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Staff Report 
 
To:   Summit County Council 
Report Date:  January 10, 2013 
Meeting Date:  January 16, 2013 
From: Kevin Callahan, Director of Public Works and Stephanie Dolmat-

Connell, Energy Programs Coordinator 
Project Name:  Vehicle Fleet Strategy 
Type of Item: Update and policy direction request 
 
Background 
 
Transportation is a major focus of the Summit County Sustainability Plan adopted by 
County Council in November 2011.  One quarter of the plan’s 20 goals address 
transportation actions that the County can take to reduce its carbon footprint, increase fuel 
efficiency and save the County money. 
 
Through cross-departmental collaboration, much has been achieved in regards to these 
transportation goals.  A Fleet Committee has been established and consists of 
representatives from Public Works, Facilities, the Sheriff’s Department, and Sustainability.  
The purpose of the Vehicle Fleet Committee is to evaluate fleet purchases, audit existing 
fleet, and to ensure that vehicle size fits the purpose and anticipated use.  Underutilized 
vehicles have been added to the fleet pool to reduce the amount of new cars purchased.  
Additionally, a County-wide anti-idling ordinance was adopted by Council in December 
2012. 
 
Vehicle fleet fuel use is the second largest contributor to the County operations carbon 
footprint, at 32% of total emissions (see Figure 1).  In order to reduce emissions 13% by 
the end of 2013, the County must make decisions and implement policies that will reduce 
its emissions.  Since the vehicle fleet is one of the largest contributors to the footprint, fuel 
efficiency and reducing fuel use within the fleet must become a priority in order to achieve 
the reduction goal. 
 
In 2012, the County spent approximately $900,000 to fuel the county fleet, which 
represented about 2% of the total county budget. However, this cost has grown 
dramatically since 2010 when the County spent about $600,000 to fuel county 
operations—this translates to a 50% increase in fuel costs in two years. The majority of the 
cost of this increase is in the per gallon cost of fuel rather than increased volume of fuel 
used. Fuel costs are highly volatile and so given this uncertainty, efficiencies achieved in the 
County fleet will translate directly into cost savings for the County. 
 

http://www.summitcounty.org/sustainability/downloads/Sustainability_Plan.pdf
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Options for fleet strategy 
 
Using fleet management best practices as well as actions addressed in the sustainability 
plan, there are several methods to address fuel reduction and fuel mix within County 
operations. 
 

1) Modifying the County fleet.  Currently, 82% of the County fleet consists of light 
trucks and SUVs.  Discussions with various departments revealed that some SUVs 
and light trucks may not be necessary and that a passenger car with snow tires in 
the winter could suffice for certain vehicles.  These opportunities would reduce the 
amount of fuel consumed by the County fleet significantly since the fuel economy of 
sedans is generally higher than for pickup trucks.  For example, a light truck at the 
end of its useful life replaced by a passenger car could save around 500 gallons of 
gas per year (assuming 20,000 miles per year and a difference of 15MPG in the light 
truck as compared with 25MPG in the passenger car).  Another strategy the fleet 
committee has been working on is to reduce the overall number of vehicles in the 
fleet, where practicable. 
 
One point of consideration when discussing fleet modification is that the fuel 
economy of cars, light trucks and SUVs will continue to increase as mandated by the 
federal government’s new CAFÉ standards.  By 2016, average fuel efficiency 
standards across all vehicle classes will increase by almost 15% from today’s 
standards (from 29.7 MPG to 34.1 MPG).  However, fuel efficiency may not increase 
across all classes equally; because the CAFÉ standards are averages, if fuel efficiency 
increases greatly in passenger cars, vehicle manufacturers may not need to increase 
the fuel efficiency of light pickups and SUVs as much proportionally.  Given the 
County’s high proportion of SUVs and light trucks in the fleet, relying on CAFÉ 
standards alone should not be the only strategy for fuel reduction. 

 
2) Modifying fuel type 

 
Compressed natural gas (CNG) has become a more attractive alternative to gasoline 
and diesel in recent years due to plentiful supply and lower cost as well as enhanced 
technology in vehicles. 
 
As a carbon footprint reduction method, CNG has some benefits.  Depending on the 
source of information, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from CNG versus gasoline 
can range from 6 to 11% less over the lifetime of the fuel as compared with gasoline.  
In addition to modest GHG reductions, several other reasons for CNG support 
include: 

1) The relative cost per gallon of CNG compared to gasoline (currently $1.50 
per gallon for CNG and a current average of $2.90 per gallon for gasoline 
and $3.61 per gallon for diesel) 

2) Energy security given that natural gas is locally and nationally produced 
3) Cleaner air quality due to less particulate matter in the combustion of 

CNG vs. regular fuels. 
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Several departments have tested new CNG vehicles and found that the technology 
could work for their uses.  The Sheriff’s Department, for example, has found that the 
new bi-fuel technology that allows the vehicle to start using gasoline and then 
switch to CNG when warmed would be an amenable addition for certain of their 
fleet vehicles, especially given the lower price point for natural gas.  Current 
barriers to implementation for CNG and CNG vehicles include the high upfront cost 
for installing conversion equipment, the relative lack of fueling stations, and the cost 
of installing a natural gas station. 
 

3) Fleet operations and education 
 
Staff would like to explore options for education of County employees on fuel 
efficiency topics such as trip chaining, carpooling, reducing the length of a trip, and 
driving techniques that reduce fuel use.  Staff plans to explore avenues for education 
and will work administratively to identify opportunities for effective education.  
Different programs will be identified and incentive or celebratory programs that 
reward behavior would be prioritized in order to best drive behavior change. 

 
Staff Recommendations 
 
Based on the above options, staff has explored specific steps necessary to implement the 
above strategies to increase fleet efficiency.  

• At the administrative level, staff is working to devise a process for purchasing 
vehicles that will balance departmental needs with a more cohesive vehicle fleet 
management process that focuses on fuel efficiency. 

• Staff is also exploring driver education options at the administrative level. 
• Staff has investigated several options for proceeding with a natural gas vehicle fleet 

strategy.  Moving to a mix of natural gas and conventional vehicles will provide the 
County with significant cost savings as well as a reduced carbon footprint.  The 
options for conversion can be categorized by the level of County commitment and is 
characterized by opportunities and challenges associated with each level of 
commitment.  Scenarios are provided below for how to achieve each level of 
commitment. 

 
Strong Commitment 
 
The County converts approximately 25% of its fleet (50-60 vehicles) in the first year, 
showing strong support for natural gas and helping to gather enough other users to justify 
the a private installation of a natural gas station at Bell’s in Silver Creek. 
 

Advantages: High return on investment (ROI) due to significant savings in gas cost  
Risks: steep investment means more risk if the vehicles do not fit with County use 
expectations. 
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How achieved? 
• The County has had extensive conversations with a natural gas station developer, 

EnergyWise Solutions.  This developer has proposed converting many of the 
County’s current vehicles and training County mechanics on installation and 
maintenance of natural gas vehicles, in exchange for a multi-year contract to buy 
gas at the station EnergyWise would likely install at the Silver Creek Bell’s.  The 
contract would place a price premium per gallon in order to pay back the 
conversions.  This price premium would still allow for significant cost savings as 
compared to a gallon of gasoline.  Please see Chart 1 for a rough cost-benefit 
analysis since pricing would not be finalized unless the County went forward with 
exploring a contract. 

• The County could finance the installation of slow-fill stations at Public Works and at 
the Justice Center in order to achieve load, supplemented by Top Stop on 224.  The 
County could also explore additional options for locations of fill stations.  For 
example, if in the future the decision is made to install a Public Works facility at the 
Triangle Parcel, the County could explore the feasibility of putting in a natural gas 
fill station at that location.  If the County finances its own installation, the County 
would also have be responsible for financing conversions and training for County 
mechanics.  This option is likely cost-prohibitive on a short-term scale but could be 
feasible on a longer time horizon. 

 
Moderate Commitment 
 
The County converts approximately 10% of its fleet (20-25 vehicles).  A private natural gas 
station is installed, assuming there is enough support from other agencies.  The installation 
of a slow fill station at Public Works or at the Justice Center could also be explored. 

Advantages: ROI still high, especially on vehicles with high annual mileage.  Risk 
management achieved with lower buy-in. 
Risks: There may not be enough demand from other agencies to build the station 
and the economics of the County building its own station have not yet been 
explored. 
 

How Achieved? 
Same as “strong commitment,” above. 
 
Small Commitment 

The County does not convert any existing vehicles, and instead starts to purchase some 
(one to five) new natural gas bi-fuel vehicles into the fleet to determine their 
appropriateness for the County.  Fueling could be an issue since there is only Top Stop on 
224 but could be appropriate for certain vehicles.   

Advantages: Low risk. Testing environment allows County to see how natural gas 
vehicles could work as a larger strategy. 
Risks: Payoff may not be high enough to justify additional investment.  Mechanics 
would need to be trained in the upkeep of vehicles, providing additional expense. 
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How achieved? 
Working with the Fleet Manager, the Auditor and the Budget Committee would authorize 
additional expense at the purchase of the vehicle for the conversion, or pay more upfront 
for the factory-built Chrysler Ram 2500 CNG pickup truck.  The additional expense would 
be paid back over the first few years of vehicle ownership by gas savings (see Chart 1 on p. 
5), especially if the vehicles chosen are high mileage vehicles. 
 
Policy Direction 
 
Staff requests policy direction on the following questions: 

 
• To what extent should staff pursue CNG vehicles for the fleet?  What level of 

commitment should staff pursue and on what timeline? 
 

• What role should lifecycle analysis play into the purchase of vehicles?  For example, 
CNG or hybrid vehicles, while more expensive upfront, can in the long run be less 
expensive over the lifetime of the vehicle, especially when actual resale values are 
recouped at the end of the useful life of the vehicle for the County. 
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Figure 1 
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Chart 1: CNG Conversion Cost Savings 
 
The following is a simple, rough assumption of the return on investment for CNG 
conversion.  The payback period could also be lower if higher resale values are included in 
a lifecycle analysis of the vehicle.  Additional costs not included in this simple assessment 
are the costs associated with training mechanics in CNG vehicle management, costs 
associated with maintaining CNG vehicles vs. conventional vehicles, and lifetime 
expectancy of the vehicle, which typically may be longer in a CNG vehicle than a 
conventional fuel vehicle.  Costs associated with installing fueling stations are also not 
included. 
 
A pickup truck that runs 30,000 miles per year at 16 MPG will use 1,875 gallons of fuel 
per year. 
 
Assume $10,000 price premium for CNG conversion 
Assume CNG price per gallon: $1.50 
Assume gasoline price per gallon: $3.50 
 
Fuel cost per year with gasoline: $6,563 
Fuel cost per year with CNG: $2,812 
 
Cost difference: $3,750 
Payback period for CNG conversion: 2.6 years 
 
***** 
If the County chooses to work with EnergyWise, here is a sample return on investment 
calculation: 
 
EnergyWise assumes cost for conversion, and assuming EnergyWise receives grant to 
assist with conversion cost, they will pay $5,000 in conversion costs for the vehicle (50%) 
 
Assume CNG price per gallon: $2.50 higher price goes towards paying back conversion, 
training mechanics, and reconversion of vehicles down the line 
Assume gasoline price per gallon: $3.50 
 
Fuel cost per year with gasoline: $6,563 
Fuel cost per year with CNG: $4,688 
 
Cost difference: $1,875 
Payback period for CNG conversion: 2.6 years with no upfront cost to County 









2012 BOE Adjustments
Serial # New Market Value Old Market Value  MV Difference New Taxable Value Old Taxable Value
BH-10 745,000.00$              785,000.00$                    (40,000.00)$          459,448.00$               785,000.00$            
FGR-1 574,072.00$              700,000.00$                    (125,928.00)$        700,000.00$               700,000.00$            

FGR-18 616,412.00$              700,000.00$                    (83,588.00)$          385,000.00$               700,000.00$            
FGR-25 584,292.00$              700,000.00$                    (115,708.00)$        700,000.00$               700,000.00$            
PI-D-103 77,000$                     87,400$                           (10,400.00)$          77,000$                      87,400$                   
PSC-134 42,500.00$                42,500.00$                      -$                      23,375.00$                 42,500.00$              

RCC-1B-B-112 150,000.00$              190,000.00$                    (40,000.00)$          150,000.00$               190,000.00$            
RPVS-1 106,300.00$              146,300.00$                    (40,000.00)$          106,300.00$               146,300.00$            
RPVS-2 104,250.00$              141,400.00$                    (37,150.00)$          104,250.00$               141,400.00$            
SL-I-7-2 560,000.00$              720,000.00$                    (160,000.00)$        560,000.00$               720,000.00$            
SL-I-7-1 343,800.00$              430,000.00$                    (86,200.00)$          343,800.00$               430,000.00$            

Totals For 1/16/2013 3,903,626.00$           4,642,600.00$                (738,974.00)$       3,609,173.00$            4,642,600.00$        
Totals for 1/9/2013 9,760,651.00$           10,060,514.00$              (299,863.00)$       9,604,431.00$            10,060,514.00$      

Totals for 12/19/2012 12,271,327.00$         15,315,340.00$              (3,044,013.00)$    11,489,968.00$          15,315,340.00$      
Totals for 12/12/2012 4,537,723.00$           4,458,233.00$                (1,881,986.00)$    7,113,970.00$            6,419,709.00$        
Totals for 12/5/2012 141,975,855.00$       144,887,100.00$            (2,911,245.00)$    124,487,845.00$        144,887,100.00$    
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 781,500,211.00$       873,249,290.00$            (93,710,535.00)$  654,112,134.00$        875,210,766.00$    

So far this year(2012)the Market value decrease is  ($ 93,710,535)  As of 1/16/2013

The total number of Appeals for 2012 is 1,841 we have sent 1,308 of those for your approval as of Janurary 16, 2013.

This is 71% of the Appeals.
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MANAGER’S REPORT 
January 16, 2013 

To:  Council Members 
From:  Robert Jasper 
 

Department  Description of Updates 

Administration  Submitted by Robert Jasper, County Manager: 
♦ Documents and transactions are listed on the Manager Approval list dated 1/10/13, posted on the 
website at: http://www.summitcounty.org/manager/index.php  

Auditor   
Assessor   
Attorney  Submitted by David Brickey, County Attorney: 

Criminal Division Activity 
CRIMINAL CASES FILED 
  District Court:  3 
  Justice Court:  17 
CRIMINAL FILINGS OF INTEREST 
131500001 and 131500002 Drug Trafficking 
Charges were filed for drug trafficking against two individuals who were found to be in possession of 
five pounds of marijuana.  The two men were parked at a rest area on I‐80 in Summit County.  A 
highway patrol trooper stopped to ask if they needed any assistance.  While speaking with them, he 
smelled the odor of marijuana coming from the car.  He searched the car and discovered the 
marijuana in the trunk.  Assigned Prosecutor: Matthew Bates 

CRIMINAL CASES SENTENCED 
  District Court: 8 
  Justice Court:  No court was held on 1/1/2013 
PLEAS, TRIALS, AND SENTENCES OF INTEREST 
JOHAN EKSTROM 121500372 and RICHARD HENNING 121500371 
Both men pled guilty to drug trafficking and were given a term of probation and thirty days in the 
county jail.  Assigned Prosecutor: Joy Natale 
FRANK CURTIS 121500188 
Mr. Curtis pled guilty to drug trafficking and was given a term of probation and forty‐five days in the 
county jail.  Assigned Prosecutor: Matthew Bates 
Civil Division Activity 
PENDING OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS 
  State District Court:  9 
  Federal District Court:  1 
  Appeals:  1 
  Tax Commission:  3 
SIGNIFICANT ACTIVITY 

 Prepared ordinances to update Summit County Code 
Contact Attorney for Civil Issues: Dave Thomas 

Victim Advocate Activity 

Summit County Victim Assistance Activity 1/7/13 

Victim contact and Notification Packet sent out following offender being charged  2
Victim Impact Statement assistance provided and Packet sent to victim with instructions  0
Sentencing letter sent to victim with court sanctions and explanation  0
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Department  Description of Updates 

Board of Pardons letter and registration of victims information for parole hearings  0
Court Assistance provided to clients  0
Hearings attended on behalf of victims and results of outcomes provided  9
Court Prep and orientation in anticipation of testifying   0
Protective Order assistance in filing, service of order and hearing assistance  2
Civil Stalking Injunction assistance in filing, service of order and hearing assistance  0
Child Protective Order assistance in filing, service of order and hearing assistance  0
Pre‐Trial Protective Orders/Jail No Contact Agreements contact victims and request order  1
Callout with law enforcement i.e., unexpected death, rape, after hour calls, etc.  1
Client Mtgs i.e., walk‐ins and appointments  4
Children's Justice Center appointments with family or guardian during interview  0
Restitution assistance i.e., submit claim forms to the Utah Office for Victim's of Crime, etc.  2

 

Clerk   
Community 
Development 

Submitted by Don Sargent, Community Development Director: 
Snyderville Basin  

 The General Plan Update link has been created on the County Website at: 
http://www.co.summit.ut.us/communitydevelopment/snyderville‐basin‐plan.php. 

 To assist with public information distribution on the progress and schedule of the General Plan 
Update, a sub‐committee of the Planning Commission has been formed to coordinate information 
with Staff for public distribution. 

 A public hearing on the General Plan Updates, exclusive of the Neighborhood Plans, has been 
scheduled at the Richins Building on January 22nd at 6:00 PM. 

 A joint meeting with the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission to discuss regional planning 
issues has been scheduled at the Richins Building on January 31st at 6:00 PM. 

 
Eastern Summit County 

 A joint meeting with the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission to discuss regional planning issues 
has been scheduled at the Richins Building on January 31st at 6:00 PM. 

 
Department Administrative Items 
 

 The department received 3 new planning applications and 23 new building applications this 
past week: see attached  

 
Engineering  Submitted by Derrick Radke, Engineer: 

 Development of Urban Cluster/Boundary Map with UDOT and Park City Engineer 
 Lower Village Road, Sewer Alternatives 
 4 Subdivision Plat reviews 
 SR‐224/Kimball Junction study proposal 
 Traffic Data, ADT maps 2012 
 Village at Kimball Junction Misc. 
 Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan 
 Snyderville Basin Transportation Master Plan  
 Corridor Preservation Application Reminders to COG 
 Summit Park Design 
 Residential Permit Activity 
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Department  Description of Updates 

o 2 over the counter 
o 3 plans reviewed 
o 1 driveway inspections 
o 1 erosion control inspections 
o 0 enforcement 

 Right‐of‐Way Permit Activity 
o 1 new applications 
o 5 site inspection 

 Development Site Inspections 
o 7 Development Site Inspections 
o Various routine inspections 

Facilities   
Health 
Department 

Submitted by Rich Bullough, Health Department Director: 
 

 Early Intervention Program Shines Again: The Summit County Health Department’s (SCHD) 
Early Intervention (Baby Watch) program has been identified by the State of Utah as a 
“model program” that others should emulate. The program is a state and federally funded 
program providing services to developmentally impaired children, through age three. As 
reported in the December 4th update, the program was recently awarded quality scores of 
100% in a state audit of federal performance standards. Because of the superb performance 
of this program and staff, the SCHD Early Intervention Program is one of the few state‐wide 
to be awarded full funding for FY 2013. 

 
More recently, Susie Bond, the program manager received the following from the Utah 
Department of Health: “Please extend our appreciation and congratulations to yourself and 
your staff for the excellent job you are doing with Medicaid. The procedures that you and 
Sylvia have put in place for billing and reviewing Medicaid have resulted in error free billing 
for the last twelve months. If there was a prize for great Medicaid billing the Summit County 
EI program would win it hands down.” 
 

 SCHD Gearing up for Sundance: Until last year the SCHD had relatively little presence during 
the Sundance Film Festival. Obviously, this was not the ideal, and we moved to be more 
involved in the planning and preparation of this major event. Sundance and Park City have 
been very collaborative in engaging us early on and including us as the event approaches. 
This year we will have three inspectors at the event working to assure that food safety 
standards are met and to support any needs vendors and participants may have 

I.T.   
Justice Court   
Library  Submitted by Dan Compton, Library Director: 

People, Places, & Things on US 89 is on display at the Kimball Junction Branch until February 4th. It is 
a Utah Arts & Museums’ Traveling Exhibit. 
 
Our new Bookmobile from Farber is going to be delivered on January 18th. We have been working 
with Farber for about a year and a half to make this trade happen because of the problems 
encountered with the current vehicle. We are working again with the Summit County Public Art 
Advisory Board to put a wrap on the new vehicle using the same artwork as last time. There should 
be no interruption in the Bookmobile’s services. 
 
I have been asked to be a member of the UEN (Utah Education Network) Advisory Council 
representing Public Libraries. We haven’t met yet, so more details to come 
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Department  Description of Updates 

Mountain 
Regional Water 

 

Park City Fire 
Service District 

 

Personnel  Submitted by Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director: 
Personnel 

1. Trained 1 ½ days on new Kronos HR program. 
2. Participated in webinar presented by Utah Local Governments Trust 
3. Set up dates for Sexual Harassment Training 
4. Set date for Decision Making and Problem Solving Seminar – presented by University of 

Utah 
5. Created new accounts for health insurance 
6. Worked on and sent out County Newsletter 
7. One Workers Compensation Claim in Dispatch 

Animal Control 
1. 1 dog is at the shelter along with 15 cats 

a. 19 new animals were received at the shelter this week (including a 2 horses) 
b. 3 dogs were transferred  
c. 0 cats were transferred 
d. 2 horses were claimed by their owner 

2. Still working on a new Animal Control Database program. Trying to tie the financial ends 
together. 

3. Officers ran 28 details for the week 
Public Works  Submitted by Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director: 

Solid Waste 
Worked with staff and contractor on the installation of fencing at the Samak drop‐off site. 
Meet with the staff of the Three Mile and Henefer landfills regarding current operational needs, the 
2013 budget, recruitment of next Solid Waste Superintendent and staff concerns. 
Began regular weekly meetings with a representative of republic Services regarding collection 
contract and other operational issues. 
Transit 
Responded to requests for new bus stop at Ecker Village and authorized stop and new signage. 
Responded to public requests for transit service to Kamas and Heber. 
Had discussions with Park City and UTA regarding 2013 Salt Lake service 
Clarified Park City’s position on CNG transit buses via email with Kent Cashel. 
Fleet 
Worked with Sustainability Coordinator on completing staff report for Council meeting next week. 
Met with Park City staff on the operation of the City’s fleet purchasing committee. 
Road Operations 
Met and discussed slat and liquid treatment options with Public Works Supervisor. 
Showed County Engineer the new salt bin and brine operation at the Public Works yard 

Recorder   
Treasurer   
Sheriff   
Snyderville Basin 
Recreation 

 

USU Extension   
 



  New Planning Applications 
Submitted January 3‐9, 2013 

 

  Snyderville Basin  

    

Project #  Project Name Submittal Date Planner 

12-495 Szechwan Chinese Kitchen Sign 
A.C. Builders                          Sign 
1612 Ute Blvd, Suite #103       PP-81-H-1-A 

Jan 07, 13 Molly 

12-496 Kreatzkamp Kimball Junction Condo Plat 
Brant Tuttle               Condominium Plat 
1680 West Ute Blvd, #1       KJCC-1 

Jan 07, 13 Tiffanie 

  Eastern Summit County  

12-497 Raymond Richins Sub Sketch Plan 
Stephen Richins                  Sketch Plan 
1695 N. West Henefer RD     NS788 

Jan 08, 13 Jennifer 

 

New Building Applications 
Submitted January 2‐9, 2013 

Snyderville Basin 

Project #  Project Name 
Submittal 

Date 

13-771 

Esco 
Services                                                  
Boiler Replacement          QMR-14-
AM                             2934 Quarry Mtn Road, 
Park City, UT 

Jan 02, 13 

13-772 
Ken Mohler                                                        
Boiler Replacement           TWOLF-
10                     2368 Red Pine Rd, Park City, UT

Jan 02, 13 

13-773 

Eric 
Postnieks                                                    TI - 
Investment Firm         SUMCC-100-B           2750 
Rasmussen Dr, Park City, UT 

Jan 03, 13 

13-774 

Denzel Brown            
                                        7077 Juniper 
Draw             LOR-6                        Shower 
Replacement 

Jan 03, 13 



13-778 

Mary Ann Perry - Kay 
Jewlers                                               6699 
Landmark Dr             FSE-1    
                       Tenant Improvement 

Jan 04,13 

13-779 
Lindsay Madeira                                               
2055 Bear Hollow Drive        CDW-2                  
Loft / Windows 

Jan 04,13 

13-780 

Upwall Design - Duplex              
                                    4840 Enclave Way #15 - 
#16        ECSC-15                 Canyons, Park 
City, UT 

Jan 04,13 

13-781 

Superior 
Water                                                  1136 
Station Loop Rd                 BHWKS-2-123   
 Water Heater Replacement 

Jan 07, 13 

13-782 

Esco Services    
                                                Furnace and 
Humidifier             SL-B-
184                                                     9475 N 
Silver Creek Rd, Park City, UT 

Jan 07, 13 

13-783 

JMH International                                            
Tenant Finish                          NPRK-
3                 1389 Center Drive / Newpark, Park 
City, UT 

Jan 07, 13 

13-784 
Oasis Stage Werks                             
               Temporary Seating / Sundance    BSE-
1-2AM          3700 Brookside Court, Park City, UT

Jan 07, 13 

13-785 
Hansen HVAC & Plumbing Services, 
Inc         HVAC Install                               SLS-
97            1468 W Willow Loop 

Jan 08, 13 

13-786 

Victoria 
Wright                                                  Single 
Family Dwelling              TCS-27                      
8178 Western Sky, Promontory, PC UT 

Jan 08, 13 

13-787 

Jan Hilder                                
                          Bathroom Remodel                  
SLC-147                             1491 Fletcher Court, 
Park City, UT  

Jan 08, 13 

13-788 

Kneaders 
Restaurant                                          
Ventilation / Exhaust Fan          NPC-C-
2              1476 Newpark Blvd #110 

Jan 08, 13 



13-789 

Travis Smith                                                      
Basement Finish                       RRS-II-
3                              436 E Richins Ranch Rd.  
Park City, UT 

Jan 08, 13 

13-790 

Jeff 
Riehl                                                               
TI Office Space                         SCBC-6410-
B                   6410 Business Park Loop Rd 

Jan 09, 13 

13-791 
Dwell Tek / Stacy Zavadil                 
                Photovoltaic / Solar Panels          SPR-
3-2AM       1747 Walker Court, Park City, UT   

Jan 09, 13 

Eastern Summit County 

13-770 

Esco Services    
                                                Furnace 
Replacement    SH-318    
                                   Samak Hills Lot 318, 
Kamas, UT 

Jan 02, 13 

13-775 

Dennis Rees   
                                                Gas Line / 
Plumbing           NS-603-B                          
1200 S Hoytsville Rd, Coalville, UT    
                                

Jan 03, 13 

13-770 

Esco Services    
                                                Furnace 
Replacement    SH-
318                                       Samak Hills Lot 
318, Kamas, UT 

Jan 02, 13 

13-776 
Justin Bennett - Outwest Builders                  
2046  Spruce Lane            UL-42-
A                        Uintalands, Kamas, UT 

Jan 04, 13 

13-777 
Justin Bennett - Outwest Builders                 
4384 Foothill Dr              WA-11-7                 
          Wilderness Acres, Kamas, UT 

Jan 04, 13 
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  M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 28, 2012 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

COALVILLE, 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 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   Kent Jones, Clerk 
Chris Robinson, Council Member   Annette Singleton, Office Manager 
       Karen McLaws, Secretary 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
 Orientation and training for new council members; Dave Thomas 
 
Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas provided an orientation and training session for new 
Council Members. 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Robinson 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.  Council Member Hanrahan was not present for the vote.  
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 1:15 p.m. to 1:25 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   Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director 
       Kim Carson, Council Member Elect 
       Roger Armstrong, Council Member Elect 
            
Council Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss 
personnel and to convene in closed session to discuss property acquisition.  The motion was 
seconded by Council Member McMullin and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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The Summit County Council met in closed session from 1:25 p.m. to 2:00 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 
John Hanrahan, Council Member   Kim Carson, Council Member Elect 
Chris Robinson, Council Member   Roger Armstrong, Council Member Elect 
       Stephanie Dolmat-Connell, Sustainability 
       Rena Jordan, Snyderville Basin Recreation 
       Bonnie Park, Snyderville Basin Recreation 
       Wendy Fisher, Utah Open Lands 
       Max Greenhalgh, BOSAC 
 
Council Member McMullin made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss 
property acquisition and to convene in closed session to discuss litigation.  The motion was 
seconded by Council Member Robinson and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 2:00 p.m. to 2:35 p.m. to discuss 
litigation.  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 
John Hanrahan, Council Member    
Chris Robinson, Council Member    
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene 
in regular session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0.  
 
CONVENE AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to convene as the Summit County Board of 
Equalization.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Board of Equalization was called to order at 2:40 p.m. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF 2012 STIPULATIONS  
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to approve the 2012 stipulations as presented.  
The motion was seconded by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
DISMISS AS THE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to dismiss as the Board of Equalization.  The 
motion was seconded by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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The Summit County Board of Equalization adjourned at 2:41 p.m. 
 
CONVENE AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE ECHO SEWER SPECIAL 
SERVICE DISTRICT 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to convene as the Governing Board of the Echo 
Sewer Special Service District.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Elliott and 
passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Governing Board of the Echo Sewer Special Service District was called to order at 4:21 p.m. 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSSIBLE AMENDMENT TO RESOLUTION NO. 2012-25 OF 
THE ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT ESTABLISHING AND FIXING 
RATES FOR SEWER SERVICES TO ADEQUATELY SERVICE SEWER REVENUE 
BONDS; BOB SWENSEN, ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIRECTOR 
 
Chair Ure asked how ERUs would be applied to a business or hotel that is not in operation.  
Environmental Health Director Bob Swensen explained that the Division of Water Quality does 
not differentiate between an open or a closed business or house.  The rate will be based on 2 
ERUs per business, whether it is open or not, and 1 ERU per house.  County Health Director 
Rich Bullough explained that will provide 25 ERUs, which is the minimum required to make the 
bond payments stipulated in the contract.  He stated that they also talked to the Division of Water 
Quality about attaching a gallons of water per year definition to the ERU, but they recommended 
against that, because the Sewer District does not have the ability to measure utilization. 
 
Board Member Robinson stated that he did not recall a $1,500 connection fee being part of their 
earlier discussions.  Mr. Bullough verified that it was. 
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to amend Resolution No. 2012-25 to include 
Exhibit B as shown in the packet.  The motion was seconded by Board Member Elliott and 
passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
DISMISS AS THE GOVERNING BOARD OF THE ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE 
DISTRICT 
 
Board Member Hanrahan made a motion to dismiss as the Governing Board of the Echo 
Sewer Special Service District and to reconvene in work session.  The motion was seconded 
by Board Member Elliott and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The meeting of the Governing Board of the Echo Sewer Special Service District adjourned at 
2:45 p.m.    
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WORK SESSION (Continued) 
 
 Discussion of revisions to the proposed Deer Meadows Specially Planned Area 

Designation and Plan, Tollgate Canyon; Kimber Gabryszak, County Planner 
 

County Planner Kimber Gabryszak presented the staff report and recalled that the County 
Council has reviewed this three times previously.  She indicated the location of the property and 
noted that the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission held meetings on a proposal for 21 
potential units and forwarded no recommendation.  The Council has reviewed this proposal in 
work session and conducted a site visit, and based on feedback from the Council, the applicants 
have revised the proposal to eight lots, with the seven additional lots above base density coming 
through the Specially Planned Area (SPA) process and provision of community benefits.  Two 
homes exist on the property, each of which would receive a unit of density, and six additional 
lots would be created.  Community benefits include an initial contribution of $5,000 per lot to the 
homeowners association, preservation of 90% of the property as open space, a 1% private real 
estate transfer fee internally every time a lot is sold that would be paid to the homeowners 
association for maintenance of roads and infrastructure, and extinguishing an existing unit of 
density in the Tollgate Canyon area at the time of building permit for each of the additional 
seven parcels.  Discussion points include whether a precedent will be set; whether there are 
tangible benefits to the general public sufficient to justify the additional lots; whether there are 
unique circumstances that justify the use of a SPA; compatibility with the rural, agricultural, and 
small-town nature as required by the Code and General Plan; whether there will be adverse 
effects to the social, cultural, and rural values; whether the SPA furthers the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan; and whether there will be adverse effects on the public health, safety, and 
general welfare.  She stated that Staff is looking for feedback on the concept of changing the 
proposal to eight parcels and any additional information the Council would like to see before 
scheduling this item for a public hearing and final decision.  She explained that Staff has not 
received written comment from the homeowners association, which is currently reviewing the 
proposal and comparing it to an agreement that was entered into in 2008. 
 
Pete Gillwald, the applicant, clarified that the $5,000 contribution to the homeowners association 
will be made at the time of building permit to offset construction impacts on the roads, not when 
the plat is recorded, which is part of the contractual requirements that will be made by the 
homeowners association.  He explained that he is currently working on an agreement with the 
Pine Meadow HOA regarding lots that will be extinguished.  Council Member Elliott asked what 
they plan to do with the lots that are extinguished.  Mr. Gillwald replied that they could put a 
conservation easement on them, or if two lots are side by side, they could be combined into one 
lot.  He explained that they are working on those details with the HOA.  Additional benefits 
include involving the HOA in drafting the development agreement, relocating existing density 
within Tollgate Canyon, and the 1% real estate transfer fee to the HOA for ongoing road 
maintenance.  He believed they were establishing a good precedent with what is proposed, 
because they will use existing roads and utilities and provide their own water.  Another benefit is 
that, if the County were to change the zoning designations in Tollgate Canyon, the 90% open 
space would already be locked up as non-buildable area.  He stated that they are preserving the 
recreational nature of the area while eliminating possible agricultural use and will improve 
winter access as Dear Meadows home owners will be required to participate in snow plowing 
cost sharing.  There will also be a reduction in negative impacts to sensitive areas within Pine 
Meadow by pulling density from lots of record that may have sensitive criteria.  He noted that lot 
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sizes will transition to larger lots on the north end of the development to be compatible with what 
is adjacent to the surrounding lots.  Mr. Gillwald stated that there was a lot of support from 
adjacent property owners, even when this was proposed as a 21-lot subdivision. 
 
Tony Tyler, the incoming Pine Meadow HOA President, stated that they have had internal 
discussions regarding this proposal, but he cannot speak on behalf of the Board at this time, 
because he is not on the board yet.  He noted that he has been involved in the conversations 
about Deer Meadows from the beginning, and a few corrections need to be made.  He explained 
that the original agreement was in November 2007, and he did not believe there is a way for the 
HOA to support a proposal, as the 2007 agreement requires the HOA to neither oppose nor 
support a proposal.  He stated that this is the first he has seen of this particular proposal, so he 
could not speak to the details. 
 
Kelly Meyers, a property owner above the proposed development, stated that he accesses his 
property through this area and is in favor of the proposal. 
 
Beatrice Peck stated that she represents Rich Humphreys and Mt. Lewis Guest Ranch, owners 
who live above this section, and they are opposed to the proposal. 
 
Hy Larsen, a facility manager with the LDS Church which operates a girls’ camp in this area 
stated that they are interested in seeing this property used in a recreational mode or for residential 
purposes, not for agricultural purposes.  He stated that an agricultural use would adversely affect 
the use of the camp property. 
 
Jim Horton, owner of Lot 13, stated that he is in favor of the project.  The current zoning is 
agricultural, and they would like to see it be residential. 
 
Council Member Robinson noted that an application was submitted in 2008 and denied by the 
Board of County Commissioners for a development agreement to effectuate a transfer of 
development rights (TDR).  The Commissioners felt there were not enough community benefits 
and told them to go through the SPA process.  He felt they are now not only holding the 
developer to transferring development rights but also holding him to a high community benefit 
standard because the County Commission did not believe the community benefits were high 
enough.  He questioned whether they might be going too far by holding this project to the same 
standard as a project that does not provide a TDR.  He did not like the idea of approving the plat 
now and deciding later which other lots will be preserved.  If seven or eight new lots will be 
created, he believed seven or eight existing lots should go away at the time the plat is recorded.  
He would prefer that they determine which lots will be extinguished before the County gives 
them the new lots in the plat.  He believed this should be a win-win situation, and if a majority of 
people want this, the community benefits could be less.  He did not believe the community 
benefits should be for people in the Snyderville Basin or other parts of the County, but they 
should be for this community, because they have to live with it.  If the community does not see 
the benefit to this development, the Council should consider that.  He did not believe they should 
create some macro community benefit threshold the developer has to achieve.  He asked to see 
the HOA documents, so they know the package is complete.  He clarified that in this case, the 
developer is asking for density in one area but extinguishing density in another, which means 
there is no increase in density, yet he is being held to a standard they would hold someone to if 
they wanted increased density.  If the people who have to live with it are generally in favor of 
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this area as a receiving zone, and it extinguishes density elsewhere, he is less concerned about 
making the developer demonstrate all of the public benefits outlined in the staff report. 
 
Council Member Elliott recalled that the earlier decision by the County Commission centered 
around the sanctity of the plat and that people who purchased houses in that area relied upon the 
plat.  She feels a plat is sacred and would be willing to approve this only if 100% of the people 
who own property in the subdivision and relied on the plat approve of it.  Council Member 
Robinson noted that discussion of the sanctity of the plat assumes that the proposed seven lots 
were part of a larger subdivision plat in which other people owned lots.  However, he did not 
believe that is the case.  Planner Gabryszak explained that the sanctity of the plat discussion was 
based on the fact that the applicant was moving platted lots elsewhere.  She stated that some 
people in the community where the sending area is located object to the proposal.  Council 
Member Robinson questioned how that is different from an owner who decides never to build on 
his property.  Mr. Tyler stated that some of the opposition he has heard is that lots that are more 
difficult to build on or may never be built on would be moved to an area that will be built on, 
with traffic traveling a particular route to get to their homes.  The people along that route may 
have increased traffic based on that density, whereas people from a sending area would be in 
favor of it.  Council Member Robinson recalled that when they made the site visit, the Council 
Members made it clear that the extinguished density needs to come from buildable lots, and they 
could include a condition that the lots where density is extinguished must have a buildable pad. 
 
Mr. Gillwald explained that the next HOA meeting is December 18, and he will get the proposal 
to the HOA board this week for review.  He will also do a mailing to the Pine Meadow residents 
and hope to get some level of agreement from the HOA board to bring to the County Council.  
 
 Budget Presentations – Road Projects, Engineering and Public Works 

 
County Engineer Derrick Radke reviewed the Public Works and Service Area 6 road projects 
and described the purpose and nature of Service Area 6.  He noted that surpluses were generated 
in Service Area 6 that they started using in 2006 to improve roads in Summit Park.  There were 
roads in need of maintenance, and they used some of those surpluses to meet those needs.  He 
confirmed that revenues in Service Area 6 have been stable over the years.  He reviewed projects 
completed in 2012 and explained that they were completed before they knew they would not 
receive the revenues budgeted for this year.  Staff has proposed that they amend the budget for 
2012 to move projects out of Service Area 6 and budget them from Class B road funds in order 
to balance Service Area 6 for 2012, where they project a $120,000 shortfall.  He explained that 
the County receives gas tax money for roads in Service Area 6, so it is logical to move some of 
the Service Area 6 projects into Class B road funds where there is a surplus.  Mr. Radke 
presented projects proposed for Service Area 6 in 2013 and delineated which ones could be 
completed without a tax increase and which ones could be completed with a tax increase.  He 
also indicated which ones could be completed with or without a decrease in Staff.  He reviewed 
the pavement life cycle diagrams from the Federal Highways Pavement Preservation Manual and 
explained that, for every dollar spent in maintaining the roads in good condition, they save $6 in 
reconstruction and repairs later.  He reviewed the road conditions in Service Area 6 and the type 
of work that needs to be done on each.  He explained that, in order to keep the roads in good 
condition, Service Area 6 needs to spend just over $600,000 a year on maintenance work.  If they 
do less, there will be a dramatic increase over time in the number of roads that need to be 
reconstructed. 
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Public Works Director Kevin Callahan noted that 81 miles of County roads are within Service 
Area 6, 51 miles of which are bus routes.  He explained that 10 people work in Service Area 6 
for winter maintenance, and cutting staff by two people would reduce their manpower by 20%.  
Under the current maintenance plan, the number one priority is to open the bus routes, which 
they can do with 10 people before the buses start their routes.  If they reduce staff by two people, 
they will struggle to stay ahead of the buses and can only do that by not treating roads in the 
subdivisions first.  They would not get to the neighborhoods until 8:00 or 9:00 in the morning. 
 
Mr. Radke made a presentation on the municipal fund road projects and explained that they did 
not get the reconstruction project on Old Ranch Road done in 2012.  Council Member Hanrahan 
asked about the downside of postponing that reconstruction another year in order to do chip seals 
and slurry seals on other roads.  Mr. Radke replied that there would not be much downside, as 
the road still has a service life of four or five years.  He reviewed other projects completed and 
delayed in 2012 and noted that a number of projects cost significantly less than what was 
budgeted. 
 
Mr. Callahan explained that since 2009, the Public Works administrative budget has declined 
about 15%.  Since 2009 they have trimmed about $640,000 out of Public Works administration, 
the County road budget and Class B moneys.  The contribution to the State wildfire fund has 
gone down to $51,000, and they adopted a tax increase for wildland fire that helps fund the basic 
program.   
 
Mr. Radke reviewed the projects proposed for completion using Class B gas tax money in 2013.  
He provided a table of road projects done since 2004 and how much of the gas tax money was 
spent in each area of the County.  He reviewed the road projects proposed for 2013 for Service 
Area 6 and the County roads in the municipal fund and explained that delaying projects a year or 
two may not have a significant impact, but delaying them five or six year will increase costs 
significantly.  With the Manager’s recommended budget including the tax increase they can get 
by, but that is better than the alternative of severe cuts.   
 
Mr. Callahan confirmed that his recommendation would be to defer projects rather than cut staff, 
because there would be an immediate impact on services if they were to cut staff. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked if Mr. Callahan believes they could count on getting a tax 
increase in 2013.  Mr. Callahan replied that this year there was basically no education for the 
public on why the tax increase was needed, and he believed very few of the people who signed 
the petition understood the potential impacts of signing it.  He believed if people understood the 
differential of paying another $24 per year and the significant impacts on immediate service, the 
likelihood of a petition in 2013 would be greatly reduced. 
 
Mr. Callahan reviewed and explained the items in the overall Public Works budget and noted 
that the proposed budget assumes that Mr. Radke will move into the Public Works Director 
position by September. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan asked what would happen if they were to charge a fare for bus 
service.  Mr. Callahan replied that it would result in a decrease in ridership. 
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Chair Ure noted that they entered into a new waste management contract last year that was to 
save the County $600,000 and asked if that is part of the surplus going back into the general 
fund.  Mr. Callahan explained that the $600,000 savings is general fund money that can be 
utilized for other purposes.  County Auditor Blake Frazier confirmed that anything cut out after 
the end of the budget period will go back to the general fund, but if the amount was not budgeted 
for, it is not a savings.  If it was budgeted for and cut later, it is a savings.  The landfill budget for 
2013 is $400,000 less than the budget for 2012.  There is no extra money floating around, it is 
just that the landfill is budgeted to receive $400,000 less, and that money goes to other areas. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked if they are comfortable with the budget committee’s 
recommendation that they remove the solid waste study.  He expressed concern about not 
planning for the future in that area, because he believed a lot of work needs to be done to be sure 
they are charging the right tipping fee and have a plan for closing the existing cells, etc.  Solid 
Waste Management Supervisor Cliff Blonquist confirmed that the studies are still in the budget. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan stated that he is in favor of taking $100,000 from the Class B road 
funds and putting it into Service Area 6 and asked if the Council is in support of that.  Mr. Jasper 
stated that he does not like the idea of cutting Staff, but they would be borrowing from next 
year’s projects and getting deeper in the hole.  Council Member Hanrahan clarified that they 
would be using the money in gas tax funds saved in 2012 that was budgeted for projects and 
using it for service costs in Service Area 6. 
 
Chair Ure commented that one thing he disagrees with in this form of government is that, in the 
State legislature, the Governor’s budget and legislative budget are brought together in budget 
hearings where both sides are presented.  The only thing the Council has is one source of 
information, and he is aware that there is more than one way of dealing with things.  In order for 
the Council to get other information, they either have to get it from comments made by the 
public, or they have to spend their time going through the entire budget and trying to counter 
what the department heads say with only one source of information.  He commented that they 
represent the taxpayers, and every year he struggles with where to gather information on the 
budget and how they might deal with things differently.  He does not want to cut Staff after years 
of service, and he does not want to increase taxes when businesses are already struggling.  He 
felt that he was being put into a position of saying he would hurt all the services in Summit 
County if he does not vote for a tax increase, and he will not vote for a tax increase.  He believed 
they could work through the budget without hurting County employees and doing minimal 
damage to services, and that is the way he wants to make his decision. 
 
Council Member McMullin commented that it is difficult when they finally get alternatives with 
and without a tax increase from some departments but they have already heard from other 
departments without that information.  She stated that it is hard to know how to juggle this 
information and come up with a balanced budget without hurting services and not laying people 
off.  She stated that all they can do is try to do their best to minimize the pain. 
 
Lauren O’Malley, a resident of Summit Park and former member of the Snyderville Basin 
Recreation District Board stated that she studied her budgets very carefully.  She expressed 
concern that when she looks at the proposed tax increases, the subject keeps coming back to 
snow removal, especially in Summit Park.  She commented that she accidentally paid her 
property taxes twice this year, and she would be happy to give the County that money so they 
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can plow her road.  The County has not raised her taxes since 1977 when her house was built, 
and she would like to pay her share for the services she receives.  She likes the services she 
receives, and the snow plow operators and road construction crews do an awesome job.  She 
explained that she is not anti-tax and was expecting to see the tax increases this year, and she 
was horrified to learn that people who do not live in her service area signed a petition and 
successfully fought a tax she was happy to pay because she gets services she loves.  She asked 
the County to keep up the good work of providing good services.  She acknowledged that the 
services cost more than they did in 1977, and sometimes they have to increase taxes.  She asked 
the Council Members to not assume that raising taxes is always bad. 
 
Tom Spencer, a resident of Jeremy Ranch, stated that if the Council draws a line in the sand to 
not raise taxes, they will not represent him.  He does not want taxes to go up $500 five years 
from now because they are letting roads go downhill.  He stated that deterioration factors in 
Summit County are probably higher than the national average because of the freeze/thaw 
conditions.  He would rather have an incremental tax increase now so they do not have 
deterioration problems down the road.   
 
Council Member McMullin asked how the public would feel about a tax increase the County 
does not spend until they know whether there will be a challenge to it.  Ms. O’Malley explained 
that is how they budgeted when she was on the Recreation District board. 
 
Council Member Elliott stated that they did the right thing last year when they passed a tax 
increase in the municipal and Service Area 6 budgets, because it is not fair for the general tax 
fund to subsidize people who live in subdivisions and pay for the use of their roads.  It is an 
opportunity to cause the people who receive the service to pay for the service they receive.  She 
stated that she will continue to say that they must do the right thing and the responsible thing and 
cause municipal services and Service Area 6 to pay their own way instead of being subsidized by 
the general fund.  She believed those who have spoken are advocating the responsible position. 
 
Rich Delewski stated that it takes a meeting like this to understand how expensive it is to provide 
these services.  He stated that the costs are hidden from people who are removed from where the 
services are provided.  He stated that he is not against the increase, and if $24 is the amount, he 
would be glad to pay that to drive the roads safely.  He commented that he knows the 
deliberations are done carefully when he sees meetings like this. 
 
 Budget Presentation - Health Department 
 
Health Director Richard Bullough reviewed the County Health Department budget as provided to 
the Council Members.  He discussed the positions that have been eliminated in the last year and 
stated that, in spite of that, they are providing expanded and better services.  He stated that they 
have taken a hard look at the services they are mandated to provide and services that have to be 
maintained even though the Health Department has lost some Federal and State funding.  He 
noted that the budget shows a 1.1% decrease from the current budget, which follows an 11% 
decrease in the 2012 budget.  He explained that the grants in the budget are based on history and 
the likelihood that they will receive the grant money.  Mr. Jasper explained that, if they believe 
there is any chance of receiving a grant, it must be included in the budget.  If the grant is not 
received, the department cannot spend the appropriation.  If they receive a new grant, they must 
let the Auditor know about it.  Mr. Bullough noted that anticipated grant funds are listed in 
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separate grant columns, with the anticipation that they will be authorized to spend the grant 
money if they receive it. 
 
Mr. Jasper, Mr. Bullough, and the Council Members discussed mental health issues and the 
contract with Valley Mental Health.  Council Member Hanrahan suggested that the Health 
Department hold a lengthy work session with the new Council and go through the indices for 
mental health and how to set priorities for mental health care.  Mr. Bullough stated that he 
believes the County has defined the services the Health Department offers for substance abuse 
and mental health as being Valley Mental Health, and not much else, which is a mistake.  He 
commented that there are multiple examples in the community and in the County of partners 
coming to the table and offering resources. 
 
 Discussion regarding proposed 2013 budget 
  
Mr. Jasper provided materials showing three budget options.  He explained that one option is his 
recommended budget, and another option comes from the Auditor and deals primarily with how 
to do the splits between the funds, primarily between the general fund and the municipal fund.  A 
third option includes cuts he would suggest and some changes in the splits.  He also provided 
suggestions as to other places where they might consider cuts. 
 
Mr. Frazier provided information about how they might be able to budget with no tax increase 
and without eliminating more employees.  That includes changing some of the splits in the 
general fund and municipal fund in several areas.  He noted that the budget as currently proposed 
includes about $900,000 in contributions to surplus in the general fund, which is money that has 
not been budgeted.  He believed it could be reasonably argued that three of the proposed road 
projects affect the general public as well as the municipal area, and he proposed a 50/50 split on 
those projects.  He suggested that they could reduce the amount contributed to surplus by 
$623,000.  He also noted that there are surpluses in the municipal fund and proposed increasing 
the contribution to surplus by $185,000 in the operating fund to keep the status quo.  Otherwise 
they would have to lay off employees.  He explained that this would be a way to survive if it 
becomes absolutely necessary to not have a tax increase.  If they do get through truth in taxation, 
they would just delay the projects and do them later. 
 
Council Member McMullin asked why the Manager would want to get rid of positions if there is 
an alternative to that.  Mr. Jasper stated that when he came, the County was in the hole in the 
general fund, and he has been trained to get to a budget that the County can afford and stay with.  
He clarified that he wants to have a stable financial situation.  He noted that his recommendation 
includes some changes in the splits, but if they try to do it all that way, they will be deficit 
spending in the long term.  He stated that that everyone he has talked to seems to indicate that the 
economy is gradually improving and should continue to, but he does not believe they will return 
to the days when they will be able to live off of growth.  He did not believe it is prudent to bank 
on growing out of this situation in the next couple of years.  He does not want to lay off anyone, 
but he has to recommend something that he believes will be stable.  Mr. Jasper referred to his list 
of other places where they could consider some cuts in the budget.  Mr. Frazier explained that 
the Council needs to recognize how much of those cuts would come out of the municipal budget 
and how much would come out of the general fund.  Mr. Jasper explained that they also need to 
consider who benefits and who pays for the services. 
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Council Member Hanrahan asked about revenue for 2012 that either was not budgeted for or not 
spent and would be available for 2013 and requested for that to be broken out by line item.  He 
recalled that some of those items would include settlement of a lawsuit, which should bring in 
$300,000, the $386,000 the State will pay the County for use of the court, the $400,000 in 
savings from year to year in solid waste, and the projected $900,000 surplus from capital roads 
projects.  He believed they have additional revenues that could cover the $1.5 million shortfall in 
the loss of tax revenues.  Mr. Frazier explained that the majority of that is in the general fund, not 
the municipal fund.  Council Member Robinson stated that he would not be in favor of trying to 
switch funds from the general fund to the municipal fund, because none of the funds have strong 
balances, and they are still deficit spending. 
 
Council Member Hanrahan recalled that last week they talked about asking the Sheriff to cut a 
specific amount out of his budget, and now the recommendation is that he cut five deputies.  He 
asked whether the Sheriff would do something other than cut deputies if they were to give him 
an amount to cut from his budget.  Sheriff Dave Edmunds replied that there is a possibility he 
would look at some other things if he were given an amount and suggested that they give him an 
amount.  Council Member Hanrahan confirmed with Mr. Frazier that, if they were to cut projects 
out of public works, that money could be used for public safety. 
 
Chair Ure asked if the County has received the money from the Federal Government for the river 
restoration projects.  Mr. Frazier replied that they have received most of it.  Chair Ure confirmed 
with Mr. Frazier that those moneys will be put in the municipal fund surplus. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Ure called the regular meeting to order at 6:10 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Chair Ure opened the public input. 
 
There was no public input. 
 
Chair Ure closed the public input. 
 
DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2012-29 TO 
ESTABLISH THE SUMMIT COUNTY MASTER TRAILS PLAN; KENT WILKERSON, 
ENGINEER 
 
Kent Wilkerson with the County Engineer’s Office noted that the Council has previously seen 
the trails master plan, and it needs to be adopted by resolution.  He noted that one text change 
has been added, and he has not heard anything from the public. 
 
Council Member Robinson noted that the staff report states that the resolution is advisory but 
sets the course for future implementation of County-wide trails, and the resolution says that 
implementation will be by the respective transportation master plans by ordinance.  He asked 
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what is being implemented.  Mr. Wilkerson explained that the Transportation Master Plans will 
cover trails and trails planning in detail.  Council Member Robinson asked about the statement 
that not being in this resolution has the effect of changing private property rights on lands 
depicted herein.  Council Member Elliott explained that means it would not carry the weight of 
an easement.  Council Member Robinson asked how, when the transportation master plan for 
Eastern Summit County is approved, it will implement the trails master plan.  He asked if it 
means the landowner will be required to put a trail in if it is shown in a certain location on the 
map.  Council Member Elliott explained that the master plan is essentially a wish list, and 
nothing would change on private property until or unless someone applies for a change in the use 
of that property.  When someone asks to subdivide or develop that property, the County can ask 
that the trail be placed as a part of the new land use.  Council Member Robinson asked if the 
County can require that.  Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas clarified that if someone 
requests bonus density, the County can require a trail in order to get the bonus density.  If the 
application is not for bonus density, the trail easement would probably have to be purchased, 
because the County can only make an exaction for something that offsets the impact of the 
development.  Council Member Robinson asked what would be implemented when they adopt 
the transportation master plan.  Mr. Thomas explained that being able to acquire the trail will be 
implemented.  Council Member Robinson commented that he believes the resolution is very 
vague.  Mr. Wilkerson explained that this document is advisory only and states that the County 
intends to adopt a transportation master plan, which will be adopted by ordinance.  Council 
Member Robinson made several edits to the proposed resolution. 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to adopt Resolution 2012-29 to establish the 
Summit County Master Trails Plan as amended.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member Elliott. 
 
Council Member Elliott requested that everywhere the master plan says multi-modal that it also 
say non-motorized.  Mr. Wilkerson explained that he has deleted multi-modal from this plan and 
recommends that it be addressed in the transportation master plan. 
 
The motion passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
POSSIBLE DECISION REGARDING A REFUND OF THE YARROW MOTEL 2010 
MISSED BOE APPEAL; STEVE MARTIN, ASSESSOR 
 
County Assessor Steve Martin explained that the Yarrow Motel filed a property tax appeal in 
2011 which was overlooked until they made an appeal in 2012.  The 2011 appeal was added to 
the 2012 appeal.  The 2012 appeal has been handled through the regular Board of Equalization 
process, but the 2011 appeal requires an abatement and refund of taxes of $14,315.23. 
 
Council Member Robinson verified with Mr. Martin that there is no dispute as to whether the 
appeal was filed in 2011. 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to abate the taxes for the Yarrow Motel for 
2011 in the amount of $14,315.23.  The motion was seconded by Council Member 
McMullin and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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APPOINT THREE MEMBERS TO THE PARK CITY FIRE DISTRICT 
ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL BOARD 
 
Council Member Hanrahan made a motion to reappoint Dianne Walker and to appoint Jay 
Dyal and Christina Miller to the Park City Fire Service District Administrative Control 
Board with all three terms to expire December 31, 2016.  The motion was seconded by 
Council Member Robinson and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Jasper stated that he is working on preparing written reports to the Council. 
 
Mr. Jasper noted that the terms of three members of BOSAC will soon expire, and an argument 
has been made that a three-term limit on BOSAC is difficult, because it was inactive for a while.  
He believes the Code is clear that board members serve three 3-year terms.  However, the 
County is also in the middle of some things that involve BOSAC, so it will take him some time 
to make recommendations for that board.  
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
There were no Council comments. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES  
OCTOBER 3, 2012 
OCTOBER 10, 2012 
 
Council Member Elliott made a motion to approve the minutes of the October 3, 2012, 
County Council meeting as written and the October 10, 2012, County Council meeting as 
corrected.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Hanrahan and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
  
PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR WHICH FUNDING 
MAY BE APPLIED UNDER THE CDBG SMALL CITIES PROGRAM FOR PROGRAM 
YEAR 2013 
 
Administration Office Manager Annette Singleton explained that she attended the mandatory 
how-to-apply workshop in October and learned that Summit and Wasatch Counties can expect to 
receive approximately $400,000 in CDBG grants in the 2013 program year.  One applicant has 
expressed interest in applying for CDBG funds to be sponsored by Summit County.  The 
Hoytsville Pipe and Water Company would like to apply for CDBG funds to upgrade their 
culinary water system. 
 
Sue Follett with the Hoytsville Pipe and Water Company explained that they wish to upgrade 
their entire culinary system, and they had a master plan drawn up in June 2012.  The entire 
project will be $1.5 million, with the first phase costing $414,000 and running from the 
Hoytsville church south.  She explained that they have submitted their census survey of all the 
shareholders on the system.  She thanked the County’s IT department for quickly producing the 
maps they need. 
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Council Member Robinson asked how much of the available grant money the Water Company 
hopes to get.  Ms. Follett replied that they do not know yet.  Mountainlands Association of 
Governments has a ranking sheet, and the amount will be determined by the committee’s 
ranking. 
 
Chair Ure opened the public hearing. 
 
Alan Bell, a member of the Hoytsville Pipe and Water Company board, explained that they are 
trying to address some deficiencies in their system.  They would like to upgrade this portion of 
their system first and then move into the more recent section of their system.  He explained that 
the amount of the award they receive will probably determine the extent to which they can make 
upgrades on their system next year, but it would allow them to at least start the process.  Chair 
Ure asked how they would pay for the rest of this phase if they do not receive sufficient funding 
through the CDBG grant.  Mr. Bell explained that they have discussed adopting some overage 
fees and changing their rates. 
 
Gordon Wilde, a member of the Water Company board, stated that Ms. Follett and Mr. Bell have 
done an excellent job of researching this project and know more about it than he does.  He 
explained that they need to update their fire suppression and increase the size of their lines, and 
they need some help to get started. 
 
Chair Ure closed the public hearing. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 6:50 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, David Ure     County Clerk, Kent Jones 




