complete a baseline report that examines 
the balance between potential uses and conservation values on the property.  BOSAC formed a 
subcommittee to work with Utah Open Lands and the Recreation District and wanted to provide 
an update to the Council and receive input from them regarding some of the conflicts that could 
potentially arise between uses that have been identified for the property and some of the 
conservation values on the property.  Conservation values that have been identified include 
sensitive lands and species, scenic values, agricultural values, and aesthetic and management 
values.  The committee members felt that crop agricultural use in the future would be permissible 
and appropriate for food security purposes in emergency situations but not as a permitted use.  
Ms. Koehler explained that there are also cultural values and public recreation on the property.  
The property’s proximity to USU/Swaner Ecocenter would provide opportunities for field trips 
and community groups.  With regard to a possible cemetery, she explained that the parameters of 
the cemetery are undefined, and the committee would like direction from the Council as to how 
serious they are about placing a cemetery on this site and requested that the Council assign a 
staff person or funds for a more detailed study. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked if a cemetery is a conservation value or a use.  Wendy Fisher 
with Utah Open Lands stated that more and more people are looking at the idea of a “green” 
cemetery as a way to help fund and steward open space.  She did not believe anything in the IRS 
Code specifies that a cemetery constitutes a conservation value.  Council Member McMullin 
asked if any use on the property would have to correlate to a conservation value.  Ms. Fisher 
replied that is not necessarily the case.  Permitted uses that are not conservation values are 
sometimes allowed on property, and that is seen as something the landowner would like to have 
happen.  The conservation easement holder has to take into account the effect a permitted use 
will have on the conservation values and draft the document appropriately.  Council Member 
McMullin asked why a cemetery was planned for this property.  Council Member Elliott 
explained that there was a lot of discussion about Park City Cemetery closing to non-residents, 
and there is no place in western Summit County for people to be buried.  As the County 
Commission discussed purchasing the PRI property, it was one of the few places where a 
cemetery is possible, and they agreed and promised the public that part of the plan for this 
purchase would include a cemetery. 
 
Mr. Jasper commented that many things were discussed and authorized for this property, and if 
the County does them all, it would no longer be open space.  He noted that there is property 
adjacent to this parcel that will either have a school built on it or be open space.  The policy issue 
is how open the open space will be and how many uses they will put on it. 
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Chair Robinson noted that the agreement between The Boyer Company and the County prohibits 
anything from being built on the land, and without an amendment, nothing will be built on it.  
Ms. Fisher commented that the biggest problem with that agreement is its lack of clarity.  She 
agreed that the overall intent is to keep the land undeveloped, but Utah Open Lands’ goal would 
be to clarify that and honor the intent of the agreement while making the notice of use 
restrictions subordinate to a conservation easement.  A representative from Utah Open Lands 
stated that the objective would be to give the Boyer Company the benefit of the bargain they 
made subject to preserving the conservation values they want for this property, and Boyer has 
indicated they are willing to do that.  Chair Robinson verified with the representative that in 
some instances the conservation easement would be less restrictive than the current deed 
restriction and in other instances it would be more restrictive. 
 
Ms. Koehler reviewed the maps compiled by Utah Open Lands that reflect the uses shown in the 
documents recorded with this parcel, the conservation values, and the vegetation types found on 
the property.  Staff recommended that the County Council review the materials provided, 
consider the recommendation from Utah Open Lands, and provide comment on the priority of 
conservation values. 
 
Ms. Fisher stated that the Division of Wildlife Resources and a botanist looked at the property in 
terms of wildlife habitat and restoration.  She explained that Utah Open Lands wants to provide a 
conservation easement that will be enforceable, and a number of items need to be clarified, such 
as the cell phone tower lease, the CPB easement, etc.  She explained that those documents and 
how they are restructured will have an effect on paved trails and other intended uses.  She stated 
that Utah Open Lands understands that some values may be impaired, and they do not want to 
put anyone in a position of trying to work through something they cannot work through.  Some 
of the values may not be compatible with some other values. 
 
Council Member Ure asked whether some of the values could be eliminated due to the costs 
involved.  He noted that, in order to use this as grazing land, a new fence would be required, and 
that would be costly.  He was also not certain whether there are water rights for prime 
agricultural ground.  He believed that was something they could eliminate because of the 
financial limitations.  He also questioned where the money would come from to enforce 
whatever is ultimately put in place.  Ms. Fisher stated that grazing would be severely limited on 
the property, and she would recommend that they get a water right put on the property.  She 
explained that Utah Open Lands has raised some private foundation money for stewardship.  
Summit County has provided some money for stewardship, and no more money would be 
expected from Summit County. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that she would not give up on the cemetery unless an acceptable 
alternative is available.  She emphasized that she made a promise, and it is one she believes she 
needs to keep. 
 
Chair Robinson believed they should accept and comply with the legal constraints if they are not 
able to modify them.  He also wanted to provide for the recreational and human uses the County 
has committed to the public that they would provide.  He noted that Olympic Park Boulevard 
bisects the property, and there is the potential for a lot of human activity on this parcel, which is 
not remote, and wildlife values have already been interfered with.  He would like to craft an 
easement that deals with the legal constraints and human activity rather than trying to get the 
legal constraints and the human activity to accommodate an easement.  He noted that some 
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conservation values might not be a great priority given the location of the property and the 
human uses that may take place.  Ms. Fisher agreed that human needs and the recreational 
component are definitely a conservation value.  She hoped there could be some sensitivity to 
other conservation values as they get through some of the legal issues on the property.  She 
believed a conservation easement is stronger when a multitude of conservation values are being 
protected.  However, if they find that some conservation values are degraded in favor of certain 
other uses, they need to recognize that it is all right. 
 
Max Greenhalgh, BOSAC Chairman, asked the Council to give guidance regarding the County 
Engineer’s proposal for a connection from Landmark Drive to Bear Hollow.  He noted that a 
bypass easement was originally proposed with the intent of dealing with congestion at Kimball 
Junction, and the County Engineer feels they can abandon that and provide an additional 
connection somewhat west of Highway 224 to allow stacking of cars, which would meet the 
objective of decreasing congestion at Kimball Junction.  He stated that he would hate to have the 
Council make a decision without hearing from Mr. Radke.  Chair Robinson stated that the 
easement should adapt to human needs.  If the Engineering Department believes that is needed, 
the right to build that should be crafted into the easement.  It may never be built, but the County 
should not have to keep going back to Utah Open Lands to ask them to amend the easement.  He 
would like to see more flexibility in the easement to allow for future uses that are consistent with 
open space and that will meet the human recreational component. 
 
 2011 Budget Update 
 
County Auditor Blake Frazier reported that the County has fund balances in the General Fund for 
year-end that meet statutory requirements and that expenditures so far this year look very good.  
The General Fund is at about 24% of total, and municipal services are at 21% of their total 
budget.  He commented that the departments are being very conservative and are not recklessly 
spending.  Sales taxes show some slight increases, and Planning and Building shows some slight 
increases.  The County is holding back on filling some positions as long as possible and holding 
back on salaries and benefits on open positions.  
 
Matt Leavitt with the Auditor’s Office reviewed the General Fund and noted that the decrease in 
Charges for Services of $653,000 has occurred in Recorder fees, ambulance fees, and waste 
disposal fees.  Council Member Elliott stated that she assumed the landfill fees will be discussed 
when entering into a new solid waste disposal contract, and she believed it would be good to 
have information about whether people avoid the landfill to go to a cheaper landfill or whether 
less waste is being created than in the past.  Mr. Frazier commented that this may be an 
indication that people are recycling more.  Council Member Ure asked how the County knows it 
has that much less waste when the scales were broken for several months.  He also asked why 
ambulance fees are down.  Mr. Jasper explained that the main reason for the decrease in 
ambulance fees is the new hospital.  Council Member Ure commented that the County is doing a 
very good job of keeping expenses down, but he believed the problem is that they over estimated 
the income for the year. 
 
Mr. Leavitt referred to page 10 of the staff report and explained that the sources listed there are 
the transfers into the General Fund for 2010.  The other uses are also listed in detail on that page.  
He reviewed the Municipal Services budget and noted that between 2008 and 2010, expenditures 
exceeded revenues significantly as the County deliberately used up some of the fund balances 
that had accumulated to pay for major construction projects.  He also noted that charges for 
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services in Municipal Services decreased from $1.4 million in 2006 to $500,000 in 2010, with 
the largest decrease coming in the Community Development Department, which decreased from 
$2.5 million down to $839,000 in 2010.  Chair Robinson asked what could be done to correct 
that.  Mr. Frazier noted that budget item has decreased dramatically over the last few years.  In 
the case of building inspectors, the money is collected in one year but is spent over the next two 
or three years to inspect the projects without more revenues coming in, which creates a backlog.  
The inspectors have been cut significantly, and the County is not hiring new planners.  Chair 
Robinson noted that Community Development has run at a deficit from 2008 to 2010 of about 
$3.5 million, and this year it appears that will be another $1 million.  He asked if that department 
could be run in a way that it would come close to paying its way or breaking even.  Mr. Frazier 
explained that he has never seen Community Development run in the negative until the last few 
years, and it has always been a growing and prosperous department.  It is supposed to be 
operated on a break-even point, with fees corresponding with expenditures.  Council Member 
Elliott commented that the general public has subsidized development since 2008, and it is her 
understanding that they do not like to do that.  Chair Robinson suggested that it is time to 
scrutinize this budget and come up with a balanced budget in Community Development for 
2012.  Mr. Frazier noted that in 2008 the County used $6.5 million of the fund balance in 
Municipal Services to do the work on Landmark Drive, and another $5 million was used for the 
Quinn’s Junction health services building.  Mr. Jasper commented that he has never worked in a 
county where all of Community Development combined was supposed to break even.  Much of 
what the Planning Department does balances protection of individual property rights with 
community rights. 
 
Mr. Leavitt reviewed the Assessing and Collecting Fund and noted that it has been operating at 
breakeven.  He also noted that the unreserved General Fund balance appears to be in line with 
the State requirement, and as they finalize the audit, that figure may vary a little one way or the 
other.  He noted that the unreserved portion of the fund balance for all operating funds is about 
$5.76 million for 2010.  Chair Robinson asked if it might be necessary to borrow from the tax 
stability fund for the unreserved General Fund balance in 2011.  Mr. Frazier believed that, with 
the conservative approaching being taken by the County, they would be close to meeting the 
State requirements. 
 
Chair Robinson noted that they have basically cut the unreserved portion of the Municipal 
Services fund in half.  That fund continues to diminish, and he wanted to maintain a balance 
there with some breathing room.  Mr. Frazier explained that the County has steered many 
expenditures toward the Municipal Services fund because there were fund balances available 
there and because of the position the General Fund was in.  Much of that was done purposely, 
but he agreed that the County cannot continue to do that.  He explained that there are no statutory 
requirements on that fund, and that is why they have been able to build some large fund balances 
there.  Chair Robinson commented that they can turn things around by hoping revenues get better 
or continuing to run expenditures a little below budget, but he believed the 2012 budget needs to 
be based on lower revenue.  Mr. Frazier commented that they will know more about that as they 
get further into the year. 
 
Mr. Jasper explained that either revenues will grow on their own, or they can raise taxes or cut 
deeper into the budget.  He expressed concern about service levels and stated that they need to 
have a serious discussion about which services to cut and what service levels might be 
acceptable to the taxpayers versus their ability to pay.  For the most part, the County has been 
able to maintain its service levels, but he receives calls all the time complaining about services.  
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The County has more people now and still has demands on services.  Next year the tradeoff may 
be to determine whether the County can maintain services, and they still have an obligation to 
prepare for the future.  He commented that this is not just a balance sheet where they cut things 
here and there to make it balance, because there is a service level cost involved. 
 
Mr. Leavitt provided graphs of the impacts of the fund balances and operating revenues 
compared to operating expenditures.  He also reviewed the chart of sales and use taxes.  Mr. 
Frazier explained that they are trying to show what is happening with sales and use taxes and 
how State legislation has affected them.  Mr. Leavitt noted that all the sales and use taxes have 
increased compared to last year and clarified that the County collects none of the sales and use 
taxes; they are all collected by the State.  He noted that the greatest increase is in the Transient 
Room Tax.  He discussed the impact that the hold harmless clause in the State legislation has had 
on Summit County’s and Park City’s sales and use tax revenues using the graph provided in the 
staff report.  Chair Robinson confirmed with Mr. Leavitt that the sales and use tax revenues to 
Park City increased by approximately $300,000 compared to last year, and the County’s sales 
and use tax revenues decreased by between $80,000 and $90,000 compared to last year.  Mr. 
Frazier explained that they are trying to show how Park City and other entities that receive hold 
harmless funds benefit and how the County’s revenues decreased as a result of the State 
legislation.  He explained that a lot of other entities have the same problem.  All sales tax entities 
in the State participate in this, and it is not just Summit County that pays the 11 hold harmless 
entities.  Chair Robinson summarized that, if this legislation had not passed in 2006, Summit 
County would have collected approximately $80,000 more in sales tax in 2009 and 2010. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Robinson called the regular meeting to order at 3:25 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
RESOLUTION #2011-4, A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING JUNE 11-18, 2011, AS 
SUMMIT COUNTY WEED WEEK 
 
Mindy Wheeler provided an update on projects done by the Summit County Cooperative Weed 
Management Area (CWMA).  She explained that they received a $71,000 grant from the Utah 
Weed Supervisors Association, which they matched with $19,000 worth of labor, equipment, 
etc., on several projects.  They did a project in September 2010 at the top of Guardsman’s pass 
involving yellow toadflax.  She explained that they are trying to save the native plants with their 
weed eradication efforts.  She reported that they spent $2,000 to purchase bugs to be used in 
eliminating Dalmation toadflax in western Summit County, and that helped them to improve 
relationships with some of the private property owners in that part of the County.  They also 
conducted a garlic mustard weed pull.  She reported that they have applied for another grant for 
this year and that Patricia Manser with the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache Heber/Kamas Ranger District 
has been able to get a master agreement with Wasatch County so Summit County can work more 
closely with the Forest Service. 
 
Ms. Manser explained that the Forest Service used to have authority to work under a 
Memorandum of Understanding that would allow Forest Service employees to go off of forest 
land to work with counties and CWMAs on their noxious weed control problem.  They have now 
lost that authority and must enter into a master agreement that gives Forest Service employees 
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the authority to participate in CWMA projects off Federal land.  She can then send her 
equipment and crews out to work on specific sites in the counties.  The master agreement also 
allows the County to use what the Forest Service does on Federal land in the County as a match 
when seeking grants. 
 
Paul Headman with Deer Valley Resort commented that any disturbed ground is a breeding 
ground for noxious weeds, and there is a lot of disturbed ground in Summit County.  He noted 
that noxious weeds battle native species for moisture and can be transported by livestock, 
humans, or vehicles.  They are invasive, and any way they can be addressed is very helpful. 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to adopt Resolution #2011-4 designating June 11-
18, 2011 as Summit County Weed Week.  The motion was seconded by Council Member 
McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
Council Member Ure suggested that they inform the press in conjunction with weed week about 
facilities and equipment the County has available for controlling weeds.  
 
CONVENE AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to convene as the Summit County Board of 
Equalization.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 3 to 0.  Council Member Ure was not present for the vote. 
 
The meeting of the Summit County Board of Equalization convened at 3:40 p.m. 
 
TAX EXEMPT APPLICATIONS 
 
Chair Robinson asked Mr. Thomas to explain the State statute regarding tax exemptions for 
common properties and homeowners associations.  Mr. Thomas replied that they are treated like 
other entities and must meet the same tests—that the entity asking for the exemption must be the 
property owner and must be a non-profit organization, and that the property is used for 
charitable, religious, or educational purposes.  Chair Robinson commented that he was not aware 
of any land owned commonly by a homeowners association that meets those tests.  Mr. Thomas 
replied that generally that is the case, and then it becomes the County Assessor’s responsibility to 
determine the value of the property. 
 
County Assessor Steve Martin explained that most common area in the County is given a 
nominal value, since all the members of the homeowners association own the parcel.  The 
difference between common area in a subdivision and common area in a condominium is that the 
value is not portioned out as an undivided interest, because the HOA is a separate entity.  The 
typical valuation is between $1,500 to $2,500 per acre, which basically covers the cost of 
processing, printing, and mailing out tax notices.  
 
Chair Robinson asked about the annual tax assessment amount for both ponds owned by the 
Silver Springs Master Homeowners Association.  Bill Noland, President of the Homeowners 
Association (HOA), explained that they have had exempt status and have not been taxed.  He 
believed that was a result of the Association receiving the ponds from Mountain Regional Water, 
which was tax exempt.  Chair Robinson verified with Mr. Noland that the HOA is seeking to 
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perpetuate the tax exempt status Mountain Regional enjoyed on the property, referring to the 
Assessor’s opinion that this is open space owned by the HOA and does not qualify for an 
exemption, not being a religious, charitable, or educational use.  He believed allowing an 
exemption on this HOA property would set a precedent for every open space parcel in every 
subdivision, PUD, and association in the County.  Mr. Martin recommended that the application 
for tax exemption be denied and referred back to the Assessor for an open space valuation.  Chair 
Robinson asked what the open space valuation would be.  It was determined that the open space 
consists of approximately 26 acres, and with a valuation of $500 per acre, or $13,000, the tax 
would be less than $130.  Chair Robinson summarized that the use is not educational, charitable, 
or religious, but the property in question is open space and would be taxed at a very low value, 
and the applicant is not entitled to the same designation as Mountain Regional was. 
 
Chair Robinson explained that the Board of Equalization will not make a decision on any of the 
tax exemptions today.  They will have findings of fact and conclusions of law prepared to be 
adopted at a subsequent meeting when they make a formal decision. 
 
Mr. Martin explained that the tax rolls have closed, and if the Board of Equalization makes a 
determination that this property is taxable, it will have to come back to the Board of Equalization 
to add the value back in for the property. 
 
With regard to Big Canyon Ranch, Chair Robinson verified with Brian Zwahlen, the applicant, 
that the buildings at the Ranch have been exempt, but the outside acreage was enrolled in the 
Farmland Assessment Act and was used for agricultural purposes and bore a small tax.  The 
applicant no longer wants to use livestock on the property because it interferes with the other 
operations at the Ranch, and they are seeking a tax exemption on the full 1,400 acres.  Chair 
Robinson questioned whether a rollback tax would be due because the applicant has switched the 
property from greenbelt to tax exempt.  Mr. Martin confirmed that any change in use will prompt 
the rollback.  Mr. Thomas explained that, if the applicant is granted tax exempt status, there will 
not be a rollback if the property is found to be tax exempt a the same time it is taken off of 
greenbelt.  However, if the applicant removes the property from greenbelt and the Board of 
Equalization finds that it is not tax exempt, the rollback tax would apply.  Mr. Zwahlen 
explained that the County has previously granted the Ranch tax-exempt status on all 1,400 acres, 
and he is here to renew his tax exempt status.  He noted that the cows have been gone from the 
property for two years.  Mr. Thomas recalled that the Council found at the time they granted the 
tax exemption that grazing was a de minimis use.  He also clarified that, if the entire acreage is 
used for the religious camp, the entire acreage can be considered tax exempt, even if there are 
structures on only a portion of the property.  Mr. Zwahlen was sworn in to give testimony.  Chair 
Robinson verified with Mr. Zwahlen that the entire 1,400 acres in question is used for religious 
purposes.  Mr. Zwahlen explained that the whole purpose of the camp is to provide a Christian-
based camp where participants can experience the open space and getting away from the stresses 
of life.  He explained that the physical structures were clustered to appease the County’s 
requirements at the time to keep as much open space as possible and not sprawl facilities all over 
the property.  He explained that they utilize the whole camp as part of the experience of getting 
away and having the time and space to experience God.  They were looking for this kind of site 
for the camp so people would have space and not feel like they were in a little pocket in the 
middle of a development.  Mr. Zwahlen commented that he does not have a good understanding 
of the County’s criteria for a tax-exempt purpose, but even though some activities at the camp 
may not appear to be religious, such as playing games, everything ultimately has a religious 
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purpose.  Mr. Martin explained that he found no findings of fact or decision for this particular 
parcel in the applicant’s file, and he felt it would be best to go through the process again to get a 
definitive determination.  Board Member Ure asked if the camp sells permits for people to hunt 
on camp property.  Mr. Zwahlen recalled that he discussed the hunting use when he first went 
through the process.  They do not sell permits, but a local outfitter leases the property in the fall 
to bring hunters to the site.  The lease is $8,000 annually, and the fall of 2011 will be the last 
year of the lease.  He recalled that it was determined at that time that the use was a very minimal 
part of their revenue.  Chair Robinson asked what Big Canyon Ranch’s revenue was last year.  
Mr. Zwahlen replied that it was approximately $140,000.  He also disclosed that All Seasons 
Adventures brought in dog sledders last winter, and the total revenue from that was $1,300. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked about the difference between this type of use and a vacant 
parcel, noting that much of the Big Canyon Ranch parcel contains no structures.  Mr. Thomas 
explained that the use is the determining factor.  If the applicant actively uses a vacant parcel for 
a religious purpose, it would be eligible for a tax exemption. 
 
David Wright, Chairman of the Board of Trustees of Park City Community Church, explained 
that the church owns three parcels of land.  One is the parcel on which the church is located, 
another is the one on which the parsonage is located, and the third is a property on Aerie Drive 
that the church inherited two years ago.  He stated that all three properties are used entirely in 
support of the church’s religious activities.  The parsonage provides housing for the clergy, and 
the Aerie property is used to support church activities, such as Bible study, youth groups, and 
other meetings.  Steve Loray, past president of the church, noted that minutes of a previous 
County Council meeting state that they could not ratify the tax exemption because they did not 
have complete information.  He stated that he found all the information that they filed and a letter 
from Barbara Kresser to the Council and did not understand what was missing that would 
prevent the Council from granting the tax exemption.  Mr. Wright stated that he believed this 
may have been somewhat of a moving target, because about the time they acquired the Aerie 
parcel, the Council was going through the US Ski Association tax exemption discussion, and 
everything was held in abeyance.  He questioned whether some of their submissions might not 
have been processed because of that.  Mr. Loray noted that Ms. Kresser recommended that an 
exemption be granted for both properties for 2010, so she evidently had the information she 
needed.  Chair Robinson recalled that the property in question is the Aerie residence, because it 
is in a single- family neighborhood and not used for overnight occupancy.  Mr. Wright explained 
that it is used to support church meetings and activities, and a caretaker lives in the home and 
protects the property.  She does not pay rent, but she does pay for utilities.  Mr. Thomas 
explained that a decision on this property’s eligibility for a tax exemption is centered around 
religious worship and whether it is used exclusively for religious worship purposes.  Board 
Member McMullin noted that the testimony the Council has just received about how the house is 
used is testimony the Council did not have in 2010.  Mr. Wright and Mr. Loray were sworn in to 
give testimony on behalf of Park City Community Church and agreed that their oath would be 
retroactive to their previous comments.  Mr. Wright stated that the only activities at the Aerie 
property are church activities. 
 
Scott Loomis was sworn in to testify on behalf of Mountainlands Community Housing Trust.  
Chair Robinson summarized that Mountainlands Community Housing Trust has four vacant lots 
in The Woods at Parley’s Lane, three lots with homes constructed on them in North Bench 
Farms, and Lot 6 in Kamas Commons that is being held for the development of the Village at 
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Kamas Commons Subdivision of 14 lots.  Mr. Martin clarified that the four lots in The Woods at 
Parley’s Lane, the three lots in North Bench, and Lot 6 in Kamas are all part of the 2010 
application.  In 2011, Mountainlands has the four lots and 14 lots.  Mr. Loomis verified that Lot 
6 at the Village at Kamas Commons has been subdivided into 14 lots, of which Mountainlands 
now owns nine lots.  He believed the 2011 application also included four lots in Francis that 
Mountainlands has received.  He explained that Mountainlands owns the four lots in The Woods 
at Parley’s Lane where they have entered into a land lease, conveyed the improvements to the 
homeowners, and retained ownership in the land.  Chair Robinson recalled that in other instances 
where a non-profit has owned vacant land, they have not been able to meet the test of being used 
exclusively for charitable, religious, or educational purposes.  Mr. Thomas explained that for 
purposes of a tax exemption, Mountainlands still owns the land in The Woods at Parley’s Lane.  
Mr. Martin explained that two tax notices are sent for The Woods at Parley’s Lane parcels, one 
to Mountainlands for the land, and one to the homeowner for the improvement.  Mr. Loomis 
explained that the purchase price of the homes is just the cost of the homes; there is no cost for 
land, and the Woods at Parley’s Lane lots were donated by the developer pursuant to a 
development agreement with the County.  The homeowners also pay a nominal rent of $200 per 
year as consideration for the land.  He recalled that in the past, the County Assessor always 
exempted Mountainlands every time they received lots for their affordable housing programs 
until the lots were conveyed.  He stated that the lots in the Village at Kamas Commons will be 
used for their self-help program, and once construction starts on those lots, they are conveyed to 
the owners and are capable of being taxed at that time.  Once the house is completed, the land is 
taxed as land and improvements.  In that case, Mountainlands purchased the lots for a charitable 
purpose, to provide affordable housing, but when they convey them, the property becomes 
taxable.  Chair Robinson verified with Mr. Loomis that Mountainlands Community Housing 
Trust is in the business of finding, developing, owning, operating, or leasing real estate as a 
charitable activity to provide affordable housing.  Mr. Thomas explained that, in order to 
determine whether this is a charitable purpose, the test is whether the applicant is performing a 
function that the government would otherwise provide or whether they are providing a valuable 
service that is greater in value than the tax liability and is thus a gift to the community.  In the 
past, the County Commission found that affordable housing suited those criteria.  Board Member 
McMullin stated that she still does not understand the rule regarding vacant land.  Chair 
Robinson stated that he believed Mountainlands’ stock in trade is the vacant land, and their 
purpose is to provide land for affordable housing, which is different from other non-profit 
entities that may own a piece of vacant land for future growth for their charitable, educational, or 
religious use.  In this case, the land is the charitable wares or charitable function that 
Mountainlands provides, which gives a benefit to the community that would otherwise have to 
be provided by the government or in other ways.  Board Member Elliott further explained that 
this is a government function that Summit County has delegated to a non-profit organization. 
 
With regard to the Swaner Nature Preserve/Utah State University application, Mr. Martin 
explained that in 2008, the Newpark Development donated a lot to the Swaner Nature Preserve.  
For the one year before construction started, the lot was taxable, and it was taxed as vacant 
ground.  Subsequent to that, the building has been completed, and they have applied for tax 
exemptions.  The exemption has been received through 2010, but there was still an outstanding 
amount for the one year that they did not apply for an exemption.  Mr. Thomas confirmed that 
the Statute of Limitations period to apply for an exemption for 2008 has passed, although the 
Board could abate the tax for unique circumstances, but the property owner has not applied for 
that.  Mr. Martin noted that the exchange with Utah State University is being held up because of 
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the 2008 taxes, but the last time he talked to the applicant, they were planning to pay the 2008 
taxes and get the property transferred to the University. 
 
Mr. Martin noted that the appeals considered today constitute all of the 2010 and 2011 tax 
exemption appeals. 
 
DISMISS AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION AND RECONVENE AS THE 
SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
Board Member Elliott made a motion to dismiss as the Summit County Board of 
Equalization and to reconvene as the Summit County Council.  The motion was seconded 
by Board Member Ure and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The meeting of the Summit County Board of Equalization adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 
 
TAX SALE – KURT BOTHNER – REQUEST OF A PAYMENT PLAN FOR 
DELINQUENT PROPERTY ON PARCEL RRH-32 
 
Laura Bothner, the applicant, explained that after purchasing their lot, she and her husband were 
assessed a large rollback tax and could not afford to pay it.  They propose making a payment 
today and payments over the course of the next four quarters to complete their obligation, which 
will give them some time to arrange financing.  She explained that this is the first property they 
have ever bought and were not aware of the obligation. 
 
Chair Robinson noted that this is a lot in Redhawk that the Bothners purchased in 2006, and 
apparently it was in greenbelt.  Mr. Frazier confirmed that the first year’s payment on the 
rollback taxes was over $20,000, and the total amount now due is a little over $60,000.  Chair 
Robinson confirmed that the County would have to continue to assess interest on the unpaid 
balance at the standard rate until the balance is paid and asked how the payment plan would be 
memorialized.  Mr. Thomas explained that the property owners would enter into an agreement 
with the County, and that document would have to be signed before 10:00 a.m. tomorrow when 
the tax sale occurs. 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to direct the County Auditor to prepare a payment 
plan contract for the owners of Parcel RRH-32, with one-fifth to be paid now and the 
remaining four-fifths to be paid over the next four quarters, with interest continuing to 
accrue.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 
4 to 0. 
 
Mr. Frazier reported that the tax sale will be held on May 26 at 10:00 a.m., and nine properties 
are currently included in the tax sale.  Some property owners have promised to pay prior to the 
sale, and he will report on the results of the sale at the next County Council meeting. 
 
APPEAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL, SOARING WINGS 
MONTESSORI, PARCEL PP-102-F, OLD RANCHROAD  
 
Chair Robinson noted that this item was withdrawn from the agenda by the Snyder’s Mill 
Homeowners Association because a settlement agreement was reached between the Snyder’s 
Mill HOA and the holder of the CUP. 
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MANAGER’S COMMENTS  
 
Mr. Jasper reported that the County currently has 11 vacant positions and will soon have 12.  
Some positions will have to be filled, but he can hold off on filling some of them.  He 
commented on the financial report and recalled that the goal for this year’s budget was to find a 
level of spending they could grow from.  He noted that the employees have not received raises 
for the third year, and the goal is to recruit and retain qualified people.  He did not want to get to 
a point where the County starts to lose good people and cannot pay what is required to recruit 
and retain qualified people.  He noted that they have moved money around in the budget and 
tightened up cash reserves, which is what other county and state governments all over the 
country are doing to deal with hard times.  The fact that all of the operating fund balances are 
going down tells him that Summit County is still experiencing hard times.  He suggested that 
they look at the next quarter’s fiscal reports and see where they stand before filling some of the 
other positions. 
 
Mr. Jasper reported that Public Works Director Kevin Callahan has been working with the 
Weilenmann School and has reached an agreement for the school to pay the County $5,000 per 
year for the next three years to cover half the cost of materials to widen the road.  The County 
will pay the other half and provide the labor. 
 
Mr. Jasper reported on preparations for flooding and explained that the river may go above the 
improvements that have been made, but the actions the County has taken should help mitigate 
flooding.  UDOT is in the process of doing the culvert work on SR 32 in Oakley.  He noted that 
he will be gone for a few weeks, and Director of Administrative Services Brian Bellamy, will be 
in charge of emergency management while he is gone. 
 
Mr. Jasper reported that the underground heat exchanger for the Coalville Library will cost more 
than anticipated.  The Library has a trust fund consisting of money people pay when they lose or 
ruin books, and they will dip into that fund to cover the cost of some small things for the 
Coalville Library that would otherwise require a change order.  
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council Member Elliott reported that she attended the Recycle Utah board meeting.  She also 
attended the Utah Intergovernmental Roundtable, which met at the State Department of Alcohol 
and Beverage Control warehouse. 
 
The Summit County Council took a recess from 4:50 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT  
 
Chair Robinson opened the public input. 
 
There was no public input. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public input. 
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PUBLIC HEARING – DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL 
EXCEPTION FOR THE MIKE HALE CHEVROLET SIGNAGE LOCATED AT 2190 
RASMUSSEN ROAD 
 
County Planner Sean Lewis recalled that the County Council recently granted a special exception 
for a sign for Crandall Ford, and the adjacent dealership is now requesting a special exception for 
their sign.  The difference with this application is the size of the sign.  The current Mike Hale 
sign meets Code standards and was approved by the Community Development Department.  
They are now asking for a sign that exceeds the square footage allowed by the Development 
Code.  Staff recommended denial of the application based on the findings that the proposal does 
not conform to the requirements of the Snyderville Basin Development Code and that the 
applicant does qualify for an equitable process in the Code by applying for a sign permit.  
Planner Lewis noted that the proposed sign would exceed both the height and square footage 
requirements of the Code.  The applicant has indicated that their dealership does not have the 
same visibility as Crandall Ford, which is located on the adjacent property. 
 
Rand Eardley, representing the applicant, explained that, because this is a Chevrolet dealership, 
they have received pressure from General Motors to comply with their standards.  The proposed 
sign is a stock sign that GM has been trying to get the dealership to install, but it is limited by the 
County ordinances.  The sign would also give Mike Hale Chevrolet more visibility and help their 
business. 
 
Chair Robinson asked how the square footage of the sign is measured.  Planner Lewis replied 
that it is measured by the outer boundaries of the lettering on the sign and the height from the top 
of the sign to the grade.  Current Code requirements allow for a 6-foot height, and the sign 
square footage is measured within the physical boundaries of the lettering on the sign.  Chair 
Robinson stated that the Code allows a maximum square footage of 27 feet.  It appears from the 
drawings that the proposed sign would be 42.25 square feet plus the base.  If they were to 
measure the entire existing sign, not just the lettering, it would be much bigger than 27 square 
feet.  If it is more than 42.25 square feet, which he believed it was, the applicant would actually 
not be asking for a larger sign.  Planner Lewis stated that the existing sign is 14’ long and 5’2” 
high.  Chair Robinson calculated that to be almost 75 square feet.  He believed considering only 
the lettering on the existing sign to be the size of the sign is a narrow interpretation. 
 
Council Member Elliott noted that one difference is that the current sign has light shining on it, 
and the proposed sign is internally lit.  She asked about the size of the sign approved for Crandall 
Ford.  Planner Lewis replied that it is approximately 65 square feet. 
 
Chair Robinson noted that the staff report refers to wanting to deny this special exception 
because the sign would not just advertise the business, but would also advertise the brand.  
Planner Lewis explained that the strict interpretation of the Code is that signs only allow for the 
legal name of the business.  It is Staff’s opinion that the logo is a fair representation of that.  
Signs are also not supposed to advertise goods and products sold.  Chair Robinson noted that the 
Code states that signs shall be constructed of wood, architectural metals, or glass, stone, or other 
natural appearing materials and complement the mountain environment of the Snyderville Basin 
and asked if the proposed sign would comply with that.  Planner Lewis replied that the sign is 
made of metal and a plastic material that is common on signs, but it is a square box shape, and 
the Code discourages square box signs with a plastic face.  Chair Robinson asked if the materials 



14 
 

would be satisfactory if that were the only test.  Planner Lewis replied that the primary reason for 
the denial is the size of the proposed sign. 
 
Community Development Director Don Sargent expressed concern about the earlier discussion 
of the massing of the log with the sign face on it.  He explained that, if this were the wall of a 
building with a sign on it, they would run into a problem.  He explained that the Code refers to 
measurement of the sign face itself and does not take into account the massing behind it, because 
a massive wall could then be considered part of the sign size.  When they interpret size, they look 
only at the perimeter of the sign itself, not what it is attached to.  Chair Robinson argued that the 
log serves no other purpose than to be the sign, which is different from a wall.  He believed 
saying the sign is something less than the actual dimensions of the log feature does not make 
sense. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to grant a special exception for the proposed 
Mike Hale Chevrolet sign based on the findings that the special exception is not detrimental 
to the public health, safety, and welfare, that it comports with the criteria for granting a 
special exception as shown in the staff report, and that the sign will not result in an increase 
in size, but will result in a decrease in size based on how the County Council interprets the 
sign measurement, going from 75 square feet to 42.25 square feet.  The motion was 
seconded by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL 
EXCEPTION FOR THE FRIENDS OF THE SUMMIT COUNTY LIBRARIES TO 
DISPLAY ON-PREMISE AND OFF-PREMISE TEMPORARY SIGNAGE TO 
PULICIZE BOOK SALES 
 
County Planner Adryan Slaght recalled that this item was discussed in April 2011, and the 
Council directed Staff to return with revised language for temporary signage, but that language is 
not yet complete.  The only option remaining for Friends of the Library to achieve the requested 
signage is a special exception process.  He reported that Staff has not received any public 
comment on the proposed special exception.  The applicant proposes that the signage be placed 
from Ecker Hill through the Kimball Junction area two to four times a year.  They also propose 
placing a banner on the Richins Building for the event.  Planner Slaght explained that banners 
and portable signs are prohibited under the current Code, which leads to the findings that 
granting a special exception would go against the intent of the Code because it is specifically 
prohibited in the Code and that the sale is no different from a sale by a retailer. 
 
Tina Blake, representing Friends of the Library, commented that the information in the staff 
report gives the impression that they blatantly ignored the sign ordinance at their sale in 2009.  
What happened was that a building inspector came to her with a couple of signs and apologized 
for pulling them up because they were in violation of the sign ordinance.  That was the first she 
had heard about that, and they have held book sales with signs in this building since it opened.  
He gave her the name of someone in the Planning Department who dealt specifically with the 
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sign ordinance, and Ms. Blake reported that she repeatedly tried to call her but was unable to 
reach her.  She spoke to Dallas Monsen, who gave her verbal approval to put up the signs for that 
Memorial Day weekend.  She emphasized that they did not disregard the sign ordinance, and 
they did try to find someone from whom they could get permission.  Since then they have not 
been able to display their signs.  She reported that she has calculated how much money has been 
made over the years, and during the years they have not been able to have their signs out, they 
have determined that they lost 10% of their income.  She explained that everything they raise 
goes directly to benefit the library system, and they are not a retailer because of their non-profit 
status and because of their mission.  She stated that she has a difficult time getting enough people 
to volunteer to help with the sale and does not have enough people available to ask someone to 
stand outside and hold a sign through rotating shifts for an eight-hour period.  She commented 
that the form she filled out for a special exception was not designed to deal with a non-profit 
organization and is designed for a retail business.  Ms. Blake stated that they are begging again 
to let their signs go up, because Memorial Day is a big shopping day at the outlet mall, and they 
get a lot of walk-in traffic from people who come to Park City for the weekend. 
 
Chair Robinson asked whether it would make a difference if the library, which is a division of 
County government, were asking to display a banner and signs.  Mr. Thomas replied that would 
not make a difference.  Chair Robinson stated that the biggest concern he saw when reading the 
staff report was that granting this special exception might set a precedent that they would not 
want to live with in other circumstances.  However, he understood that special exceptions by 
their very nature are not precedent setting.  Mr. Thomas stated that they are not precedent setting, 
but granting one in some instances might give others the idea to do the same thing.  The Council 
can distinguish between users and applicants simply because this is a special exception process, 
and this is the only process available for this applicant given the circumstances. 
 
With regard to Section A.7 of the sign code regarding public signs, Chair Robinson stated that it 
seemed to him that raising money for the library is a public purpose.  Planner Slaght explained 
that public purpose refers purposes such as traffic control devices, and the Code also prohibits 
placing signs in the public right-of-way.  Council Member McMullin stated that the key is to find 
a public purpose that meets the sign regulations in the Code.  Chair Robinson reviewed the sign 
regulations and determined that the signs except for signs in the right-of-way can be authorized 
by the Council determining that the signs fulfill a public purpose, which is to promote 
stewardship and service by the library to the community, to encourage the community to come to 
the public library, to promote literacy and involvement of non-readers in library programs, and to 
help fund programs and materials that are not in the library budget.  Council Member McMullin 
confirmed with Ms. Blake that everything Friends of the Library does is to raise money and 
benefit the Summit County library, which is a branch of County government. 
 
Chair Robinson asked if this special exception would apply only to 2011 or if it would be 
ongoing.  Ms. Blake stated that she hoped it would extend for as long as Friends of the Library is 
a viable organization.  Mr. Jasper suggested that the Council act on the special exception for all 
events for this group.  Mr. Thomas stated that he would prefer the special exception, because any 
definition the Council might give to public purpose could have some effect on setting a 
precedent, whereas the special exception would not. 
 
Chair Robinson opened the public hearing. 
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Dan Compton with the Summit County Library explained that Ms. Blake handed him a 
spreadsheet, and what they have done for the library adds up to a lot of money over the years.  
They contribute $8,000 to $9,000 per year in programs and materials for the library.  They 
support a County department, and that is their whole mission.  To him it seemed very 
straightforward, but he also understands the complexities of the Code.  He reiterated that this 
organization does a lot of good for a County department. 
 
Lotta Dewell, owner of a preschool and a longtime friend of the library, requested that the 
Council grant the signs because of all the things the Friends of the Library does for the library.  
She stated that the children at her school have benefited from the programs at the library.  She 
commented that Friends of the Library is not a retail business; it is non-profit, and the money 
goes to the library. 
 
Sarah Wood, a Summit County resident, stated that this seems to be selective enforcement.  She 
stated that there were signs all last week in the public right-of-way advertising the St. Mary’s 
Church craft fair, which is definitely a retail event.  She asked why they get to put up their signs 
and apparently no one tells them to remove them, but the Friends of the Library does not get to 
put up their signs. 
 
Jason Blake, a friend of the library, stated that he gets to put up the signs and take them down, 
and he requested guidelines as to where the signs can be posted.  He would like to get them as 
close to the traffic flow as possible so people driving in and out of the outlet malls can see the 
signs and come to the book sale. 
 
Arla Baragher, a friend of the library, stressed that the materials are sold for next to nothing, yet 
they are able to raise up to $10,000 in good years.  She explained that everyone who participates 
in the book sale is a volunteer, and they give a lot of time and energy to this and are passionate 
about it.  They would really appreciate anything that would help them continue to do this. 
 
Olga Beecher, a resident of the community for 22 years, stated that this benefits everyone in the 
community.  She explained that materials donated from the friends of the library benefit the 
Hispanic community as well. 
 
Nancy Trunnell, a friend of the library, stated that she has volunteered at the book sales, is an 
avid reader, and loves books.  She stated that many people who have come in when the signs 
were up have commented that they saw the signs and that was why they were there.  A lot of 
people just happen to be in the area and follow the signs. 
 
Karen de Caussin, a friend of the library, urged the Council to grant the special exception.  She 
stated that she understands the intention of the sign regulations and did not want to see Summit 
County become like Branson, Missouri.  She encouraged the County to pass regulations that will 
help groups like Friends of the Library, but she did not want to see the signage go nuts. 
 
Shauna Wiest, a librarian and Vice Chair of the Summit County Library Board, stated that, 
instead of a special exception, she would like to see the Code changed.  She believed the Council 
should consider this to be an exempted sign, because the intention is a public purpose for a 
public entity.  She explained that Friends of the Library had to pay $400 to apply for a special 
exception, and if this use were exempted from the Code requirements, they could have their sale 
on an ongoing basis and not have to go through this.  She expressed concern that, if this special 
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exception is granted, it would only be for one time, and they would have to come back in the fall 
to address the same issue.  Chair Robinson explained that the Council’s intention is for the 
special exception to endure and not terminate at the end of this year if it is granted.  Ms. Wiest 
also expressed appreciation that the Friends of the Library always picks up their signs at the end 
of the book sale. 
 
Ms. Blake explained that the signs go up about an hour before the book sale opens and are taken 
down within the hour after they close. 
 
Chair Robinson closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to make a special exception to the Snyderville Basin 
Sign Code to allow Friends of the Library to place their signs in public places as necessary 
for the advertising of the library book sales that they hold periodically throughout the year.  
The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure. 
 
Council Member McMullin amended the motion to include the findings that the signs are 
exempt as a public sign under Section 10-8-2-G.4 in that it is a sign for a public purpose, 
the public purpose being that the signs are for events that fund programs of the public 
library which support not only the mission of Friends of the Library but also support the 
Summit County Public Library System.  The motion was further amended to include the 
facts of duration, that the signs will be allowed up to four times per year, that they may 
stay up for the duration of the event, which would be between three to five days, and the 
signs are to be out one hour prior to the beginning of the event until the close of the event 
that day, when they will be picked up and put back out one hour prior to the event the next 
day.  The Council also grants a special exception to the right-of-way prohibition, and the 
signs may stay in the public right-of-way during the duration previously described based 
on the fact that the signs are needed in the right-of-way to serve their purpose.  It is further 
found that the special exception meets the criteria for a special exception.  The amendment 
was seconded by Council Member Ure and accepted by Council Member Elliott. 
 
Mr. Thomas explained that the Council certainly has findings and can make a special exception 
that Friends of the Library does not need a permit from Summit County for signs in the County’s 
right-of-way.  However, UDOT owns the property along its rights-of-way, and it will be up to 
UDOT to enforce its owns rules. 
 
Chair Robinson suggested that the motion state that, to the extent that other authorizations are 
needed, it will be up to the applicant to get those authorizations.  Mr. Jasper suggested that they 
not mention the right-of-way in the motion. 
 
Council Member McMullin amended the amended motion to delete the reference to the 
right-of-way and to revert back to the wording regarding placing signs in public places 
stated in the original motion.  The amendment was seconded by Council Member Ure and 
accepted by Council Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
Council Member McMullin commented that it has taken two years to get this done, and the 
Planning Staff has been doing everything possible to try to get this accomplished.  This was the 
last possible action they could take.  She explained that there was no one who was opposed to 
Friends of the Library having a sign, they have just been trying to find a way to work within the 
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structure they have to allow the signs.  She asked if the application fee could be refunded.  Mr. 
Thomas replied that the Council can waive a fee for a public purpose, which would be a 
legislative act.  Ms. Blake explained that the Friends of the Library voted and agreed to pay the 
fees, because they understood the difficulty the Council will have when they have to look at 
another non-profit organization that might come to them and request a special exception. 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to refund the $400 fee paid by Friends of the 
Library for a special exception.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Chris Robinson    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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Staff Report 
 

To:   Summit County Council 
From:   Jennifer Strader, County Planner 
Report Date:  May 5, 2011 
Meeting Date: June 15, 2011 
Type of Item:  Development Code Amendments for Kennels 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: In response to a request from the Summit County Council 
(SCC), Staff is presenting potential amendments to the Eastern Summit County and 
Snyderville Basin Development Codes (Codes) regarding the processing of kennel 
permits.  
 
Staff recommends that the SCC discuss the proposal and vote to approve the 
amendments by adoption of an ordinance.  
 
A. Community Review 

The SCC conducted a public hearing on April 27, 2011; no public comment was 
received and the public hearing was closed. The SCC directed Staff to return at a 
subsequent meeting with a clear definition of a commercial kennel.  

 
B. Background 

Both Codes currently require approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) when a 
property owner has four (4) or more dogs for commercial use. If a property owner 
has four (4) or more dogs for private use, they will still be required to obtain a 
kennel permit through the Animal Control Department, but not through the 
Planning Department as well.  
 
The SCC directed Staff to amend both Codes to state that a CUP is required for 
both commercial and private kennels.  
 
The Eastern Summit County Planning Commission (ESCPC) agreed that 
commercial kennels should be regulated through the CUP process and 
recommended that the number of dogs be amended from four (4) to five (5); 
however, they did not recommend in favor of regulating private kennels.  
 
The Snyderville Basin Planning Commission (SBPC) recommended that both 
commercial and private kennels be regulated through the CUP process and they 
agreed to amend the number of dogs from four (4) to five (5); however, some of 
them did express that they weren't comfortable requiring a CUP for private 
kennels as Animal Control has ordinances and regulations already in place. 
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C. Identification & Analysis of Issues 

Based on previous SCC comment, Staff has proposed the following definition for 
a commercial kennel. 
 

COMMERCIAL, KENNEL: Any premises, except where accessory to an 
agricultural use, where five (5) or more dogs, over four (4) months of age 
are boarded, trained, groomed, bred, and/or offered for sale for 
commercial use. The selling of one (1) litter of offspring per year, per 
premise, shall not be construed as commercial.  

 
Staff's professional opinion is that commercial kennels should be regulated 
through the CUP process which is consistent with the language that has existed 
in both Codes in the past. Commercial kennels tend to have more land use 
impacts than private kennels, the most significant probably being traffic.  
 
Staff is concerned, however, with the regulation of private kennels for the 
following reasons. 
 

1. The Animal Control Code states that Animal Control promulgates 
rules and regulations governing the operations of kennels….which 
includes the types of structures required, the manner in which food, 
water, and sanitations facilities will be provided, measures relating 
to the health of the animals, the control of noise and odors, and the 
protection of persons and adjacent properties.  

 
 The Animal Control Code also has provisions relating to nuisances 

and finds it a nuisance, which is a Class C misdemeanor, for a dog 
to cause property damage, unreasonably foul the air, cause 
unsanitary conditions, defecate on private property without 
consent, bark, whine, or howl excessively or continuously, attack 
other animals, or for other reason deemed offensive or dangerous 
to the public health, safety, and welfare.  

 
 The aforementioned factors are exactly the types of factors that the 

Planning Commissions consider when determining whether to 
issue a CUP and when determining what conditions to place on the 
use.  

 
 As Animal Control already requires that anyone with four (4) or 

more dogs obtain a kennel permit, Staff is in favor of one body 
having jurisdiction over private kennels. If Planning also requires a 
CUP for a private kennel, what will Planning review that Animal 
Control doesn't already review? 

 
2. What if a property owner is fostering or dog-sitting more than the 

allowed number of dogs for a 2 week period? Based on the 
recommendation from the SCC of requiring a CUP for private 
kennels, they would be subject to that process.   
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D. Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the SCC conduct a public hearing on the proposed 
amendments regarding kennels in both Codes. Taking into consideration any 
public comment and Staff's analysis, Staff further recommends that the SCC vote 
to approve the amendments which would amend the number of dogs from four 
(4) to five (5), but not add private kennels to the use charts, by adoption of an 
Ordinance.  
 

EXHIBITS 
Exhibit A: Proposed Language 
Exhibit B:  Proposed Ordinance 
Exhibit C: Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
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EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE 
 
Section 11-3-13, Use Chart: 
 

 

Commercial Kennels for 

commercial use for four (4) or 

more dogs or cats. 

C C C C C C   

         

 
 
Appendix A, Definitions 

 
COMMERCIAL KENNELS:  Any premises, except where accessory to an agricultural 
use, where five (5) or more dogs, over four (4) months of age are boarded, trained, 
groomed, bred, and/or offered for sale for commercial use. The selling of one (1) litter of 
offspring per year, per premise, shall not be construed as commercial.Any premises, 
except where accessory to an agricultural use, where domesticated animals, such as 
dogs and cats, are boarded, trained, groomed or bred for commercial use. 
 
 
 
 

SNYDERVILLE BASIN DEVELOPMENT CODE 
 
 Section 10-2-10, Use Chart 
 
 
Commercial Kennels for 
commercial use for  4 or more 
dogs or cats 

C C C L L C 
 

        

 
 
Chapter 11, Definitions 
 
10-11-1.158 Commercial Kennels:  Any premises, except where accessory to an 

agricultural use, where five (5) or more dogs, over four (4) months of age 
are boarded, trained, groomed, bred, and/or offered for sale for 
commercial use. The selling of one (1) litter of offspring per year, per 
premise, shall not be construed as commercial.Any premises, except 
where accessory to an agricultural use, where domesticated animals, 
such as dogs and cats, are boarded, trained, groomed or bred for 
commercial use. 

 

EXHIBIT A 
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SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 

ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

 

AMENDING THE SNYDERVILLE BASIN DEVELOPMENT CODE AND THE EASTERN 

SUMMIT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE 

 

WHEREAS, the current Snyderville Basin Development Code was adopted in 2004 and the current 

Eastern Summit County Development Code was adopted in 2005; and 

 

WHEREAS, the County is amending the Snyderville Basin Development Code and the Eastern Summit 

County Development Code to amend the process identified in the Codes for private kennels; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 16, 

2011 and the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 22, 2011 and 

both recommended approval of the amended sections of the Development Codes; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Summit County Council held a public hearing on June 15, 2011 and voted to approve the 

amendments. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of the County of Summit, the State of Utah, 

hereby ordains the following: 

 

Section 1. SNYDERVILLE BASIN DEVELOPMENT CODE 

The Snyderville Basin Development Code is amended as depicted in Exhibit A. 

 

Section 2. EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT CODE 

The Eastern Summit County Development Code is amended as depicted in Exhibit B. 

 

Section 3. Effective Date 

This Ordinance shall take effect fifteen (15) days after the date of its publication. 

 

APPROVED, ADOPTED, AND PASSED and ordered published by the Summit County Council, this 15
th
 

day of June, 2011. 

 

SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL 

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 

 

By: ________________________________ 

 Council Chair 

 

Councilor Hanrahan voted    _______ 

Councilor McMullin voted   _______ 

Councilor Elliott voted    _______ 

Councilor Ure voted    _______ 

Councilor Robinson voted   _______ 

 
 
 

EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 
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