


2012 BOE Adjustments
Serial # New Market Value Old Market Value  MV Difference New Taxable Value Old Taxable Value
71-DA-1 319,235.00$              319,235.00$                    -$                      175,579.00$               319,235.00$            

BH-3 626,965.00$              860,959.00$                    (233,994.00)$        399,748.00$               860,959.00$            
BH-4 496,291$                   595,607$                         (99,316.00)$          307,940$                    595,607$                 

CCRK-B-21 90,000$                     90,000$                           -$                      49,500$                      90,000$                   
CT-43-A 55,000$                     142,506$                         (87,506.00)$          30,250$                      142,506$                 
DC-83 1,459,960$                1,927,040$                      (467,080.00)$        1,459,960$                 1,927,040$              
FGC-2 477,200.00$              520,000.00$                    (42,800.00)$          262,460.00$               520,000.00$            

FM-C-83 376,725$                   475,531$                         (98,806.00)$          231,186$                    475,531$                 
HPCR-109-AM 275,000$                   330,000$                         (55,000.00)$          275,000$                    330,000$                 

JLC-101 818,100.00$              1,000,000.00$                 (181,900.00)$        818,100.00$               1,000,000.00$         
KRD-3 475,000.00$              475,000.00$                    -$                      261,250.00$               475,000.00$            

LR-2-134 94,448.00$                95,800.00$                      (1,352.00)$            51,946.00$                 95,800.00$              
PCBC-1 294,000$                   359,370$                         (65,370.00)$          294,000$                    359,370$                 
PCBC-10 411,600$                   503,960$                         (92,360.00)$          411,600$                    503,960$                 
PCBC-11 243,100$                   296,516$                         (53,416.00)$          243,100$                    296,516$                 
PCBC-12 286,200$                   348,799$                         (62,599.00)$          286,200$                    348,799$                 
PCBC-13 215,600$                   262,988$                         (47,388.00)$          215,600$                    262,988$                 
PCBC-14 129,400$                   158,400$                         (29,000.00)$          129,400$                    158,400$                 
PCBC-15 158,900$                   186,060$                         (27,160.00)$          158,900$                    186,060$                 
PCBC-16 305,800$                   372,713$                         (66,913.00)$          305,800$                    372,713$                 
PCBC-17 178,400$                   217,173$                         (38,773.00)$          178,400$                    217,173$                 
PCBC-18 880,100$                   1,075,960$                      (195,860.00)$        880,100$                    1,075,960$              
PCBC-19 1,005,600$                1,229,635$                      (224,035.00)$        1,005,600$                 1,229,635$              
PCBC-2 270,500$                   330,561$                         (60,061.00)$          270,500$                    330,561$                 
PCBC-20 392,000$                   480,167$                         (88,167.00)$          392,000$                    480,167$                 
PCBC-21 221,500$                   271,640$                         (50,140.00)$          221,500$                    271,640$                 
PCBC-22 152,900$                   185,790$                         (32,890.00)$          152,900$                    185,790$                 
PCBC-23 231,300$                   283,316$                         (52,016.00)$          231,300$                    283,316$                 
PCBC-24 223,500.00$              272,476.00$                    (48,976.00)$          223,500.00$               272,476.00$            
PCBC-25 211,700.00$              259,226.00$                    (47,526.00)$          211,226.00$               259,226.00$            
PCBC-26 333,200.00$              407,600.00$                    (74,400.00)$          333,200.00$               407,600.00$            
PCBC-29 149,000.00$              183,332.00$                    (34,332.00)$          149,000.00$               183,332.00$            
PCBC-3 164,700$                   201,020$                         (36,320.00)$          164,700$                    201,020$                 
PCBC-30 223,500$                   272,861$                         (49,361.00)$          223,500$                    272,861$                 
PCBC-31 264,600$                   322,432$                         (57,832.00)$          264,600$                    322,432$                 
PCBC-4 186,200$                   227,585$                         (41,385.00)$          186,200$                    227,585$                 
PCBC-6 131,300$                   160,078$                         (28,778.00)$          131,300$                    160,078$                 
PCBC-7 131,300$                   159,946$                         (28,646.00)$          131,300$                    159,946$                 
PCBC-8 131,300$                   159,830$                         (28,530.00)$          131,300$                    159,830$                 
PCBC-9 225,400$                   275,908$                         (50,508.00)$          225,400$                    275,908$                 
PI-B-20 145,000.00$              203,855.00$                    (58,855.00)$          145,000.00$               203,855.00$            
PI-B-21 85,000.00$                85,000.00$                      -$                      85,000.00$                 85,000.00$              



PI-D-31 45,000.00$                84,000.00$                      (39,000.00)$          45,000.00$                 84,000.00$              
PI-D-52 85,000$                     134,262$                         (49,262.00)$          85,000$                      134,262$                 
PI-F-44 60,000.00$                85,000.00$                      (25,000.00)$          60,000.00$                 85,000.00$              
PI-F-49 60,000.00$                76,500.00$                      (16,500.00)$          60,000.00$                 76,500.00$              
POV-95 345,095.00$              345,095.00$                    -$                      189,802.00$               345,095.00$            
PP-87-5 184,511$                   295,000$                         (110,489.00)$        184,511$                    295,000$                 
RP-T-61 327,000.00$              350,000.00$                    (23,000.00)$          179,850.00$               350,000.00$            

RVR-4-AM 625,000.00$              704,465.00$                    (79,465.00)$          258,847.00$               704,465.00$            
SG-A-91 515,326.00$              515,326.00$                    -$                      295,129.00$               515,326.00$            

SGR-1-11 90,000.00$                150,000.00$                    (60,000.00)$          90,000.00$                 150,000.00$            
SGR-1-28 90,000.00$                160,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          90,000.00$                 160,000.00$            
SGR-1-3 80,000.00$                150,000.00$                    (70,000.00)$          80,000.00$                 150,000.00$            

SRM-1-AM 526,974$                   660,081$                         (133,107.00)$        331,435$                    660,081$                 
VPJR-B-14 340,000.00$              376,800.00$                    (36,800.00)$          187,000.00$               376,800.00$            
WA-17-12 31,213$                     51,051$                           (19,838.00)$          31,213$                      51,051$                   

WS-76 22,000.00$                37,500.00$                      (15,500.00)$          22,000.00$                 37,500.00$              
WS-77 38,000.00$                85,000.00$                      (47,000.00)$          38,000.00$                 85,000.00$              
WV-21 120,000.00$              150,000.00$                    (30,000.00)$          120,000.00$               150,000.00$            

Totals for 11/28/2012 17,131,643.00$         20,995,955.00$              (3,864,312.00)$    14,652,832.00$          20,995,955.00$      
Totals for 11/14/2012 25,635,298.00$         30,178,915.00$              (4,543,617.00)$    19,413,938.00$          30,178,915.00$      
Totals for 11/7/2012 33,461,193.00$         34,639,261.00$              (1,178,068.00)$    31,299,683.00$          34,639,261.00$      
Totals for 10/31/2012 33,144,825.00$         40,535,768.00$              (7,390,943.00)$    30,963,681.00$          40,535,768.00$      
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 609,051,029.00$       693,885,503.00$            (84,834,454.00)$  497,806,747.00$        693,885,503.00$    

     So far this year(2012)the Market value decrease is  ($ 84,834,454)  As of 11/28/2012
The total number of Appeals for 2012 is 1,841 we have sent 1,035 of those for your approval as of November28, 2012.

This is 56% of the Appeals.
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STAFF REPORT 
 
To:  Summit County Council (SCC) 
Report Date:  Wednesday, November 21, 2012 
Meeting Date:   Wednesday, November 28, 2012 
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, AICP 
Project Name:     Deer Meadows Specially Planned Area (SPA), designation and plan 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: The applicant, Pete Gilwald on behalf of the property owners, is 
requesting consideration of a Specially Planned Area (SPA) designation and SPA plan to place eight 
(8) units of density on approximately 116 acres in the Toll Canyon area. The SCC previously 
reviewed a proposal for twenty-one (21) lots in work session; the applicant has revised the plan to 
include only eight (8) lots in response to SCC discussion.  
 
Staff requests SCC discussion, feedback, and direction on the revised eight-lot plan.  
 
For the convenience of the SCC, new information has been highlighted in yellow. The remaining 
information has been previously provided, and remains in the report for the reference of the SCC. 
Previous exhibits and emails have not been included but can be provided to the SCC upon request.  
 

 A. Project Description 
• Project Name: Deer Meadows SPA 
• Project Type:  Specially Planned Area – designation and plan 
• Applicant(s): Pete Gilwald 
• Property Owner(s): Deer Meadows LLC 
• Location: ~ 1963 Pine Meadows Drive (see exhibit A) 
• Zone District: AG-100 
• Adjacent Land Uses: Rural subdivision, undeveloped land 
• Existing Uses:  Vacant, cabins 
• Parcel Number and Size: SS-142-E-2-B (4.16 acres);  
  SS-142-E-2-C (3.31 acres);  
  SS-142-E-2-D (5.99 acres);  
  SS-142-E-2-E (17.12 acres);  
  SS-142-E-2-F (21.97);  
  SS-142-E-2-G (47.08 acres);  
  SS-142-E-2-A (17.16 acres);  
  Total – 116.79 acres  
• Lot of Record Status: Together the parcels constitute one (1) Lot of Record 
• Type of Process:  Legislative 
• Future Routing:  None  
• Base Density: One (1) unit 
• Requested Density: Eight (8) units 

 
B. Background 
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In 2008, the property owners applied for a Development Agreement to transfer development 
rights from lots in the Pine Meadows subdivisions onto their parcel, for a total of eight (8) 
lots. Following a positive recommendation from the ESCPC, the Board of County 
Commissioners voted to deny the application, based on the failure to provide benefit to the 
general public.   
 
In 2010, the property owners submitted a new application for twenty-one (21) lots, through a 
SPA process. The Eastern Summit County Planning Commission (ESCPC) reviewed this 
proposal numerous times: 

• December 1, 2012 – work session 
• January 5, 2011 – work session 
• September 7, 2011 – work session 
• September 21, 2011 – work session 
• October 19, 2011 – public hearing, no action scheduled 
• November 2, 2011 – work session to discuss public input 
• December 7, 2011 – public hearing 
• January 18, 2012 – public hearing, 3:3 vote, forwarding no recommendation to the 

SCC 
 

The SCC reviewed the 21-lot SPA proposal on several occasions as well: 
• March 14, 2012 – work session 
• June 13, 2012 – site visit (Council Members Elliott, Robinson, and Ure) 
• June 20, 2012 – work session 

 
Since the work session on June 20, 2012, the applicant has been working on revisions to the 
plan in response to SCC feedback. The applicant has reduced the number of requested lots 
from 21 to eight (8), with the proposed community benefits remaining the same as presented 
to the SCC in June, 2012.  

  
C. Community Review  

 
This item has been scheduled as a work session. A noticed public hearing will be held prior 
to any final action, with postcards mailed to all property owners within 1000’ of the project.  

 
D. Identification and Analysis of Issues 

 
Service Provider Review:  
 

• Pine Meadow Ranch HOA – The HOA provided opposition to the 21-lot proposal. 
The applicant has since revised the plan to match the 2008 plan, which was supported 
by the HOA. The HOA entered into an agreement with the applicant in 2008 to 
support an 8-lot plan; Staff is awaiting verification from the HOA that they will 
continue upholding that agreement.   

• Questar – no natural gas is available in this area  
• Rocky Mountain Power – Rocky Mountain Power has equipment near the location of 

the proposed development.  The field engineer has expressed concern about loading 
issues as well as voltage issues that may arise in this area due to the addition of 21 
new lots.  In order for Rocky Mountain Power to provide adequate voltage to the 
proposed development, there may be costs involved to upgrade our equipment in this 
area.  The financing for these upgrades (if necessary) will be the responsibility of the 
developer.  
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• Summit County Fire Warden – the Summit County Fire Warden provided a review of 
the project 

• Summit County Health Department – Zone 4 groundwater and surface water 
protection zones present.  Zone 1 and possibly 2 do not allow septic systems, Zone 4 
restricts chemical plants, animal feed lots, etc.  

• Summit County Weed Inspector – Weed control plan needed  
 
Density 
The base zoning in this area is AG-100. Under the current zoning, the applicant is eligible for 
one dwelling unit.  The applicant is requesting the creation of seven (7) new lots (8 total 
units) through the SPA process.   
 
Access 
The area contains a large number of cabin lots.  However, access to this area can be difficult, 
especially during the winter months.  The County Engineer has informed staff that most of 
the existing roads serving the Forest Meadows/Pine Meadows area do not meet the standards 
for private roads, primarily because of excessive grade (greater than 8-10%), and also due to 
inadequate width in some areas.  If approved, the project will need to meet County 
infrastructure standards.   
 
Community Benefits 
In order to receive the additional density, the applicant must demonstrate that the proposal is 
in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of Summit County, and 
that there are tangible benefits.  The applicant has proposed the following community 
benefits:  

• a contribution to the Pine Meadows HOA in the amount of $5,000 per lot, at the time 
of recordation of the plat, for road improvements  

• the maintenance of 90% open space by designating limits of disturbance and 
prohibiting fencing outside of those limits 

• a private Real Estate Transfer Fee in the amount of 1% to be paid to the HOA for 
ongoing infrastructure maintenance at time of sale of any lot in Deer Meadows 

• extinguishment of a platted unit of density in the Pine Meadows area for each of the 
seven (7) new lots, prior to building permit 

 
Other Topics 
The following topics were of concern to the ESCPC, and may be discussed further at the 
SCC’s choosing:  
 

• Proposed community benefits – do they justify the seven (7) additional lots? 
 

• Details of the proposed development agreement (DA) – Staff recommends that, if an 
approval is considered, the SCC outline any recommended conditions and concerns 
so that they can be included in a future motion. Staff also recommends that the DA be 
processed separately from the SPA designation and plan, with general conditions 
included in any approval and specific details to be reviewed by the SCC in the DA at 
a later date.  
 

• Precedent – concern has been expressed about an approval of Deer Meadows setting 
a precedent for neighboring properties. The applicant has asserted that if a precedent 
is set, it would include a requirement that HOA approval be given, which would be 
difficult or impossible for future applications. 
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• Whether or not unique circumstances exist that justify the SPA.  
 

E. Consistency with the General Plan   
Policy 3.1.2 of the General plan prohibits the creation of small ranchettes (generally, but not 
necessarily limited to parcels of approximately five (5) acres) except in approved Specially 
Planned Area Plans when it helps to significantly further the Vision for Eastern Summit 
County.  The SCC may wish to discuss whether the proposed design of this subdivision will 
achieve that goal.  See also the discussion in Section F of this report.  

 
F. Findings/ Code Criteria and Discussion  

 
Section 11-3-9 of the Eastern Summit County Development Code addresses the purpose and 
intent of the SPA zone:   
 

The SPA is intended to:  
1. Permit innovative considerations in the development of land to ensure that 

development is undertaken in a manner that significantly further the goals and 
objectives of the Eastern Summit County General Plan;  

2. Allow a creative approach to the development and use of the land and related 
physical facilities to produce better development, design and construction of quality 
and aesthetic amenities;  

3. Allow for a choice in the type and quality of environments, including a mix of land 
uses, available to residents and the public;  

4. Better relate residential, commercial, and industrial development with community 
facilities and infrastructure location, size, and design; 

 
Before a SPA zone is designated in any area, the Planning Commission and County Council 
shall determine that the application meets the criteria in bold listed below. The language in 
italics is the staff review, remaining generally as presented in the previous work sessions for 
the 21-lot proposal. If the SCC feels that eight (8) lots changes these findings, they may 
direct Staff to modify the review:   
 
1. That there are substantial tangible benefits to be derived by the general public of 

Eastern Summit County that significantly outweigh those that would otherwise be 
derived if development occurred under the provisions of the underlying zone 
district;  

 
The applicant has identified tangible benefits in the form of a per-lot monetary contribution 
for road improvements; maintenance of 90% open space; extinguishment of density in the 
Pine Meadows area; and an internal 1% Real Estate Transfer Fee payable to the HOA upon 
any lot transfer in Deer Meadows. Staff recommends that the SCC discuss whether these 
constitute substantial tangible benefits worthy of an increase in density from one (1) unit to 
eight (8).   
 
2. That there are unique circumstances, above the normal limitations and allowances 

of the underlying zone, that justify the use of an SPA;  
 
Staff fails to see unique circumstances for this property.  The properties involved total 
slightly over 116 acres of forestland, contain two cabins, and are located within the AG-100 
zone.  Under the existing zoning, the base density would allow one cabin.  There are 
numerous subdivisions that were platted prior to zoning in Eastern Summit County.  Because 
mistakes were made in the past does not mean that these mistakes should be carried into the 
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future.  Because of the presence of so many other locations with similar circumstances, staff 
does not believe that there are unique circumstances to this property that justify the use of a 
SPA.  If a SPA is approved on this property, staff believes that it would set a precedent that 
would essentially nullify the base density of all zones in Eastern Summit County. SCC 
discussion on this topic is requested, based on the change from 21-lots to 8-lots and the 
change in HOA position.  
 
3. That the development proposed in an application for SPA consideration is 

compatible with the rural, agricultural, and small town character of Eastern 
Summit County;  

 
While there is development adjacent to this property with lot sizes of ~1 acre to 20 acres, the 
SCC should discuss whether creating the amount of density proposed fits the rural, 
agricultural, and small town character of Eastern Summit County.   
 
4. That the development proposed in the application will not adversely affect the 

social, cultural, and rural values and institutions of Eastern Summit County;  
 
The development may adversely affect the social, cultural, and rural values of Eastern 
Summit County, in part by eroding the ability of citizens to rely on the existing zoning as a 
basis for expectations of the types and densities of development that can be expected in a 
given area.  
 
5. That the development proposed furthers the goals and objectives of the General 

Plan; 
 
There appear to be a number of objectives within the General Plan that the Council should 
discuss, including the goal and objectives listed below:  
 

GOAL: Support the logical growth of each municipality in Eastern Summit County 
and help each municipality maintain its unique identity, while promoting the 
Vision for Eastern Summit County. 

 
2.4 OBJECTIVE: Encourage development that is compatible with surrounding uses.   
 
2.5 OBJECTIVE: Ensure that the costs of new development are borne by the developer.   
 
2.6 OBJECTIVE: Establish policies that encourage growth within declared annexation 

overlay areas to maximize existing services and infrastructure.   
 
2.7 OBJECTIVE: Encourage single-family residential development to minimize 

disturbance and be clustered.   
 

6. That the development proposed complies with criteria described in this Title for 
approving a development project, including;  
 
a.    The development evaluation standards contained in Chapter 2 of this Title; 
b. The criteria for approving an SPA that are described in Section 11-4-5 of this 

Title; 
c.    The provisional requirements of development agreements in Section 11-6-10 of 

this Title; and  
 

Page 5 of 11



Any proposed major development would be required to meet these criteria.    
 
7. That approving an SPA zone district will not adversely affect the public health, 

safety, and general welfare. 
 
Staff believes that the approval of the SPA may adversely affect the public health, safety, and 
general welfare by increasing density in an area zoned for one unit per 100 acres that is 
remote, difficult to serve, and is within an area that is at significant risk of wild fires.   
 

Section 11-4-6(F) of the Code defines the review procedure for major development under the SPA 
process (see Exhibit O).  Prior to approving a major development, it shall conform to the following 
criteria:     

 
1. All aspects of the specific proposal shall be in compliance with and 

further the goals and objectives of the General Plan.   
 
There appear to be a number of objectives within the General Plan that the Council should 
discuss, including the goal and objectives outlined in question #5 above.   
 
2. All aspects of the specific proposal shall be in compliance with the 

Development Evaluation Standards provided in Chapter 2 of this Title.  
 
The proposed development is required to meet these criteria.   
 
3. The project, unless specifically involving a Specially Planned Area, shall 

comply with all zoning requirements described in Chapter 3 of this Title.  
 
The proposed project involves a SPA.  
 
4. The project shall comply with the Infrastructure Standards in Chapter 6 

of this Title. 
 
The proposed development is required to meet these criteria.   
 
5. All new lots created shall be clustered to the greatest extent possible and 

practicable, or in a manner compatible with the objectives of the General 
Plan. 

 
Staff recommends that the Council discuss whether covering the entire property with lots 
with individual building pads constitutes clustering.   
 
6. The proposal shall ensure orderly growth within Eastern Summit County. 
 
The proposal creates a development that is eight (8) times greater than base density in a 
somewhat remote and difficult area to access in exchange for modest public benefits.  This 
may not be considered orderly growth.  
 
7. The proposal shall protect life and property from natural or manmade 

hazards. 
 
There are concerns with access and risk of wild fire that the Commission may 
wish to discuss regarding this application.   
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8. The proposal shall prevent harm to neighboring properties and lands, 

including nuisances. 
 
Staff has been informed by a number of nearby neighbors that they had purchased their 
property because of their reliance on the surrounding zoning and limited ability of 
surrounding properties to be subdivided.  Permitting a subdivision that is 8 times greater 
than the base zoning could be seen as a nuisance to those neighboring property owners.   
 
9. Development that will adversely affect the rural, small town character of 

Eastern Summit County in a significant manner is not appropriate and 
shall not be approved. 

 
Staff believes that the development may adversely affect the social, cultural, and rural values 
of Eastern Summit County, in part by eroding the ability of citizens to rely on the existing 
zoning as a basis for expectations of the types and densities of development that can be 
expected in a given area.    
 
10. The proposal shall not adversely affect the overall safety, health, and 

general welfare of the public.  
 
Staff believes that the approval of the SPA may adversely affect the public health, safety, and 
general welfare by increasing density in an area zoned for one unit per 100 acres that is 
remote, difficult to serve, and has a significant fire hazard.   
 

G. Recommendation(s)/Alternatives 
 
Staff recommends that the SCC conduct a work session review the revised application.  Staff 
further recommends that the SCC review the application and Code Criteria, and provide 
feedback and direction to Staff and the applicant on next steps. 

 
 

Attachment(s)  
Exhibit A –  Location and Zoning Map (page 8) 
Exhibit B –  Previous 21-lot proposal (page 9) 
Exhibit C –  Revised 8-lot proposal, plan (page 10) 
Exhibit D –  Revised 8-lot proposal, applicant description (page 11) 
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DATE: November 19, 2012 
Deer Meadows Concept: Real Estate Transfer Fee and Density Reallocation 
 
Total Density: 6 New Lots (Instead of the originally requested 21) 
Pine Meadows Transfer Credits Needed: 7 credits to develop 6 lots 
Increase in Density: 0% (Reduction of two) 
Private Real Estate Transfer Fee: 1% 
Join and Adhere to Pine Meadows HOA CC&R’s 
 
In the newly formatted request, the Developer would be held to the agreement that was reached in 2008 between the 
Pine Meadows HOA and Deer Meadows, LLC.   
 
The practical effect of that agreement would require Deer Meadows, LLC to demonstrate community benefit by 
extinguishing seven units of density within Tollgate Canyon and allow for six buildable lots on the Deer Meadow 
property, a net decrease of two units of density in the area.  
 
Demonstration of the agreement to extinguish a unit of density within the Tollgate area would be required of Deer 
Meadows/lot purchaser at the time the county issued a building permit on the Deer Meadows property, which would 
allow for the methodic purchase and dedication of the credit as building occurred on the Deer Meadows parcel. No 
additional development would be allowed until such time proof of an extinguished unit of density is demonstrated. 
While platting could occur prior to, this concept would require the removal of a unit of density prior to a building 
permit being issued on the Deer Meadows property.   
 
This request for 6 new lots, with a “no new density” agreement is a stark contrast to the original proposal of 21 lots, 
and significantly diminishes any impact on the area.   
 
To further enhance the necessary community benefit, the 2008 agreement also requires that Deer Meadows join the 
HOA, pay the annual HOA fees and pay all applicable impact fees ($5,000/lot) and conform to the development 
standards set forth in the Pine Meadows CC&R’s. 
 
Lastly, and to furthermore demonstrate community benefit, Deer Meadows, LLC would create a private real estate 
transfer fee arrangement with the Pine Meadows HOA.  This would be a private contractual obligation outlined and 
enforced in the county development agreement.  It would allow for the subdivision to occur on the deer meadows 
property, and upon the resale of property a “private transfer fee” would be assessed and paid to the HOA.  Those 
funds could be used by the HOA for continued improvement and maintenance of the infrastructure in the area. As a 
final note, any subsequent resale of deer meadows lots would also create additional financial resources, as outlined 
in the real estate transfer concept, for increased and ongoing funding of the HOA, which would only further and 
sustain the community benefit.  
 
As a precedent, this establishes a positive precedent so that any future development request would require the 
agreement of the HOA, include a binding development agreement with the HOA, and create a “no new density” 
policy for the area.  Those provisions could also be outlined in the development agreement to ensure the 
establishment of these important principles. 
 
This serves as just an outline of the “No New Density/Transfer Fee” concept.  The implementation and details of the 
arrangement, timing and resource management will all have to be finalized in the three-party development 
agreement (Deer Meadows, Pine Meadows and Summit County) but hopefully serve as an adequate concept outline 
for your review.  
 
Thanks, and please call or write with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lincoln Shurtz  
On Behalf of Deer Meadows, LLC 
801-712-4891 
legislative.insight@gmail.com 
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County Engineer                                 Derrick A. Radke, P.E. 
 

MEMORANDUM 

 

On Oct 24, 2012 the Council held a work session on a County wide trails plan.  Attached is a resolution 
for your consideration adopting the Summit County Master Trails Plan map.  
 

Date: November 28, 2012  
To: Summit County Council 
 Bob Jasper, County Manager 
 
From: Kent S. Wilkerson, P.E. Transportation Engineer 
 Tiffanie Northrup-Robinson, County Planner 
 
Re: Resolution - County Wide Trails Plan  
 
Executive Summary: 

During the work session three maps were shown:  
1) Existing trails 
2) Future Trails 
3) Future Multi Modal  

The attached map is the combination and better titled map per feedback received.  
 
The resolution is advisory, but sets the course for the future implementation of County Wide 
Trails by the respective Transportation Master Plans (TMP). The comprehensive trails vision is 
provided by the effectively two sub areas: Snyderville Basin and Eastern Summit County.  
 

- Snyderville Basin TMP is inclusive of Park City’s and Snyderville Basins Recreation 
District’s extensive work. 

 
- The pending Eastern Summit County TMP is inclusive of all other Communities, recreation 

District, and the Forest Service area. 
 
The details of the trail works and uses are to be determined by the respective TMP and jurisdictions. 
 
 
CC:  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  



SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 

RESOLUTION NO._______ 

 

A RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH THE SUMMIT COUNTY MASTER TRAILS PLAN 

 WHEREAS, Summit County desires to have a comprehensive trails plan.   

 WHEREAS, Summit County has adopted the Snyderville Basin Transportation Master Plan by Ordinance 650. Said 

master plan contains trails plans and implements the vision of the area as stated in the Snyderville Basin General Plan; 

and 

 Whereas, The Snyderville Basin Recreation District has adopted The Snyderville Basin Community-wide Trails 

Master Plan and implemented many of these trails within the Snyderville Basin area; and 

 Whereas, Park City has also planned and implemented a trails plan in the Park City jurisdiction; and 

 Whereas, the Forest Service operates an extensive recreational trail network within Summit County over two 

National Forest areas. This area is also inclusive the Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan; and 

 Whereas, Summit County, Coalville City, Henefer Town, Francis Town, Oakley Town and Kamas City have been 

developing the draft Eastern Summit County Transportation Plan. Said plan contains content for all forms of 

transportation, including transportation trails.  

 Whereas, attached maps contains best available trails information from the Snyderville Basin and pending 

Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plans.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the County Council of the Summit County, State of Utah resolves as follows: 

The Council, hereby adopts as a general reference, the attached Summit County Wide Trails map, hereto as Exhibit A.  

Implementation will be by the respective Transportation Master Plans by Ordinance. 

This Resolution shall take effect upon publication.    

APPROVED, ADOPTED, PASSED and ordered published by the Summit County Council, this ______ day of 

__________________, 2012 

SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH    

 

By: ______________________________    

David Ure, Chair    

Councilor Ure voted   ________    

Councilor Hanrahan voted   ________    

Councilor Elliott voted   ________    

Councilor McMullin voted  ________    

Councilor Robinson voted  ________    

 

ATTEST:      

_________________________________________    

County Clerk, Summit County, Utah     

Attached: Summit County Master Trails Plan map : full size map available in Engineering and IT Departments 

 

Published: ______________________   
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To the Council              November 9, 2012 

 

Errors and Ommissions  ‐ November 

SA‐224‐g‐2, Yarrow Motel 

The subject property appealed in 2011 and was never processed through the appeal procedure, they 
appealed again in 2012 and questioned the response to their 2011 appeal when it was noted that 
nothing had been done with the appeal.  We then included both appeals in the 2012 BOE.  

A Valuation of $9,500,000 was concluded for the 2011 tax year 

A valuation of $9,250,000 was concluded as the value for 2012 

The 2012 appeal was handled through the regular BOE process, however the 2011 necessitates an 
abatement or refund of taxes for 2011 which is why this appears before you. 

The 2011 taxes were assessed at $100,936.23 and with the value adjustment would be $86,621 or a 
difference of $ 14,315.23 

 

Steve Martin, Assessor 



 

 

 

 

 

Memorandum: 

Date:  November 28, 2012 
To:  Council Members 
From:  Annette Singleton 
Re:  Park City Fire Service District Administrative Control Board 
 
 
Reappoint Dianne Walker to the Park City Fire Service District Administrative Control Board.  
Dianne Walker’s term to expire December 31, 2016. 
 
Appoint Jay Dyal and Christina Miller to the Park City Fire Service District Administrative Control 
Board.  Jay Dyal and Christina Miller’s terms to expire December 31, 2016. 



 

 

 

 

 

Memorandum: 

Date:  November 28, 2012 
To:  Council Members 
From:  Annette Singleton 
Re:  Public Hearing the CDBG Small Cities Program for Program Year 2013 
 
 

The amount of CDBG funds available each year varies as a result of the legislative appropriation 
received.  Summit and Wasatch Counties are expecting to receive approximately $400,000 in this new 
program year. 

The purpose of this first public hearing is to introduce any applicants, to obtain citizen’s view, 
and to respond to proposals and questions.   

One applicant has already expressed an interest applying for CDBG funds for the year 2013.  
Hoytsville Pipe Water Company would like to apply for CDBG funds to upgrade their culinary water 
system.  Alan Bell and Sue Follett will attend this public hearing to tell us about their project, and answer 
any questions.   
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