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MEMORANDUM 
 
June 20, 2013 
 
To: Summit County Council 
 
From: Derrick Radke, PE - Summit County Engineer 
 
Re: US-40 Wildlife and Non-Motorized Underpass 
 
As you are aware, UDOT and the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District have 
been working together on an ambitious project to install a Wildlife and Non-Motorized 
Underpass on US-40 near the UDOT Road Shed in the Silver Summit area.  Originally, 
UDOT identified a need for the wildlife underpass and had approximately $750,000 of 
“Enhancement” funds that could be spent on the project; however they knew that this 
amount would not come close to the amount needed to complete the project. UDOT 
approached Summit County, Park City, and the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation 
District to partner in the project. The Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District 
quickly jumped on the band wagon; however Summit County and Park City originally did 
not feel that the project fit in with their roles and budgets. 
 
UDOT has proceeded with the preliminary design work and has increased the size of 
the structure so that it would better accommodate wildlife crossing. The upsizing had 
some impact on the total cost, but it was not a large percentage of the increase. The 
size of the structure is now 12 ft x 24 ft (note that the 12’ height is measured at the 
outside edge of the structure and there is approximately another 2 feet of height at the 
center of the structure. See figure below). 
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The final Engineer’s estimated cost of the structure/project is as follows: 
 Structure and Roadway  $1,917,574 
 Utility Adjustment   $     60,000 
 Construction Engineering  $   160,000 
 Preliminary Engineering  $   233,280 
 Misc./Contingency   $   163,000 
 Minus Lane Rental (etc.)             ($      90,900) 
   Total Project  $2,442,954 
 
UDOT has since added money to the project beyond the original $750,000 and is now 
contributing a total of $1,200,000 to the project. The breakdown of current funding is as 
follows: 
 UDOT     $1,200,000 
 SBSRD    $   750,000 
 Total:      $1,950,000 
 
 Project Cost    $2,442,954 
 
 Project Shortfall   $  492,954 
 
UDOT has asked that Summit County and Park City reconsider their participation in the 
project. They are asking for a contribution of $250,000 each and have drafted a 
Cooperative Agreement for the County and City to review and consider.  David Thomas, 
Chief Civil Deputy County Attorney has offered some edits to the document for UDOT’s 
consideration and the document has been forwarded to Park City to review as well. 
Please note that UDOT will not advertise the project or present it to the Joint Highway 
Committee until they receive an executed copy of the Agreement back from the County 
and the City. The agreement states that; “Within fifteen (15) days from receipt of the 
executed Agreement, County and City shall each send a check payable to UDOT in the 
amount of Two Hundred and Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000) to the UDOT’s 
Comptroller’s Office located at UDOT/ COMPTROLLER”.  There may be some wiggle 
room in this requirement, but a proposal will need to be sent to UDOT for consideration. 
 
Please note that we have not as yet received the final Agreement for review. The 
draft/redlined version is attached for your review. 
 
One key component of the agreement is that should the project come in under the 
estimated cost, Summit County and Park City would be the first parties to receive 
refunds, spilt equally. 
 
As the Council knows, the County did not budget for this project for 2013. If the Council 
decides to proceed to help fund this project, at some point they will need to re-open the 
budget and add the project and identify the revenue source. 
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Should the Council and County Manager decide that the project is worthwhile and want 
to participate, there are a few possibilities for funding the project. One possibility is that 
the County or SBSRD, and City could apply for a RAP Tax Grant in order to fund their 
contributions. David Thomas has stated that the project would qualify as a recreation 
related project, but that the project would have to go through the normal RAP Tax Grant 
process. Anita Lewis, Assistant County Manager has outlined the RAP Tax Grant 
process as: 

• RAP Tax Committee should begin accepting Applications at the end of August or 
first of September after advertising that applications will be accepted. 

• It is competitive process that takes approximately three months before awards 
are made. An award would probably not come prior to the start and/or the 
completion of the project. 

• The RAP Tax Committee makes a recommendation to the County Council who 
makes the final decision. 

• If a RAP Tax Grant is sought for the County’s contribution, it may make sense to 
have the application made by the SBSRD since the Council ultimately decides on 
project awards, and the project is more directly related to recreation facilities in 
the Snyderville Basin. This can be a discussion item during the meeting. 

 
Alternatively, 1) the Council could ask the County Treasurer to loan the $250,000 for the 
project, and budget for the repayment from one of the budgets in 2014, or 2) the Council 
could make an inter-fund loan from the Municipal Services Fund and again budget to 
repay the loan in 2014 after budgeting for the repayment. Either loan could be repaid 
from the RAP Tax Grant should the County be the applicant, and be awarded the grant. 
 
It is unlikely that there will be $250,000 available from capital projects budgeted for 
2013. Most of the season’s projects have already been awarded or completed and it is 
not expected that the projects will under run by this amount. 
 
If you have any question, please contact me. 
 
Enclosure (Draft UDOT Cooperative Agreement) 
 
cc: Heinrich Deters, PC Trails & Open Space Project Manager, (via email to: hdeters@parkcity.org) 
 Ritchie Taylor, UDOT R2 Project Manager (via email to: ritchietaylor@utah.gov) 
 Rena Jordan, SBSRD Director (via email to: renaj@basinrecreation.org)  
 Will Pratt, SBSRD Planning & Project Manager (via email to Will@basinrecreation.org)  

 Robert Jasper, County Manager 
 file (S:\Projects\2013\pw13\misc\cc-us40.doc) 
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DRAFT 
 

 

 

C O O P E R A T I V E   A G R E E M E N T 
 
 

 THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, (the “Agreement”) made and entered into this 

_______ day of ________ 2013, by and between the UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION, a state agency, hereinafter referred to as “UDOT” and SUMMIT 
COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State of UtahMunicipal Corporation in the State of 

Utah, hereinafter referred to as  “County,” and PARK CITY CORPORATION,  a Municipal 

Corporation in the State of Utah, herinafter referred to as “City.”  UDOT, the City and the 

County are hereafter sometimes referred to individually as a “Party” and collectively as the 

“Parties.” 

 

WITHNESSETH 
 

 WHEREAS, UDOT is engaged in preparing plans, specifications and estimates of costs 

toward constructing the highway project identified as F-0040(116)0;  Pedestrian/Wildlife 

Crossing, under US-40 at  Mile Post 2.16, in Summit County, Utah; and 

 

 WHEREAS,  in the interest of public safety, the Pparties hereto desire to coordinate for 

the purpose of funding the construction and providing maintenance of above said project 

pedestrian/wildlife crossing, (hereinafter referred to as the “Project”);  and  

 

 WHEREAS, the proposed Pproject funding is as follows 

 

County                                                                                $250,000.00 

City                                                                                     $250,000.00 

Snyderville Basin Special Recreation                              $750,000.00 

UDOT                                                                               $1,200,000.00 

and 

 

 

 

 WHEREAS, the County desires to participate in the funding of the Pproject construction 

in the amount of  $250,000.00. 
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            WHEREAS,  the City desires to participate in the funding of the Pproject construction in 

the amount of $250,000.00. 

    

 

 WHEREAS, the Pparties hereto desire to enter into this Cooperative Agreement to 

define the terms and conditions for the participation of the Pproject funding and maintenance of 

the Pproject work; and 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, it is agreed by and between the Pparties hereto as follows: 

  

 (1).   UDOT has provided copies of the Project Engineering Plans to the City and 

County for their review and comment.  UDOT will have to shall meet its 2012 Standard 

Specifications and other applicable standards concerning the Project construction. 

 

(2).    UDOT shallwill advertise for bids, award the Project contract, and administer the 

Project construction. 

 

 

 (3).     Within fifteen (15) days from receipt of the executed  Cooperative Agreement, 

County and City shall each send a check payable to UDOT in the amount of Two Hundred and 
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000.00) to thewith UDOT’s Comptroller’s Office located at 

UDOT/COMPTROLLER, 4502 South 2700 West, Box 141510, Salt Lake City, Utah  84119. 

 

 (4).       UDOT reserves all rights in and to the existing N/A Line related to the facilities 

contained in this Cooperative Agreement and nothing in this Cooperative Agreement should be 

construed otherwise.  UDOT does not relinquish any rights to said N/A Line by entering into this 

Cooperative Agreement.  UDOT shallwill own all Project improvements located within its right-

of-way. 

 
 

 (5).        The crossing shall only be used for wildlife and pedestrians use only. and nNo 

motorized vehicles, except of maintenance purposes, shall be allowed to use or access this trail 

system.  If at any time, motorized vehicles, other than maintenance vehicles, are allowed or 

permitted, then the Pparties hereto agree that this Cooperative Agreement shall beis void and the 

Project improvements shall no longer be open for usenot be used by pedestrians. 

  

 (6).        The Pparties hereto agree that any modification, expansion, increased impact of 

anticipated use(s) to the trail, that are not defined in this Cooperative Agreement or allowed as 

part of the Project, would constitute grounds the need for a written amendment to this 

Cooperative Agreement.  Any and all uses not otherwiseUnless the use is described as permitted 

uses in this Cooperative Agreement are prohibited, no other uses are allowed.  
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            (7)            The City shallwill permit UDOT to enter and construct a portion of the 

Pproject on Ccity property. The City pProperty shallwill be accessed from the UDOT right- of -

way and not from Highland Drive., as set forth in  Exhibit ‘A” hereto. 

 

 (8).     Upon completion and final inspection of the Project construction, UDOT shallwill 

maintain the crossing structure and drainage on the US-40 right -of -way and the City shallwill 

maintain the Pedestrian Trail on City property as shown in Exhibit “A.” 

 

            (9).         Upon final Pproject closeout, UDOT shallwill return any remaining Pproject 

funds first to the County and City on an equal basis. 

 

 (10).  This Agreement may not be assigned without the express written 

consentpermission of UDOT.  

 

 (11). UDOT, the City, and the County are governmental entities subject to the Utah 

Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, UCA §§63G-7-101 thru 904 (1953, as amended) .  Each 

Pparty agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmless the other from and against all claims, suits 

and costs, including attorneys’ fees for injury or damage of any kind, arising out the negligent 

acts, errors or omissions of the indemnifying Pparty’s officers, agents, contractors or employees 

in the performance of this Agreement. Nothing in this paragraph is intended to create additional 

rights to third parties or to waive any provision of the Utah Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, 

provided said Act applies to the action or omission giving rise to the protections in this 

paragraph.  The indemnification in this paragraph shall survive the expiration or termination of 

this Agreement.  

 

 (10). This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall 

be an original, with the same effect as if the signatures thereto and hereto were upon the same 

instrument.  This Agreement shall become effective when each Party hereto shall have received a 

counterpart hereof signed by the other Party hereto. 

 

 (11). This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah both as to 

interpretation and performance.  

 

 (12). Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be deemed or construed, either by the 

Pparties hereto or by any third party, to create the relationship of principal and agent or create 

any partnership, joint venture or other association between the Parties. 

 

 (13). This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the Parties, with respect to 

the subject matter hereof, and no statements, promises, or inducements made by either Party or 

agents for either Party that are not contained in this written Agreement shall be binding or valid. 
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 (14). If any provision hereof shall be held or deemed to be or shall, in fact, be 

inoperative or unenforceable as applied in any particular case in any jurisdiction or in all 

jurisdictions, or in all cases because it conflicts with any other provision or provisions hereof or 

any constitution or statute or rule or public policy, or for any other reason, such circumstances 

shall not have the effect of rendering the provision in question inoperative or unenforceable in 

any other case or circumstance, or of rendering any other provision or provisions herein 

contained invalid, inoperative, or unenforceable to any extent whatever.  The invalidity of any 

one or more phrases, sentences, clauses, or paragraphs herein contained, shall not affect the 

remaining portions hereof, or any part thereof. 

 

 (15). Each Pparty represents that it has the authority to enter into this Agreement 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be executed 

by their duly authorized officers as of the day and year first above written. 

 

 

   SUMMIT COUNTY,  
                                    A Political SubdivisionMunicipal Corporation inof the State of Utah 

 

 

 By ________________________________ 

  

           County Manager 
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 Date: 

 

                              

        

 

 

 

 

 

                           PARK CITY CORPORATION, 
                                  A Municipal Corporation in the State of Utah 

 

              

           By___________________________________ 

 

           City Attorney 

 

            Date: 

 

 

            By Honorable_________________________________ 

 

            Mayor 

 

             Date: 

 

****************************************************************************** 

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL: UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAION 

 

 

By_______________________________ By_______________________________________ 

 Region Project Manager              Region Director 

  

 

Date: _____________________________ Date: ____________________________________ 

 

****************************************************************************** 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:   By_______________________________________ 

        UDOT Comptroller Office 
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        Contract Administrator 

Utah State Attorney General’s 

Office has previously approved all 

paragraphs in this Agreement as to 

form.      Date: _____________________________________ 

 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Summit County Council  
Report Date: June 20, 2013  
Meeting Date:  June 26, 2013  
From: Jennifer Strader, County Planner    
Project Name:  Snyderville Basin General Plan, Phase I    
 
 
On March 26, 2013, the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission (SBPC) forwarded a 
positive recommendation to the Summit County Council (SCC) for Phase I of the 
General Plan (Plan), which included Chapters 1 through 8. They had previously decided 
that Chapter 9: Neighborhood Plans should be reviewed separately from the rest of the 
Plan given the importance of the neighborhood planning areas and the anticipated 
public input.  
 
On June 11, 2013, after conducting four (4) public hearings, the SBPC forwarded a 
positive recommendation to the SCC for Chapter 9.  
 
Staff is now presenting Chapters 1 through 9 of the Plan to the SCC in a work session 
format to provide an opportunity for initial comments prior to moving forward with future 
public hearings.  
 
One item to note pertaining to the attached draft, specifically the neighborhood plans: 
 
* Each neighborhood planning area has an associated map that will be attached as 

an 11” x 17” exhibit. The intent of each map is to identify the neighborhood 
boundaries, as well as the existing public open spaces. Staff has included an 
example of what the maps will look like at the end of the Plan. Staff is anticipating 
that the maps will be completed and included as part of the package presented at 
the public hearings.  

 
Staff will be prepared to provide the background of the Plan process at the work 
session, if desired by the SCC. More detailed information will also be provided in the 
staff reports for the public hearings. The first public hearing has been scheduled on July 
10, 2013, pending any input from the SCC.  
 
If you should have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at 
435.615.3152 or by email, jstrader@summitcounty.org.  
 
 

 
 

mailto:jstrader@summitcounty.org
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10. Future Chapters – Phase II 

- Economic Development 
- Land Use broadened (population projections, growth, Future Land Use Map) 
- Redevelopment 
- Sustainability 
- Town, Resort, and Village Design Principles 
- Regional Planning 
- Other items as determined by the Planning Commission 
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Chapter 1 
Snyderville Basin General Plan 
Vision and Background 
 
MISSION STATEMENT  
 
The mission of the General Plan (herein after referred to as “the Plan”) is to preserve 
natural open space and vistas, prevent suburban sprawl, and promote our mountain resort 
community.  This will be accomplished through well managed growth that clusters density 
into designated mixed use centers, protects the natural environment, and supports 
recreation.  The result will allow for a community and an economy that are diverse, 
cohesive, and sustainable. 
 
GOALS 
 
In concert with the community vision and in support of the Mission Statement, the goals of 
the 2013 update to the Plan are to promote the following: 
 

 Sustainability, both in terms of development and the environment 
 Quality growth and economic development that provides a positive contribution to 

the community and mountain resort economy 
 Preservation of open space, view corridors and scenic mountainsides 
 Preservation of critical and sensitive lands, natural resources and the environment, 

clean air, and healthy waters 
 Provide for interconnectivity and traffic mitigation through a variety of creative 

alternatives for all modes of transportation 
 Provision and inclusion of affordable housing 
 Healthy lifestyles based on resort and year round recreation opportunities 

compatible with a resort/residential community 
 Preservation, recognition, and adaptive reuse of culturally significant structures, 

sites, and uses 
 
ROLES OF THE GENERAL PLAN AND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
The growth management plan for the Snyderville Basin consists of the Plan and Snyderville 
Basin Development Code (hereinafter referred to as “the Code”). The purpose of the Plan is 
to set forth the vision, mission and character, goals, objectives, and policies for the 
Snyderville Basin. The Plan is an advisory document. The Code is the regulatory document 
that contains the rules and regulations for development that implements the goals and 
objectives of the Plan. The Code ensures the viability of the Plan by requiring that 
development applications are consistent with the Plan.  
 
BACKGROUND 
In mid-2009, the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission (hereinafter referred to as “the 
Planning Commission”) began the process of reviewing the 2004 Snyderville Basin 
General Plan for updates, which was last completed in 1998.  The intent of this update is 
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to make the plan a more current and understandable document for the public and the 
Planning Commission as it guides future growth.   
As part of this update, the Planning Commission sought to clarify the intent of the Plan, 
and ensure that the policies and implementation mechanisms of the Plan and Code would 
truly help meet the community priorities.  
 
Community involvement has been a central part of the update process. In 2009 a 
Subcommittee of the Planning Commission was formed, which began working on initial 
edits to the Plan. Based on their feedback, in April of 2010, the Planning Commission held 
two community open houses and conducted a survey; in the summer of 2011, the 
Planning Commission held workshops with each neighborhood planning area. Public 
hearings were held on each element of the Plan in 2011, and more work sessions and 
hearings were held in 2012.  
 
From these open houses and workshops, the Planning Commission identified many 
community priorities, and substantially reworked the mission statement to better reflect 
these priorities.   
 
The Plan has also been substantially reformatted. While core principles remain in place, 
the format has been changed and the language simplified to communicate clear intent. 
Regulatory language remaining from the 1998 Plan has been removed and placed in the 
Development Code where appropriate.  Policies have been divided into chapters and 
each chapter is based on a topic such as the environment, cultural and natural resources, 
and open space. The redesign is intended to make the Plan easier to follow and more 
effective to implement. 
 
COMMUNITY VISION 
Over 200 residents of the Snyderville Basin participated in the 2010 open houses and 
hundreds more at the 2011 Neighborhood workshops. The many activities included a 
prioritization exercise where the public was asked to rank various topics, such as open 
space, recreation, and walkability. Based on that exercise, the Planning Commission 
learned that the issues, identified from most important to least important, were: 
 
1. Open Space  
2. Recreation  
3. Walkability  
4. Wildlife  
5. Less Density 
6. Sensitive Land Protection 
7. Water Conservation 
8. Affordable Housing 
9. Mass Transit 
10. Traffic 
11. Natural Resource Preservation 
12. Local Economy 
13. Recycling/Compost 
14. Local Food 
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15. Energy Efficiency 
16. Mixed Use Development 
17. Growth 
18. Green Building/Construction 
 
MOVING FORWARD 
State government forecasts for population growth in the County, and Snyderville Basin in 
particular, clearly demonstrate a need to prepare by the County Council and the Planning 
Commission. The Plan and Code, as amended, are designed to better  encourage 
economic growth and  manage development and redevelopment, in a manner that will 
preserve and enhance the Basin's quality of life, and in conformity with Section 17-27a-
102 (a) of the Utah State Code which sets forth the standards for land use management:  
 

(a) The purposes of this chapter are to provide for the health, safety, and welfare, 
and promote the prosperity, improve the morals, peace and good order, comfort, 
convenience, and aesthetics of each county and its present and future inhabitants 
and businesses, to protect the tax base, to secure economy in governmental 
expenditures, to foster the state's agricultural and other industries, to protect both 
urban and nonurban development, to protect and ensure access to sunlight for 
solar energy devices, to provide fundamental fairness in land use regulation, and to 
protect property values. 

 
The Plan reflects coordinated regional land use planning by and among Summit County 
Council, Snyderville Basin, Eastern Summit County and Park City Municipal in preparation 
for anticipated growth. 
 
The residents of the Basin agree that open space, in the mountain setting of the Basin, 
provides aesthetic value, recreational opportunities, wildlife management and protection, 
and promotes an amenity rich community. Those amenities include: 
 

 Large Tracts of Contiguous Open Space 
 Recreation 
 Interconnected Trail Systems (Walkability) 
 Wildlife Preservation 
 Density in Town and Resort Centers 
 Sensitive Lands Protections 
 Water Conservation 
 Affordable Housing 
 Mass Transit 
 Traffic and Transportation Management 
 Natural Resource Preservation 
 Local Economy Protection and Enhancement 

 
These core reasons define the purpose for land use planning and regulation to preserve 
and enhance the Basin. The Plan embraces and protects the mountain resort economy and 
character of the Basin, by discouraging, and, to the extent possible, prohibiting certain 
suburban development patterns which erode the unique character of the Basin. To that end, 
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suburban development patterns in the Basin  should be mountain resort in nature, with low 
densities of one unit per one hundred and twenty (120) acres, one unit per forty (40) acres, 
one unit per thirty (30) acres, one unit per twenty (20) acres,  and one unit per ten (10) acres 
in certain instances.  
 
 
Additionally, the Plan guides the growth and economic development of the Basin to occur in 
harmony with the unique, aesthetic qualities of a mountain environment. Interspersed among 
the open spaces of the Basin, town and resort centers are permitted in designated locations. 
Each type of center serves a specific function as further stated in the Plan. The character of 
these centers, particularly the town centers, should be designed to reflect both traditional 
and new patterns in urban communities, and phased to ensure proper growth and 
concurrency management.  
 
These centers should benefit, not detract from, the general health, safety and welfare of the 
entire community. Increases in density for town and resort centers should only occur in 
instances where such increases result in significant benefit to the community at large, among 
other criteria. The use of density transfers may be an acceptable method to utilize 
development rights from an area desirous of preservation in acceptable growth areas, such 
as town and resort centers.  
   
The Basin’s changing demographics have created an economy no longer solely 
dependent on seasonal mountain resort business. Social and economic diversity, and its 
associated demands, is encouraged for the long term health of the Basin. Accordingly, the 
Plan and Code form a foundation for the complex, long range use of land through 
managed growth, balance between competing demands of residential and commercial 
interests, and preservation of ample and continuous natural areas. 
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Chapter 2 
Land Use 
GOAL: Promote sustainable Land Use Planning Principles that preserve 
environmentally critical and sensitive lands, maintain neighborhood character, 
protect the economic base, prevent sprawl, and provide efficient delivery of 
services. 
 
OBJECTIVE A: Guide appropriate development and redevelopment in the Snyderville 
Basin through the following policies:  

 
Policy 2.1: Designated Centers: Preserve natural open space and vistas, prevent 
urban sprawl, and promote the mountain resort community through managed 
growth that clusters growth into designated mixed use centers.  

 
Policy 2.2 Development Patterns: Encourage the following sustainable patterns 
of development:  
 

a. Housing subdivisions that may be comprised of a variety of type and style of 
use, and with a wide range of affordability.  Generally, these subdivisions 
are not separated from one another.  There may be an internal system of 
streets, but many connections exist between individual subdivisions. 

 
b. Commercial, light industrial, resort, and other mixed-use development that is 

not exclusively oriented to the automobile and emphasizes pedestrian 
accessibility. 

 
c. Civic institutions, such as churches and other public buildings that are 

located near residential and commercial development. 
 

Policy 2.3 Land Use Map: Show the following designations on a Basin-wide land 
use map: 

 
 a. Existing land use map 
 
 b.  Wildlife corridors and habitat areas 
 
Policy 2.4 Zone Districts: Utilize zone districts, depicted in a zoning map 
establishing a base density that generally reflects the existing character of the land, 
particularly open space and the natural landscape, taking into consideration 
infrastructure availability and existing neighborhood character.  
 
Policy 2.5 Redevelopment:  Promote the redevelopment of existing developments 
to reduce the visual impact of inappropriate site layout practices, large parking lot 
surfaces, inappropriate lighting, non-conforming signs, and building mass through 
appropriate design, building configuration and consolidation, and height. 
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Policy 2.6 Growth Management: Manage the amount, type, location, rate, and 
design of growth in the Snyderville Basin while coordinating the plans and 
programs of public service providers, community investment in facilities, 
infrastructure, amenities, and services to ensure a sustainable future for the 
community.  
 
Policy 2.7 Strip Development: Strongly discourage roadside or strip commercial 
development where there is continuous or intermittent linear development generally 
one store deep, one or more access points for separate properties and with highly 
visible parking located between the road and the building. 
 
Policy 2.8 Density Incentives: Maintain base density yet consider providing 
incentives for additional density where appropriate.  

 
Policy 2.9 Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) – Receiving Areas: Pursue 
the creation of a TDR program to be offered as an inducement to property owners 
for creating density “receiving areas”.  Such receiving areas will be located in areas 
deemed appropriate by Summit County.  The purpose of this incentive should be to 
create a means to preserve substantial open space by transferring density from 
other parts of the Snyderville Basin.  Property owner participation in this incentive 
program should be voluntary. 
 
Policy 2.10 Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) – Sending Areas: Pursue 
the creation of incentives to the owners of key lands (potential “sending areas”), to 
transfer density to an appropriate “receiving area” as outlined above or, when 
appropriate, purchase fee title or the development rights from the property.   

 
Policy 2.11 Affordable Housing: Implement tools and mechanisms to achieve 
affordable housing. 
 
Policy 2.12 Walkability: Promote interconnectivity, walkability, and a human scale 
of development.  

 
OBJECTIVE B: Land use should be appropriate in scale and character to its surrounding 
environment and no structure should be allowed to dominate the natural features of any 
site.   

 
Policy 2.13 Building massing and visual compatibility:  Building massing 
should, through height and bulk restrictions, relate to the size of the lot, roof pitch 
and orientation restrictions to ensure compatibility with visually sensitive areas. 
 
Policy 2.14 Architectural style:  The desired architectural style should be of 
appropriate quality and work within the context of the defined community character, 
while promoting creativity in design styles. 
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Policy 2.15 Large scale commercial:  Large scale commercial “one story” 
structures are generally not appropriate. Whenever possible, large scale retailers 
should be placed on two or more levels, or designed to encourage the smaller, 
customized format of the retailer. 

 
Policy 2.16 Integration into environment: All man-made elements should be 
integrated into the natural environment with a sense of quality, permanence, and 
sensitivity; respecting, enhancing, and preserving stream corridors, wetlands, and 
hillsides. Efforts should be made to minimize the removal or disturbance of trees 
and hillside shrub vegetation. 
 

OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that landscaping, lighting, signs, and parking are designed in a 
manner that is functional yet minimal and in keeping with the mountain environment.  
 

Policy 2.17 Landscaping:  Appropriate landscaping should be installed and 
maintained in all new developments to ensure compatibility with the surrounding 
environments, including native vegetation and drought tolerant species. 

 
Policy 2.18 Lighting:  Maintain lighting regulations for the amount, intensity, type, 
and location of all outdoor artificial illuminating devices to ensure that all such 
lighting is minimal, protective of the night sky, energy efficient, and minimizing 
impacts and light trespass onto surrounding properties, while appropriately 
addressing safety concerns.  
 
Policy 2.19 Signs:  Sign regulations should promote diversity of sign design within 
the Snyderville Basin, but ensure that all signs, including size, location, colors, and 
materials, are compatible with the image of individual neighborhoods.  
 
Policy 2.20 Parking Design:  Parking lots should be functional, include snow 
storage, provide pedestrian access, and be designed as attractive landscapes.   
Excessive parking is discouraged. Underground or structured parking is 
encouraged. 
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Chapter 3 
Open Space 
 
GOAL: Preserve open space in the Snyderville Basin that contains environmentally 
critical and sensitive lands, and recreational, cultural, and scenic spaces, to the 
extent possible.  Preservation of these lands and connections between them is 
necessary in order to support a healthy environment, and to retain the sense of 
place, quality of life, and the economic success of the resort economy.  
 
In order to best achieve this goal, open space has been categorized into the following 
types of land identified for preservation:  
 
1. Pristine Open Space 

 
a. Critical for environmental quality, such as drinking water sources, watershed, 

and wildlife habitat and/or corridors.  
b. Strictly limited development, use, access, or disturbance.  
c. Undisturbed, natural environment is the priority and only passive recreation 

should be permitted.  
 d. Any access allowed should be non-motorized single-track trails for the purpose 

of connecting existing trail spines and corridors, subject to an approved trails 
plan.   

e. Contiguous to other open spaces and is of sufficient size to achieve these 
purposes.   

f. Examples include the USU Swaner Nature Preserve and Hi Ute’s Three Mile 
Canyon. 

  
2. Managed-Recreational Open Space 

 
a. Land that is classified as sensitive and/or critical, which includes, but is not 

limited to steep slopes, ridgelines, avalanche tracks, geological hazards, and 
cultural and/or historic lands.  

b. Furthers the purposes of Pristine Open Space by providing buffer areas 
surrounding and/or encompassing agricultural lands, wetlands, floodplains, 
and/or riparian corridors. 

c. Adjacent to or in close proximity to other open space.  
d. Supports passive recreation with public access with non-motorized trails and 

trailheads and paved transportation trails. 
e. Examples include the Summit Park Forest Legacy open space, Summit County 

Gardens, and Quarry Mountain. 
 
3.  Active Open Space:  

 
a. Easily accessible land that offers both passive and active recreational 

opportunities.   
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b. Fulfill recreational needs and services such as sports fields, non-motorized 
trails, trailheads, parks and facilities, bike parks, tennis courts, amphitheaters, 
golf courses, and ski trails.   

c. Land suitable for civic needs that serve the public, such as cemeteries and 
fairground facilities.    

d. Public use and enjoyment is the priority and is encouraged. 
e. Examples include Willow Creek Park, Matt Knoop Memorial Park, and Trailside 

Park. 
 

4. Internal Public Spaces:  
 
a. Located in highly accessible public spaces for the purpose of providing 

areas for people to rest, gather, and socialize.   
b. Support features such as tables, benches, trash/recycling receptacles, bike 

racks, drinking fountains, public art, and restrooms where appropriate.   
c. Generally fragmented and contiguity to other open spaces is not a priority.  
d. Examples include Newpark plaza, pocket parks, and neighborhood 

playgrounds. 

             

 

     

 
OBJECTIVE A: Preserved open space should be maintained according to its 
classification.  
 

Pristine Open Space: Hi Ute’s Three Mile Canyon 
Photo Credit: Martin van Hermert 

Managed-Recreational Open Space: Summit Park Forest 
Legacy 

Internal Public Space: Newpark Sun Calendar Plaza Active Open Space: Willow Creek Park 
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Policy 3.1: Conservation easements, deed restrictions, trail easements, and/or plat 
notes should be recorded confirming the purpose of the land and identifying 
restrictions. 

 
Policy 3.2: Appropriate ownership and management entity, either public or private 
should be determined at time of preservation. 

 
a. When open space lands benefit only a single development with limited to no 

public access, those lands should remain under private ownership. 
 

b. When open space lands are preserved that benefit the greater community 
and allow for greater public access and civic needs, those should be owned 
and managed by a public entity. 

 
Policy 3.3: Management plans and regular maintenance needs should be 
implemented to ensure that the land’s purposes are maintained at the necessary 
level of expectation.  
 

  a. Open spaces should have a management plan that identifies operations and 
maintenance needs, including noxious weed control on the property to 
ensure that its purposes are fulfilled.  

 
  b. Management of pristine open spaces should minimize the use of chemical 

treatments, machinery, and vehicles in an effort to avoid impacts on the 
open space, water quality, and air quality, and minimizes noise.   

 
Policy 3.4: Concurrency policies should be in place for public entities to assure 
community recreation facilities and open spaces have adequate funding to address 
the impacts of future growth.  

 
 a. Implementation of this policy should require that fees be collected in order to 

ensure that both residential and commercial projects contribute their 
proportional share.  

 
OBJECTIVE B: Mechanisms, programs, and strategies should be in place to preserve 
lands as open space.   
 

Policy 3.5: The County has established a formal open space advisory committee, 
created for the purpose of advising and providing input to the county manager and 
county council regarding the creation, preservation, and identification of open 
space within the Snyderville Basin.  The mission statement of the Basin Open 
Space Advisory Committee is hereby incorporated by reference. The committee 
should also: 

 
 a. Establish evaluation criteria for the acquisition of open space, pursuant to 

and consistent with the open space and other policies set forth in this and 
other chapters of the Snyderville Basin General Plan.  
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   b. Assist in identifying, prioritizing, and making recommendations regarding 

priority open space; 
 
   c. Assist in identifying agreements related to the transfer of density for the 

purpose of acquiring pristine, managed, or recreational open space 
 
   d. Recommend the acquisition of development rights from properties 

considered important to the community for open space purposes; 
 
   e. Use cash-in-lieu of Density Transfer Program participation and other funds 

received by the County to recommend purchase receiving and/or sending 
sites to the preservation of open space. 

 
Policy 3.6: Summit County should develop on-going revenue sources earmarked for 
open space preservation including partnership with the Snyderville Basin Special 
Recreation District in providing opportunities for voter authorization of bond funds and 
concurrency programs.  

 
Policy 3.7: Summit County should establish a formal mechanism or program, such as 
a Transfer of Density/Master Planned Development for holding and transferring land 
and development rights from high priority open space areas. 

  
Policy 3.8:  Summit County should consider amending the zoning map and 
development code ordinances to support growth and development in identified 
concentrated centers to alleviate development pressure on land that meets the 
descriptions of open space. 

 
Policy 3.9:  Summit County should accept cash-in-lieu of open space where such 
funds can be more appropriately used to purchase development rights or open space 
at a more appropriate or significant location.  

 
Policy 3.10: Summit County should establish and maintain cooperative strategies with 
local land trusts and, when possible partner with other public, non-profit and private 
entities and/or other qualified land conservation groups to achieve the preservation of 
priority open spaces. 

 
OBJECTIVE C: An adequate amount of open space should be preserved for all new 
developments and should be identified during the development review process. 
  

Policy 3.11: No density incentives for development should be granted for preserving 
critical lands, but all or a portion of critical lands may be counted towards minimum 
required open space. 

 
Policy 3.12: While development should meet the open space requirements, it may be 
appropriate to allow limited open space to be incorporated into individual lots, provided 
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that the open space is outside of fenced areas and is contiguous to pristine or 
managed-recreational open space.    

 
Policy 3.14: Open space that is required to be set aside in each development should, 
whenever possible, be contiguous to adjacent open space and protect hillsides and 
natural resources. 
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Chapter 4 
Recreation and Trails 
 
GOAL: Promote a healthy lifestyle for residents and visitors through existing and 
new recreational opportunities and trail connections to meet the broad range of 
recreation needs of Snyderville Basin residents and visitors.   
 
OBJECTIVE A:  Create a system of community parks, trails, and recreation facilities to 
service the entire population and visitors by working in conjunction with the Snyderville 
Basin Special Recreation District. The Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District is a 
special service district of Summit County established for the purpose of providing public 
recreation facilities and services for residents of the Snyderville Basin, their guests, 
businesses, and our resort visitors, including community parks, non-motorized community 
trails, recreational open space and public recreation facilities. 
 

Policy 4.1: Community parks, trails and recreation facilities should be of sufficient size 
and located throughout the Basin in a manner that ties the neighborhoods together 
and promotes the overall sense of community and recreation family.  

 
Policy 4.2: Ensure that recreation opportunities in the Snyderville Basin grow in 
parallel with future growth.  

 
Policy 4.3: Continue to seek opportunities for public parks, recreational open spaces, 
trails and recreation facilities.   

 
Policy 4.4: Anticipate the need for future public park and recreation system 
improvements through a continuing review of existing inventory, analysis, and 
evaluation of resources. 
 
Policy 4.5: Assess resident needs based on periodic community interest and opinion 
surveys conducted by the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District to help 
determine priorities for recreation facilities and track trends. 

 
Policy 4.6: Foster regional recreational planning and interagency cooperation of public 
entities to collaborate on long term capital facility planning goals and development of 
joint use facilities to efficiently serve the taxpayers of the greater Park City community. 
 
Policy 4.7: The Snyderville Basin Recreation District has established “Mountain 
Recreation Standards” for recreation based on population. The Mountain Recreation 
standards are intended to provide a set of tools to establish clear direction for the 
amount, type and balance of recreation facilities to meet the needs of a growing 
population.   
 
Policy 4.8: Work toward achieving an effective balance of recreational open space 
preservation while meeting the need for active park space to include developed sports 
fields and support buildings. 
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Policy 4.9: The Snyderville Basin Community-wide Trails Master Plan (Exhibit XX) 
and subsequent, more detailed trail corridor mapping identifies critical linkages in the 
Snyderville Basin and connections to boundary trails. The intent of the Snyderville 
Basin Community-wide Trails Master Plan is to ensure a public corridor to connect 
neighborhoods and activity centers, such as parks, schools, community facilities, and 
commercial areas, and to provide access to open areas, ridgelines, and public lands. 

  
Policy 4.10 – The Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District Capital Facilities Plan 
(Exhibit XX) includes plans for future recreation facilities, recreation facilities 
improvements, and important amenities for recreation in the Snyderville Basin, as 
amended.   
  
Policy 4.11: Secure public trail easements in an effort to carry out the community 
vision, implement the Snyderville Basin Community-Wide Trails Master Plan, and 
create a complete network of interconnected multi-use non-motorized trails in 
cooperation with other public and private entities.  
 
Policy 4.12: Ensure that trails connect with the Park City trail system, and other local 
and regional trails to create a comprehensive Summit County Trails Plan. Trails should 
be considered as having both a transportation and non-motorized recreation function.  
 
Policy 4.13: Trail system improvements should be designed with the intent to protect 
and enhance environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Policy 4.14: Ensure adequate capacity is provided at trailheads located throughout the 
Basin to provide points of staging and support facilities to serve multiple user groups.   

 
OBJECTIVE B: Encourage neighborhood recreation facilities that are intended to serve 
neighborhoods or individual developments.  These facilities should be designed to 
enhance a neighborhood as a part of good project design and to provide a higher quality 
of life for the residents.  Neighborhood facilities are not intended to attract persons from 
the community as a whole, but rather function as public gathering places within the 
neighborhood.  
 

Policy 4.15: Development should provide for the reasonable recreational needs of 
residents within a development project, which may include construction of 
neighborhood parks, internal trail systems, or other recreation facilities. 
 
Policy 4.16: Neighborhood parks, trails and/or recreation facilities are most 
appropriately developed and managed by individual developers or 
neighborhood/homeowner associations. These spaces should be easily accessible 
and help strengthen the identity of the neighborhood. 
 
Policy 4.17: The Development Code should establish reasonable standards for parks 
and recreational amenities specifically designed to serve the neighborhood or project 
level demand.   
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Policy 4.18: Where possible, internal neighborhood trails should connect to the 
Snyderville Basin Community-Wide public trails system. 

 
Policy 4.19: Where appropriate, ensure that adequate capacity is provided at 
trailheads within the development project or neighborhood to provide points of staging 
and support facilities to serve multiple user groups.  Trailheads within a development 
project or neighborhood that provide access to the Community-Wide Trail System may 
be accepted for dedication by the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District.  

 
OBEJCTIVE C: Recognize the desirability of multiple types of recreational services to 
meet the broad range of health, wellness and leisure interests of Snyderville Basin 
residents and visitors. Several different types of opportunities exist to meet this need.  
 

Policy 4.20: Private commercial ventures are an important aspect of providing 
recreation services for residents and visitors of the Snyderville Basin. They typically 
operate as independent businesses that provide facilities, amenities and programs. Ski 
and golf resorts, commercial outfitters and sports, health, wellness and fitness clubs 
fall into this category. 

 
Policy 4.21: Non-profit recreation entities are organizations established for the 
purpose of developing recreation amenities and/or providing programs that 
complement the purpose and goals of public and private recreation sectors. Utah 
Athletic Foundation and National Ability Center are examples of what falls into this 
category. 

 
OBJECTIVE D:  Summit County recognizes the importance of the natural resources 
within the Snyderville Basin and the surrounding areas.  It is desirable to preserve and 
maintain access to these scenic areas.  
 

Policy 4.22: Preserve public access to riparian corridors and fishable streams, 
including East Canyon Creek and Silver Creek Drainage (post remediation), for fishing, 
bird watching, wildlife viewing, and other passive recreational interests. 

 
These stream corridors are an important linear community parkway and all 
development should be sensitively sighted to protect this natural resource. 

 
New development should maintain public access to these corridors.  Enhancement to 
these critical areas and habitats is encouraged. 

  
Policy 4.23: Encourage and obtain access to the forest lands to promote hiking, 
mountain biking, bird watching, wildlife viewing and other similar non-motorized 
activities. 

 
a. All new development adjacent to these areas should ensure appropriate 

access to the back country through trail connections and open space view 
corridors. 
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b.  Provide adequate trailheads and parking to facilitate resident and visitor 

access to these backcountry areas.  
 

Policy 4.24: Promote and encourage horseback riding and other equestrian uses. 
Equestrian trails should be designed to avoid “land locking” horse owners and provide 
them with trail access to appropriate areas.  

 
Policy 4.25: Winter recreational opportunities, such as Nordic skiing, snow shoeing, 
dog sledding, and the like should be encouraged.  Care should be taken to ensure that 
these activities are located sensitively, avoiding sensitive wildlife habitat. 
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Chapter 5 
Cultural and Natural Resources 
 
GOAL: Identify cultural and natural resources and ensure that all development 
undertaken is compatible with and in harmony with the surrounding mountain and 
resort environment while maintaining ecological balance and protecting the scenic 
and historic qualities of the Snyderville Basin as well as the economic base. 
 

 
 
OBJECTIVE A: Identify and recognize amenities important to the community heritage of 
the Snyderville Basin and work to preserve such amenities to the greatest extent possible.  
 
Summit County played an important role in the settlement of Utah and the West as a 
whole, with prominent westward trails, early settlements, and agricultural operations 
forming the foundation of the Snyderville Basin. Therefore, heritage amenities are defined 
as:  
 
  a. Sites where culturally significant historic events occurred 
 
  b. Sites important to culturally significant people of history 
 
  c. Historic trails, paths, and other transportation connections and corridors  
 
  d. Structures more than 50 years old 
 
  e. Past and present agricultural operations  
 

Policy 5.1: Recognize agricultural operations as a significant and important use of the 
land and protect the rights of those uses.  

 
Policy 5.2: A survey should be conducted to identify heritage amenities. Identified 
amenities should be of high priority for preservation through relocation, adaptive reuse, 
preservation in place, facade easements, conservation easements, or other methods.   

 



20 | P a g e  
 

Policy 5.3 Heritage Amenities and Cultural Arts Plan:  Adopt a comprehensive 
Heritage Amenities and Cultural Arts Plan in the Snyderville Basin.  This Plan should 
provide specific provisions for the type, amount, and manner in which public art or 
heritage preservation will be incorporated into a development project, or cash-in-lieu 
contribution to public art in the Snyderville Basin. 

 
Policy 5.4 Heritage Preservation - Incentives: Summit County should consider 
appropriate incentives to property owners for the purposes of preserving heritage 
amenities.   

 
Policy 5.5 Art and Economic Development: Allow opportunities for the arts and 
artists to participate in the visual enhancement of the Snyderville Basin. 

 
OBJECTIVE B: Identify and protect critical and sensitive lands throughout the Snyderville 
Basin, and ensure that development is limited or prohibited as appropriate.  
 

Policy 5.6 Preservation:  Work with developers to ensure that sensitive and critical 
lands are properly identified within proposed project areas and preserved and avoided 
to the greatest extent possible. 

 
Policy 5.7 Critical Lands: Development, excluding community-wide trails, should not 
be permitted on environmentally Critical Lands, which are those lands which include: 

 
  a. Slopes that are thirty percent (30%) or greater, or 
 
  b. Geologic hazards and avalanche tracks, or 
 
  c.  Area within a 100-year flood plain, or 
 
  d. Wetlands, both jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional, or 
 
  e. Ridgelines. 
 

Policy 5.8 Sensitive Lands: Summit County should seek to minimize, and avoid if 
possible, development on any Sensitive Lands within the Snyderville Basin, excluding 
community-wide trails. Sensitive Lands include: 

 
  a.  Significant permanent and seasonal drainage corridors, or 
 
  b. Ranching, agricultural lands and historically significant sites and structures. 
 
  c. Moderate Slopes: Slopes greater than fifteen percent and less than thirty 

percent are declared to be sensitive areas because there is a high probability 
that instability, rapidly accelerated storm water runoff, and erosion and soil loss 
could be experienced.  
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Policy 5.9 Critical Slopes: Slopes of thirty percent or more are declared to be critical 
areas because there is a high probability that onsite and downslope property damage 
and water quality, fisheries and wildlife habitat deterioration will result from their 
development. Revegetation difficulties are compounded by the Snyderville Basin’s 
short growing season, making the reclamation of disturbed slopes very costly, and 
long term success of reclamation may be difficult.  Development that accelerates the 
erosion of soil, and thereby contributes significantly to the sedimentation of stream 
corridors, should not be allowed. 

 
Policy 5.10 Floodplains: All areas within a 100-year floodplain, or where the 
prevailing or potential natural vegetation is riparian, are declared to be critical to the 
maintenance of the basin's hydrologic systems, fisheries and wildlife habitat.  
Development of floodplain areas has a significant potential to adversely affect wildlife, 
water quality, and, if it modifies the floodway, adjoining, upstream and downstream 
properties, roads and other public facilities. Development in floodplain areas may also 
be constrained by a high water table which raises the cost of installing and maintaining 
utilities. Finally, floodplain development adversely affects all taxpayers through public 
expenditures to prevent or clean up damages due to floods.   

 
Policy 5.11 Avalanche Tracks: Development layout and design should avoid areas 
which may be adversely affected by avalanche tracks.  All known avalanche tracks are 
declared to be critical areas because of the high probability that development in such 
hazardous areas will result in property damage, damage to public utilities and roads 
serving the development, and possible injury or loss of life.  

 
Policy 5.12 Wetlands: Wetlands are declared to be critical since development in 
wetland areas has a significant adverse effect on water quality, the rate and volume of 
storm water discharge, and wildlife.  

 
Policy 5.13 Ridgelines:  Because of the importance of aesthetics to the economic 
viability of the Snyderville Basin, views from the designated roadways (Interstate 80, 
State Roads 224 and 248, and US-40) are critical and ridgeline encroachment should 
be avoided.  

 
OBJECTIVE C: Ensure that natural resources are protected so that they are available for 
current residents and future generations.  

 
Policy 5.15 Restoration Incentives: Allow certain development incentives to promote 
the rehabilitation of important, but previously damaged environmental features of the 
Snyderville Basin. 

 
Policy 5.16 Limited Septic Systems: Discourage the use of septic tanks to the 
maximum extent possible.   

 
Policy 5.17 Wastewater and Irrigation: Strongly encourage wastewater reuse on golf 
courses and other large irrigated areas.  
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Policy 5.18 Preservation of Air Quality: Ensure that development does not 
contribute significantly to the degradation of air quality, and minimizes the impacts of 
wood burning stoves, automobiles, or other similar air quality pollutants.  

 
Policy 5.19 Transportation: Continue to work with Park City, UDOT, and others to 
develop, maintain, and promote a regional transportation system to help reduce air 
pollution in the Snyderville Basin.   

 
Policy 5.20 Vehicle Idling: Summit County should continue to work to reduce the 
impact of idling vehicles through ordinances limiting the practice.   
 
Policy 5.21 Commuter Trails: Continue to work with the Snyderville Basin Special 
Recreation District on the completion of non-motorized commuter trail links to 
encourage a reduction in driving.  
 
Policy 5.22 Site Design: Encourage site design that reduces the need for driving and 
idling, such as reduction or redesign of drive-through facilities and clustering of 
development.  
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Chapter 6 
Housing Element 

 
GOAL: Provide equal housing opportunities for all residents of the Snyderville 
Basin by facilitating reasonable opportunities for a variety of housing, including 
low and moderate income housing in order to meet the needs of people desiring to 
live in Summit County and to allow persons with moderate and low incomes to 
benefit from and fully participate in all aspects of neighborhood and community 
life. 
 

OBJECTIVE A: Ensure an adequate supply of housing that meets the needs of various 
moderate and low income groups in the Snyderville Basin identified in the Housing Needs 
Assessment as updated (Technical Appendix).  
 

Policy 6.1: Identify and implement a wide range of strategies to increase housing 
density and diversity in appropriate locations. Such strategies may include:  

   
a. Increasing allowed densities for affordable housing projects where appropriate 

and where adequate levels of services and amenities and transit can be 
provided, or the impact otherwise mitigated.  

 
b. Requiring new residential development to allocate a percentage of the units to 

be affordable. 
 

c. Requiring commercial, industrial, and resort projects to provide housing for a 
percentage of their projected workforce.  

 
d. Requiring a long term commitment of affordability. 

  
 e. Cooperating with surrounding jurisdictions in the development and 

implementation of regional affordable housing strategies.  
 
 Policy 6.2: Encourage the private sector to build affordable housing.  
 

Policy 6.3: Ensure a variety of housing consisting of a balance of types of housing, 
styles of housing, ownership category, unit sizes, and a range of affordability. 

 
Policy 6.4: Allow the development of Single Room Occupancy (SRO) housing, group 
homes, community housing, emergency shelter and transitional housing, and 
supported living facilities for the elderly and persons with special housing needs, taking 
into consideration the proximity to public transportation, shopping, medical services, 
and other essential support services for the elderly and others with special needs.  
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Policy 6.5: Allow the development of seasonal housing to address the needs of the 
resort economy, through cooperation with current and future employers and housing 
agencies in the area.  
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Chapter 7 
Services and Facilities 
 
GOAL: Maintain adequate service levels in regards to services and facilities that are 
best operated at the local government or quasi-governmental level. These services 
could include essential health and safety services such as fire, ambulance, law 
enforcement, public health, utilities and infrastructure; and other services such as 
libraries, parks and recreation, public transportation, weed or pest management, 
and waste management and recycling. 
  
OBJECTIVE A: Coordinate and collaborate with applicable service providers to identify 
acceptable service levels and develop standards for measuring service delivery success. 
 

Policy 7.1: Ensure that public health and safety services and facilities are available to 
citizens dispersed throughout the Snyderville Basin. 

 
Policy 7.2: Essential facilities should be designed to provide an acceptable level of 
service to the peak service demand. Other facilities will be designed to accommodate 
average demand. Temporarily reduced service levels may occur at times of peak 
service demand; however, reductions should not produce a meaningful threat to the 
public safety. 

 
OBJECTIVE B: Developers should pay their proportional share of the costs of future 
facilities and services necessitated by new development. Costs for added facilities and 
infrastructure as a result of new development should not be passed on to existing 
residents and businesses. 
 

Policy 7.3: Ensure that new development is able to provide, or is located near, 
existing or future planned adequate infrastructure such as reliable water and sewage 
treatment prior to development approval. 

 
Policy 7.4: Coordinate with utility providers to ensure their planning for facilities is 
consistent with the General plan. 
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Chapter 8 
Transportation, Circulation, and Connectivity 
GOAL: Promote a variety of transportation alternatives that provide convenient and 
efficient service that meets the travel requirements of users. 
 
OBJECTIVE A: Use comprehensive multi-modal transportation planning to guide decision 
making. 
 

Policy 8.1 Comprehensive Transportation Plan: Summit County has adopted and 
continues to update a comprehensive long range Snyderville Basin Transportation 
Master Plan that establishes a roadway classification system, a map showing the 
location of future roads and key improvements required, and a description of a local 
transit system needed to serve the community. The Transportation Master Plan serves 
as the primary transportation chapter of the General Plan. 

 
Policy 8.2 Trails Plan: Summit County has adopted the Snyderville Basin Special 
Recreation District Trails Master Plan that addresses such items as location, 
construction, maintenance, and funding of community wide and select neighborhood 
trails. 

 
OBJECTIVE B: The following principles should be incorporated into all transportation 
planning efforts in all development in the Snyderville Basin. 
 

Policy 8.3 Multimodal Streets: Streets and adjacent spaces should not be just a 
corridor for moving traffic, but make allowances for social interaction, walking, 
horseback riding where appropriate, and cycling.  Motorized roadways should be 
constructed, or existing motorized roadways reconstructed, to allow for non-motorized 
transportation activities to occur through the most location-appropriate means, such as 
on sidewalks near the road, on trails that are separated from the road, or on widened 
shoulders. 

 
Policy 8.4 Exhaust Alternatives Before Increasing Capacity: All efforts should be 
made to use existing transportation resources to their maximum efficiency before new 
infrastructure is built. Expanding capacity of any roadway should be considered as a 
last resort.   

 
Policy 8.5 Access and Level of Service:  Access to major roadways, including 
highway and other arterial roads, should be limited and managed to maintain an 
adequate “level of service” and to maintain the “functional classification” of the 
roadway. Property owners should be responsible for coordinating access to optimize 
the location of roadway intersections. 

 
Policy 8.6 Traffic Control and Management: Summit County should consider the 
implementation of traffic control and management measures, including, but not limited 
to the following components: 
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a. Park and ride facilities at Kimball Junction, Quinn’s Junction, Town and Resort 

Centers, and other appropriate locations; 
  

b. Programs limiting portions of roads to non-motorized vehicles or pedestrian use; 
 

c. Bicycle programs; 
 

d. Employer-based carpooling; 
 

e. Employer-sponsored flexible work schedules; 
 

f. Car and van pool programs;  
 

g. Local programs directed toward the community center, special events, and 
other high traffic generators. 

 
OBJECTIVE C: Development should be designed to provide multimodal connectivity 
between adjacent subdivisions, retail centers, or other developments.  
 

Policy 8.7 Connectivity: All streets should be designed to connect to the larger 
network.  Cul-de-sacs are generally not appropriate.  The street pattern should be 
arranged to keep through traffic off local streets. Road patterns designed to allow 
traffic to speed through a neighborhood are not appropriate. 

 
Policy 8.8 Internal Connectivity: Development should include a continuous system 
of sidewalks or pathways to connect all residential, commercial, parks, school and civic 
amenities, and other areas. Connections between internal pathway systems to the 
community system are also encouraged. 
 
Policy 8.9 Walking distance: The distance between intersections should not exceed 
a distance that is comfortable for walking from place to place.  
 
Policy 8.10 Traffic Calming: Traffic calming devices should be incorporated where 
appropriate. Reduced traffic speeds should be promoted on neighborhood roads with 
appropriate signs or other measures indicating road use by others such as children, 
horses, bicyclists, walkers, or fishermen. 
 
Policy 8.11 Transit: Centrally located transit facilities should be placed within all new 
major developments.   
 
Policy 8.12 Entry Corridors: Summit County, working with the Utah Department of 
Transportation, should adopt a landscape enhancement and management master plan 
for SR 224 and 248, I-80, and US-40 corridors.  Summit County should continue to 
work with UDOT to gain agreements regarding the placement of raised barrier curbs, 
landscaping along the road edges, and divided median strips within the identified entry 
corridors to provide additional enhancements in these areas. 
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Chapter 9 
Neighborhood Plans 
 

 

In order to protect existing neighborhood characteristics and to promote cohesive 
planning in the future, the following Neighborhood Planning Areas have been identified 
in the Snyderville Basin: Bitner Road, Canyons, Central Basin, East Basin, Highland 
Estates, Jeremy/Pinebrook, Kimball Junction, North Mountain, Old Ranch Road, 
Quinn’s Junction, Rasmussen Road, Silver Creek, The Summit, Utah Olympic Park, and 
West Mountain. 
 
Although there are hard boundaries delineating each neighborhood planning area, it is 
important to recognize that how development occurs in one neighborhood may affect 
adjacent neighborhoods. It is the intent of this Plan to ensure that appropriate planning 
principles are adhered to not only within individual neighborhoods, but among them as 
well. 
 
All neighborhoods within the Snyderville Basin should adhere to the goals, objectives, 
and policies found in the individual chapters of the Plan and summarized in the 
statements below. However, each neighborhood planning area will not lend itself 
equally to the application of only these goals, objectives, and policies based on their 
unique characteristics. Additional neighborhood design objectives and/or special 
considerations have been included for some neighborhoods. 
 
Global Principles: 
 
 Chapter 1: Vision and Background 

All neighborhoods should support the resort and mountain 
character of the Snyderville Basin. Development should be 
designed to support a sense of community. 

 
 Chapter 2: Land Use 

All neighborhood development should focus on sustainable 
patterns of development with special attention given to the 
protection of critical lands, wildlife migrations corridors, and 
view sheds. 

 
 Chapter 3: Housing 

All neighborhood development should adhere to the 
commitment to provide housing for moderate or low income 
residents. 

 
 Chapter 4: Cultural and Natural Resources 

All neighborhood development should protect and preserve 
culturally    beneficial    historical    structures    and    natural 
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resources with special attention given to access to and 
connectivity of the community-wide trail system. 

 
 Chapter 5: Open Space 

Preservation of open space is the highest priority of all 
neighborhoods. This is considered the most valuable 
characteristic   which   promotes   the   image   and   lifestyle 
enjoyed in the Snyderville Basin. 

 
 Chapter 6: Recreation and Trails 

All neighborhood development should give special attention to 
access for recreational opportunities for the residents of the 
neighborhood and Snyderville Basin. 

 
 Chapter 7: Services and Facilities 

All neighborhood development should provide for ease of 
access for public services such as police, fire trucks, and 
weed abatement. 

 
 Chapter 8: Transportation 

All neighborhood development should promote the 
community-wide connectivity and traffic flow of transportation. 

  



30 | P a g e  
 

KIMBALL JUNCTION 

 
Location 
Kimball Junction contains property on both the east and 
west sides of SR-224. The east side is bordered on the 
north by I-80; on the east and south by the Swaner 
Nature Preserve; and on the west by SR-224. 
 
The west side is bordered on the north by I-80; on the 
east by SR-224; on the south by public open space; and 
on the west by the Hi-Ute Ranch. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR), Town Center (TC), and 
Community Commercial (CC). The base density in the 
RR zone is 1 unit per 20 acres. The base density in the 
TC zone is determined through the Specially Planned 
Area process. The base density in the CC zone is 
determined by the ability of the development to meet all 
required development performance standards and 
criteria set forth in the Development Code. 

 

Neighborhood Description 
The Kimball Junction neighborhood is the 
designated Town Center in the Snyderville Basin, 
which is the focal point for living, working, 
shopping, entertainment, and social interaction. It 
serves as a vital hub and employment center of 
the area. It is important that the Town Center 
should remain an economically and socially viable 
area at Kimball Junction that promotes a sense of 
place and community identity that supports the 
mountain resort economy of the Snyderville Basin. 
 
There are not many undeveloped large lots in this 
neighborhood so redevelopment and in-fill 
development is the most likely to occur. Additional 
density, including allowances for more height 
should be considered. An appropriate mix of land 
uses, as well as various activity spaces and 
programs to encourage a sense of community, 
attracting people on a daily basis, are important 
objectives. 
 
SR-224 that divides this neighborhood is the 
entryway to the Snyderville Basin and Park City. It 
is critical that the view from the road be one of 
quality, interest and sensitivity to the mountain 
environment. It is equally important that the 
roadway be able to operate in a safe and efficient 
manner. Summit County should continue to work 
with U.D.O.T. on future improvements to the 
roadway to help add to the enhancement of the SR-
224 corridor.  
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OLD RANCH ROAD 
 

Location 
The Old Ranch Road neighborhood is bordered on 
the north by Interstate 80; on the east just past Old 
Ranch Road; on the south by the boundary of Park 
City Municipal; and on the west by the east boundary 
of the existing North Shore, South Shore, Silver 
Springs, and other subdivisions in that vicinity. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR) and Hillside Stewardship 
(HS). The base density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 
20 acres and the base density in the HS zone is 1 
unit per 30 acres. 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The Old Ranch Road neighborhood is a rural, 
residential area that contains mostly large lots for 
single family use.  The Swaner Nature Preserve 
makes up approximately 725 acres on the north end 
of the neighborhood. 
 
This planning area contains natural features, such as 
wetlands, stream corridors, agricultural meadows and 
hillsides. The area also contains some historic 
structures and equestrian uses.   It is important to 
recognize the open, equestrian, and agricultural way 
of life in order to maintain the mountain-ranching 
feeling. Preservation and enhancement of the existing 
natural resources is an important aspect of this 
neighborhood. 
 
Old Ranch Road is designated as a multi-use 
transportation and recreational corridor, as part of a 
traffic calming program, and has become a popular 
route for horseback riding, bicyclists, runners, dog 
walkers, and for access to the Round Valley trailhead 
and the Swaner Nature Preserve. The safety of those 
using Old Ranch Road, including the area residents 
and the recreational users should be taken into 
consideration. The historic character of the winding, 
narrow Old Ranch Road should be preserved, with 
consideration given to widen the road for future trails. 

 
 
This neighborhood contains numerous existing lots that 
are not located with the boundaries of recorded 
subdivisions and large tracts of agricultural land. It is 
anticipated that development will occur, but it should be 
compatible with the existing large lot single family 
detached dwellings and equestrian uses which would be 
consistent with the open, rural character of the area. 
 
Other design considerations include: 
 

 Streetlights are discouraged within this 
neighborhood, except for those used to ensure 
the health, safety, and welfare of the 
community. 

 In an effort to maintain an open, rural feeling, 
the use of curb and gutter is not appropriate; 
other methods, such as the use of ditches 
should be explored. 

 Fencing in the neighborhood is encouraged to be 
ranch style, wildlife sensitive fencing with 
consideration given to the need to safely enclose 
and protect large animals and to promote the 
open, rural character of the area. Finally, 
preservation of the natural features of the area 
should be taken into consideration with any 
future development. 

 A neighborhood gateway that reflects the 
character of the area may be considered at each 
end of Old Ranch Road. 

 To minimize traffic and to provide for safety, 
additional road connections from outside Old 
Ranch Road should not be permitted. 

 Residents within this neighborhood have been 
involved in a pilot stream enhancement 
program. Because of the success of this 
program, the continuation of this and the 
implementation of other environmental 
enhancement programs are encouraged with 
cooperation between private, local, state, and 
federal agencies. 

   



32 | P a g e  
 

 

NORTH MOUNTAIN 
 

Location 
North Mountain is bordered on the north by the 
Summit County/Morgan County boundary; on the 
east by Bitner Ranch Road; on the south by East 
Canyon Creek; and on the west by the Salt Lake 
County/Summit County boundary. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Hillside Stewardship (HS) and Mountain Remote 
(MR). The base density in the HS zone is 1 unit per 
30 acres. The base density in the MR zone is 1 unit 
per 120 acres. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Neighborhood Description 
The North Mountain neighborhood contains large tracts 
of undeveloped land as well as existing subdivided areas 
for single family detached use. There are many miles of 
community trails throughout this neighborhood. The 
topography varies from generally flat to steeply sloped 
and the vegetation also varies from sagebrush to more 
dense hillside trees. Streams, wetlands, and other 
natural resources exist in this planning area. There are 
large areas of preserved, protected open space in this 
neighborhood. 
 
The appropriate long-term character is large lot single 
family detached residential uses, with structures 
appropriately clustered and sensitively sited in the 
mountainous terrain. The continuation of recreational 
opportunities, including trails (equestrian, pedestrian, 
and bicycle) and large areas of open space suitable for 
the continuation of wildlife in the area are encouraged. 
 
Other design considerations include: 
 

• Fencing in the neighborhood is encouraged to be ranch 
style and wildlife sensitive with consideration given to the 
need to safely enclose and protect large animals and to 
promote the open character of the area. 

• Curb and gutter is not appropriate in this neighborhood; 
drainage along roadways should be consistent with the 
rural character, such as the use of ditches. 

• Streetlights are discouraged within this neighborhood, 
except those used to ensure the general health, safety, 
and welfare of the community. 

•  Special consideration should be given to the use of 
property located around the protected open space to 
ensure that future development won’t diminish the 
character of that open space. 



33 | P a g e  
 

CENTRAL BASIN 
 

Location 
Central Basin is located on both the east and west 
sides of SR-224. The east side is bordered on the 
north by the Swaner Nature Preserve; on the east by 
the western boundary of the Willow Creek Estates 
Subdivision; on the south by Old Ranch Road; and on 
the west by SR-224. 
 
The west side includes Bear Hollow Village and is 
bordered by Utah Olympic Park. It is bordered on the 
east by SR-224; on the south by Canyons Resort; and 
on the west by the eastern boundary of the West 
Mountain Neighborhood planning area. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR) and Hillside Stewardship (HS). 
The base density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 20 
acres. The base density in the HS zone is 1 unit per 
30 acres. 
 
 

 
 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The Central Basin neighborhood is comprised mainly 
of residential subdivisions that are mostly built out, 
with a few small pockets of neighborhood 
commercial uses, an elementary school, and 
institutional uses. 

 
The east side of SR-224 is mostly flat while the area 
west of SR-224 contains varying degrees of 
topography. A section of the Millennium Trail is 
located in this planning area on the west side of SR-
224 which is an important community amenity. 

 
Future pedestrian connections should be considered 
to provide a safe passage across SR-224 for access 
to the elementary school, churches, or other existing 
commercial uses. 

 
It is the goal of this neighborhood to maintain the 
existing residential characteristics and ensure that 
commercial uses are designed to be in scale with the 
neighborhood.
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RASMUSSEN ROAD 
 
Location 
Rasmussen Road is bordered on the north by 
Jeremy Ranch Elementary School; on the southwest 
by Interstate 80; on the southeast by the Spring 
Creek Subdivision; and on the northeast it extends 
just beyond East Canyon Creek. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is Rural 
Residential. The base density is 1 unit per 20 acres. 
 

 
 
Neighborhood Description 
The Rasmussen Road corridor is highly visible from 
Interstate 80 and others areas in the immediate 
vicinity. It is considered to be a primary entry corridor 
into the community and consists mainly of 
commercial uses that cater to the residents. Even 
though East Canyon Creek is the neighborhood’s 
northern boundary, several parcels include significant  
 

 
hillside acreage north of the creek. Hillside 
development is discouraged. 
 
There are no existing residential uses in this planning 
area. The current zoning on the property is Rural 
Residential, which is not reflective of the current uses, nor 
is it consistent with the anticipated future growth pattern. 
Consideration should be given to processes within the 
Development Code to not only reflect the existing uses, 
but to provide opportunities for future mixed use 
developments.  
 
It is likely that some areas in the Rasmussen Road 
neighborhood are going to be redeveloped in the future as 
there are only a few remaining undeveloped parcels. 
Development of vacant parcels and redevelopment of 
existing uses are encouraged to provide economic vitality 
and more services and employment opportunities for area 
residents.  
 
Because of the close proximity of the Jeremy Ranch 
Elementary School and the residences in the adjacent 
Spring Creek Subdivision, pedestrian connections are an 
important consideration for future development as well as 
additional traffic mitigation measures. Future development 
should pay it proportionate share of intersection 
improvements, such as round-a-bouts and other multi-
modal transportation corridor connections.  
 
East Canyon Creek is an important community amenity, 
not just for this neighborhood, but the entire Basin. This 
corridor provides a significant opportunity for a trail 
connection along the north side of the creek between 
Jeremy Ranch and Kimball Junction. This trail meets the 
recreation and non-motorized transportation needs of area 
residents and businesses and fulfills Policy 4.9 of the 
General Plan as depicted in the Community-Wide Trails 
and Master Plan. New development or redevelopment of 
parcels along the corridor may provide opportunities for 
additional backcountry trail connections and 
trailhead/trailhead parking locations. Appropriate 
consideration should be given to property owners along 
the corridor who grant trail easements as a community 
contribution and as one criterion for incentive density. 
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THE SUMMIT 
 
Location 
The Summit is located on both the north and south 
sides of I-80. The area on the north begins at the 
Summit Park interchange and extends east to the 
western boundary of The Woods at Parley’s Lane 
subdivision; I-80 forms the neighborhoods southern 
boundary. 
 
The area on the south is bordered on the north by I-
80. It extends east past Gorgoza Park to 
subdivisions located in the Pinebrook area. It is 
bordered on the south by the boundary of Summit 
Park; and on the west by the Summit County/Salt 
Lake County boundary. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Hillside Stewardship (HS) and Mountain Remote 
(MR). The base density is the HS zone is 1 unit 
per30 acres. The base density in the MR zone is 1 
unit per 120 acres. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The Summit neighborhood is located primarily on steep 
slopes and in dense vegetation, including Summit Park 
and Timberline. Both these subdivisions were subdivided 
and platted in the late 50’s to early 60’s, prior to zoning 
regulations in Summit County. The majority of the area 
on the south side of I-80 is subdivided and mostly built-
out with single family detached dwellings. There is also 
preserved, public open space. The area on the north 
side is mostly undeveloped.  This planning area is the 
first impression provided to visitors entering Summit 
County from the west. 
 
As most of this planning area was developed prior to 
zoning regulations some of the roads don’t comply with 
the current infrastructure standards. Efforts should be 
made in the future to ensure that existing roads are 
modified to meet the Summit County regulations in order 
to ensure the safety of the residents and other users. 
 
Due to the mountainous terrain, including dense 
vegetation and alpine meadows, this area is important 
for wildlife habitat. 
 
Other design considerations include: 
 

 Fencing is typically unnecessary, but where 
needed, should be wildlife sensitive so that it 
does not impede wildlife corridors or wildlife 
access to seasonal ranges, food, shelter, or 
water. 

 Future development patterns should not create a 
hardscape wall effect or result in a linear 
development pattern. Views from the frontage 
roads and I-80 should be maintained into the 
project. 

 Drainage areas and hillsides should have limited 
development to help create view corridors and 
accomplish this objective. 

 Special consideration should be given to the use 
of property located around the protected open 
space to ensure that future development won’t 
diminish the character of that open space. 
 

 
•  
•   



36 | P a g e  
 

WEST MOUNTAIN 
 
Location 
West Mountain is located in 2 different areas. The 
first area is bordered on the north by the southern 
boundaries of Summit Park, Pineridge, and other 
adjacent subdivisions. It extends to the east, to the 
western boundary of the Park City Tech Center and 
includes the property surrounding the Utah Olympic 
Park; it continues south to the northern border of 
Canyons Resort; it is bordered on the west by the 
Summit County/Salt Lake County boundary. 
 
The second area is bordered on the north by SR-
224; on the east and south by the Summit 
County/Park City Municipal boundary; and on the 
west by the eastern boundary of property located in 
Canyons Resort. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR), Hillside Stewardship (HS), 
and Mountain Remote (MR). The base density in the 
RR zone is 1 unit per 20 acres. The base density in 
the HS zone is 1 unit per 30 acres. The base in the 
MR zone is 1 unit per 120 acres. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The West Mountain neighborhood is generally a remote, 
mountainous are that contains varying degrees of 
topography, wildlife habitat, and sensitive and critical 
areas, with little to no development.  There is a large area 
of preserved, public open space located in this 
neighborhood. 
 
The intent of this Plan is to protect the remote, mountain 
character of this neighborhood and preserve the sensitive 
and critical lands, as well as existing open spaces, trails, 
recreation, wildlife corridors, and the scenic qualities. 
 
The appropriate character of the neighborhood includes 
trails (equestrian, pedestrian, and bicycle), equestrian 
uses and facilities, large lot single family detached 
dwellings, and other uses that are both compatible with 
and preserve the mountain and open character of the land. 
 
While development should be placed on the periphery of 
open spaces, efforts should be made to minimize the 
removal or disturbance of trees and hillside shrub 
vegetation. Protection of wildlife and the enhancement of 
wildlife habitats should be a high priority in this area. 
 
Other design considerations include: 
 

 Traffic speeds should be consistent with the 
remote mountain character of the neighborhood, 
which could include narrow pavement surfaces 
and curves at appropriate locations. 

 Fencing in the neighborhood is encouraged to be 
ranch style and wildlife sensitive with 
consideration given to the need to safely enclose 
and protect large animals and to promote the open 
character of the area. 

 Curb and gutter is not appropriate in this 
neighborhood; drainage along roadways should be 
consistent with the rural character, such as the 
use of ditches. 

 Special consideration should be given to the use 
of property located around the protected open 
space to ensure that future development won’t 
diminish the character of that open space. 
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EAST BASIN 
 

Location 
East Basin is located east of US-40 and extends 
east to the Snyderville Basin/Eastern Summit 
County planning district boundary. It is bordered on 
the north by Interstate 80; it extends south to the 
northern boundary of the existing Space Place 
Storage. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR) and Community Commercial 
(CC). The base density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 
20 acres. The density in the CC zone is determined 
by the ability of the proposed development to meet 
all required development and performance 
standards and criteria set forth in the Development 
Code. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The East Basin neighborhood is highly visible from US-40 
and other areas in the immediate vicinity. It is an important 
entry corridor into the Snyderville Basin and is sometimes 
referred to as the “back door” into Park City. 
 
There are no existing residential uses in this planning 
area; however, the Silver Creek Village Center, which is a 
mixed use development, has been approved to be located 
on the southeast quadrant of I-80 and US-40. This is a 
large development that will have a significant impact on 
the character of the East Basin neighborhood, such as 
increased traffic at the US-40 and Silver Summit 
interchange. 
 
The dominant features of this planning area are large 
tracts of relatively flat open lands, sensitive and critical 
areas, such as a stream corridor, wetlands, floodplains, 
and soils contaminated by mine tailings. It also contains 
areas of clustered development around the interchange of 
US-40 and Silver Summit, with other commercial uses 
interspersed throughout. 
 
Additional development and growth in this planning area 
may be considered, taking into account the utilization of a 
future transfer of density program if it is found that there 
are appropriate areas that could be receiving sites. 
 
The visual connectivity to the open meadow is an 
important community feature, not just from US-40, but from 
the Rail Trail that runs north to south, and should be 
preserved as much as possible. Future design objectives, 
such as locating structures at the outer edge of the 
meadow, clustering development near the Silver Creek 
Village Center, and avoiding strip mall type patterns of 
development are encouraged.
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JEREMY RANCH/PINEBROOK 
 
Location 
Jeremy Ranch is located on the north side of I-80 
and Pinebrook is located on the south side of I-80. 
Jeremy Ranch extends north, just past Daybreaker 
Drive. It is bordered on the east by the Ridge at 
Redhawk subdivision; on the south by I-80; and it 
extends west, just past the Woods at Parley’s Lane 
and Moose Hollow subdivisions. The Jeremy Ranch 
Elementary School and the commercial property to 
the west of the school are also included in this 
neighborhood. 
 
Pinebrook is bordered on the northeast by I-80. It 
extends south just past Ecker Hill Middle School and 
continues south to include the subdivisions in 
Pinebrook, such as Ecker Hill and Pineridge. It then 
continues west just past the boundaries of 
developments such as Sunridge, Pinebrook Pointe, 
and Cedar Ridge. The commercial area at Quarry 
Junction is also included in this neighborhood. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination 
Rural Residential (RR) and Hillside Stewardship 
(HS). The base density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 
20 acres. The base density in the HS zone is 1 unit 
per 30 acres. 
 
 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The Jeremy Ranch / Pinebrook neighborhood contains 
subdivisions that are largely built-out. They are primarily 
single family detached residential uses with some multi-
family uses interspersed throughout. They both contain 
commercial areas; the commercial area in Jeremy Ranch 
is around the intersection of Rasmussen and Homestead 
Roads, and the commercial area in Pinebrook is primarily 
located in the southeast quadrant of Kilby and Pinebrook 
Roads. A significant portion of the Jeremy Ranch 
subdivision is dedicated to a golf course 
 
This planning area is located in the entry corridor to the 
Snyderville Basin. Any future development should be 
compatible with the existing environment, including the 
preservation of open space, vegetation, and wildlife 
habitat. 
 
Because this neighborhood is split by I-80, pedestrian and 
safer vehicular connections are a primary concern. Future 
alternatives should be explored in conjunction with the 
implementation of the Snyderville Basin Transportation 
Master Plan.  Additional opportunities to provide for less 
congested and safer intersections should also be 
considered for the Rasmussen/Homestead and Pinebrook 
/Kilby Road areas. 
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BITNER ROAD 
 

Location 
The Bitner Road neighborhood is bordered on the 
north by East Canyon Creek; on the west by the 
east end of the Rasmussen Road Neighborhood; on 
the south by Bitner Road that runs east and west; 
and on the east by Bitner Road that runs north and 
south. 
 
Zoning 
The current zoning in this neighborhood is Rural 
Residential. The base density is 1 unit per 20 acres. 

 
Neighborhood Description 
The Bitner Road neighborhood is highly visible from 
Interstate 80 and others areas in the immediate vicinity. It 
contains a mix of single family detached, multi-family, and 
neighborhood commercial uses. The East Canyon Creek 
is an important community amenity in this neighborhood, 
which is located within the Swaner Nature Preserve. 
 
There are a few undeveloped parcels located within this 
neighborhood. While this is a linear neighborhood that 
parallels I-80, it should not function as a strip development; 
however, based on the boundaries of the neighborhood 
and current Development Code criteria, such as setbacks, 
development would occur in a linear pattern. The allowed 
uses are also limited by the existing zoning. Consideration 
should be given for future mixed-use developments and 
flexibility in design standards. This may occur through 
Development Code amendments and rezoning of parcels 
located within the neighborhood.  Future land use patterns 
should also be context sensitive in terms of infrastructure 
capacity. 
 
Any future development should be sensitive to its 
surroundings, especially the East Canyon Creek corridor. 
Enhancements, including stream bank restoration and 
riparian plantings are appropriate. Hillside development is 
discouraged. 
 
This neighborhood is bordered on the east by the Silver 
Creek Neighborhood, which has one access in and out of 
the subdivision. Future connectivity options between the 
two neighborhoods should be studied and considered, not 
only for motor vehicles, but for pedestrians and other 
recreational users as well. 
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OLYMPIC PARK 
 
Location 
The Utah Olympic Park is surrounded by property 
located within the West Mountain neighborhood. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is Resort Center (RC). 
The density in the RC zone is determined through the 
Specially Planned Area process (SPA). 
 
 

 
 
 
Neighborhood Description 
The Utah Olympic Park neighborhood planning area 
consists of an Olympic venue from the 2002 Winter 
Olympics and associated resort support facilities and 
features. A portion of the facility is located on a hillside 
that is highly visible from many areas within the 
Snyderville Basin. 
 
The goal of this planning are is to ensure that training 
opportunities and support services are available and 
can be sustained for athletes, as well as ensuring the 
Park provides a unique opportunity and experience to 
the surrounding community and the general public. 
New development should be located in the most 
appropriate areas on the site taking into consideration 
topography and views from the Kimball Junction area. 
 
In addition to resort related facilities, residential uses 
that provide housing opportunities for athletes as well 
as workers are appropriate. This neighborhood should 
be designed in accordance with the Utah Olympic 
Park Specially Planned Area Development 

 
 
Agreement. Should that agreement expire or otherwise 
no longer be applicable, the following design principles 
should apply to any future development: 
 

 Minimization of the visual impacts to the 
Kimball Junction area should be taken into 
consideration when locating future 
development.  

 The mass of larger buildings should be broken 
down into groups of smaller buildings, which 
should be clustered in areas that will minimize 
disturbance to the hillsides and other sensitive 
areas. 

 Future trails and/or trailhead locations should 
be considered in conjunction with the 
Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District. 

 Due to the visibility of the neighborhood from 
the Kimball Junction area, efforts to minimize 
lighting should be explored. 

 Buildings should be designed to follow the 
natural terrain and help break up the mass. 

 Due to the variation in topography, rooftop 
designs should be taken into consideration as 
roofs may be visible from above. 

 Existing vegetation should be preserved as 
much as possible. 
 

 
 
•   
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CANYONS 

 
Location 
The Canyons neighborhood includes all the property 
located within the Canyons Specially Planned Area. It is 
bordered on the north by the Sunpeak area as well as the 
southern boundary of the West Mountain neighborhood; it 
is bordered on the east by a small 
section of SR-224 and the western boundary of the West 
Mountain neighborhood; it is bordered on the west by the 
Summit County/Salt Lake County boundary. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination Resort 
Center (RC), Rural Residential (RR), Hillside Stewardship 
(HS), and Mountain Remote (MR). The density in the RC 
zone is determined through the Specially Planned Area 
process (SPA). The base 
density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 20 acres. The base 
density in the HS zone is 1 unit per 30 acres. The base 
density in the MR zone is 1 unit per 120 acres. 
 

 
I 
Neighborhood Description 
The Canyons neighborhood planning area contains steep, 
mountainous terrain, and sensitive and critical areas. 
Canyons Resort is the fifth largest ski resort in the United 
States and has the most acreage in the States. The uses 
consist of a mix of single family detached, 
multi-family, commercial, and resort related uses. 
 

 
The Canyons planning area should be designed in 
accordance with the Canyons Specially Planned Area 
Development Agreement. Should that agreement expire 
or otherwise no longer be applicable, the following design 
principles should apply to any future development: 

 

 
•  Consideration should be given to the skiing capacity of 

the mountain for the development of future lifts, trails, and 
related on mountain services necessary to support the 
skiing operation. 

•  The density of the area should take into consideration the 
carrying capacity of the mountain for skiers, the ability of 
the developers to mitigate on and off-site impacts, and a 
substantial level of economic/tax base benefits accrued to 
Summit County. 

•  Development should be tightly clustered in and around 
the resort cores in a manner that is transit and pedestrian 
friendly to minimize the use of automobiles. 

•  In the Resort Core, resort accommodations should be 
provided rather than primary dwelling units. Primary 
dwelling units may be considered in areas outside of the 
Resort Core. 
•  Consideration should be given for the allowance 
of clustered, high density development in exchange for 
open space preservation in the Resort Core. 

•  A key objective in this area is to provide a quality 
recreation experience, without detracting from 
the aesthetic appearance of the landscape and causing 
disruptions of the existing mountain views. 
•  Environmental enhancements, conservation, 
and preservation of the natural resources in the planning 
area should be considered 

•  Traffic reduction measures and pedestrian connections 
are a high priority in this area. On- going opportunities to 
provide regional transportation solutions should be 
explored. 

•  Facilities and activities necessary to promote a year-
round resort and meet the needs of the residents of the 
Snyderville Basin are encouraged to be developed in this 
planning area. 

•  Cooperation with the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation 
District regarding the incorporation of trails and other 
recreational facilities is a priority in this neighborhood. 

 
 

  



42 | P a g e  
 

 

SILVER CREEK 
 
Location 
Silver Creek is bordered on the north and east by the 
Snyderville Basin/Eastern Summit County boundary; on 
the south by I-80; and on the west by Bitner Ranch 
Road. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Rural Residential (RR), Hillside Stewardship (HS), 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC), and Community 
Commercial (CC). The base density in the RR zone is 1 
unit per 20 acres; the base density in the HS zone is 1 
unit per 30 acres; the density in the NC zone allows 
structures to be up to, but not exceed 5,000 sq.ft.; the 
base density in the CC zone is determined based on the 
ability of a proposed development to meet all required 
development and performance standards and criteria set 
forth in the Development Code. 
 

 
 
Neighborhood Description 
The Silver Creek neighborhood contains mostly 
residential and equestrian uses on large, existing 
subdivided lots, as well as a node of existing commercial 

 

uses and lots intended to serve the needs of the 
residents of Silver Creek and the surrounding area. The 
neighborhood contains hillsides and some mountainous 
terrain that is highly visible from I-80 and US-40. There is 
one point of ingress and egress for Silver Creek that is 
accessed from the northern most end of the US-40 
corridor. 
 
Because of the equestrian and open nature of the area, 
future development should occur in a manner that takes 
into consideration equestrian facilities, including trails 
and large lot single family detached uses. 
 
There are concerns in this neighborhood regarding 
ingress and egress, water availability, and wastewater 
capacity. Provisions that would allow for future 
transportation alternatives resulting in further points of 
ingress and egress for vehicular and emergency services 
are encouraged. This may include a connection from the 
Bitner Road Neighborhood located to the west of Silver 
Creek. Coordination between Service Area #3 and 
Summit County regarding the availability of water, as well 
as the extension of a sewer line into this neighborhood is 
a priority. 
 
Other design considerations include: 
 

• Streetlights are generally discouraged in this 
neighborhood except those used to ensure the health, 
safety, and welfare of the community. 

• Fencing in the neighborhood is encouraged to be ranch 
style and wildlife sensitive with consideration given to the 
need to safely enclose and protect large animals and to 
promote the open character of the area. 

• Curb and gutter is not appropriate in this neighborhood; 
drainage along roadways should be consistent with the 
rural character, such as the use of ditches. 

• Master planning for parcels located both within and 
outside of the boundaries of subdivisions in this 
neighborhood should be explored. 
 
A unique feature in this neighborhood is the historic 
Bitner Ranch, located near the southwest boundary. It is 
important to recognize this is a community amenity. 
Opportunities for preservation of this Ranch in the future 
should be considered. 
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HIGHLAND-TRAILSIDE 

 
Location 
The Highland-Trailside neighborhood is bordered on the 
north by Interstate-80; on the east by US-40; on the 
south by the southern edge of Round Valley; and on the 
west near Old Ranch Road.  

 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is Rural Residential 
(RR) and Hillside Stewardship (HS). The base density in 
the RR zone is 1 unit per 20 acres. The base density in the 
HS zone is 1 unit per 30 acres.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Neighborhood Description 
The Highland-Trailside Neighborhood Planning Area is 
characterized by preserved public open space, parks, a 
church, a school, sports fields, a bike park, non-
motorized trails, the Snyderville Basin Recreation District  
 
 
 

 
offices, and clustered, low-density detached single family 
residential development. 

 
The north end of the planning area contains mostly 
clustered, detached single family residential lots in 
existing, platted subdivisions nearing build-out. The  
 
south end of the neighborhood planning area is 
comprised of the greater Round Valley area – a deed 
restricted open space preserve containing  equestrian, 
hiking, and cycling trails, sensitive lands, and wildlife 
corridors.  In addition to the greater Round Valley open 
space, Trailside Elementary School,   Trailside   Park,   
and   a   church   are located within the neighborhood 
planning area. The remaining undeveloped lands are 
critical in maintaining    a    strong     cohesiveness and 
connectivity of the area. 

 
The objectives for this neighborhood are to: 
 

 Preserve   the   existing   public    deed- 
restricted open space and recreation areas. 

 Maintain and   protect   existing    low- density, 
open space, detached single family residential 
and public land uses. 

 Prevent development in sensitive lands. 
 Mitigate traffic impacts through th e  

neighborhood   to   maintain   safety   for school, 
p a r k s , p e d e s t r i a n ,   equestrian, and cycling 
users. 

 Enhance pedestrian, equestrian, and non-
motorize trail connectivity between residential 
areas, schools , parks , and open space 
areas. 

 Preserve   critical   wildlife   habitat   and 
migration corridors. 

 Fencing is typically unnecessary, but where 
needed, should be wildlife sensitive so that it 
does not impede wildlife corridors or wildlife 
access to seasonal ranges, food, shelter, or 
water. Consideration should be given to the need 
to safely enclose and protect large animals.  

 Streetlights are discouraged within this 
neighborhood, except those used to ensure the 
general health, safety, and welfare of the 
community.  
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QUINN’S JUNCTION 

 
Location 
Quinn’s Junction is generally located at the intersection 
of SR-248 and US-40. It begins on the south boundary 
of the existing Space Place Storage units; it is bordered 
on the east by the Rail Trail; it is bordered on the west 
by US-40. 
 
The southeast section of Quinn’s Junction is south of 
SR-248; it is bordered on the west by US-40 and 
bordered on the east by the Wasatch County line; it 
extends south to the Wasatch County line. There is a 
small section of this neighborhood that is located west 
of US-40 and east of the Park City Municipal boundary. 
 
The property located west of US-40 is north of SR-248 
and is surrounded by property in Park City Municipal’s 
boundary. Portions of this neighborhood are within Park 
City Annexation Declaration Area. 
 
Zoning 
The zoning in this neighborhood is a combination of 
Service Commercial (SC), Rural Residential (RR), 
Hillside Stewardship (HS), and Mountain Remote (MR). 
The base density in the RR zone is 1 unit per 20 acres; 
the base density in the HS zone is 1 unit per 30 acres; 
the base density in the MR zone is 1 unit per 120 acres. 
The density in the SC zone is determined by the ability 
of the proposed development to meet all required 
development and performance standards and criteria 
set forth in the Development Code. 
 
Neighborhood Description 
The property located in the Quinn’s Junction 
neighborhood is relatively flat and very visible from SR- 
248 and US-40. There are existing industrial and 
service commercial uses, a stream corridor, large 
blocks of undeveloped land, a small section of the Rail 
Trail, and a significant area containing soils 
contaminated by mine tailings. Although there are no 
existing residential uses, the area south of SR-248, 
near the Wasatch County boundary may be appropriate 
for future dwelling units. 
 
The types of uses in this area support a viable economy 
in Summit County. Any expansion of additional service 
commercial and industrial uses should be clustered 
near the existing development located in the northeast 
quadrant of SR-248 and US-40. Appropriate uses may  

 
 

include general offices, business parks, 
manufacturing, and other service related and industrial 
uses. 
 
Future development plans should include appropriate 
truck routes to the individual uses that are designed to 
serve the area, while ensuring the safety of other 
users on the frontage road. Additional impacts 
associated with industrial uses include noise, odors, 
dust, air quality, and other significant environmental 
concerns. All of these impacts need to be evaluated 
and appropriately mitigated. 
 
This neighborhood is adjacent to Park City Municipal 
and Wasatch County.  Ongoing communication with 
these jurisdictions is vital to ensure appropriate growth 
strategies are implemented that respond to the needs 
of each community, both individually and on a regional 
level. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
To:  Summit County Council (SCC) 
Report Date:  Thursday, June 20, 2013 
Meeting Date:   Wednesday, June 26, 2013 
Author:   Molly Orgill, Assistant Planner 
Project Name & Type:  Lynch Ridgeline Appeal 
Type of Item:  Appeal 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  The appellants, Daniel and Suzanne Lynch, are proposing to 
construct a home on parcel BH-35 located at 3200 Deer Haven, Summit County, UT. (Exhibit A)  
 
Due to the location of this parcel and the proposed location of the home on this parcel, the home 
development will extend into the skyline and visually impact the views from Interstate 80 (I-80).  
The appellants are appealing the decision of the Summit County Planning Division that, to 
conform with Development Code requirements, the proposed home be placed at another location 
on the parcel that will not extend into the skyline as viewed from I-80. 
   
Staff recommends that the SCC review and discuss the information in this report and vote 
to deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Division’s decision. 

  
The SCC may instead choose to continue the appeal to another date, or may choose to approve the 
appeal application with appropriate findings. 
 
A.   Project Description 
 

• Project Name: Ridgeline Appeal 
• Appellants: Daniel and Suzanne Lynch  
•     Property Owners: Daniel and Suzanne Lynch 
• Location: 3200 Deer Haven 
• Zone District: Agricultural- Grazing 100 (AG-100)  
• Setbacks:  Front-100’, Sides-50, Rear-50’ 
• Adjacent Land Uses: Residential/Vacant 
• Existing Uses:  Vacant 
• Parcel Number and Size: BH-35 containing 22.22 acres  
• Lot of Record Status: Yes 
• Future Routing: Appeal of SCC is District Court 
 

B. Background 
 

A building permit application was submitted to the Summit County Building Department 
to construct a new home on Lot 35 of the Bridge Hollow Subdivision on April 8, 2013 
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(Exhibit B). The Summit County Building, Engineering and Planning Departments had 
completed their reviews by April 30, 2013.  As part of the review from the Planning 
Department staff was concerned that Lot 35 may have a ridgeline issue and a site visit 
would need to be completed to verify.   
 
Staff conducted a site visit to the parcel on May 10, 2013 and determined that the 
proposed location of the new home appeared that it would extend into the skyline as 
viewed from I-80.  A pole test was conducted on May 15, 2013 with Dan Child, Summit 
County Code Enforcement Officer, a representative from Process Studios, and Planner 
Orgill to verify whether or not the home would extend into the skyline at the proposed 
location.  A thirty-two foot (32’) pole was placed on the lot at the proposed location of the 
home and was clearly identified from Interstate 80 and extended into the skyline. During 
the pole test, the pole was moved southwest of the proposed location and it was 
determined that the structure in this location would not extend into the skyline and would 
be in compliance of the Eastern Summit County Development Code Section 11-2-4.  As a 
result, Staff issued a decision requiring the home site to be moved from the proposed 
location to a non-visible location. (Exhibit C) 

   
C. Community Review 
 
  Appeals are not public hearings, therefore no public notice has been sent. 
  
D. Consistency with the General Plan   
 

According to Chapter 2 of the Eastern Summit County General Plan, the placement of 
residential structures on ridge tops impact the aesthetic and natural resource values that are 
important to the residents of and visitors to Eastern Summit County, and recommends that 
homes and structures be placed in a manner that protects the mountainside and meadows 
and in areas that are not visually prominent as viewed from public roadways. (Exhibit D) 
 

E. Code Criteria and Discussion   
  

Section 11-2-4(C) of the Eastern Summit County Development Code (Code) states the 
following: 

 
Hillside Development:  Development shall minimize the highly visible placement 
of homes and other structures on hillsides.  Whenever possible, development shall 
be sensitively sited in order to encourage effective open space and the conservation 
of the natural appearance and aesthetic beauty of the mountains.  When hillside 
development is permitted, it shall be integrated into the site, using topography, 
vegetation and other reasonable techniques, in a manner that causes it to blend 
into the hillside.  Development near the toe of the hill, including the transitional 
area between the hillside and flat meadow areas, is appropriate. 
 

Section 11-2-4(H) of the Code states the following: 
 

Visually Sensitive Areas:  Development shall not be placed on any hillside or ridge 
top in a manner that causes any portion of a structure to extend in to the skylines 
viewed from public roadways when the roadway is located below the ground 
elevation of the structure. 
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The home is proposed to be approximately twenty-five (25’) feet in height as measured 
from existing grade.  With the size of this parcel being 22.22 acres, there are other places 
on this parcel that the home can be placed and not extend into the skyline as viewed from 
public roadways and comply with Code requirements.  
 

F. Staff Recommendation  
 

Staff recommends that the SCC review and discuss the information in this report, and vote 
to deny the appeal and uphold the Community Development Director decision to deny the 
proposed location of a new home due to the structure extending into the skyline as viewed 
from Interstate 80, in contradiction to the Code and General Plan.  The proposed location 
is not consistent with the Eastern Summit County General Plan, and does not comply with 
the Eastern Summit County Development Code.  
 
Staff has prepared specific Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law to support the denial 
of the appeal by the SCC. 

    
G. Findings / Conclusions  
  
 Findings of Fact: 
  

1.  Daniel and Suzanne Lynch are the owners of record of Lot 35 of the Bridge Hollow 
Subdivision, parcel BH-35 located at 3200 Deer Haven. 

2.  Parcel BH-35 is 22.22 acres in size and is currently vacant. 
3.  The Bridge Hollow subdivision consists of 35 residential lots. 
4.  The Bridge Hollow Subdivision was platted February 4, 1993. (Exhibit E) 
5. According to the Eastern Summit County General Plan, the placement of residential 

structures on ridge tops impact the aesthetic and natural resource values that are 
important to the residents of and visitors to Eastern Summit County. 

6. The Eastern Summit County General Plan recommends that homes and structures be 
placed in a manner that protects the mountainside and meadows and in areas that are 
not visually prominent as viewed from public roadways. 

7.  Section 11-2-4(C) of the Code establishes that the placement of homes and other 
structures shall be minimized that are highly visible on hillsides and to conserve the 
natural appearance of the mountains. 

8. Section 11-2-4(H) of the Eastern Summit County Development Code (Code) 
establishes that development shall not be placed on any hillside or ridge tops in a 
manner that the structure would extend into the skyline as viewed from public 
roadways.  

9. Interstate 80 (I-80) is a public roadway.  
10.  Section 11-2-4(H) of the Code establishes that visually sensitive areas shall be 

determined at the time of a development permits. 
11. Following building permit application, a pole test was conducted at the proposed home 

location, and the pole was clearly visible from I-80.  
12. Section 11-7-17 of the Code establishes that the Summit County Council is the 

Appellate Body for appeals of administrative decisions of the Community 
Development Director 
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 Conclusions of Law: 
  

1.  The proposed location of the structure is not consistent with the goals and policies of 
the Eastern Summit County General Plan. Parcel BH-35 contains enough acreage that a 
structure could be placed on the property without extending into the Skyline as viewed 
from public roadways. 

2. The proposed location of the structure does not meet the requirements as outlined in the 
Eastern Summit County Development Code per Section 11-2-4 that prohibits that 
structures extend into the skyline as viewed from public roadways, as the proposed 
home will be visible from Interstate 80 and there are alternative locations that would 
comply with the Code. 

 
 Attachment(s)  
 Exhibit A –  Vicinity/ Zone Map  
 Exhibit B – Building Application, Site Plan, Building Elevations 
 Exhibit C –  Letter to Appellant 
 Exhibit D –  General Plan Citation 
 Exhibit E –  Bridge Hollow Subdivision Plat 
 Exhibit F – Aerial photo 
 Exhibit G – Photos   
 Exhibit H – Appellants submittal 
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MANAGER’S REPORT 
June 26, 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 6/20/13, posted on the 
website at: http://www.summitcounty.org/manager/index.php  

Auditor   

Assessor   

Attorney  Submitted by David Brickey, County Attorney:  
Criminal Division Activity 
DISTRICT COURT CRIMINAL CASES FILED: 19 
CRIMINAL FILINGS OF INTEREST 
131500173 and 131500172 
A man and a woman are each charged with attempted kidnapping after luring the man’s disabled 
adult daughter into a car and attempting to drive her to Salt Lake.  The man did not have permission 
to do so from his daughter’s mother, who is her court‐appointed guardian 
135500106 
A seventy‐two year‐old man was charged with exploiting prostitution and aiding prostitution.  The 
charges arose after deputies with the Summit County Sheriff’s Office were dispatched to assist 
investigators from the Utah Department of Public Licensing  (DOPL).  The DOPL investigators had 
conducted a sting on an unlicensed massage operation in Summit County and had discovered in the 
course of their investigation that the masseuse had performed sex acts with clients in exchange for 
money.  The masseuse reported that the suspect leased the premises, procured clients for the 
masseuse, and kept 10% of the proceeds.  The masseuse also reported that other people working for 
the suspect at that site were engaging in sex acts with clients for money. 
131500178 
An eighteen year‐old man was charged with aggravated robbery and aggravated assault after he 
brandished a knife at an employee while shoplifting merchandise from the Walmart at Kimball 
Junction.  While attempting to detain the man and the other suspects with him, the employee was 
stabbed in the arm. 
 
Pleas, Trials, and Sentences of interest 
121500082 CALAN JOHN RAY 
Calan John Ray pled guilty to attempted fleeing from a police officer and resisting arrest.  At the time 
of the offense, he was on probation for disarming a peace officer and resisting arrest and was 
wanted for probation violations.  The court revoked his probation and ordered him to serve 180 days 
in jail followed by a new term of probation. 
 
131500106 ANTONIO CONTRERAS 
Antonio Contreras was sentenced to 365 days in jail and thirty‐six months probation for domestic 
violence.  The conviction and sentenced stemmed from an incident in which Contreras chased his 
live‐in girlfriend around the house with a butcher knife in front of their two children. 
 
131500079 and 131500090 JAMES DAVID MORRIS 
James David Morris pled guilty to burglarizing Park City High School and a home on Empire 
Avenue.  A sentencing hearing will be held on August 5, 2013 at 11:00 a.m. 
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Department  Description of Updates 

Civil Division Activity 

 Advised County Council on amendments to solicitation ordinance. 

 Advised county departments on development of Research Park. 

 Travelled to Denver, Colorado to meet with officials from the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

 Worked on western Summit County water project. 
 

Victim Advocate Activity 
Summit County Victim Assistance Activity 5/29‐6/11, 2013 

Victim contact and Notification Packet sent out following offender being 
charged 

3 

Victim Impact Statement assistance provided and Packet sent to victim 
with instructions 

3 

Sentencing letter sent to victim with court sanctions and explanation  3 

Board of Pardons letter and registration of victims information for 
parole hearings 

0 

Court Assistance provided to clients  4 

Hearings attended on behalf of victims and results of outcomes provided  11 

Court Prep and orientation in anticipation of testifying   2 

Protective Order assistance in filing, service of order and hearing 
assistance 

3 

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. 

0 

Client Mtgs i.e., walk‐ins and appointments  14 

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 Pat Putt, Community Development Director: 
See attached Community Development Report  

Engineering  Submitted by Derrick Radke, Engineer: 

 1 ‐Subdivision/Site Plan Plat reviews 

 Snyderville Basin Transportation Master Plan 
o General text review – highlight area of known change 
o Projects review 
o Macro Modeling review 

 Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan 
o Public Hearing Notice – June 26 
o Legal Consideration of the pending ordinance 
o Work Session with Council – Proceed to Public Hearing / possible Ordinance 

 Special Event Permits review 
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o Ski Town 
o Rock Cliff Triathlon 
o Tri Utah Ultimate Relay 
o Ragnar 

 General inquiry 
o Traffic Calming Sun Peak 
o Impact Fees 
o Assist in receiving major building permits increase ‐ general office cover 
o Canyon Links next building – site visit 
o Rocky Mountain Power Transmission line – refer to planning 
o Plans / site views with new Engineer 

 Village at Kimball Junction 
o Site inspections (site highly congested, very dynamic) 

 Review contracted site inspections 
 SWPPP Best Management Practices 

o Newpark and Ute Roundabouts – Landscape agreement review/revise with 
Legal/owners 

o Bond inquiries / modifications OBK Pads A‐F 
o Landscape in completion concerns 

 Mountain America Phase one by June 15 
 Entry landscape 

o Work coordination with the Newpark roundabout – staging concerns relative to 
Mountain America 

o Weekly construction meeting – Tues 9:00 
 Project schedule (hope to be complete prior to mid Aug) 
 Multiple Contractor coordination (three major): Smith’s building, General 

Site, Pads A‐F,  
 Many subs and other property interests 
 Meeting location moved to Landmark Inn 

o Revised construction mitigation plan – back half of the Smith Parking not accessible 
for two weeks 

o Partial Bond release for Mountain America 

 South Old US‐40 Frontage Road Realignment 
o UDOT accepted an exchange opportunity – facilitated by the County 
o Zoning considerations 
o Agreement Concepts 

 Colony’s general site visit  
o Snowed out from a more detailed look 
o Ridgeline inquiry 

 Woods of Parley’s Lane ‐ Final punch list and follow‐up 

 Impact fees 
o Summit Center site trip credit rebalanced based on the Bankruptcy Receivers 

Records – Powder paws fee assess 
o Canyons  Golf maintenance : request for more information / meeting 
o Sheppard of the Mountains – multiple submittals / inquiries  

 Canyons – Veil / Talisker transportation impact considerations  

 Echo Henefer Historic Loop Trail 
o Meeting with the committee 
o Phase 2 alternatives prep for the Manager to consider and Council 
o Budgeting with Sustainability  
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o Survey data received / preliminary design 

 Traffic Counting – Jeremy Ranch done, Pinebrook begin areas 

 School Site Count – Parley’s Elementary 

 UDOT – Duel lefts from Newpark south to SR‐224 – follow‐up inquiry 

 Out of State Training follow‐up report – Highway Capacity Manual 

 Newpark Round‐About Construction Activities 

 Overlay Project Pre‐Construction Activities 

 Seal Coat Project Construction Activities 

 Summit Park Design Pre‐Construction Activities 

 Lower Village Road Bid Construction Activities 
o Easement Preparation & Negotiation 

 Chalk Creek Road/Richins Slide & West Hoytsville Road Slide, Bid Opening and Contract 
Award 

 Brown’s Canyon Retaining Wall Repair – Pre Bid & Design Activities 

 Transit, Misc. Meetings 

 Solid Waste, Misc. Meeting  

 Service Area #6 Annexations, New Request 

 Quarry Mountain Access Road, Construction Observation 

 Residential Permit Activity 
o 9  over the counter 
o 32 plans reviewed 
o 19 driveway inspections 
o 19 erosion control inspections 
o 3 code enforcement 
o 7 Bond Release Inspections 

 Right‐of‐Way Permit Activity 
o 16 new applications 
o 10 site inspection (5‐Questar  1 All West,  1 Comcast,  1 Century Link, 2 Highland 

Water Co, 2 All West revegetation @ Wyoming line job and @ South Henefer Rd,  1 
Questar road cut at Henefer Dump) 

 Development Site Inspections 
o 12 Development Site Inspections 
o Various routine inspections 

 Complaints 
o  1 complaint Snyderville Basin area Split Rail Ln.,  dirt dumped 

Facilities  Submitted by Mike Crystal: 
Put down seal coat on new parking lot at the jail. 
Installing new hot water heater jail. 
Planting new trees Jeremy and Ute Blvd. 
Repairing damage done by vehicles jail and roundabout at Wal‐Mart. 
Planting flowers at all locations. 
Cleaning carpets in all bldg 

Health 
Department 

Submitted by Rich Bullough, Director: 

 Auto Crash Dramatization Expands to North Summit: Because of the great success of the 
automobile crash dramatization at Park City High School this year, the Summit County Health 
Department will partner with North Summit High School to stage a dramatic presentation of 
a realistic crash this October 2013. This program serves as a reminder to students to use 
good judgment behind the wheel. The program addresses buckling up, distracted driving and 
impaired driving. 
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Student actors from the high school will play the part of the injured and fatal victims. Several 
emergency response agencies will assist with the presentation including, Park City Fire, EMS, 
Summit County Sheriff’s Office, and Air Med. They will rush to the scene and perform their 
duties as if it were a real life situation.  
 
After the crash, an assembly will emphasize the realities and consequences of risky driving 
behaviors and encourage all students to think before they act.  
 

 Kamas City Parks and Events to go Smoke‐Free: In a decision made to protect the health of its 
community members, the Kamas City Council unanimously voted (May 2012) to adopt a 
smoke‐free policy at city parks and events.  The proposed policy was first presented to the 
Council by the Summit County Health Department and members of South Summit High 
School’s Peer Leaders group and went into effect in June of 2012.  In response to the policy, 
Mayor Lew Marchant states.  “We are always looking for things to make our community and 
our events better for everyone, and we believe a smoke‐free policy will do that.” 
 
The policy was communicated to the public through newspaper articles, announcements at 
Fiesta Days events, and with “Tobacco‐Free” signs posted at both city parks.  The city 
continues to promote the policy by stating that the parks are tobacco free on fliers for their 
summer events. 

I.T.  Submitted by Ron Boyer, I.T. Director: 
The IT office has been working to improve the GovPartner system for Building, Planning & 
Engineering.  We recently introduced a new build that took care of image attachments to fees and 
also consolidated the receipt to print a single amount. 
We have received the equipment to install a wireless system at the county fairgrounds.  We plan on 
having the system functional by the July 12, in time for the softball tournament.   
We are also looking into a Mobile Device Management (MDM) system and policy.  With the 
onslaught of devices that access county systems, we are going to need a different system to secure 
access to data and loss of devices.  Right now we do have a system in place, if the device is connected 
to our email system. 
All courts will now only accept electronic citations as of June 1.  The state is still working through 
some routing issues.  Kory Vernon in our office has been working with the Sheriff’s office over past 
few months to move the deputies to a paperless citation. 
We met with Park City Municipal IT to discuss upgrades to the Spillman server.  Park City will put 
funds towards the cost sharing of a server.  We haven’t determined a rate, but it is an item that will 
be in the 2014 budget. 
We have hired Laura Van Duker as Records Imaging Tech.  She replaces Wendy Richins, who retired 
April 30th. 
Support incidents in June 1 – June 19, 116 tickets opened and 141 resolved, and 121 still open. 

Justice Court   

Library  Submitted by Dan Compton, Library Director: 
Our new online catalog I’ve been working on has a great feature I’d like to share. After you search for 
a title and open a record, you can select the "Related" link on the left side. It will provide you with 
series information and recommendations from NoveList, and reviews from Goodreads. We librarians 
think this is pretty great and hope you will enjoy it too! 
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The Friends of the Library earned $4642.25 in book sales, $84.49 in donations, and 50 memberships 
(new and renewals) during the Memorial Day weekend Used Book Sale. 
 
Lee Enyart is our new part‐time Clerk at the Kimball Junction Branch. She started working on June 
3rd. We will be reviewing applications for the Kamas Librarian position this week and will be 
conducting interviews next week. 
 
The traveling exhibit from the Utah Division of Arts and Museums titled Navajo Children: Weaving 
the Future will be on display until June 27th. 
 
Our Summer Reading activities are in full force now. The kick‐off puppet shows were a big success. 
There are story walks (partnership with the Health Department), story times, teen activities, Dog 
Days (children can practice their reading with therapy dogs), craft times, and much more. Our 
website always lists upcoming events. Kim’s Cold‐Blooded Creatures is the next big event here at the 
Kimball Junction Branch on Wednesday, June 26th at 11:00 a.m. The children love this because they 
get to hold snakes and other creepy crawlers. For adults, local Author Matthew Deane will be talking 
about his book West of Independence on Thursday, June 27th at 7:00 p.m. at the Kimball Junction 
Branch. 
 
I will be attending the American Library Association Annual Conference in Chicago from June 28 ‐ July 
2. 

Mountain 
Regional Water 

 

Park City Fire 
Service District 

 

Personnel  Submitted by Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director: 
Personnel 

1. Jobs Advertised 
a. Kamas Branch Librarian – Closes June 14 
b. Nurse Practitioner – Closes June 14 
c. Deputy Sheriff – Open until filled 

2. Applications Received  
a. Kamas Branch Librarian – 56  
b. Nurse Practitioner ‐ 5 
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c. Deputy Sheriff –  107 
d. As of June 14, 2012 ‐ 1,178 applications received 

3. Job Offers Made 
a. Animal Control Shelter Attendant 
b. Emergency Management Intern 
c. Corrections Officers (2)  
d. Part time Library Clerk 

4. Interviews/Testing set up 
a. Emergency Management Intern – 3 
b. Animal Control Shelter Attendant – 9  
c. Dispatch ‐ 33 

5. 562 letters sent to individuals unsuccessful in their attempt at County employment   
6. 1 employee out on Worker’s Comp 
7. 1 employee in light duty  
8. 1 new disability claims filed, includes FMLA documentation 
9. 3 employees on short term disability 
10. 1 unemployment claim filed 
11. 0 employees resigned their positions 
12. 4 pre‐hire drug tests 
13. 7 new hire orientations 
14. Ronie participated in PPACA Webinar 
15. Met with Health Insurance Group ‐ discussed 2013 claims and options for 2014 
16. Met with Attorney’s Office and Department Head regarding unemployment claim 
17. Met with Sheriff’s Office twice regarding employee issues  
18. Met with Health Department regarding employee issues 
19. Multiple requests for salary and policy information from other agencies  
20. Multiple verifications of employment 
21. Met with multiple department heads and employees regarding employee issues 
22. Continue to answer public inquiries regarding county employment 
23. Worked external auditors on audit regarding URS 
24. Serve county employee’s needs 

 
Animal Control 

1. 11 dogs are in the shelter along with 10 cats. One sheep is also sheltered  
a. 21 new animals were received by Animal Control   
b. 0 dogs were transferred  
c. 10 cats were transferred 
d. 1 dogs adopted 
e. 3 cats adopted 
f. 5 dogs claimed by owner 
g. 0 cat claimed by owner 

2. Officers ran 74 details 
3. Continuing to issue citations for dogs off leash 
4. Working on new Leash Law Task Force 
5. Working with IT on new computer program 
6. Received online dog license registrations 
7. Met with Helen Strachan regarding Animal Control leash laws and other issues 

Public Works  Submitted by Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director: 
Road Division                                                        

 Grade East Canyon Road 
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 Mag chloride East Canyon 

 Grader patch Pinebrook Blvd, Lambert Lane,  Hoytsville Road,  Boulderville Road, Judd Lane, 
and South Fork 

 Street sweep various areas of Summit County 

 Clean storm drains and roadside culverts 

 Crack seal frontage roads in Snyderville Basin 

 Patch slide area on Chalk Creek Road 
Transit 

 Coordinated with County Auditor’s office on payment schedule for UTA service 

 Received Park City prepared TIGER grant for $2.3 million for Kimball Transit Hub. Passed it on 
to County Engineer 

 Secured Administrative extension of Kimball Transit Hub CUP from Community Development 
Director until December 28, 2013.  

 Provided information to County Engineer of the need to get a Council extension of the 
Kimball Junction CUP in December. 

Fleet 

 Worked with Sustainability Coordinator on revising guidelines and procedures for new 
vehicle purchases. 

Weeds 

 Identification Training  We have been training our new seasonal staff to identify and learn 
to treat noxious weeds. 

 Weed Mapping    Staff has transitioned over to Edd maps which is free and compatible 
with or previous mapping program. We map each area that we enforce against or spray. This 
is building a county‐wide data base. 

 Weed Spraying    This year has been especially difficult to spray because of the high 
winds which have delayed the helicopter program and ground spraying several times. 

 Weed Enforcement  Since June 1 staff has met with 64 individuals informing them of how 
to take care of their weeds. The enforcement officer has sent correction letters to 7 property 
owners and issued 2 notices of nuisance. 

Waste 

 Staff report, Council report and recommendations for changes in solid waste management 
fees. 

 Staff finalized the billing process for the new loader and we are awaiting delivery of the new 
loader. 

 Staff is working on the reconciliation of old accounts at the landfill. 
Emergency Management 

 Provided staff reports to Council on 2013 fire season outlook and met with North Summit 
Fire District on possible annexation of Tollgate subdivision into the District. 

 Provide staff report and presentation on emergency management program and proposed 
ordinance. 

 Completed a two day calls offered by Utah chapter of the Red Cross on Community Mass 
Care  

 Attended one day program on Emergency Management procedures with utility or energy 
emergencies 

Recorder   

Treasurer   

Sheriff   

Snyderville Basin 
Recreation 

Submitted by Rena Jordan, Director: 

 Two new tennis courts at Trailside Park Completed 
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 Bid process begun for the Fieldhouse expansion Phase 1 Project. 

 Willow Creek Dog Park bids were received, however all were above our allocated budget and 
engineers estimate, therefore redesign work and new bidding process is being undertaken. 

 Continued work on leash awareness in our Parks as events and programs are in full swing and 
the parks are very busy with lots of children and families. 

 Our Mom’s Power Hour fitness class hitting record attendance numbers.   The class has 
moved out to Matt Knoop Park and average 50 moms with children on any given Monday, 
Wednesday and Friday.  

 Continued participation in the General Plan neighborhood update meetings. 

 Summer camps underway with very full participation in all areas.  Our most popular camp 
averages 45 children per day. 

 Continued work with UDOT on the Highway 40 Recreation / Wildlife underpass.  Funding 
required from other sources as the engineers estimates exceed the budgeted funds between 
UDOT and Basin Recreation 

 Working with Utah Open Lands to plan a community day of celebration on the Hi Ute 
property (September 14th). 

 Working with Utah Open Lands to remove private property and no access signs on the Toll 
Canyon property, also baseline conservation easement study being completed by Utah Open 
Lands, which once completed will allow us to work with the community to begin creating a 
broad recreation plan (i.e. trail access planning). 

 Large project of securing all trail easements for existing trails is underway. 

 Working with Utah Open Lands on enforcing conservation easement on the Willow Creek 
Open Space (which has many infracted areas where property owners have installed 
landscaping, hot tubs and even trampolines in the open space adjacent to their properties) 

 Initial studies and research of a potential pedestrian overpass across Highway 224 at Bear 
Hollow Drive (this was a part of the 2010 Bond projected projects) 

 Working with Lisa Yoder on BOSAC re‐convening and hosting meetings 

 Completing our 5 year Strategic Action Plan with Park City Recreation.  Final output to be 
presented by the Consultant, Landmark Design, to Basin Recreation Board on July 17th and to 
Park City Council in August. 

 WE NEED A NEW BOARD MEMBER APPOINTED!  VACANCY CREATED IN APRIL NOT YET 
FILLED! 

USU Extension   

 



  
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
 
  
Submitted by Patrick Putt, Community Development Director: 
  
Snyderville Basin 

 The County Council is scheduled to begin its review of the Snyderville Basin 
General Plan Phase I update at a work session on June 26, 2013.  Council will 
also be holding a joint work session with the Synderville Basin Planning 
Commission on June 26th to discuss the program and schedule for the Phase II 
of the General Plan. 

 Staff has completed its draft Greater Park City Area Compact Planning Principles.  
The document is ready for review at the upcoming joint Summit County 
Council/Park City Council joint meeting. 

Eastern Summit County 

 The Eastern Summit County Planning Commission will hold a work session 
discussion on the draft General Plan and Development Code amendments on 
June 20, 2013. Staff anticipates scheduling a public hearing on the amendments 
(and possible Planning Commission action) for July 11, 2013.  

Building Permit Reviews 

The current timeframe associated with obtaining a building permit in Summit County is 
currently averaging ten (10) working days.  The 10-day turnaround is very good given 
the current up-tick in permit applications and the rush of the summer building season. 

 
 The department received 18 new building applications and 5 new planning 

applications this past week as follows: 
 

New Building Applications 
 Submitted June 12-18, 2013 

Snyderville Basin 
 

Project # Project Name 
Submittal 

Date 

13-1106 
Superior Water 
Water Heater 

1510 W Elk Rd.  Park City, UT 

Jun 06, 13 

13-1107 

John VanderVeur 

Deck Addition 

9051 N Sackett Drive, Park City, UT 

Jun 13, 13 



13-1108 

Alpine Fireplace 

Gas Line / Meter Set 
3710 Navajo Trail #74, Park City, UT 

Jun 13, 13 

13-1109 
Rick Otto 
Single Family Dwelling 

123 White Pine Canyon Rd, Park City, UT 

Jun 13, 13 

13-1110 

Rhoda Sherman 

Roof Repair 
3072 Fawn Dr.  Park City, UT 

Jun 14, 13 

13-1111 
Jim Clifford Builders 
Deck 

1375 Quail Meadow Rd #20, Park City, UT 

Jun 14, 13 

13-1112 

Steven Graff 

Meter Change-out 
4372 N willow Creek Dr.  Park City, UT 

Jun 14, 13 

13-1113 
Rich Pittam 
Single Family Dwelling 

9664 Red Haw Trail, Park City, UT 

Jun 14, 13 

13-1115 

James Carroll 

Single Family Dwelling 

7666 N Tall Oaks Dr.  Park City, UT 

Jun 17, 13 

13-1116 

Brock Berry 

Single Family Dwelling 
3934 S Brian Cir.  Park City, UT 

Jun 17, 13 

13-1118 
Park City Construction 
Single Family Dwelling 

3682 Sunridge Dr.  Park City, UT 

Jun 18, 13 

13-1119 

Rory Klungervik 

Temporary Office Trailer 
1154 Center Dr.  Park City, UT 

Jun 18, 13 

13-1120 
Black Dog Builders 
Single Family Dwelling 

7750 N Long Rifle Rd.  Park City, UT 

Jun 18, 13 

13-1122 

Daniel Aucunas 

Demolition / interior 

1414 W Meadow Connection, Park City, UT 

Jun 18, 13 

13-1123 

Randy Krantz 

(4) Town Homes / Retaining Wall 
3223 W Lower Saddleback Rd.  Park City, UT 

Jun 18, 13 

      



 

Eastern Summit County   

13-1114 

Batt Electric 

Meter change-out 

2040 Pine Loop Rd, Wanship, UT 

Jun 17, 13 

13-1117 

Noah Hunt 

Garage  
876 S Foothill Dr. 

Jun 17, 13 

13-1121 
Extreme Excavating 
Demolition 

5971 N SR32,  Peoa,  UT 

Jun 18, 13 

 
 
 

New Planning Applications 
 Submitted June 12-18, 2013 

Snyderville Basin 
Project # Project Name Submittal Date 

13-633 

Quarry Village Concert Series 2013 

Brian Richards              Special Event 
                                     Quarry Village 

Jun 13, 13 

13-634 

Tour de Park City 

Ben Towery                  Special Event 
                                     Park City 

Jun 13, 13 

13-635 

VO25 Park City LOR 

Preston Campbell         Lot of Record 

SS-61-B-15                   Normans Way 

Jun 18, 13 

 

Eastern Summit County 
 

13-632 
Pine Meadows Pump Houses LIP 
Brody Blonquist        Low Impact Permit 

Pine Meadows, Bobcat Springs/Oil Well Pkg  

Jun 13, 13 

13-636 
Hunt Barn Ag Exempt 
Noah Hunt             Ag Exempt 

BJORK-1                876 Foothill Dr. 

Jun 17, 13 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted, Patrick Putt 
Community Development Director 
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  M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 2013 

SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 

 
PRESENT: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager 
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Kim Carson, Council Member   Kent Jones, Clerk 
David Ure, Council Member    Karen McLaws, Secretary 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion 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 1:50 p.m. to 2:10 p.m. for the purpose 
of discussing litigation.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Roger Armstrong, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Kim Carson, Council Member  Patrick Putt, Community Development Director 
David Ure, Council Member    
       
Council Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss 
litigation and to convene in closed session to discuss personnel.  The motion was seconded 
by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 2:10 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. for the purpose 
of discussing personnel.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Roger Armstrong, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Kim Carson, Council Member  Patrick Putt, Community Development Director 
David Ure, Council Member    
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Council Member Armstrong made a motion to dismiss from closed session to discuss 
personnel and to convene in executive session to discuss property disposal.  The motion was 
seconded by Council Member Carson and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 2:30 p.m. to 3:50 p.m. for the purpose 
of discussing property disposition.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair  Robert Jasper, Manager 
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair  Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager  
Roger Armstrong, Council Member  Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Kim Carson, Council Member  Patrick Putt, Community Development Director 
David Ure, Council Member 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in work 
session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair McMullin called the work session to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 
 Discussion regarding findings in the recent NACo County Health Rankings report; 

Rich Bullough, Health Director 
 
County Health Director Rich Bullough provided a summary of the health rankings and explained 
that this is an annual report based on the entire County which does not address disparities 
between different parts of the County.  He noted that most of the sample comes from the western 
part of the County, and the data sources are variable but for the most part come from a self-
reported federal database.  He explained that Summit County ranks fifth overall among counties 
in Utah and reviewed the weighting of the factors.  He noted that the one measure that removed 
Summit County from being the first or second healthiest County in Utah was low birth weight.  
The data seem to indicate that Summit County has a higher proportion of women who choose to 
delay childbirth and a higher percentage of multiple births, both of which contribute to low birth 
weight.  He explained that some things in the report are worth focusing on, one of which is the 
high rate of binge drinking.  He noted that the County has a high frequency of parents buying 
alcohol for children, and they are looking at ways to address that. 
 
County Manager Bob Jasper asked how they know about binge drinking.  Mr. Bullough replied 
that most of it is self-reported through surveys. 
 
Mr. Bullough explained that they can also continue to focus on areas the County does well on, 
such as physical activity and nutrition. 
 
Mr. Jasper noted that Summit County seems to fall short of the national benchmarks.  Mr. 
Bullough explained that the national benchmarks are not averages; they are targets.  He noted 
that the County has met several national benchmarks and is the only county in the nation that has 
met the benchmarks for diabetes, obesity, physical activity, and nutrition.  He cautioned that 
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almost all the participants in the survey were from western Summit County, and none were 
Spanish-speaking. 
 
Council Member Carson asked Mr. Bullough to address the impacts of sequestration on the 
Health Department.  Mr. Bullough explained that the effect is an average reduction of about 
5.1% across programs, although the impact is bigger in the WIC program.  He explained that the 
cuts are focused on certain areas within the programs, and the WIC cuts focus on counseling and 
food.  He reported that the State has some reserves related to WIC that will carry them through 
this year, and the Health Department is looking at ways to streamline the education process.  He 
noted that they also took a hit in emergency preparedness, but there were some resources the 
County did not necessarily need, and sometimes funding was so narrowly focused that the 
County’s needs could not be met with those funds.  He explained that early intervention funds 
were decreased in the federal budget but increased in the State budget.  There was a slight 
increase in the preventions aspects of mental health, and he believed they were in pretty good 
shape and would find a way to address areas where there have been cuts. 
 
 Discussion regarding alarms, Sheriff Dave Edmunds 
 
Chair McMullin confirmed with Sheriff Edmunds that his office will respond to alarms for now.  
Sheriff Edmunds explained that he has had to reevaluate service levels throughout his 
organization.  His office responded to about 2,000 alarms last year throughout the County, about 
99% of which were false alarms.  The number of alarm systems in the County decreases the 
number of burglaries, but he has had to be creative with staffing when it comes to responding to 
alarms.  He explained that they will remain status quo in 2013 and respond to all alarms, but as 
they get into budget talks next year, if some of the frozen positions are not filled, he will look at 
this issue again.  He explained that it is not that they do not want to respond to alarms, noting 
that Summit County is one of the few communities that continue to respond to alarms without 
any sanctions for false alarms, but if they continue to function as they are now, they will have to 
re-evaluate that.  He explained that he has met with the alarm industry and let them know that 
they may have to alter their policy in the future. 
 
Chair McMullin asked if there is a downside to charging for responses to false alarms.  Sheriff 
Edmunds replied that there is not a downside, but it will not fix all the problems.  He explained 
that most agencies do charge for alarm responses, and there are many ways to charge for that.  
Chair McMullin confirmed with Sheriff Edmunds that he will start looking at policies to charge 
for responses in 2014.  She asked what percentage of false alarms are human triggered.  Sheriff 
Edmunds replied that it is not unusual during the winter months to respond to an alarm to a house 
that is vacant where the wind has blown a door open.  However, the vast majority of false alarms 
are human triggered. 
 
Council Member Ure asked why the alarm companies are not responding and why they are 
asking the Sheriff’s Department to respond without charge.  Sheriff Edmunds replied that it is a 
great business model for the alarm companies, and he has told them that.  He believed they need 
to change the culture and have people take responsibility for triggering alarms.  He confirmed 
that people often do call dispatch and call off the alarm.  Council Member Ure asked how many 
man-hours false alarms take.  Sheriff Edmunds replied that it is probably about 2,000 hours a 
year.  Council Member Ure agreed that people should have an obligation to pay for false alarm 
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responses and not drain the taxpayers’ resources and stated that he would support a program of 
charging for false alarms. 
 
Chair McMullin asked if certain people repeat false alarms more often than others.  Sheriff 
Edmunds replied that is the case, and they probably need to change what they are doing and not 
set off the alarms.  He explained that they have never talked about not responding to alarms, but 
they have talked about verifying alarms.  That means they would ask someone from the alarm 
company to go to the location and confirm there is actually a crime in progress that the Sheriff’s 
Office needs to respond to. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked what would be the best way to start the discussion on this 
process and stated that she did not believe they should wait until next year to address this, 
especially if they are using 2,000 hours of manpower to respond to these alarms. 
 
Council Member Ure stated that, if the Sheriff intends to wait until the next budget cycle to 
implement a fee, he should let the Council know by October so they can take that into 
consideration when budgeting for next year.  He believed they should also look at a policy 
regarding providing law enforcement, legal services, and animal control to the municipalities. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that, regardless of the budget and the number of officers 
available next year, she would like the Sheriff’s Department to consider implementing a policy 
on false alarms.  She believed it was unfortunate that the taxpayers have to subsidize alarm calls, 
and she wanted to create an incentive for alarm system owners to better educate their friends, 
families and employees.  Sheriff Edmunds agreed that they need to do something that will slowly 
and incrementally implement that type of policy, and the County Council’s part will be to adopt 
an ordinance that allows them to charge for alarm calls. 
 
 Discussion of Interlocal Agreement concerning UTA, Dave Thomas, Chief Civil 

Attorney 
 
Council Member Robinson explained that what used to be known as Access Wasatch is now 
known as Wasatch Summit, which is a group comprised of representatives from municipalities 
on the Wasatch Front along with Summit County, Park City, and Wasatch County together with 
representatives from UTA, UDOT, the Federal Transit Authority, US Forest Service, and Federal 
Highway Authority.  At Monday’s meeting this week they approved two additional positions for 
representatives from the ski industry and outdoor sports.  Together they will conduct a $4.5 
million study on how to address environmental and access issues to recreation, protect the 
watershed, and allow businesses to thrive.  He reported that the State Legislature approved $2.6 
million for the study, and each of the other participants will also participate financially.  He 
explained that they will go through a NEPA process to solicit ideas on how to improve the transit 
system into the canyons.  He stated that each municipality is being asked to sign an interlocal 
agreement, and they have requested that Summit County participate and contribute $100,000 
over two years, with the first installment due by September 30, 2013, subject to the budget 
allowing for it.  He asked the Council to suggest any changes to the interlocal agreement and the 
level of funding the County is willing to commit to. 
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Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas explained that one issue that has come up is each party 
paying half of their contribution by September 30 as that relates to counties being on a different 
budget year than cities.  There is also concern about what would happen if an entity were to 
withdraw from the agreement and what their obligations would be.  The direction seems to be 
that, once an entity has paid its money, they cannot get it money back.  He explained that the 
scope of work is quite vague.  He explained that the money will go into a separate interest-
bearing account that will be managed by UTA and cannot be used for other things. 
 
Mr. Jasper commented that Salt Lake County’s budget is much larger than Summit County’s, 
and he suggested that Summit County commit to half of what is proposed, or $50,000.  Council 
Member Robinson concurred and asked if the County could pay $25,000 by the end of 
September or if they need to pay less in 2013.  Mr. Jasper suggested that they let the group know 
that Summit County is committed to participating, but they cannot pay anything until the 
beginning of 2014. 
 
County Engineer Derrick Radke asked who makes up the steering committee.  Council Member 
Robinson replied that it is intended to be made up of the staff of the executive committee, and he 
believed someone from Planning or Engineering should be on the steering committee.  Chair 
McMullin asked what the steering committee does.  Council Member Robinson replied that they 
will request resumes and try to fulfill the RFP for a program coordinator and narrow the field to 
three candidates.  The intent is that, once the program coordinator is selected, the staff will be 
provided on a voluntary basis by the various stakeholders, and the steering committee will 
become staff to the program coordinator.  He suggested that they notify the group that either Mr. 
Radke or Kent Wilkerson will serve on the steering committee. 
 
Mr. Thomas explained that they cannot take action on this item today.  It is scheduled for 
discussion only in work session, and the agreement is still a red-lined version. 
 
The Council Members agreed that they are willing to participate in Wasatch Summit.  Council 
Member Armstrong commented that this group seems to have a lot of bureaucratic density, and it 
would be helpful if there were more specificity regarding what each group intends to accomplish 
in a certain period of time, because it is currently very open-ended.  He believed they might 
benefit from having some time lines. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair McMullin called the regular meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
MANAGER COMMENTS 
 
Mr. Jasper recalled that the previous Council Members created a finance committee consisting of 
Council Members Hanrahan and Robinson.  A consultant was hired to look at procedures and 
policies, and some changes were made based on those recommendations.  He also noted that the 
Council has suggested that citizens be included on the budget committee.  He asked the Council 
to determine which Council Members they would like to have serve on the finance committee to 
help develop a financial model and stated that, once the Council Members have been selected, he 
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would like to add a couple of citizens to the finance committee.  He indicated that he would like 
to see a long-term financial plan and financial models that predict what will happen over 
multiple years.  Council Member Armstrong stated that is an excellent idea and agreed that the 
current financial structure may not be best way for meeting the County’s needs today compared 
to several years ago.  He believed it would be a smart move to put together a finance committee 
to look at that and agreed that there are outstanding people in the community with the financial 
expertise to assist with that.  Chair McMullin agreed that is the approach they should take.  Matt 
Leavitt from the Auditor’s Office described how the budget committee works and noted that 
citizens who may want to be involved need to know that it will require a significant amount of 
work over a short period of time.  Council Member Robinson suggested that Staff propose a 
revised format for the finance and budget committees to include citizens on each committee.  
Council Members Armstrong and Carson agreed to serve on the finance committee.  Council 
Member Carson suggested that, once they have revised the format of the finance committee, they 
could put out a public request for applicants from the citizenry. 
 
Mr. Jasper noted that he sent the Council Members Carl Neu’s draft of what was decided in the 
joint meeting with Park City.  He explained that they need to finalize it and asked the Council 
Members to let him know if there are any changes they would like to make.  He addressed the 
issue of clean-up on the east side of Highway 40 and reported that he talked to Park City 
Manager Diane Foster about it.  She has proposed that Andy Beerman and Liza Simpson work 
on that for the City.  He asked which Council Members might want to work with those two City 
Council people on the cleanup of the east side of Highway 40.  Chair McMullin suggested that 
Council Members Armstrong and Robinson work with them.  Council Member Ure stated that 
when they get through the cleanup issues and start talking about what is to be developed and not 
developed on the east side of Highway 40, the school districts should be involved in those 
discussions.  Council Member Armstrong asked if they still anticipate meeting with the EPA.  
Mr. Jasper agreed that they should go meet with the EPA.  Council Member Ure stated that he 
believed both the County and the City need to meet with the EPA together so they can all be on 
the same page with regard to what EPA is saying. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Chair McMullin reported that the economic development task force will meet for the first time 
on May 31.  She explained that on behalf of Summit County she has been serving on the Board 
of Trustees of Economic Development Corporation Utah.  They had their quarterly meeting this 
week, and she also helped man a booth at a conference for EDCUtah in Long Beach, California.  
Chair McMullin explained that she and Council Member Robinson will meet with Chuck 
Klingenstein and Bea Peck prior to the meeting with the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission 
next week.  They would like to discuss the joint visioning process with Park City in relation to 
Phase II of the General Plan update.  Chair McMullin asked about the status of the sales tax 
refund related to the taxes collected by Park City and stated that she would like someone from 
the State Tax Commission to come and describe for the Council what happened, because there is 
still a misconception in the community that Summit County was at fault in that situation.  She 
explained that neither Park City nor Summit County was at fault, but the error occurred at the 
State Tax Commission.  Mr. Leavitt explained that the letter requesting the 90-day lookback for 
those taxes was sent to the Tax Commission.  They have not indicated when the money will be 
sent to the County, but he believed it would come in the next couple of months.  Mr. Jasper 
offered to have someone from the Tax Commission come and explain the situation to the 
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Council.  Chair McMullin asked when the Council will see Chapters 1 through 8 of the revised 
General Plan.  Community Development Director Patrick Putt explained that Chapters 1 through 
8 have already been forwarded to the Council, but Staff is holding off until Chapter 9 with the 
neighborhood plans is completed.  Chair McMullin confirmed with the Council Members that 
they would like to meet at the Richins Building next week, as they will be taking public input on 
the leash laws.  She explained that she would like to hear from the community about how they 
think the issue should be handled, then decide as a body whether to create a community-based 
work group to look at it in greater depth. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked the media to help get the word out to the community that this 
item will be on the agenda for discussion next week. 
 
Council Member Ure noted that they will be swearing in Mary Ann Trussell next week as 
County Recorder.  He stated that he has received a number of telephone calls regarding the 
Recorder’s fees, and he did not recall that the Council had taken action on those fees.  Mr. Jasper 
offered to check into the fees and provide information to the Council next week. 
 
Council Member Carson reported that she attended the community solar open house, and 
probably 200 people attended.  She believed they would have great participation. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
APRIL 10, 2013 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to approve the minutes of the April 10, 2013, County 
Council meeting as written.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and 
passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF TAX APPEAL, SNYDERVILLE BASIN SPECIAL 
RECREATION DISTRICT, WILL PRATT 
 
Chair McMullin asked whose responsibility it was to have filed for the tax exemption on these 
parcels.  Will Pratt with the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation District replied that he 
understood that the developer was supposed to have done it, but evidently it was not done.  Chair 
McMullin asked who received the tax notices and why the taxes were not paid.  Roger Knight, 
representing the developer, replied that he received the tax notices and tried to get the change 
recorded on a couple of occasions, but some clean-up items needed to be completed that they 
could never quite get done.  He stated that, in a practical way, the Recreation District took 
possession of the trailhead quite some time ago, and the public has had the enjoyment of those 
services, but the recordation was just a housekeeping thing that they never quite got done.   
 
Mr. Pratt clarified that one parcel is the trailhead parcel dedicated to the Recreation District, and 
the other is the Utah Open Lands parcel that was to be placed in a conservation easement.  He 
explained that the Recreation District was notified about a month ago that these two parcels were 
subject to tax sale, so they started working immediately with Mr. Knight to get the issue resolved 
and the transfer completed.  He explained that, if the parcels had been deeded years ago, they 
would not have accrued taxes, and they are asking for a waiver of taxes on the parcels. 
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Council Member Carson asked who will assume the deed on the open space parcel.  Mr. Pratt 
replied that he understands the HOA will own the parcel, and Utah Open Lands will hold a 
conservation easement on it.  Council Member Carson asked if that would reduce the tax liability 
to zero on that parcel.  Mr. Thomas replied that the statute would take that into consideration and 
place a nominal value on the parcel.  Mr. Knight explained that the open space parcel is shown as 
common area for the subdivision on the plat with an open space easement, and the Recreation 
District has trails running through it.  Council Member Ure asked if the HOA will maintain it.  
Mr. Knight replied that it will remain as natural open space.  Mr. Pratt confirmed that the 
Recreation District has been actively maintaining the trailhead parcel for years.  Mr. Knight 
clarified that the deed to the Recreation District has now been recorded, but a few things still 
need to be done before the Utah Open Lands deed can be recorded. 
 
Council Member Robinson stated that he did not understand why the developer did not pay the 
taxes on the open space parcel when the HOA was going to retain ownership of that parcel.  Mr. 
Knight replied that he thought Utah Open Lands had recorded the easement.  He noted that the 
parcel is platted as open space and referred to as open space in the development agreement with 
the County.  It was always contemplated that it would be an easement granted to Utah Open 
Lands.  Council Member Robinson asked if the plat itself creates a restriction on the 82 acres and 
says it is perpetual open space.  Mr. Knight replied that the development agreement contemplates 
that, but he did not know what is on the plat.  Council Member Robinson stated that he did not 
understand why Mr. Knight did not file an appeal of the taxes and say it was common area open 
space rather than ignoring the tax notices. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked if a development agreement containing a condition that a 
certain portion of the property is to be open space legally transfers the property into open space.  
He believed it was just an agreement, and if the owner were to breach the agreement, the 
development agreement would be void.  Mr. Thomas explained that development agreements are 
usually recorded against the property, which would place an encumbrance on the property if the 
agreement were ever transferred, but the development agreement itself does not transfer title of 
the property.  It acts as a restrictive use covenant until the County, which is the beneficiary, 
releases it.  Council Member Armstrong asked if this development agreement has expired.  Mr. 
Thomas explained that, if the agreement is recorded against the property, there is a survival 
clause with respect to the open space and other public amenities, and the public amenities do not 
expire.  Council Member Armstrong asked if it was proper for the County to bill for taxes on this 
parcel if it was open space.  Mr. Thomas replied that the County Assessor does not necessarily 
do a title search on every parcel of property.  They look at the property and its highest and best 
use and fair market value and expect the property owner to come to the County if there are other 
restrictions on the property that would cause it to be of lower value and provide evidence why 
that is the case.  Council Member Armstrong confirmed with Mr. Thomas that for the last five 
years, The Woods at Parley’s Lane could not have used this parcel for anything other than open 
space. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked about Parcel PP-38-A referred to in Ms. Rockhill’s memo.  
Mr. Knight explained that it is an odd-shaped parcel next to the Southridge development and 
contiguous to the Recreation District parcel, and no one is certain why it was not included in the 
overall plat.  He has sent a request to the Planning Department to see if it has any use as a 
building lot, and they indicated that it appears to be a lot of record.  They asked him to fill out a 
lot of record application, and he will pay the taxes under protest.  Council Member Robinson 
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noted that the open space parcel already seems to have been assessed at a considerably lower 
valuation, and he did not believe they should abate that tax but that the HOA should pay the tax.  
If it is a hardship to pay it within the next eight days, he would be willing to let them work out a 
payment schedule.  The trailhead parcel has been used by the public as a Recreation District 
trailhead and not as an open space parcel for the benefit of the development.  He believed that 
fits into a different category and would consider abating the taxes on that parcel.  Mr. Knight 
explained that there are trails on the open space, and the developer spent money to build the trails 
and gave the space to Utah Open Lands for the public’s benefit.  Council Member Robinson 
explained that, even if the open space parcel had been deeded to Utah Open Lands years ago, 
there would still have been a tax bill on that parcel, and the HOA would still have had to pay 
some sort of taxes on that property.  Because of the minimal amount of tax on that property, he 
was not convinced that the amount would have been significantly different if they had worked 
things out and had the deed recorded.  Mr. Knight stated that he believed there may have been 
cases where open lands are not taxed at all.  Council Member Robinson noted that the Council 
constantly hears from people who think they have a good excuse for not doing something they 
should have done.  Mr. Knight argued that this land was used by the public for the public benefit 
from the beginning and was a condition precedent to the development agreement.  Chair 
McMullin stated that, even though that is the case, there would have been some tax on the open 
space property.  She stated that it is great that the developer did what they did, but they got 
increased density in exchange for trails and open space.  It is not like they gifted it to the 
community.  Council Member Robinson noted that Mr. Knight received a tax notice every year, 
and he just ignored it and pretended that it did not exist, which is not responsible behavior.  He 
believed Mr. Knight should have resolved the issue with Utah Open Lands or the Recreation 
District, not just ignored it until it became a crisis. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that she believes this is a situation where things were in process, 
and Mr. Knight was waiting to get everything in order, because he could not record it with the 
County until the conservation easement was in place.  He believed that was out of Mr. Knight’s 
hands and that Wendy Fisher was responsible for that. 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to cancel the tax sale on both parcels, waive the 
taxes due on the trailhead parcel in the amount of $1,426.10, and ask the Assessor’s Office 
to look at the open space parcel and what the actual tax amount would have been on the 
open space parcel if the easement had been placed on it in 2006 and require that payment 
be made by a specific date on the condition that the conservation easement transfer be 
made.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Council Member Ure proposed that they waive the taxes on the trailhead and that the developer 
pay the taxes on the open space. 
 
Council Member Robinson commented that the conservation easement may have been out of the 
developer’s control, but the developer could easily have moved the ownership to the HOA to 
mitigate the situation when he started getting tax notices.  He noted that even open space has 
value, and it is not zero value. 
 
Chair McMullin questioned why it would take seven years to record a conservation easement. 
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Council Member Armstrong made a motion to cancel the tax sale for Parcels WPL-TH-
AM and WPL-OL-AM, to waive the taxes on Parcel WPL-TH-AM, and that all taxes with 
accrued interest and penalties and interest on Parcel WPL-OL-AM be paid by the date of 
the tax sale conditioned upon the recording of the conservation easement.   
 
Council Member Robinson stated that he did not believe it was necessary to condition payment 
of the tax on recording the conservation easement.  Although that needs to happen, they can 
assume that the developer has committed legally to do that.  He explained that the developer 
does not need the Council’s permission to pay the tax and cancel the sale. 
 
Council Member Armstrong withdrew his motion. 
 
Commissioner Robinson made a motion to cancel the tax sale on Parcel WPL-TH-AM and 
that the property taxes be abated, and to cancel the tax sale on Parcel WPL-OL-AM based 
on the condition that the taxes are paid in full, including penalty and interest, prior to the 
tax sale date.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong and passed by a 
vote of 4 to 1, with Council Members Armstrong, McMullin, Robinson, and Ure voting in 
favor of the motion and Council Member Carson voting against the motion. 
 
CONSIDERATION TO REPEAL THE 2012 TAX INCREASE TO THE MUNICIPAL 
FUND AND COUNTY SERVICE AREA #6 FUND, DAVID BRICKEY, SUMMIT 
COUNTY ATTORNEY 
 
Chair McMullin recalled that the tax increase to the municipal fund and Service Area #6 was 
stayed by a petition drive, and the question is whether the Council wants to put the tax increase 
proposition on the ballot in 2013 or 2014, even though it would not be retroactive.  She noted 
that the Council proposed the tax increase again for 2013, and it was her opinion that there is no 
reason to keep the 2012 tax increase in place and go to the expense of putting it on the ballot. 
 
Council Member Carson noted that they may have survived without the tax increase in 2012, but 
it was because they robbed Peter to pay Paul in order to do that. 
 
Mr. Thomas explained that the Council could vote to repeal the tax and direct Staff to prepare the 
appropriate resolution for signature by the Chair.  If they choose not to repeal the tax, no action 
is required, but they would need to decide what to do to put it on the ballot. 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to repeal the 2012 tax increase and direct Staff to 
prepare an appropriate resolution for the Chair’s signature.  The motion was seconded by 
Council Member Armstrong and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
Chair McMullin opened the public input. 
 
Josh Mann asked if there will be a public hearing on the Council’s participation in the Wasatch 
Summit group or if it will just be a work session item.  Chair McMullin explained that the 
County plans to go forward with it, but they have not yet finalized the agreement or agreed to a 
specific amount.  She asked if it is necessary to hold a public hearing.  Mr. Thomas replied that 
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the Council is not required to, but they can if they would like to.  Mr. Mann stated that he would 
like to provide input to the Council Members who will serve on the committee.  He stated that he 
also filmed the Ski Link meeting about three months ago, and it was obvious that almost all the 
people at the meeting were against Ski Link.  He explained that major corporations watch his 
videos, and a large public relations firm watched the Ski Link video a huge number of times.  He 
asked that those who participate in this committee pay attention to how this could impact Ski 
Link.  He stated that, if he were a lobbyist and there is a committee with a large number of 
people and interests, it would be easy to slip things in.  He asked that they look for Ski Link to 
come up.  Chair McMullin explained that is not a focus of this group, but it does come up in the 
stakeholder meetings, and she did not believe the Summit Wasatch group was meant to resolve 
that issue.  She believed the Ski Link issue would mature before the Summit Wasatch issue, and 
it would have to go to the Planning Commission and County Council for public hearings before 
both groups.  Council Member Carson stated that she hoped participation in the Wasatch Summit 
would give the Council the tools to evaluate proposals that come before them.  Council Member 
Robinson explained that the Wasatch Summit group is not anti-Ski Link.  The purpose of the 
Summit is to bring all the stakeholders together to study things holistically and try to come up 
with alternatives.  He hoped proponents of things like Ski Link would stand down so the broader 
process involving a lot of stakeholders could go forward. 
 
Chair McMullin closed the public input 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE ALL WEST/UTAH INC. 
FRANCHISE AGREEMENT; DAVE THOMAS CHIEF CIVIL ATTORNEY 
 
Mr. Thomas recalled that the County has been going through the process of updating franchises 
specific to cable TV.  This is the third and final entity in the County that would need a franchise.  
This agreement follows the same outline as the other two franchise agreements, but All West has 
brought up an issue that he believed was significant enough to bring to the Council.  The issue is 
the definition of gross revenue upon which the franchise fee is based.  All West believes the 
definition of gross revenues is overly broad, because it includes leased access revenues and ad 
sales.  His research shows that subscriber fees seem to be the basis of the federal statute, but that 
does not preclude leased access and ad sales from being included in gross revenues.  He 
explained that leased access revenues are revenues from other carriers who want to lease lines 
that are already in the ground.  They result when a company opens its system to another 
company that would likely be a competitor and lease that company excess capacity on their lines.  
The question is whether the County should charge a franchise fee for lease revenues, because if 
the entity leasing the lines provides cable TV service, they should also have a franchise 
agreement with the County, and the County would be double taxing for the use of the same right-
of-way space.  He noted that leased access revenues are rare in the industry.  Mr. Thomas 
explained that the other issue is ad sales, because someone might buy an ad for the entire system, 
which includes more than Summit County.  He questioned how they would portion out those 
revenues to each jurisdiction.  He noted that the ad sales revenue from Comcast is about $2,000 
per quarter.  If they decide to limit ad sales to those in Summit County, they will have to change 
the franchise agreements for the other two carriers. 
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Matthew Weller with All West explained that All West Communications is a regulated entity 
managed by the State Public Service Commission that must meet both federal and State laws, 
and All West/Utah is a non-regulated entity, because cable TV is not regulated.  He explained 
that All West Communications owns all the facilities in the regulated area, and All West/Utah 
pays a lease to All West Communications.  He stated that the leased revenue referred to in the 
franchise agreement will never occur, because All West/Utah does not own the facilities.  With 
regard to ad sales, All West does not break them out by jurisdiction, and there is not much 
money in ad sales for a small system like All West. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked if Mr. Thomas is proposing that, if they change the definition 
of gross revenues in this franchise agreement, they would have to renegotiate the franchise 
agreements with the other two entities.  Mr. Thomas replied that they would issue a change, 
because the franchises with competitors must be on equal footing.  He explained that he is trying 
to leave it up to the Council to make the policy call regarding what constitutes gross revenues.  
He clarified that none of the three entities appears to have leased access revenues, and the 
question is whether the Council believes it is fair to include ad sales in gross revenues.  Council 
Member Robinson recalled that they were quite adamant about including all revenues derived 
directly or indirectly by the grantee from the operation of the cable system when they negotiated 
the Wireless Beehive agreement.  It seemed that they would be watering that down by saying 
that gross revenues are remuneration received directly from subscribers.  Mr. Thomas explained 
that language has been proposed by All West. 
 
Council Member Armstrong stated that he looked at Seattle’s franchise agreements with a 
number of companies as well as New York City, Colorado Springs, Ft. Collins, and Fairfax 
County, and he could not find any that do not include leased access and advertising in the gross 
revenues definition.  Mr. Thomas agreed that is the standard definition that is used.  Council 
Member Armstrong cautioned against making a decision today that would alter what seems to be 
a standard term of the contract based on the amount of revenue derived from that industry today 
for a business that is evolving on a constant basis.  Television is changing more and more, and he 
did not want to make changes to standardized contracts that would affect other franchise 
agreements where the parties have already agreed to the terms.  Mr. Thomas explained that he 
brought this to the Council so they could have this discussion, and they can certainly keep the 
original language in the agreement.  He felt it was fair to give All West an opportunity to discuss 
their viewpoint with the Council. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked what would happen if All West does not sign the agreement.  
Mr. Thomas replied that they would not be allowed to use the County right-of-way for cable TV 
service. 
 
Chair McMullin opened the public hearing.  
 
Brad Iverson asked if the franchise agreements have a commitment with regard to expanding 
coverage.  He explained that they need more band width each year just for normal use.  It seemed 
that with the revenue cable providers get on an ongoing basis that they cherry pick the most 
populous areas.  He believed there should be a commitment for them to expand and cover more 
areas so much of Summit County is not left behind while certain areas are well served.  Council 
Member Carson explained that the County is prohibited from having franchise agreements for 
internet service.  Mr. Thomas explained that the County cannot make a requirement in a 
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franchise agreement that a provider must provide internet access with the cable service.  The 
federal government has pre-empted the counties from having anything to do with internet 
broadband.  Council Member Carson asked if it would be possible to include expansion of 
internet service into an area in development agreements.  Mr. Thomas replied that they could, but 
that would have to be put into the development code. 
 
Chair McMullin closed the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to approve a franchise agreement for All 
West/Utah Inc. for cable television using the identical language as the other two franchise 
agreements. 
 
Mr. Weller commented that he believes sections of the agreement are obsolete, because the 
market and competition are changing.  For instance, he noted that people will not come to the 
County to complain about cable TV, because the market will just drive them to switch to a 
competitor.  He suggested that they look into changing some of those items in the future. 
 
The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed unanimously, 5 to 0.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING, POSSIBLE DECISION – HAMILTON SPECIAL EXCEPTION 
REQUEST FOR LOT OF RECORD STATUS, KEVIN HAMILTON, APPLICANT – 
TIFFANIE NORTHRUP-ROBINSON, COUNTY PLANNER 
 
Mr. Putt presented the staff report and explained that Mr. Hamilton is requesting a special 
exception regarding a lot of record to be able to construct a single-family dwelling and further 
subdivide the property.  He explained Staff has taken the position that the property is not a legal 
lot of record, and the special exception would allow the applicant to construct a single-family 
home and move forward with potential future subdivision of the property.  Council Member 
Carson verified with Mr. Putt that subdivision of the property is not a part of this request.  Mr. 
Putt explained that the property is on Bitner Ranch Road east of the first Preserve entrance off of 
Bitner Ranch Road.  The parcel is approximately 41 acres in size and currently zoned Rural 
Residential (RR).  On June 25, Mr. Hamilton submitted a lot of record determination for the 
property which was reviewed by Staff and found to not meet the necessary standards for a legal 
lot of record.  He reviewed the criteria for determining a legal lot of record.  He noted that the 
criteria for granting a special exception and Staff’s analysis of the applicant’s special exception 
request are also contained in the staff report.  Staff recommended that the County Council deny 
the special exception request based on the conclusions of law in the packet. 
 
Kevin Hamilton, the applicant, stated that in 1993 the Bitners went bankrupt and were ordered to 
sell the property.  He purchased the property from them, and he was unsure what was wrong with 
purchasing it directly from the Bitners.  He stated that he does not know what a lot of record is, 
but he filed and has paid taxes on the property since 1993 and left it open so far.  He explained 
that he would like it to become a lot of record so he can put some houses on the property.  He 
purchased the property as an investment for the future and would like to be able to do something 
with it.  He did not understand where he went wrong and is trying to rectify the situation. 
 
Chair McMullin opened the public hearing. 
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Reggie Hyde from Silver Creek Estates stated that he is familiar with this property and wondered 
if the court ordered the sale of this property.  He explained that Mr. Hamilton did not buy the 
property until June and did not have the ability to comply with the time constraints that existed at 
the time.  Based on that, he would lean toward letting Mr. Hamilton have the lot of record.  
However, the applicant says he wants the lot of record for the intent of having his own dwelling 
and dividing the property into 10-acre lots, which is a development issue and an entirely different 
thing.  Mr. Hyde stated that he believes the County needs to bring in Weber Basin Water and re-
evaluate the water situation in the County before anyone builds more homes, because they do not 
have the water.  He would suggest that the Council grant the lot of record because of the 
County’s time restraints but wait until they have more information about the development. 
 
Eileen Galooshian asked if the Council is making a decision about the legal ownership of the 
property.  Chair McMullin explained that it has to do with the fact that a determination has been 
made that this is not a lot of record.  If that is the case, this parcel would be undevelopable for 
anything.  The applicant is requesting that determination be overturned because of unique 
circumstances.  The Council will only determine whether this is a lot of record tonight.  This has 
nothing to do with subdividing the lot or numbers of other homes.  If it is a lot of record, the 
applicant would be entitled to one single-family residence, and any subdivision beyond that 
would go through another public process. 
 
Bob Olson stated that he understands the legal description he has heard so far and he was 
concerned that someone could come into this area, buy a large piece of property like this, and not 
have the ability to build a home on it.  People might say Mr. Hamilton should have known that 
before he purchased his property, but he was concerned that Mr. Hamilton has no right presently 
to build a home on the property he purchased when it is as large as it is. 
 
Dan Fuller stated that he lives just south of this parcel and asked what would happen with the 
ability to access the trails that run through Mr. Hamilton’s property if lot of record status were 
granted.  Chair McMullin asked if they are dedicated trails or if people are trespassing on Mr. 
Hamilton’s property.  Mr. Hamilton replied that they are trespassing on his property.  Chair 
McMullin stated that it would be up to the landowner to decide whether to grant access.  Council 
Member Robinson explained that 10 years of continuous use creates a public right-of-way.  Mr. 
Hamilton explained that the gas pipeline runs through the area where the trails are located, so 
trail access would likely continue.  He explained that The Preserve has put a sign on his property 
asking people to go further south to access the Cobblestone area, because they have been 
crossing The Preserve area.  He stated that he could work something out with people.  Chair 
McMullin explained that access is a legal and factual determination, but without that 
determination, use of those trails is considered to be trespassing. 
 
Debra Scammon expressed concern about the traffic on Bitner and the trespassing that goes by 
their fence to the north of the property.  She stated that there is a safety issue related to traffic on 
Bitner Road, which is a private road.  She stated that a lot of service traffic is attracted into the 
Glenwild area.  Large trucks often come by and miss their turn, then try to turn around on that 
narrow road.  The more development occurs, the more traffic there will be, and the greater the 
problem will be.  Even with one more residence, traffic is a potential issue. 
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Brad Iverson commented that this is probably not the first time a lot of record issue has come up.  
He suggested that the Council be consistent and treat all residents in a similar fashion for similar 
situations. 
 
Mr. Putt reported that he received e-mails in opposition from Steve Sellinger, Mark Jennings, 
Robert Baker, Cedar Jordan, and Ken Fisher, which have been forwarded to the Council. 
 
Chair McMullin closed the public hearing. 
 
Chair McMullin stated that she is concerned when someone has a parcel of this size and cannot 
build a single-family home.  She noted that the special exception process was created to deal 
with lots of record because there have been so many issues with them in the County.  She 
explained that every time they see a lot of record determination, Staff recommends against it, 
because Staff’s responsibility is to apply the Development Code to a set of circumstances, and 
the special exception process was created to be an exception to those circumstances. 
 
Council Member Ure asked if this parcel was divided off from another parcel.  Mr. Hamilton 
replied that he and the Bitners went out and marked off the boundaries, and that was what he 
bought.  He was not certain where the lot came from previously.  Mr. Putt stated that he did not 
have the information to speak to whether this was an illegal subdivision of a lot.  Staff has only 
been able to determine that a warranty deed was recorded which was the first documentation 
associated with this legal description.  Council Member Ure asked if Mr. Hamilton is paying 
greenbelt taxes on this parcel.  Mr. Hamilton replied that he did not know, but it is listed as 
farmland.  Council Member Ure asked if Mr. Hamilton is raising hay or using it for other 
agricultural purposes.  Mr. Hamilton replied that he is not, and it has been fallow since he 
purchased it. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked if this parcel was called out separately when the court ordered 
the sale of the property or if a lot of parcels were sold.  Mr. Hamilton replied that he did not 
know.  As far as he knew, the court ordered the sale of property until the Bitners could make 
enough money to pay their bills, and he did not believe the court ordered the Bitners to sell this 
specific piece of property.  Council Member Robinson asked Mr. Thomas to remind the Council 
Members what was done in Eastern Summit County to resolve the lot of record issues.  Council 
Member Robinson reviewed for Mr. Hamilton what the correct process would have been to 
create a legal lot of record at the time Mr. Hamilton purchased the lot.  Mr. Thomas explained 
that the Eastern Summit County Development Code includes four remedies for lot of record 
issues.  One is a lot line adjustment if an applicant owns parcels side by side.  Second is a 
recombination of parcels and then subdividing them.  Third would be to get a plat amendment 
and expand the subdivision to include the new parcel.  And the fourth remedy would be to get a 
special exception.  Council Member Robinson noted that the first three remedies would not apply 
in this circumstance. 
 
Council Member Carson expressed concern that the tax status on this property has been 
agricultural since Mr. Hamilton purchased it, but it has not been used for agricultural purposes.  
Council Member Robinson explained that whether this property meets the qualifications for 
greenbelt is not the subject of this decision, and this sort of thing happens a lot.  He noted that the 
applicant would have to pay five years’ back taxes when he takes the property out of greenbelt. 
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Council Member Armstrong asked if anything in the facts before them clearly indicates that the 
Council cannot grant a special exception.  Mr. Thomas replied there is not, and the idea of a 
special exception is to work equity.  Council Member Armstrong stated that he would be inclined 
to grant the special exception. 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to grant the special exception to allow Parcel 
SS-16-B to be constituted as a lot of record with the following findings: 
Findings: 
1. The special exception is not detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare. 
2. The intent of the Development Code and General Plan will be met. 
3. The applicant does not reasonably qualify for any other equitable processes 

provided through the provisions of this Title. 
4. There are equitable claims or unique circumstances warranting the special 

exception. 
5. This property meets the zoning and was innocently purchased at a time when the 

requirement to go through the subdivision process had just been adopted by the 
County. 

The motion was seconded by Council Member Armstrong and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Claudia McMullin    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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M I N U T E S 
 

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

WEDNESDAY, MAY 22, 2013 

SHELDON RICHINS BUILDING 

PARK CITY, UTAH 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair   Anita Lewis, Assistant Manager 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney 
Kim Carson, Council Member   Helen Strachan, Deputy Attorney 
David Ure, Council Member    Kent Jones, Clerk 
       Karen McLaws, Secretary 
  
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to convene in closed session to discuss litigation.  
The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
The Summit County Council met in closed session from 12:30 p.m. to 1:45 p.m. for the purpose 
of discussing litigation.  Those in attendance were: 
 
Claudia McMullin, Council Chair   Robert Jasper, Manager  
Chris Robinson, Council Vice Chair   Brian Bellamy, Personnel Director 
Roger Armstrong, Council Member   Dave Thomas, Deputy Attorney  
Kim Carson, Council Member    
David Ure, Council Member 
 
Council Member Robinson made a motion to dismiss from closed session and to convene in 
work session.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Chair McMullin called the work session to order at 1:50 p.m. 
 
County Engineer Derrick Radke introduced Leslie Crawford, the County’s new senior engineer 
who will soon fill his current position as County Engineer. 
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 Report on Salt Lake-Park City UTA Service and proposed spring-fall service level, 
Kevin Callahan, Public Works Administrator 

 
Public Works Administrator Kevin Callahan reported that Council Member Armstrong suggested 
that he share some information from the recent Joint Transit Advisory Board meeting.  He 
recalled that Summit County has been cooperating with UTA and Park City on regional transit 
service since October 2011, and the initial concepts have been revised substantially.  He 
explained that the fare has dropped substantially, and when people use the service, they receive 
two hours of free access to any UTA transit services.  He reported that the ski resorts have been 
very cooperative and have issued cards to every employee to allow them to utilize this service.  
He stated that they are getting great cooperation from people coming up the hill but need to 
increase the ridership down the hill.   There are 1,000 residents in Summit County who are staff, 
faculty, or students at the University of Utah, and it is a matter of encouraging that ridership.  
The County underwrites the cost of service by $235,000 annually.  Ridership increased this past 
winter by about 50%, and people are becoming more familiar with the service.  He explained that 
they are working on trying to tie into the TRAX airport service. 
 
Chair McMullin asked if there is a goal to break even.  Mr. Callahan replied that is the goal of 
the service, but it is not typical.  Council Member Armstrong noted that most bus service is 
subsidized by up to 40% to 50%, and UTA is subsidized by about 80% currently.  Mr. Callahan 
stated that they hope to get the subsidy to a manageable level and build the ridership. 
 
County Manager Bob Jasper clarified that the subsidy comes from a dedicated sales tax fund, not 
from the County’s general fund.  Mr. Callahan also reviewed how the business impact fee 
functions for transit within the Snyderville Basin. 
 
Mr. Callahan reported that the County is currently working with Park City to look at integrating 
compressed natural gas (CNG) buses into the vehicle fleet and explained that, when they store 
fueled vehicles in a building, different conditions apply to different types of fuels.  He explained 
that they will hire a consulting firm to look at the Iron Horse facility and see what needs to be 
done to physically modify the portions of the building where they store CNG buses.  He believed 
they would be asking for bids for CNG, electric, and hybrid buses by November this year.  When 
they acquire them in the spring of 2016, they will have the ability to integrate them into the fleet.  
He explained that Park City has agreed to do this, even though CNG is not a strategy they have 
implemented and some of their elected officials oppose it.  They are working with the County as 
partners to help the County achieve its sustainability goals.  He explained that they are working 
with the gas station at Silver Creek to install CNG facilities to support CNG buses and other 
CNG vehicles in the area. 
 
Mr. Callahan explained that he hopes to secure $2 million in federal funds through a new federal 
grant process to help build the new transit center in Kimball Junction, and he believed the 
County is in a good position to receive those funds.  If they do, they should be able to build the 
facility next year. 
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 Restaurant Tax Recommendations 
 
Chair McMullin recalled that the application schedule was changed this year so that all 
applicants for the various funding sources apply at the same time.  She noted that the Council 
will see the recommendations from each committee in the next couple of weeks and wait to 
approve the recommendations until they have seen what all the organizations have 
recommended.  She explained that the applicants have been informed that the allocations will not 
be made until the middle of June. 
 
Jeanne Lehan, Chair of the Restaurant Tax Advisory Committee, provided background on the 
committee and the application review process.  She reported that they received 46 applications, 7 
of which were new to the restaurant tax process, with 22 applications submitted jointly with 
special events and 14 jointly submitted with the RAP cultural tax.  She stated that they met with 
both organizations to review the joint applications to be sure that applicants clearly understood 
what each grant would cover and that they could not apply for other grants for the same thing.  
She described the process of reviewing the applications, interviewing the applicants, ranking the 
applications, and provided the committee review and recommendations. 
 
The Council Members and Ms. Lehan discussed that the 5% penalty has worked to help people 
get their financial information from previous years submitted on time.  Ms. Lehan confirmed that 
the fund has continued to grow and remained strong the last few years. 
 
Council Member Ure asked if the committee asks applicants to set goals to improve their 
organizations from year to year.  Ms. Lehan explained that they have had philosophical 
discussions about that but have not reached the point of discussing it with applicants.  She noted 
that they have included a return on investment calculation in the application which helps educate 
applicants on how many people come, how much money that generates, and what that means. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked about the recommendation regarding the North Summit 
Recreation District.  Ms. Lehan explained that there was ongoing concern on the committee 
about maintenance and how fencing and fields would be funded.  They are sympathetic about 
funding things outside of Park City that may not have a large tourism component right now but 
could in the future.  However, they do not want to continue to fund year after year just to 
maintain those facilities.  
 
 Discussion with Snyderville Basin Planning Commission, Phase II General Plan, 

Kimber Gabryszak 
   
Chair McMullin explained that she would like an update from the Planning Commission about 
what is happening with Chapter 9.  She reported that she and Council Member Robinson met 
with Commissioners Chuck Klingenstein and Bea Peck and County Planner Kimber Gabryszak 
to review the Phase II RFP, joint visioning with the City, economic development, a joint 
economic task force with the City, and the greater Park City compact to be sure they are heading 
in the same direction.  She also asked Commissioner Klingenstein to review what they discussed 
on Monday and what they expect from the RFP. 
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Planning Commission Chair Colin DeFord reported that the Planning Commission has been 
through two of three scheduled public hearings on Chapter 9.  He noted that there seems to be 
some confusion about what they are looking for, because they are getting quite a bit of input 
about Code requirements, and they have explained that they are looking for input regarding the 
description of the neighborhood and the boundaries.  He reviewed comments received regarding 
changing the neighborhood boundaries relative to the Bitner Ranch.  They are also looking for 
input on neighborhood goals, design principles, and any special considerations unique to the 
neighborhood.  He explained that principles that apply to all neighborhoods are addressed in 
Chapters 1 through 8, and Staff was asked to include a preamble to Chapter 9 explaining that so 
they could remove language that is redundant for all neighborhoods. 
 
Chair McMullin asked where they are in the process.  Commissioner DeFord replied that they 
are two-thirds through the neighborhood public hearings.  He commented that they also had to 
help educate people on what is coming in Phase II, because the public did not feel there were 
enough teeth in what they are currently recommending. 
 
Chair McMullin asked what will be included in Phase II.  Community Development Director 
Patrick Putt explained that is where the future land use planning will occur.  They will look at 
future land use patterns and economic strategies, which comes under a broader umbrella of 
sustainability.  Chair McMullin asked about the relationship between future land use planning 
and economic drivers and what they need to know to plan for the future.  Mr. Putt explained that, 
to move forward on future land use decisions, they need an accurate snapshot of where the 
economy is right now and what the trends are.  They will use that information to determine 
whether they have the land resources and infrastructure to sustain where they are now and where 
they are headed and make the necessary decisions.  He believed they have made broad 
assumptions about the current economy, but they need an accurate measure of where they 
actually stand and how the economy is evolving.  They need to look at opportunities to bring in 
complementary outside sources of income on which they can capitalize and measure that against 
where they would go and whether there is the space to accommodate those uses.  If there is not 
space, they may need to look at other strategies to address that.  He stated that they met with 
Park City and Wasatch County a couple of weeks ago to start compiling a map of entitlements, 
built and not built, which was very telling in seeing that they need to be smarter about using land 
resources and providing infrastructure.  He did not believe they could provide a good product 
without answering some basic questions, and the RFP would ask someone to take the existing 
information from other jurisdictions and glean from it what they need to know in order to move 
in a smart direction.  He explained that right now they are just giving everything their best guess.  
He believed that process could be completed by early fall so they can put the rest of the General 
Plan together by early spring next year.  Chair McMullin asked what the product from the RFP 
would be and what they would do with it.  Mr. Putt explained that is outlined under the scope of 
the project on page 2 of the RFP. 
 
Commissioner DeFord noted that one detractor to businesses locating here is technology, as they 
have limited band width.  He suggested that they include what it would take to get better band 
width in the Snyderville Basin, because technology companies look at how much band width is 
available and how much it will cost.  Council Member Armstrong agreed that is very important 
to businesses coming in that would bring in tax dollars without putting a lot of pressure on the 
infrastructure, and they need the technology to support that.  Council Member Carson agreed and 
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suggested that they work with local providers to be sure that conduit is available when road work 
is done so they do not have to dig up the roads again, which is a huge cost. 
 
Chair McMullin recalled that one question Staff wanted answered is whether they also want to 
gather data for Eastern Summit County as part of this RFP process.  Chair Ure stated that this is 
all one County, and they need to find out where all of their talents and bases are at the same time.  
Chair McMullin stated that, particularly with regard to economics, if they are gathering this type 
of information, they should take full advantage of it and gather it for eastern Summit County as 
well. 
 
Mr. Putt explained that they want the consultant to not only gather the information, but they want 
him to present it in a way that helps them understand what it means.  That will directly translate 
into the land use recommendations and economic decisions. 
 
Chair McMullin asked how this RFP would assist Alyson Weyher in helping the County create 
an economic development plan.  Ms. Weyher replied that they have discussed how to interface 
with this effort, and she sees this as being very complementary with developing an economic 
diversification strategic plan.  She agreed that most of the data already exists, but it takes time to 
compile it, and the talent is required to put it into a format that makes sense.  She believed this 
would be a big help to the economic diversification process.  She felt it was important to not only 
know where businesses would go but also where the employees would come from.  She 
explained that for 40% to 50% of the businesses in Summit County, more than 60% of their 
employees live outside the County, and those concerns also need to be addressed.  She would 
like to put together some task forces to develop a plan that everyone can buy into. 
 
Chair McMullin stated that she would like to see all these efforts to mesh at some point.  Council 
Member Armstrong stated that it is exciting to see that many of these efforts are complementary, 
and once they develop the data, they can determine how to fold it into all these efforts.  Chair 
McMullin stated that she wants to be sure they are complementary rather than conflicting. 
 
Council Member Robinson believed it would be important to get comment from some of their 
partners, such as Park City, the mayors in eastern Summit County, and the Eastern Summit 
County Planning Commission.  Chair McMullin felt they could do that, but she did not want that 
to hold up the process.  The Council Members discussed the importance of informing and getting 
input on the RFP from the mayors.  Planner Gabryszak requested that comments be received by 
Staff by the middle of next week so they can post the RFP by June 1. 
 
Chair McMullin requested that Planner Gabryszak explain the Mountainlands Association of 
Governments (MAG) study and why it does not impact the RFP.  Planner Gabryszak explained 
that MAG is doing a broad economic analysis of Utah, Wasatch, and Summit Counties that will 
not get into the type of detail Summit County is looking at.  If Summit County wanted that study 
to go into greater detail, they would have to provide significant funding, and the study would not 
be completed until the end of this year.  If the County wants to move forward quickly and with 
information tailored to the County’s needs, it is best to move forward separately. 
 
Chair McMullin asked when the Planning Commission will have the neighborhood plans ready 
to send to the Council.  Mr. Putt replied that the last neighborhood public hearing is on Tuesday, 
May 28, and they will take action at the first Planning Commission meeting in June. 



6 
 

 
Council Member Armstrong commended the Planning Commissioners on their work on the 
General Plan amendments and stated that he is not receiving a lot of phone calls or seeing a lot of 
controversy in the press, which he believes indicates that they are doing a good job.  He thanked 
them for keeping that pressure off the Council and getting the job done.  
 
Council Member Carson asked if Code amendments would be made at the same time as the 
General Plan amendments as previously discussed so there will not be any gaps in the Code.  Mr. 
Putt replied that he did not contemplate making Code changes simultaneously with adopting the 
General Plan, but Staff has a list of things that need to be changed in the Code, and that will 
come to the Council when Phase II is completed.  He stated that he would like to amend the 
Development Code comprehensively one time.  Council Member Robinson recalled that they 
had discussed dual tracking the General Plan and Development Code amendments, and he 
believed people are assuming that they will approve the General Plan and Code amendments at 
the same time, even if it is not a total Code rewrite, to avoid gaps created by taking what is 
perceived to be a regulatory General Plan and removing the regulatory language without the 
Code being corrected to replace the regulatory language removed from the General Plan.  He 
believed the citizens would be concerned if they do not make those changes simultaneously.  
Commissioner Franklin stated that Staff has tracked any necessary Code language as they have 
made changes to the General Plan, and he believed changes to the Code could be presented when 
the General Plan is adopted.  Chair McMullin agreed that it would make sense to amend the 
Development Code to reflect the changes to Chapters 1 through 9 of the General Plan and do a 
comprehensive amendment to the Development Code after Phase II.  Otherwise, the gap would 
be too long.  She did not want a year and a half to go by with the General Plan being out of sync 
with the Development Code while they wait for Phase II.  Commissioner Lawson felt it would be 
important for the Development Code to reflect what is important to the neighborhoods so they 
have enforcement in the Code to go along with what the neighborhoods expect. 
 
Chair McMullin suggested that they meet with the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission 
again in six to eight weeks. 
 
Commissioner Franklin asked if the Council is working with The Boyer Company to reach a 
resolution on the development agreement.  Chair McMullin replied that she, Council Member 
Ure, and Staff will meet with Boyer next week to continue discussions with them.  Planner 
Gabryszak confirmed that Staff has not received any further requests from Boyer for approval of 
another building.  
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair McMullin called the regular meeting to order at 3:20 p.m. 
 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 
OATH OF OFFICE FOR MARYANN TRUSSELL TO FILL THE UNEXPIRED TERM 
OF THE COUNTY RECORDER, EXPIRING ON DECEMBER 31, 2014 
 
Chair McMullin administered the oath of office to Maryann Trussell, County Recorder, to fill the 
unexpired term of the former County Recorder. 
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REQUEST TO PURCHASE TAX SALE PROPERTY 
 
Kathryn Rockhill with the County Auditor’s Office explained that the subject property was on 
last year’s tax sale and did not sell.  Albert Fitzgerald owns the property adjoining this property 
and thought it was in his original purchase.   
 
Mr. Fitzgerald stated that when he purchased his lot in 1998, the Realtor reviewed the drawings 
and told him this lot was supposed to have been included in Lot 90.  He did not realize until 2006 
that this lot was never added back into Lot 90.  He stated that he is still making payments on Lot 
90 to Mr. Collingswood and is about to pay it off.  He only realized when he saw the tax sale 
notice that the tax notices have been going to Mr. Collingswood the whole time.  He stated that 
his lot is just under 20 acres, and he understood he must have 20 acres in order to build a cabin, 
so this small lot will bring his total acreage to 20 acres. 
 
Ms. Rockhill explained that Mr. Fitzgerald would like to purchase the lot from the County for the 
price of taxes, penalties, and interest owed in the amount of $1,876.58.  She clarified that the 
County owns the property because it did not sell at last year’s tax sale. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that she understood when the County disposes of property it must 
be for fair market value and asked about the value of the property.  Ms. Rockhill replied that the 
property is valued at $14,000.  However, when the County acquires property through tax sale, 
according to the Code they are only required to charge the taxes, penalties, and interest, not fair 
market value.  She explained that anything the County receives beyond that would go to the State 
as unclaimed property.  Deputy County Attorney Dave Thomas confirmed that this is an 
exception to the normal property requirements under the State Code.  Council Member 
Armstrong confirmed with Mr. Thomas that the County would not be liable for failure to try to 
obtain fair market value, that the tax deed would be like a quit-claim deed, and that the new 
owner would be subject to any encumbrances on the property. 
 
Council Member Carson made a motion to grant permission to Mr. and Mrs. Albert 
Fitzgerald to purchase ECR-205-A in the amount owing of taxes, penalties, and interest of 
$1,876.58.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and passed unanimously, 5 
to 0. 
 
CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE APPROVAL OF THE SILVER CREEK UNIT I 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND ADOPT THE ORDINANCE 
 
Council Member Armstrong made a motion to approve the following Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law as delivered to the Council Members for the rezone of Silver Creek 
Estates Unit I East:   
Findings of Fact:  
1. Silver Creek Estates is a large-scale development located north of the junction of 

Interstate 80 and US Highway 40 within the Snyderville Basin, Summit County, 
Utah.  The development was approved through a series of subdivision plats that 
were recorded prior to the establishment of zoning regulations within Summit 
County (the “County”).  As there was no zoning at the time, the plats were legally 
recorded, and the parcels created thereby are considered to be legal lots, each with a 
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right to develop. 
2. The subdivision plat for Silver Creek Estates, Unit I, was approved and recorded on 

March 3, 1965, as Entry No. 100552 in the Office of the Summit County Recorder 
(“Unit I”).  Unit I provides for a mix of multi-family residential, commercial and 
industrial uses.  Since these uses were specifically referenced in a note on the 
subdivision plat, it was the historical practice of the County for many years to 
recognize these uses on the plat as “vested” even though Silver Creek Estates is 
located within the RR Zone.   

3. While the uses were identified on the Unit I subdivision plat, the “use table” was 
located within the Declaration of Reservations and Protective Covenants, Silver 
Creek Estates Unit “I”, which were recorded as Entry No. 100553 in the Office of 
the Summit County Recorder on February 25, 1965 (the “CC&R”). 

4. Unit I is divided into two portions by Silver Creek Road.  For ease in identifying 
these distinct areas, those legal lots located east of Silver Creek Road will be 
referred to as “Unit I East,” while those legal lots located west of Silver Creek Road 
will be referred to as “Unit I West.”   

5. Many of the legal lots within Unit I East have been developed as commercial.   The 
legal lots within Unit I West have not been developed.   

6. On December 6, 2011, and subsequently on April 30, 2012, the Utah Property Rights 
Ombudsman issued two advisory opinions that stated in part that (a) the County is 
not bound by the CC&R “use table,” and (b) the uses designated on a subdivision 
plat do not “vest” the platted lots with that particular use (the “Advisory 
Opinions”).  See Mount Advisory Opinion, issued December 6, 2011 (The Office of the 
Property Rights Ombudsman); HJ Silver Advisory Opinion, issued April 30, 2012 
(The Office of the Property Rights Ombudsman).  These Advisory Opinions went on 
to state that the County may be nonetheless obligated to recognize the uses within 
the CC&R “use table” and on the plat note under the doctrine of zoning estoppel. 

7. As a result of these Advisory Opinions many of the owners of legal lots within Unit I 
have filed with the County applications for vested rights determinations pursuant to 
Code §10-9-16, which determinations can be utilized to evaluate zoning estoppel 
claims on a case-by-case basis (the “Vested Rights Applications”). 

8. In the midst of these Vested Rights Applications, the County received an application 
concerning two legal lots within Unit I East for a rezone from the RR Zone to the 
CC Zone (the “Property Owner Rezone Application”).   

9. In the process of evaluating the Vested Rights Applications together with the 
Property Owner Rezone Application, the DCC decided that instead of a piecemeal 
approach to the Unit I plat issue, it would be better to proactively rezone the area to 
ensure that owners had stable zoning which comports with the historical uses.  To 
that end, the DCC made application to comprehensively rezone Unit I to the CC 
Zone (the “Comprehensive Rezone Application”). 

10.      The Snyderville Basin Planning Commission (the “Planning Commission”) reviewed 
the Comprehensive Rezone Application in two work sessions (August 12, 2012 and 
September 11, 2012), held a public hearing on October 9, 2012, and then forwarded 
the Comprehensive Rezone Application to the Council on December 18, 2012, 
without a recommendation, because the Planning Commission deadlocked 3-3 over 
whether Unit I East should be rezoned to the CC Zone or the Neighborhood 
Commercial Zone District (“NC Zone”).  Due to concerns over the adequacy of 
infrastructure within Unit I West, the Planning Commission did not believe that a 
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rezone of that area should be considered at this time. 
11. The Council held a work session on February 20, 2013, and a public hearing on 

April 17, 2013, on the Comprehensive Rezone Application. 
12. The DCC presented the following reasons for approval of the Comprehensive 

Rezone Application: 
a. The Unit I subdivision plat has been treated as commercial for most of its 

history. 
b. Many legal lots within Unit I East have been developed as commercial so that 

the area is commercial in nature. 
c. For long-range planning, the location may be appropriate for commercial 

development more than residential development based on access, freeway 
noise,  interchange capacity, topography, and existing commercial uses. 

d. The continuing applications for vested rights determinations and 
Ombudsman  advisory opinions may result in a haphazard and leapfrog 
pattern of development, making the application of the RR Zone to all other 
legal lots within Unit I East  impractical. 

e. Business owners should have stable and reliable zoning. 
13. The Summit County Health Department has raised concerns over the development 

of legal lots within Unit I West due to the high water table and an inability to use 
conventional septic tanks.  The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District does 
not presently service Silver Creek Estates.  The nearest sewer trunk line is two 
thousand (2,000) feet away and would need to be extended to serve Unit I West. 

14. County Service Area #3, which provides water and road maintenance services to the 
residents of Silver Creek Estates, expressed concerns over the development of legal 
lots within Unit I West due to inadequate road infrastructure. 

Conclusions of Law: 
1. UCA §17-27a-503 provides that the Council may amend the zoning map after the 

Comprehensive Rezone Application has been submitted to the Planning 
Commission for a recommendation.  UCA §17-27a-502 requires the Planning 
Commission hold a public hearing with appropriate notice.  We conclude that the 
Planning Commission held such a hearing on October 9, 2012, with appropriate 
notice.  The Planning Commission deadlocked as to a recommendation and sent the 
Comprehensive Rezone Application forward to the Council for action.   It is within 
the discretion of the Council to adopt, reject or make revisions that it deems 
appropriate to the Comprehensive Rezone Application.  UCA §17-27a-502(2). 

2. Due to issues over sewer/septic and road infrastructure, the Council concludes that 
it is premature to consider a rezone for Unit I West.  The Council concludes that a 
rezone from the RR Zone to the CC Zone for Unit I East is ripe and will proceed 
with its conclusions as they relate to the Unit I East Rezone. 

3. Code §10-7-4(C)(2) requires that when an amendment to the Zoning Map is 
proposed by the County Manager (which in this case is through the DCC), the 
provisions of Code §10-7-4(C)(1)(c) apply.  Those provisions impose four 
requirements for approval of a Zoning Map amendment: 
A. The amendment complies with the goals, objectives and policies of the 

general plan, the neighborhood planning area plan and the land use plan 
maps. 

B. The amendment is compatible with adjacent land uses and will not be overly 
burdensome on the local community. 
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C. The specific development plan is in compliance with all applicable standards 
and criteria for approval as described in chapters 3 and 4 of this title. 

D. The amendment does not adversely affect the public health, safety and 
general welfare. 

4. General Plan Compliance.  Unit I East is located within the North Mountain 
Neighborhood Planning Area.  One of the goals of that planning area includes the 
provision of “appropriately-sized neighborhood commercial area[s].”  Snyderville 
Basin General Plan at pp. 73.  There are currently no designated commercial areas 
within the North Mountain Neighborhood Planning Area.  We conclude that 
rezoning Unit I East from the RR Zone to the CC Zone satisfies this requirement by 
(a) providing an appropriately-sized commercial node to the North Mountain 
Neighborhood Planning Area, (b) bringing nonconforming commercial uses into 
compliance with Title 10 of the Summit County Code, and (c) ensuring 
appropriately-sized uses through uniform regulatory oversight.   

5. Compatibility.  Unit I East has historically developed as commercial.  Reflecting 
that area character through a rezone to the CC Zone will assist in making the entire 
Unit I East uniform and internally consistent.  The few remaining undeveloped lots 
in Unit I East will not be overly burdensome on the local community or County 
Service Area #3.  

6. Development Plan Compliance.  We conclude that there is no specific development 
plan, as the Unit I East Rezone is proposed by the DCC.  Any new development will 
be subject to review for compliance with the standards contained in Title 10 of the 
Code. 

 Health, Safety and General Welfare.  We conclude that bringing the historical uses 
within Unit I East into compliance with Title 10 of the Code will positively impact 
health, safety and general welfare by (a) zoning the area for the most appropriate 
use given the access, freeway noise, interchange capacity, topography and existing 
commercial uses, and (b) avoiding haphazard and leapfrog development patterns 
that make the application of the existing zone impractical. 

The motion was seconded by Council Member Ure and passed by a vote of 4 to 1, with 
Council Members Armstrong, Carson, McMullin, and Ure voting in favor of the motion 
and Council Member Robinson voting against the motion. 
 
Council Member Robinson clarified that he agreed that the findings of fact reflect what the 
Council decided with regard to Unit I East, but he voted against the rezone. 
 
Council Member Armstrong noted that the ordinance needs to be corrected to accurately reflect 
that he voted yea, not nay as shown in the ordinance. 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to adopt Ordinance #804 to amend the Snyderville 
Basin Zone Map as amended by Council Member Armstrong to show that he voted in 
favor of the rezone.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Carson and passed 
unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION TO AMEND RECORDER SUBSCRIPTION 
FEES, MARY ANN TRUSSELL 
 
Former County Recorder Alan Spriggs explained that the subscription fees are the result of about 
20 years of work to make the information in the Recorder’s Office available on the internet.  
That has evolved into an excellent and easily accessible program, and based on the suggestions 
of the Council to pass some of the costs on to those who actually use this information, they 
implemented the subscription fees.  He explained that only a small part of the website is under 
subscription, and all the information under the account search is still available without 
subscription.  Chair McMullin asked about the history of the title of a property.  Mr. Spriggs 
replied that is available without charge.  Chair McMullin noted that she could not see the actual 
copy of the title or CC&Rs or other records without paying.  She asked if the intent was to 
recoup the cost of the upgrade or what the fees were intended to cover.  Mr. Spriggs replied that 
the Council wanted the department heads to see what they could do to help recoup their costs or 
do away with programs.  He explained that the County’s records are being accessed from all over 
the world by those who use that information for profit, and his intention was to tap into those 
resources to help the cover the costs that are now being paid for by local taxpayers.  He 
explained that title companies have had a subscriptions process in place for 15 years that gives 
them direct access to the computer with a dedicated line and dedicated password for which the 
County has historically charged $300 per month, and there are about a dozen of those 
subscriptions in place.  That allows title companies to do all of their work related to Summit 
County without having to come to the County to do it.  The new subscription program 
implements a nominal fee for people to have access to copies of the documents.  Chair McMullin 
verified with Mr. Spriggs that, if she came to his office to get copies of documents, he would 
charge for those copies.  Mr. Spriggs explained that the cost of those copies would range from 25 
to 50 cents per page, depending on the document, and those fees were set by the County 
Commission in 1985 and have not changed since then.  He noted that, in some counties, a person 
cannot even get the name and address of a property owner without paying a subscription fee.  He 
explained that those who pay their $5 per day for the subscription have 24-hour access, do not 
have to pay for any copies, and have access on weekends and holidays. 
 
Council Member Robinson asked what people used to pay for the same information.  Mr. 
Spriggs replied that they did not pay anything.  Council Member Robinson asked if Mr. Spriggs 
is codifying the fee paid by the title companies and opening it up to others if they want to pay the 
fee.  Mr. Spriggs replied that he used the fees previously approved and charged to title 
companies for years as the basis for determining the subscription fees.  Council Member 
Robinson asked how long the new subscription fees have been in effect.  Ms. Trussell reported 
that they were initiated May 15, and the County has collected $14,605 since it was implemented. 
 
IT Director Ron Boyer stated that he has tried to quantify all that they spend in terms of software 
and hardware for the Recorder’s Office, and those costs are about $48,000 per year.  His office 
spends about $85,000 per year total to maintain the records for the Recorder’s Office and put 
them on the internet.  He reported that one day about half the County’s bandwidth was used by 
someone downloading the County’s data from the SIRE system, and he has had to increase the 
speed of the internet line to accommodate for that. 
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Mr. Jasper explained that, by statute, people pay the County for copies by page or by entry.   He 
noted that some counties offer nothing online, and people have to go to the Recorder’s Office in 
those counties and pay a fee.  A number of counties have put some things on line, and when 
Summit County started making the information available, it was done through agreements with 
the title companies to have access to the data.  As things have continued to improve, the County 
has spent money to get everything on line for everyone and make this data more available, and 
he is proud of that.  It has also saved the County money in terms of employees at the counter.  He 
explained that this all has value, and the question is who should get the value.  In meeting with 
the Board of Realtors, he understood that they want to take all of this data and give it to someone 
who will resell it.  He believed it was fair for the County to try to recover the costs of what has 
been done to expand and improve its services, but they need to do more work before adopting a 
set of fees. 
 
Mr. Spriggs reported that the Recorder’s Office used to collect about $85,000 a year in fees when 
people came into his office to get copies of information, and they lost that income when they put 
the data on the internet.  He believed implementing the new subscription fees would collect 
about that same amount of money. 
 
Council Member Carson stated that she appreciates the ease of having information available for 
the citizens, but she was concerned about the current fee schedule.  She believed they need 
information about the legality of charging higher fees for requests from outside the County or 
State.  She also believed they should hold a public hearing and get input from the citizens who 
use this data.  She also asked for comparisons with other counties and the costs of the new 
program and ongoing fees.  Mr. Spriggs explained that currently the software does not 
differentiate where the request comes from to be able to charge different fee levels. 
 
Chair McMullin opened the floor to public comment on this item.  She stated that she would like 
the fees to not be charged until an official public hearing has been held and the Council has been 
able to determine what they believe the fees should be. 
 
Bill Coleman stated that the fee arrangement is strange.  He represents the group of people who 
need to get online and get a little bit of data about a parcel of land quickly, which is entirely 
different from people who access the data to resell it.  He stated that paying a fee every time he 
wants to access that information will affect his business operation and thousands of other people 
like him.  He stated that the real estate business has to give the information to the County, and 
now they are being asked to buy it back, which he did not believe was right, and implementing 
these types of charges would change the way Realtors do business.  He believed it would cause a 
breakdown in the existing system.  He commented that the County already has them hooked on 
the fact that the data is available, and now they will have to pay for it.  He believed the way This 
is set up is a huge mistake, and they should look at the fee schedule and allow the real estate 
people to continue to do business the way they have always done business. 
 
Patty Horie with Windemere Real Estate stated that she just opened a business in Summit 
County, and $1,800 would be a hardship on her.  She uses this information every day to do 
business for her clients as she pulls up historical information on the property.  She stated that this 
information is valuable and needed for her clients, who live here and add to the income for the 
County.  She agreed with Mr. Coleman that the Realtors supply this information, and it is needed 
to do a good job for their clients and brings more people to the County.  She researched other 
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counties and found that Weber County charges $600 annually, Tooele County charges $750 
annually, and Wasatch, Utah, Davis, and Washington Counties have no charge.  Salt Lake 
County charges $25 per month with a $100 set-up charge. 
 
Jeff Spencer, a member of the Park City Board of Realtors, thanked the County for what they are 
doing with the website and stated that they appreciate the technological advances.  He thanked 
the Council for putting this item on hold until they could hold a public hearing.  He noted that the 
Park City Board of Realtors has 814 members who closed more than 1,400 transactions in the 
County last year.  He explained that they have the option to hire a company to pull data from the 
County website and put it onto their listings.  That would require an increase in what they pay 
that company, but it will make their jobs simpler, and that company would not randomly sell that 
information to others.  He explained that they do access more than just the tax data; they obtain 
plats and CC&Rs.  He understood Summit County recorded about 23,000 transactions last year, 
and if they multiply that by $10 for the first page and $2 for everything else, that would be a lot 
of money to cover the cost of this system.  He suggested that they discuss this and allow the 
Board of Realtors to participate in those discussions.  He stated that it is disheartening to see the 
County want to go back to having people drive to Coalville to get the information without charge 
and that it makes sense to be able to access the information from home and save gas and time.  
He noted that the County’s website says it is a virtual courthouse, and it is there for people to 
access public records.  He believed there might be solutions for situations where people want to 
access the records for resale purposes. 
 
Marie McClelland with First American Title stated that they are probably one of the biggest 
users of the program, and they would appreciate better communication regarding the software 
being installed.  She stated that they were not aware of it until the day before the new program 
went into effect.  She stated that they would like to able to give input, and if there is a charge in 
the future, they would like to see a discount for multiple connections with the same company.  
She explained that their company may have as many as 10 connections currently.  She would 
also like the new program to allow more than one person to access an account at the same time.  
Council Member Robinson stated that he understood the title companies pay an annual fee for 
direct access and asked if they experienced a fee increase.  Ms. McClelland stated that she 
understood that fee applies to each connection, which means they would see an increase in their 
fees with multiple connections. 
 
The Council Members agreed that they would not act on this matter this evening and would hold 
a public hearing to further vet this issue. 
 
Council Member Armstrong stated that he believed the County is entitled to recover costs if 
additional costs have been incurred to create a greater convenience.  He noted that the fees have 
been in effect since the 1980’s, and salaries have not remained the same.  He commented that 
every time the County tries to cover the cost of doing business, they have trouble doing so, and 
this is a way of passing on the costs of upgrading the system to the people who most frequently 
use it.  He is not offended by that idea, but he believes it should be a reasonable cost that reflects 
the actual costs to the County.  He stated that he would be willing to put together a stakeholders 
meeting, but he did not believe this should be free. 
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Council Member Robinson noted that a fee program was instituted on May 15, and the County 
has been collecting fees since then.  He asked about the legal status of those fees and whether the 
Council has the authority to say they will not collect them until the public hearing and what that 
means to those who have paid the fees.  Mr. Thomas explained that the Council can approve fees 
retroactively, or they can approve fees prospectively and refund the fees paid to date that exceed 
what the approved fees would be. 
 
Council Member Carson suggested that they move back to the old fee structure until this is 
resolved. 
 
DISCUSSION REGARDING POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE LEASH LAW; HELEN 
STRACHAN, CIVIL ATTORNEY 
     
Chair McMullin explained that the Council has decided to enforce the leash laws, and they will 
also look at amending the leash laws and Animal Control Ordinance.  She stated that they would 
like to hear what kinds of alternatives the public believes would work.  She anticipated that they 
would put together a stakeholders group representing a good cross-section of the community to 
prepare a proposal to present to the Council. 
 
Deputy County Attorney Helen Strachan explained that current leash laws require dogs to be 
under the control of the owner or whoever has charge of the dogs, and a dog is considered to be 
under control when it is on a leash or a lead, which is defined as a chain, rope, or device used to 
restrain the dog.  She believed that would include electronic devices.  The dog must be confined 
within the person’s car or real property limits, and the animal is considered to be at large unless 
on leash or lead within common areas, public parks, parking lots open to the public, ski areas, 
golf courses, and shopping centers.  Chair McMullin asked how that would apply to public open 
space such as Round Valley, which is owned by Park City.  Ms. Strachan explained that they are 
proposing that, if the landowner give consent to have the dog off leash on their property, it would 
not be considered to be at large.  Currently the County has a memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) with the cities, and they can could opt out of that MOU and adopt their own ordinances. 
 
Chair McMullin asked if Park City, as the owner of Round Valley, could make a rule regarding 
their private property that would supersede the leash law, accept liability for what happens on 
their property, and have the County not enforce the law on that property if the landowner agrees 
to that.  Ms. Strachan explained that the language as currently written only addresses the dog 
being on the real property of the dog owner.  It does not talk about having permission from the 
property owner to have the dog off leash there.  The proposed language would address having 
the dog off leash on another person’s property if there is permission from the land owner to have 
the dog off leash.  Chair McMullin verified with Ms. Strachan that the County can go onto 
private property today to enforce the leash law, regardless of the land owner’s permission for a 
third party to have their dog off leash. 
 
Council Member Armstrong noted that the definition of areas where dogs cannot be off leash 
would not apply to Round Valley.  As written, a dog on a public trail outside of a public park 
would not be required to be on a leash.  Ms. Strachan explained that the ordinance states that an 
animal under restraint is considered to be under the control of the owner when on a leash or lead 
confined within a vehicle or within the real property limits of the owner.  The Code language 
regarding dogs running at large states that it shall be unlawful for the owner to allow such dog at 
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any time to run at large and that they are liable for that.  She verified that the list of locations 
where dogs must be on leash is no longer in the ordinance.  Council Member Armstrong noted 
that the ordinance as currently written requires animals to not be at large and to be under 
restraint. 
 
Chair McMullin asked if they could add language requiring private property owners who might 
allow dogs to be off leash to have the dogs under voice or sight control.  Ms. Strachan replied 
that they could do that. 
 
Ms. Strachan noted that the current leash law does not allow dogs to be off leash in dog parks, 
and proposed language would allow dogs to be considered under control within the boundaries of 
a dog park formally approved by ordinance of the County, municipality, or special service 
district within the jurisdiction of the Department of Animal Control.  Another proposed change 
would be to the definition of a leash or lead to not allow electronic collars, as they are not always 
effective.  She reported that other jurisdictions either have dog parks or parks with a dog area 
where dogs are allowed to be off leash.  She described the Yellow Dog Project, which is 
supported by the Park City Council.  Chair McMullin explained that if a dog has a yellow ribbon, 
the owner is warning people not to approach the dog for a variety of reasons, and it is a way of 
educating people about the animal.  She asked if Ms. Strachan found any allowance for off-leash 
times for dogs on specific trails.  Ms. Strachan replied that Millcreek Canyon in Salt Lake allows 
dogs on leash in Millcreek on even-numbered days and off leash on odd-numbered days.  She 
stated that she received an e-mail from the Salt Lake District Ranger stated that Millcreek 
Canyon is on National Forest land, but they have an agreement with Salt Lake County for the 
dogs.  The program has existed for 10 years, but they are having a lot of incidents of attacks, 
cycle and dog crashes, and dogs hit by cars because they are off leash.  She spoke to Salt Lake 
County’s risk manager a couple of years ago, and he indicated that off leash dog parks are 
working well, but there have been issues on trails.  She stated that Boise has four off-leash parks, 
six off-leash areas, and a number of off-leash trails in the foothills sunrise to sunset.  Outside the 
city limits, there are a number of controlled off-leash trails where owners must have a leash with 
them at all times, and the dogs must be under voice control and no further than 30 feet from the 
owner.  The dog owners must register for the program, pay a fee, and receive a special tag in 
order to participate in that program.  According to a report from Boise, initially the incidents 
between dogs and humans decreased, but it has now returned to pre-program levels. 
 
Chair McMullin opened the floor to public input on this item. 
 
Samantha Bednar, a dog trainer, stated that she does not like it when dogs run up to her on the 
trails, and even the best trained dogs have off days.  Her main point is that they need to have 
options, and she often breaks the leash laws.  She stated that she loves the Yellow Dog Project 
and the Rockville, Maryland, program for off-leash certification.  She confirmed that either the 
city or the county does the testing every other month, and if they pass the test, they get a special 
license.  She believed they should have a renewal element to that program.  She stated that dogs 
in the County need to be licensed, and she believed that should also be enforced.  She reiterated 
that they need more options for their dogs. 
 
Charlie Sturgis with Mountain Trails Foundation stated that they have taken a neutral position, 
and they are looking for positive solutions.  They believe trail users need to be at the highest 
level of education possible and that no single group is above further education.  One of their 
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guidelines is to not limit the enjoyment of one user group for the benefit of another user group, 
and they believe all user groups are entitled to fair and equitable use of the trail system.  He 
commented that it is very easy to enforce their way out of having fun, so they should approach 
the solutions as fairly as they can.  He stated that a main issue is the idea of entitlement, and they 
all need to learn to get along.  This is a great community, and he believed they are smart enough 
to come up with intelligent solutions that will benefit all the user groups.  One solution he 
supports is 10 seconds of kindness, to slow down, smile, be safe, and be good neighbors. 
 
Nancy Matro explained that her concerns have to do with dogs with people.  She believed they 
should remember that a lot of people are not comfortable around dogs, and they also need to 
consider the wildlife.  She felt the most important thing is to be responsible dog owners, and she 
would like to implement the Yellow Dog Program so she could put a yellow ribbon on the leash 
and let people know that they need to keep away from the dog.  She stated that there was a 
woman with four dogs 50 feet from her, and they took off and ignored her and scared her dog.  
She had to pick up her dog and carry him out, and the woman responded by saying her dogs are 
friendly.  She responded that she would not want four strangers coming into her face like that, 
and she believed some people don’t understand that.  She believed if people would look at the 
Boulder, Colorado, video, they would understand the difference between a trained and untrained 
dog.  She agreed that they need options and that people need to have a leash with them to 
immediately put the dog on leash if they need to. 
 
Barbara Maw felt the most important thing is enforcement.  She did not believe the County has 
the means to enforce, and intermittent enforcement gives people a false sense of security.  If the 
County cannot enforce, they need options.  She proposed that the County have a task force and 
get people on both sides of the issue who are willing to compromise, listen to their proposals, 
and then present them.  If the statute is too strict, it will not stop people from having their dogs 
off leash, and that is not the dogs’ problem, it is the people’s problem.  She suggested that they 
could walk their dogs on some trail systems that are not used as much. 
 
Becky Rambo stated that she likes what the Council is doing, because the laws are obviously 
outdated based on what the community is doing.  She believed the enforcement issue is valid, 
because there will never be enough animal control officers or Sheriff’s deputies to monitor the 
dogs in Summit County.  She liked the idea of having options, because large dogs need a lot of 
exercise, and running on a leash is not sufficient for them.  She stated that her dogs are better 
behaved when they have had sufficient exercise.  She believed education is needed for all trail 
users, not just dog owners, and suggested that a positive public relations campaign might help.  
She liked the idea of having frequent, low-cost community training about reading dog behavior 
and how to respond.  She stated that it comes down to the dog owners being responsible with 
their dogs.  She liked the idea of having a task force and offered to serve on it. 
 
Lisa Wilson stated that people have options, and dogs do not.  If skiers do not want dogs around, 
they can go to White Pine or the Olympic Park where dogs are excluded.  She stated that they 
need areas where dogs are welcome, and if people do not want dogs around, they can go to 
places where dogs are not allowed.  She asked that they let dogs have a choice and go to places 
where they can be free. 
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Mitch Cohen stated that he moved here 16 years ago, and one of the first things he noticed was 
dogs everywhere, which he thought was great.  However, Park City has changed, and so has the 
attitude.  As an owner of dogs that behave themselves, he felt this is an example of the many 
suffering from the bad behavior of a few.  He has had a lot of experience with dogs, and if 
someone has a dog that is out of control, they understand that, and he has never had a problem 
with dogs charging up to him.  He recommended that, if there is an incident, the owner should be 
given a significant fine and taken to jail, just like they do with drunk driving.  If they would do 
that once or twice in the County, he believed people would not let their dogs get out of control. 
 
Annie Elliott with the Yellow Dog Project explained that it tells the public to give dogs some 
space if they need space and do not welcome interaction.  She explained that there are many 
reasons why a dog owner would use the Yellow Dog program.  She stated that many volunteers 
are available to help with the project, and she asked that the County include this in their solution 
and get the education out County wide. 
 
Bob Gross, a 21-year resident of the County, stated that he uses the trails almost every day and is 
a big advocate of the trails system.  He stated that two weeks ago he successfully rode his bicycle 
all the way around Park City on the trails.  However, he has had a number of incidents with dogs 
over the years, and the worst thing that can happen to a runner is to hear a dog coming up behind 
him.  If someone is on a bicycle, dogs run up to them, even though people think the dogs are 
under control or friendly, and it is disconcerting, because they do not know what might happen.  
He believed there should be separate trails for dogs all the time and that they should expand the 
dog park so people have a place to take their dogs.  If dogs are on trails where people hike or 
bike, they need to be on a leash all the time.  He believed the County and Park City should 
cooperate to hire an animal control officer and that everyone should work together to make this a 
better place. 
 
Greg Zehner, a resident of Park Meadows and frequent user of Round Valley, stated that he 
moved here three years ago, and a big attraction of Park City was that he felt he could let his dog 
off the leash.  He believed the most democratic process would be for people to vote on this, and 
based on that, the percentage of votes on either side would become the number of days the trails 
would be on leash or off leash.  They could also rotate the trails where this would apply, so there 
would always be trails where dogs could be on leash or off leash.  He believed that would be the 
fairest for everyone and accommodate all the constituencies. 
 
Brian Hanton, Parks and Recreation Manager for the Snyderville Basin Special Recreation 
District, explained that they do not want to lose focus on safety in the parks.  They want dog 
owners to understand the fear some people have of their dogs, especially children on 
playgrounds.  He stated that they want to create a positive experience at the parks and on the 
trails for as many people as possible.  He commented that, when some people have to carry 
pepper spray when they run because they have been bit, that is not a positive experience, and 
some people avoid certain parks because of the number of off-leash pets.  He wanted safety to be 
the main concern. 
 
Kimber Gabryszak, a County employee, explained that she has had no involvement with drafting 
the leash law.  She stated that she lives in Pinebrook and takes her dog on the trails near her 
house.  She noted that leash laws affect different user groups differently.  She stated that she 
would like to be able to use an electronic leash, because when she bikes with her dog, it is 
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dangerous to have her dog on a regular leash.  She suggested that they consider including some 
standards for electronic leashes.  She commented that people’s behavior is the real issue, and a 
training aspect is very important.  She suggested that, rather than fining people and taking them 
to the administrative law judge, they could reduce the fee and use those funds for a behavior 
class or require the person who is fined to go to obedience school.  She believed educating 
people is just as important as dealing with the dogs. 
 
Mike Franklin disclosed that he is a member of the Snyderville Basin Planning Commission, but 
he is not representing the Commission.  He advocated for continuing to allow the use of 
electronic collars.  He stated that he has trained dogs for 20 years, and if he goes to water to do 
retrieval training, a leash does not work.  He expressed concern about whether the ordinance 
would apply on State and National Forest property where people have leased land for livestock.  
Ms. Strachan explained that there is an exception for dogs used for agricultural purposes. 
 
Pauline Brown spoke in favor of an option that would allow dogs to be off leash and stated that 
she was personally unaware of any incidents that have occurred on the trails.  She noted that 
there are more dog walkers on the trails than any other types of users.  She advocated for 
common sense and stated that, if she sees someone coming, she leashes her dog, which is simple.  
She noted that people who ski or ride bicycles on the trails have their dogs off leash. 
 
Tom McAuliffe, a resident for about 12 years, stated that he would vote for the kind of freedom 
that attracts people to an area like this and the Rocky Mountains in general who do not expect to 
be confined by too many rules that impact their quality of life.  He stated that dogs need a chance 
to run, and it is not enough to run on a leash all the time.  He believes the responsibility lies with 
the dog owners, and everyone knows their dogs and how they react to things.  He would never 
use an electronic collar on his dog, and if someone has an aggressive dog, the owner needs to be 
liable.  He believed this is a quality of life issue and that there is enough open space and enough 
days for dogs to be off leash.  He does not like dog parks, because they compress too many dogs 
together in one space, which can lead to dog fights, and it is unknown whether all the dogs have 
been vaccinated.  He suggested that they be careful about rotating days and restricting trails, 
because he would not want to see everyone compressed onto the same trail on the same day with 
a lot of dogs.  He stated that he has not seen any dog problems during the 12 years he has lived in 
Park City. 
 
Sue Gordhammer agreed that they need to use common sense.  She stated that, if she is at 
Willow Creek, she will always have her dogs leashed until she is across the street and on the 
trail.  She commented that there is a difference between playgrounds and trails, and she would 
never have her dogs off leash in a playground area and did not believe anyone should.  She stated 
that she uses the trails early in the morning, and if restrictions are necessary, she believed they 
should post times when people may encounter a dog on the trails, which would help dog owners 
understand that they may need to compromise on times.  She would not use an electronic leash or 
take her dog to the dog park.  She believed if there is a rotation on use of the trail, it should be 
simple, or it will not work. 
 
Christine LaPointe stated that she has lived here since 1994 and walks her dog every day in 
Round Valley and respects the fact that people are terrified of dogs.  She stated that she would 
like to see a trail where she could walk her dog every day, because she travels with her work and 
cannot taker her dog out when she is gone.  She would not take her dog to a dog park.  She stated 
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that she leashes her dog when she sees people coming and tries to get out of the way of bikers.  
She commented that skiers, bikers, and runners can come up behind her and her dog as well.  She 
hoped they could all live here and share the trails. 
 
Grant Pool, a 12-year resident and avid trail user, stated that he has yet to see a negative incident 
with a dog.  He questioned whether they are overreacting to a few isolated incidents.  He 
believed 80% to 90% of the dogs on trails are off leash, with no incidents, and he would like to 
see things remain as they are.  If a person is a dog hater or has dog paranoia, they deserve their 
own trail where they can go without anxiety.  He did not believe they should exclude any user 
group from any trail, so they should rotate when user groups can use trails. 
 
Mary Perry stated that she is part of the East Canyon Watershed Committee and Friends of East 
Canyon Creek.  She questioned how many people haul their poop from the top of the hill down 
to the containers and expressed concern that they get a lot of dog waste on the East Canyon 
watershed.  She stated that people talk about their rights or their dog’s rights, but she asked about 
the rights of wildlife.  She stated that there are reasons why they need to leash their dogs, and she 
would love to see an area where they could have dogs off leash where there are not deer, elk, 
moose, etc.  She explained that they need to take responsibility for their pets and show that they 
are good dog owners and can do this right. 
 
Trevor Adrian did not believe it is fair to look at one side of this issue and not the other.  He lives 
on a private trail, but that privacy has never been enforced, and people use it night and day.  He 
stated that they have an open view and see a lot of wildlife.  He believed there needs to be an 
area where dogs can roam free and areas where dogs are leashed.  He stated that elk roam the 
field behind his home, and this past winter he had to call DWR to look at an elk that was 
limping.  An off-leash dog had charged the elk, and as they ran away, one of the elk did not clear 
the ditch.  If the dog had been on a leash, that would not have happened.  He noted that two small 
foxes have been killed by unleashed dogs, but people still walk unleashed dogs in the area.  He 
believed respect for wildlife should have a larger role in looking beyond the freedom of dogs in 
the area.  There are wetlands in the area, and there used to be cranes there all the time, but he has 
only seen two in the last year and one fox.  Before there was a trail and unleashed dogs, they saw 
cranes all the time in season.  He stated that there also used to be a lot of ground birds, but they 
do not see them any more, and he believed 80T of the wildlife is now gone because of the 
unleashed dogs.  He stated that they had a water feature in their backyard and had to turn it off.  
They used to see numerous wildlife using it, after the trail went in they saw numerous unleashed 
dogs in the water feature and their yard was covered with dog poop.  He stated that, in the three 
years since the trail went in, he has only seen two dogs on leash.  He stated that at one time he 
confronted someone with their dog off leash, because the dog jumped into the wetlands and was 
chasing ducks.  The man’s response was that he had never seen his dog do that before, and he 
committed that he would leash his dog in that sensitive area.  Mr. Adrian believed dog owners 
should be more aware and show respect.  He believed if they do not find a happy medium, the 
situation will get worse. 
 
Roger Osguthorpe, a lifetime resident of the Snyderville Basin, stated that they have livestock in 
the area and would like a leash law, because they have had incidences of unleashed dogs getting 
into their livestock and causing trouble.  He believed the best way to enforce that would be to 
enforce the leash law.  He stated that there are dog parks for people who want to have their dogs 
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unleashed, and it comes down to responsible dog ownership, but he hoped they would keep the 
leash law and look out for the livestock owners. 
 
Donna Tiley stated that she takes her dogs out twice a day and is also a multi-trail user, so she 
respects the other trail users.  She hoped there would be a compromise, because most people in 
the area have larger breed dogs and need to exercise them, but that is difficult to do on a leash.  
She agreed that it comes down to responsibility, and if she sees other dogs that are skittish, she 
tries to get her dog back on leash.  She believed dogs do better when they have an outlet, and she 
did not believe dog parks are enough for large breeds.  She also did not believe conditions at the 
dog parks are good, which is a safety concern.  She submitted her comments in writing. 
 
Julia Erbacher stated that, since 67% of the population is overweight or obese and their dogs are 
following suit, she did not believe they should restrict anyone’s ability to be physically active.  
She stated that her dogs can easily jump the fences at the dog parks.  She explained that she 
cannot afford to live in a house with a yard, and taking her dogs out on the trails is important to 
her.  She appreciates this being a dog friendly community and she hopes it would stay that way.  
She stated that one of her dogs is on leash all the time because she runs away and is not good 
with wildlife, and the other one is only off leash in areas that she believes are safe for him.  She 
does not like it that people think her one dog is always on leash because she is bad, because she 
is only on leash for her own safety so she will not run away.  She did not believe the issue is 
black or white, and she believed they could find a compromise. 
 
Barb Underhill, a 28-year resident of Park City, stated that she runs her dog twice a day and likes 
her to be off leash, because she is an athlete.  She believed they need places for dogs to run and 
stated that it is a matter of being responsible and in control of her dog.  When a skate skier 
comes, she calls her dog, and she sits in front of her and waits until they go by.  However, the 
situation has become unfriendly, and she would like to see separate trails where dogs are allowed 
with no bikes and skiers.  She stated that she has seen proposed trails marked where wildlife has 
forged trails, which will probably hurt the wildlife more than dogs.  She likes PC hill for walking 
her dog, but that will now become a multi-use trail.  She stated that Park City does not look dog 
friendly, which might hurt tourism. 
 
Grant Pool commented that it will not work to say they will enforce the leash laws on all Summit 
County trails now, because they do not have the resources or manpower to do that.  He believed 
what would work would be to decide which trails would be enforced on certain days, then 
publicize it and make it happen. 
 
Wendy Peterson stated that she is afraid of dogs, but she has not had any altercations.  She stated 
that she goes out on the trails and has not had anything happen.  She commented that most 
people are very nice, but not everyone is.  She sees dog walkers with five dogs come toward her 
and is not comfortable with that.  She stated that she would like to have a choice and know which 
trails will have leashed dogs on them or no dogs, and that is where she would go.  She would like 
to know where she is going and what she will get when she goes there, which would be more fun 
so she does not have to leave the trail when a big dog runs at her. 
 
Jill Adler stated that the biggest problem is that the off-leash areas are woefully underserved.  If 
the County does not create adequate off-leash facilities, which cost a lot of money, they need to 
have other options.  She stated that the existing dog parks are inadequate, and most people 
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choose not to go to them.  She believed there is an opportunity for education, and dog owners 
have a responsibility.  She did not see why they need laws to ticket someone for doing something 
they already know will get them into trouble.  If they have an education system in place to help 
dog owners know what they should and should not do on a trail, those instances that “seem” to 
happen will be curtailed.  She stated that she has yet to see an issue with dogs, and she believed a 
lot of this is blown out of proportion.  She agreed with the voice-sight option along with 
education and training.  She believed that option might also be an incentive for people to get 
their dogs under control to allow them to be off leash. 
 
Sue Ann Kern stated that she is on the trails every day with her dogs and has never seen an 
incident.  She acknowledged that some people are afraid of dogs and that there have been 
attacks, but she gets a sense from those who have spoken that there are more people in control of 
their dogs and have their dog owners’ code of ethics.  She believed it could be possible to 
legislate all the fun out of Park City.  She expressed concern about designating specific trails as 
full-time no-dog trails, because many people who live within a block or two of trails find that is a 
big asset to their property value.  If the trail behind her house becomes a no-dog trail, it would 
affect her property value.  She believed they might see something like an even-odd schedule, but 
she did not think 50% is fair, because a much larger percentage of people have dogs who are in 
control and friendly and who leash their dogs when they need to.  She did not believe a 50% split 
is fair to dog owners who are responsible. 
 
Kelly Franklin stated that she is a trail user and has never seen an issue with dog encounters.  She 
stated that the dogs normally ignore the people and like seeing other dogs.  She hoped they could 
work something out and would like to participate on the committee.  She appreciated getting a 
copy of the report ahead of the meeting and stated that there are some good ideas in it. 
 
Debbie Seabeck, a 19-year resident, stated that she has never been involved in an altercation with 
a dog or even witnessed one.  She is an avid trail user and has chosen to live here.  She believed 
electronic collars are cruelty to animals, and she could not believe they would want to accept 
that.  She asked why it would not be acceptable to have dogs under voice command and believed 
there should be a test for that.  She believed awareness and education are key to this subject, and 
she would like to bring that awareness to this town, because this is a dog town, whether they like 
it or not.  She did not know why people would live here if they don’t like dogs.  She believed 
there is an amicable way to resolve this without giving tickets in parking lots and stopping 
people on trails to give tickets and make it negative to live here. 
 
Chair McMullin explained that they will establish a task force and propose some solutions in the 
next month or two.  She asked Ms. Bednar to serve on the task force 
 
PUBLIC IN PUT 
 
Chair McMullin opened the public input. 
 
Ken Smith, a volunteer firefighter with North Summit Fire District and a career firefighter with 
Park City Fire District, stated that he lives in Tollgate Canyon.  He explained that, over the years, 
North Summit Fire morphed into responding to the Tollgate Canyon area and other outlying 
areas of the County.  However, those areas were left out of the fire districts when they were 
created.  They are in a State wildland protection zone, and taxes are paid to the State to deal with 
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wildfires there, but they do not respond to anything other than that, such as structure fires, 
hazardous materials, etc.  He explained that EMS is being covered by the ambulance, which is a 
fee for service, and their overhead is covered by the County general fund.  He explained that they 
have responded to fires in Tollgate Canyon for years, but they have been informed by the County 
Attorney’s Office that it is illegal to do so, because Tollgate Canyon does not pay taxes to the 
fire district.  He stated that one option would be fee for service, which was discussed with the 
board, but there are problems associated with that, because they have no ability to bill for their 
services.  He explained that fire district members still have to foot the bill for calls to Tollgate 
Canyon, because they still have to maintain the fire truck and training.  They also feel that, if 
they charge for services, other outlying areas will also want to pay for calls but not pay the taxes 
every year.  They believe annexation would be the fairest thing to do, because everyone who 
receives services would pay the same tax rate, which would give the district the resources and 
funding they need to provide the same service level to Tollgate Canyon that they provide to other 
areas in the fire district.  He questioned whether they should handle the annexation through a 
vote or have the County Council annex that area as a matter of public necessity. 
 
Richard Butler, a member of the Fire District board, indicated that the County Attorney indicated 
that there are two ways to do it.  The County Council could do it by resolution, which requires 
public hearings, or they would have to get the required percentage of people in Tollgate Canyon 
and the other areas that need to be annexed to vote to come into the district.  He noted that they 
also have an obligation to provide fire protection to Blue Sky. 
 
Chair McMullin requested that this item be scheduled for a County Council meeting and receive 
guidance on how to handle it.  Mr. Jasper offered to discuss this with Ms. Strachan and meet 
with the fire district and bring options to the Council. 
 
Council Member Armstrong asked if the entire County is not covered by one of the fire districts.  
Mr. Jasper explained that some areas are wildland fire areas.  Mr. Smith explained that wildland 
fire only treats the surrounding trees and wildland as an exposure, but they do not fight structure 
fires. 
 
Council Member Ure stated that there are similar situations throughout the North Summit area, 
and he believes they need some help and guidance. 
 
Council Member Armstrong stated that, if they are going to address this at a future meeting, he 
would like to look at the broader issues, such as the fact that some areas have grown up and are 
no longer just wildland fire areas.  He would like to do a comprehensive review of those areas 
within the various fire districts that need to be addressed. 
 
Chair McMullin closed the public input. 
 
APPROVAL OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
APRIL 17, 2013 
APRIL 30, 2013 
 
Council Member Ure made a motion to approve the minutes of the April 17, 2013, and 
April 30, 2013, County Council meeting as written.  The motion was seconded by Council 
Member Armstrong and passed unanimously, 5 to 0. 
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COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Chair McMullin requested that those who want to serve on the leash law task force contact her.  
She requested that Staff provide a summary of the options discussed at today’s meeting.  Council 
Member Ure suggested that they include people on the task force who do not own dogs.  Chair 
McMullin suggested various types of stakeholders they might want to include on the task force.  
She also requested that they get a link to Josh Mann’s video posted on the County website.  The 
Council Members suggested that Council Member Carson head up the task force.  Council 
Member Carson stated that she would like to focus some enforcement on park areas where 
children play.  Council Member Armstrong commented that it is important to address these 
issues, because there are conflicts, and it is inevitable that something will happen.  He believed 
they could come up with a creative solution that would allow people with dogs to exercise their 
dogs off leash while protecting people who do not want to be involved with dogs.  Mr. Jasper 
noted that there are limited funds to deal with this, and they also need to work with the City, 
because the County does not own City property.  The Council Members discussed the possibility 
of having open space acreage that could be dedicated to allowing dogs off leash. 
 
Council Member Carson reported that she received an e-mail from Arie Van De Graaff at UAC 
regarding HB 217 and HB 310 that affect the International Building Code.  She explained that 
they will hold a meeting on June 6 at 10:00 a.m. and would like input from the building 
inspectors and planning and zoning people. 
 
Chair McMullin requested that the Sun Peak issue be put on the agenda next week to bring the 
Council Members up to speed and explain why they are getting so many e-mails about it.  Mr. 
Thomas requested that the Council Members forward the e-mails to him so he can research the 
matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County Council meeting adjourned at 6:55 p.m. 
 
 
 
_______________________________   ______________________________ 
Council Chair, Claudia McMullin    County Clerk, Kent Jones 
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ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT 
SEWER REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2013 

 
PARAMETERS RESOLUTION 

JUNE 26, 2013 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF SUMMIT 
COUNTY, UTAH ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE 
ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT AUTHORIZING NOT 
MORE THAN $469,000 SEWER REVENUE BONDS, FIXING THE 
MAXIMUM AMOUNT, MATURITY, INTEREST RATE, AND 
DISCOUNT ON THE BONDS; PROVIDING FOR THE PUBLICATION 
OF A NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND OF BONDS TO BE 
ISSUED; PROVIDING FOR THE RUNNING OF A CONTEST 
PERIOD; AND RELATED MATTERS. 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Utah Local Government Bonding 
Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended (the “Act”), the 
County Council of Summit County, Utah acting as the Governing Body of the Echo 
Sewer Special Service District (the “Issuer”), has authority to issue the District’s Sewer 
Revenue Bonds (the “Bonds”) for the municipal purposes set forth therein; and 

WHEREAS, the Issuer has obtained authorization to finance the acquisition of the 
sewer system from the Echo Sewer Company and to make certain improvements to that 
system with a Hardship Grant or Principal Forgiveness from the Utah Water Quality 
Board in the amount of $251,000, and a loan from the Water Quality Board in the form of 
a sewer revenue bond in the amount of $218,000 bearing no interest, and a CDBG grant 
in the amount of $150,000; and 

WHEREAS, the Act provides for the publication of a Notice of Public Hearing 
and Bonds to be Issued, and the Issuer desires to publish such a notice at this time in 
compliance with the Act with respect to the Bonds: 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the County Council of Summit 
County, Utah acting as the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, 
Utah, as follows: 

Section 1. The Governing Body (also the “Board”) of the Issuer hereby finds 
and determines that it is in the best interests of the Issuer and the residents thereof for the 
Issuer to issue not more than $469,000 aggregate principal amount of its Sewer Revenue 
Bonds (the “Bonds”), to bear no interest, to mature in not more than thirty (30) years 
from their date or dates, and to be sold at a price not less than ninety-nine percent (99%) 
of the total principal amount thereof for the purpose of acquiring the sewer system of the 
Echo Sewer Company and constructing improvements thereto, including a new treatment 
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pond and related matters, all pursuant to this Resolution and a resolution to be adopted by 
the Board authorizing and confirming the issuance and sale of the Bonds (herein referred 
to as the “Final Bond Resolution”) in substantially the form attached hereto, and the 
Issuer hereby declares its intention to issue the Bonds according to the provisions of this 
Resolution and the Final Bond Resolution, when adopted. 

Section 2. The Issuer hereby authorizes and approves the issuance and sale of 
the Bonds to the purchaser or purchasers to be identified in the Final Bond Resolution, 
pursuant to the provisions of this Resolution and the Final Bond Resolution to be adopted 
by the Board authorizing and confirming the issuance and sale of the Bonds, with such 
changes thereto as shall be approved by the Board upon the adoption of the Final Bond 
Resolution, provided that the principal amount, interest rate or rates, maturity and 
discount shall not exceed the maximums set forth in Section 1 hereof. 

Section 3. In accordance with the provisions of the Act, the County Clerk 
shall cause a “Notice of Public Hearing and Bonds to be Issued,” substantially in the form 
set forth herein to be published once each week for two consecutive weeks times in the 
Summit County News a newspaper of general circulation in the Issuer, and shall cause a 
copy of this Resolution (together with all exhibits hereto) to be kept on file in the Clerk 
of the Issuer and the County Clerk for public examination during the regular business 
hours of the Clerk for at least thirty (30) days from and after the last date of publication 
thereof.  The “Notice of Public Hearing and Bonds to be Issued” shall be in substantially 
the following form: 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND BONDS TO BE ISSUED 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to the provisions of the Utah Local 
Government Bonding Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended  
(the “Act”) that on June 26, 2013, the County Council of Summit County, Utah acting as 
the Governing Body (the “Board”) of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, Utah (the 
“Issuer”), adopted a resolution (the “Resolution”) in which it called a public hearing and 
authorized the issuance of the Issuer's Sewer Revenue Bonds (the “Bonds”) in the 
aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $469,000, to bear no interest, to mature in 
not more than thirty (30) years from their date or dates, at a price not less than ninety-
nine percent (99%) of the total principal amount thereof, plus accrued interest to the date 
of delivery.  The estimated total cost for the proposed bonds if the bonds are held until 
maturity is $469,000, with as much as $251,000 of that amount to be waived as either 
Hardship Grant or as principal forgiveness, leaving only $218,000 to be repaid.  The 
Issuer does not have any other sewer revenue bonds outstanding. 

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that the County Council of Summit County, Utah 
acting as the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, Utah, calls a 
public hearing for August 7, 2013, at 6:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as feasible, in the 
County Commission Chambers at 60 N. Main in Coalville, Utah to receive input from the 
public with respect to the issuance of the Bonds and the potential economic impact that 
the facilities and related improvements to be paid for in whole or in part with the Bonds 
will have on the private sector.  The maximum amount, interest rate, maturity, and 
discount on the Bonds will be as set forth above.  As Sewer Revenue Bonds, no ad 
valorem (real) property taxes are proposed to be pledged for repayment of the Bonds. 

The Bonds will be issued pursuant to a Final Bond Resolution to be adopted 
authorizing and confirming the sale of the Bonds for the purposes of (i) acquiring the 
sewer system of the Echo Sewer Company and constructing improvements thereto, 
including a new treatment pond, and related matters, and (ii) paying the costs of issuance 
of the Bonds. 

The Final Bond Resolution will be adopted by the Board in such form and with 
such changes thereto as shall be approved by the Board upon the adoption thereof; 
provided that the principal amount, interest rate, maturity and discount of the Bonds will 
not exceed the maximums set forth above. 

Copies of the Final Bond Resolution are on file in the office of the Clerk of the 
Issuer at the Issuer’s office at 60 N. Main in Coalville, Utah, where they may be 
examined during regular business hours of the County Clerk from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday for a period of at least thirty (30) days from and after the public 
hearing. 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a period of thirty (30) days from and after the 
public hearing is provided by law during which any person in interest shall have the right 
to contest the legality of the Final Bond Resolution, or the Bonds, or any provision made 
for the security and payment of the Bonds by filing a verified written complaint in the 
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district court of the county in which he/she resides, and that after such time, other than 
referendum rights no one shall have any cause of action to contest the regularity, 
formality or legality thereof for any cause whatsoever. 

/s/ Kent Jones  
County Clerk 

 



4833-5633-9476/EC001-001 
 

5

Section 4.  The County Clerk is hereby directed to complete and execute the 
Record of Proceedings attached to officially record the proceedings at which this 
Resolution was considered for adoption. 

Section 5.  The Issuer hereby retains Eric Todd Johnson, of counsel with Blaisdell 
& Church, P.C as bond counsel, and directs staff to cooperate and coordinate to 
accomplish the proposed financing. 

Section 6.  The County Clerk is further directed to post the Notice of Public 
Hearing and Bonds to be Issued on the Utah Public Notice Website created under 63F-1-
701 no less than 14 days before the public hearing called herein. 

Section 7.  All resolutions or parts thereof in conflict herewith are, to the extent of 
such conflict, hereby repealed and this Resolution shall be in full force and effect 
immediately upon its approval and adoption. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this June 26, 2013. 

 

____________________________________ 
 Chair of the County Council of 

Summit County, Utah, acting as the Chair of 
the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer 

Special Service District 
 
ATTEST: 

 

____________________________________ 
 County Clerk 

 

(DISTRICT SEAL) 
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

I, Kent Jones, the duly appointed and qualified County Clerk of Summit County, 
Utah, certify that the attached Resolution is a true, accurate and complete copy thereof as 
adopted by the County Council of Summit County, Utah acting as the Governing Body of 
the Echo Sewer Special Service District at a public meeting duly held on June 26, 2013, 
at the hour of 2:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as feasible (the “Meeting”). The Meeting 
was called and noticed as required by law as is evidenced by the attached Certificate of 
Compliance with Open Meeting Law.  The Resolution, with all exhibits attached, was 
deposited in my office on June 26, 2013, and is officially of record in my possession. The 
following members of the Governing Board were present at the Meeting: 

David Ure Chair 
Claudia McMullin Council Member 
Christopher Robinson Council Member 
John Hanrahan, M.D. Council Member 
Sally Elliott Council Member 

 
Also present: 
 

  
Kent Jones County Clerk 

 
Absent:  

  
After the Meeting had been duly called to order a motion to adopt the foregoing 

Resolution was then duly made by ____________________ and seconded by 
____________________, and the Resolution was put to a vote and carried, the vote being 
as follows: 

        Those voting YES: 
 

        Those voting NO: 
 

        Those Abstaining: 
 

Other business not pertinent to the Resolution appears in the minutes of the 
Meeting.  Upon the conclusion of all business on the Agenda and motion duly made and 
carried, the Meeting was adjourned. 

DATED: June 26, 2013. 

______________________________ 
        County Clerk 
( S E A L of the DISTRICT ) 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW 

I, Kent Jones, the County Clerk of Summit County, Utah, certify, according to the 
records of the Issuer in my official possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, 
that in accordance with the requirements of Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated, 
1953, as amended, I gave not less than twenty-four (24) hours public notice of the 
agenda, date, time and place of the June 26, 2013, public meeting held by the Governing 
Body of the Issuer as follows: 

(a) By causing a Meeting Notice, in the form attached, to be 
posted at the principal office of the Issuer at least twenty-four (24) hours 
prior to the convening of the meeting, the Meeting Notice having 
continuously remained so posted and available for public inspection until 
the completion of the meeting; and 

(b) By causing a copy of the Meeting Notice to be delivered to 
a newspaper of general circulation in the geographic jurisdiction of the 
Issuer at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the 
meeting. 

(c) By causing a copy of the Meeting Notice to be posted on 
the Utah Public Notice Website at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the 
convening of the meeting. 

In addition, the Notice of 2013 Annual Meeting Schedule for the County Council, 
attached hereto, specifying the date, time and place of the regular meetings of the County 
Council of Summit County to be held during the calendar year 2013 was (1) posted on 
_______________, 20____, at the principal offices of the issuer and (2) provided to at 
least one newspaper of general circulation within the geographic jurisdiction of the Issuer 
on _______________, 20____, and (3) posted on the Utah Public Notice Website on 
_______________, 201___. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature this 
June 26, 2013. 

 
 

______________________________ 
 County/Clerk Auditor 

( S E A L of the DISTRICT ) 
  

 
 
 
 

(Attach Meeting Notice and Notice of 2013 Annual Meeting Schedule, including proof of 
posting thereof on the Utah Public Notice Website) 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

FINAL BOND RESOLUTION 

(See Transcript Document No. __) 
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ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT, UTAH 
FINAL BOND RESOLUTION 

AUGUST 7, 2013 
 
 RESOLUTION NO. ________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF SUMMIT COUNTY, 
UTAH ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE ECHO SEWER 
SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF 
TAXABLE SEWER REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2013 IN THE 
MAXIMUM REPAYABLE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF $218,000, TO 
ACQUIRE THE SEWER SYSTEM OF THE ECHO SEWER COMPANY 
AND TO CONSTRUCT SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS; AND 
RELATED MATTERS. 

 
WHEREAS, the County Council of Summit County, Utah, acting as the Governing 

Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, Utah (the “Issuer”), desires to acquire the 
sewer system with all assets and liabilities of the Echo Sewer Company, a Utah non-profit 
corporation, and to construct sewer system improvements, including a new treatment pond, 
and related facilities (the “Project”), including all equipment and necessary appurtenances 
thereof, and desires to finance said acquisition in part by issuing its Taxable Sewer Revenue 
Bonds, Series 2013 in the total Repayable Principal Amount of $218,000 (the “Series 2013 
Bond or Bonds”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Issuer does not have on hand money to pay the cost thereof, but the 
revenues to be derived by the Issuer from the operation of its Sewer System (as defined 
herein) will not be pledged or hypothecated in any manner or for any purpose at the time of 
the issuance of the Series 2013 Bonds; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Utah Local Government Bonding Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah 
Code Annotated, 1953, as amended (the “Act”), provides that the Issuer may issue nonvoted 
revenue bonds as long as revenues generated from the revenue producing facilities of the 
Issuer are sufficient to pay for operation and maintenance of said facilities and debt service 
on all outstanding obligations secured by the revenues of said facilities; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Issuer has been advised that its System will generate sufficient 
revenues to pay for the operation and maintenance of the System as well as debt service on 
all proposed and outstanding obligations secured by the revenues of the System, including 
the Series 2013 Bonds authorized herein; and 

 
WHEREAS, the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality, acting through 

the Water Quality Board (the “Water Quality Board”) has offered to finance the Project in 
the total maximum principal amount of $469,000 and to forgive repayment of a maximum 
amount of $251,000 (the “Debt Forgiveness Amount”) of such principal amount leaving a 
maximum Repayable Principal Amount of $218,000 which shall bear no interest on the 
unpaid Repayable Principal Amount thereof; and 
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WHEREAS, the County Council of Summit County, Utah acting as the Governing 
Body (the “Board”) of the Echo Sewer Special Service District (the “Issuer”) has 
determined that it is in the best interest of the Issuer to finance a portion of the costs of the 
Project by accepting the loan from the Water Quality Board in the maximum amount of 
$469,000, including Principal Forgiveness in the maximum amount of $251,000 and the 
maximum Repayable Principal Amount of $218,000, which Repayable Principal Amount is 
evidenced by the Issuer’s Taxable Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 2013  (the “Series 2013 
Bonds”) as authorized by the Bonding Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Issuer has also obtain authorization for a grant in the amount of 
$150,000 for the Project from CDBG; and 

WHEREAS, the Issuer has determined that its System (which includes the sewer 
system of the Echo Sewer Company approved to be acquired by the Issuer herein, plus the 
improvements to be constructed with the Series 2013 Bonds) will generate sufficient 
revenues to pay for operation and maintenance of the System as well as debt service on all 
proposed obligations secured by the revenues of the System, including the Series 2013 
Bonds authorized herein; and 

WHEREAS, the Issuer desires to accept the offer of the Water Quality Board and to 
confirm the maximum loan of $469,000 from the Water Quality Board, including the 
maximum debt forgiveness of $251,000 and the $218,000 Series 2013 Bonds representing 
the maximum Repayable Principal Amount; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Resolved by the County Council of Summit County, 

Utah, acting as the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, Summit 
County, Utah, as follows: 
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 ARTICLE I 
 
 DEFINITIONS 
 

As used in this resolution, the following terms shall have the following meanings 
unless the context otherwise clearly indicates: 
 

“Annual Debt Service” means the annual payment of principal, premium or 
penalty, if any, to be paid by the Issuer during any Sinking Fund Year on the Series 
2013 Bonds, or other forms of indebtedness issued on a parity with the Series 2013 
Bonds and which are secured by the Net Revenues of the System. 

 
“Bondholder” or “Registered Owner” means the registered holder of any 

Series 2013 Bond, the issuance of which is authorized herein. 
 
“Bonds” means the Series 2013 Bonds, and any bonds issued on a parity 

therewith. 
 
“Dated Date” means the date that the Series 2013 Bonds are funded. 
 
“Debt Forgiveness Amount” means, with respect to the Project and the loan 

from the Water Quality Board, the maximum amount of $251,000 provided in the 
form of principal forgiveness as set forth on the Certificate of Dates and Amount on 
the State Bonds. 

 
“Depository Bank” means a “Qualified Depository” as defined in the State 

Money Management Act of 1974, Title 51, Chapter 7, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, 
as amended, selected by the Issuer to receive deposits for the Sewer Revenue 
Account as herein described, the deposits of which Bank shall be insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

 
“Echo Sewer Company” means a nonprofit Utah corporation and its 

successors or assigns. 
 
 “Escrow Account” means an account to be held in escrow by the Escrow 

Agent pursuant to the Escrow Agreement, and to be used for the purpose of 
depositing and accounting for the proceeds of the sale of the Series 2013 Bonds 
pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement. 

 
“Escrow Agent” means the Utah State Treasurer, Salt Lake City, Utah, who 

shall so act pursuant to the terms of the Escrow Agreement. 
 

“Escrow Agreement” means the agreement dated as of the delivery date, 
entered into among the Issuer, the Water Quality Board, and the Escrow Agent. 
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“Exchange Bonds” means the fully registered Series 2013 Bonds issued in 

substantially the form set forth in Exhibit “A-2”, in exchange for the State Bonds 
representing the Series 2013 Bonds or in exchange for other Exchange Bonds, in the 
denomination of $1,000 or any integral multiple thereof. 

 
“Fully Registered Bond” means any single Fully Registered Bond in the 

denomination(s) equal to the aggregate principal amount of the applicable Series 
2013 Bonds authorized herein. 

 
“Governing Body” means the County Council of Summit County, Utah 

acting as the Governing Body of the Issuer. 
 

“Issuer” means the Echo Sewer Special Service District, Summit County, 
Utah or its successors. 

 
“Net Revenues” means the Revenues after provision has been made for the 

payment therefrom of Operation and Maintenance Expenses. 
 

“Operation and Maintenance Expenses” means all expenses reasonably 
incurred in connection with the operation and maintenance of the System, including 
the cost of sewer or wastewater treatment, whether incurred by the Issuer or paid to 
any other municipality or company pursuant to contract or otherwise, repairs and 
renewals (other than capital improvements) necessary to keep the System in efficient 
operating condition, the cost of audits hereinafter required, fees of the paying agents 
on the Bonds, payment of premiums for insurance on the System hereafter required 
and, generally, all expenses, exclusive of depreciation, which under generally 
accepted accounting practices are properly allocable to operation and maintenance of 
the System, but only such expenses as are reasonably and properly necessary to the 
efficient operation and maintenance of the System shall be included. 

 
“Paying Agent” means the person or persons authorized by the Issuer to pay 

the principal of and on the Series 2013 Bonds on behalf of the Issuer.  The initial 
paying agent for the Series 2013 Bonds is the County Clerk of Summit County, Utah. 

 
“Project” means acquiring the sewer system of the Echo Sewer Company and 

constructing improvements thereto, including a new treatment pond and related 
matters and other related improvements to the Issuer's System, including all 
equipment and necessary appurtenances thereof. 

 
“Registrar” means the person or persons authorized by the Issuer to maintain 

the registration books with respect to the Series 2013 Bonds on behalf of the Issuer.  
The initial Registrar for the Series 2013 Bonds is the County Clerk of Summit 
County, Utah. 
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“Repayable Principal Amount” means the maximum principal amount of the 
Series 2013 Bonds payable to the Registered Owner thereof calculated by reducing 
the purchase price of the Series 2013 Bonds by the Debt Forgiveness Amounts as 
provided in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 hereof, and which maximum amount is $218,000. 

 
“Reserve Fund Installment” means $91 per month. 
 
“Reserve Fund Requirement” means $10,900, which amount shall be 

accumulated in accordance with the terms of this Bond Resolution over a period not 
to exceed ten years. 

 
“Revenues” means all gross income and revenues of any kind, from any 

source whatsoever, derived from the operation of the System, including, without 
limitation, all fees, rates, connection charges, impact fees imposed to finance the 
Project, if any, to the extent such impact fees are pledged and available for payment 
of the Series 2013 Bonds, and other charges, the gross revenues of all improvements, 
additions, and extensions of the System hereafter constructed or acquired, and all 
interest earned by and profits derived from the sale of investments made with the 
income and Revenues. 

 
“Series 2013 Bond or Bonds” means the Taxable Sewer Revenue Bond, 

Series 2013 in the total principal amount of $469,000, and to forgive repayment of a 
maximum amount of $251,000 (the “Debt Forgiveness Amount”) of such principal 
amount leaving a maximum Repayable Principal Amount of $218,000 which shall 
bear no interest on the unpaid Repayable Principal Amount thereof to be purchased 
by the Water Quality Board. 

 
“Sinking Fund Year” means the twelve-month period beginning on July 1 of 

each year and ending on the next succeeding June 30; provided, however, that the 
first Sinking Fund Year will begin on the delivery date of the Series 2013 Bond and 
will end on the next succeeding June 30. 

 
“State Bonds” means the fully registered Series 2013 Bonds issued in 

substantially the form set forth in Exhibit “A-1” in the denominations equal to the 
aggregate principal amount of the Series 2013 Bonds. 

 
“System” means the whole and each and every part of the Issuer’s sewage 

collection and/or treatment system, including the Project to be acquired and 
constructed pursuant to this Bond Resolution, and all property, real, personal and 
mixed, of every nature now or hereafter owned by the Issuer and used or useful in the 
operation of said System, together with all improvements, extensions, enlargements, 
additions, and repairs thereto which may be made while any of the Bonds remain 
outstanding. 

 
“Total Principal Sum” means the amount of advanced proceeds actually 
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loaned and delivered by the Water Quality Board at any given time pursuant to 
Section 2.2 hereof to the Issuer up to the maximum loan amount of $469,000, as 
recorded on the Certificates of Dates and Amount attached to the State Bonds.   

 
“Water Quality Board” means the State of Utah Department of 

Environmental Quality, Water Quality Board, or any successor agency.  
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 ARTICLE II 
 
 ISSUANCE OF SERIES 2013 BONDS 
 

Section 2.1 Principal Amount, Designation and Series  The Series 2013 Bonds 
shall be issued pursuant to the Bonding Act and are hereby authorized for issuance for the 
purposes of financing (a) a portion of the costs of the Project and (b) costs incurred in 
connection with the issuance of the Series 2013 Bonds. The Series 2013 Bonds shall be 
limited to $218,000 in aggregate principal amount, consisting of a  maximum loan from the 
Water Quality Board in the amount of $469,000 with a maximum Debt Forgiveness Amount 
of $251,000 and shall be issued (i) if issued as a State Bond(s), in the form set forth in 
Exhibit A-1 and (ii) if issued as Exchange Bonds, in the form set forth in Exhibit A-2, in 
fully registered form, shall bear no interest and shall be payable as specified herein.  If issued 
as Exchange Bonds, the Series 2013 Bonds shall be in the denomination of $1,000 or any 
integral multiple thereof, except that one may be issued in an odd denomination.  The Series 
2013 Bonds shall be numbered from one (1) consecutively upward in order of delivery by 
the Registrar.  The Series 2013 Bonds shall be designated as, and shall be distinguished from 
the bonds of the Issuer of all other series by the title, “Taxable Sewer Revenue Bonds, Series 
2013.”  

The Series 2013 Bonds shall be in a form to permit the Water Quality Board to make 
incremental advances on its total loan commitment to the Issuer during the period of 
acquisition and construction of the Project.    

Section 2.2 Advances of Proceeds.  On or before fifteen (15) days prior to the first 
day of each calendar quarter, beginning prior to the payment by the Issuer of costs of 
construction of the Project, or at such other time as shall be specified by the Water Quality 
Board, the Issuer shall provide to the Water Quality Board a certificate setting forth a 
schedule of the costs of the Project which the Issuer estimates will become due and payable 
by the Issuer prior to the next succeeding calendar quarter and are properly payable with the 
proceeds of the Series 2013 Bonds.  Advances made by the Water Quality Board on the basis 
of such certificates shall be deposited in the Escrow Fund.  All such advances shall be in the 
minimum amount of $1,000 or any integral multiple thereof.  Upon receipt of evidence of 
deposit of each advance in the Escrow Fund, the Chair of the County Council or County 
Clerk of the Issuer shall give telephonic authorization followed by written confirmation to 
the Water Quality Board to stamp or write the date and amount of such advance made by the 
Water Quality Board and the corresponding “Debt Forgiveness Amount” in the appropriate 
place on the Certificate of Dates of Payment and Amount appearing on the State Bonds.  The 
Repayable Principal Amount of each advance made by the Water Quality Board on the State 
Bonds shall constitute proceeds of the State Bonds and shall be deemed to constitute the full 
purchase price of the Series 2013 Bonds and the total amount of the loan advanced by the 
Water Quality Board shall constitute the Total Principal Sum of the loan as noted on the 
Certificate of Dates of Payment and Amount appearing on the State Bonds. As advances are 
made by the Water Quality Board, the Total Principal Sum less the Debt Forgiveness 
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Amounts shall constitute the “Repayable Principal Amount” of the Series 2013 Bonds in the 
order of maturity of the Series 2013 Bonds. 

Section 2.3 Debt Forgiveness. The Water Quality Board has committed to 
purchase the Series 2013 Bonds for a purchase price not to exceed $469,000 consisting of a 
repayable loan in the amount of $218,000 and an additional $251,000 in the form of a grant 
and/or principal forgiveness totaling an aggregate amount of $469,000.  The first $218,000 
advanced on the $469,000 shall be deemed to be the Repayable Principal Amount of the 
loan, and any additional amounts advanced after the advancement of the first $218,000  that 
are not provided in the form of a grant shall be deemed to be the Debt Forgiveness Amount, 
which along with the grant amount shall not exceed an aggregate amount of $469,000.  The 
debt forgiveness amount shall be recorded under the “Debt Forgiveness Amount” column on 
the Certificate of Dates of Payment and Amount on the State Bond certificate. 
 

Section 2.4. Date and Maturities.  The Series 2013 Bonds shall be dated as of their 
date of delivery, shall be in the amount of $1,000 or any multiple thereof, and shall be paid 
as provided in this Section 2.4.  The Series 2013 Bonds shall be initially issued as one Fully 
Registered State Bond. 
 

Except as provided in the next succeeding paragraph, principal payments, whether at 
maturity or by redemption, shall be payable upon presentation of the applicable Bond at the 
offices of the Paying Agent for endorsement or surrender, or of any successor Paying Agent. 
 Payment shall be made to the Registered Owner thereof and shall be paid by check or draft 
mailed to the Registered Owner thereof at his address as it appears on the registration books 
of the Issuer maintained by the Registrar or at such other address as is furnished to the 
Registrar in writing by such Registered Owner.  All payments shall be made in any coin or 
currency which on the date of payment is legal tender for the payment of debts due the 
United States of America. 
 

So long as the Water Quality Board is the Registered Owner of the State Bond, 
payments of principal shall be made by check or draft and mailed to the Water Quality Board 
as the Registered Owner at the address shown on the registration books maintained by the 
County Clerk.  So long as the Water Quality Board is the Registered Owner of the State 
Bond, in lieu of presentation or the surrender of the State Bond to the Paying Agent for 
notations by the Paying Agent of such payments, the Water Quality Board, by its Chair or 
his designee, shall endorse such payments upon the State Bond.   
 

The Issuer shall make the principal payments stated for each year, until the 
Repayable Principal Amount shall be paid in full, payable on each September 1 beginning 
September 1, 2014, as follows: 
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__September 1__ Principal Maturing 
  

2014 $10,000 
2015 10,000 
2016 11,000 
2017 11,000 
2018 11,000 
2019 11,000 
2020 11,000 
2021 11,000 
2022 11,000 
2023 11,000 
2024 11,000 
2025 11,000 
2026 11,000 
2027 11,000 
2028 11,000 
2029 11,000 
2030 11,000 
2031 11,000 
2032 11,000 
2033 11,000 

  
 

If less than $218,000 is advanced on the loan by the Water Quality Board such that 
the Repayable Principal Amount is less than $218,000, the repayment period shall be 
shortened and the number of annual principal installments shall be reduced in the inverse 
order of maturities (and the amount of the final remaining principal installment shall be 
reduced, if required) to correspond to the Repayable Principal Amount of the Series 2013 
Bonds as evidenced on the Certificate of Dates of Payment and Amount on the State Bond. 

In the event the bid from the lowest responsible bidder on the construction portion of 
the Project shows that the costs of the Project will exceed the amount of grant and loan 
commitments the Issuer has already obtained, then, as authorized in Section 11-14-302 of the 
Act, the Issuer hereby authorizes the Chair of the County Council, acting as the Chair of the 
Special Service District and the County Clerk, as a pricing committee, to approve a final 
principal amount and repayment schedule for the Series 2013 Bonds within the parameters 
set forth in the Notice of Public Hearing and Bonds to Be Issued published once each week 
for two consecutive weeks with the first publication being at least 14 days before this 
resolution and also posted on the Utah Public Notice Website at least 14 before this 
resolution, which parameters are in the aggregate principal amount of not to exceed the 
Repayable Principal Amount of $469,000, to bear no interest, to mature in not more than 
thirty (30) years from their date or dates, and to be sold at a price not less than 99% of the 
total principal amount thereof, and all other terms of the Series 2013 Bonds, and to approve 
and execute all documents related to the issuance of the Series 2013 Bonds.  The County 
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Clerk is authorized to attest such signatures and apply the District seal as appropriate. 

If the Series 2013 Bonds are not issued during the calendar year 2013, then the 
denomination of the Bonds shall be amended to correspond to the year in which the Bonds 
are issued. 

Section 2.5. Redemption and Redemption Prices.   
 
 Optional Redemption.  Each principal payment of the Series 2013 Bond is subject to 

prepayment and redemption at any time, in whole or in part (if in part, in integral multiples 
of $1,000), at the election of the Issuer, in inverse order of the due dates thereof, and by lot 
selected by the Issuer if less than all of the State Bonds of a particular due date are to be 
redeemed, upon notice as provided in Section 2.6 hereof with respect to Exchange Bonds, 
and upon at least thirty (30) days’ prior written notice of the amount of prepayment and the 
date scheduled for prepayment to the Water Quality Board with respect to the State Bonds, 
and at a redemption price equal to 100% of the principal amount to be prepaid or redeemed, 
to the date of redemption. 

 
 

Section 2.6. Notice of Redemption for Exchange Bonds. 
 

(a) In the event any of the Exchange Bonds are to be redeemed, the 
Registrar shall cause notice to be given as provided in this Section 2.6.  Notice of 
such redemption shall be mailed by first class mail, postage prepaid, to all Registered 
Owners of Exchange Bonds to be redeemed at their addresses as they appear on the 
registration books of the Registrar at least thirty (30) days but not more than forty-
five (45) days prior to the date fixed for redemption. Such notice shall state the 
following information: 

 
(i) the complete official name of the Exchange Bonds, including 

series, to be redeemed, the identification numbers of the Exchange Bonds 
being redeemed; 

 
(ii) any other descriptive information needed to identify 

accurately the Exchange Bonds being redeemed, including, but not limited to, 
the original issue date of such Exchange Bonds; 

 
(iii) in the case of partial redemption of any Exchange Bonds, the 

respective principal amounts thereof to be redeemed; 
 

(iv) the date of mailing of redemption notices and the redemption 
date; 

 
(v) the redemption price; 

 
(vi) that on the redemption date the redemption price will become 
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due and payable upon each such Exchange Bond or portion thereof called for 
redemption; and 

 
(vii) the place where such Exchange Bonds are to be surrendered 

for payment of the redemption price, designating the name and address of the 
redemption agent with the name of a contact person and telephone number. 

 
(b) Upon the payment of the redemption price of Exchange Bonds being 

redeemed, each check or other transfer of funds issued for such purpose shall identify 
the Exchange Bonds being redeemed with the proceeds of such check or other 
transfer. 

 
(c) The Registrar shall not give notice of such a redemption until there 

are on deposit with the Paying Agent sufficient funds for the payment of the 
redemption price. 

 
Notice of redemption shall be given, not more than forty-five (45) days nor 

less than thirty (30) days prior to the redemption date, to Registered Owners of the 
Exchange Bonds, or portions thereof, to be redeemed.  A second notice of 
redemption shall be given, not later than ninety (90) days subsequent to the 
redemption date, to Registered Owners of Exchange Bonds or portions thereof 
redeemed but who failed to deliver Series 2013 Bonds for redemption prior to the 
60th day following such redemption date.  Any notice mailed shall be conclusively 
presumed to have been duly given, whether or not the Registered Owner of such 
Series 2013 Bonds receives the notice.  Receipt of such notice, shall not be a 
condition precedent to such redemption, and failure so to receive any such notice by 
any of such Registered Owners shall not affect the validity of the proceedings for the 
redemption of the Series 2013 Bonds. 

 
In case any Exchange Bond is to be redeemed in part only, the notice of 

redemption which relates to such Exchange Bond shall state also that on or after the 
redemption date, upon surrender of such Series 2013 Bond, a new Series 2013 Bond 
in principal amount equal to the unredeemed portion of such Series 2013 Bond will 
be issued. 

 
Section 2.7. Execution and Delivery of the Series 2013 Bonds.  The Chair of the 

County Council acting as the Chair of the Governing Body of the Issuer is hereby authorized 
to execute by manual or facsimile signature the Series 2013 Bonds and the County Clerk to 
countersign by manual or facsimile signature the Series 2013 Bonds and to have imprinted or 
otherwise placed on the Series 2013 Bonds the official seal of the Issuer.  The County Clerk 
is hereby authorized to deliver to the Water Quality Board the Series 2013 Bonds upon 
payment to the Issuer of the first incremental advance on the Series 2013 Bonds. 
 

Section 2.8. Delinquent Payment.  Payments on the Series 2013 Bonds which are 
delinquent from the due date thereof shall draw interest at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) 
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per annum on the delinquent payment from said due date until paid in full. 
 

Section 2.9. Exchange of State Bonds.  As long as the Water Quality Board is the 
sole Registered Owner of the Series 2013 Bonds, the Series 2013 Bonds shall be issued only 
as the State Bonds in the form prescribed in Exhibit “A-1”.  It is recognized that the Water 
Quality Board may sell or otherwise transfer the Series 2013 Bonds pursuant to the 
provisions of the State Financing Consolidation Act, Title 63, Chapter 65, Utah Code 
Annotated 1953, as amended, or otherwise.  In the event the Water Quality Board determines 
to sell or otherwise transfer all or a portion of the Series 2013 Bonds pursuant to the State 
Financing Consolidation Act, or otherwise, the State Bonds shall be exchanged at the office 
of the Paying Agent for a like aggregate principal amount of Exchange Bonds in accordance 
with the provisions of this Section 2.9 and Section 3.1 hereof.  Exchange Bonds may 
thereafter be exchanged from time to time for other Exchange Bonds in accordance with 
Section 3.1 hereof.  Any Series 2013 Bond, or any portion thereof, which is sold or 
otherwise transferred or liquidated by the Water Quality Board pursuant to the State 
Financing Consolidation Act, or otherwise, shall be in the form of an Exchange Bond 
prescribed in Exhibit “A-2”, and shall be executed pursuant to authorization contained in 
Section 2.7 hereof.  Each principal payment on the State Bonds not previously paid or 
canceled shall be represented by an equivalent principal amount of Exchange Bonds, in 
authorized denominations, and of like maturity.  The Issuer and its officers shall execute and 
deliver such documents and perform such acts as may reasonably be required by the Issuer to 
accomplish the exchange of the State Bonds for Exchange Bonds, provided that the Water 
Quality Board shall pay or cause to be paid all costs and other charges incident to such 
exchange and the Issuer shall have no obligation to pay any such costs or charges.
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 ARTICLE III 
 
 REGISTRATION, PAYMENT, AND FLOW OF FUNDS 
 

Section 3.1. Execution of and Registration of Series 2013 Bonds; Persons Treated 
as Owners.  The Series 2013 Bonds shall be signed by the Issuer and the Issuer shall cause 
books for the registration and for the transfer of the Series 2013 Bonds to be kept by the 
County Clerk who is hereby appointed the Registrar of the Issuer with respect to the Series 
2013 Bonds.  Any Series 2013 Bond may, in accordance with its terms, be transferred only 
upon the registration books kept by the Registrar, by the person in whose name it is 
registered, in person or by his duly authorized attorney, upon surrender of such Series 2013 
Bond for cancellation, accompanied by delivery of a written instrument of transfer in a form 
approved by the Registrar, duly executed.  No transfer shall be effective until entered on the 
registration books kept by the Registrar.  Upon surrender for transfer of any Series 2013 
Bond duly endorsed by, or accompanied by a written instrument or instruments of transfer in 
form satisfactory to the Registrar and duly executed by, the Registered Owner or his attorney 
duly authorized in writing, the Issuer shall execute and deliver in the name of the transferee 
or transferees, a new Bond or Bonds of the same maturity and series for a like aggregate 
principal amount as the Series 2013 Bond surrendered for transfer.  Series 2013 Bonds may 
be exchanged at the office of the Registrar for a like aggregate principal amount of Series 
2013 Bonds of the same series or other authorized denominations and the same maturity.  
The execution by the Issuer of any Series 2013 Bond of any authorized denomination shall 
constitute full and due authorization of such denomination, and the Registrar shall thereby be 
authorized to deliver such Series 2013 Bond.  The Registrar shall not be required to transfer 
or exchange any Exchange Bond at any time following the mailing of notice calling such 
Series 2013 Bond for redemption. 
 

Series 2013 Bonds surrendered for payment, redemption or exchange, shall be 
promptly canceled and destroyed by the Issuer. 
 

The Issuer, the Registrar and the Paying Agent may treat and consider the person in 
whose name each Series 2013 Bond is registered on the registration books kept by the 
Registrar as the holder and absolute owner thereof for the purpose of receiving payment of, 
or on account of, the principal or redemption price thereof and for all other purposes 
whatsoever, and neither the Issuer, nor the Registrar nor the Paying Agent shall be affected 
by any notice to the contrary.  Payment of any Series 2013 Bond shall be made only to or 
upon order of the Registered Owner thereof or his legal representative, but such registration 
may be changed as hereinabove provided.  All such payments shall be valid and effectual to 
satisfy and discharge the liability upon such Series 2013 Bond to the extent of the sum or 
sums so paid. 

 
The Issuer may require the payment by the Registered Owner requesting exchange or 

transfer of Series 2013 Bonds of any tax or other governmental charge and any service 
charge which are required to be paid with respect to such exchange or transfer and such 
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charges shall be paid before such new Series 2013 Bond shall be delivered. 
 

Section 3.2. Deposit of Bond Proceeds.  The proceeds from the sale of the Series 
2013 Bonds shall be deposited upon delivery in the Escrow Account and shall be disbursed 
pursuant to the provisions of the Escrow Agreement.  All monies deposited in the Escrow 
Account shall be used solely for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the costs of the 
Project including the payment of costs of issuance of the Series 2013 Bonds.  Any 
unexpended balance remaining in the Escrow Account after completion of the Project shall 
be paid immediately into the “Echo Sewer Special Service District Sewer Revenue Bond 
Sinking Fund”, hereinafter referred to herein as the “Sinking Fund” established hereunder, 
and shall be used only for the prepayment of the Series 2013 Bonds.  Principal last to 
become due shall be prepaid first, and in the event less than all of the principal amount of the 
Bonds maturing on the last due date are to be redeemed, the Issuer shall by lot select those 
Bonds to be prepaid.  Proceeds from the sale of the Series 2013 Bonds on deposit in the 
Escrow Account, may at the discretion of the Issuer, be invested by the Escrow Agent as 
provided in the Escrow Agreement.  Following the transfer of unexpended funds from the 
Escrow Account to the Sinking Fund, the Escrow Account will be closed. 
 

Section 3.3 The Series 2013 Bonds Constitute Special Limited Obligations.  
Notwithstanding anything in this Bond Resolution elsewhere contained, the principal and  
interest, if any, on the Series 2013 Bonds shall be payable out of 100% of the Net Revenues 
which are hereby pledged for repayment of the Series 2013 Bonds, and in no event shall the 
Series 2013 Bonds be deemed or construed to be a general indebtedness of the Issuer or 
payable from any funds of the Issuer other than those derived from the operation of the 
System. 
 

The Issuer may, in its sole discretion, but without obligation and subject to the 
Constitution, laws, and budgetary requirements of the State of Utah, make available properly 
budgeted and legally available funds to defray any insufficiency of Revenues to pay the 
Series 2013 Bonds; provided however, the Issuer has not covenanted and cannot covenant to 
make said funds available and has not pledged any of such funds for such purpose. 
 

Section 3.4. Flow of Funds.  From and after the earlier of the delivery date of the 
Series 2013 Bonds, and until all the Series 2013 Bonds have been fully paid, the Revenues 
shall be set aside into the Echo Sewer Special Service District Sewer Revenue Fund referred 
to herein as “Revenue Fund”, established hereunder, to be held by the Depository Bank.  The 
Issuer will thereafter make accounting allocations of the funds deposited in said Revenue 
Fund for the following purposes and in the following priority: 

 
(a) From the amounts in the Revenue Fund there shall first be paid all 

Operation and Maintenance Expenses of the System.  For this purpose the Issuer 
shall establish on its books an account known as the “Expense Account” to which 
shall be allocated monthly, on or before the tenth day of each month, such portion of 
the Revenue Account as is estimated to be required for Operation and Maintenance 
Expenses of the System for the following month.  There shall be allocated to the 
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Expense Account from time to time during the month such additional amounts as 
may be required to make payments of Operation and Maintenance Expenses for 
which the amounts theretofore allocated to the Expense Account are insufficient.  At 
the end of each Sinking Fund Year all amounts in the Expense Account in excess of 
that required to pay Operation and Maintenance Expenses then due shall be 
transferred to the Sinking Fund as hereinafter provided. 

 
(b) All amounts in the Revenue Fund not allocated to the Expense 

Account (the “Net Revenues”) shall be allocated next to the Sinking Fund as follows: 
 

(i) Of the amounts allocated to the Sinking Fund there shall be 
allocated the following amounts to a subaccount established on the books of 
the Issuer known as the “Bond Account” such amounts as will assure, to the 
extent of the availability of Net Revenues from the System, on a parity basis 
the prompt payment of the principal on the Series 2013 Bonds as shall 
become due.  The amount to be so set aside with respect to the Series 2013 
Bonds shall, as nearly as may be practicable, be set aside and allocated to the 
Bond Account monthly, on or before the tenth day of each month, beginning 
the Dated Date, and shall equal 1/12 (in the case of the first Sinking Fund 
Year, the fraction, the numerator of which one and the denominator of which 
is the number of months remaining until the first principal  payment date) of 
the principal and  next falling due on the Series 2013 Bonds, to the end that 
there will be sufficient funds allocated to the Series 2013 Bonds to pay 
principal thereon when the same become due.  In the event there are 
insufficient Net Revenue available to meet all payment obligations on the 
Series 2013 Bonds as required by this subsection the available Net Revenues 
shall be allocated on a pro rata basis based on the debt service payment on 
the Series 2013 Bonds then due and payable.  Amounts allocated to the 
Sinking Fund shall be solely for the purpose of paying principal on the Series 
2013 Bonds and shall not be reallocated, transferred or paid out for any other 
purpose prior to payment of amounts due with respect to the Series 2013 
Bonds; and 

 
(ii) Of the amounts allocated to the Sinking Fund after there shall 

have been allocated the amounts required to be allocated under (i) above, 
there shall be allocated monthly  (b) to the “Reserve Account Series 2013” 
established on the books of the Issuer and funded monthly on the tenth day of 
each month beginning the Dated Date, the Issuer shall set aside an amount 
equal to the Reserve Fund Installment until the amount of the Reserve Fund 
Requirement shall be accumulated therein.  Amounts allocated to the Reserve 
Account Series 2013 shall be used to pay the principal  falling due on the 
Series 2013 Bonds at any time when there are not sufficient funds in the 
Bond Account to pay the same, but pending such use may be invested as 
hereafter provided.  When the Reserve Account Series 2013 has been funded 
as in this paragraph provided, no further allocations to the Reserve Account 
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Series 2013 need be made unless payments from the Reserve Account Series 
2013 have reduced the same below the amounts required by this paragraph, 
in which event allocations shall be made monthly until such deficiency has 
been remedied; and  

(iii) Monthly on the tenth day of each month beginning the Dated 
Date, the Issuer shall set aside the amount of $76 to the “Emergency Repair 
and Replacement Account” established on the books of the Issuer until the 
Issuer accumulates an amount of $5,450.  To the extent the amount in the 
said account shall be less than $5,450, the Issuer shall allocate monthly 
monies from the Sinking Fund until there shall have been accumulated in the 
Emergency Repair and Replacement Account an amount equal to $5,450.  
Funds on deposit in the Emergency Repair and Replacement Account shall 
be used solely for emergency repairs and replacements to the System as the 
need arises. 

(iv) All remaining funds, if any, in the Sinking Fund after all of 
the payments required to be made into the Bond Account and Reserve 
Account and Emergency Repair and Replacement Account have been made, 
may be used by the Issuer (a) to prepay or redeem the Series 2013 Bonds in 
whole or in part, (b) to make extensions, improvements, additions, repairs, 
and replacements to the System, or (c) to be applied to any other lawful 
purpose as determined by the Issuer. 

 
(c) If at any time, the Net Revenues derived by the Issuer from the 

operation of the System shall be insufficient to make any payment to any of the 
above funds or accounts on the date or dates specified, the Issuer shall make good the 
amount of such deficiency by making additional payments out of the first available 
Net Revenues thereafter derived by the Issuer from the operation of the System. 

 
Section 3.5. Investment of Funds.  Any funds allocated to the Bond Account, 

Emergency Repair and Replacement Account and the Reserve Account Series 2013 may, at 
the discretion of the Issuer, be invested in accordance with the State Money Management 
Act.  All income derived from the investment of the funds of the Bond Account and 
Emergency Repair and Replacement Account shall be maintained in said fund and disbursed 
along with the other moneys on deposit therein as herein provided.  All income derived from 
the investment of the Reserve Account Series 2013 shall at the end of each Sinking Fund 
Year be transferred by the Issuer to the Bond Account so long as the Reserve Account Series 
2013 after said transfer have funds equaling the Reserve Fund Requirement.  Should the 
Reserve Account Series 2013 have less than the Reserve Fund Requirement, then said 
income shall be maintained in the Reserve Account Series 2013, until total deposits equals 
the Reserve Fund Requirement.  There shall not be required to be in the Bond Account and 
the Reserve Account Series 2013 at any time more than the total amount required to pay the 
total principal outstanding of the Series 2013 Bonds.  Whenever the money in the Bond 
Account and the Reserve Account Series 2013 equals the total principal amount of the Series 
2013 Bonds outstanding, the money in said Accounts shall be used to prepay all of such 
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Bonds. 
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 ARTICLE IV 
 
 COVENANTS 
 

Section 4.1. Covenants of Issuer.  The Issuer hereby covenants and agrees with 
each and every holder of the Series 2013 Bonds the following: 
 

(a) The rates for all sewer service supplied by the System to the Issuer 
and its inhabitants and to all customers within or without the boundaries of the Issuer 
shall be sufficient for the retirement and/or redemption of the Bonds, provided such 
rates must be reasonable rates for the type, kind, and character of the service 
rendered.  There shall be no free service and there shall be charged against all users 
of the System, including the Issuer, such rates and amounts as shall be adequate to 
meet the debt service payments on the Bonds and any Parity Bonds (as defined in 
4.2) when due, and to make available for purposes having priority junior to the 
Sinking Fund in the application of the Net Revenues in each Sinking Fund Year, at 
least twenty-five percent (25%) of the Annual Debt Service for each such year.  All 
Net Revenues, including those received from the Issuer, shall be subject to 
distribution for the payment of the cost of operating and maintaining the System, and 
the payment of the Bonds, as hereinabove provided. 

 
(b) Each Bondholder shall have a right, in addition to all other rights 

afforded it by the laws of Utah, to apply to and obtain from any court of competent 
jurisdiction such decree or order as may be necessary to require the Issuer to charge 
and collect reasonable rates for services supplied by the System sufficient to meet all 
requirements of this Bond Resolution. 

 
(c) The Issuer will maintain the System in good condition and operate  

the same in an efficient manner and at reasonable cost. 
 

(d) So long as any Series 2013 Bonds remain outstanding, proper books 
of record and account will be kept by the Issuer separate and apart from all other 
records and accounts, showing complete and correct entries of all transactions 
relating to the System.  Each Bondholder or any duly authorized agent or agents of 
such holder shall have the right at all reasonable times to inspect all records, 
accounts and data relating thereto and to inspect the System and all properties 
constituting the System.  Except as otherwise provided herein, the Issuer further 
agrees that it will within one hundred eighty (180) days following the close of each 
Sinking Fund Year cause an audit of such books and accounts to be made by an 
independent firm of certified public accountants, showing the receipts and 
disbursements for account of the System, and that such audit will be available for 
inspection by Bondholder; provided, however, during such periods of time as the 
Water Quality Board is the Registered Owner of the State Bonds, each such audit 
will be supplied to the Water Quality Board as soon as completed without prior 
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request therefor by the Water Quality Board.  Each such audit, in addition to 
whatever matters may be thought proper by the accountant to be included therein, 
shall include the following: 

 
(i) A statement in detail of the income and expenditures of the 

System for such Sinking Fund Year; 
 

(ii) A balance sheet as of the end of such Sinking Fund Year; 
 

(iii) The accountant's comments regarding the manner in which the 
Issuer has carried out the requirements of this Bond Resolution, and the 
accountant's recommendations for any change or improvement in the 
operation of the System; 

 
(iv) A list of the insurance policies in force at the end of the 

Sinking Fund Year, setting out as to each policy, the amount of the policy, 
the risks covered, the name of the insurer, and the expiration date of the 
policy; 

 
(v) An analysis of all funds and accounts created in this Bond 

Resolution, setting out all deposits and disbursements made during the 
Sinking Fund Year and the amount in each fund or account at the end of the 
Sinking Fund Year; 

 
(vi) The number of sewer connections within the boundaries of the 

Issuer, and applications for sewer service on hand at the end of the Sinking 
Fund Year; 

 
(vii) The total billings for such Sinking Fund Year; 

 
(viii)  All schedules of rates and charges imposed for sewer service 

during the Sinking Fund Year. 
 

The Bondholder may, upon written request from the Issuer setting forth the 
reasons why a certified audit is not necessary or is impractical, waive the audit 
requirements for any particular Sinking Fund Year set forth in this 
Subsection 4.1.(d), provided, however, that such waiver shall not apply to the 
reporting requirements of the Issuer set forth in Subsection 4.1.(e) herein. 

 
(e) In addition to the reporting requirements set forth in 

Subsection 4.1.(d) above, the Issuer shall submit to the Water Quality Board within 
one hundred eighty (180) days following the close of each Sinking Fund Year, a 
summary report substantially in the form as provided by the Water Quality Board to 
the Issuer upon purchase of the Series 2013 Bonds. 
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All expenses incurred in compiling the information required by this section 
shall be regarded and paid as an Operation and Maintenance Expense.  If a 
Bondholder is other than the Water Quality Board, the Issuer agrees to furnish a copy 
of such information to such Bondholder at its request after the close of each Sinking 
Fund Year.  Any Bondholder shall have the right to discuss with the accountant 
compiling such information the contents thereof and to ask for such additional 
information as it may reasonably require. 

 
(f) The Bondholder shall have the right at all reasonable times to inspect 

the System, and all records, accounts and data of the Issuer relating thereto, and upon 
request, the Issuer will furnish to it financial statements and other information 
relating to the Issuer and the System as it may from time to time reasonably require. 

 
(g) The Issuer, in its operation of the System, will carry insurance, 

including, but not limited to, workmen's compensation insurance and public liability 
insurance, in such amounts and to such extent as is normally carried by other 
operating public utilities of the same type.  The cost of such insurance shall be 
considered an Operation and Maintenance Expense of the System.  In the event of 
loss or damage, insurance proceeds shall be used first for the purpose of restoring or 
replacing the property lost or damaged.  Any remainder shall be paid into the Sinking 
Fund. 

 
(h) The Issuer will not sell, lease, mortgage, encumber, or in any manner 

dispose of the System or any substantial part thereof, including any and all 
extensions and additions that may be made thereto, until all Bonds have been paid in 
full, except that the Issuer may sell any portion of said property which shall have 
been replaced by other property of at least equal value, or which shall cease to be 
necessary for the efficient operation of the System, provided, however, that in the 
event of any sale as aforesaid, the proceeds of such sale shall be paid into the Sinking 
Fund. 

 
(i) Any bill not paid within thirty (30) days from the date it is mailed to 

the customer shall be deemed delinquent.  The Issuer hereby agrees that if any sewer 
bill remains delinquent for more than sixty (60) days, it will initiate proceedings to 
cause all water service to the sewer user concerned to be cut off immediately. 

 
(j) The Issuer shall commence and complete the acquisition and 

construction of the Project with all practical dispatch and will cause all construction 
to be effected in a sound and economical manner. 

 
(k) The Issuer will from time to time duly pay and discharge or cause to 

be paid all taxes, assessments and other governmental  charges, if any, lawfully 
imposed upon the System or any part thereof or upon the Revenues, as well as any 
lawful claims for labor, materials or supplies which if unpaid might by law become a 
lien or charge upon the System or the Revenues or any part thereof or which might 
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impair the security of the Bonds, except when the Issuer in good faith contests its 
liability to pay the same. 

 
(l) The Issuer will not grant a franchise for the operation of any 

competing sewer system within its corporate limits, as long as the Series 2013 Bonds 
authorized herein remain outstanding. 

 
(m) The Issuer, in order to assure the efficient management and operation 

of the System and to assure the Bondholders from time to time that the System will 
be operated on sound business principles, will employ competent and experienced 
management for the System, will use its best efforts to see that the System is at all 
times operated and maintained in first-class repair and condition and in such manner 
that the operating efficiency thereof shall be of the highest character, and will use its 
best efforts to see that Operation and Maintenance Expenses are at no time in excess 
of the Revenues reasonably available for the payment thereof. 

 
(n) All payments falling due on the Series 2013 Bonds shall be made to 

the Bondholder thereof and all charges made by the Depository Bank for its services 
shall be paid by the Issuer. 

 
(o) The Issuer will maintain its corporate identity, will make no attempt 

to cause its corporate existence to be abolished and will resist all attempts by other 
municipal corporations to annex all or any part of the territory now or hereafter in the 
Issuer or served by the System. 

 
(p) The Issuer agrees, in accepting the proceeds of the Series 2013 Bonds, 

to comply with all applicable state and federal regulations related to the Utah State 
Revolving Fund administered by the Water Quality Board.  These requirements 
include, but are not limited to Title VI of the Clean Water Act of 1987, The Single 
Audit Act of 1996, the Utah Wastewater Loan Program policies and guidelines, the 
Utah Local Government Bonding Act, the Utah Money Management Act, the Utah 
Procurement Code and the State of Utah Legal Compliance Audit Guide. 

 
(q) Notwithstanding any other provision of law and in a manner 

consistent with other provisions in the Davis-Bacon Act, all laborers and mechanics 
employed by contractors and sub contractors on projects funded directly by or 
assisted in whole or in part by and through the Federal Government pursuant to the 
Davis Bacon Act shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on 
projects of a character similar in the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor 
in accordance with subchapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40, United States Code.  With 
respect to the labor standards specified in this section, the Secretary of Labor shall 
have the authority and functions set forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 
1950 (64 Stat. 1267; 5 U.S.C. App.) and section 3145 of title 40, United States Code. 

 
Section 4.2 Additional Indebtedness.  No additional indebtedness, bonds or notes 
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of the Issuer payable on a priority superior to the Series 2013 Bonds out of the Net Revenues 
from the System shall be created or incurred by the Issuer without the prior written consent 
of all holders of the Series 2013 Bonds.  Furthermore, the Series 2013 Bonds shall not be 
entitled to any priority one over the other in application of the Net Revenues of the System, 
regardless of the time or times of their issuance, it being the intention of the Issuer that there 
shall be no priority among the Series 2013 Bonds authorized to be issued pursuant to this 
Bond Resolution regardless of the fact that they may be actually issued and delivered at 
different times.  It is expressly agreed and covenanted that the Issuer will not hereafter issue 
any bonds or obligations payable from the Net Revenues of the System, or any part thereof, 
or which constitutes a lien on such Net Revenues or on the System until all Series 2013 
Bonds have been paid in full unless such additional bonds are issued in such manner that 
they are in all respects subordinate to the Series 2013 Bonds. 
 

The provisions of the foregoing paragraph are subject to the following two 
exceptions: 
 

(1) The Series 2013 Bonds or any part thereof may be refunded.  The 
refunding bonds so issued shall enjoy a lien on the Net Revenues on a parity with the 
Series 2013 Bonds except that if fewer than all of the Series 2013 Bonds outstanding 
at the time are so refunded, no refunding bonds shall bear interest at a rate higher or 
mature at a date earlier than the corresponding Bond refunded thereby without the 
consent of the owners and holders of all of the unrefunded Series 2013 Bonds.  In all 
other respects, refunding bonds may be secured in such manner and may be payable 
from such sources and be subject to other terms and provisions that may be provided 
in the resolution authorizing their issuance.  Refunding bonds may be exchanged 
with the consent of the Bondholder for not less than a like principal amount of the 
Series 2013 Bonds authorized to be refunded, may be sold or may be exchanged in 
part or sold in part.  If sold, the proceeds of the sale not required for the payment of 
expenses shall be used to refund that portion of the Series 2013 Bonds refunded. 

 
(2) Additional bonds may be issued on a parity with the Series 2013 

Bonds herein authorized if all of the following conditions are met at the time of the 
issuance of such additional bonds (herein referred to as “Parity Bonds”): 

 
(a) The Net Revenues of the System in the Sinking Fund Year 

preceding the year in which the Parity Bonds are to be issued were 125% of 
the average Annual Debt Service on all of the Bonds and Parity Bonds then 
outstanding and the Parity Bonds so proposed to be issued with an allowance 
for earnings arising from any increase in sewer rates which have become 
effective prior to incurring the additional indebtedness in an amount equal to 
95% of the amount by which the billings to customers for such Sinking Fund 
Year would have been increased, if such increase in rates had been in effect 
during the Sinking Fund year; provided, this limitation may be waived or 
modified by the written consent of the registered owners and holders of 75% 
of the principal amount of the Bonds and Parity Bonds then outstanding. 
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(b) All payments required by this Bond Resolution to be made 

into the Sinking Fund must have been made in full and there must be in each 
reserve fund the full amount required by this Bond Resolution to be 
accumulated therein. 

 
(c) The Parity Bonds must be payable as to principal on 

September 1 of each year in which principal falls due. 
 

(d) The proceedings authorizing such Parity Bonds must raise the 
amount to which the reserve funds shall be accumulated to an amount no less 
than the highest future Annual Debt Service of all Bonds and Parity Bonds 
then outstanding and the Parity Bonds so proposed to be issued and must 
require the accumulation of such amount in the Reserve Account to be 
accomplished within ten (10) years after delivery of such Parity Bonds. 

 
(e) The proceeds of the Parity Bonds must be used for the making 

of improvements, extensions, renewals, replacements or repairs to the 
System.
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 ARTICLE V 
 
 MISCELLANEOUS 
 

Section 5.1. Default and Remedies.  Failure of the Issuer to perform any covenant 
or requirement of the Issuer under this Bond Resolution within thirty (30) days after having 
been notified in writing by a Bondholder of such failure, shall constitute an event of default 
hereunder and shall allow each Bondholder to take the following enforcement remedies: 
 

(a) The Bondholder may require the Issuer to pay an interest penalty 
equal to eighteen percent (18%) per annum of the outstanding principal amount on 
the Series 2013 Bonds, said interest penalty to accrue from the date of the notice of 
the Bondholder to the Issuer referenced hereinabove until the default is cured by the 
Issuer.  Said interest penalty shall be paid on each succeeding payment date until the 
default is cured by the Issuer. 

 
(b) The Bondholder may appoint a trustee bank to act as a receiver of the 

Revenues of the System for purposes of applying said Revenues toward the Revenue 
allocations required in Section 3.4 herein and in general, protecting and enforcing 
each Bondholder's rights thereto, in which case, all administrative costs of the trustee 
bank in performing said function shall be paid by the Issuer. 

 
No remedy conferred herein is intended to be exclusive of any other remedy, but each 

and every such remedy shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to any other remedy 
given to each Bondholder hereunder or now or hereafter existing at law or in equity or by 
statute.  No delay or omission to exercise any right, power or remedy accruing upon a default 
shall impair any such right, power or remedy or shall be construed to be a waiver of any 
default or acquiescence therein; and every such right, power or remedy may be exercised 
from time to time as may be deemed expedient. 
 

Section 5.2. Amendments to Bond Resolution.  Provisions of this Bond Resolution 
shall constitute a contract between the Issuer and the Bondholder; and after the issuance of 
the Series 2013 Bonds, no change, variation or alteration of any kind in the provisions of this 
Bond Resolution shall be made in any manner until such time as all of the Series 2013 Bonds 
have been paid in full except as hereinafter provided. 
 

The Bondholders shall have the right from time to time to consent to and approve the 
adoption by the Issuer of resolutions modifying or amending any of the terms or provisions 
contained in this Bond Resolution in the manner and to the extent set out below. 

 
Whenever the Issuer shall propose to amend or modify this Bond Resolution under 

the provisions of this section, it shall cause notice of the proposed amendment to be sent to 
all Bondholders of all Series 2013 Bonds then outstanding.  Such notice shall briefly set 
forth the nature of the proposed amendment and shall state that a copy of the proposed 
amendatory resolution is on file in the office of the County Clerk for public inspection.  
Should a Bondholder consent to the proposed amendment to this Bond Resolution, it shall 
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submit to the Issuer a written instrument which shall refer to the proposed amendatory 
resolution described in said notice and shall specifically consent to and approve the adoption 
thereof.  Upon receipt of Bondholder consents representing at least 75% of the principal of 
Series  2013 Bonds outstanding, the governing body of the Issuer may adopt said 
amendatory resolution, and it shall become effective, provided, however, that nothing in this 
Section shall permit or be construed as permitting (a) an extension of the stated maturity or 
reduction in the principal amount of, or reduction in the rate of or extension of the time of 
paying of interest, if any, without the consent of the Bondholder of all the Series 2013 
Bonds, or (b) a reduction in the amount or extension of the time of any payment required by 
any fund or account established hereunder without the consent of the Bondholders of all the 
Series 2013 Bonds which would be affected by the action to be taken, or (c) a reduction in 
the aforesaid aggregate principal amount of Series 2013 Bonds, the Bondholders of which 
are required to consent to any such waiver or a mandatory resolution, or (d) affect the rights 
of the Bondholders of less than all Series 2013 Bonds then outstanding, without the consent 
of the Bondholders of all the Series 2013 Bonds at the time outstanding which would be 
affected by the action to be taken. 
 

If a Bondholder at the time of the adoption of such amendatory resolution shall have 
consented to and approved the adoption thereof as herein provided, said Bondholder shall 
not have any right or interest to object to the adoption of such amendatory resolution or to 
object to any of the terms or provision therein contained or to the operation thereof or to 
enjoin or restrain the Issuer from taking any action pursuant to the provisions thereof.  Any 
consent given by a Bondholder pursuant to the provisions of this section shall be conclusive 
and binding upon all successive Bondholders. 
 

The fact and date of the execution of any instrument under the provisions of this 
section may be proved by the certificate of any officer in any jurisdiction who by the laws 
thereof is authorized to take acknowledgments of deeds within such jurisdiction, that the 
person signing such instrument acknowledged before him the execution thereof, or may be 
proved by an affidavit of a witness to such execution sworn to before such officer. 
 

Section 5.3. Maintenance of Proceedings.  A certified copy of this Bond 
Resolution and every amendatory or supplemental ordinance or resolution shall be kept on 
file in the office of the County Clerk where it shall be made available for inspection by any 
Bondholder or his agent.  Upon payment of the reasonable cost of preparing the same, a 
certified copy of this Bond Resolution, any amendatory or supplemental ordinance or 
resolution will be furnished to any Bondholder.  The Bondholders may, by suit, action, 
mandamus, injunction or other proceedings, either at law or in equity, enforce or compel 
performance of all duties and obligations required by this Bond Resolution to be done or 
performed by the Issuer.  Nothing contained herein, however, shall be construed as imposing 
on the Issuer any duty or obligation to levy any tax either to pay the principal of or interest, 
if any, on the Series 2013 Bonds authorized herein or to meet any obligation contained 
herein concerning the Series 2013 Bonds. 
 

Section 5.4. Defeasance of Series 2013 Bonds.  If the Issuer shall pay or cause to 
be paid, or there shall be otherwise paid or provision for payment made to the Registered 
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Owner of the Series 2013 Bonds for the payments due or to become due thereon at the times 
and in the manner stipulated therein, then the first lien pledge of the Net Revenues under this 
Bond Resolution and any and all estate, right, title and interest in and to any of the funds and 
accounts created hereunder (except moneys or securities held by a Depository Bank for the 
payment of the Series 2013 Bonds) shall be canceled and discharged. 
 

Any Series 2013 Bond shall be deemed to be paid within the meaning of this section 
when payment of the Series 2013 Bonds (whether such due date be by reason of maturity or 
upon prepayment or redemption as provided herein) shall have been made in accordance 
with the terms thereof.  At such time as the Series 2013 Bonds shall be deemed to be paid 
hereunder, they shall no longer be secured by or entitled to the benefits hereof (except with 
respect to the moneys and securities held by a Depository Bank for the payment of the Series 
2013 Bonds). 
 

Section 5.5. Sale of Series 2013 Bonds Approved.  The sale of the Series 2013 
Bonds to the Water Quality Board is hereby ratified, confirmed and approved. 
 

Section 5.6. Bondholders not Responsible.  The Bondholders shall not be 
responsible for any liabilities incurred by the Issuer in the acquisition or construction of the 
Project or for the failure of the System to function successfully after completion of the 
Project. 
 

Section 5.7. Notice of Public Hearing and Bonds to be Issued.  In accordance with 
the provisions of the Utah Local Government Bonding Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code 
Annotated 1953, as amended, the Issuer has designated the Summit County News, as the 
official newspaper of the Issuer authorized to publish legal notices for the Issuer, and in 
accordance with the Act, the County Clerk has caused a “Notice of Public Hearing Bonds to 
be Issued” to be (1) published once each week for two consecutive weeks in the The Times-
News, a newspaper of general circulation in the Issuer, and (2) posted on the Utah Public 
Notice Website at least 14 days before the public hearing held on August 7, 2013. 

 
Section 5.8. Additional Certificates, Documents, and Other Papers.  The 

appropriate officials of the Issuer, and each of them, are hereby authorized and directed to 
execute and deliver for and on behalf of the Issuer any or all additional certificates, 
documents, and other papers and to perform all other acts they may deem necessary or 
appropriate in order to implement and carry out the matters authorized in this Bond 
Resolution and the documents authorized and approved herein. 
 

Section 5.9. Severability.  If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this 
Bond Resolution shall be held to be invalid or unenforceable for any reason, the invalidity or 
unenforceability of such section, paragraph, clause or provision shall not affect any of the 
remaining provisions of this Bond Resolution.   

 
It is hereby declared by the governing body of the Issuer that it is the intention of the 

Issuer by the adoption of this Bond Resolution to comply in all respects with the provisions 
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of the Utah Local Government Bonding Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code Annotated, 
1953, as amended and that the Series 2013 Bonds shall be incontestable after issuance. 
 

Section 5.10. Resolutions in Conflict.  All resolutions or parts thereof in conflict 
with the provisions of this Bond Resolution are, to the extent of such conflict, hereby 
repealed. 

 
Section 5.11  Approval of Sewer System Asset Purchase Agreement.  The County 

Council of Summit County, Utah acting as the Governing Body of the Issuer hereby finds 
and determines that it is in the best interest of the Issuer and the residents thereof for the 
Issuer to enter into the Sewer System Asset Purchase Agreement with the Echo Sewer 
Company, a non-profit Utah corporation, by which the Issuer will acquire all assets and 
liabilities of the sewer system of the Echo Sewer Company.  All efforts and actions of 
County and/or Issuer officials and agents related to the Agreement are ratified and approved. 
 The Council authorizes the Chair of the County Council, acting as the Chair of the 
Governing Body of the Issuer to execute the Agreement in substantially final form to the 
Agreement as attached as Exhibit C and the County Clerk to attest to such signature and 
apply the seal of the Issuer thereto.  In addition, all other agreements needful or helpful to 
transfer the assets and liabilities of the Echo Sewer Company to the Issuer, such as 
assignments of rights-of-way, etc., are hereby approved and authorized.  The Chair of the 
County Council, acting as the Chair of the Governing Body of the Issuer is further 
authorized to make and agree to such modifications and amendments to the Agreement as are 
necessary or advisable to clarify provisions, correct errors, or effectuate the purposes of the 
Agreement.  The Chair’s approval and agreement to any such modifications or amendments 
shall be evidenced by his signature on the Agreement and shall be final.  The Chair of the 
County Council, acting as the Chair of the Governing Body of the Issuer and other officials 
of the Issuer and County are authorized and directed to execute and deliver any additional 
certificates, documents or papers and to perform other appropriate acts to carry out the 
matters authorized in this Resolution. 

 
 



 

4847-5297-7172/EC001-001 
  

27

 PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS August 7, 2013. 
 
 
 
 _______________________________ 

Chair of the County Council of 
Summit County, Utah acting as the 
Chair of the Echo Sewer Special 
Service District. 

 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________________ 

     County Clerk 
 
 
( S E A L of DISTRICT ) 
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

The County Council of Summit County, Utah acting as the Governing Body of the 
Echo Sewer Special Service Distirct met in public session at the regular meeting place of the 
Council at 60 N. Main St. in Coalville, Utah, on August 7, 2013, at the hour of 6:00 p.m., or 
as soon thereafter as feasible, with the following members of the Council being present: 

Present: 
David Ure Chair 
Claudia McMullin Council Member 
Christopher Robinson Council Member 
John Hanrahan, M.D. Council Member 
Sally Elliott Council Member 

Also Present: 
 

Kent Jones County Clerk 

  
Absent: 

  
 

After the meeting had been duly called to order and after other matters were 
discussed, the foregoing resolution (the “Resolution”) was introduced in written form and 
fully discussed. 

A motion to adopt the Resolution was then duly made by Councilmember 
___________________________ and seconded by Councilmember 
___________________________ and the Ordinance was put to a vote and carried, the vote 
being as follows: 

YEA:   
  
  
  

NAY:   
  

  

The Resolution was then signed by the Chair of the County Council as the Chair of 
the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District in open meeting and 
recorded by the County Clerk in the official records of the Issuer. 

  

 



 

4847-5297-7172/EC001-001 
  

29

 
CERTIFICATE OF COUNTY CLERK 

  

I, Kent Jones, the duly appointed and qualified County Clerk of Summit County, 
Utah acting as the Clerk of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, do hereby certify that 
the attached Resolution is a true, accurate and complete copy thereof as adopted by the 
County Council acting as the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer Special Service District at 
a public meeting duly held on August 7, 2013 (the “Meeting”). The Meeting was called and 
noticed as required by law as is evidenced by the attached Certificate of Compliance with 
Open Meeting Law.  The persons present and the result of the vote taken at the Meeting are 
all as shown above. The Resolution, with all exhibits attached, was deposited in my office on 
August 7, 2013, and is officially of record in my possession. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my signature and impressed 
hereon the official seal of the Issuer, this August 7, 2013. 

  

                  

______________________________ 
County Clerk 

(SEAL of DISTRICT) 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH  

OPEN MEETING LAW 

I, Kent Jones, the undersigned County Clerk of Summit County, Utah acting as the 
Clerk of the Echo Sewer Special Service District, the Issuer, do hereby certify, according to 
the records of the Issuer in my official possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, 
that in accordance with the requirements of Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, 
as amended, I gave not less than 24 hours public notice of the agenda, date, time and place of 
the August 7, 2013, public meeting, held by the County Council as follows: 

(a)  By causing a Meeting Notice, in the form attached, to be posted at the 
Issuer's principal offices, at least 24 hours before the convening of the meeting, the 
Meeting Notice having continuously remained posted and available for public 
inspection until the completion of the meeting; 

 
(b) By causing a copy of the Meeting Notice to be delivered to a 

newspaper of general circulation in the Issuer at least 24 hours prior to the convening 
of the meeting; and 

 
(c)  By causing a copy of the Meeting Notice to be posted on the Utah 

Public Notice Website at least 24 hours prior to the convening of the meeting. 

 
In addition, the Notice of 2013 Annual Meeting Schedule for the County 

Council was given specifying the date, time and place of the regular meetings of the County 
Council to be held during the year by causing notice to be posted on _______________, 
201__, at the principal office of the County Council and by causing a copy of said Notice to 
be provided to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the County Council on 
_______________, 201__, and posted on the Utah Public Notice Website on 
______________, 201__. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature this 
August 7, 2013. 

  
  

______________________________ 
County Clerk 

(SEAL of DISTRICT) 
   

 

(Attach Meeting Notice and Notice of 2013 Annual Meeting Schedule, including proof of 
posting thereof on the Utah Public Notice Website) 
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EXHIBIT “A-1” 

 
FORM OF STATE BONDS 

 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
STATE OF UTAH 

COUNTY OF SUMMIT 
ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT 

TAXABLE SEWER REVENUE BOND 
SERIES 2013 

 
$218,000 

 
 

Echo Sewer Special Service District, Summit County, Utah (the “Issuer”), a political 
subdivision and body politic of the State of Utah, acknowledges itself indebted and for value 
received hereby promises to pay, but solely in the manner and from the revenues and sources 
hereinafter provided, to the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Water 
Quality Board (the “Water Quality Board”) or registered assigns last noted in the 
Registration Certificate attached to the end of this Bond (the “Registered Owner”), the 
Repayable Principal Amount set forth in the “Certificate of Dates of Payment and Amount” 
attached hereto at the end of this Bond and more fully described below, but in no event more 
than $218,000 bearing no interest, payable on September 1 of each year, with payment of 
principal beginning on  September 1, 2014,  in registered installments on September 1 of 
each of the years as set forth in the following Repayment Schedule: 

__September 1__ Principal Maturing 
  

2014 $10,000 
2015 10,000 
2016 11,000 
2017 11,000 
2018 11,000 
2019 11,000 
2020 11,000 
2021 11,000 
2022 11,000 
2023 11,000 
2024 11,000 
2025 11,000 
2026 11,000 
2027 11,000 
2028 11,000 
2029 11,000 
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__September 1__ Principal Maturing 
2030 11,000 
2031 11,000 
2032 11,000 
2033 11,000 

  
 
The Issuer certifies that the initial Registered Owner of this Bond committed to 

purchase this Bond for an amount not to exceed $469,000, but further agreed to provide 
$251,000 of the Total Principal Sum in the form of a grant and/or principal forgiveness such 
that the Repayable Principal Amount of this Bond shall not exceed $218,000.  The first 
$218,000 advanced on the $469,000 shall be deemed to be the Repayable Principal Amount 
of the loan. If less than $218,000 is advanced such that the Repayable Principal Amount is 
less than $218,000, the repayment period shall be shortened and the number of annual 
principal installments shall be reduced in inverse order of maturities (and the amount of the 
final remaining principal installment shall be reduced, if required) to correspond to the 
Repayable Principal Amount of this Bond as evidenced on the Certificate of Dates of 
Payment and Amount set forth in this Bond. 

 
Except as provided in the next succeeding paragraph, principal payments, whether at 

maturity or by redemption, shall be payable upon surrender of this Bond at the offices of the 
Paying Agent, or of any successor Paying Agent.  Payments shall be made to the Registered 
Owner thereof and shall be paid by check or draft mailed to the Registered Owner thereof at 
his address as it appears on the registration books of the Issuer maintained by the Registrar, 
or at such other address as is furnished to the Registrar in writing by such Registered Owner.  
 

As long as the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality 
Board (the “Water Quality Board”) is the registered holder of this Bond, installment 
payments of principal shall be made by check or draft mailed to the Water Quality Board as 
the registered holder at the address shown on the registration books maintained by the 
Registrar. 
 

If any installment payment of Bond principal is not paid when due and payable, the 
Issuer shall pay interest on the delinquent installment at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) 
per annum from said due date until paid.  All payments shall be made in any coin or currency 
which on the date of payment is legal tender for the payment of debts due the United States 
of America.  All payments shall be applied first to interest, if any, and then to principal. 

 
This Bond is payable solely from a special fund designated “Echo Sewer Special 

Service District Sewer Revenue Bond Sinking Fund,” into which fund and into a reserve 
therefor, to the extent necessary to assure prompt payment of this Bond, shall be pledged 
100% of the Net Revenues (as defined in the Bond Resolution herein described) derived and 
to be derived from the operation of the Issuer's sewer system (the “System”), all as more 
fully described and provided in the Bond Resolution adopted by the governing body of the 
Issuer on August 7, 2013 (the “Bond Resolution”). 
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This Bond is issued pursuant to (i) the Bond Resolution, and (ii) the Utah Local 
Government Bonding Act, Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, 
for the purpose of financing the cost of sewer improvements, and related improvements.  
This Bond is a special limited obligation of the Issuer payable solely from the Net Revenues 
(as defined in the Bond Resolution) of the System and does not constitute an indebtedness of 
the Issuer within the meaning of any state constitutional or statutory limitation.  In no event 
shall this Bond be deemed or construed to be a general obligation indebtedness of the Issuer 
or payable from any funds of the Issuer other than the Net Revenues of the System.  After 
issuance this Bond shall be incontestable. 
 

As provided in the Bond Resolution, bonds, notes and other obligations may be 
issued from time to time in one or more series in various principal amounts, may mature at 
different times, may bear interest at different rates and may otherwise vary as provided in the 
Bond Resolution, and the aggregate principal amount of such bonds, notes and other 
obligations which may be issued is not limited.  This Bond and all other bonds, notes and 
other obligations issued and to be issued under the Bond Resolution on a parity with this 
Bond are and will be equally and ratably secured by the pledge and covenants made therein, 
except as otherwise expressly provided or permitted in or pursuant to the Bond Resolution. 
 

The issuance of this Bond shall not, directly, indirectly or contingently, obligate the 
Issuer or any agency, instrumentality or political subdivision thereof to levy any form of 
taxation therefor or to make any appropriation for its payment. 
 

Optional Redemption.  This Bond is subject to prepayment and redemption at any 
time, in whole or in part (if in part, in integral multiples of $1,000), at the election of the 
Issuer in inverse order of the due date of the principal installments hereof and by lot selected 
by the Issuer if less than all Bonds of a particular due date are to be redeemed, upon notice 
given as hereinafter set forth, at a redemption price equal to the principal amount to be so 
prepaid.  
 

Notice of redemption shall be mailed by the Issuer, postage prepaid, not less than 
thirty (30) days prior to the date fixed for prepayment, to the registered owner of this Bond 
addressed to such owner at its address appearing on the registration books maintained by the 
Issuer.   
 

Subject to the provisions of the Bond Resolution, the Bonds are issuable in fully 
registered form, without coupons, in denomination equal to the principal amount of the 
bonds or, upon exchange, in the denomination of $1,000 and any integral multiple thereof. 

 
The Issuer covenants and agrees that it will fix rates for sewer service sufficient to 

pay when due this Bond, and the principal and interest on all bonds issued on a priority to or 
parity with this Bond, if any, as the same fall due, provided such rates must be reasonable 
rates for the type, kind and character of the service rendered, and will collect and account for 
the Revenues (as defined in the Bond Resolution) to be received for such service, and will 
set aside one hundred percent (100%) of the Net Revenues of the System (as defined in the 
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Bond Resolution) to pay this Bond according to the payment terms hereinabove set forth and 
the principal and interest on all bonds issued on a parity with this Bond, if any. 
 

To the extent and in the respects permitted by the Bond Resolution, the Bond 
Resolution may be modified or amended by action on behalf of the Issuer taken in the 
manner and subject to the conditions and exceptions prescribed in the Bond Resolution.  The 
holder or owner of this Bond shall have no right to enforce the provisions of the Bond 
Resolution or to institute action to enforce the pledge or covenants made therein or to take 
any action with respect to an event of default under the Bond Resolution or to institute, 
appear in, or defend any suit or other proceeding with respect thereto, except as provided in 
the Bond Resolution. 
 

This Bond shall be registered in the name of the initial purchaser and any subsequent 
purchasers in an appropriate book in the office of the County Clerk of the Issuer, who shall 
be the Registrar.  This Bond is transferable only by notation upon said book by the registered 
owner hereof in person or by his attorney duly authorized in writing, by the surrender of this 
Bond, together with a written instrument of transfer satisfactory to the Issuer, duly executed 
by the registered owner or his attorney duly authorized in writing; thereupon, this Bond shall 
be delivered to and registered in the name of the transferee. 
 

It is hereby declared that all acts, conditions and things required to exist, happen and 
be performed precedent to and in the issuance of this Bond have existed, have happened and 
have been performed in regular and due time, form and manner as required by law, that the 
amount of this Bond does not exceed any limitation prescribed by the Constitution or statutes 
of the State of Utah, that the Net Revenues (as defined in the Bond Resolution) to be derived 
from the operation of the System have been pledged and that an amount therefrom will be set 
aside into a special fund by the Issuer sufficient for the prompt payment of this Bond and all 
bonds issued on a parity with this Bond, if any, and that said Net Revenues are not pledged, 
hypothecated or anticipated in any way other than by the issue of this Bond and all bonds 
issued on a parity with this Bond, if any. 



 

4847-5297-7172/EC001-001 
  

35

 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the Issuer has caused this Bond to be signed by its 

Chair of the County Council and countersigned by its County Clerk under the corporate seal 
of said Issuer this ____ day of _____________, 2013. 
 
 

   /s/          (Do Not Sign)           
Chair of the County Council of 
Summit County, Utah acting as the 
Chair of the Echo Sewer Special 
Service District. 

      
 
Countersigned: 
 
 
  /s/       (Do Not Sign)           

County Clerk 
 

 
( S E A L  of DISTRICT) 
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 REGISTRATION CERTIFICATE 
 
 (No writing to be placed herein except by 
 the Bond Registrar) 
 
 Date of    Signature of 
 Registration  Name of Registered Owner  Bond Registrar 
 
____________ ________________________ ______________________________ 
   
___________ ________________________ ______________________________ 
 
___________ ________________________ ______________________________ 
 
___________ ________________________ ______________________________ 
 
___________ ________________________ ______________________________ 
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CERTIFICATE OF DATES 

OF PAYMENT AND AMOUNT 

The undersigned authorized representative of the State of Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality, Water Quality Board (the “Water Quality Board”) hereby certifies 
that the Water Quality Board has received written authorization from the Chair of the County 
Council of Summit County acting as the Chair of the Governing Body of the Echo Sewer 
Special Service District  or County Clerk of the Issuer to stamp or write the amount or 
amounts indicated below on the date or dates set forth opposite such amount(s); that the 
amount last inserted under the column “Total Principal Sum” is the total amount received by 
the Issuer for the issuance of this Bond that was not received in the form of a grant, and that 
the undersigned has placed his/her signature in the space provided opposite such amount(s) 
to evidence the same. 

 
Amount of 
Payment 

 
Date of 

Payment 

 
Total 

Principal 
Sum 

Debt 
Forgiveness 

Amount 

Repayable 
Principal 
Amount 

WQB 
Representative 

Signature 

      
$________       ______ $________ $______ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
$________ ________ $________ $_____ $_____ ____________
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EXHIBIT “A-2” 
 
 
 FORM OF EXCHANGE BOND 
 
 
 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 STATE OF UTAH 
 COUNTY OF SUMMIT 
 ECHO SEWER SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT 
 TAXABLE SEWER REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2013 
 
 
INTEREST RATE MATURITY DATE      ISSUE DATE 
 
   0.0%                       
 
 
Registered Owner:  _______________________________________________________ 
 
 
Principal Amount: _________________________________________________ Dollars 
 
 
 

Echo Sewer Special Service District, Summit County, Utah (the “Issuer”), a political 
subdivision and body politic of the State of Utah, acknowledges itself indebted and for value 
received hereby promises to pay, but solely in the manner and from the revenues and sources 
hereinafter provided, to the Registered Owner identified above, or registered assigns, on the 
Maturity Date specified above, upon presentation and surrender thereof, the Principal 
Amount identified above,    shall be payable by check or draft mailed by the County Clerk of 
Summit County, Utah (the “Paying Agent”) to the Registered Owner hereof beginning 
September 1, 20___ and on each September 1 thereafter until this Bond is paid in full.  
Principal and redemption price of this Bond shall be payable upon presentation of this Bond 
to the Paying Agent, or its successor as such paying agent, for payment at maturity. 

 
If this Bond is not paid when due and payable, the Issuer shall pay interest on the 

unpaid amount at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) per annum from the due date thereof 
until paid in full. 
 

This Bond is one of an authorized issue of bonds of like date, term and effect except 
as to maturity, in the aggregate principal amount of _________________________________ 
Dollars ($__________), issued in exchange for the conversion of the Issuer's Taxable Sewer 
Revenue Bond, Series 2013 dated __________, 2013, in the Repayable Principal Amount of 
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$218,000, authorized by a Bond Resolution of the Issuer duly adopted on August 7, 2013 
(the “Bond Resolution”).  This Bond and the issue of Bonds of which it is a part is issued 
pursuant to (i) the Bond Resolution and (ii) the Utah Local Government Bonding Act, 
Title 11, Chapter 14, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, for the purpose of financing 
the cost of sewer system improvements, and related improvements.  This Bond is a special 
limited obligation of the Issuer payable solely from the Net Revenues (as defined in the 
Bond Resolution) of the System and does not constitute an indebtedness of the Issuer within 
the meaning of any state constitutional or statutory limitation.  In no event shall this Bond be 
deemed or construed to be a general obligation indebtedness of the Issuer or payable from 
any funds of the Issuer other than the Revenues of the System. 
 

As provided in the Bond Resolution, bonds, notes and other obligations may be 
issued from time to time in one or more series in various principal amounts, may mature at 
different times, may bear interest at different rates and may otherwise vary as provided in the 
Bond Resolution, and the aggregate principal amount of such bonds, notes and other 
obligations which may be issued is not limited.  This Bond and all other bonds, notes and 
other obligations issued and to be issued under the Bond Resolution on a parity with this 
Bond are and will be equally and ratably secured by the pledge and covenants made therein, 
except as otherwise expressly provided or permitted in or pursuant to the Bond Resolution. 
 

The issuance of this Bond shall not, directly, indirectly or contingently, obligate the 
Issuer or any agency, instrumentality or political subdivision thereof to levy any form of 
taxation therefor or to make any appropriation for its payment. 

 
Optional Redemption.  The Bonds are subject to redemption prior to maturity at any 

time, in whole or in part (if in part, in integral multiples of $1,000), at the election of the 
Issuer in inverse order of maturity and by lot within each maturity if less than the full amount 
is redeemed, upon not less than thirty (30) days' nor more than forty-five (45) days' prior 
notice, at a redemption price equal to 100% of the principal amount of each Bond to be 
redeemed.  Notice of redemption shall be mailed by the Issuer, postage prepaid, to the 
registered owners of said Bonds addressed to such owners at their address appearing on the 
registration books maintained by the Issuer.  
 

Subject to the provisions of the Bond Resolution, the Series 2013 Bonds (as defined 
in the Bond Resolution) are issuable in fully registered form, without coupons, in 
denomination equal to the principal amount of the bonds or, upon exchange, in the 
denomination of $1,000 or any integral multiple thereof. 
 

The Issuer covenants and agrees that it will fix rates for sewer service sufficient to 
pay this Bond when due and principal on all bonds issued on a priority to or parity with this 
Bond, if any, as the same fall due, provided such rates must be reasonable rates for the type, 
kind and character of the service rendered, and will collect and account for the Revenues (as 
defined in the Bond Resolution) to be received for such service, and will set aside one 
hundred percent (100%) of the Net Revenues of the System (as defined in the Bond 
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Resolution) to pay this Bond according to the payment terms hereinabove set forth and the 
principal and interest on all bonds issued on a parity with this Bond, if any. 
 

To the extent and in the respects permitted by the Bond Resolution, the Bond 
Resolution may be modified or amended by action on behalf of the Issuer taken in the 
manner and subject to the conditions and exceptions prescribed in the Bond Resolution.  The 
Registered Owner of this Bond shall have no right to enforce the provisions of the Bond 
Resolution or to institute action to enforce the pledge or covenants made therein or to take 
any action with respect to an event of default under the Bond Resolution or to institute, 
appear in, or defend any suit or other proceeding with respect thereto, except as provided in 
the Bond Resolution. 
 

This Bond is transferable by the registered holder hereof in person or by his attorney 
duly authorized in writing at the office of the County Clerk of Summit County (the 
“Registrar”) in Coalville, Utah, but only in the manner, subject to the limitations and upon 
payment of the charges provided in the Bond Resolution and upon surrender and cancellation 
of this Bond.  Upon such transfer a new registered Bond or Bonds of the same series and the 
same maturity and of authorized denomination or denominations for the same aggregate 
principal amount will be issued to the transferee in exchange therefor. 

 
It is hereby certified, recited and declared that all conditions, acts and things essential 

to the validity of this Bond and the issue of which it forms a part do exist, have happened 
and have been done, and that every requirement of law affecting the issue hereof has been 
duly complied with; that this Bond and the issue of which it forms a part does not exceed any 
limitation prescribed by the Constitution and laws of the State of Utah; that one hundred 
percent (100%) of the Net Revenues to be derived from the operation of the System, 
including any future improvements, additions and extensions thereto, have been pledged and 
will be set aside into said special fund by the Issuer to be used for the payment of this Bond 
and the issue of which it forms a part and all bonds issued on a parity with this Bond, if any, 
and that said Net Revenues of the System are not pledged, hypothecated or anticipated in any 
way other than by the issue of Series 2013 Bonds of which this Bond is one and all bonds 
issued on a parity with this Bond, if any. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Issuer has caused this Bond to be signed by its Chair 

of the County Council and countersigned by its County Clerk with the seal of said Issuer 
affixed, all as of the ____ day of _______________, 200__. 
 
 

By   /s/  (Do Not Sign)        
Chair of the County Council of 
Summit County, Utah acting as the 
Chair of the Echo Sewer Special 
Service District. 

 
 
COUNTERSIGNED: 
 
 
  /s/      (Do Not Sign)            

     County Clerk 
 
 
( S E A L of DISTRICT ) 
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 ASSIGNMENT 
 

FOR VALUE RECEIVED, _________________________________, the 
undersigned, hereby sells, assigns and transfers unto 
________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________ (Tax Identification or Social Security 
No. _______________) the within Bond and all rights thereunder and hereby irrevocably 
constitutes and appoints ______________________ attorney to transfer the within Bond on 
the books kept for registration thereof, with full power of substitution in the premises. 
 
DATED: _______________________ 
 
 

____________________________________ 
NOTICE:  The signature to this assignment 
must correspond with the name as it appears 
on the face of this Bond in every particular, 
without alteration or enlargement or any 
change whatever. 

 
Signature Guaranteed: 
 
____________________________________ 
THE SIGNATURE(S) SHOULD BE 
GUARANTEED BY AN ELIGIBLE 
GUARANTOR INSTITUTION (BANKS, 
STOCKBROKERS, SAVINGS AND LOAN 
ASSOCIATIONS AND CREDIT UNIONS 
WITH MEMBERSHIP IN AN APPROVED 
SIGNATURE GUARANTEE MEDALLION 
PROGRAM), PURSUANT TO SEC RULE 
17Ad-15. 
 
 
 
4821-8874-3685, v.  1 





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

SCBC-6400-A 285,320.00$              340,000.00$                    (54,680.00)$          285,320.00$               340,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-B 280,840.00$              340,000.00$                    (59,160.00)$          280,840.00$               340,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-C 346,080.00$              410,000.00$                    (63,920.00)$          346,080.00$               410,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-D 351,820.00$              420,000.00$                    (68,180.00)$          351,820.00$               420,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-E 345,660.00$              410,000.00$                    (64,340.00)$          345,660.00$               410,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-F 280,840.00$              340,000.00$                    (59,160.00)$          280,840.00$               340,000.00$            
SCBC-6400-G 285,320.00$              340,000.00$                    (54,680.00)$          285,320.00$               340,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-A 226,800.00$              270,000.00$                    (43,200.00)$          226,800.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-B 219,800.00$              260,000.00$                    (40,200.00)$          219,800.00$               260,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-C 226,380.00$              270,000.00$                    (43,620.00)$          226,380.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-D 229,180.00$              270,000.00$                    (40,820.00)$          229,180.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-E 229,180.00$              270,000.00$                    (40,820.00)$          229,180.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-F 226,240.00$              270,000.00$                    (43,760.00)$          226,240.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-G 229,180.00$              270,000.00$                    (40,820.00)$          229,180.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6410-H 231,000.00$              280,000.00$                    (49,000.00)$          231,000.00$               280,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-A 230,580.00$              280,000.00$                    (49,420.00)$          230,580.00$               280,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-B 227,780.00$              270,000.00$                    (42,220.00)$          227,780.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-C 225,400.00$              270,000.00$                    (44,600.00)$          225,400.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-D 227,780.00$              270,000.00$                    (42,220.00)$          227,780.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-E 227,780.00$              270,000.00$                    (42,220.00)$          277,780.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-F 227,780.00$              270,000.00$                    (42,220.00)$          227,780.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-G 218,680.00$              260,000.00$                    (41,320.00)$          218,680.00$               260,000.00$            
SCBC-6430-H 223,020.00$              270,000.00$                    (46,980.00)$          223,020.00$               270,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-A 102,900.00$              120,000.00$                    (17,100.00)$          102,900.00$               120,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-B 105,140.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,860.00)$          105,140.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-C 105,140.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,860.00)$          105,140.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-D 105,140.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,860.00)$          105,140.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-E 105,140.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,860.00)$          105,140.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-F 105,140.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,860.00)$          105,140.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6436-G 102,900.00$              120,000.00$                    (17,100.00)$          102,900.00$               120,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-H 103,180.00$              120,000.00$                    (16,820.00)$          103,180.00$               120,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-I 105,560.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,440.00)$          105,560.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-J 105,560.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,440.00)$          105,560.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-K 105,560.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,440.00)$          105,560.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-L 130,060.00$              160,000.00$                    (29,940.00)$          130,060.00$               160,000.00$            



SCBC-6440-M 130,200.00$              160,000.00$                    (29,800.00)$          130,200.00$               160,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-N 105,000.00$              130,000.00$                    (25,000.00)$          105,000.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-O 105,000.00$              130,000.00$                    (25,000.00)$          105,000.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-P 105,560.00$              130,000.00$                    (24,440.00)$          105,560.00$               130,000.00$            
SCBC-6440-Q 103,180.00$              120,000.00$                    (16,820.00)$          103,180.00$               120,000.00$            

Totals For 6/26/2013 7,632,800.00$           9,150,000.00$                (1,517,200.00)$    7,682,800.00$            9,150,000.00$        
Totals for 5/1/2013 7,238,820.00$           10,975,981.00$              (3,737,161.00)$    7,238,820.00$            10,975,981.00$      

Totals for 4/17/2013 77,822,442.53$         91,400,105.00$              (13,577,662.47)$  77,822,442.53$          91,400,105.00$      
Totals for 12/6/2013 11,226,292.00$         14,282,578.00$              (3,056,286.00)$    12,056,708.00$          14,282,578.00$      
Totals for 1/23/2013 9,557,714.00$           16,752,509.00$              (7,194,795.00)$    6,073,082.00$            16,752,509.00$      
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 894,978,279.53$       1,015,810,463.00$         (122,793,639.47)$ 764,985,986.53$        1,017,771,939.00$  

Annette,

     So far this year(2012)the Market value decrease is  ($ 122,793,639.47)  As of 6/26/2013

The total number of Appeals for 2012 is 1,841 we have sent 1,751 of those for your approval as of June 26, 2013.

This is 95% of the Appeals.

























County Engineer                            Derrick A. Radke, P.E. 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: June 10, 2013 for the June 26, 2013 meeting 
To:   Summit County Council 
From:  Kent S. Wilkerson, P.E. Engineer II 
Re: Eastern Summit County Transportation Master Plan (E-TMP)  
  – Public Hearing and Possible Ordinance 
 
Executive Summary 

Provided previously was the ‘Semi-final 3-13’, Eastern Summit County Transportation 
Master Plan (E-TMP). The only significant change is the format of the project list in the 
appendix, to make it more readable. From the engineering web page, the full, current 
document link is: 

http://www.summitcounty.org/engineering/downloads/Eastern_SC_Transportation_Master_Plan.pdf   
Should you want a hard copy of the latest – please contact me 435.336.3294. 

 
It was unanimously recommended by the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission.  
The purpose of the Public Hearing is to: 

 Receive public input on the E-TMP 
 Adopt the E-TMP as an ordinance.  

 
The E-TMP is intended to be an inclusive document that contains the current 
communities’ plans and the necessary County coordinating projects with analysis.  All 
five cities’ and towns’ Mayors, staff and councils have provided input. Three of the five 
communities have adopted the E-TMP by resolution. Kamas and Francis have not 
opposed it but have yet to act upon it. 
 
It is a dynamic document and as conditions change, the plan will change to reflect current 
conditions. 

 
Background 

The E-TMP provides transportation planning in all forms. The primary emphasis is road 
improvements. Most road improvements bring the roads to current engineering standards 
(shoulders or widening). All forms of transportation to some extent are considered as 
listed in future projects section.  
 
The plan has been in active development and review process for approximately two 
years. It is supported by the County’s Travel Demand Model. This model helps predict 
future conditions and helps identify needed capacity improvements and alternatives. 

 

 
 
 

http://www.summitcounty.org/engineering/downloads/Eastern_SC_Transportation_Master_Plan.pdf


Some Significant Development Steps: 

- Staff incorporated each communities plan and analyzed them with the County Travel 
Demand Model and generated a rough first draft 

- Reviewed by staff of the Major Stake Holders 
- Major revisions based on Major Stake Holder feed back 
- All Stake Holders were provided opportunity to comment 

o See page 2 of all Stake Holders 
o FYI: Division of Wildlife took the most interest 

- Work Sessions with the Eastern Summit County Planning Commission 
- Work Groups  – 1 North Summit and 1 South Summit 
- 3 of the 5 Major Stake holders adopted the E-TMP by resolution – see Appendix D 
- Public Hearings–North Summit (Coalville, Jan 17) and South Summit (Kamas, Jan 3) 

Comments addressed:  
o Democrat Alley and SR-32 area 
o Need for trails 
o Inflationary costs  
o Chalk Creek to Mirror Lake Study 

No opposing comments were received. 
- Planning Commission recommendation to the Council was unanimous with the Cross 

Valley Connection being a study – not a project 
- Council Work sessions 

 
The most challenging study area up to and including final approval has been the Kamas 
Valley – Democrat Alley area.  The Plan reflects: 

- Widening of SR-32 from Kamas to Oakley, a UDOT roadway 
- Paving of Democrat Alley when warranted and designation as a collector 

route 
- Hallam Road extending to SR-248 from Francis 
- Further study of a Cross Valley (from SR-32 to Democrat Alley more or less 

mid way) connection 
See the summary discussion page 59. 

 
The Council held three work sessions on the subject: 

1. General overview; 
2. South Summit Areas; 
3. North Summit Areas; 

From the work sessions, the only significant document change is re-formatting of the project list 
to make it more readable.  
 
Recommendations 

- Receive public comment 
- Consideration of an ordinance to adopt the Eastern Summit County 

Transportation Master Plan 
Conclusion 

Our Eastern County transportation system has a very high level of service. This 
contributes to the existing quality of life. Implementation of E-TMP will help maintain 
the high quality of transportation in accordance with current community master plans. 



 
To the extent that development will occur, the plan will help identify mitigations and 
opportunities to maintain a high quality transportation system by implementing master 
planned ideas. 
 
Should you need additional immediate information, please feel free to contact me: 
kwilkerson@summitcounty.org or 435.336.3294. 

 
 
 
 
Attachments:  

Draft Ordinance 
 Power point introduction to the Public Hearing 
 
 
CC:  Robert Jasper, County Manager 

Kevin Callahan, Public Works Director 
Sean Lewis, County Transportation Planner 
Derrick Radke, County Engineer 
Leslie Crawford, Senior Engineer 

 
 

file (C:\USERS\KWILKERSON.CCH\DOCUMENTS\EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY TMP 2010\COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING 6-26-13.DOCX)  

  

mailto:kwilkerson@summitcounty.org


SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. __ ____ 

 
AN ORDINANCE TO ESTABLISH  

THE EASTERN SUMMIT COUNTY TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN 
 

 
 WHEREAS, the Utah Code, sections 17-27a-102 provides for master planning 
for the benefit of the County; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the plan includes Henefer Town, Coalville City, Oakley Town, 
Kamas City and Francis City (Municipalities) and North Summit Recreation District, and 
 
 WHEREAS, hearings and notification have been provided 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of the County of Summit, 
State of Utah [hereinafter “Council”], ordains as follows: 
 

Section 1. The Council hereby adopts the Eastern Summit County Transportation Master 
Plan as attached in Exhibit ‘A’.  

 Section 2. The Council, hereby encourages and supports joint planning and cooperation 
with the Municipalities. 

Section 3. This Ordinance shall take effect after 15 days of the date below and upon 
publication in a newspaper published and having general circulation in Summit 
County. 

 
SUMMIT COUNTY COUNCIL, STATE OF UTAH 
 
   By:  __________________________________________________ 
         
    ____________, Summit County Council 
 
      Council Armstrong voted_____ 
      Council McMullin voted _____ 
      Council Robinson voted _____ 
      Council Ure voted _____ 
      Council Caron voted  _____ 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________County Clerk, Summit County, Utah 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
                                                           

Helen Strachan , Deputy County Attorney 
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Public Hearing – June 26

• Today : Public Hearing / Possible Ordinance 

• Transportation Master Plan for the Eastern 
Summit County Area

– Major Stake Holder Involved

• Henefer, Coalville, Oakley, Kamas, Francis, 

• UDOT, North Summit Recreation

– Many others…. Thank you.
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Discussion Out line

• Why the Plan? 

Growth will happen and it has impact. This is what can be done.

• What is in the Plan?

– Review Critical Areas

– Projects Proposed

– Results

• Conclusion

Why the Plan?

– Eastern Summit County has a great transportation 

system currently

• Some improvement 

• No Major congestion

– Keep it this way in context of what is ahead

• Establish standards and know what is needed
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What is in the plan?
Rich  history of transportation : trails-rails-auto

• Analysis of Existing Conditions
• Road standards / Capacity

• Projection of Future Conditions 
• Entitled (Est. 2025)

• Build-out  (Est. 2040)

• Goals/Projects
Plan Summary –

– Cover for all the Town and Cities plans
– Analyze and fill in between

Sensitive Areas

• Capacity 

– Kamas Valley along SR-32

• Road standards 

– Shoulder / Widen / Some bike lanes

• Other

– Trails

– Spot improvements
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Summary of the 

North Summit 

Projects

of the Plan

South 

Summit 

Projects
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Plan Results

• A project list that can be worked on as 

opportunities arise (now to 2040)

• Standards and Goals to work toward

• Coordination of County, UDOT, Rec District, 

City and Towns Projects

Conclusion:
- The Eastern County has a great system

- The Plan is to keep it successful

- Public Hearing – (Receive input)

- Two previous Hearings : comments summary

- Focus on Democrat Alley

- Need for trails

- Chalk Creek to Mirror Lake Study

Eastern Summit County Planning Commission unanimously 

recommend approval of the Plan

- Consider adoption by ordinance 
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