
 
County Engineer                                 Derrick A. Radke, P.E. 
 

MEMORANDUM 

With the implementation of the pending Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan (ETMP), County Wide Trails 
Planning is effectively complete.  The Snyderville Basin area is well established for trails and trail planning. The Eastern 
Summit County vision is coming together to complete the County wide trail system. Recreation trails are an important 
component; however county wide connectivity is the general goal in all forms of transportation. The three maps attached 
illustrate existing, future trail and future multi modal (integration of roadways and cycling). 
 
This work session will provide opportunity to discuss the sufficiency of the County wide trails vision and provide staff 
additional direction. 

Date: October 24, 2012  
To: Summit County Council 
 Bob Jasper, County Manager 
From: Tiffanie Northrup-Robinson, County Trails Planner 
 Kent S. Wilkerson, P.E. Transportation Engineer 
Re: County Wide Trails Plan / Mapping: Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan 
 
Executive Summary: 

 
Background: 
The request has been for a County Wide Trails Master Plan. The diversity of interests in the 
Communities and County makes a single map implementation interesting, but the comprehensive 
vision is needed. This vision is the intent of the discussion. 
 
There are effectively two sub areas to consider in County wide trails: Snyderville Basin, Eastern 
Summit County. The Forest Service is a major related subdivision of the Eastern County. The 
attached mapping is as comprehensive as available currently. The maps will be discussed 
following the two sub areas identified herein. 
 
Trails areas: 
 

Snyderville Basin: The Snyderville Basin Recreation District (SBRD) has greatly promoted 
trails and connectivity in the Basin. They are well coordinated and seamless with the Park City Trail 
network. For purposes here in, Park City trails are considered under this heading. A highly effective trail 
network currently exists in the area. Trail development in the Basin was enabled following adoption of 
the Basin Recreation and Trails Master Plan in 1997, amended 2006, whereby trail connections were 
often required as a condition of development approval.  
 

Eastern Summit County: The Eastern Summit County area requires coordination with each 
community: Henefer, Coalville, Oakley, Kamas, and Francis. Other unincorporated hamlets are 
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significant, but the connections between the communities are the County’s. Staff has investigated each 
incorporated communities’ transportation plans and determined the diversity of interests. These interests 
are compiled in the draft Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan (ETMP).  As time allows, 
the staff of the County and Communities have been developing the ETMP.  Though still in draft form, it 
has been reviewed at various levels by each of the Communities’ Councils and Planning Commissions.  
The ETMP is multi modal and intended to be as comprehensive as practical in all things Transportation.  
A summary of the document is attached which contains a link to the full document, should the Council 
wish to provide immediate input at this session. 

 
As a part of the County wide trails vision, the ETMP appears to provide the vital links. Currently 

only two trans-jurisdiction trails exist: The Rail Trail and the Marion trail, as discussed below. The ETMP 
defines and programs a trans-county trails network to the extent practical. Upon implementation, the 
ETMP intends to provide trail connections from Henefer to Francis, providing alternatives to the Wanship 
area that have been the most congested with events such as Ragnar and other events along the SR-32 
corridor.   
 
 Community support has been slowly developing and each of the five communities are at very 
different states. Interests vary from: ‘no trails’ to fully developed plans. The ETMP works to coordinate 
trail and traffic improvements. The ETMP is supported by the County Travel Demand Model and each 
community’s supporting documents such as zoning maps, general plans and transportation plans. The 
ETMP is intended to provide a cover / coordination and fill in the unknowns between as it is County 
jurisdiction. 
 
 UDOT is also a key player as most of the needed routes are in or near their right-of-way. The 
UDOT improvements are also programs via the ETMP. 
 

Forest Service Area: Technically part of the ETMP, the Forest Service trail network is clearly the 
largest portion of the trails in the County. As a political subdivision of the Federal Government and 
providing independent recreation services, the future of this vital area is not programmed the same as with 
the Communities.  These trails provided a different need – typically not ‘transportation.’ Recreation 
emphasis is therefore not comprehensively analyzed, though acknowledged in the ETMP.  
 
 Currently, additional demand for transportation services within the Forest areas has not been 
identified.  Forest Service trails are typically accessed via vehicle, with parking provided at Trailheads. 
Some improvements are recommended in the ETMP to provide improvement Multi-modal access to the 
area. The two critical access routes are SR-150 and Weber Canyon. 
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 Recreational trails on private ground may be desired but beyond the scope of the ETMP. 
Recreation Districts and other jurisdictional authorities are encouraged to future plan, coordinate and 
implement these services, with the support of the County. 
 
Trails area Summary:  
With the adoption of the ETMP, comprehensive vision is established. However administration of the 
vision will continue with respective areas as follows:  

- Snyderville Basin / Park City: the City and Recreation District, their respective areas.  
- Eastern County: Each community, North Summit Recreation District and Summit County for 

South Summit until a specific entity is created. The EMTP is intended to be the coordinating 
document and also a forum to program Forest service and UDOT trails as their respective 
jurisdictions require. 

 
These two areas are intended to provide a comprehensive view of trails programming for Summit County, 
with pragmatic implementation and jurisdiction. 
 
Mapping: 
Three Maps are provided 1) Existing trails, 2) ETMP Future Trails, and 3) ETMP Future Multi Modal ….  
 

Existing: As previously mentioned, the Snyderville Basin area is very well represented in trail 
connections in both existing and pending. Further the SBRD has advanced planning and staff facilitating 
the existing and future trails.  

ETMP only two trails exist: Rail trail / Marion.  Extensive Forest Service network previously 
mentioned. Though recreational, they are important and illustrated.  Staff does not intend to minimize 
each communities internal connection herein. Each community is the most effective trailhead providing 
full services and capture of any economic opportunities. In community connections are also generally 
programmed though not illustrated at this map scale. 
 

Future Trails: The Snyderville Basin Capital Facilities Plan for trails represent future connections, 
including East Canyon trail, Silver Creek connections etc.  Therefore mapping focus herein is on the 
ETMP areas. Inter area connections are made where possible such as: the existing the Rail Trails and 
future via Promontory to Rockport / SR-32. The goal again is traversing comfortably to each significant 
point of the County.   Two general connections are needed on the east side: 1) on to Henefer and 2) to and 
within the Kamas Valley. The ETMP projects list provides for these connections as follows: 
  Rail Trail to Henefer: 

- This year the rail trail bridge over the County road was improved. 
- Currently in process by Public Works forces, the Echo-Henefer 

Historic Loop Trail is provided in part by a State Parks grant and county 
match. Long term this gives a logical and inviting termini to the Rail trail. 
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Possible Rail Trail Connection to Echo

Bike lane: Sign and stripe

 

An unwritten hope is renewal of Echo.  Management is via the North Summit Recreation District. 
- The critical connection remaining is 

crossing I-80 on the existing railroad trestle 
bridge.  This will involve (in addition to local 
jurisdictions) State Parks, UDOT, possibly 
Federal Highways, and Union Pacific. The 
length is only 1,200 feet across I-80, a side 
slope of the railroad spur to the county road 
that appears as a driveway.  Roughly as 
illustrated below. 

- Future: Single Track to Henefer 
northeast side of Echo Road, and a multi-use 
corridor along the Henefer frontage road all 
connecting to the Henefer City improvements. 

 Rail trail to Kamas Valley : SR-32 Corridor: A UDOT corridor that is commonly an area 
of concern particularly during special events. Alternatives are offered in the ETMP as follows: 

- State Park Trail, this would take non-motorized users across the dam, bridging the spillway 
and along the east side of the reservoir. 

- The SR-32 right-of-way west of Rockport is wide enough to accommodate a separated trail. 
Terrain is the apparent challenge. 

- From the south end of Rockport to Oakley: ether follow the State Route or divert to 
Woodenshoe, and enter Oakley from the west of town. 

- Continuation / Completion of the Marion Trail from Oakley through Kamas to Francis with 
the critical community connections. 

 
Other trails are proposed and input is being received such as a Hoytsville separated trail and each 
community’s walkablity as listed in more detail in the ETMP.  
 

Future ETMP Multi-Modal:  This map begins the science of when a separated trail, a bike lane or 
a true share the road is warranted. In many cases, a bike lane (additional painted strip and symbol, 
signage) is not warranted based on the minimal presence of vehicle traffic. Other factors to consider are 
available right-of-way, grades, community interest, over all cycling network, and so forth.  The shoulder 
width is driven primarily by safe road standards which is the driver of the improvements. Multi modal is 
only part of the consideration. Possibilities include one or both side shoulders or bike lane improvements. 
Separated trails are discussed above and further illustrated below.  
 

Widen-Improve: Share Road Separated Trail: see prior discussion

I-80 to WY

I-84 to Henefer 

I-80 to PC 

END RAIL 
TRAIL 

ECHO/RR 

END CO 
ROAD 

Existing trestle Side slope RR spur 
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The Future Multi Modal map also includes a multi-use corridor, 
basically the frontage roads that are soft surface / gravel.  As 
observed, these frequently see as many walkers (with or 
without dogs) and cyclists as vehicles.  As additional traffic 
demand occur, paving may be warranted but a soft surface trail 
or other uses will be continued based on the specific area 
demand, as illustrated. 
 
The ETMP programs these needed improvements and balances 
the Multi-modal interests with the projected travel demand. Final programming of the improvements is 
done as the projects are funded. 
 
 

Recommended: 
Possible discussion points:  

1) the sufficiency of the County wide transportation trails planning as relegated to the 
respective areas.  

2) Provide staff feedback as the ETMP as in process.  Numerous points may be focused 
upon on a comprehensive County Trails discussion.  

 
Extensive addition information and possibilities exist in this discussion. Additional individual 
and group work sessions are possible as well. 
 

 
 
 
CC:  Bob Jasper, County Manager  

Don Sargent, Community Development Director 
Derrick Radke, P.E., County Engineer 

 Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director 
 Sean Lewis, County Transportation Planner 
 Rena Jordan, SBRD, District Director 

Bonne Park, SBRD, Public Affairs Mgr. 
Senta Beyer, SBRD, Trails Mgr. 

 Nick, NSRD Administrator 
 Ashley Kohler, Sustainability   
  
 

Multi use corridor: ETMP Frontage roads

 

Pave as 
needed 
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 The Eastern Summit County network of roads are owned and maintained by several jurisdictions. These 
include State, County, City / Towns and private roads of many different widths, and functions. The Utah 
Department of Transportation (UDOT) operates most regionally significant roads. Summit County operates 
many inter jurisdictional roads as well as small-scale residential streets. The five rural communities 
inclusive of this plan are from north to south with their respective operations area listed in Table 1.1. 
 
Unincorporated communities are frequently referenced and include: Wanship, Peoa, Woodland, Echo, 
Upton, Hoytsville, Samak and Marion. Service and access are also provided to significant additional areas 
such as Weber Canyon, the High Uintah’s (US Forest Service), East Canyon, and Chalk Creek, among 
others.  
      Click here \\\\\\\\\\\\\\ 

 for the full Document link: 
 
 
https://docs.google.com/open?id=0B_Sbv-8tVzIIcjFRaVV6MklTY09MVkxENmwyNHhPUQ  

Plan Summary:  

 The roadway system functions well currently 

 This plan intends to keep it working well in context of community goals 

character 

Any comments return to: 

Kent Wilkerson, PE Engineer II 

Summit County, 435.336.3294 

kwilkerson@summitcounty.org 

https://docs.google.com/open?id=0B_Sbv-8tVzIIcjFRaVV6MklTY09MVkxENmwyNHhPUQ
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Table 1.1: General Road Miles and Population 

Jurisdiction Miles Paved 

Road 

Total miles* 

Road 

Population 2010** Area (sq miles) Year incorp. 

Henefer 7.83 8.87 766 0.86 1859 

Coalville 10.20 11.90 1,363 

 

 

3.72 1858 

Oakley 9.27 9.27 1,470 6.23 1868 

Kamas 9.94 9.96 1,811 1.59 1857 

Francis 9.02 9.26 1,077 1.79 1869 

County 252.28 330.91  1880***  

Totals*** 298.51 439.09 36,324 All County 
* - UDOT class B&C roads 2011 - excludes private streets and US Forest Service,  

** - 2010 Census data  

*** - Includes Park City 

As a complete transportation plan, all types of users must be considered in addition to automobiles 
including: pedestrian, mobility impaired, equestrian, ATV, cyclists, agricultural support, rail, wildlife, etc. 
 
 According to the Eastern Summit County General plan (General Plan, page 3), there is an “AGREEMENT 
ON THE FUTURE.” 

There is substantial agreement among the residents of Eastern Summit County on a 

vision for the future. While there are questions regarding the most appropriate means to 

achieve the vision, residents agree in a number of areas. In general, these are: 

1. Protect the rural, agricultural, and small town lifestyle. 

2. Protect the natural resources. 

3. Improve relationships between the County and incorporated municipalities. 
Transportation in all forms is a critical element to achieve this vision. 

1.  Plan Overview 

 
Chapter 1 provides a basic background and summary of the Eastern Summit County and surrounding 
communities.   
 
Chapter 2 describes the existing road network conditions. Elements of this chapter include the study area 
boundaries, level of service discussions, and design volumes on area roads. Roads are not typically 
designed to accommodate special events.  A detailed analysis of the UDOT Coalville I-80 counter shows 
that a 40th highest hour may be closer to the design-hour volume for the Eastern Summit County area. 
The Highway Capacity Manual (2000), states that it is “customary practice in the US to base rural highway 
design on an hour between the 30th and the 100th-highest hour of the year”, and that it is often assumed 
that the optimal hour occurs at the 30th highest hour “which is often used as the basis for estimates of 
design-hour volume”. Using the 30th-highest hour rather than the 40th-highest hour is a more conservative 
estimate and provides for slightly less congestion on area roads; however there is an incrementally higher 
cost to developers and the public to maintain this higher level of service. Community input on this point 
specifically is requested as to which traffic standard should be established. The area has environmental 
constraints that limit potential transportation solutions. Area roads currently operate at acceptable levels of 
service. This chapter also provides background information for roadway classifications. 
 
Chapter 3 evaluates the future impact of increased population and travel demands on the existing road 
network, based on currently platted and entitled land uses (vacant lots of record or within an existing 
platted subdivision). The year 2025 is the approximate year of this condition assuming a 3.4% annual 
growth rate as calculated. The 3.4% estimate comes from the Summit County Travel Demand model, by 
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Figure 1-1: Study Area – Summit County, Utah 

 

taking the remaining entitlements dividing by the 13 years out and dividing by existing population. The rate 
is also reasonably consistent with historic growth rates. Actual traffic growth projections in the Plan were 
based on a detailed evaluation of the remaining development potential of undeveloped parcels within the 
area.  
 
Chapter 4 addresses Build-out conditions and is similar to Chapter 3, but extends the evaluation period out 
to roughly 2040, again assuming a 3.4% annual population growth rate of this rural area. Build-out would 
be the complete development of all possible subdivisions, homes and businesses based on current zoning 
as illustrated in the respective community maps.  
 
Chapter 5 contains County/Community-initiated goals, principles, and actions to enact the preferred 
alternative. It provides coordination of the communities, alternative modes, monitoring, and additional 
capacity.  
 
Chapter 6 lists the projects required to maintain 
acceptable quality of life referred to as levels of 
service (LOS). It also reviews the alternatives 
evaluated. Projects are listed in three phases of 
the improvement plan current to 2040. A detailed 
list and map is provided.  An element of this effort 
will include the emphasis on and development of 
various transportation forms: ATV, pedestrian, 
equestrian, transit, bicycle, and other non-standard 
transportation modes. 
 
Chapter 7 addresses a recommended approach to 
plan implementation and working together as 
communities.  These recommended improvements 
provide a basis for a future Capital Facilities Plan 
(CFP). A CFP provides funding recommendations 
and a basis for impact calculations. Final project 
designs, funding and implementation will be 
required during project development as approved 
by each body working together toward the goal of 
maintaining the quality of life. 

2. Limits of Study / Travel 
History: 

Eastern Summit County encompasses roughly 
1,849 square miles in north-central Utah.  The 
study area, as illustrated in Figure 1.1, contains the bulk of the County acreage, but excludes Park City, 
Snyderville Basin, Promontory, and Tollgate as traffic patterns exhibit a different recreational characteristic.  

 
Summit County has a rich travel history from the 

native Americans / 
Pioneers to trains and the 
Olympics.  
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3. Analysis 
 
Few issues exist based on LOS calculations. Special events are a factor, but generally these create 
specific period interruption. Recreational cyclists are a common concern addressed best by bringing roads 
to current engineering standards. As a rural agricultural, mountainous valley, environmental constraints are 
a significant factor.  
 
The projected conditions are analyzed on the road network via a Quick Response System II (QRSII) travel 
demand model. Existing and future LOS / traffic volumes are determined. Thereby, future needs and 
alternatives are determined. 
 
This Transportation Master Plan is intended to provide a complete infrastructure review at this master 
planning level. Individual improvements will require site specific design and review. Without improvements 
the LOS would fall below acceptable levels in some cases. Most needed improvements are basic road 
geometry that require improvement to current engineering standards. Typically, no addition traffic lanes are 
needed.  

4. Purpose and Objectives: 

 
The purpose of this Transportation Master Plan is to identify existing transportation issues and propose 
solutions in a manner that meets the travel requirements of existing and future residents in context of the 
Mission of the Eastern Summit County General Plan, 2010 and the plans of the five incorporated 
municipalities located in the Eastern Summit County.  The solutions should be compatible with the 
characteristics identified in each area. Having a clear, complete vision will assist all concerned to work 
together to provide long term transportation success. Based on the existing and projected LOS, 
alternatives in most cases are not required. However, improvements to current engineered road standards 
are needed. The Kamas Valley long range alternatives are the exception. In summary, extensive new 
corridors are not required to provide needed community circulation. Working with UDOT is needed as 
decisions of the community greatly impact their essential services. The E-TMP project list (attached) and 
the goals, polices, and action of the plan are the critical elements of the text. 

5. Conclusion 

 Eastern Summit County transportation system is generally a free 
flowing network of rural streets operating at acceptable levels of 
service. 

 Future road network performance is expected to be successful. 
Growth should be reasonable as provided in each communities 
existing entitlements (2025) and planned zoning (2040). 

 Improvements, as listed in Table 1.2, are expected to maintain 
the goals, policies, and actions of the Eastern County General Plan. 

 Annual reporting is expected. 

 Continued support data for modeling is needed from each 
community to update Travel Analysis Zones as provided in the 
Summit County Travel Demand Model. 

 Implementation is anticipated by each community by resolution 
and by ordinance following notice and public hearings. Each 
Community could adopt individual transportation plans. However a 
unified plan will be the most effective for achieving the community 
goals. 

Eastern Summit County 

General Plan: 

MISSION STATEMENT 
 

To enhance the quality of life in 

Eastern Summit County through 

responsible growth that fosters 

stewardship of the land and 

natural resources while balancing 

private property rights and 

respecting our rural and 

agricultural foundation. 
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Figure 6.6: All Recommended Improvements  
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Summit County Waste Management Mission Statement:  Summit County’s mission is to 
serve its residents by working together and practicing environmentally and economically 
sound waste management practices that will keep Summit County a place everyone wants 
to call home. 
 

Goals of Summit County recycling program 
 

1. Increase diversion from the landfill through recycling. 
2. Expand convenient curbside recycling to all residents. 
3. Minimize our carbon footprint by picking up recycling on a bi-weekly basis. 
4. Increase the size of the recycling container and decrease the size of the garbage 

container to incentivize greater recycling. 
5. Evaluate waste and recycling volumes for better accounting and analysis.  

 
Frequently Asked Questions 

 
Why did the County change its waste management program? 
The County has expanded its recycling service to all County residents.  Before, only 5,500 
residents had recycling service, and now all 14,500 residents have recycling service. 
The County is working towards the greater, greener good in order to encourage recycling 
and extend the life of the landfill.  If we do not recycle, we might need to build another 
landfill which would result in increased costs of hauling and transportation.  Plus, recycling 
is the right thing to do to conserve natural resources. 
 
Why did the County move from a 90 gallon trash can to a 65 gallon can? 
Moving to a smaller trash can encourages waste reduction, promotes recycling, and helps 
control costs.  Less trash means less waste goes into the landfill.  Bigger recycling cans give 
people more opportunity to recycle. 
 
Why is recycling picked up every other week? 
By recycling every other week, less fuel is being used and less carbon is emitted into the air 
from the trucks.  Every other week is also currently more cost-effective for the County.  
Recycling could become weekly if volumes of recycling go up in the future and warrants a 
change. 
 
Why isn’t glass an item I can put in my recycling bin? 
For safety reasons, glass needs to be collected separately from all other recycling so that it 
doesn’t break in the recycling bin or in the recycling sorter.  Glass can be taken to Recycle 
Utah (435) 649-9698 or visit www.recycleutah.org. 
 
If you have any further questions on the recycling and waste management program, please 
contact Republic Services at 435.615.8311 or visit 
www.alliedwasteutah.com/SummitCounty. 
 
 
 











2012 BOE Adjustments
Serial # New Market Value Old Market Value  MV Difference New Taxable Value Old Taxable Value

AER-2-94 400,000.00$              500,000.00$                    (100,000.00)$        400,000.00$               500,000.00$            
AER-2-90 400,000.00$              500,000.00$                    (100,000.00)$        400,000.00$               500,000.00$            
AER-2-91 400,000.00$              500,000.00$                    (100,000.00)$        400,000.00$               500,000.00$            
AER-2-93 400,000.00$              500,000.00$                    (100,000.00)$        400,000.00$               500,000.00$            
AER-55 400,000.00$              465,000.00$                    (65,000.00)$          400,000.00$               465,000.00$            
AF-28 2,785,000.00$           3,151,112.00$                 (366,112.00)$        2,785,000.00$             3,151,112.00$         
AF-29 595,000.00$              850,000.00$                    (255,000.00)$        595,000.00$               850,000.00$            
AF-32 595,000.00$              850,000.00$                    (255,000.00)$        595,000.00$               850,000.00$            
AF-42 2,415,000.00$           3,084,000.00$                 (669,000.00)$        2,415,000.00$             3,084,000.00$         
AF-56 2,340,000.00$           3,031,000.00$                 (691,000.00)$        1,287,000.00$             3,031,000.00$         
AF-76 1,868,375.00$           2,372,400.00$                 (504,025.00)$        1,868,375.00$             2,372,400.00$         
AF-82 2,060,000.00$           2,715,067.00$                 (655,067.00)$        2,060,000.00$             2,715,067.00$         

BHVS-28 429,300.00$              500,000.00$                    (70,700.00)$          236,115.00$               500,000.00$            
BHVS-T15 370,000.00$              370,000.00$                    -$                      203,500.00$               370,000.00$            
BMDV-2 2,400,000.00$           2,400,000.00$                 -$                      1,320,000.00$             2,400,000.00$         
CHC-417 90,010.00$                110,010.00$                    (20,000.00)$          90,010.00$                 110,010.00$            

CLJR-1-15 405,000.00$              475,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          405,000.00$               475,000.00$            
CSLC-A-318-AM 1,008,000.00$           2,000,000.00$                 (992,000.00)$        1,008,000.00$             2,000,000.00$         
CWPC-3A-112 942,150.00$              1,140,150.00$                 (198,000.00)$        942,150.00$               1,140,150.00$         
CWPC-3A-81 2,063,339.00$           3,093,733.00$                 (1,030,394.00)$     2,063,339.00$             3,093,733.00$         

DC-103 1,560,624.00$           2,274,048.00$                 (713,424.00)$        858,451.00$               2,274,048.00$         
EP-I-1 400,000.00$              600,000.00$                    (200,000.00)$        400,000.00$               600,000.00$            
EP-I-14 425,000.00$              1,000,000.00$                 (575,000.00)$        425,000.00$               1,000,000.00$         
FHE-27 1,260,000.00$           1,842,848.00$                 (582,848.00)$        1,260,000.00$             1,842,848.00$         

FPRV-6-A 200,000.00$              200,000.00$                    -$                      110,000.00$               200,000.00$            
FWO-1A 390,000.00$              610,000.00$                    (220,000.00)$        390,000.00$               610,000.00$            
FWO-2A 340,000.00$              490,000.00$                    (150,000.00)$        340,000.00$               490,000.00$            
GCS-A-8 272,674.00$              272,674.00$                    -$                      149,970.00$               272,674.00$            
GCS-B-8 120,000.00$              120,000.00$                    -$                      120,000.00$               120,000.00$            

GLDG-PH4 2,875,000.00$           3,000,000.00$                 (125,000.00)$        2,875,000.00$             3,000,000.00$         
GWE-3-AM 1,261,085.00$           1,261,085.00$                 -$                      693,596.00$               1,261,085.00$         

GWLD-II-115-AM 344,000.00$              430,000.00$                    (86,000.00)$          344,000.00$               430,000.00$            
GWLD-II-117-AM 344,000.00$              400,000.00$                    (56,000.00)$          344,000.00$               400,000.00$            

HEARTH-12 300,000.00$              795,740.00$                    (495,740.00)$        300,000.00$               795,740.00$            
HM-1-20 535,000.00$              750,000.00$                    (215,000.00)$        535,000.00$               750,000.00$            



HM-1-29 309,000.00$              450,000.00$                    (141,000.00)$        309,000.00$               450,000.00$            
HM-1-34 1,300,000.00$           1,488,500.00$                 (188,500.00)$        1,300,000.00$             1,488,500.00$         

HODV-3-65 380,000.00$              605,000.00$                    (225,000.00)$        380,000.00$               605,000.00$            
HPCR-417-SP 324,000.00$              390,000.00$                    (66,000.00)$          324,000.00$               390,000.00$            

JR-16 440,000.00$              561,354.00$                    (121,354.00)$        242,000.00$               561,354.00$            
JR-3-339 559,368.00$              559,368.00$                    -$                      307,652.00$               559,368.00$            
JR-4-4132 657,592.00$              816,629.00$                    (159,037.00)$        361,675.00$               816,629.00$            
JR-5-5113 700,000.00$              705,855.00$                    (5,855.00)$            385,000.00$               705,855.00$            

KT-41 618,600.00$              700,000.00$                    (81,400.00)$          618,600.00$               700,000.00$            
LDVC-1-B-111 550,000.00$              550,000.00$                    -$                      550,000.00$               550,000.00$            
LDVC-2-E-223 550,000.00$              580,000.00$                    (30,000.00)$          550,000.00$               580,000.00$            

MC-10 175,000.00$              275,000.00$                    (100,000.00)$        96,250.00$                 275,000.00$            
MC-6 135,000.00$              275,000.00$                    (140,000.00)$        74,250.00$                 275,000.00$            
MC-8 190,000.00$              275,000.00$                    (85,000.00)$          190,000.00$               275,000.00$            

MRE-74 265,000.00$              305,555.00$                    (40,555.00)$          265,000.00$               305,555.00$            
OAKS-55 500,000.00$              810,000.00$                    (310,000.00)$        500,000.00$               810,000.00$            
PB-4-176 322,500.00$              481,372.00$                    (158,872.00)$        177,375.00$               481,372.00$            
PB-4-181 525,000.00$              666,414.00$                    (141,414.00)$        288,750.00$               666,414.00$            

PB-6-A-294 540,597.00$              664,050.00$                    (123,453.00)$        297,328.00$               664,050.00$            
PB-PR-19 897,120.00$              1,103,922.00$                 (206,802.00)$        493,416.00$               1,103,922.00$         
PB-PR-21 50,300.00$                118,400.00$                    (68,100.00)$          50,300.00$                 118,400.00$            

PC-52-53-A 345,068.00$              345,068.00$                    -$                      198,787.00$               345,068.00$            
PCTC-3 8,240,530.00$           8,240,530.00$                 -$                      5,180,530.00$             8,240,530.00$         
PD-14-B 450,000.00$              542,640.00$                    (92,640.00)$          274,360.00$               542,640.00$            
PI-G-87 400,000.00$              75,000.00$                      325,000.00$         40,000.00$                 75,000.00$              
PKM-13 451,368.00$              451,368.00$                    -$                      248,252.00$               451,368.00$            

PP-87-21 437,587.00$              621,387.00$                    (183,800.00)$        437,587.00$               621,387.00$            
PRESRV-1-8 370,000.00$              496,850.00$                    (126,850.00)$        370,000.00$               496,850.00$            

PRESRV-3-77 400,000.00$              591,500.00$                    (191,500.00)$        400,000.00$               591,500.00$            
PRUN-B-31 675,000.00$              675,000.00$                    -$                      675,000.00$               675,000.00$            

PSA-36 700,000.00$              849,968.00$                    (149,968.00)$        700,000.00$               849,968.00$            
RCC-1B-B-200 446,800.00$              570,000.00$                    (123,200.00)$        446,800.00$               570,000.00$            

RPL-II-96 680,306.00$              721,000.00$                    (40,694.00)$          374,168.00$               721,000.00$            
RRH-25 325,000.00$              446,500.00$                    (121,500.00)$        325,000.00$               446,500.00$            
RRH-36 325,000.00$              418,700.00$                    (93,700.00)$          325,000.00$               418,700.00$            

RT-3 230,000.00$              230,000.00$                    -$                      126,500.00$               230,000.00$            
RV-T-2-A 325,000.00$              450,000.00$                    (125,000.00)$        325,000.00$               450,000.00$            
SL-A-53 750,000.00$              870,194.00$                    (120,194.00)$        469,117.00$               870,194.00$            
SL-A-93 688,000.00$              811,326.00$                    (123,326.00)$        432,540.00$               811,326.00$            
SL-A-9 600,000.00$              862,955.00$                    (262,955.00)$        385,039.00$               862,955.00$            



SL-F-334 125,000.00$              155,745.00$                    (30,745.00)$          125,000.00$               155,745.00$            
SLK-513 510,000.00$              630,000.00$                    (120,000.00)$        510,000.00$               630,000.00$            
SOL-61 345,000.00$              600,000.00$                    (255,000.00)$        345,000.00$               600,000.00$            

SS-78-11 79,280.00$                157,272.00$                    (77,992.00)$          79,280.00$                 157,272.00$            
SS-78-2 90,820.00$                184,968.00$                    (94,148.00)$          90,820.00$                 184,968.00$            

SU-A-105 170,000.00$              293,344.00$                    (123,344.00)$        93,500.00$                 293,344.00$            
SU-A-18 238,025.00$              238,025.00$                    -$                      238,025.00$               238,025.00$            
SU-A-49 14,000.00$                31,850.00$                      (17,850.00)$          14,000.00$                 31,850.00$              
SU-I-95 353,000.00$              353,000.00$                    -$                      194,150.00$               353,000.00$            

SU-M-52 442,865.00$              442,865.00$                    -$                      243,575.00$               442,865.00$            
TM-A-11 230,000.00$              300,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          230,000.00$               300,000.00$            
TM-A-2 230,000.00$              300,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          230,000.00$               300,000.00$            

TM-A-24 230,000.00$              300,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          230,000.00$               300,000.00$            
TM-C-52 295,000.00$              320,000.00$                    (25,000.00)$          295,000.00$               320,000.00$            
TMP-4-B 440,000.00$              660,000.00$                    (220,000.00)$        242,000.00$               660,000.00$            
WILD-1 401,378.00$              404,581.00$                    (3,203.00)$            242,344.00$               404,581.00$            

WPL-OP-1-AM 559,180.00$              710,707.00$                    (151,527.00)$        559,180.00$               710,707.00$            
2036-C 293,700.00$              360,000.00$                    (66,300.00)$          293,700.00$               360,000.00$            
AF-81 1,450,000.00$           2,051,308.00$                 (601,308.00)$        1,450,000.00$             2,051,308.00$         

ALLC-208 1,232,400.00$           1,550,000.00$                 (317,600.00)$        1,232,400.00$             1,550,000.00$         
ALLC-216-1AM 1,210,000.00$           1,550,000.00$                 (340,000.00)$        1,210,000.00$             1,550,000.00$         
ALLC-316-1AM 1,475,000.00$           1,550,000.00$                 (75,000.00)$          1,475,000.00$             1,550,000.00$         

BHVS-15 414,200.00$              470,000.00$                    (55,800.00)$          227,810.00$               470,000.00$            
BHVS-49 465,000.00$              500,000.00$                    (35,000.00)$          255,750.00$               500,000.00$            
BMDV-6 2,100,000.00$           2,400,000.00$                 (300,000.00)$        2,100,000.00$             2,400,000.00$         
CD-2123 183,000.00$              200,000.00$                    (17,000.00)$          100,650.00$               200,000.00$            

CSLC-B-B270-AM 955,000.00$              1,100,000.00$                 (145,000.00)$        955,000.00$               1,100,000.00$         
CSLC-A-302-AM 1,008,000.00$           1,400,000.00$                 (392,000.00)$        1,008,000.00$             1,400,000.00$         
CSLC-A-210-AM 1,008,000.00$           1,500,000.00$                 (492,000.00)$        1,008,000.00$             1,500,000.00$         

CSLC-B-B394-AM 955,000.00$              1,100,000.00$                 (145,000.00)$        955,000.00$               1,100,000.00$         
CSLC-A-409-AM 1,100,000.00$           1,500,000.00$                 (400,000.00)$        1,100,000.00$             1,500,000.00$         
CSLC-A-438-AM 955,000.00$              1,100,000.00$                 (145,000.00)$        955,000.00$               1,100,000.00$         

EKH-D-6 1,266,303.00$           1,386,048.00$                 (119,745.00)$        702,126.00$               1,386,048.00$         
EP-I-10 675,000.00$              675,000.00$                    -$                      675,000.00$               675,000.00$            
EP-II-28 650,000.00$              650,000.00$                    -$                      650,000.00$               650,000.00$            

ESCLAL-141-AM 896,500.00$              910,000.00$                    (13,500.00)$          896,500.00$               910,000.00$            
FGR-I-33 330,000.00$              450,000.00$                    (120,000.00)$        330,000.00$               450,000.00$            
FHE-II-52 1,571,376.00$           1,571,376.00$                 -$                      933,240.00$               1,571,376.00$         

FT-1-A 15,965.00$                63,465.00$                      (47,500.00)$          15,965.00$                 63,465.00$              
FT-67 197,100.00$              326,000.00$                    (128,900.00)$        197,100.00$               326,000.00$            



GDP-201 169,975.00$              243,000.00$                    (73,025.00)$          169,975.00$               243,000.00$            
GDP-202 189,640.00$              271,000.00$                    (81,360.00)$          189,640.00$               271,000.00$            
GDP-302 189,640.00$              271,000.00$                    (81,360.00)$          189,640.00$               271,000.00$            
GWLD-61 294,500.00$              319,500.00$                    (25,000.00)$          294,500.00$               319,500.00$            

GWLD-100 255,000.00$              337,000.00$                    (82,000.00)$          355,000.00$               337,000.00$            
GWLD-101 376,000.00$              391,000.00$                    (15,000.00)$          376,000.00$               391,000.00$            
GWLD-42 370,000.00$              496,000.00$                    (126,000.00)$        370,000.00$               496,000.00$            
GWLD-65 307,800.00$              380,000.00$                    (72,200.00)$          307,800.00$               380,000.00$            

GWLD-II-121-AM 255,000.00$              357,000.00$                    (102,000.00)$        255,000.00$               357,000.00$            
GWLD-II-150-AM 347,000.00$              394,000.00$                    (47,000.00)$          347,000.00$               394,000.00$            
GWLD-II-151-AM 338,000.00$              376,000.00$                    (38,000.00)$          338,000.00$               376,000.00$            

GWLD-III-189 207,000.00$              312,500.00$                    (105,500.00)$        207,000.00$               312,500.00$            
HMP-59 570,819.00$              658,983.00$                    (88,164.00)$          313,950.00$               658,983.00$            
KT-15 249,181.00$              317,121.00$                    (67,940.00)$          249,181.00$               317,121.00$            

KT-280 179,070.00$              258,624.00$                    (79,554.00)$          179,070.00$               258,624.00$            
LA-2 67,340.00$                37,340.00$                      30,000.00$           67,340.00$                 37,340.00$              
LA-3 78,810.00$                78,810.00$                      -$                      78,810.00$                 78,810.00$              

LBHV-1-1101 148,550.00$              193,310.00$                    (44,760.00)$          148,550.00$               193,310.00$            
LDVC-2-E-220 580,000.00$              580,000.00$                    -$                      580,000.00$               580,000.00$            

LKSD-9-D 630,000.00$              675,000.00$                    (45,000.00)$          630,000.00$               675,000.00$            
MOOSE-12-AM 1,780,000.00$           1,970,152.00$                 (190,152.00)$        992,725.00$               1,970,152.00$         
MOOSE-23-AM 1,529,600.00$           2,010,437.00$                 (480,837.00)$        883,136.00$               2,010,437.00$         

NPC-C-1 830,000.00$              1,290,000.00$                 (460,000.00)$        830,000.00$               1,290,000.00$         
NPC-C-2 720,000.00$              1,240,000.00$                 (520,000.00)$        720,000.00$               1,240,000.00$         
NPC-C-5 1,220,000.00$           2,140,000.00$                 (920,000.00)$        1,220,000.00$             2,140,000.00$         

NR-10 988,000.00$              988,000.00$                    -$                      988,000.00$               988,000.00$            
NR-6 1,140,000.00$           1,226,197.00$                 (86,197.00)$          1,140,000.00$             1,226,197.00$         

NS-506-A 350,000.00$              459,244.00$                    (109,244.00)$        350,000.00$               459,244.00$            
NS-883-A 42,366.00$                122,458.00$                    (80,092.00)$          1,795.00$                   122,458.00$            
PCTC-2 1,414,175.00$           1,414,175.00$                 -$                      1,414,175.00$             1,414,175.00$         

PRESRV-2-41 370,000.00$              523,850.00$                    (153,850.00)$        370,000.00$               523,850.00$            
PRUN-B-21 700,000.00$              880,000.00$                    (180,000.00)$        700,000.00$               880,000.00$            
PSA-14-B 600,000.00$              1,129,984.00$                 (529,984.00)$        600,000.00$               1,129,984.00$         
PSKY-10 226,360.00$              226,360.00$                    -$                      226,360.00$               226,360.00$            

RCC-1B-B-106 146,600.00$              190,000.00$                    (43,400.00)$          146,600.00$               190,000.00$            
RCC-1B-B-305 598,000.00$              718,300.00$                    (120,300.00)$        598,000.00$               718,300.00$            

RCLD-22 7,900,000.00$           9,581,292.00$                 (1,681,292.00)$     7,900,000.00$             9,581,292.00$         
RP-4-L-3 120,000.00$              120,000.00$                    -$                      120,000.00$               120,000.00$            
RRH-14 1,864,292.00$           2,072,347.00$                 (208,055.00)$        1,099,852.00$             2,072,347.00$         
SG-B-51 80,000.00$                115,000.00$                    (35,000.00)$          80,000.00$                 115,000.00$            



SG-B-52 80,000.00$                115,000.00$                    (35,000.00)$          80,000.00$                 115,000.00$            
SG-B-63 214,000.00$              219,828.00$                    (5,828.00)$            214,000.00$               219,828.00$            
SG-D-19 1,300,000.00$           1,638,843.00$                 (338,843.00)$        1,300,000.00$             1,638,843.00$         
SG-D-20 50,000.00$                90,000.00$                      (40,000.00)$          50,000.00$                 90,000.00$              
SL-A-49 631,205.00$              682,286.00$                    (51,081.00)$          390,046.00$               682,286.00$            

SL-C-154 657,000.00$              793,193.00$                    (136,193.00)$        424,616.00$               793,193.00$            
SL-C-156 678,109.00$              783,005.00$                    (104,896.00)$        469,491.00$               783,005.00$            
SL-D-203 310,000.00$              407,677.00$                    (97,677.00)$          187,091.00$               407,677.00$            

SL-F-340-AM 685,572.00$              456,967.00$                    228,605.00$         384,962.00$               456,967.00$            
SL-F-348 304,110.00$              350,000.00$                    (45,890.00)$          179,228.00$               350,000.00$            
SL-H-472 376,984.00$              376,984.00$                    -$                      225,293.00$               376,984.00$            
SL-I-7-13 75,000.00$                237,840.00$                    (162,840.00)$        75,000.00$                 237,840.00$            
SL-I-7-4 75,000.00$                222,156.00$                    (147,156.00)$        75,000.00$                 222,156.00$            
SL-I-7-5 75,000.00$                222,156.00$                    (147,156.00)$        75,000.00$                 222,156.00$            
SLTM-44 213,400.00$              280,000.00$                    (66,600.00)$          117,370.00$               280,000.00$            
SLTM-54 250,000.00$              280,000.00$                    (30,000.00)$          137,500.00$               280,000.00$            

SS-61-B-9 100,000.00$              149,500.00$                    (49,500.00)$          100,000.00$               149,500.00$            
SS-61-B-9-A 100,000.00$              159,500.00$                    (59,500.00)$          100,000.00$               159,500.00$            

SU-D-10 256,681.00$              301,876.00$                    (45,195.00)$          141,174.00$               301,876.00$            
TM-C-55 295,000.00$              320,000.00$                    (25,000.00)$          295,000.00$               320,000.00$            

VPJR-C-17 316,250.00$              380,000.00$                    (63,750.00)$          316,250.00$               380,000.00$            
WHLS-72 1,279,964.00$           1,420,221.00$                 (140,257.00)$        1,279,964.00$             1,420,221.00$         

Totals for 10-24-2012 121,728,378.00$       149,002,842.00$            (27,274,464.00)$  103,844,981.00$        149,002,842.00$    
Totals for 10/10/2012 86,042,006.00$         102,778,872.00$            (16,736,866.00)$  71,107,144.00$          102,778,872.00$    
Totals for 10-3-2012 38,591,363.00$         47,578,853.00$              (8,987,490.00)$    28,377,158.00$          47,578,853.00$      
Totals for 9-26-2012 59,278,729.00$         69,288,965.00$              (10,010,236.00)$  42,301,770.00$          69,288,965.00$      
Totals for 9/19/2012 61,834,634.00$         58,697,816.00$              3,136,818.00$      52,024,580.00$          58,697,816.00$      
Totals For 9/12/2012 85,543,866.00$         91,568,057.00$              (6,024,171.00)$    66,650,057.00$          91,568,057.00$      
Totals For 8/29/2012 46,659,094.00$         48,620,199.00$              (1,961,105.00)$    37,170,923.00$          48,620,199.00$      

RunningTotal 499,678,070.00$       567,535,604.00$            (67,857,514.00)$  401,476,613.00$        567,535,604.00$    

Annette,
     So far this year(2012)the Market value decrease is  ($ 67,857,514)  As of 10/24/2012

The total number of Appeals for 2012 is 1,841 we have sent 823 of those for your approval as of October 10, 2012.
This is 45% of the Appeals.





















































 

 

 

 

 

Memorandum: 

Date:  October 24, 2012 
To:  Council Members 
From:  Robert Jasper 
Re:  Recommendation to appoint members to the Summit County Public Arts Program 

Advisory Board 
 
 
Advice and consent of County Manager’s recommendation to appoint Juliann Fritz, and to 
reappoint Jenny Dorsey and Lola Beatlebrox to the Summit County Public Arts Program 
Advisory Board. 
   
Juliann Fritz, Lola Beatlebrox, and Jenny Dorsey’s terms to expire July 31, 2015. 



 

 

 

 

 

Memorandum: 

Date:  October 24, 2012 
To:  Council Members 
From:  Annette Singleton 
Re:  North Summit Fire Service District 
 
 
 
Pursuant to Ordinance 781, adopted by the County Council on September 26, 2012, appoint 
David Vernon to the North Summit Fire Service District Administrative Control Board, as 
recommended by Coalville City; and appoint Richard Butler to the North Summit Fire Service 
District Administrative Control Board, as recommended by the Town of Henefer. 
 
David Vernon and Richard Butler’s terms to expire December 31, 2016. 



 

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH  
ORDINANCE # _784_  

 
 

AMENDING THE EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY ZONE MAP TO REZONE PARCELS NS-530-2, NS-528-B, 
NS-567-B, NS-527-A,  NS-528-C, NS-527-B, NS-557, NS-541-2, AND NS-541-C-1 TO THE “LIGHT 

INDUSTRIAL” ZONE   
 
 

WHEREAS, the current Eastern Summit County Development Code and zone map were adopted in 
2004; and  
 
WHEREAS, on September 26, 2012 the Summit County Council approved, adopted, and passed 
Ordinance 777 creating the Light Industrial Zone; and  
 

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2012, the Summit County Council reviewed and determined; (1) The 
amendment complies with the goals of the General Plan; (2) The amendment is compatible with 
adjacent land uses and will not be overly burdensome on the local community; (3) The specific 
development plan is in compliance with all applicable standards and criteria for approval as 
described in Chapter 4 of the Eastern Summit County Development Code; and (4) The 
amendment does not adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Summit County Council conducted a public hearing on September 26, 2012 and voted 
to approve the proposed amendments.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, the Legislative Body of Summit County, Utah, hereby ordains the following:  
 
SECTION 1.  APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY ZONE MAP  TO ZONE 

PARCELS  NS-530-2, NS-528-B, NS-567-B, NS-527-A,  NS-528-C, NS-527-B, NS-557, NS-541-2, AND 

NS-541-C-1 TO THE “LIGHT INDUSTRIAL” ZONE (SECTION 11-3-8) as shown in Exhibit A:   
 
The Summit County Council, acting in its legislative capacity, hereby approves the proposed amendment 
to the Eastern Summit County Zone Map.   
 
SECTION 2.  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 
24TH day of October, 2012.   
 
SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL  
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH  
 
By: ____________________________________________  
 David Ure, Council Chair  
 
Council Member Elliott voted   _______  
Council Member Robinson voted  _______  
Council Member McMullin voted  _______  
Council Member Ure voted   _______  
Council Member Hanrahan voted  _______  
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________________________ 
County Clerk, Summit County, Utah 



This drawing is neither a legally recorded map, nor a survey, and is not intended to be used as such. The
information displayed is a compilation of records, information, and data obtained from various sources including
Summit County. Summit County is not responsible for the timeliness or accuracy of information shown.
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SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH  
ORDINANCE # _785_  

 
 

AMENDING THE EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY ZONE MAP TO REZONE THE UTELITE ECHO LOCATION 

(APPROX. 3550 SOUTH ECHO ROAD) TO THE “LIGHT INDUSTRIAL” ZONE   
 
 

WHEREAS, the current Eastern Summit County Development Code and zone map were adopted in 
2004; and  
 
WHEREAS, on September 26, 2012 the Summit County Council approved, adopted, and passed 
Ordinance 777 creating the Light Industrial Zone; and  
 

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2012, the Summit County Council reviewed and determined; (1) The 
amendment complies with the goals of the General Plan; (2) The amendment is compatible with 
adjacent land uses and will not be overly burdensome on the local community; (3) The specific 
development plan is in compliance with all applicable standards and criteria for approval as 
described in Chapter 4 of the Eastern Summit County Development Code; and (4) The 
amendment does not adversely affect the public health, safety and general welfare; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Summit County Council conducted a public hearing on September 26, 2012 and voted 
to approve the proposed amendments.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, the Legislative Body of Summit County, Utah, hereby ordains the following:  
 
SECTION 1.  APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY ZONE MAP  TO ZONE 

THE UTELITE ECHO LOCATION (APPROX. 3550 SOUTH ECHO ROAD) TO THE “LIGHT INDUSTRIAL” 

ZONE (SECTION 11-3-8) as shown in Exhibit A:   
 
The Summit County Council, acting in its legislative capacity, hereby approves the proposed amendment 
to the Eastern Summit County Zone Map.   
 
SECTION 2.  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 
24TH day of October, 2012.   
 
SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL  
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH  
 
By: ____________________________________________  
 David Ure, Council Chair  
 
Council Member Elliott voted   _______  
Council Member Robinson voted  _______  
Council Member McMullin voted  _______  
Council Member Ure voted   _______  
Council Member Hanrahan voted  _______  
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________________________ 
County Clerk, Summit County, Utah 



This drawing is neither a legally recorded map, nor a survey, and is not intended to be used as such. The information displayed is a
compilation of records, information, and data obtained from various sources including Summit County. Summit County is not
responsible for the timeliness or accuracy of information shown.

´
0 250 500

Feet

Prepared July 2012 by Summit County Community Development Department

Union Pacific/Utelite ROW
Proposed Zoning Map

Commercial

Industrial

Highway Corridor

AG Protection

Proposed Light Industiral

Rivers

Parcels

EXHIBIT A



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, AUGUST 22, 2012 

SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
David Ure, Council Chair     Robert Jasper, Manager  
Claudia McMullin, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member    Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Chris Robinson, Council Member    Kent Jones, Clerk 
        Annette Singleton, Office Manager 
        Karen McLaws, Secretary   
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to convene in closed session for the purpose of 
discussing personnel.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 1:00 p.m. to 1:20 p.m. to discuss 
personnel.  Those in attendance were: 
 
David Ure, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Claudia McMullin, Council Vice Chair Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Chris Robinson, Council Member     
             
Council Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss 
personnel and 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 1:20 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. to discuss 
property acquisition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
David Ure, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Claudia McMullin, Council Vice Chair Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Chris Robinson, Council Member  Ashley Koehler, Sustainability Coordinator 
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Council Member Robinson 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 Ure called the work session to order at 3:00 p.m. 
 
 Discussion regarding mental health and substance abuse services; Rich Bullough, 

Health Director 
 
Health Director Rich Bullough reported that the partnership between the Health Department and 
Valley Mental Health is moving in a positive direction.  Chair Ure asked if the Sheriff would be 
part of the discussion today.  Mr. Bullough explained that they maintain active communication 
with the Sheriff and Judge Kerr.  County Manager Bob Jasper explained that a discussion of drug 
court will be scheduled on an upcoming agenda.   
 
Gary Larcenaire, President and CEO of Valley Mental Health introduced himself and explained 
that they look at the counties they serve as their customers and want to know their wishes and 
priorities.  Then they can communicate how their resources have been spent to meet those 
priorities and wishes.  Other Valley Mental Health staff members introduced themselves to the 
Council.  
 
Mr. Bullough reviewed the funding for Valley Mental Health (VMH) as shown on the printed 
information provided to the Council Members.  He noted that there are multiple funding sources 
and that the County’s contribution is a relatively small portion of that funding.  He explained that 
the contract with Valley Mental Health is up for negotiation in June 2013, which is one reason 
they are providing this report.  He clarified that the negotiation with the State as to the amount is 
based on historical data. 
 
Dale Newton, CFO for VMH, explained that they give the State an estimate of what they believe 
their costs will be for the next fiscal year to serve the population base.  The State then gives an 
estimate of eligibles, VMH has its own estimates, and they work with the State to come up with a 
common estimate of eligibles, or volume of people who will need their services.  They try to 
negotiate the highest pure rate to get the most money they can from the State.   
 
Kelly Coonradt with VMH Public Relations and Marketing clarified that they do what they can 
to provide services to as many people as possible within the amount allocated by the State.  After 
discussions with the State, they analyze in greater detail who they serve, types of services 
provided, and approximate costs of service.  In the past, there has not been enough 
communication between VMH and the County to set priorities for the County, and they want to 
improve that in the future. 
 
County Clerk Kent Jones asked if VMH does the psychiatric evaluations ordered by the court.  
He noted that he has several billings for psychiatric evaluations from other entities that he pays 
out of the public defender’s budget.  Ms. Coonradt explained that Judge Kerr does not like to 
order defendants in her court to a specific evaluator or treatment provider.  If they come to VMH 
and cannot afford to pay for the evaluation, it is covered under VMH’s other revenue streams. 
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Mr. Jasper commented that this is something they may want to talk about in greater detail when 
discussing drug court.  Chair Ure suggested that they meet with Judge Kerr during the next 
budget cycle to understand her parameters and make suggestions.  Mr. Bullough explained that 
drug court is just one component of substance abuse, and there needs to be more focus on that 
area in general.  Mr. Jones explained that will increase the public defender costs.  Ms. Coonradt 
commented that VMH’s evaluations are more comprehensive than some others, and there are 
opportunities for VMH to better support the Council and the courts if they work together. 
 
Mr. Newton addressed the VMH audit and explained that the 2011 audit was delayed because of 
their inability to accurately estimate the denial rate and number of denied claims from Salt Lake 
County’s new mental health payer.  In April it was estimated that 20% of the claims would be 
denied, which was far above the historic denial rate and would have resulted in an adjustment of 
more than $2 million to the VMH financial statements.  While they have made some progress 
with Salt Lake County and their provider, they still do not have final figures, so he will put a 
$242,000 adjustment on the VMH books for expected claims denials in 2011.  He believed that is 
a conservative estimate, but they cannot wait any longer.  He explained that is the reason why 
their audit is late this year.  Council Member Elliott asked about next year’s audit.  Mr. Newton 
replied that they will go back to issuing their reports in April.  He believed this was a one-time 
occurrence trying to work through a new contract with a new payer. 
 
Mr. Jasper explained that the year before the County had a contingent audit, and the County’s 
auditors believe VMH owes the County money.  Mr. Bullough concurred that the auditors 
indicated that Summit County overpaid VMH, and when he met with his business manager, they 
found that the County did overpay.  Therefore, the Health Department withheld payment for a 
period of time, and from all indications, that now balances and the issue is resolved.  He has 
indicated to VMH that the County needs the audit no later than June 1 from now on, and that did 
not seem to be an issue for them. 
 
Ms. Coonradt explained that they evaluate each case and try to spread the County’s funds as far 
as they can, but they do not turn away anyone because of inability to pay.  She believed the 
percentage of their court-ordered clients is approximately 20%-30%, and the majority of the 
clients come in voluntarily.  They also do programs in the schools as well as prevention work 
and courses. 
 
Mr. Larcenaire explained that, in looking at the County’s mission statement, VMH’s job is to 
help the County accomplish some of their goals, such as cost-effective services that enhance 
quality of life and promoting economic prosperity.  Their job is to manage the continuum of care.  
As people move up the continuum of care, the costs are greater, and there are places where 
people with high levels of acuity should not end up, such as in jails.  He observed that they 
previously received about 100 referral from the higher cost levels of care, and only 30% showed 
up for their appointments.  When they do not show up for appointments, those people then 
recycle back up to the costly end of the continuum for care.  He stated that they have been able to 
get that number down and now see about 85% of the referrals.  He explained that they want to 
get people to lower levels of care, which is the most cost-effective way to provide care, so they 
need a mechanism to move them down to that level and make their funds go further.  The 
structure they have put in place is designed to keep the money from being spent at the higher 
levels of care and as much as possible spend it at the lower levels.  With a well implemented 
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drug court, they can decrease the length of stay in jail and move people into outpatient services, 
which are less expensive. 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Jasper asked Bryce Boyer to report on the fires the previous weekend.  Mr. Boyer reported 
that he has a decal on his truck as well as T-shirts and hats for fire district personnel showing the 
partnership between Summit County and the State.  He reported on the fire in Jordanelle on the 
Summit/Wasatch County boundary.  He stated that he took charge of the north division, which 
was the side threatening Summit County.  He called out the Park City units and used them to 
take care of the north end of the fire.  They also used the County’s dozer and recently acquired 
semi water tender and the County’s 6 x 6 water tender.  North Summit sent two 6 x 6 water 
tenders and their brush engine.  South Summit also sent a 6 x 6 tender.  They were able to cut off 
the fire from proceeding north, and the closest the fire got to the County was about 50 to 75 
yards.  Two military tankers each did a water drop, two smaller aircraft came in three times each, 
and two helicopters did some bucket work.  The last estimate was that the fire covered 545 acres, 
most of which is on county and private lands in Wasatch County, with costs in the $220,000 
range.  Council Member Robinson asked if they know what caused the fire.  Mr. Boyer replied 
that they have not determined that yet, but he suspects it may have been a catalytic converter or 
diesel under a heavy load blowing out carbon. 
 
Administrative Services Director Brian Bellamy reported that the Sheriff’s Office deployed 20 
search and rescue people, two water craft, and eight ATVs to aid campers and get them out.  
They also notified Deercrest residents that they may need to move.  There were 18 deputies 
controlling traffic, and they evacuated Sweetwater Lodge and the condominiums. 
 
Mr. Boyer introduced Dusty Clay, his assistant this year.  He stated that Wasatch County was 
very appreciative of the help from Summit County. 
 
 Continued discussion regarding priority of strategic issues and goals; Anita Lewis, 

Assistant County Manager 
 
Assistant Manager Anita Lewis reviewed the County’s mission statement and strategic issues 
and recalled that the Council recently discussed the strategic plan.  Council Member McMullin 
suggested that the County do some social media training for County employees. 
 
Chair Ure expressed concern that the strategic plan may not be driving the specific needs in the 
County.   He believed the Council should have better communication with the Sheriff and Judge 
Kerr about how to shift some of the County’s expenses with regard to VMH.  He also believed 
they should fund the indigent defense fund better to provide the services that are needed. 
 
Mr. Jasper explained that they cannot possibly budget for all the things that could happen and 
suggested that they have a larger Council contingency fund, because unforeseen things do come 
up.  Chair Ure explained that he wants the opportunity to be able to provide what they have to 
provide.  Matt Leavitt with the County Assessor’s Office explained that the County Attorney’s 
office has instructed them to budget just enough each year to get started on a capital case, 
because it takes time for a capital case to move forward.  Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas 
explained that Summit County has also been discussing with adjoining counties the possibility of 
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setting up a fund that would roll over from year to year to provide the funds when they are 
needed. 
 
Ms. Lewis asked if there are things the Council would like to accomplish next year or that need 
to be taken care of that have not been budgeted for.  Mr. Jasper explained that the Sustainability 
Coordinator has been looking at programs like working with homeowners associations on 
installing solar energy, and if the Council is interested, they can include money in the budget for 
that. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked if they should be doing any contingency planning to prepare 
them if there is another dry cycle next year.  Mr. Jasper offered to look into what could be done. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that she had been thinking carefully about what the top six 
priorities might be.  She believed economic diversification and development should stay at the 
top, and sustainability should stay where it is.  She commented that they have re-ordered them a 
little bit, but she could see nothing new to add. 
 
Mr. Jasper asked if the Council would like him to look into setting up a housing authority for 
workforce housing.  Council Member Elliott stated that she did not think they should, because it 
is not necessary right now, and it is too expensive.  Council Member Robinson stated that he 
would like to take a fresh look at it.  Community Development Director Don Sargent suggested 
that they consider refining Mountainlands Community Housing Trust’s role with the County. 
 
Council Member McMullin stated that regional planning needs to be moved up on the priority 
list and suggested that they move relations with the legislature further down on the list.  She 
believed regional planning and managed growth could be in the same category.  She 
recommended that an outside consultant to help facilitate regional planning be included in the 
budget.  Mr. Sargent stated that he would support that suggestion.  Council Member McMullin 
emphasized the need to do whatever is necessary to get communications and messaging from the 
County in place, because it is important for the citizens and the community to know what the 
County does. 
 
Chair Ure believed they should pass a resolution that, within a year, every special service district 
and every entity will be linked to the County’s website so people can go to one place and get all 
the information they need.  Council Member McMullin agreed that it is important to put money 
in the budget to get the personnel needed to put everything on the website and coordinate 
between the website information and social media.  Council Member Robinson commented that 
last week’s truth in taxation hearing was a case in point as to why they need to have better 
communication and keep the public better informed, so the public will know what is being 
considered and why before they show up at a public hearing.  Council Member McMullin asked 
that they also look at televising their meetings. 
 
Ms. Lewis asked if there are any low priorities or items that are not as high in importance as they 
have been when looking at the budget. 
 
Council Member Robinson questioned whether they need a lobbyist.  Council Member 
McMullin commented that many of the issues they needed a lobbyist for have been resolved, and 
it would be worth discussing that. 
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Mr. Jasper noted that the largest part of the local budget goes to the Sheriff’s Department. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked if there has been an increase in activity in the Community 
Development Department.  Mr. Sargent replied that there has been in all categories.  Council 
Member McMullin stated that she would hope to fund some of the positions the County has not 
filled within departments if service has suffered or workloads are too high.  Mr. Bellamy verified 
that there are currently no frozen positions.  Mr. Jasper commented that he believed things are 
starting to move up and that there will be big development pressures in Summit County. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Ure called the regular meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE NOTICE OF ANNEXATION FOR 
THE JEREMY POINT SUBDIVISION INTO SUMMIT COUNTY SERVICE AREA #6; 
KEVIN CALLAHAN, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
Public Works Director Kevin Callahan recalled that the Council adopted a policy indicating that 
they would be willing to look at private streets developed during a certain period and consider 
bringing them into the County road system.  The first subdivision which would like to have their 
roads become County roads is Jeremy Point Subdivision.  They are asking to become part of 
Service Area 6 and have their road accepted as a County road.  A 20-day waiting period is 
required by State law.  If the Council acts on the notice of annexation into the service area, it will 
be mailed to the property owners, and after 20 days they will take it to public hearing where the 
Council can accept it as a County road. 
 
Mr. Thomas clarified that the notice needs to be approved for Chair Ure’s signature. 
 
Council Member Robinson verified with Mr. Callahan that no improvements are needed in order 
to bring the road up to County standards. 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to approve the Notice of Annexation for the 
Jeremy Point Subdivision into Summit County Service Area #6 and authorize the Chair to 
sign.  The motion was seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 
to 0. 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF REQUEST FOR ANNUAL LIBRARY 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT/TRAINING DAY; DAN COMPTON, LIBRARY DIRECTOR 
 
Library Director Dan Compton requested the Council’s approval to combine an annual library 
staff development and training day.  He explained that with three branches, the bookmobile, and 
being so spread out, it is difficult to get everyone together at the same time to do important 
training.  He reported that the Library Board has given approval for the library to close one day 
each year, and they have selected Columbus Day, which is a day many people think they are 
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closed anyway.  Other libraries throughout the State do a similar thing, and it has been very 
successful.  He explained that they would do everything possible to advertise this in advance. 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to approve the request for annual library staff 
development/training day on Columbus Day.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
POSSIBLE APPOINTMENT OF TWO MEMBERS TO FILL VACANCIES ON THE 
WANSHIP CEMETERY MAINTENANCE DISTRICT 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to appoint Chad Watterson and Cade Sargent to 
fill vacancies on the Wanship Cemetery Maintenance District.  The motion was seconded 
by Council Member Robinson and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
Mr. Thomas noted that the motion on annexation of Jeremy Point into Service Area #6 needs to 
be done as the Board or Trustees of Service Area #6. 
 
DISMISS AS THE SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL AND CONVENE AS THE 
GOVERNING BOARD OF SERVICE AREA #6 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss as the Summit County Council and to 
convene as the Governing Board of Service Area #6.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of Service Area #6 was called to order at 5:10 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE NOTICE OF ANNEXATION FOR THE JEREMY POINT 
SUBDIVISION INTO SUMMIT COUNTY SERVICE AREA #6 
 
Board Member Robinson made a motion to approve the Notice of Annexation for the 
Jeremy Point Subdivision into Summit County Service Area #6 and authorize the Chair to 
sign.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
DISMISS AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF SERVICE AREA #6 AND RECONVENE 
AS THE SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL 
 
Board Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss as the Governing Board of Service 
Area #6 and to reconvene as the Summit County Council.  The motion was seconded by 
Board Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of Service Area #6 adjourned at 5:12 p.m. 
 
CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2012-19 FOR 
TAX INCREASE FOR SERVICE AREA #6 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to adopt Resolution 2012-19 adopting the final 
tax rates for Service Area #6.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and 
passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
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CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2012-20 FOR 
TAX INCREASE FOR SUMMIT COUNTY MUNICIPAL FUND 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to adopt Resolution 2012-20 adopting the final 
tax rates for the Summit County Municipal Fund.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member McMullin and passed by a vote of 3 to 1, with Council Members Elliott, 
McMullin, and Robinson voting in favor of the motion and Council Member Ure voting 
against the motion. 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS – (Continued) 
 
Mr. Jasper commented that he believed the County pulled together well in fighting the fire, and 
he was proud of what they were able to do.  Council Member McMullin asked if there has been 
any negative feedback about how things went.  Mr. Jasper replied that he has not heard any, and 
things went smoothly. 
 
Mr. Jasper explained that he will be issuing some executive orders.  He explained that sometimes 
departments receive grants from various sources and accept the money, but it does not show up 
on the books until months later.  In the meantime, that department overruns its budget.  He has 
issued an executive order that, before any department can accept a grant, it must be reviewed by 
the Auditor’s Office and approved by the Manager.  He explained that the Council will more 
frequently amend the County budget because of those grants.  He explained that grants have 
certain obligations associated with them, and they need to be sure that things are done right.  Mr. 
Jasper recalled that, in the past, the budget has been adopted by function, not by department.  
This year the budgets were adopted by department, and every department head needs to be 
responsible for their budget and not exceed it.  His other executive order will address that and 
make the department heads responsible for their budgets.  He stated that he will issue additional 
executive orders in the next few months to put in place procedures and processes that will make 
the County run better.  Chair Ure asked why Mr. Jasper is issuing executive orders rather than 
asking the Council for resolutions, which would give him more back-up.  Mr. Jasper explained 
that he has done that in most cases in the past, but when getting down to procedures and how to 
account for grant details and other administrative functions, that is up to the Manager.  Chair Ure 
commented that Mr. Jasper has not done anything he disagrees with, but he views an executive 
order as something that is done more as an emergency measure, and he did not understand why 
these things are not coming to the Council for a resolution.  Mr. Jasper explained that the 
Council has the ability to veto the executive orders if they do not like them. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Council Member Elliott reported that she attended the Wasatch Alternative Transportation 
meeting and suggested that they keep in touch with the Wasatch Front people to be sure they 
include Summit County in any transportation alternatives they consider.  She stated that she has 
many contacts who are anxious to have a unified interconnected transit system for all the resorts.  
She stated that the people she knows believe there are better ways to connect the resorts than ski 
link and that they can cost effectively serve everyone for less money.  Chair Ure asked Mr. 
Jasper to coordinate those efforts.  He stated that he does not want to put Summit County in a 
position of making a choice right now on ski link, but he was willing to receive some education 
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on the matter.  Council Member McMullin expressed concern about hearing from one side or the 
other.  Mr. Jasper stated that he would have a staff-level meeting and get more information. 
 
Chair Ure noted that the Council has judges meeting with them on September 19, which is the 
same date as the dinner with the legislators.  He suggested that they schedule their meeting on 
the 19th at the Richins Building to be able to meet with the judges and adjourn shortly before 
6:00 to drive to Oakley for the dinner. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
JULY 11, 2012 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 11, 2012, 
Summit County Council meeting as written.  The motion was seconded by Council Member 
Elliott and passed unanimously, 3 to 0.  Council Member Ure abstained from the vote as he 
did not attend the July 11 meeting. 
 
WORK SESSION – (Continued) 
 
 Interview applicants for the two vacancies on the Summit County Restaurant Tax 

Advisory Committee 
 
The Council members interviewed Jodie Coleman and Peggy Marty for two positions on the 
Summit County Restaurant Tax Advisory Committee. 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Robinson 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, 4 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 5:45 p.m. to 6:05 p.m. to discuss 
property acquisition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
David Ure, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Claudia McMullin, Council Vice Chair Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Sally Elliott, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Chris Robinson, Council Member 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to reconvene 
in regular session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Robinson and passed 
unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT  
 
Chair Ure opened the public input. 
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Rena Jordan with the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District provided an update on the 
Highway 40 underpass project.  She explained that there was a meeting on site with a strong 
turnout from Park City, Summit County, the Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR), and Utah 
Department of Transportation (UDOT).  They looked at the area proposed for the underpass and 
discussed timing, and UDOT is firm in its September 1 deadline for a commitment from the 
Recreation District.  Ms. Jordan reported that they have taken this to the Recreation District 
Board and come up with a way to fund the underpass from Recreation District resources in 
conjunction with UDOT.  She stated that they would like to have trailhead parking on the 
triangle parcel considered in the future, but they will work with the County Engineer to provide 
parking in the County right-of-way in the meantime south of the road shed.  She noted that the 
tunnel will daylight in the middle of Highway 40.  Chair Ure asked if the underpass would 
accommodate wildlife.  Ms. Jordan replied that the underpass would be for whomever can use it. 
 
Becky Stromness with UDOT stated that they are interested in this project because of wildlife 
and safety issues.  The tunnel would be between 200 and 250 feet long and can be used for both 
human and animal crossing.  She explained that the tunnel will be more appealing to both 
humans and animals with daylighting in the center of the tunnel.  She verified that the tunnel will 
be 20 feet wide and 12 feet high, which meets the criteria for wildlife.  Mr. Jasper confirmed 
with Ms. Stromness that UDOT is doing a wildlife fencing project along Highway 40 and 
expressed concern that elk would not use this crossing.  He stated that he would not want to 
fence them in so they cannot go anywhere.  Ms. Stromness explained that it is difficult to find 
any kind of crossing the elk will use, and the target species in this area is deer.  She explained 
that they have checked with DWR, and they are comfortable with what is proposed. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked how funneling deer through here would affect the uplands 
portion of the property and whether they could develop the property and leave an open corridor.  
County Planner Kimber Gabryszak explained that Planning Staff has been having meetings with 
Park City to plan the triangle parcel.  They believe the primary purpose of the tunnel should be 
stated as pedestrian and recreation, rather than wildlife.  In that way, the County and the City 
could work together on a different and possibly better wildlife solution, but in the meantime, the 
tunnel would provide an option for deer to use without constraining the development of the 
parcel. 
 
Chair Ure closed the public input. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING AN AMENDMENT TO 
CHAPTERS 4 AND 11 OF THE SNYDERVILLE BASIN DEVELOPMENT CODE 
RELATED TO TRAILHEADS; BONNIE PARK, APPLICANT; AMIR CAUS, COUNTY 
PLANNER, PRESENTED BY ADRYAN SLAGHT 
 
Principal Planner Adryan Slaght presented the staff report and explained that some Code 
amendments in 2011 had unintended consequences, one of which was that all trailhead parking 
would be required to meet the current Development Code parking standards for normal 
development parking.  The Planning Commission held three work sessions with the applicant 
this year to address the issues related to the proposed Code amendment, and a public hearing was 
held with the Planning Commission on July 31.  The Code amendment was published for public 
hearing, and Staff has received no comments.  Any specific properties that require a Conditional 
Use Permit would trigger a public hearing.  Planner Slaght reported that Don and Yvonne Gray 
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have provided language that they would like incorporated into the Code amendment.  He 
reviewed the criteria that must be met in order to amend the Development Code and Staff’s 
analysis of how this application meets those criteria.  Staff recommended that the County 
Council conduct a public hearing, consider the public input, and vote to approve the proposed 
Code amendment.  He reviewed the proposed Code language.  
 
Chair Ure opened the public hearing. 
 
Max Greenhalgh, representing BOSAC, stated that they endorse the proposed Code amendment.  
He noted that every parcel BOSAC is involved with that uses bond funds requires a recreation 
component.  When they purchase open space, it goes hand in hand that they also agree to install 
trails.  He commented that a little more than half of trail use commences within a subdivision, 
which means that a little less than half would have to drive to a trailhead.  That underscores the 
responsibility to provide more trail connections, acquire more properties that will connect parcels 
to each other, and provide trailhead parking, because so many people want to get onto the trails.  
He reiterated that BOSAC supports these amendments. 
 
Charlie Sturgess with the Mountain Trails Foundation commented that, given the financial 
commitment they have to the trail system, it would be foolish to not build adequate facilities for 
people to start and end their ride.  He stated that trailheads need to be built in conjunction with 
the trails as they come on line.  He was not sure that neighborhoods should have trails if they are 
not willing to have trailheads.  He commented that trailheads are the gateway to their incredible 
amenity, and to do anything less than making them as great as what they have already developed 
would be foolish. 
 
Chair Ure closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked about the language proposed by the Grays.  Ms. Park explained 
that part of the Recreation District’s intention is to bring their trailheads into conformance.  They 
have no trailheads that are that are two acres or more, so the language suggested by the Grays 
would make all existing trailheads nonconforming uses.  She also clarified with regard to the 
“less than” language that was removed that the Planning Commission determined that, under the 
Conditional Use Permit process, they would not want to limit the size of the pavilion, because in 
some cases where there may be a larger trailhead, and they might want a larger pavilion. 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to amend Chapters 4 and 11 of the Snyderville 
Basin Development Code related to trailheads, including the deletion of the “less than” 
language as described by Ms. Park through adoption of Ordinance #780 based on the 
following findings contained in the staff report: 
Findings: 
1. The amendments are consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the 

General Plan. 
2. The amendments will not permit the use of land that is not consistent with the uses 

of properties nearby. 
3. The amendments will not permit suitability of the properties affected by the 

proposed amendment for the uses to which they have been restricted. 
4. The amendments will not permit the removal of the then existing restrictions which 

will unduly affect nearby property. 
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5. The amendments will not grant special favors or circumstances solely for one 
property owner or developer. 

6. The amendments will promote the public health, safety and welfare better than the 
existing regulations for which the amendment is intended to change. 

The motion was seconded by Council Member Robinson and passed unanimously, 4 to 0. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, David Ure     County Clerk, Kent Jones 




