
 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the Draper City Council will hold a City Council Meeting on
Tuesday, December 8, 2020, at 5:30 PM, in the City Council Chambers at 1020 East Pioneer
Road, Draper, Utah.
 
The Agenda will be as follows:

Electronic Meeting Notice

This meeting will be an electronic meeting according to Draper City Municipal
Code 2-1-040.
I, Mayor Troy K. Walker, do hereby determine conducting an electronic meeting of the
Draper City Council with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health
and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location and hereby authorize the
Draper City Council to conduct electronic meetings without an anchor location.
The foregoing determination is based on the following facts:

 Federal, state, and local leaders, including the Draper City Mayor and City
Council, have all recognized a global pandemic caused by the spread of the
COVID-19 virus.
 Governor Herbert and the Utah Department of Health have recently issued
updated orders in response to record numbers of COVID-19 cases and COVID-
19-related hospitalizations. The orders implement statewide what has been termed
a “mask mandate” and have severely limited social gatherings in an attempt “to
prevent and control the rapidly changing consequences of COVID- 19 throughout
the state.”
 It is difficult, if not impossible, to predict the number of attendees at any meeting
and to manage issues regarding social distancing in order to comply with applicable
health orders.
 COVID-19 poses a continuing and immediate threat to the health, safety, and
welfare of Draper City residents and the public in general.
 The City has the technological capability to provide means by which the public
may hear, or view and hear, the open portions of the meeting and to participate in
public hearings.

To participate, please see the options below: 
Listen through the Draper City Website- https://www.draper.ut.us/95/Agendas-
Minutes
Email comments to public.comment@draper.ut.us. These will become part of the
public record.
Those wishing to speak during the meeting, send a request and include your name,
address, and the phone number which you will be calling from, for the Zoom
meeting ID to public.comment@draper.ut.us.

a

http://
http://
http://


STUDY SESSION

1. Presentation: Locally Preferred alternative for the Point of the Mountain -
Patti Garver

a

2. Presentation: Logo Survey Results - Britnee Johnston
a

3. Closed Session: By Motion
The Draper City Council may temporarily recess the regular meeting and convene in a
closed session to discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or
mental health of an individual, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, or the
purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, as provided by UCA 52-4-205.
 

a

4. Council/Manager Reports
a

7:00 p.m.    BUSINESS SESSION

1. Call to Order

2. Presentation: Police Department Holiday Card Winners - Chief John Eining
a

3. Recognition: Rachel Rasmussen - Youth Peer Court Mentor, 5 Years of Service
- Chief John Eining

a

4. Presentation of the 2020 Popular Annual Financial Report (PAFR)
Staff report by Jared Zacharias

a

5. Public Comments

To be considerate of everyone attending the meeting, public comments will be
restricted to items that are not listed on this or a future agenda and limited to three
minutes per person. Comments which cannot be made within these limits should be
submitted in writing to the City Recorder prior to noon the day before the meeting.
Comments pertaining to an item on the agenda should not be given at this time but
should be held until that item is called.

6. Consent Items

a. Approval of the November 10, 2020, and the November 17, 2020, City
Council Meeting Minutes

b. Approval of the 2021 Annual Meeting Schedule

7. Public Hearing: Provide Local Consent for a Limited-Service Alcohol License



for Spark Group Restaurants LLC DBA Paradise Biryani Pointe
(Administrative Action)
Staff report by Christina Oliver.

a

8. Adjournment

SALT LAKE COUNTY AND UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

I, the City Recorder of Draper City, certify that copies of the agenda for the Draper City
Council meeting to be held December 8, 2020, were posted on the Draper City Electronic
Bulletin Board, Draper City website www.draper.ut.us, the Utah Public Notice website at
www.utah.gov/pmn, and sent by email to the Salt Lake Tribune and the Deseret News.
Date Posted: December 4, 2020

Laura Oscarson, CMC, City Recorder 
Draper City, State of Utah

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, any individuals needing special accommodations or
services during this meeting shall notify Laura Oscarson, City Recorder at (801) 576-6502 or
laura.oscarson@draper.ut.us, at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

http://www.draper.ut.us
http://www.utah.gov/pmn
mailto:laura.oscarson@draper.ut.us
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Draper City Council
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Transit Study 
Overview

➢Project purpose

• Provide high-capacity transit connection between southern 
Salt Lake County and northern Utah County

• Connect and serve existing and emerging development 
areas

➢Collaborative process with UTA, UDOT, MAG, WFRC, Sandy, 
Draper, South Jordan, Bluffdale, and Lehi

➢Transit Study Process Overview:
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Recommendation

Recommendation for Detailed Alternative Evaluation:

➢Economic development benefits are a critical driver 

➢Urgency in project implementation 

➢Focus on a common segment of all alternatives that 
connects the stations/areas with the strongest economic 
development potential
• A compelling, well supported initial project as a catalyst for 

economic development 

• Focus on a project that is more likely to receive funding and quicker 
and more feasible to implement 

• Retaining ability to make other phased investments in the Point of 
the Mountain

4



Level 2 
Alternatives 
Overview

5

Recommendation from 
Level 1:

➢Common Ground 
Segment

Two mode alternatives 
to consider in Level 2:

➢BRT 

➢Rail



Level 2 
Alternatives
-
BRT

6

➢ High-quality “gold standard” BRT 

➢ Nearly 90% exclusive operations with 
distinctive guideway

➢ 6 to 7 stations with enhanced area 
amenities, option for 2 more to south

Cleveland Healthline BRT

UTA UVX BRT



Level 2 
Alternatives
-
Rail

7

➢ Two technologies considered: Diesel Multiple Unit 
(DMU) and Light Rail Transit (LRT)

➢ Nearly 95% exclusive operations in an independent 
rail line

➢ 6 stations with enhanced area amenities, with 
option for 2 to the south

➢ Connected to Satellite maintenance facility nearby

Cleveland Healthline BRT

UTA TRAX LRT

TEXRail DMU



Level 2 
Alternatives
-
Key Findings

8

Cleveland Healthline BRT

Key Differentiators
➢Cost

• BRT – $300-450M
• Rail – $450-650M DMU | $600-850M LRT

➢Construction and Operational Complexity
• BRT has less complex construction and operations, but both 

rail and BRT development are helped by the largely 
undeveloped corridor they would use

➢Timing and Implementation
• BRT’s lower cost and reduced complexity may make it faster 

to implement, depending on funding availability

➢Cost/ridership related transit integration in Lehi
• BRT – lower cost to add (with greater flexibility), with 

increased ridership
• Rail –higher cost to add, with increased ridership



Level 2 
Alternatives
-
Key Findings

9

Cleveland Healthline BRT

Key Similarities
➢Land Use and Economic Development

• Good results tied to high-quality investment, regardless of 
mode

➢Ridership
• Similar based on preliminary report from WFRC 
• Minor differences influenced by mode transfer in Lehi 

between POM and Central Corridor
• Room for improvement given the future population and 

employment in the corridor: transit share of all trips is still 
low



Locally Preferred 
Alternative 
Recommendation

10

➢LPA Recommendation for Steering Committee
• Common Ground Segment from Draper FrontRunner to Lehi 

(Traverse Mountain)
• 8 miles

• Up to 7 stations (up to two at The Point)

• BRT mode

➢Option to extend to include two additional stations 
and transit way



Public 
Engagement 
Update

11

Cleveland Healthline BRT
➢Public Outreach Period

• Web-based November 20th – December 9th

• Survey to gather public input on project findings

• Public feedback advisory to all UTA media outlets

• Presenting Common Ground Segment
• Video/Presentation (providing additional education on BRT)

• Additional project materials and updates on Common Ground 
Segment alternative findings



Schedule 
and Next 
Steps

➢Current analysis of Common Ground Segment – LPA 
Recommendation from Technical Advisory Committee 
December 3

➢Next Steps
• Steering Committee – December 10th

• Wrap up transit study end of 2020

• Start environmental study in early 2021

12
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WŽƉƵůĂƌ��ŶŶƵĂů�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�&zϮϬ͗��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ƌĂƉĞƌ͕�hƚĂŚ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������WĂŐĞ�Ϯ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

   INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT 
WĂŐĞ�Ϯ͗�'ĞŶĞƌĂů�/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ 

WĂŐĞ�ϱ͗��ůů�&ƵŶĚƐ�;'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ-tŝĚĞͿ�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůƐ 

WĂŐĞ�ϲ͗�'ĞŶĞƌĂů�&ƵŶĚ�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůƐ�;dĂǆ�^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚͿ 

WĂŐĞ�ϴ͗��ƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ-dǇƉĞ�&ƵŶĚƐ�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůƐ�;&ĞĞ�^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚͿ 

WĂŐĞ�ϵ͗�WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�^ƚĂƟƐƟĐƐ� 

 

OUR COMMUNITY 

 

/ŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ϭϵϳϴ�ĂŶĚ�ŶĞƐƚůĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽƵƚŚǁĞƐƚ�
ĐŽƌŶĞƌ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� tĂƐĂƚĐŚ� &ƌŽŶƚ� ŵŽƵŶƚĂŝŶ� ƌĂŶŐĞ͕�
�ƌĂƉĞƌ� �ŝƚǇ� ŝƐ� Ă� ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ� ŽĨ�ŵŽƌĞ� ƚŚĂŶ� ϰϴ͕ϬϬϬ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ� ďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐ� ƚǁŽ� ŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ� ĂƌĞĂƐ� –� ƚŚĞ�
^Ăůƚ� >ĂŬĞ� �ŝƚǇ� ŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ� ĂƌĞĂ� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ� WƌŽǀŽ-
KƌĞŵ�ŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�ĂƌĞĂ͘ 

�ƌĂƉĞƌ� ǁĂƐ� ĮƌƐƚ� ƐĞƩůĞĚ� ŝŶ� ϭϴϰϵ� ĂŶĚ� ƌĞŵĂŝŶĞĚ� Ă�
ƐŵĂůů� ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ� ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ� ƵŶƟů� ƚŚĞ� ůĂƚĞ� ϭϵϵϬ͛Ɛ�
ǁŚĞŶ� ŝƚƐ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ďĞŐĂŶ�ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ĞǆƉŽŶĞŶƟĂůůǇ͘��
<ŶŽǁŶ� ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ� ͚ĞŐŐ� ďĂƐŬĞƚ͛� ŽĨ� �ŵĞƌŝĐĂ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�
ϭϵϰϬ͛Ɛ͕� �ƌĂƉĞƌ� ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞƐ� ƚŽ� ǀĂůƵĞ� ŝƚƐ� ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�
ĂŶĚ� ĨĂƌŵŝŶŐ� ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ� ǁŚŝůĞ� ĞŵďƌĂĐŝŶŐ� Ă� ǀŝďƌĂŶƚ�
ƵƌďĂŶ�ůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞ͘ 

dŽĚĂǇ͕� �ƌĂƉĞƌ� �ŝƚǇ� ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ� ŽǀĞƌ� ϯϬ� ƐƋƵĂƌĞ�ŵŝůĞƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽǁ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϲƚŚ�ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�hƚĂŚ͘��
tŝƚŚ� ŽǀĞƌ� ϰ͕ϱϬϬ� ĂĐƌĞƐ� ŽĨ� ŽƉĞŶ� ƐƉĂĐĞ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ͕�
ƚŚŝƐ� ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ� ŚĂƐ� ďĞĐŽŵĞ� ŶĂƟŽŶĂůůǇ� ƌĞŶŽǁŶĞĚ�
ĨŽƌ� ŝƚƐ� ĚĞĚŝĐĂƟŽŶ� ƚŽ� ŽƵƚĚŽŽƌ� ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ͘� /ƚ� ŝƐ� Ă�
ƉůĂĐĞ�ŵĂŶǇ��ĂƌĞ�ƉƌŽƵĚ�ƚŽ�ĐĂůů�ŚŽŵĞ͘� 

dŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ� ŝƐ� ƐĞƌǀĞĚ� ďǇ� ŵŽƌĞ� ƚŚĂŶ� ϮϳϬ� ĨƵůů� ƟŵĞ�
ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ�;&d�ƐͿ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ� ƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕� ĐƵůŝŶĂƌǇ� ǁĂƚĞƌ͕� ƐƚŽƌŵ� ĚƌĂŝŶƐ͕� ƐŽůŝĚ�
ǁĂƐƚĞ� ĐŽůůĞĐƟŽŶ͕� ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ� ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ� ĂŶĚ�
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ͕�ƉĂƌŬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͕�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�
ůŝŐŚƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ͘ 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS AS OF DEC 2020
DĂǇŽƌ dƌŽǇ�tĂůŬĞƌ 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�DĞŵďĞƌ DŝŬĞ�'ƌĞĞŶ 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�DĞŵďĞƌ dĂƐŚĂ�>ŽǁĞƌǇ 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�DĞŵďĞƌ &ƌĞĚ�>ŽǁƌǇ� 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�DĞŵďĞƌ �ĂůǀŝŶ�ZŽďĞƌƚƐ� 
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�DĞŵďĞƌ DĂƌƐŚĂ�sĂǁĚƌĞǇ 
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LETTER FROM THE FINANCE            
DEPARTMENT 

 

tĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƉƌŽƵĚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǇĞĂƌ͛Ɛ�ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�WŽƉƵůĂƌ��ŶŶƵĂů�
&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�;W�&ZͿ͘�dŚĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�
ŝƐ�Ă�ŵŝǆƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ� ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ�&zϮϬ� ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚůǇ�������
ĂƵĚŝƚĞĚ� �ŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ� �ŶŶƵĂů� &ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů� ZĞƉŽƌƚ� ;��&ZͿ� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ�
ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�&zϮϭ�ďƵĚŐĞƚ͘��dŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ŝƐ�ƵŶĂƵĚŝƚĞĚ͘ 

dŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ� ƐƚƌŝǀĞƐ� ƚŽ� ŵĞĞƚ� ƚŚĞ� ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ� ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ� ŝŶ� ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů���������
ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ� ĂŶĚ� ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� �ĞƌƟĮĐĂƚĞ� ŽĨ� �ĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚ� ŽĨ�����������
�ǆĐĞůůĞŶĐĞ� ŝŶ� &ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů� ZĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ĂǁĂƌĚ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ� ƌĞƉŽƌƚ� ŝƐƐƵĞĚ� ĨŽƌ�
&zϭϵ͘ 

dŚŝƐ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�
ŽĨ��Ks/�-ϭϵ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƌŝƉƉůĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ŽƵƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘��dŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�
ŽŶůǇ�ĐŽǀĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů� ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�:ƵŶĞ�ϯϬ͕ϮϬϮϬ͘� � /ƚ� ŝƐ�ŶŽǁ�
�ĞĐĞŵďĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƐƟůů� ŝŶ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�
ƵŶŬŶŽǁŶƐ�ĂŚĞĂĚ͘�dŚĂƚ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƐĂŝĚ͕�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƐĐĂů�ǇĞĂƌ�ŝŶ�
Ă� ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ĂĚĚĞĚ� ƚŽ�ŽƵƌ� ĐŽŶĮĚĞŶĐĞ�
ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƚ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ŵŽŶƚŚƐ͘�dŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚƐ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�
ƚŽ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝŐŚ�ĐĂůŝďĞƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĐŽŵĞ�ƚŽ�ŬŶŽǁ͘� 

�Ɛ� ǇŽƵ� ƌĞĂĚ� ƚŚŝƐ� ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�ŶŽƚĞ� ƚŚĂƚ� Ăůů� ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ŽĨ� ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŶŽƚ�
ŝĚĞŶƟĮĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ���&Z͘�dŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�
ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ���&Z�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�Ăƚ�ǁǁǁ͘ĚƌĂƉĞƌ͘Ƶƚ͘ƵƐ���KŶ�ďĞŚĂůĨ�
ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ͕�ǁĞ� ƚŚĂŶŬ� ǇŽƵ� ĨŽƌ� ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ� ƚŚŝƐ� ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͘� �tĞ�ǁĞůĐŽŵĞ�
ĂŶǇ�ŝŶƉƵƚ�Žƌ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ǇŽƵ�ŵĂǇ�ŚĂǀĞ͘��ůƐŽ͕�ďĞ�ƐƵƌĞ�ƚŽ�ĨŽůůŽǁ�ƵƐ�
ΛĚƌĂƉĞƌĐŝƚǇ� ŽŶ� dǁŝƩĞƌ� ĂŶĚ� ŽŶ� ŽƵƌ� &ĂĐĞďŽŽŬ� ƉĂŐĞ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ��
ƵƉ-ƚŽ-ĚĂƚĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ͘  

^ŝŶĐĞƌĞůǇ͕ 
:ĂƌĞĚ��ĂĐŚĂƌŝĂƐ͕��'&D 
�ƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚ�&ŝŶĂŶĐĞ��ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌ 
;ϴϬϭͿ�ϱϳϲ-ϲϱϳϯ 
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 DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 

&ŝƐĐĂů�zĞĂƌ 
������ 

ϮϬϭϵ 
��������

ϮϬϮϬ 
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ ϰϴ͕ϯϭϵ ϰϴ͕ϱϴϳ 

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ͘�DŝůĞ ϭ͕ϲϬϰ ϭ͕ϲϭϯ 
ZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ϭϴ�zĞĂƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�KůĚĞƌ ϯϮ͕ϰϮϮ ϯϯ͕ϭϯϲ 

DĞĚŝĂŶ�,ŽŵĞ�sĂůƵĞ 
;^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗�^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ�ĂŶĚ�hƚĂŚ��ŽƵŶƚǇ�

�ƐƐĞƐƐŽƌƐ�KĸĐĞͿ 

ΨϱϭϬ͕ϵϬϬ Ψϱϴϲ͕ϳϬϬ 

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ��'/�;^ŽƵƌĐĞ͗�hƚĂŚ��^ƚĂƚĞ�
dĂǆ��ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶͿ 

ΨϭϬϳ͕ϯϳϰ ΨϭϭϮ͕Ϭϲϳ 

�ƌĂƉĞƌ��ŝƚǇ��ŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ�;&d�ƐͿ Ϯϲϯ Ϯϳϭ 

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�hŶĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ�ZĂƚĞ ϯ͘Ϭй ϰ͘Ϭй 

TOP 5 PRINCIPLE EMPLOYERS 
�ŵƉůŽǇĞƌ η�ŽĨ��ŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ 
Ğ�ĂǇ͕�/ŶĐ͘ ϭ͕ϬϬϬ-ϭ͕ϵϵϵ 

,ĞĂůƚŚ��ƋƵŝƚǇ ϭ͕ϬϬϬ-ϭ͕ϵϵϵ 

hƚĂŚ�^ƚĂƚĞ�WƌŝƐŽŶ ϱϬϬ-ϵϵϵ 

WƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ�&ŝŶĂŶĐĞ͕�>>� ϱϬϬ-ϵϵϵ 
�ŽĐĂ-�ŽůĂ��ŽƩůŝŶŐ��ŽƌƉ͘ ϱϬϬ-ϵϵϵ 

TOP 5 PROPERTY TAX PAYERS 
dĂǆ�WĂǇĞƌ �ƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ�dĂǆĂďůĞ�sĂůƵĞ 

>���ŽǁĞƌŵĂŶ�/ŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ Ψϴϵ͕ϯϲϳ͕ϰϬϬ 

,ĂƌďĞƌƚ�D^��>ŽŶĞ�WĞĂŬ�� ΨϴϮ͕ϵϴϳ͕ϱϬϬ 

tŽŵĞŶ͛Ɛ�,ŽƐƉŝƚĂů�/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ� ΨϳϬ͕ϴϵϵ͕ϭϬϬ 

�ŽĐĂ-�ŽůĂ��ŽƩůŝŶŐ��ŽƌƉ͘ Ψϲϵ͕ϰϬϮ͕ϮϬϬ 
DŝůůĞƌ�&ĂŵŝůǇ�ZĞĂů��ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�>>� 

 
Ψϲϴ͕ϬϮϵ͕ϳϬϬ 

G
E

N
E

R
A

L IN
F

O
R

M
A

T
IO

N
 

 

C
IT

Y O
F

F
IC

E
S, L

O
C

A
T

IO
N

S &
 H

O
U

R
S 

'UDSHU�&LW\�+DOO 
�����(�3LRQHHU�5G��������6� 

'UDSHU��8WDK������ 
���������-���� 

 
'UDSHU�3XEOLF�:RUNV 

���(�6LYRJDK�&W��������6� 
'UDSHU��8WDK������ 

���������-���� 
+RXUV��0RQGD\�-�)ULGD\ 

�����DP�-������SP 
  

)LUH�'HSDUWPHQW�$GPLQ��2IILFH 
)LUH�6WDWLRQ����� 

����(DVW�������6RXWK 
'UDSHU��87������ 
����������-���� 

 
'UDSHU�3ROLFH�'HSDUWPHQW 

�����(��3LRQHHU�5G� 
'UDSHU��87������ 

���������-�����-�$GPLQ� 
���������-�����-�1RQ�(PHUJHQF\ 

'LDO�����-�(PHUJHQF\ 
 

$QLPDO�&RQWURO 
������6��9LVWD�6WDWLRQ�%OYG�������:�� 

'UDSHU��87������ 
���������-���� 

6KHOWHU�+RXUV��0RQGD\�-�)ULGD\ 
�����DP�-������SP 
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MISSION STATEMENT AND VALUES 

DRAPER’S FORM OF 
GOVERNMENT 

�ƌĂƉĞƌ��ŝƚǇ�ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů-
ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŽĨ�ŵƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͘�
dŚĞ��ŝƚǇ��ŽƵŶĐŝů�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞŐŝƐůĂƟǀĞ�ďƌĂŶĐŚ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞĚ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�DĂǇŽƌ�ĂŶĚ�ĮǀĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝů�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͘�dŚĞ�
ƚĞƌŵ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĞůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŽĸĐĞƐ�ŝƐ�
ĨŽƵƌ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘�dŚĞ��ŝƚǇ��ŽƵŶĐŝů�ŝƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�
ĨŽƌ�ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞƐ͕�ĂĚŽƉƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďƵĚŐͲ
Ğƚ͕�ĂƉƉŽŝŶƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�
�ŝƚǇ�ŽĸĐŝĂůƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�Žƌ�
ůŽĐĂů�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ��ŽƵŶĐŝů͘�
dŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĂƉƉŽŝŶƟŶŐ�
ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞƐ͘� 
 
dŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�DĂŶĂŐĞƌ�ƐĞƌǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚŝĞĨ�ĂĚͲ
ŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟǀĞ�ŽĸĐĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĚŝͲ
ƌĞĐƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂǇ-ƚŽ-ĚĂǇ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�
ĂīĂŝƌƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�
�ŽƵŶĐŝů�ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͘��Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�
�ŝƚǇ��ŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ�ĐŚŝĞĨ�ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌ͕�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�����
DĂŶĂŐĞƌ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞƐ�Ă�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ����
ďƵĚŐĞƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�������
ƌĞĐƌƵŝƚƐ͕�ŚŝƌĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐĞƐ��ŝƚǇ�ƐƚĂī͘� 

/ŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ��ƵĚŝƚ 
�Ŷ�ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂƵĚŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�ĮŶĂŶĐĞƐ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ďǇ�,ĂŶƐŽŶ͕��ƌĂĚƐŚĂǁ͕�DĂůŵƌŽƐĞ�ĂŶĚ��ƌŝĐŬƐŽŶ͕�W͘�͕͘�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ĐůĞĂŶ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ�
ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁĂƐ� ŝƐƐƵĞĚ͘� � �ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�ĮŶĂŶĐŝĂů� ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ� ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ĐŝƚǇ͛Ɛ��ŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ��ŶŶƵĂů� &ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů� ZĞƉŽƌƚ� ;��&ZͿ� ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�
ĨŽƵŶĚ�Ăƚ�ǁǁǁ͘ĚƌĂƉĞƌ͘Ƶƚ͘ƵƐͬĮŶĂŶĐĞ͘� 

 

dĂǆ�^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�&ƵŶĚƐ�
;'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂůͿ͗ 

-�'ĞŶĞƌĂů�;�ŚŝĞĨ�KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�&ƵŶĚͿ 
-�DƵŶŝĐŝƉĂů��ƵŝůĚŝŶŐ��ƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ 
-��ĂƉŝƚĂů�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�WƌŽũĞĐƚƐ 
-�&ŝƌĞ�/ŵƉĂĐƚ�&ĞĞ 
-�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�/ŵƉĂĐƚ�&ĞĞ 
-�WĂƌŬ�/ŵƉĂĐƚ�&ĞĞ 
-�WŽůŝĐĞ�/ŵƉĂĐƚ�&ĞĞ 
-�ZĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ��ŐĞŶĐǇ 
-�dƌĂǀĞƌƐĞ�ZŝĚŐĞ�^ƉĞĐŝĂů�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ�

�ŝƐƚƌŝĐƚ 
-��ĞŵĞƚĞƌǇ�ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ�ĨƵŶĚ 

&ĞĞ�^ƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�&ƵŶĚƐ� 
;�ƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�dǇƉĞͿ͗ 

-�tĂƚĞƌ� 
-�^ƚŽƌŵ�tĂƚĞƌ� 
-�^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ 
-��ŵďƵůĂŶĐĞ 

FUNDS ADMINISTERED BY THE CITY 
��ĨƵŶĚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŐƌŽƵƉŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ĐŽŶƚƌŽů�
ŽǀĞƌ�ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ƐĞŐƌĞŐĂƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�Žƌ����������ŽďͲ
ũĞĐƟǀĞƐ͘��ůů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĚŝǀŝĚĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚǁŽ�ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ͗���������������
'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů�&ƵŶĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�WƌŽƉƌŝĞƚĂƌǇ�&ƵŶĚƐ͘ 

WHAT IS THE  
GENERAL FUND? 

 

dŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ĨƵŶĚ� ŝƐ� ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�
ĨƵŶĚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ� ĂŶĚ� ŝƚ� ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ�
ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ� ƚŚĂƚ� ĂƌĞ� ƵƐĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƉĂǇ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ���
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ� ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ� ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ� ůŽĐĂů�
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͘� 
�ƌĂƉĞƌ��ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚǁŽ�ŵĂͲ
ũŽƌ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͗�ƚĂǆĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞĞƐ͘�dŚĞ�ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĮŶĂŶĐĞĚ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ͘�� 
&ŝǀĞ�ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ĨĞĞƐ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ�ĂƌĞ�ƚĂǆĞƐ͕�
ůŝĐĞŶƐĞƐ� Θ� ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ͕� ĐŚĂƌŐĞƐ� ĨŽƌ� ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕�
ĮŶĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŵŝƐĐĞůůĂŶĞŽƵƐ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ͘�� 
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E�d�WK^/d/KE͗ 
ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�Ăůů�ŽĨ��ƌĂƉĞƌ͛Ɛ�ĂƐƐĞƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ůŝĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞ�
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚǁŽ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ͘���Ŷ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�Žƌ�ĚĞͲ
ĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƟŵĞ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌ�ŽĨ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĮͲ
ŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐ͘ 
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 GOVERNMENT WIDE HIGHLIGHTS 

dŚĞ�ĂƐƐĞƚƐ�ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ� ĞǆĐĞĞĚĞĚ� ƚŚĞ� ůŝĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ�ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ�
Ăƚ� ƚŚĞ� ĐůŽƐĞ� ŽĨ� &zϮϬ�ďǇ�Ψϱϲϲ͕ϯϰϭ͕ϴϬϱ�;ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶͿ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ŝƐ� ƵƉ� Ψϵ͕ϴϳϴ͕ϳϬϵ� ŽǀĞƌ� ůĂƐƚ� ǇĞĂƌ͘� KĨ� ƚŚŝƐ� ĂŵŽƵŶƚ͕�
ΨϴϬ͕ϳϳϰ͕ϭϲϮ� ŝƐ� ŝŶ� ƵŶƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ� ŶĞƚ� ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ǁŚŝĐŚ� ŝƐ�������
ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĞƚ�ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ͘�� 
 
EĞƚ� ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů� ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ� ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ� ďǇ�
Ψϰ͕Ϯϰϵ͕ϭϮϬ͘� ^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ� ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ� ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ� Ă� ;Ψϴ͕ϭϱϭ͕ϮϯϰͿ������
ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ� ŝŶ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ŐƌĂŶƚƐ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ͕� ĂŶ� ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ� ŽĨ�
Ψϭ͕ϰϳϴ͕ϭϳϱ� ŝŶ� ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ� ĂŶĚ� ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ� ĂŶĚ� Ă� Ψϭ͕ϴϰϬ͕Ϯϭϯ�����
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌŬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ͘�� 
�� 
EĞƚ� ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ� ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ-ƚǇƉĞ� ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ� ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ� ďǇ�
Ψϱ͕ϲϮϲ͕ϱϴϵ͘� ^ŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ� ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ� ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ� Ă� ΨϮ͕ϵϭϭ͕ϱϲϰ������
ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů�ŐƌĂŶƚ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ͘ 
 
dŚĞ� ŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ� ďŽŶĚƐ� Ăƚ� ǇĞĂƌ-ĞŶĚ� ďŽŶĚƐ� ƉĂǇĂďůĞ� ŝƐ�
ΨϮϰ͕ϰϰϬ͕ϰϰϬ͘� � dŚĞ��ŝƚǇ� ĂůƐŽ�ŚĂƐ�ŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ƉĂǇĂďůĞ�
ŽĨ� Ψϭϭ͕Ϯϱϳ͕ϴϭϱ� ƚŽ� ďĞ� ƉĂŝĚ� ďĂĐŬ� ǁŝƚŚ� ŝŵƉĂĐƚ� ĨĞĞƐ� ŽŶůǇ� ŝĨ��
ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ͘ 
 
 

BREAKING DOWN NET POSITION 
dŚĞ� ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ� ƉŽƌƟŽŶ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� �ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ� ŶĞƚ� ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ƌĞŇĞĐƚƐ� ŝƚƐ�
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ� ŝŶ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů�ĂƐƐĞƚƐ͕� ůĞƐƐ�ĂŶǇ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�
ĚĞďƚ͘����ĂƉŝƚĂů� ĂƐƐĞƚƐ� ĂƌĞ� ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ůŝŬĞ�ƌŽĂĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͖�
ĂŶĚ� ĂƐ� ƐƵĐŚ͕� ƚŚĞǇ� ĐĂŶ͛ƚ� ďĞ� ƐƉĞŶƚ�ůŝŬĞ�ĐĂƐŚ͘ 
 

hŶƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ�ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĞƚ�ƚŚĞ��ŝƚǇ͛Ɛ�
ŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ� ƚŽ� ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ� ĂŶĚ� ĐƌĞĚŝƚŽƌƐ͘� �DƵĐŚ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚŝƐ� ĂŵŽƵŶƚ͕� ƚŚŽƵŐŚ͕� ŶŽƚ� ůĞŐĂůůǇ� ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ͕� ŚĂƐ� ďĞĞŶ���
ĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů�ƚŽ�ŵĞĞƚ�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ 
 
ZĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ�ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ĐĂƐŚ͕�Žƌ�ĐĂƐŚ�ůŝŬĞ�ĂƐƐĞƚƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ� ĂƌĞ� ůĞŐĂůůǇ� ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ� ĨŽƌ� ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ� ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ� ƐƵĐŚ� ĂƐ�
ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨĞĞƐ�Žƌ�ƚĂǆĞƐ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ��Θ��ƌŽĂĚƐ�;ŐĂƐ�ƚĂǆͿ͘� 
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GENERAL FUND HIGHLIGHTS: 
'ĞŶĞƌĂů� ĨƵŶĚ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ĂŶǇ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƐ�Žƌ�ƐĂůĞ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƐĞƚ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ǁĂƐ�Ψϯϴ͕ϱϭϵ͕ϴϱϴ͘��dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ψϵϲϳ͕Ϭϲϳ�Žƌ�
Ϯ͘ϱϴй�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌ�ǇĞĂƌ͘��ZĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚĂǆĞƐ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�
ΨϮϳ͕ϲϲϯ͕ϯϬϬ�Žƌ�ϳϭ͘ϴϮй͘��dŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŶŽƚĂďůĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�&zϭϵ�ƚŽ�&zϮϬ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ�ůŽĐĂů�ƐĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆ�
ŽƉƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƵƐĞ͘��dŚĞƐĞ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƵƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂŵĞ�ŝŶ�Ăƚ�Ψϭ͕ϯϮϵ͕ϴϬϴ͘ 
 
�ǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ĨƵŶĚ�ǁĞƌĞ�Ψϯϭ͕Ϯϭϯ͕ϭϯϱ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƐ�Žƌ�ďŽŶĚ�ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ͘����ůů�ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�
ĨƵŶĚ�ĐĂŵĞ�ŝŶ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ďƵĚŐĞƚ͘��dŚĞ�ĞǆĐĞƐƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ǁĂƐ�Ψϳ͕ϯϬϲ͕ϳϮϯ͘��dŚĞ�ŶĞƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�
ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƐ͕�ďŽŶĚ�ƉĂǇŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĂůĞ�ŽĨ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů�ĂƐƐĞƚƐ�ǁĂƐ�;Ψϲ͕ϯϭϭ͕ϳϳϲͿ�ƌĞƐƵůƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶĞƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŝŶ�ĨƵŶĚ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�Ψϵϵϰ͕ϵϰϳ͘ 
 
dŚĞ�ĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƵŶĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ�ŝƐ�Ψϭϯ͕ϵϯϲ͕Ϯϱϯ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶǇ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ͘��Ɛ�Ă�ŵĂƩĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĮƐĐĂů�ƉƌƵĚĞŶĐĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�
ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽǀĞƌ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ�Žƌ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ƐŚŽƌƞĂůůƐ͘ 

 

REVENUE SUMMARY: 
 

¨ ^ĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�
ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌ�
ŝŶ�&zϮϬ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ďǇ�
ΨϴϬϱ͕ϲϰϱ�;Žƌ�ϲ͘ϬйͿ�ĂƐ����������
ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�&zϭϵ͘��^ĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆĞƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ƐƟůů�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�ďƵƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�
ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ�ƐŝŐŶƐ�ŽĨ�ůĞǀĞůŝŶŐ�Žī�
ĂŌĞƌ�ƐĞĞŝŶŐ�Ă�ĨĞǁ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�
ƌŽǁ�Ăƚ�ϭϬй�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ͘ 

¨ &ŝŶĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌĨĞŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�
ďǇ�;Ψϭϭϴ͕ϬϯϯͿ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�
ĨĞǁĞƌ�ĐŝƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ��Ks/�͘� 

¨ �ƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ�ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�
;Ψϭ͕Ϭϰϴ͕ϰϮϯͿ�Žƌ�;Ϯϭ͘ϳйͿ͘��dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�
ĚƵĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŽ�&zϭϵ�ŚĂǀŝŶŐ�Ă�ǀĞƌǇ�
ƵŶƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ǇĞĂƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŵĂŶǇ�
ŶĞǁ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘� 

¨ �Θ��ZŽĂĚ�ĨƵŶĚ�ĂůůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�����
ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ďǇ�;ΨϮϰ͕ϲϮϲͿ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�
ůĞƐƐ�ĨƵĞů�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞŵĂŶĚ�
ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ƋƵĂƌƚĞƌ͘ 

¨ /ŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ΨϯϭϮ͕ϵϯϲ�ƚŽ�
Ψϭ͕ϲϵϯ͕ϳϳϬ�ĞĂƌŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�&zϮϬ͘�dŚŝƐ�
ŝƐ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ůŽĐŬĞĚ�
ŝŶƚŽ�ůŽŶŐĞƌ�ƚĞƌŵ�ǇŝĞůĚƐ�ƉƌŝŽƌ�ƚŽ�
ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƌĂƚĞ�ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶƐ͘� 

PROPERTY TAX RATES FOR 2019 
dŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ĮƐĐĂů�ǇĞĂƌ�
ϮϬϭϵ�-ϮϬϮϬ͘��dŚĞ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ��ƌĂƉĞƌ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĚƌŽƉƉĞĚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ĂƐ�ŚŽŵĞ�
ǀĂůƵĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ͘��,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůůǇ͕�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ƚĂǆ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƌĞƐƵůƚ�
ŽĨ�ŶĞǁ�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ�ŝŶ�ďŽƚŚ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͕�ĂƐ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�

;ϭͿ�/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚĂǆĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĮƌĞ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘ 
;ϮͿ�/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚĂǆĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉŽůŝĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĮƌĞ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘ 

  &zϭϵ &zϮϬ 

WƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ƚĂǆ Ψϳ͕ϵϯϵ͕ϰϬϱ Ψϴ͕ϭϰϱ͕ϴϲϮ 

^ĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆ ϭϯ͕ϰϱϬ͕ϯϭϳ ϭϰ͕Ϯϱϱ͕ϵϲϮ 

&ƌĂŶĐŚŝƐĞ�ƚĂǆ ���������������ϱ͕Ϯϲϵ͕ϭϮϲ ϱ͕Ϯϲϭ͕ϰϳϲ 

>ŝĐĞŶƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ ϰ͕ϴϯϮ͕ϯϬϬ ϯ͕ϳϴϯ͕ϴϳϳ 

&ŝŶĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌĨĞŝƚƵƌĞƐ ϴϮϲ͕ϳϳϰ ϳϬϴ͕ϳϰϭ 

/ŶƚĞƌŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů Ϯ͕ϬϮϳ͕ϰϭϭ ϯ͕Ϯϰϴ͕ϯϮϵ 

�ŚĂƌŐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ϭ͕ϲϮϱ͕ϴϱϲ ϭ͕ϯϬϰ͕Ϯϵϵ 

KƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ ϭ͕ϱϴϭ͕ϱϳϯ ϭ͕ϴϭϭ͕ϯϭϮ 

dŽƚĂů Ψϯϳ͕ϱϱϮ͕ϳϲϮ ����Ψϯϴ͕ϱϭϵ͕ϴϱϴ 

   
REVENUES BY SOURCE 



 

WŽƉƵůĂƌ��ŶŶƵĂů�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�&zϮϬ͗��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ƌĂƉĞƌ͕�hƚĂŚ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������WĂŐĞ�ϳ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

  &zϭϵ &zϮϬ 
>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟǀĞ �����ΨϮϱϱ͕ϲϳϱ ΨϮϯϮ͕ϮϬϱ 
�ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞ �����Ϯ͕ϳϲϮ͕Ϭϴϴ ϯ͕ϭϲϭ͕ϭϰϰ 

�ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟǀĞ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ �����ϭ͕Ϭϳϭ͕ϱϮϲ ϭ͕Ϭϰϭ͕ϲϮϲ 
&ĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�Θ�&ůĞĞƚ�DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ �����ϭ͕ϳϱϰ͕ϱϮϵ ϭ͕ϱϯϮ͕ϴϭϬ 

EŽŶ-�ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚĂů �����ϰϭϴ͕ϲϴϰ ϲϭϬ͕ϭϭϵ 
WŽůŝĐĞ �����ϲ͕ϯϲϰ͕ϵϯϮ �������ϳ͕Ϭϱϲ͕Ϭϴϴ 

&ŝƌĞ�;ĞǆĐůƵĚĞƐ�ĂŵďƵůĂŶĐĞ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐͿ �����ϯ͕ϵϬϲ͕ϴϬϯ ϰ͕ϯϳϯ͕ϴϱϴ 

,ŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ�ĂŶĚ�WƵďůŝĐ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ ϯ͕ϰϱϰ͕ϰϬϴ ϯ͕ϯ͕ϭϰ͕ϱϭϱ 
�ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ��ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ Ϯ͕ϯϭϳ͕ϵϮϱ Ϯ͕ϯϵϳ͕Ϭϯϴ 

�Ğďƚ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ Ϯ͕ϳϵϱ͕ϮϮϴ Ϯ͕ϳϵϯ͕ϰϬϬ 
dŽƚĂů ��ΨϮϵ͕ϲϮϳ͕Ϭϭϲ Ψϯϭ͕Ϯϭϯ͕ϭϯϱ 

   

�ŽƵƌƚ ϱϵϴ͕ϰϮϳ ϲϬϭ͕ϴϯϬ 
�ŶŝŵĂů��ŽŶƚƌŽů ϮϱϮ͕ϴϬϬ ϮϲϮ͕ϲϱϳ 

WĂƌŬƐ͕�ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�WƵďůŝĐ�WƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ϯ͕ϳϬϯ͕ϵϭϭ ϯ͕ϴϯϱ͕ϴϰϱ 

EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION EXPENDITURE SUMMARY: 
¨ �ǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�ŶĞƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ψϭ͕ϱϱϲ͕ϭϭϵ  ͘
¨ WƵďůŝĐ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ƉĂǇƌŽůů�ƉĂǇ�ƉůĂŶ�ĂĚũƵƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ƐƚĂĸŶŐ�ƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ă�Ψϵϰϯ͕ϵϯϳ�������
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ͘� 

¨ ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�
ΨϮ͕ϮϯϮ͕ϴϱϳ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶ��Θ��ĨƵŶĚƐ�ĂůŽŶĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�&zϭϵ�
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŝŶ�&zϭϵ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ�ďƵƚ�ŶŽƚ�
ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�͞ƐĂǀĞ͟�ƵƉ�ĨŽƌ�ůĂƌŐĞƌ��������
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĚŽŶĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�
&zϮϬ͘�dŚĞ�ŐĂƐ�ƚĂǆ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�Ăƚ�:ƵŶĞ�ϯϬ͕�ϮϬϮϬ�ǁĂƐ�
Ψϯ͕Ϭϰϱ͕ϰϳϳ͘ 

¨ WĂƌŬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�Ψϭϯϭ͕ϴϱϰ�Žƌ�ϯ͘ϲй�
ŽǀĞƌ�ůĂƐƚ�ǇĞĂƌ͘�� 

¨ �ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ďǇ�
Ψϳϵ͕ϭϭϯ͘��DĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĐŽƐƚ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�&zϭϵ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽǁ�ďĞŝŶŐ�
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ�ĂƐ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ  ͘
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 &zϭϵ &zϮϬ 
tĂƚĞƌ�^ĂůĞƐ Ψϱ͕ϬϮϴ͕ϴϳϳ Ψϱ͕ϭϵϴ͕ϰϳϬ 

^ƚŽƌŵ�tĂƚĞƌ�hƟůŝƚǇ ϯ͕ϭϭϯ͕Ϭϳϳ ϯ͕ϮϳϬ͕ϵϴϬ 
^ĂŶŝƚĂƟŽŶ�^ĂůĞƐ Ϯ͕ϱϳϳ͕ϰϬϵ Ϯ͕ϲϯϴ͕ϱϮϰ 

tĂƚĞƌ��ŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶ�&ĞĞƐ ϱϬ͕ϱϴϬ ϳϯ͕ϳϬϱ 
DŝƐĐĞůůĂŶĞŽƵƐ�/ŶĐŽŵĞ ϳϯ͕Ϭϰϱ ϲϱ͕ϲϲϳ 

dŽƚĂů ΨϭϮ͕ϲϰϯ͕ϰϭϴ ΨϭϮ͕ϲϴϵ͕ϵϯϲ 

   

�ŵďƵůĂŶĐĞ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ϭ͕ϳϬϬ͕ϰϯϬ ϭ͕ϰϰϮ͕ϱϵϬ 

KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ZĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ��ďǇ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ 

  &zϭϵ &z�ϮϬ 

^ĂůĂƌŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂŐĞƐ Ψϯ͕ϲϵϲ͕Ϭϰϳ Ψϯ͕ϴϱϳ͕ϲϬϭ 

hƟůŝƟĞƐ ϯϰϴ͕ϴϭϯ ϯϵϮ͕ϬϱϮ 

tĂƚĞƌ��ŚĂƌŐĞƐ Ϯ͕ϬϬϱ͕ϴϮϯ Ϯ͕Ϯϰϳ͕ϳϭϱ 

>ĂŶĚĮůů��ĂŶĚ��^ĂŶŝƚĂƟŽŶ�&ĞĞƐ ϰϮϳ͕ϴϲϬ ϰϰϴ͕ϳϲϱ 

�ůĂŝŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶƐƵƌĂŶĐĞ ϭϴϰ͕ϱϬϬ ϮϮϴ͕ϲϲϬ 

^ƵƉƉůŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ZĞƉĂŝƌƐ ϭ͕Ϭϯϯ͕ϭϬϱ ϵϱϬ͕ϵϳϵ 

�ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ ϭ͕ϱϴϳ͕Ϯϵϵ ϭ͕ϴϳϲ͕ϳϮϱ 

�ĞƉƌĞĐŝĂƟŽŶ Ϯ͕ϭϮϳ͕ϰϱϮ Ϯ͕Ϯϵϵ͕ϭϬϯ 

dŽƚĂů Ψϭϭ͕ϰϭϬ͕ϴϵϵ ΨϭϮ͕ϯϬϭ͕ϲϬϬ 

   KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ��ǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ�ďǇ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ 

tĂƚĞƌ�&ƵŶĚ�–�KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ� ĨƌŽŵ� ǁĂƚĞƌ�ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ� Ψϭϵϱ͕ϳϭϭ� ĂƐ� ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ� ƚŽ� &zϭϵ͘� � KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ�
ƐŚŽǁĞĚ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŽĨ� ΨϲϬϳ͕ϲϵϵ�ĨƌŽŵ� Ψϰ͕ϱϴϴ͕ϭϮϳ�ŝŶ�&zϮϬϭϵ� ƚŽ�
Ψϱ͕ϭϵϱ͕ϴϮϲ� ŝŶ� &zϮϬϮϬ͘� dŚĞ� ǁ Ă ƚ Ğ ƌ � ĨƵŶĚ� ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ� Ψϵϱ͕Ϭϱϱ�
ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ŝŶĐŽŵĞ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ŶŽŶ-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐͬĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ�
ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐͬƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƐ͘� � dŚĞ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�ĨƵŶĚ�ƉŽƐƚĞĚ�Ă�
ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŝŶ�ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ψϭ͕ϲϲϳ͕ϴϬϴ͘ 
dŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŝŶ�&zϮϬ�ŽǀĞƌ�&zϭϵ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�
ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ� ŽĨ� ΨϮϵϭ͕ϳϱϯ� ƚŽ� ďƌŝŶŐ� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ� ƵƉ� ƚŽ�
Ψϭ͕ϲϲϳ͕ϴϬϴ͘�DŽƐƚ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞƐĞ� ĂƌĞ� ǁĂƚĞƌ� ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ� ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ� ĨŽƌ� ŶĞǁ�
ƐƵďĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�Ă�ĐĂƐŚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵŶĚ͘ 

^ƚŽƌŵ�tĂƚĞƌ�&ƵŶĚ�–�ZĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐƚŽƌŵ�ǁĂƚĞƌ�
ƵƟůŝƚǇ� � ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ� ΨϱϮ͕ϵϰϲ;Žƌ� ϭ͘ϲйͿ� ĂƐ� ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ������
ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ� ĮƐĐĂů� ǇĞĂƌ� ϮϬϭϵ͘� KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ŝ Ŷ Đ ƌ ĞĂ ƐĞĚ �
Ψϳϭ͕ϯϱϭ� ĨƌŽŵ� Ψϭ͕ϱϯϬ͕ϰϵϳ� ŝŶ� &zϮϬϭϵ� ƚŽ� Ψϭ͕ϲϬϭ͕ϴϰϴ� ŝŶ� &zϮϬ͘��
dŚĞ� ƐƚŽƌŵ� ǁĂƚĞƌ� ĨƵŶĚ� ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ� ĂŶ� ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ŝŶĐŽŵĞ� ŽĨ�
Ψϭ͕ϲϵϱ͕ϴϳϯ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ŶŽŶ-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐͬĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ�
ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͘� � �ŌĞƌ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ� ŽĨ�
Ψϭ͕ϭϭϰ͕ϮϮϲ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ŶŽŶ-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ŽĨ�ΨϮϭϴ͕ϯϮϵ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐƚŽƌŵ� ƐĞǁĞƌ� ĨƵŶĚ� ŚĂĚ� Ă� ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞ� ĐŚĂŶŐĞ� ŝŶ� ŶĞƚ� ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ� ŽĨ�
Ψϯ͕ϬϮϴ͕ϰϮϴ͘ 
�ĂƐŚ�ŚĂƐ�ďƵŝůƚ�ƵƉ� ŝŶ� ƚŚĞ� ĨƵŶĚ�ŽǀĞƌ� ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƐƚ� ĨĞǁ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ĂƐ� ƚŚĞ�
�ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŽďƚĂŝŶ�ŐƌĂŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĂŝĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌŽĂĚ�ǁŝĚĞŶŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘� �Ψϭ͘ϱD�ŝƐ� ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�
ĞĂƌŵĂƌŬĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƉŽƌƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ǁŽƌŬƐ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ͘ 
 

^ŽůŝĚ�tĂƐƚĞ� &ƵŶĚ� –� ZĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ� ĨƌŽŵ� ƐŽůŝĚ� ǁĂƐƚĞ�
ƵƟůŝƚǇ� ĨĞĞƐ� ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ� Ψϱϱ͕ϳϬϭ� ĂƐ� ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ� ƚŽ� ƚŚĞ� ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ�
ĮƐĐĂů� ǇĞĂƌ� ϮϬϭϵ͘�� &ĞĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ŶƵŵďĞƌ� ŽĨ� ŶĞǁ� ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ� ĂƐ� ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ� ƚŽ� Ă� ƌĂƚĞ� ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ͘������
KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ƐŚŽǁĞĚ� ĂŶ� ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ� ŽĨ� ΨϭϱϮ͕Ϯϴϲ� ĨƌŽŵ�
ΨϮ͕ϮϲϮ͕ϴϭϲ� ŝŶ� &zϭϵ� ƚŽ �ΨϮ͕ϰϭϱ͕ϭϬϮ� ŝŶ� &zϮϬ͘�dŚĞ� Ɛ Ž ůŝĚ� ǁĂƐƚĞ�
ĨƵŶĚ� ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ� ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ŝŶĐŽŵĞ� ŽĨ� ΨϮϰϯ͕ϲϰϮ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ŶŽŶ-
ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐͬĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵͲ
ƟŽŶƐ͘� � �ŌĞƌ�ŶŽŶ-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ� ;ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐͿ�ŽĨ�Ψϯϱϯ͕ϰϯϭ �
ƚŚĞ� ƐŽůŝĚ�ǁĂƐƚĞ�ĨƵŶĚ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ŝŶ�ŶĞƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
Ψϱϵϳ͕Ϭϳϯ͘�� &zϮϬ�ĂůƐŽ�ƐĂǁ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŽƉƟŽŶĂů�ŐůĂƐƐ�
ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘ 

�ŵďƵůĂŶĐĞ� &ƵŶĚ� –� � ZĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ� ĨƌŽŵ� ĐŚĂƌŐĞƐ� ĨŽƌ������
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ǁĂƐ�Ψϭ͕ϰϰϮ͕ϱϵϬ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�;ΨϮϱϳ͕ϴϰϬͿ�ůĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�&zϭϵ͘�dŚŝƐ�
ǁĂƐ� Ă� ƌĞƐƵůƚ� ŽĨ� ĨĞǁĞƌ� ĞůĞĐƟǀĞ� ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚƐ� ĚƵƌŝŶŐ� ƚŚĞ� ǇĞĂƌ͘� dŚĞ�
ĂŵďƵ ů Ă Ŷ Đ Ğ � Ĩ Ƶ Ŷ Ě � ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ� Ă � ů Ž Ɛ Ɛ � ŝ Ŷ � ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�
ŽĨ� Ψϭ͕ϲϰϲ͕Ϯϯϰ� ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ŶŽŶ-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ� ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐͬĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ� ĂŶĚ� � �
ďĞĨŽƌĞ� ĐĂƉŝƚĂů� ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͘� dŚĞ� ůŽƐƐ� ĨŽƌ� ƚŚĞ� ƉƌŝŽƌ� ǇĞĂƌ� ǁĂƐ�
Ψϭ͕ϯϮϵ͕ϬϮϵ͘� �dŚĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ĨƵŶĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƌĞĚ�Ψϭ͕ϳϲϲ͕ϬϱϬ�ƚŽ�ĂƐƐŝƐƚ� ŝŶ�
ŽīƐĞƫŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƐƚ�ƚŽ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘��dŚĞ�&zϭϵ�ƚƌĂŶƐͲ
ĨĞƌ� ǁĂƐ� Ψϭ͕ϮϬϱ͕ϲϵϬ͘� /ƚ� ŝƐ� ĂŶƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƚŚĞ� ŐĞŶĞƌĂů� ĨƵŶĚ� ǁŝůů�
ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�Žƌ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀĞƐ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵŶĚ�ŝƐ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ͘ 



 

WŽƉƵůĂƌ��ŶŶƵĂů�&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�&zϮϬ͗��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ƌĂƉĞƌ͕�hƚĂŚ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������WĂŐĞ�ϵ�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

    

&ŝƐĐĂů�zĞĂƌ &zϭϴ &zϭϵ &zϮϬ 
WŽůŝĐĞ 

�ĂůůƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�–�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĚŝƐƉĂƚĐŚ Ϯϱ͕Ϭϭϭ Ϯϲ͕ϴϮϯ Ϯϲ͕ϳϮϵ 
�ĂůůƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�-�ŽĸĐĞƌ�ŝŶŝƟĂƚĞĚ ϱ͕ϰϲϭ ϲ͕ϰϮϯ ϴ͕ϯϰϯ 
�ŝƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ǁƌŝƩĞŶ ϰ͕ϯϵϱ ϱ͕Ϯϯϯ Ϯ͕ϲϱϲ 

&ŝƌĞ 
DĞĚŝĐĂů��ĂůůƐ Ϯ͕ϴϵϬ Ϯ͕ϴϵϱ Ϯ͕ϴϳϭ 
&ŝƌĞ��ĂůůƐ ϴϯϮ ϳϵϴ ϳϲϯ 

�ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ��ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 
�ƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ�ŝƐƐƵĞĚ ϭ͕ϯϯϳ ϭ͕ϲϵϮ ϭ͕ϳ͕ϴϰ 

^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ 
^ŶŽǁ�ƉůŽǁ�ŚŽƵƌƐ Ϯ͕ϰϱϳ ϰ͕ϵϱϱ ϰ͕ϵϱϱ 
dŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ƐĂůƚ ϰ͕ϱϬϱ ϵ͕ϱϯϴ ϵ͕ϱϯϴ 

�ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ��ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ 
�ƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ůŝĐĞŶƐĞƐ�ŝƐƐƵĞĚ ϭ͕ϵϮϯ ϭ͕ϳϵϮ ϭ͕ϯϮϵ 

'ĂƌďĂŐĞ�Θ�ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ 
EƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ϭϬ͕ϯϭϰ ϭϬ͕ϱϮϮ ϭϬ͕ϲϯϯ 
dŽƚĂů�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ǁĂƐƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŽŶƐ ϭϳ͕ϳϰϵ ϭϳ͕Ϭϱϰ ϭϳ͕ϳϭϳ 
dŽƚĂů�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƌĞĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŽŶƐ Ϯ͕ϮϬϭ ϭ͕ϴϴϵ ϭ͕ϴϭϯ 

tĂƚĞƌ 
EƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ ϰ͕ϬϲϮ ϰ͕ϭϲϴ ϰ͕ϯϬϮ 
�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĚĂŝůǇ�ƵƐĞ�ƉĞƌ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�;ŐĂůͿ ϴϬϵ �ϴϭϭ ϴϰϲ 

WĂƌŬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ 
WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ƌĞŐŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ ϱ͕Ϭϭϳ ϱ͕ϳϳϱ ϱ͕ϯϮϱ 
ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ϲ͕ϳϴϵ ϳ͕ϲϱϲ ϱ͕ϰϬϮ 
WĂƌŬ�ZĞƐĞƌǀĂƟŽŶƐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞĚ Ϯ͕Ϭϯϲ Ϯ͕ϰϳϰ ϭ͕ϳϮϬ 
dŽƚĂů�ƉĂƌŬƐ ϰϰ ϰϰ ϰϱ 
dŽƚĂů�ƚƌĂŝůƐ�;ŝŶ�ŵŝůĞƐͿ ϭϭϲ ϭϮϮ ϭϮϰ 

�ŵďƵůĂŶĐĞ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚƐ EͬĂ EͬĂ ϭ͕ϱϳϯ 

'ĂůůŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ďƌŝŶĞ�ƐƉƌĞĂĚ EͬĂ ϱϬ͕ϱϵϵ ϳϴ͕ϴϲϴ 

�ƵŝůĚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƚƐ�ŝƐƐƵĞĚ ϭ͕ϯϯϳ ϭ͕ϲϵϮ ϭ͕ϳϴϰ 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES AND STATISTICS RECENT   
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

(PARTIAL LIST) 

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͍�tŽƵůĚ�ǇŽƵ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ͍�WůĞĂƐĞ�ůĞƚ�ƵƐ�ŬŶŽǁ�ďǇ�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƟŶŐ�:ĂƌĞĚ��ĂĐŚĂƌŝĂƐ�ďǇ�ĞŵĂŝů�Ăƚ�
ũĂƌĞĚ͘ǌĂĐŚĂƌŝĂƐΛĚƌĂƉĞƌ͘Ƶƚ͘ƵƐ͘��&Žƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ŽƵƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕�ǀŝƐŝƚ�ŽƵƌ�ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ�Ăƚ�ǁǁǁ͘ĚƌĂƉĞƌ͘Ƶƚ͘ƵƐ͘ 

�WWK/Ed���WK^/d/KE E�D� 
�®ãù�D�Ä�¦�Ù ��ò®���Ê��®ÄÝ 
�ÝÝ®Ýã�Äã��®ãù�D�Ä�¦�Ù ZçÝÝ�½½�&Êø 
�®ãù��ããÊÙÄ�ù D®�«��½���Ù»�Ù 
�®ãù�Z��ÊÙ��Ù >�çÙ��KÝ��ÙÝÊÄ 
�®ãù�dÙ��ÝçÙ�Ù >ÊçÙ��Ý�Z�ÃÊÝ 
�ÊÃÃçÄ®ãù���ò�½ÊÖÃ�Äã��®Ù��ãÊÙ �«Ù®Ýã®Ä��K½®ò�Ù 
&®Ä�Ä����®Ù��ãÊÙ ZÊ��Ùã�tù½®� 
&®Ù���«®�¥ �½®Äã�^Ã®ã« 
,çÃ�Ä�Z�ÝÊçÙ��Ý��®Ù��ãÊÙ ,�þ�½��çÄÝÃÊÙ� 
:çÝã®����ÊçÙã�:ç�¦� ��Ä®�½���Ùã�« 
W�Ù»�Ι�Z��Ù��ã®ÊÄ��®Ù��ãÊÙ Z«�ãã�K¦��Ä 
WÊ½®����«®�¥ :Ê«Ä��®Ä®Ä¦ 
Wç�½®��tÊÙ»Ý��®Ù��ãÊÙͬ�®ãù��Ä¦®Ä��Ù ^�Êãã��ÊÊ½�ù 

P
E
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>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟǀĞ���ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗ 
¨ 'ůĂƐƐ�ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ 
¨ :ŽƌĚĂŶ�ƌŝǀĞƌ�ƚƌĂŝů�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŶŐ�ďƌŝĚŐĞ 
¨ /ĚůĞ-ĨƌĞĞ�ƌĞƐŽůƵƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ 

�ǆĞĐƵƟǀĞ��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗� 
¨ �ͬs�ĐŚĂƌŐŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ 
¨ 'ĞŶĞƌĂů�ƉůĂŶ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ 
¨ �Ks/�-ϭϵ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ� 
��������WŽůŝĐĞ��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗� 
¨ ϳϭϵ�ĂƌƌĞƐƚ͖�ŽŶůǇ�ϮϮ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŽĨ�ĨŽƌĐĞ 
¨ WĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϭϴ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ 
¨ /ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚƐ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�

����ĚŝƐƉĂƚĐŚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘ 
��������&ŝƌĞ��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗� 
¨ /ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ�&ŝƌƐƚ��ƵĞ�ĂŶĚ��������������

�ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ��ŽŶŶĞĐƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƌĞ-ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ��ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ 

¨ WĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ϰ�tŝůĚůĂŶĚ��ĞƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƐ͗�ϯ�ƚŽ�
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�ĂŶĚ�ϭ�ŝŶ-ƐƚĂƚĞ 

¨ �ĞŐĂŶ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ�ƉůĂŶ 
��������WƵďůŝĐ�tŽƌŬ��ĞƉƚ͘—�ŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ��ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͗ 
¨ ϭϯϴϬϬ�^�ǁŝĚĞŶŝŶŐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϯϬϬ���ƚŽ�&Žƌƚ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ 
¨ ϭϭϵϱϬ�^�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŽƌ�ƌŽĂĚ� 
¨ ϮϬϭϵ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉůĂŶ 
¨ ϭϰϬϬϬ�^ͬ�ĂŶŐĞƌƚĞƌ�WŬǁǇ�ƐŝŐŶĂů 
��������WƵďůŝĐ�tŽƌŬƐ��ĞƉƚ͘-^ƚƌĞĞƚ��ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͗ 
¨ ϯϴϰ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ƐŝŐŶƐ�ƌĞƉĂŝƌĞĚ�Žƌ�ƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚ 
¨ ϮϬϳ�ƚŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƉŚĂůƚ�ƌŽĂĚ�ƌĞƉĂŝƌƐ 
¨ ϴϳϬ�ĨĞĞƚ�ŽĨ�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƵƌď�ƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞŶƚ 
¨ ϱϬϬ�ĨĞĞƚ�ŽĨ�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬ�ŐƌŝŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚƌŝƉ�ŚĂǌĂƌĚ������

ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ ��� 
��������WĂƌŬƐ�Θ�ZĞĐ͘��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗�ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ��ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͗ 
¨ �ŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�ƚǁŽ�ŶĞǁ�ďĂƐĞďĂůů�ĮĞůĚƐ�Ăƚ�'ĂůĞŶĂ�

WĂƌŬ�ƚŽ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�Ă�ϰ-ƉůĞǆ�ƚŽ�ĂůůŽǁ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ����
ƚŽƵƌŶĂŵĞŶƚƐ 

¨ ηϭ�dŽƉ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ĂƐ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�hƚĂŚ�:Ăǌǌ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ�;ŵŽƐƚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐͿ�zŽƵƚŚ�:ƌ͘�:Ăǌǌ�
ďĂƐŬĞƚďĂůů�ůĞĂŐƵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŽƵƌ�ĐůĂƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŝƚǇн 

¨ �ƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ��Ks/��ƉĂŶĚĞŵŝĐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĞǀĞŶƚƐ�ŚĞůĚ�ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ�����ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͘ 

��������WĂƌŬƐ�Θ�ZĞĐ͘��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͗�dƌĂŝůƐ��ŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ͗ 
¨ �ĚĚĞĚ�ŚŝŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞƋƵĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ͗�>ƵƉŝŶĞ͕�

:ƵŶŐůĞ͕�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�,ŽŽĨ�E��ŽŽƚ�ĂŶĚ��ŽǇŽƚĞ�
ĨŽŽƚƉĂƚŚƐ 

¨ �ĚĚĞĚ�ŵƵƟ-ƵƐĞ͗�&ĂŶŐŽ�ƚƌĂŝů�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͕��������
>ŝŵĞůŝŐŚƚ͕�ƌĞĂůŝŐŶĞĚ�DĂƉůĞ�,ŽůůŽǁ�ĚŽǁŶŚŝůů�ĂŶĚ�
ZĂƩůĞ�E�,Ƶŵ 

¨ ϰ͕ϴϬϬ�ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌ�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ůŽŐŐĞĚ 
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MEMO
To: City Council Meeting
From: Laura Oscarson
CC: City Council
Date: December 8, 2020
Re: 

Comments:

The draft minutes from the November 10, 2020 City Council Meeting have been attached for review before
approval.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
CC 11.10 Minutes 12/4/2020 Cover Memo

CC 11.17 Minutes 12/4/2020 Cover Memo



 

MINUTES OF THE DRAPER CITY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 10, 2020, IN THE DRAPER CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1020 EAST 
PIONEER ROAD, DRAPER, UTAH 
 
PRESENT: Mayor Troy K.  Walker, and Councilmembers Mike Green, Tasha Lowery, 

Fred Lowry, Cal Roberts, and Marsha Vawdrey, the councilmembers 
participated electronically.   

EXCUSED:    
 
STAFF PRESENT:  David Dobbins, City Manager; Mike Barker, City Attorney; Laura 

Oscarson, City Recorder; Scott Cooley, City Engineer; Hazel Dunsmore, 
Human Resource Director; John Eining, Police Chief; Rhett Ogden, 
Recreation Director; Christina Oliver, Community Development Director;  
Clint Smith, Fire Chief; Britnee Johnston, Communications Director; and 
Bob Wylie, Finance Director 

________________________________________________________________________ 
This meeting will be an electronic meeting according to Draper City Municipal Code 2-1-
040.      Determination 2020-05, pursuant to Utah Code Annotated 52-4-207(4) 
 
I, Mayor Troy K.   Walker, do hereby determine conducting an electronic meeting of the Draper 
City Council with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those 
who may be present at the anchor location and hereby authorize the Draper City Council to 
conduct electronic meetings without an anchor location.      The foregoing determination is based 
on the following facts: 
 

6. Federal, state, and local leaders, including Draper City Mayor and City Council, have all 
recognized a global pandemic caused by the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 

7. Under Governor Herbert’s COVID-19 Transmission Index, Salt Lake and Utah Counties are 
classified as “high” level meaning both counties meets “high” level criteria in at least two of the three 
following criteria: 7-day average positivity rate, 14-day case rate per 100,000 people, and 
statewide ICU utilization. 

8. It is difficult, if not impossible, to predict the number of attendees at any meeting and to 
manage issues regarding social distancing in order to comply with State Phased 
Guidelines. 

9. COVID-19 poses a continuing and immediate threat to the health, safety, and welfare of 
Draper City residents. 

10. The City has the technological capability to provide means by which the public may hear, 
or view and hear, the open portions of the meeting and to participate in public hearings. 

11. The original of this written determination is on file in the City Recorder's office. 
 
Residents were able to participate by: 

1. Listen through the Draper City Website- https://www.draper.ut.us/95/Agendas- Minutes 
2. Email comments to public.comment@draper.ut.us by 3 PM on the day of the meeting.  

These will become part of the public record. 
3. Those wishing to speak during the Public Comment or Public Hearing portions of the 

meeting may send a request for the Zoom meeting ID to public.comment@draper.ut.us 
by noon the day of the meeting. 
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Study Session 
 
1.0 Report: Historic Preservation Commission, Accomplishments of 2020, and Goals for 

2021 
 
1.1  LaRayne Day, Chair of the Historic Preservation Commission, thanked the Council for the 

opportunity to meet with them.  She said that Draper City established the Draper City 
Historic Preservation Commission in 1985.  The purpose of the commission was to work 
with and assist the City in identifying, preserving, protecting, and enhancing historic 
buildings, sites, and monuments within Draper City.  She informed the Council about what 
the commission is currently doing.  The commission received a certified preservation grant 
through the state and was in the process of funding three restoration projects: the 
Crossgrove home would get a new roof, restoration work on the brick of the side of Sherrie 
Smith’s home had been completed, and work on the porches on the Beck home.  Also, the 
commission had been working with homeowners to identify homes that might be eligible 
to be placed on the national register of historic buildings.   

 
 Ms. Day said that she wanted to talk tonight about saving or preserving some part of the 

current Utah State Prison site.  Instead, she felt that she needed to focus the attention on 
saving the Draper Historic Preservation Commission.  She said that she was taken by 
surprise over the weekend when she received an email from one of the commission 
members who told her that he had received a letter that two of the commission members 
would not have their terms on the commission renewed because the City was moving in a 
different direction.  She noted that she had attended a meeting with Mayor Walker and 
David Dobbins, City Manager, on November 3, 2020.  The meeting was focused on 
informing Ms. Day that the City had received feedback in a letter from the Point of the 
Mountain Project in response to a survey they had conducted.  According to Ms. Day, at 
that meeting, she was instructed that sending such a letter without the blessing of the mayor 
and the Council was inappropriate.  The commissioners’ names were not mentioned during 
the meeting and Ms. Day knew nothing of the intent to remove them from the commission.  
Since then, Ms. Day said that both Mayor Walker and Mr. Dobbins had called to apologize 
for the oversight.   

 
 Ms. Day said that she realized that the Council had the authority to appoint or dismiss any 

member of the commission at will.  However, she did not see any reason for the removal 
of the two commissioners in question.  She said that they had served on the commission 
since 2016.  During that time, they had only missed one meeting.  She added that these 
commissioners had suggested having plaques made for the Draper Historical Park to let 
visitors know that the area was once a fort and that the first church in Draper had been 
located on that spot of the land.   

 
 Ms. Day asked the Council if the commissioners were being removed from the commission 

because the City was going in a different direction.  If so, she wondered what that direction 
would be.  She wanted to know if the Council intended to do away with the Draper Historic 
Preservation Commission.  She said that there currently were not enough members on the 
commission to hold a meeting.  She said that her first instinct after receiving the email 
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about the removal of the commissioners was to cancel this meeting and offer her 
resignation.  However, after much thought, she decided that historic preservation in Draper 
was worth fighting for.  She hoped that the Draper City Council felt the same.   

 
1.2 Councilmember T.  Lowery wanted to thank Ms. Day for her work on the commission.  

She said that she could not speak for all of the councilmembers, but she felt that many of 
them felt that they do truly value the work of the Historic Preservation Committee and they 
see a great need for it.   
 

1.3 Councilmember F.  Lowry echoed Councilmember T.  Lowery’s comments and apologized 
for the miscommunication that occurred.  He said that he did not think that there was any 
intent for Ms. Day not to be included in the communication.   

 
1.4 Councilmember Green said that he was very troubled by the commission.  He said that he 

read a newspaper report that did not go through the City’s communication office.  He said 
that he did not feel as though the commission did not have the best interest of the entire 
community in mind.  He said that the City had an opportunity at the Point of the Mountain 
and the prison that meant that Draper needed resources from the State.  The City needed to 
figure out how tax funding was going to come to the City, land for a fire department and 
police station, etc.  Because of this, the City needed the State Land Commission to be 
Draper’s partner.  There needed to be a unified front when any action was taken as a City 
that interacts with the State Land Commission.  He said that when the Draper City Historic 
Preservation Commission goes rogue and does not go through the Communications 
Department and takes a position contrary to that of the rest of the City it causes a lot of 
concern.  He said that there needed to be a clear understanding of what the commission's 
role was and how the commission interacts with other outside entities, as well as its 
authorities and recommendations.  He wanted to make sure that those concerns were 
addressed before moving forward.   

 
1.5 Ms. Day said that she appreciated Councilmember Green’s feelings.  She hoped that the 

commission could get themselves straightened out to be able to do what was best for the 
City.   

 
1.6 Councilmember F.  Lowry asked if Ms. Day had any concerns with her commission’s 

ability to help follow the recommendations and guidelines of the City.   
 
1.7 Ms. Day said that everyone was volunteers and therefore do not always know everything 

that they ought to know.  She said that she felt as though they needed to have a session 
with those who are in the know to get some additional instruction and training.   

 
1.8 Councilmember T.  Lowery commented on land and the Mayor being the only person 

appointed to have a seat at the table.  The comment was hard to understand because of 
audio distortion and feedback. 

 
1.9 Todd Shoemaker, a member of the Historic Preservation Commission, stated that the 

commission had called this meeting to state their desire to save part of the Wasatch portion 
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of the Utah State Prison that consists of eight acres of the 700-acre prison site.  This was 
barely over one percent of the prison area.  He said that the commission wanted to hear 
from the Council, Draper City’s leaders, about their thoughts on saving some portion of 
the prison.  He said that if there were differences in the Council and Commission’s goals, 
he hoped they could have an open and transparent discussion.  He stated that cities that 
have preserved their historic infrastructure have found that heritage tourism was a real and 
tangible economic force.  Developers had discovered that money spent rehabilitating 
historic buildings was an investment in the future.  The structures become showpieces of a 
rejuvenated city and spaces for new and existing businesses to prosper.  The DHPC feel it 
would be beneficial if they could meet closely and frequently with the listed individuals 
who represent Draper's interest in the Point of the Mountain State Land Authority Prison 
plan:  
 

(1) Mayor Troy K.  Walker: co-chair of the infrastructure and land use working group, 
and one of the eleven board members of the Point of the Mountain State Land 
Authority.   

(2) Jeff Stenquist: a member of the stakeholder working group, former Draper 
Councilmember, and Utah Representative. 

(3)  Councilmember Tasha Lowery: a member of the stakeholder working group and 
Draper City Councilmember. 

(4) Christina Oliver: a member of the infrastructure and land use working group and 
Draper City Community Development Director 

(5) David Dobbins: Draper City Manager who attended the July meeting of the 
infrastructure land use working group. 

 
Mr. Shoemaker said that the commission appreciates the valuable work these service 
members do for the community.  He added that today they wanted to engage in a 
constructive meeting with the Mayor and Council to converse back and forth.  However, 
the commission was informed that they had only 15 minutes.  This was disappointing to 
the commission.  He asked how to discuss a topic this important in 15 minutes.  He said 
that there was a cloud hanging over the meeting because of the recent removal of two 
commissioners.  He asked why these members were removed.  He continued that he 
assumed that the Council had read through the commission’s response to the Point survey.  
He explained that I provided a background of the commission’s research, efforts, and 
reasons for wanting to preserve a portion of the prison, as well as their concerns about not 
being heard.  He then turned the time over to the Council to ask the commission any 
questions about the survey.  He would then like to make a few more comments.   

 
 Mayor Walker interjected that this was not a discussion.  The commission was making a 

presentation.   
 
 Mr. Shoemaker continued that from the presentation it had become apparent to him that 

there had been a true lack of communication between the two groups.  He said that actions 
were taken out of context, both parties jumped to conclusions and misread the other’s 
intent.  He said that both parties need to take a step back and take a deep breath to realize 
that they were all good people doing the best they could for the City.  He said that he would 
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like to see the two commissioners reinstated, that commission meets again in January, and 
that in the interim the commission and Council truly engage with one another individually 
or in small groups to forge a united body to show the Point of the Mountain Land Use 
Authority that Draper City was a united body to lead the development of the Point and 
preserve its historic past.   

 
1.10 Councilmember Green said that he was fine to meet again.  He said that he felt as though 

the political capital that Draper City had needed to be recognized and that it needed to be 
used in the Point of the Mountain Land Authority in a very strategic way to get what was 
most important.  He said that if that meant that the City was not going to consider historical 
preservation, he was okay with that trade-off.  He added that if they wanted to install a 
plaque that said that the prison was once located there, that was fine.  However, he was not 
going to waste all of the political capital the city had to preserve buildings.  He said that 
there were much bigger issues at stake.  He said that he was not in support of fighting to 
preserve buildings.   
 

1.11 Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she agreed with Councilmember Green: Draper had 
limited authority because the land was state held.  Draper did not have a lot of control over 
what happened with a single seat on the board.  She said that Draper does not get to 
determine what gets to stay because of the limited control.  Leaders were trying to push 
development in Draper’s favor as much as possible, but it would not be that much.  She 
said that everyone needed to be realistic about what was possible.   

 
1.12 Councilmember F.  Lowry wanted to validate a comment made by Mr. Shoemaker.  He 

agreed that it was important that the parties be unified.  He said that some 
misunderstandings needed to be cleared up.  However, as those misunderstandings were 
cleared up they needed to be handled between the commission and the City.  When 
problems are taken to the media and released without consulting the City, some of the unity 
is destroyed.  He said that he did not want to showcase parts of the prison site that to him 
were not features that were a great part of Draper’s history.  He felt that what needed to be 
preserved in Draper were sites and buildings that helped to celebrate and honor Draper 
City.   

 
1.13 Councilmember Vawdrey stated that she was in favor of having a preservation commission.  

However, she felt as though the current commission needed to be revamped and better 
understand their role.  She said that she was disappointed in the tone of what had been 
presented to the Council tonight.  She said that she felt that there were a lot of things that 
needed to change.   

 
1.14 Councilmember Roberts outlined his view on how the City Council ought to operate with 

the various commissions.  He said that the Council was elected by Draper City residents 
and was therefore accountable to them.  Ideally, the Council should reflect what residents 
want.  By extension, the commissions ought to operate as arms of the City Council.  He 
felt that the Council needed to find a way to be more closely tied with the commissions so 
that their objectives and agendas were better implemented through those commissions.  He 
said that he recognized the tremendous value and importance of preserving historical sites, 
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but the two parties needed a shared agenda that reflected the will of the Council that was 
aligned with the will of Draper residents.   

 
1.15 Mayor Walker wanted to correct a couple of statements that were made.  He said that the 

two commissioners were not removed from the commission.  He said that the only way a 
person can be removed from a commission was by the Council who had to take a vote.  
Rather, the individuals were simply not reappointed.  He explained that as Mayor he had 
the authority to appoint members to the commission.  The Council’s role was then to 
approve those appointments.  The Mayor explained that he wanted to hold interviews with 
others who were interested in serving.  He had no issues with the individual’s service.  
People just do not serve on commissions forever.  Not everyone gets reappointed.  He 
clarified that the lack of reappointment had nothing to do with the individuals’ service.  
Because the Council wanted to see the commission go in a different direction, the Mayor 
felt he ought to make different appointments. 
 

**  Susan Edwards, Corner Canyon School District, had an item to present to the 
Council.  She stated Scott McCombs and Denise Haycock were also joining her.   

 
Ms. Edwards stated that it was always nice to join with the Draper City Council.  She said 
that the District had been working with Councilmember F.  Lowry, who was on the 
Foundation Bboard, to address the connectivity issue for all of the kids in Corner Canyon 
School District.  She said that there was a map that showed where there were connectivity 
issues for students.  It was anticipated that connectivity issues would only appear in certain 
hotspots, but a recent study showed that connectivity problems were district-wide.  She 
said that there were kids and families without connectivity that the district had a laser focus 
on finding solutions.  One of these solutions was Eduroam that was newly available to K-
12 education.  Ms. Edwards said that she would let the district’s tech person explain the 
technology as he could do it better than she could.  The other solution the district was trying 
to implement was getting A/V systems into every classroom to help assist with synchronist 
learning.   
 
Scott McCombs, Corner Canyon School District IT Director, thanked the Council for their 
partnership and asked if it would be possible to show a 40-second video clip about 
Eduroam.  He played the video that talked about how Eduroam provides secure Wi-Fi 
connections throughout different locations worldwide.  Typically, in higher education, 
institutions share their bandwidth to create an Eduroam network.  There are two types of 
Eduroam licenses.  The first is a service provider that means an institution is not adding 
accounts or users, but rather is letting other users authenticate and use their network.  The 
other type of license was for an organization like the Corner Canyon School District who 
was providing Eduroam to all its staff and students.  They feel as though Eduroam was a 
tool that could bridge the digital divide.  They hoped to put Eduroam in all of their locations 
and partner with the county and cities to ask if they would consider using some of their 
bandwidth to strengthen the network.  If a city or community center were allowing 
Eduroam, Canyon’s students would be allowed to go to that network and use the district 
credentials and be able to sign in on the network to connect to the district resources.  He 
said that it was a great thing because it worked for Canyon’s students and staff, but also 
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would work for most other K-12 and higher education students.  He said that if they could 
push Eduroam out into communities they would not only be helping marginalized students 
who are part of the digital divide but would also be providing an opportunity to help all 
students.  He said that it was known that the digital divide was impacting college students 
as well as K-12 students.   
 
Mr. McCombs continued that one of the nice things about Eduroam was that there was not 
a lot of costs associated with the service.  He said that if an organization allows the district 
to partner with them and puts Eduroam on their network, the authenticated user will use a 
portion of bandwidth that came with a cost.  The bandwidth, however, could be shaped to 
be what an organization wanted it to be so that Eduroam did not consume all of the 
bandwidth.  However, organizations would be volunteering to allow students and staff to 
use a portion of their bandwidth.  There would be some small overhead in configuring 
Eduroam.  The University of Utah, Salt Lake Community College, UVU, BYU, and the 
Front Runner all have Eduroam.  However, it was not until now that it had made it into the 
community.  He saw this as groundbreaking.  The Canyon School District would be the 
first in the world to bring Eduroam into the community.   
 
Ms. Edwards said that they had talked with Councilmember F.  Lowry and City Manager 
David Dobbins to brainstorm helpful Draper locations and had reached out to the County 
to put Eduroam at some county locations such as the library and the recreation center so 
that students could go there to access the internet.  Also, they had brainstormed the triangle 
area between the library, chamber of commerce, and park pavilion (where a lot of kids are 
already playing).  There were a couple of spots out by the Adagio apartments that were 
particularly lacking and at the mobile home park.  Ms. Edwards emphasized that it would 
be extremely low cost and would be an opportunity to extend the City’s internet access to 
some public locations, where any students could use the internet if someone needed to.   
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry asked Mr. Dobbins if staff had been able to get a bid yet 
regarding the cost to add some of the stations at the park.   
 
Mr. Dobbins said that staff did not have a cost estimate yet, but they could get one pretty 
quick.  He said that if the option were something the Council would like staff to explore, 
they could report back with an estimate.   
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry told the rest of the Council that he felt that this would be very 
worthwhile for the City to look into because the cost was relatively low for a high benefit 
to students.  He asked Ms. Edwards if the addition of these locations would be a help.   
 
Ms. Edwards said that she felt it would be a great help to residents and the students and 
families of Draper.  She said that they intended for there to be a significant roll out to let 
people know.  She also said that they intended to reach out to businesses that were currently 
extending their network.  This would provide them a level of protection because what 
students would be able to do would be limited.  Also, if there was a security breach, the 
district knows who was signed on and where to be able to track down any problems.  She 
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noted that it would not only be beneficial to the Canyons District but to charter schools in 
the area as well.   
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry asked if the businesses would also be sharing their bandwidth.   
Mr. McCombs interjected that Eduroam worked very much like a guest network.  However, 
the problem with a guest network was that it was open to anyone.  With Eduroam, there 
was a unique user and password for everyone getting on the network.  The password cannot 
get shared because it was the student and staff’s credentials, eliminating the issues that 
often arise with guest networks. 
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry said that he did not know how the rest of the Council felt, but 
that he wanted the City to pursue this as he felt it would be important in the coming months.   
 
Mayor Walker said that he agreed with Councilmember F.  Lowry.  He said that it seemed 
like a good opportunity to get a better connection and was a worthy expense.  He suggested 
that they see if it was C.A.R.E.S Act eligible and if it was, he was 100% supportive of 
doing it.   
 
Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she was also supportive of the initiative.   
Councilmember Vawdrey said that she was willing to look into it.  Councilmember Green 
said that he was supportive, he just wanted to see the cost.  Councilmember Roberts said 
that he agreed.   
 
Ms. Edwards said that she could provide the Council with the cost data.  She suspected it 
would involve the City’s tech people.  She said that the district would work with Mr. 
Dobbins to figure it out.  She added that the Council had asked for some information and 
numbers on the cameras being installed in the classrooms.  She asked if the Council wanted 
her to present on that issue.  After getting to go-ahead from Mayor Walker, she said that 
they were trying to get cameras in every classroom where teachers are broadcasting.  Some 
teachers were working from their computers, however, there were camera kits, at $200 
apiece.  Draper proper had 229 classrooms in the Canyon District.  The kits were $200 a 
kit, meaning it would require $45,800 to equip every classroom with the cameras within 
the Draper City boundaries.  There were some schools outside of the Draper boundaries 
that Draper City kids attend.  The total classrooms with Draper City kids in them are 464.  
If all of these classrooms were equipped with cameras the total cost would be $92,800.  She 
said that if the City had C.A.R.E.S funding remaining and was looking for a place to 
distribute it that had a pretty good bang for its buck, she would suggest allocating that 
funding towards these cameras.  White City did this to show their support to teachers.  If 
Draper City supported an initiative like this the district would work with the City to make 
sure they received visibility for their support.   
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry asked how short they were on the funding for those cameras.   
Mr. McCombs said that they had prioritized.  He said that there were 2,250 classrooms in 
the district.  He said that they had been trying to do this first in high schools and then 
moving to secondary schools and then elementary.  He said that in trying to meet every 
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classroom they were short.  Through the use of their C.A.R.E.S Act funding, they had 
purchased about 500 kits.  The supply chain was an issue, but funds were a bigger issue.   
 
Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she had a question that they could feel free not to 
answer if it was awkward.  She asked if the district had spent all of their C.A.R.E.S Act 
funding.  She said she asked this because the City had received guidance that they should 
not be spending their C.A.R.E.S Act funding to assist the school district until you had used 
up all their C.A.R.E.S Act money.   
 
Ms. Edwards said it was a great question.  She said that they had already provided the 
report to Councilmember F.  Lowry and Mr. Dobbins that showed all of the expenditure of 
the district’s C.A.R.E.S Act funding.  Every dime had been allocated and spent.   
 
Councilmember T.  Lowery asked if the district would be getting more funding from the 
third round.  Ms. Edwards said that they did not know.  She said that the other cities were 
trying to fund this during this round of funding.   
 
Councilmember F.  Lowry expressed thanks for everything that they were doing for the 
school district and to support schools.  He said that it was an amazing time where there 
were a lot of heroes out there.   
 
Ms. Edwards thanked the Council for their support and stated that the district’s relationship 
with the City was amazing.  They appreciated the Council’s nice words of encouragement.  
Everyone was tired and needed it.   
 
Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she felt that it was assumed that all of the kids in 
Draper were doing fine.  However, the digital divide was real and there were a lot of kids 
in Draper who were struggling and needed additional support.  She thanked them for 
looking out for those students.   

 
2.0 Discussion: Public Hearing Information Submittal Deadlines – David Dobbins 

 
No discussion was held on this item. 
 

3.0 Closed Session: By Motion, the Draper City Council may temporarily recess the 
regular meeting and convene in a closed session to discuss the character, professional 
competence, or physical or mental health of an individual, pending or reasonably 
imminent litigation, or the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, as provided 
by UCA 52-4-205. 

 
3.1 Councilmember F.  Lowry moved to recess from the City Council Meeting and to 

convene in a closed session for litigation.    Councilmember Green seconded the 
motion.   

 
3.2 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
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4.0 Council/Manager Reports 
 
4.1 Councilmember T.  Lowery brought up again Ranked Choice Voting.  She said that she 

was interested in moving forward with it.  She felt that after coming out of the election 
season there was a lot of interest in Ranked Choice Voting.  She felt that residents were 
amenable to Ranked Choice Voting, which was not as negative and as intense as what was 
just experienced.  She felt that it could lead to a better campaign season, which was perhaps 
not quite so soon.   

 
 Councilmember Green said that he supported Ranked Choice Voting.  Councilmember F.  

Lowry said that he was supportive, too.  He felt it would be a good system for them to try 
to see how it worked.  Councilmember Vawdrey said she was supportive.   

 
 Councilmember Roberts asked if he was voicing his support of pursuing it further.   Mayor 

Walker clarified that he thought that Councilmember T.  Lowery was ready to put it on the 
agenda as an item to adopt.   Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she was ready to move 
forward.   Councilmember Roberts said he was happy to have it be a resolution and have a 
debate.   

 
Business Session 
 
1.0 Call to Order: Mayor Troy K.  Walker 
 
2.0 Public Comments 
 

There was no one present for the general public comment.   
 
3.0 Consent Items 

a. Approval of October 6, 2020, and October 20, 2020, City Council Meeting 
Minutes.   

b. Approval of Agreement #20-149, approving an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement 
between the City of Draper and Salt Lake County designating each party's 
responsibilities and compliance requirements of the Utah Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (UPDES) Co- Permit with the Jordan Valley Communities.  
This Co-Permit primarily deals with the requirements for stormwater discharge. 

 
3.1 Councilmember T.  Lowery moved to approve the Consent Items.   Councilmember 

F.  Lowry seconded the motion.   
 
3.2 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
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4.0 Public Hearing: Ordinance #1457, Short Subdivision Zoning Map Amendment 
(Legislative Action), on the request by Alex Short, to amend the zoning designation 
for the property from RA1 (Residential Agricultural, 40,000 square foot lot 
minimum) to RA2 (Residential Agricultural 20,000 square foot lot minimum).  The 
property is approximately 1.5 acres in size and is located at approximately 1017 East 
13200 South. 
 

4.1 Todd Draper, planner, said that the item was a re-zone request to go from the RA1 to the 
RA2 zone.  The current land use designation was residential low-medium density.  He 
displayed slides of the site that showed the home currently under construction on the front 
property and a potential layout for a subdivision.  He said the item was being re-heard today 
at the request of the Council at the last meeting to consider some of the additional items 
that the applicant had submitted such as the Ptarmigan Pointe Phase 2 Plat and the 
subsequent amendments.  He stated that the applicant was present to share additional 
information.   

 
4.2 Alex Short, the applicant, stated that he would have Dave Wilding, his engineer, or Derek 

Coulter would make a better presentation.   
 
4.3 Derek Coulter stated that procedurally he was concerned at the October 6, 2020 hearing 

that the information that had been presented to the Planning Commission had not been 
presented and disclosed to the City Council.  He explained that there were five factors for 
the approval of the application set forth in 9-5-060 subparagraph E.  Generally, they pointed 
towards if the amendment was consistent with the City goals, the nature of the 
neighborhood, and no adverse impact to the neighborhood.  He said that he believed those 
conditions had been covered.  They had an agreement with the City that was entered into 
many years ago that allowed him to have the first half-acre lot in the front where the existing 
home was and then two lots behind.  The plan was to have the first lot where the home was 
expanded into one acre and then the half-acre lot in the back.  The impact on the neighbors 
would not only be less than what was contractually allowed but would enhance the 
neighborhood.  He said that he felt as though the Council was a little premature in looking 
at the access for the rear lot because they were not there to deal with the subdivision issues, 
but rather with the zoning.  Regarding the zoning, the plan was consistent with the 
neighborhood.  He said that Lamont Smith’s one-acre lot just to the west of the property 
was subdivided into two half acres.  Almost everything else directly around the property 
was also zoned at a half-acre.  Because of that, he believed that the request was consistent 
with the neighborhood and should be approved.  He said that there was a comment at the 
October 6, 2020 hearing that one person preferred some larger parcels to be retained.  This, 
however, was not one of the five factors that could be considered.   

 
 Councilmember Green asked if the item was not a zone change.  He said that if it was a 

zone change, the Council had absolute discretion and was not bound to any of those factors.  
He said that it was purely discretionary.  He said that the applicant had no zoning rights.  
He was trying to understand why the factors would be relevant.   
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 Councilmember T.  Lowery said that she was confused, too.  She said that it seemed as 
though Mr. Coulter was telling the Council how to do their jobs.   

  
 Mr. Coulter said that he was referring back to the City’s ordinance.  He stated that the City 

Council should consider the five factors for approval.  He said that if they had been allowed 
to answer any of the questions during the October 6, 2020, hearing that they would have 
been able to address the City’s concerns.  However, they were not given that opportunity.  
He said that he was not trying to tell the Council how to do their job, he was simply citing 
back to the ordinance that applied to zone changes.  He said that he would be happy to 
address any questions.  He was unsure how the item got to be such an adversarial issue.  He 
said that the applicant was trying to cooperate with the City and make the property a better 
fit for the neighborhood than what they were contractually able to do.   

  
4.4 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.  Mayor Walker noted that there was no 

one online to give comment, but that written comments had been submitted and given 
to the Council.  Mayor Walker then closed the public hearing.   

 
4.5 Councilmember F.  Lowry addressed Mr. Coulter’s comment that the applicant was unable 

to address the Council’s concerns.  He asked what items Mr. Coulter wanted to clarify that 
he felt he was unable to clarify at the previous meeting.   

  
 Mr. Coulter said that one of the questions that came up on September 15, 2020, was the 

access to the subdivision to the rear lot which was on the northern portion of the acre and 
a half.  He said that Dave Wilding, of Wilding Engineering, could also speak to this, but 
that there is access to the back portion of the lot from the private lane.  He said that was not 
the issue that they were dealing with, but the zoning issues.  At the time, he did not have 
what was on the screen, the Ptarmigan Pointe Phase 2 Plat.  He said that from a legal 
standpoint he did not think the access issues were germane as they were not pertinent to 
the subdivision issues.  However, he felt that the access could be addressed by Dave 
Wilding, the applicant’s engineer.   

 
4.6 Dave Wilding, of Wilding Engineering, said that the reason why they submitted the 

Ptarmigan Pointe Plat was that it was the document that gave access to the private lane to 
the property under question.  He wanted to assure everyone that there was legal access to 
the lane and property.  He said that they had recently done a similar development with 
Lamont Smith’s property which bordered this property on the west.  The same process 
occurred with getting it re-zoned.  He said that the applicant was just asking for something 
similar that was just completed with the adjacent property.  He said that other properties 
around Draper had similar requests and had received zone changes.  He said that to be fair, 
this area deserved to have the zone change like all of the neighbors had.  Mr. Wilding also 
said that from the agreement with the City when he granted the 13200 South portion of his 
property to the City, the agreement was made that he would be able to develop three lots 
on the property.  Mr. Short subsequently only wanted two lots.  He said that was very 
consistent with what was going on with the surrounding properties.  As a result, the 
applicant was respectfully asking that the RA2 zoning be granted.  They wanted to be 
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compatible with the neighborhood.  The applicant was also wanting to make improvements 
to the lane.  He said that it was a win-win for everyone.    

 
Councilmember F.  Lowry said that he understood the argument that other half-acre lots 
were developed in the area.  However, the only thing that he saw that was similar to the 
properties was that some half-acre properties were developed in the area.  He stated that he 
did not see the rezone as something positive for the area.  As a Council, they have to 
consider how a rezone might adversely impact an area.  Councilmember F.  Lowry said 
that he sees approving the rezone as something that would adversely impact the area.   

 
4.7 Councilmember F.  Lowry moved to deny Ordinance #1457, Short Subdivision 

Zoning Map Amendment.   Councilmember T.  Lowery seconded the motion.   
 
4.8 Councilmember Green asked Mike Baker, City Attorney, what the applicant was entitled 

to.  With the mention of the contract which suggested that there was some type of 
development agreement out there, he wanted to make sure that there was not a legal issue.   

 
 Mike Barker, City Attorney, said that when 13200 South was widened, the City wanted to 

condemn a portion of Mr. Coulter’s property, the subject property this evening.  The City 
was not able to negotiate a settlement, so litigation ensued.  As part of the settlement of 
that condemnation action, the parties entered into an agreement back in October of 2016.  
One of the slides shows a concept plan that was a possibility.  He said that he felt as though 
he and Mr. Coulter have interpreted the terms of the agreement differently.  He said that he 
did not feel as though the settlement agreement in and of itself was a contract to approve 
the rezoning of the property.  Rather, he interpreted the settlement agreement such that to 
get the three lots, a rezone would have to be agreed to by the City Council.  He said that he 
knew that Mr. Coulter took the opposite view, as expressed this evening.  Mr. Barker said 
that in the end, it would come down to a matter of contract interpretation if the issue ended 
up in litigation.   

 
4.9 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor to deny.  The motion passed unanimously.   
  
5.0 Public Hearing: Ordinance #1454, City Initiated 2020 Q3 Bulk Text Amendment 

(Legislative Action), on the request of Draper City for approval of a Text Amendment 
to various sections of Title 9 and 17 of the Draper City Municipal Code concerning 
development access points and reducing or eliminating the requirement for paper 
submissions with applications.   

 
5.1 Jennifer Jastremsky, planner, explained that the City had been evaluating development 

access points and how to ensure that the proper number of ingress and egress points existed 
for development.  She said it had been reviewed for most of the year since a notice of intent 
was posted to amend the code in March of 2020.  Part of the solution that staff came up 
with was to clarify the specific access points that were required, including what constituted 
an access point, and the types of access points based on types of dwelling units.  She said 
that she had both a summarized version of the text that outlined the changes, as well as the 
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detailed text that she could go through with the Council.  The type and number of access 
points were defined based on dwelling types: 

 
Single-family units: 

a. One access point required for up to 30 units. 
b. Private rights-of-ways can serve up to 20 single-family units. 
c. Widen street width standards of private right-of-way to ensure a 20-foot minimum 

width asphalt.   
 

Two-family units and townhome unit developments: 
a. One access point required for up to 30 units. 
b. Two access points are required for 31 units or more. 

 
Multi-family unit developments other than townhome unit dwellings: 
 

a. One access point is required for projects with up to 100 dwelling units. 
b. Two access points are required for a project with 101 or more dwelling units. 

 
The code also defined an access point as: A roadway access into a subdivision or 
development that provides unrestricted access to residents, the public, and emergency 
services.  This definition does not prohibit a gated community entrance that is designed to 
service residents, guests, and the general public.   

 
She then displayed the more formal text.  She said that three different width standards were 
set for single-family rights-of-way based on the number of homes. 

 
Single-family dwellings: 
 

a. 2-5 dwelling units: the current code requires 20 feet total.  It is proposed to 
require 24 feet of width: 20 feet of asphalt and then the curb and gutter on either 
side.   

b. 6-10 family lots: the street width would go from 26 feet to 31 feet.  That would 
require 26 feet of asphalt with a curb and gutter on either side.  It would allow 
for parking on one side of the road and still allow for fire access.   

c. 11-20 family units: the street width would go from 36 feet to 37 feet.  26 feet 
of asphalt would be required with a sidewalk required for these larger 
subdivisions.   

 
Regarding private rights-of-ways, the staff has clarified when parking would be allowed 
and what type of parking in section F is based on asphalt width.  Section G addressed how 
dead-end streets were handled in subdivisions, as well as subdivisions with one access 
point.  If a subdivision does have a stub street; they would still be limited to the 30- or 100-
unit restriction based on the type of housing.  Once the stub road was extended through 
there would be potential for additional units.  Any temporary turn arounds would have to 
meet any engineering or fire standards.    
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The second component to the proposed text amendments pertained to paperless 
applications.  She said that as a result of COVID-19 and City Hall being closed they had 
to accept digital applications only.  The code technically requires paper submittals.  The 
staff has proposed to eliminate the paper requirement to be able to continue to accept 
digital-only submittals.  She said that would help them to operate a little more functionally.  
The exception to this would be that the staff would continue to require two paper copies of 
geotechnical and geophysical reports because consultants want a wet stamped copy from 
the geotechnical engineer that put together the report.  Currently, the City requires physical 
sample boards for material building plans.  With the amendment, they would require color 
elevations but allow the zoning administrator to request material samples if someone 
proposed some unique material.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the text amendment and recommended approval 5-0.   

 
5.2 Councilmember F. Lowry asked for clarification if the code change would require an 

electronic as opposed to a physical copy.  He wanted to know if an applicant could only 
submit their application digitally or if they could do either one.   

 
Ms. Jastremsky said that the code would require an electronic copy, typically a PDF.  
However, if the applicant came in with paper, the staff had the capabilities to scan them to 
make them digital.  However, the staff would be looking for the PDF from their engineer.  
She said that sometimes they run into that with a home occupation where someone is not a 
developer and did not have access to an engineer.  She said that in those instances staff 
would just scan the application in.   

 
5.3 Councilmember F.  Lowry said that he understood that the one access point becomes wider 

with more units.  However, he was concerned that they were allowing one access point for 
up to 30 units.  He felt that was limited access for a lot of units, despite it having a wider 
driveway.   

 
 Ms. Jastremsky said that the 30 units were the standard from the National Fire Code.   
 

Chief Clint Smith reiterated that there were some cases where access to 30 units could still 
be a challenge for access, however, it was based on the currently adopted fire code.   

 
5.4 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.  Mayor Walker closed the public hearing. 
 
5.5 Councilmember Green moved to approve Ordinance #1454, City Initiated 2020 Q3 

Bulk Text Amendment.  Councilmember Vawdrey seconded the motion. 
 
5.6 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6.0      Recess to a Draper City Redevelopment Agency Meeting. 
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6.1 Councilmember T.  Lowery moved to recess to a Draper City Redevelopment Agency 
Meeting.   Councilmember Green seconded the motion.   

  
7.0 Adjournment 
 
7.1 Councilmember Green moved to adjourn the meeting.   Councilmember T.  Lowery 

seconded the motion. 
 
7.2 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
7.3 The meeting adjourned at 8:11 p.m. 
 



 

MINUTES OF THE DRAPER CITY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 17, 2020, IN THE DRAPER CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 1020 EAST 
PIONEER ROAD, DRAPER, UTAH 
 
PRESENT: Mayor Troy K. Walker, and Councilmembers Mike Green, Tasha Lowery, 

Fred Lowry, Cal Roberts, and Marsha Vawdrey 
EXCUSED:    
 
STAFF PRESENT:  David Dobbins, City Manager; Mike Barker, City Attorney; Laura 

Oscarson, City Recorder; Scott Cooley, City Engineer; Hazel Dunsmore, 
Human Resource Director; John Eining, Police Chief; Russ Fox, Assistant 
City Manager; Rhett Ogden, Recreation Director; Christina Oliver, 
Community Development Director;  Clint Smith, Fire Chief; Britnee 
Johnston, Communications Director; and Bob Wylie, Finance Director 

________________________________________________________________________ 
This meeting was held electronically according to Draper City Municipal Code 2- 1-040. 
Determination 2020-25, pursuant to Utah Code Annotated 52-4-207(4) 
 
I, Mayor Troy K. Walker, do hereby determine conducting an electronic meeting of the Draper City Council 
with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at 
the anchor location and hereby authorize the Draper City Council to conduct electronic meetings 
without an anchor location.  The foregoing determination is based on the following facts: 
 

1. Federal, state, and local leaders, including the Draper City Mayor and City Council, have 
all recognized a global pandemic caused by the spread of the COVID-19 virus.   

2. Governor Herbert and the Utah Department of Health have recently issued updated orders 
in response to record numbers of COVID-19 cases and COVID-19-related hospitalizations.  
The orders implement statewide what has been termed a “mask mandate” and have severely 
limited social gatherings in an attempt “to prevent and control the rapidly changing 
consequences of COVID- 19 throughout the state.” 

3. It is difficult, if not impossible, to predict the number of attendees at any meeting and to 
manage issues regarding social distancing in order to comply with applicable health orders.   

4. COVID-19 poses a continuing and immediate threat to the health, safety, and welfare of 
Draper City residents and the public in general. 

5. The City has the technological capability to provide means by which the public may hear, 
or view and hear, the open portions of the meeting and to participate in public hearings.   

 
To participate, please see the options below: 
 

1. Listen through the Draper City website - https://www.draper.ut.us/95/Agendas- Minutes 
2. Email comments to public.comment@draper.ut.us.  These will become part of the public 

record. 
3. Those wishing to speak during the meeting, send a request and include your name, address, and 

phone number which you will be calling from, for the Zoom meeting ID to 
public.comment@draper.ut.us. 

 

mailto:public.comment@draper.ut.us
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Study Session 
 
1.0 Report: Alta View Hospital's community response during the pandemic - Scott 

Roberson and Amber Nielsen 
 

1.1 Scott Roberson noted that he was a Draper resident of more than 20 years and thanked the 
Council for their support to his family and the Draper community.  He explained that Alta 
View Hospital was a 60-bed hospital located in Sandy just north of the Draper boundary.  
He said he felt that things were going as well as they could for their hospital.  Like most 
places in Utah, they had been greatly impacted by the surge in the COVID-19 pandemic.  
He said that they were proud of the work that they did and of their caregivers.  However, 
they were feeling stressed out and are getting close to reaching a breaking point.  He said 
that because it was such a demanding time for any healthcare working, anything anyone 
could do to offer support was appreciated. 

  
 Mr. Roberson informed the Council that there were currently 375 patients hospitalized in 

an Intermountain Health Care facility.  Seven of those were at Alta View.  He noted that 
they were a small community hospital that had an eight-bed intensive care unit.  However, 
when patients got really sick, they were sent out of Alta View hospital to a larger facility 
where they could be grouped with other really sick COVID patients.  That was a good 
thing, allowing patients to be treated by experts in a specific field.  Despite that, there were 
still those seven patients at Alta View.  The role of Alta View was to take care of less sick 
COVID patients and continue to offer other services expected from a community hospital 
such as orthopedic surgery and general surgery.   

 
 Alta View had recently completed an extensive renovation and remodel to create a new 

patient tower.  That left a lot of old, unused space on the campus, including 35 beds and 
rooms in the old emergency space that could be used as overflow for COVID positive 
patients.  He said that those rooms had been refurbished and equipped with all of the 
supplies and other equipment that is typically needed to treat COVID patients so that the 
rooms stood ready to be used by Intermountain Healthcare if needed. 

 
 Mr. Roberson then shared some information specific to the south end of the valley.  He 

said that since COVID started, Alta View had taken care of 197 COVID positive patients.  
The average length of stay for those patients in the ICU was about six days.  Patients on 
the regular floor were admitted for an average of 3.5 days.  Interestingly, since October 1, 
the hospital had taken care of 111 COVID positive patients.  56% of the COVID patients 
Alta View cared for came in during the last six weeks.  He said that the hospital was doing 
something really good for their patients and community; if a patient shows up at 
Intermountain Medical Center where the sickest patients are being directed, Alta View has 
served as an extension to handle less severe cases to keep beds free for the sickest COVID 
patients.   

 
 Mr. Roberson said that they were hopeful that in a couple of months the vaccine would 

make a difference as it became available to the public.  He also stated their gratitude for 
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the support received from the community throughout this process.  He said that several 
businesses within Draper City had brought food items like smoothies for their caregivers 
that had brightened their team’s day.   

 
1.2 Amber Nielsen added that Alta View was a great place to receive care and that the 

community surrounding it did support its caregivers.  She also thanked Draper for the 
support.   

 
1.3 Councilmember Green thanked the Alta View representatives and stated that if they ever 

needed anything from the Council that they should not hesitate to ask.  The Council would 
support them however they could.   

 
1.4 Councilmember F. Lowry echoed Councilmember Green’s comments of appreciation.  He 

said that the Council could only imagine the challenges they were dealing with right now.  
He asked about the proper protocol to bring different items to caregivers such as smoothies 
to help lift folks.  He also asked what Draper could do as a City to help support caregivers.   

 
1.5 Mr. Roberson said that the right protocol would just be to call him at 801-501-2700.  He 

would then put the giver in touch with the volunteer services manager.  He said it was an 
easy process.  He said that it meant so much to caregivers dealing with the tough stuff.  He 
said that although Alta View did not have a lot of COVID patients right now, they had an 
increase in other patients.   

 
1.6 Councilmember T. Lowery clarified that Alta View was not full of COVID patients 

currently.  She asked what percentage was COVID patients.   
 
 Mr. Roberson said they currently had seven COVID patients, which translated into roughly 

20% of their patients being COVID positive.  He said that last week 50% of patients were 
COVID positive.  He said that their capacity depended on the week and how sick the 
patients got.  He said that if someone arrived at Alta View and did not need to be on a 
ventilator, chances were that they could stay at Alta View.  However, if someone were put 
on a ventilator they would be transferred to another hospital where they could receive more 
specialized care.   

  
 Councilmember T. Lowery asked if that was a trend.  She further inquired if they were 

seeing the COVID numbers go down since last week, or if the numbers were arbitrary.   
 
 Mr. Roberson said that a couple of things had happened.  The other hospitals that he had 

mentioned who took care of sicker patients had gotten more creative with their space and 
were making new units and departments to place COVID patients.  LDS hospital had 
recently opened up 35 new beds to take care of sicker patients.  The medical center in 
Murray converted some of their units into COVID units.  Riverton Hospital had a pediatric 
unit that they had since closed to pediatrics to open to COVID patients.  Because of this, 
there was more capacity across the valley for COVID patients causing a decrease in volume 
at Alta View.  He also noted that anytime there was a public policy change the hospital 
sees the impacts of the change about two weeks after the change was made.  Following this 
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trend, they would not expect to see any change from Governor Herbert’s mandates for 
about another week.   

 
2.0 Discussion: Public Hearing Information Submittal Deadlines - David Dobbins 

 
2.1 David Dobbins, City Manager, explained that the code currently states that if an item is 

continued then it needed to be re-noticed.  He stated that he thought the code intended that 
if the actual public hearing needed to be rescheduled, the City would send out notification 
again to ensure that the public was aware of the new public hearing date.  He noted that on 
tonight’s agenda there was an item to clarify that if the Council closed the public hearing, 
but the item itself was continued, the City would not send out additional noticing because 
the item would be listed as an action item on the next agenda. 

 
 As a follow up to this point, Mr. Dobbins said that the Council’s policy raised a couple of 

questions.  First, if a public hearing is closed and the item is continued to the next council 
meeting, people will often send emails to and want to communicate with the Council about 
an item even though the public hearing was closed.  Sometimes that could create a problem 
because if an applicant submits information that the neighbors were not aware of, the 
neighbor might ask when they can comment on that new information.  Because of this, 
staff inquired if the Council wanted to clarify their practice/policy so that the public hearing 
is either kept open to allow people to submit written comments or if the Council wanted to 
tell the public that they would no longer accept any public comment.  They could send an 
email; it just would not become part of the public record for that particular item.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins asked if the Council had any suggestions on how they wanted to move ahead.   
 
2.2 Councilmember F. Lowry asked if they were simply talking about instances when the 

public hearing closed, and the Council ended up not voting on an item.   
 
 Mr. Dobbins reiterated they were talking about instances when the Council closed the 

public hearing but chose not to vote, so the item got bumped to the next agenda.  Staff 
wanted feedback on what the Council’s policy was about receiving public comment 
between when the two meetings.  He said technically the public hearing was closed so staff 
needs clarification if the Council still wanted to receive public comment.  Essentially if 
residents called staff, were they supposed to thank the resident for the information, but 
inform that the public hearing was closed and therefore not pass the information on to the 
Council, or did the Council want to keep the public hearing open so that everyone could 
see the shared information.   

 
 Councilmember F. Lowry summarized that by leaving the public hearing open it would 

allow the Council to review emails that were sent in between when the live public comment 
was held and the meeting when the item was voted on.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins said that this was a gray area.  The Council could receive the emails.  He 

asked the Council to assume it was a controversial item and the applicant sent an email 
saying that all the public comment that was received at the last meeting was incorrect.  In 



Page 5 of 33 
 

response, the neighbors say, “hold on, I disagree.  When do I get to speak to what the 
applicant just said?” Because the public hearing was closed, the neighbors would only be 
able to send an email or written comment.   
 
He said that staff was suggesting that if the Council wanted to continue to receive 
comments and discuss them at the next meeting, they might want to consider keeping the 
public hearing open.   
 

2.3 Councilmember T. Lowery said that she felt as though the public comment should be kept 
open because if the applicant can keep submitting information, but the public was not able 
to respond an equity issue was created.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins said that if someone emailed the Council and the public hearing was closed, 

the Council should read it.  The question was how to make that available to everyone.   
 
 Mayor Walker said that the issue would occur that if the Council continued a bunch of 

stuff, there would be a second meeting for every single event.  If there was a lot of public 
comment that was closed and then continued, then the Council would have to do it all over 
again.  This would create a substantial amount of work.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins said that they could tell people that the public hearing was closed.  

Information could be submitted in writing, but it would not be a part of the official record 
or that particular item.   

 
 Mayor Walker said that they should not have the applicants making more stuff either.  He 

said the item was being continued so that the Council could think about how they wanted 
to vote.  He did not think that the applicants should be able to submit additional information 
either so that it was fair to both the applicant and the public.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that the continuation of the item was strictly for 

deliberation for the Council.   
 
 Mr. Dobbins said that staff would make sure to communicate that to the public; once the 

public hearing was closed, they were not soliciting any formal feedback.   
 
2.4  Mayor Walker asked if it were not true of the code now that if the Council did not make a 

motion that it would roll to the next agenda.   
 
2.5  Mike Barker, City Attorney, said that it was those instances that they were trying to address.  

He said that they were trying to clarify what needed to be included in a motion to continue 
an item.  He said that there could be instances where the Council wanted to continue to 
receive more input and if that were the case, this could be specified in the motion.  
However, if the item was continued because of silence (a lack of a motion) they were trying 
to address what the idea was behind the silence: the Council wanted to mull over what was 
said and vote at the next meeting.   
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3.0 Update: Draper City Logo – Britnee Johnston 
 

3.1       Britnee Johnston, Communications Director, reminded the Council that last time they had 
discussed the logo as a group they had decided to come up with a few more logo options 
before sending them out for a public survey to residents and employees.  She said that she 
had been working to come up with those new options as displayed.  She noted that they 
were created with the new direction offered by the Council that life was good in Draper, 
that open space was the gem of the City and what set Draper apart, and focusing on a single 
aspect of Draper as opposed to trying to incorporate multiple ideas in the logo.   

 
 She proposed that they send the five new designs and the current logo out to the public 

survey.  It would be conducted through email as ranked based voting.  A person would 
have to take each logo and rank them from number one (their favorite) to number six (their 
least favorite).  A comment box would also be provided in the survey for any public 
comment.  The survey would go out to 1,200 residents, the same sample group that received 
the general plan resident survey.  The sample group already represents the demographics 
and neighborhoods of Draper.  After getting the survey results, Ms. Johnston would work 
with the Council to pick a single logo and make any final edits to it based on the public 
input.   

 
 Ms. Johnston clarified that the Council was not deciding on a logo today but specifying if 

they were at a point to move on to the public input portion of the logo development.   
 
 Also, Ms. Johnston went through each of the logos briefly so that the Council could know 

the thought behind them.  For each of the logos, she displayed alternative logo formats in 
one color black, and one color blue.  She also displayed what they would look like on 
apparel, a city truck, a street sign, and on doors.   

 
• Option 1: (Square logo featuring Lone Peak and the word Draper contained 

within the square.) She said the logo was unique and stands out because 
there was no other City around Draper that had a square logo.  It was also 
not the typical landscape as it used a mosaic style that featured open space 
in the foreground and a sunlit sky in the back.  She noted that upward 
pathways were representing new opportunities.  Also, the logo was quite 
colorful compared to past logo iterations.  The logo represents a liveliness, 
that Draper has diverse opportunities, and that the City was vibrant and full 
of life.  The colors would also look great on the website. 

• Option 2: (An oval containing Lone Peak with the word Draper flagged 
across the center and extending beyond the oval of the logo.) Ms. Johnston 
described this logo as “bold, yet simple.” The Draper name stood out with 
Lone peak more defined in this option.  The bottom of the logo had an open 
space with the roads leading upwards.  She said that this logo was also in 
alignment with Silicon Slopes that also featured their name within a circle.  
Because of this, the logo communicated that Draper was on trend with the 
tech industry.   
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• Option 3: (A D, with Lone Peak, depicted in the bottom third portion of the 
letter and its summit extending into the negative space of the letter.  Draper 
follows outside of the vertical line of the D.) Ms. Johnston explained that 
this was one of the original selections from the internal logo committee.  
The designer tried other colors, gradients, and mountain illustrations.  The 
original illustration was the best.  As a result, they stuck closely to the 
original logo, but removed the tech squares and removed the gradient to put 
it into a single dark teal blue.  She said that she felt as though the mountain 
illustration showed strength and could represent the strength in Draper’s 
commerce, economy, and community.   

• Option 4: (A letter D shape filled in with a more abstract depiction of Lone 
Peak with open space and leading lines in the foreground.  Draper and Utah 
appear stacked underneath the logo.) Ms. Johnston described this as a 
simpler version of the letter D more to the blues and greens of the current 
colors.  These were a little more calming.  There was open space and 
foothills in the front with a simple peak in the back.   

• Option 5: (An oval with the bold color scheme with Lone Peak in the 
background and the open space in the foreground.  Draper and Utah appear 
stacked underneath the logo.): Ms. Johnston noted that this was a similar 
illustration as Option 1, but from a slightly different angle and contained in 
a ring.  She said that the ring gave it a slightly different feeling of classy 
containment.  There were the unique mosaic illustration and the bold colors 
representing liveliness and diversity and the upward pathways of new 
opportunities.   

 
3.2  Councilmember Green asked Ms. Johnston what was her favorite logo.  Ms. Johnston said 

that he could ask her that.  She said that she was good with any of them.  Councilmember 
Green said that it was her area of expertise.   

 
 Ms. Johnston said that she felt that the second option (the oval with Draper flagged across 

is) had the most widespread appeal.  She felt that the first and fifth options were the most 
unique if the Council wanted to stand out. 

 
 Councilmember Green said that he agreed with her on option two.  He said that these 

options were much better and that the second iteration was much cleaner.  He said he 
appreciated this very much and that she went through the process and doing all of the work.  
Mayor Walker said that he liked options two and three.   Councilmember Green said that 
he felt Ms. Johnston was good to move forward with getting resident feedback.   

 
3.3 Councilmember Vawdrey said that she liked option three.  The only thing that she did not 

like about it was that on the truck and the sign it looked like ID because the word Draper 
looked like an I from a distance.   

 
3.4 Councilmember F. Lowry said that he had been favoring option 3 until she presented the 

new versions.  He said that he felt options 1, 2, 4, and 5 all outshined option 3 now and 
looked cleaner.   
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3.5 Ms. Johnston said that if the Council felt as though there were at least one or two options 

that they liked in this group she felt as though they should move on to the public.  There 
was enough variety to choose from.   

 
 When Mayor Walker asked, the Council concurred with Ms. Johnston taking the logos to 

the public.   
 
 Councilmember Roberts said that he was partial to option 2 and that he hoped the public 

felt the same.   
 
3.6  Councilmember F. Lowry said that he was also partial to option 2.  He wondered how the 

logo would look if they took the mountain shape from option 4 and put it in place of the 
mountain shape in option 2.   

 
 Ms. Johnston said that she would keep that input in mind.  She explained that after they 

had received all the input from the public they could return to the Council’s ideas.  
However, she felt that it would be good to get what the public was favoring so that they 
did not spend too much time on a logo option that the public did not want.  She 
recommended keeping the logos as is and then revisiting them afterward.   

  
4.0 Council/Manager Reports 

 
4.1 Councilmember F. Lowry said that he had met with the Tree Commission in the morning.  

He said that they were seeking counsel from the Council on what their goals were.  He said 
that they were concerned about presenting different plans on tasks they could help do, only 
to have the Council shoot down their options from a budgetary standpoint.  One of the 
primary projects discussed was the entryway from Riverton into Draper and coming up 
with a plan on what could be done there.  He said that Rhett Ogden, Parks and Recreation 
Director was helpful on the call through his realization that to do that entry right would 
require more effort than just the Tree Commission to help beautify that area.  He wanted 
to give a heads up that there would likely be a report from the Tree Commission soon.  
Because of this, he felt that the Council needed to be open to what projects they would like 
to support the Tree Commission with,  and determine the available funds to put towards 
beautifying the City.   

  
 Mr. Ogden said that Parks and Recreation would be happy to help with a project in that 

area or whatever the Council desires.  He said that the entryway had been on their 
beautification list for several years.  If it were something the Council wanted to move 
forward on, Parks and Recreation would be happy to work on it with the Tree Commission.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that she would love to see some beautification off of the 

14600 South entrance.  She said that she didn’t feel as though it had to happen right now, 
but that as they got closer to having the Plural Sight campus open, she felt it would be a 
gateway into the City as well.  It would be quite nice to have it be a little bit nicer right 
there.   
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 Councilmember F. Lowry said that the Tree Commission had discussed that area as one of 

the locations to look at improving.  He asked Mr. Dobbins if he recalled correctly that the 
area was under UDOT’s jurisdiction and responsibility.  He asked if the City would need 
to talk to UDOT to make changes to that area.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins said that the City would need to talk to UDOT because they would need to 

put a water or power source out there in a UDOT right-of-way.  He said that would be easy 
to coordinate with UDOT.   

 
 Councilmember F. Lowry asked if Mr. Dobbins could explore that.  He said that if that 

area was determined a priority over the Riverton entrance or if the Council wanted the Tree 
Commission to participate in both projects.  He said that he felt that they had some really 
good individuals that were willing to dive in to do some things, but that they felt as though 
they were spinning their wheels because they did not have a full direction from the Council.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that even if they invested in xeriscaping the 14600 South 

exit it would be so much better than the weeds and garbage that existed now.   
 
4.2 Councilmember Vawdrey said that a resident had contacted her and said that they had a 

one-acre property, but that they were only able to have six chickens on the acre, the same 
number of chickens someone was allowed on a 10,000 square foot lot.  The resident felt as 
though it was a problem that she was not allowed to have more chickens on an acre parcel.  
Councilmember Vawdrey wondered if that was something they wanted to consider 
changing as she felt that six chickens were not a lot on an acre.   

 
 Councilmember Green said he felt it was fine to look into.  He said that his grandfather 

used to tell him about how during the Depression they survived off of the eggs, chickens, 
and food they grew in their backyard.  He said that he did not feel as though they should 
restrict that.   

 
 Councilmember Vawdrey said she did not feel as though the sky needed to be the limit, but 

she did feel as though there were already quite a lot of restrictions on chickens.  People 
cannot have a rooster, which she felt was smart.  However, she felt it was good that the 
resident asked.  The resident could apply to change the code, or it was an item the Council 
could discuss and determine if it was a reasonable request.   

 
 Councilmember F. Lowry asked what Councilmember Vawdrey’s recommendation was to 

adjust the code.  Councilmember Vawdrey said that she should talk to staff about it before 
a decision was made.  She thought that on an acre lot, a resident should be able to have at 
least a dozen if a half-acre was allowed six.   

 
 Councilmember F. Lowry said he would like to know the reasoning behind why the 

chickens had been limited to six.  Councilmember Vawdrey said that there were animal 
units allowed per acre.  She felt that six chickens should constitute one animal unit if a 
horse was an animal unit.   
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 Christina Oliver, Community Development Director, said that she would take the thoughts 

and do an analysis of units for chickens.   
 
 Mayor Walker noted that Draper used to be the egg capital of the world.  He also said that 

in his own experience with chickens he bought six chicks and every one of them ended up 
being a rooster.   

  
4.3 Councilmember T. Lowery wanted to thank the Parks and Recreation team for the Haunted 

Trails that they put on for Halloween.  She said that she felt it was awesome and so many 
people loved it and had an amazing time.  She thought it was a huge success.  She said that 
she knew that a ton of work went into it and wanted to make sure that they knew that she 
appreciated it.   

 
 Councilmember Vawdrey echoed that appreciation.  She said that she had a few people 

reach out to her hoping that it was going to happen again next year because they loved it 
so much.  Councilmember F. Lowry agreed.  He added that the flags at the park on Veterans 
Day were awesome, too.   

  
4.4 Mayor Walker suggested that in addition to the lights at Christmas that they do a live stream 

from City Hall with a countdown to turning the lights on.  People could be in their cars and 
Livestream the turning on of the lights with mask-wearing.  He said that folks love the 
lights and people like seeing them turned on.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery asked if the cute little hallmark Christmas girl could do it as 

she would be “really cute.”  Mayor Walker agreed and said she and her brother were really 
busy.  He said that he knew the lights were going up in Historic Park.  He asked if the 
Council wanted them all turned on at the same time.   
 
Councilmember T. Lowery said she had seen something really cute where residents had 
said that on Christmas Eve, everyone was going to go outside of their homes and at a certain 
time turn on their Christmas lights and ring a bell.  She suggested making that a thing to 
have everyone in Draper turn on their Christmas lights and ring a bell for Draper's holiday 
spirit.   
 

4.5 Mayor Walker also said that he was going to sign an emergency order to keep City Hall 
closed through the Thanksgiving Holiday in conjunction with the Governor’s pandemic 
orders.  Employees who could work from home would be working from home.  The public 
was not interacting in City Hall.  He said that hopefully, the numbers would come down 
moving forward.  That closure would allow the City to use more C.A.R.E.S money to be 
able to cover some expenses.  He said that it was his impression that most people that he 
had heard from were trying to comply with the orders.  He said that he has seen people 
wearing masks now more than he ever had.  He said that every business was requiring 
them.  There had been some reports of Draper businesses that were not complying with the 
order.  When it was investigated, they were in fact following the order.   
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 He said that the virus does not kill everyone who gets it, but for those who do, it sure can 
linger.  He said that his legal secretary had been sick for 24 days.  He sent her home at noon 
today because she was coughing like she had emphysema.  She just could not shake it.   

  
4.6 Councilmember F. Lowry asked about the gift cards that were sent out.  He wanted to know 

how the response had been and if staff and the City were interested in doing another round 
of them.  He said that he was concerned that there were a lot of people who did not realize 
that the gift cards were coming, and they might have been thrown away.  He also said that 
he heard that some folks had them stolen out of their mailboxes.   

 
 Mr. Dobbins said that staff had heard of a lot of people who were using them.  He said that 

there was one neighborhood that said they did not get the gift cards.  Several people had 
called to ask for the gift cards.  He said that he felt that they ought to give the program 
another week to see the response.   

 
 Ms. Johnston said that there had been a great business response.  Over 100 businesses 

signed up to participate in the program.   
 
 Councilmember F. Lowry asked how labor-intensive the program was on the 

administrative end.  Mr. Dobbins said that Ms. Johnston had put in most of the work upfront 
in getting everything ready.  He said that the most work right now was just handling all the 
calls from residents who wanted extra gift cards or said that they had a big family.  He said 
he anticipated that would die down shortly.  Once the program was done, the business 
would have to bring their paperwork in to be reimbursed.  There would be some work on 
the backend.   

 
 Ms. Johnston said that if the City were to do another round, the template had already been 

created and the printer already had the needed information.  This would make it pretty 
quick and easy to implement if the Council were interested.  Mr. Dobbins said that if all 
the gift cards were used, they amounted to about half a million dollars.  He said it did come 
with a pretty hefty price tag.   

 
4.7 Chief Clint Smith provided the Council with an update on Fire’s response concerning the 

implementation of a new CAD dispatch system out at Valley Emergency Communications 
Center (VECC).  He said that it was a project that had been years in the making in trying 
to standardize the response process within the Salt Lake Valley and implement a new CAD 
system that allowed both the 911 response centers within Salt Lake County (VECC) and 
the Salt Lake City 911 Dispatch Center.  He explained that the issue that had existed for 
many years was that these two primary dispatch centers operated on different programs.  
The call center that emergency calls went to depended upon where people called or what 
cell tower their call was directed from.  If it went to Salt Lake City but was determined to 
be a response in Draper City, the call center would have to transfer the resident and make 
a call to the other call center, which caused a delay in the response across the board. 

 
 The issue was one that was taken up by the state legislature a couple of years ago.  They 

wanted to see the consolidation of dispatch centers to significantly reduce the number of 
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call transfers that happened across the state.   The new standardized system allows each 
dispatch center to see the calls coming into the other location, eliminating the need for 
transfers.   

 
 The system implemented was called Versaterm, the same system that had been adopted at 

the change of the fiscal year by Draper City Police to also help address some dispatch 
problems.  In addition to the dispatch consolidation, the other significant change that 
occurred with the switch to Versaterm was the use of Automatic Vehicle Locators (AVL’s).  
These are essentially GPS units that are live on all of the first response units across all 
departments that are dispatched out of VECC.   

 
 All of the Fire Chiefs got together and had a frank discussion about responding to address 

the dislike that had long existed about boundaries and different departments responding to 
calls, not within their boundaries.  With the implementation of the new technology, the 
Chiefs were able to drop their guard and stop fighting over jurisdictional boundaries.  
Instead, they decided that the closet unit would be most appropriate to respond to 911 calls 
to provide aid as quickly as possible.   

 
 Chief Smith said that there were pros and cons to everything.  With the implementation of 

the new CAD system and the AVL dispatching, all of the first response vehicles will be 
dispatched by their AVL location at the time the call comes in moving forward.  If the 
crews were in the station, the station location would be used to coordinate and determine 
the response time it would take them to get to an address and compare it to the surrounding 
units and agencies.  Whichever unit was deemed the closest would be the unit that was 
dispatched.  Anything within Draper as far as ambulance response would utilize Draper 
ambulances.  He said that the new system was providing good data on the holes within 
Draper’s response within its boundaries because of distance.  However, what it meant, and 
what he wanted the Council to be aware of, was that other agencies would be seen within 
some parts of Draper, such as the north and west part of the City, more frequently than in 
the past.  Bluffdale assisted a lot of the west side and Sandy and South Jordan both assisted 
on the north border of the City.   

 
 The valley Fire Chiefs committed to giving the AVL response a solid six-month trial to 

acquire data before making tweaks to the response.  One of the challenges for Draper was 
the remote nature of the Suncrest Fire Station which perhaps had them under-utilized 
because of the distance to get them down the hill.   

 
 Chief Smith emphasized the shift in how responses were being organized, but the value of 

the data that they would be gathering in the coming months regarding response times and 
distances.    

 
  
 
Business Session 
 
1.0 Call to Order: Mayor Troy K. Walker 
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2.0 Public Comments 
 

There was no one present for the general public comment.   
 
Mayor Walker made the Council aware that a written general public comment had been 
received from resident Kathy Anderson about Vestry Drive.   
 
The comment is at the end of the minutes. 
 

3.0 Consent Items 
a. Approval of Resolution #20-52, amending Personnel Policy Section 5040 
regarding Holiday Leave. 

 
3.1 Councilmember F. Lowry moved to approve the Consent Items.   Councilmember 

Vawdrey seconded the motion.   
 
3.2 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
  

4.0 Action Item: Resolution #20-51, accepting the Audit and Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report (CAFR) for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2020. 

 
4.1. Rob Wood said that he was appreciative of the fact that Draper City trusted his firm to 

provide the annual report services and financial audit that was a requirement of the state.  
He explained that pages 1-3 were the summary of the auditor’s report.  He said that he had 
given Draper an unmodified opinion.  That was the best opinion he, as an auditor, could 
give an organization.  In essence, the firm did not feel as though there was any material 
missing in any of the financial reports.   

 
 Mr. Wood then pointed out a few highlights.  He pointed the Council to the Management 

Discussion and Analysis on pages 4-15.  He said that it was a condensed financial synopsis 
of how the City performed not only for 2020 but also for the fiscal year 2019.  It was the 
only place where there was comparative information.   

 
 Overall, once past the entity-wide statements, there were fund statements.  He explained 

that was an area that the Council had a greater hand in because it approved expenditure for 
each fund and reviewed them regularly, especially the General Fund.  Mr. Wood was happy 
to report that all of the funds were in a positive fund balance position. 

 
 After the financial statements were presented there were two different reports.  The first 

was a requirement for government auditing standards.  The firm found no problems with 
internal controls of the City or any deficiencies regarding compliance with laws and state 
regulations.  The final report was required by the Utah State Auditor’s Office.  Some of the 
areas that the firm tested Draper on were about budgetary compliance and fund balance 
calculations.  That was the requirement that the general fund balance totals needed to be 
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between 5-25%.  This was an area the firm had a finding on.  When they completed the 
fund balance calculation for Draper, its General Fund balance was sitting at 36.8%, over 
the requirement.  That indicated that the City Council could go out and fund projects.   

 
 The second finding related to state compliance with how court costs were tracked with 

Draper’s Justice Court.  The coding was slightly different.  They had been encouraged to 
reach out to the administrative office of the courts to get additional training in how the costs 
should be coded in the system.   

 
 He said that City was functioning at a really strong capacity.  He did note that there were 

some issues with the blended component with the TRSSD, but those issues would be 
addressed separately.   

 
4.2 Councilmember Green moved to approve Resolution #20-51, accepting the Audit and 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for Fiscal Year ending June 30, 
2020.   Councilmember T. Lowery seconded the motion.   

 
4.3 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously.    
 
5.0 Public Hearing: Ordinance #1465, Rasmussen Family Commercial Zoning Map 

Amendment (Legislative Action), a request by One West Construction, representing 
the Rasmussen Family Limited Partnership, to amend the zoning map designation 
from the A5 (Agricultural, 5 acre minimum) Zone to the CN (Neighborhood 
Commercial) Zone for the property located at approximately 12197 South 300 East.   

 
5.1 Maryann Pickering, planner, oriented the Council to the location of the site discussed.  She 

displayed an overlay of the current land use designation, neighborhood commercial, of the 
property, and the surrounding area.  The site was also currently zoned A5, with commercial 
zoning to the west (CR) and south (CC).   

 
 The item was a request to change the zoning of the property from A5 to CN.  The proposed 

zoning designation of CN was compatible with the current land use designation.  The 
zoning was requested to subdivide the property into two lots through a plat amendment.  
The lot was 9.8 acres in size.  The rezone was being requested because there was a pending 
application for a charter school which was scheduled for the Planning Commission on 
Thursday, November 19, 2020.   

 
 Ms. Pickering noted that charter schools were allowed in any zone according to state law.  

Because of this, regardless of if the area was rezoned to CN or remained A5 the charter 
school would be a permitted use.  She then displayed pictures of the property from different 
angles.  The Planning Commission voted unanimously on November 12, 2020, to forward 
a negative recommendation on the zoning map amendment.    

 
5.2 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing. 
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5.3 Scott Sabey spoke for the applicant.  He said they were there for a simple rezone to match 
the general plan of the Rasmussen property from A5 to CN.  He noted that the parcel did 
touch three vacant residential lots.  To the east, there were 25 three-story buildings with 
225 units in them.  To the south in the CC zone, there was a McDonald’s, Chick-fil-A, a 
car wash, and a credit union.  To the west of the property was the CR zone with a gas station 
and mall.  He described these features to make the point that while this parcel did touch 
three residential properties, it was surrounded by fairly intensive use.  The application was 
simply to bring the property from the A5 to match the commercial uses of the surrounding 
area.  He noted that they did want to divide the parcel into two portions.  That was driven 
by the request to run 12230 south through to the roundabout that would force the property 
into two separate parcels and result in the lower parcel being less than five acres.   
 
He stated that when the item was brought before the Planning Commission, they thought it 
was a fairly simple and straight forward application based on the history and comments 
made in the past.  However, there was a significant amount of discussion after the applicant 
was no longer addressing the presentation regarding traffic.  He said that because of this he 
wanted to briefly go through the Draper Municipal Code section that was relevant to 
modifying the plan as it related to the parcel.  That was section 9-5-060(E)(1) (a-e).  He 
read and commented on the different sections of code as follows: 

a. When a proposed amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the city’s general plan; 
 

i. Mr. Sabey noted that they were obviously seeking to match exactly what 
the General Plan was.   
 

b. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of 
the existing development in the vicinity of the subject property; 
 

i. Mr. Sabey reiterated that all of the different commercial and intensive 
uses in the surrounding area that touch three sides of the property meant 
that the zone changes clearly matched the overall character of the area.   
 

c. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with standards of any applicable 
overlay zone; 
 

i. Mr. Sabey said this had already been addressed. 
 

d. The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect the adjacent 
property; 
 

i. Mr. Sabey said that he did not feel that this would adversely affect 
adjacent properties in any way, except for possibly impacting the three 
residential lots to the north.  He said that anything other than leaving the 
property as rows of corn would affect them.  Ultimately, the landowner 
was entitled to develop his property as all of the surrounding properties 
had been developed.   
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e. The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, 

including, but not limited to roadways, parks, and recreation facilities, police 
and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies, and 
wastewater and refuse collection.   
 

i. Mr. Sabey said that the staff report stated that there were no concerns 
regarding services.  The one item that did come up following their 
presentation to the Planning Commission was traffic.  One of the 
comments that were made was that the proposal for a rezone should not 
come without also presenting a subsequent site plan and intended 
development.  He said they were following the City’s process of 
bringing forward the rezone application.  They were not hiding anything 
as the development plan had been put forward.  However, the difficulty 
in addressing traffic in detail now was that it was not part of the rezone 
amendment process.  While there had been traffic studies and a 
significant amount of time had been spent with staff and UDOT, that 
was not all before the Council now, nor was it properly before you now, 
so those items were difficult to address.  He said there was concern about 
the weight of traffic on 300 East.  The development that was proposed 
had committed to mitigating all traffic input which included spending 
up to $1 million on roadways.  Having spent a significant amount of 
time with UDOT and staff to understand what the City thought was 
necessary to be installed in the area, he felt the applicant had pulled 
together all of the parties necessary to address the City’s problem.  He 
said that he phrased it that way because the problem had existed for 
years.  A warrant study was done in 2017 that talked about the failure of 
the roads for an overload of traffic which had nothing to do with the 
Rasmussens or their occupation of the property or anything to do with 
the proposed development.  However, in trying to address those for the 
City and trying to help mitigate any additional traffic the development 
would add, they have brought all of those problems to bear.  He said that 
the Council did not have the traffic studies before them because this step 
was not the right time to do it.  However, he would say that for the last 
135 years the Rasmussen Family who has occupied that property and 
been a good member of the community, has watched all the land around 
them be developed and get what they wanted.  Now that they were 
surrounded by businesses and have seen residents move into what was 
once farmland and benefit from homes being built, they feel as though 
it is their turn to benefit from development as well.   

 
5.4 Charles Wilkenson, resident 1284 South 580 East, said that he had attended many Council 

Meetings in the past on various items and always wanted to be a helpful influence.  He said 
that the neighbors’ concern was the infrastructure.  He felt as though a lot of people on 
12100 South were witnessing that development.  He said that the development was 
something that was discussed when the apartments were put in.  He said that because 12100 
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South ran into those apartments they had tried to get those apartments to exit somewhere 
else than 300 East that is already taxed by traffic from the exit of St.  Johns Juan Diego 
High School.  The infrastructure had caused a lot of traffic to come down to 12100 and 
12200 South because they want to avoid all of that entanglement.  He said that the speed 
tables that were put in had not been much of a deterrent.  Although they were at the 
beginning since the roads were re-asphalted, the speed table is no longer as high, so people 
still speed down the road trying to save time.  Unfortunately, half of 12100 South did not 
have any sidewalks.  As a result, children were outside playing with people rushing around.  
He said that an integral part of the whole discussion was where would the traffic go because 
the infrastructure was not designed to handle the level of development.  He was concerned 
that if it were a 1,000-student school and everyone was being dropped off and picked up, 
the additional traffic would not only overload 300 East but would increase the amount of 
traffic on 12100 South.  He felt that there had to be a solution before moving forward.   

 
5.5 Carl Sile, resident 12024 South 235 East.  He said that he was the president of the Redmond 

Place Homeowners Association, a 34 home, single-family, low-density development to the 
north of the Rasmussen property.  He said that their association did not support any 
commercial use of the property that was not low-density, single-family because of the 
traffic issues already addressed.  He said that they already received significant traffic 
through their small, 34 home community from Juan Diego High School.  He said it comes 
through the community to avoid the stop sign that was immediately south of the school.  
He said that there were not any speed bumps in his neighborhood which caused drivers to 
travel at high speeds.  He said that they did not want any additional traffic caused by a new 
school, or any commercial development, supporting their opposition to the proposed re-
zone.   

 
5.6 Lisa Hansen, resident at 12057 South 300 East, lives five houses north of the Rasmussen 

property.  She said that the proposed zone change was not necessary for what they intend 
to use the property for.  The zone change was not needed to build the school.  She said that 
by denying the zone change, the Council could ensure that neighbors were not shackled 
with additional traffic from the school, plus commercial development.  She said that no one 
knew what would go in the three acres they wanted to subdivide.  She said that it was super 
frustrating for residents to be in this position because last year, Richmond American came 
with a plan and requested a re-zone for residential development with 71 single-family 
homes.  Most of the neighborhood was in support of that project.  The Planning 
Commission and City Council denied the application because of density and parking 
concerns.  She said that it would be very inconsistent for the Council to decide tonight to 
approve this zone change when the previous zone change was denied.  Additionally, the 
city code required a substantial buffer between RA1 and RA2 properties and high-density 
usage.  She said that if the Council looked at the map, there was no buffer anywhere.  She 
stated that the section of the code was 9-10-080(E.I).  She said if this commercial were 
allowed, residents would be boxed in on all sides with high-density usage.  She said that 
she understood that the master plan allowed for that use, but the master plan also did not 
account for the high density that had been put in at Draper Village apartments across the 
street; Victoria Woods, the subsidized housing on 12200 South; nor the Day Dairy.  
Regarding the adequacy of facilities, she said there were not adequate roads and traffic 
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controls in the area.  All of the intersection was already strained.  She said that although 
the applicant said that they were going to spend $1 million on road improvements, she 
wanted to know what they actually would be.  She said that in one of the traffic studies she 
read, an important element of fixing the problem was widening 12300 South.  That would 
be a massive undertaking.  She wanted to know where all the money was going to come 
from and the priority to make those things happen.  She said that residents were pretty 
powerless, and asked that the Council deny the zone change so that residents did not get 
both school and commercial traffic.   

 
5.7 Christian Cole, resident at 11963 South 645 East, said that he echoed much of what had 

already been said by other residents.  He wanted to add that the Juan Diego infrastructure 
did not support its parking.  He said that even when they hold events, there would be cars 
parked up both sides of the street on 12100 South.  He said there have been times when 
residents have not even been able to enter 12100 South because cars were parked up and 
down both sides.  Because of this, neighbors have been required to drive around 700 East 
to be able to enter their neighborhood.  He said that he was with the Hansens to deny the 
application because they do not need the zone change to build the charter school and the 
neighborhood was adamant to fight the development to the end.  He said that the neighbors 
had been in 100% support of residential use of that property from the get-go.  When the 
neighbors have been asked what they would like to see in that area, he said they have said 
again and again that they would like to see half-acre or third acre lots with a single-family 
residence.  He said that just because it fits does not mean you should.  Those who question 
the traffic should go grab themselves a shake a McDonalds at noon.  He said, good luck 
when you are in the Post Office parking lot trying to get out of it.  He said that it was absurd 
to try and shoehorn in a school there.   

 
5.8 Jeff Hansen, resident at 12057 South 300 East.  He also echoed what several other residents 

had expressed.  He said that the thought of another school coming in so close to the 
neighborhood within 200 meters of his house was insane to him.  He said they already had 
Juan Diego.  He was not sure that they needed another school.  He said that the Richmond 
America, 71 single-family plans had been mentioned.  He wanted to reiterate Draper City 
Code regarding parking.  In section 9-25-30(a) the code reads, “every land use established 
under the authority of this title shall have parking as required by this chapter.  Each person 
who establishes any such land use shall provide the required parking.  The establishment 
of land use shall include any change in uses and any increase in the capacity or intensity of 
an existing use.” He said that he knew that a parking study was done by Hale Engineering 
who said that 300 spaces would be sufficient, but there were only 200 usable parking spots, 
198 stalls.  He said that was sufficient.  However, because this was a charter school, there 
would not be any buses running, meaning that the high school kids that would be attending, 
would be driving their vehicles or be dropped off, creating a ratio of 3.1 high school 
students per stall.  Compared with other schools around, Juan Diego comparatively had 
about 800 parking spots for not twice the student count.  This did not make any sense.  
When Juan Diego holds an event, it brings back bad memories of 1-15 during the Olympics 
when it was really dangerous to be driving on the freeway.  He said that he did not feel as 
though the proposed parking was sufficient.  He felt that they either needed to forgo the 
three-acre commercial lot plan and deny the zone change or just be denied the plan all 
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together due to the parking.  He said that was one of the reasons why Richmond America 
was denied: because of parking.   

 
5.9 Rebecca Dura, resident at 446 East 12000 South located in a home just north of property 

under discussion.  She wanted to emphasize that she did not want to separate the rezoning 
issue with the intention of how the site was intended to be developed.  She said the site was 
intended to be subdivided with a school placed there.  She said that it was likely that the 
school could only afford to build there if the property was subdivided and the other portion 
of the property was sold for commercial use.  She also wanted to point out that there was 
additional development going on at the park off of 12300 South.  They were building out 
more at that location.  She said when the traffic study from Hale Engineering was reviewed, 
it had holes in it because it did not consider the new park that was being built and the new 
additional commercial the area would take on if the rezoning was approved and subdivided.  
She stated that she was with the other homeowners; she did not support an additional K-12 
school on 300 East.  She said that she was a charter school mom with her kids attending 
APA in Draper.  She said that charter schools pull unique traffic from all over the valley.  
She said it was all commuting, with no buses.  She said that when she sits in the carpool 
line, every single car has a single parent sitting in the vehicle picking up one or two kids, 
resulting in a high traffic volume during condensed periods.  She said that when you put 
two K-12 schools together with peak times, and the peak that commercial draws in 
specifically in the afternoons, there would be an infrastructure disaster.  She also noted that 
K-12 schools also have teenage drivers who were not a safe driving group.  This caused the 
neighbors to be additionally concerned about traffic and safety.  She said that many of the 
streets also lacked continuous sidewalks creating an additional safety hazard.  Because of 
this, she claimed that residents were adversely affected.  The proposal was not harmonious 
with existing development. 

 
5.10 Tory Thornock, resident at 12121 Encampment Circle.  She said that the corner of her 

property touches the corner of the Rasmussen property.  She said that when they purchased 
two and a half years ago, they were told that the Rasmussens had an easement between 
them and the park at Day Dairy.  She said that although she was not as eloquent nor as 
educated as her neighbors, that she was 100% behind what they were telling them.  She 
noted how the roundabout would be taxed with the addition of charter school traffic and 
would not only cause 300 East to collapse, but also 12100, 12000, and 12300 South during 
peak hours.  She said that she is a teacher at a charter school and had been a teacher at 
different districts in the state of Utah, in addition to being a parent with school-aged 
children.  She said that a charter school on that lot would be a disaster that the Council 
would regret approving if they do.  She said that regardless of if the school goes there, the 
zone change was a terrible idea.  She said that the surrounding roads absolutely could not 
handle the zone change under consideration.  She begged the Council to listen to what 
residents said.  She said they were not approaching the item from anger or impulse, they 
simply understand more than a traffic study can communicate, how developing the land 
would impact the area.   

 
5.11 Susan Nelson, resident at 12073 South 300 East, said that she lived four houses to the north 

of the land.  She agreed with all of her neighbors.  She said that she was a good friend with 
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most of the people involved with the Rasmussen exchange.  She said that they had been 
able to sell lots of other parts of the land.  If it did not work out for the zone change, they 
would be able to sell it in time.  She said she was not super worried about that for them, 
despite being great friends.  She wanted to be a great neighbor as well.  Ms. Nelson said 
that the master plan was also capable of changing.  She said with the residential area to the 
north it might make more sense to consider residential in that area given the surrounding 
commercial development.  This was what was hoped for by residents, despite being 
previously denied and have a lesser impact than the current proposal.  She believed that the 
charter school would not be able to afford to build on the land if it were not subdivided, 
with the three acres sold off.  Because of this, if the Council did not approve the zone 
change the school might not be able to build.  This was her hope because she did not feel 
as though the area could support the school.  She noted that she was also a charter school 
family.  She said that if the Council did not change the zoning, the neighbors might be able 
to get something else with less impact to 300 East and the surrounding neighborhood.   

 
5.12 Richard Miller, resident at 241 East 11989 South, echoed what had been said.  He reiterated 

that 10 acres were not very much land for the amount of parking that would be needed for 
a school.  Portioning off part of that would not create sufficient parking for the school.  He 
said that if the footprint of the proposed school was compared with St.  John the Baptist, 
there was little there comparatively.  He also said that with his experience with the asphalt 
field—he had seven years of experience—one million dollars in road reparation and traffic 
mitigation was not very much money.  It would probably cover the cost to go from the 
traffic circle to Day Dairy.  He said that when you drive down 700 East at 12000 South 
there was the office building that was empty behind the Auto Zone.  If there were already 
buildings empty, why did additional commercial space need to be added?  Mr. Miller then 
voiced the safety of the neighbors’ children.  He said that they were constantly seeing 
people zoom by without the area being patrolled.  In regards to adding the fourth leg to the 
traffic circle, not only would it increase traffic on 300 East, but it would cause an increase 
in traffic from Day Dairy, as it was difficult to turn east onto 12300 South coming out of 
some of those locations.  With the option, they would come down to the traffic circle and 
go out on 300 East, resulting in an additional increase in traffic.  He noted that currently 
St.  John the Baptist was zoned as agricultural.  He said he would appreciate it if the Council 
would consider denying the rezone as it would cause havoc to the neighbors in the area.   

 
5.13 Gary Fujimoto, resident at 12100 South 441 East, said that he was on the first street to the 

north.  He said that his neighbor across the street on the south side’s backyard was adjacent 
to the property.  He wanted to support what he had heard from his neighbors.  He said that 
when he moved in in 2003, he was told that 300 East would never be punched through and 
that 12100 South would be a quiet street because 12200 South would go all the way through 
to bear the commercial traffic.  He said it was very disappointing because they built their 
dream house and the area had not ended up being the neighborhood, they wanted to live in.  
He said that they loved their neighbors and community, but the area and traffic had not 
become what they planned.  He wanted to support what neighbors had said and that 
anything to keep the traffic down was in the best interest of the residents.   
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5.14 Daniel Dura, resident at 446 East 12000 South, wanted to voice that he also felt that it was 
a bad use of the land to rezone the property.  He said that it was disingenuous in the sense 
that the developer was treating these as separate ideas that the school was different than the 
zone change because the zone change was trying to go through before the school was 
developed.  The neighbors could not prevent the school from being developed even though 
they did not want that to happen.  However, the idea that there could be a school and 
additional commercial property was pretty outrageous.  He said that area was failing.  The 
idea that they were going to punch through 12200 South, while they were under 
construction while there was massive additional development at the park, did not take into 
consideration the traffic study.  He said that Chick-fil-A was popular, serving something 
like 200 cars an hour during their peak time.  He said that he understood it would not stay 
agricultural forever and that anything more than corn would create traffic.  However, there 
was a difference between putting additional commercial property on 300 East and zoning 
it residential, that everyone in the neighborhood was okay with.  They had been surrounded 
by commercial properties and high-density housing.  This property was the last hope for 
residents to have some buffer from commercial development.  He noted that there had been 
developers who wanted to put residential in that property.  He said to look at the zone 
change at face value and to recognize that it did not seem to make sense at this time.  He 
said that if low or medium-density residential were being proposed, the neighbors would 
approve it and were disappointed that the Richmond American development was not 
approved.  He wanted it acknowledged that any change to the property to anything but 
residential would have a severe impact on their neighborhood.   

 
5.15 Megan Menlove, resident in the new Cove Development.  She wanted to speak on behalf 

of the neighborhood.  She has to get through 11800 South near Juan Diego and has noticed 
how poor the traffic flow is in this area during peak hours already.  She could only imagine 
what would happen if another K-12 school was added.  Ms. Menlove was an administrator 
of a high school who knows how teenagers drive.  She felt it would be ridiculous to add a 
school that close to Juan Diego and thought it would impact traffic on the north side of the 
school.  She wanted to speak against the rezoning and in support of those who live in that 
area.  She did not feel it was a good idea for the City as a whole or the neighborhood.   

 
5.16 Mayor Walker closed the public hearing. 
   
5.17 Mr. Sabey said that it was difficult to listen to some of the public comments when they 

called the applicant disingenuous when the applicant was following the process of Draper 
City ordinances.  They were required to make the rezoning application before the site plan.  
That was the order outlined.  They were not hiding the site plan.  It was scheduled to go 
before the Planning Commission the following Thursday.  All of the comments heard 
revolved around the site plan which would not be addressed until Thursday.  He said that 
he had a problem with the fact that the public comment addressed a traffic study that the 
Council did not have.  The public comment made several erroneous comments about the 
traffic study, which he cannot set forth and show the Council because they do not yet have 
it.  He said that the application was based on the City’s master plan that was less than a 
year old.  He said that he thought some people had the impression that circumstances had 
changed to make the area remain residential.  However, the City’s master plan was updated 
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on November 19, 2019.  The City did not want residential and wanted commercial, which 
is why the application was brought forward.  He said to go through the traffic study would 
not be effective for the Council because they did not have it in front of them.  The 
complaints made about traffic could not be addressed without money being spent.  The City 
would not pay to fix the problems unless everyone was going to agree to a significant 
increase in taxes.  He said that perhaps residents were not aware of it, but that part of the 
way that these problems get fixed was as a result of the development process.  New 
infrastructure cannot go in without the development that offsets the cost of the 
infrastructure.  In response to the comment that $1 million does not cover much, Mr. Sabey 
said that his client had developed over 50 charter schools.  He said they would not develop 
one in the location if it were going to be a disaster as it would hurt their business.  They 
knew what they were doing.  They planned to bring in UDOT to help cover the costs of 
infrastructure improvements.  He said that the plan for the client was not to profit by 
subdividing and selling a portion of the property as commercial development.  The City 
wanted 12300 South to go through which divides the property and the Rasmussens were 
retaining the remaining portion.  The traffic study did provide for more than 300 stalls.  
Under the site plan and when it was brought before the Planning Commission and the City 
if the project did not meet the required stalls, 311, then the City could deny it.  However, 
talking about traffic issues now was not appropriate because the Council did not have the 
materials.  He said that his clients had been working for eight months with the City and 
UDOT to figure out how to mitigate problems and get the infrastructure in place.  He said 
that would be achieved through the development.  He said his client was dedicated to 
mitigating any traffic impact caused by their development and would help solve existing 
problems.  He said that the matter before the Council was simply the rezone to match the 
general plan.   

 
5.18 Councilmember T. Lowery said that the general plan to which Mr. Sabey was speaking 

was not a document that was set in stone.  She said that it was simply a guideline.  She said 
that his claim that it was something that the City had to follow was simply not true.  She 
said that she was also curious about his request for the zone change.  She said that it had 
been noted several times by residents that the school could go in any zone.  She said that 
as a result, what she is led to believe is that what the zone change is truly about is the 
commercial development, not truly about building the school.  Everyone knows that the 
applicant is already legally allowed to build a school wherever they want.  It was her 
impression that what he was requesting tonight was two adjacent high intensity uses.  She 
asked if staff could pull up the Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) 9-5-060.  She said 
that her concerns lie with subsections d and e: the adverse impacts on the adjacent 
properties and adequately of the facilities, namely the roadways.   

 
 Mr. Sabey said that the master plan or general plan was not set in stone.  He said that he 

did not believe that he had implied that.  He apologized if he gave that impression.  What 
he meant to say was that the City had indicated that it wanted the area zoned as 
Neighborhood Commercial and that was the application brought forward.   
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 Councilmember T. Lowery clarified that the master plan indicates that the area could be 
neighborhood commercial if they so desired.  The area can be whatever they want it to be.  
She felt that it should be residential, just not high-density residential.   

 
 Mr. Sabey said that was fine.  The City indicated that it wanted residential then that would 

have been the application brought forward.  He said that his point was simply that they 
were trying to do what the City had indicated.  He said that as a member of the public, he 
feels that he should be able to reasonably rely on the representations the City makes on its 
webpage and the things that staff says.  More to the point, he said it was fine for the City 
to make it residential.  He said that they could build in residential. 

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that the applicant had not asked for residential, they asked 

for commercial.  Mr. Sabey said that was because that was what the City had designated 
the area and the last time a residential application was brought to the City it was denied.  
He said the master plan showed the area as neighborhood commercial so that is what the 
applicant brought forth.  He said the City could designate it anything they wanted; the 
applicant would still be able to build a school on it. 

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery agreed.  She wanted to know why they were requesting a zone 

change when they could build a school tomorrow.  Mr. Sabey said that the City wants the 
road through the property.  That cuts the lot in half.  One half of the lot would be five acres 
or more, so it met the current zoning.  The other half, once the road the City wanted was 
installed… 

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that the City wanted a road because of all of the traffic that 

the applicant proposed to bring to the area.    
 
 Mr. Sabey said that the City wanted the road. After all, if you looked at 12230, it dead-ends 

into a field because it was intended to go through and tie in at a four-way circle.  That 
would divide the lot into two portions and the bottom portion would be less than five acres 
making it an illegal subdivision.  The suggestion was made to his client to come in for a 
commercial neighbor zone application because the other lot did not require a minimum of 
five acres.  If the master plan showed the area as one-acre residential then the application 
would have been for a rezone to one-acre residential.  The applicant did not care.  They had 
no plan to develop the subdivision.  They will not own the southern portion.  The 
application was done as it was because that is what the City map said.  He said that they 
could build in residential.  If it had said residential that is the application, they would have 
made.    

 
5.19 Councilmember F. Lowry wanted to make sure to recognize the Rasmussen Family.  He 

said that it is clear that they have been a great neighbor to the community.  He appreciated 
the contributions that they had made to the City of Draper and had been a great neighbor 
to all of us.  He wondered if staff could help clarify for the Council the proposed use.   

 
 Christina Oliver, Community Development Director, stated for clarification what was done 

in 2019 to update Draper City’s general plan.  She said that in 2019 staff went through and 
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conducted an analysis of problem areas where the built environment did not match the land 
use map.  What they did not do was go through each undeveloped vacant parcel and ask 
that the City Council what the land use should be.  The current land use map represents 
what has been assigned to the property for years, before Day Dairy and the surrounding 
development that had been realized around the particular parcel.   

 
 She said that Mr. Sabey brought up the fact that the staff, her staff, had discussed the current 

zoning application.  The reason behind this was because the parcel as it stood could not be 
split into two lots.  She said that she knew this addressed Thursday’s application, but that 
it bore clarification.  The school would like to purchase the northern portion of the parcel.  
The southern portion of the parcel, they did not want to purchase.  Without a rezone, as the 
Council was being asked to look at this evening, they would not be able to make the split 
because A5 requires a five-acre parcel.  Splitting the 9.8 acres in the manner it would need 
to be split would result in the southern parcel being under three acres.   

 
5.20 Councilmember F. Lowry said that he was perplexed about the request for the rezone 

because the school could still be developed.  He wanted to support comments made by 
Councilmember T. Lowery about having never received a question about how he thought 
that area should be developed.  He did not understand that claim that the City had indicated 
a preference in how the area developed.  He recognized that he was new to the Council, but 
he certainly would not have encouraged the applicant to put forth this zone change.  He 
said that what he found interesting was that the applicant outlined the issues that the 
Council had: the area was surrounded by high-density housing and the failures shown in 
the 2017 traffic study.  He hoped that the applicant could appreciate that it was those very 
same issues that the Council considered.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery said that the Council supports their right to do something with 

the property.  As another resident noted, the property will ultimately be developed.  She 
felt that there were possibilities of development that could go in the property that would 
not adversely affect residents.   

 
5.21 Councilmember Green moved to deny Ordinance #1465, Rasmussen Family 

Commercial Zoning Map Amendment. Councilmember T. Lowery seconded the 
motion. 

 
5.22 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor of denial.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
6.0 Public Hearing: Ordinance #1464, Rockwell Point Text Amendment (Legislative 

Action), a request by Todd Amberry representing Rockwell Point, LLC to amend the 
  permitted land uses to the existing Major Freeway Arterial Frontage Road (MARF) 

zoning district.  The changes will amend Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) 
Section 9-11-110.  The proposed changes would apply citywide.    

 
6.1 Maryann Pickering, planner, explained this was a text amendment to change the use table 

found in section 9-11-110.  Currently, four uses were not permitted in the zone.  The request 
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was to change those uses to permitted.  The four uses were a car wash, convenience store, 
gasoline service station, and restaurant.  There would be no changes to the development 
standards for the zone.  On the November 12, 2020, Planning Commission meeting, they 
gave a positive recommendation on the item with a 4-1 vote.   

 
6.2  Todd Amberry, the applicant, said that when the project was approved a little over a year 

ago, they did not have the same intentions due to COVID or know who the users would be.  
After going through the uses and the desired uses to where the market for some of the 
parcels had changed and demanded that the use tables be expanded to a restaurant, carwash, 
and a gas station.   

 
6.3 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.  No one came forward so Mayor Walker 

closed the public hearing. 
 
6.4 Councilmember F. Lowry moved to approve Ordinance #1464, Rockwell Point Text 

Amendment. Councilmember Vawdrey seconded the motion.   
 
6.5 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
7.0 Public Hearing: Ordinances #1468 and #1469, Shadow Mountain Subdivision Zoning 

Map and Land Use Map Amendment (Legislative Action), a request by Sean Shah 
and David Johnson for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment from the RA1 zone to 
a split zoning of RA2 and R3, and to amend the Land Use Map on a portion of the 
property from Residential Low/Medium Density to Residential Medium Density 
designation.   

 
7.1 Travis Van Ekelenburg, planner, said that the applicant had requested to amend the land 

use and zoning map for a 0.29-acre property located at 671 East 13800 South.  The zoning 
was RA1.  The land use designation was residential low-medium density.  With the 
application, the applicant requested the residential medium land use designation.  He said 
that there was not any medium land use density contiguous to the property but there was 
across the street.  He said that the map was created by the GIS division.  As part of the 
staff’s initial review process, the GIS division takes a look at the legal description submitted 
by the applicant to make sure they were correct.  With this item being a split zone, he had 
the GIS division draw up the map to provide a better visual for the public meetings.  The 
back property was requested to be rezoned as RA2 from RA1.  The front property was 
requested to be rezoned R3.  He said that the RA1 zoning designation requires a minimum 
lot size of 40,000 square feet.  The R2 requires 20,000 square feet.  The front area would 
have to be rezoned R3 to meet minimum zoning requirements.  He said that if the rezone 
and land use map were approved tonight, a separate subdivision would need to be submitted 
by the applicant to create two lots.  At that time, access for the RA2 area (orange) would 
be reviewed under the subdivision application for access off of the main lot.  At the 
Planning Commission meeting on October 22, 2020, the Planning Commission voted 
approval with a vote of 5 to 0.   
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 Mr. Van Ekelenbug noted that following the Planning Commission meeting he received 
one public comment from Mr. Stevens who lived on Shadow Mountain Lane.  His concern 
was that having an additional lot would create development problems for residents that had 
been on the lane longer.  There were also several residents at the Planning Commission 
meeting who spoke in support of the application.   

 
7.2 Councilmember F. Lowry asked what comments were made by the residents.  Mr. Van 

Ekelenburg said that the residents in support stated their support.  These included Brad (last 
name unclear on the audio) who lived up the street from the parcel who had a previous 
application recently.  The residents next door also voiced their support.  He believed that 
those residents intended to speak during the public comment portion of the item.   

 
7.3 Councilmember T. Lowery asked what the residents’ specific concern was.  Mr. Van 

Ekelenburg said the resident had stated that he was one of the first residents on the private 
lane and that his concern was that some of the other residents further up on the private lane 
wouldn’t be able to develop properly because once more lots were added to the private lane 
then street improvements were required, including widening the private lane.   

 
 Councilmember T. Lowery asked if Mr. Van Ekelenburg saw that as a real issue.  Mr. Van 

Ekelenburg said that the Draper Code does say that when you increase the number of lots 
on a private lane, the width of the road does need to be increased.  The improvements 
include curb and gutter, as well as road widening, making them pretty expensive.   

 
7.4 Councilmember Vawdrey asked the number of lots that can be on the lane before the 

improvements were triggered.  Jennifer Jastremsky, a planner, stated that the Council just 
looked at modifying the private lane standards at the last meeting.  They increased the width 
standards to those lanes slightly.  For five lots or less the lane was required to be 25 feet 
wide, up to 10 lots the lane has to be 31 feet wide, and then for up to 20 lots, the road width 
is required to be 37 feet wide.  She said that the entrance to Shadow Mountain was about 
30 feet in width currently.  She thought that there were four or five lots on the lane.  As 
they added additional lots, the increase in lane width would have to occur.  She said, 
however, that lot development was on a first come first serve basis.  As more applications 
came forward, staff would evaluate the lane to make sure it complied with the code.   

 
7.5 Sean Shah, applicant, said that he appreciated the Council.  He said that he was excited to 

do two subdivisions in Draper and help keep the City’s pristine look.  He said the 
subdivision had been done before.  He ran some statistics, and there was a 67% chance that 
if you pick a lot on the north side of 13800 there was a probability that it wasn’t going to 
be up to code as most of the lots were grandfathered in.   

 
7.6 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.  No one came forward so Mayor Walker 

closed the public hearing. 
 
7.7 Councilmember F. Lowry moved to approve Ordinances #1468 and 1469, Shadow 

Mountain subdivision Zoning Map and Land Use Map Amendment.  Councilmember 
Vawdrey seconded the motion.   
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7.8 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
8.0 Public Hearing: Resolution #20-53, amending the current Fiscal Year 2021 Budget. 
 
8.1 Bob Wylie, Finance Director, explained that this was the second reopening of the fiscal 

year 2021 budget.  He said that there were seven items for approval with the reopened 
budget:  

 
1. FY21-24 (Police Wing 3rd Floor Remodel): The Police Department requested 

funding to remodel the third-floor police wing.  These changes would be in the 
detective division.  They have estimated that it would cost $20,000 to remodel 
and add additional growth for a conference and interview room.  The money 
would come from sales tax revenue.   
 

2. FY21-25 (South Valley Chamber): The South Valley Chamber had several 
programs that they wanted to continue through June of 2021.  The programs 
included Women In Business, Small Business Board, and other programs.  They 
request a $25,000 budget amendment for these programs that would also come 
from sales tax revenues.   

 
3. FY21-26 (Vacation Buyback): Due to conditions with COVID-19 there was a 

need to keep employees at work.  As a result, management approved a one-time 
buyback of vacation time of employees that would exceed the annual pay over 
amount under City policy.  Employees at the end of the calendar year have a 
maximum amount that they can buy back.  This would allow the City to buy out 
some of this time.  The cost of this was estimated at $125,000 that would also 
come from sales tax revenues.   

 
4. FY21-27 (Student Wi-Fi): This funding request came from the Canyon School 

District, as discussed in the previous week’s study session, to increase internet 
access and remote learning capabilities.  The project was estimated to cost 
$15,000.  Again, the request would be funded by sales tax revenues.   

 
5. FY21-28 (Surveyor): Staff identified the need to contract with a surveyor to 

identify property lines adjacent to Draper City open space.  The project was 
estimated to cost $50,000 with funding coming from sales tax revenue.   

 
6. FY21-29 (Council Room Microphones): Staff requested to upgrade the 

microphones in the City Council room so that multiple microphones could be 
used simultaneously.  The project was estimated to cost $60,000 with the 
funding coming from sales tax revenue. 

 
7. FY21-30 (Merit Increases): In the original budget that the City was presented 

for FY2021, 18% of the normal budget was taken out as a COVID precaution 
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to balance out the fiscal year with the anticipation of losing revenue.  However, 
the first couple of sales tax revenues had come in about 22% higher than 
budgeted.  The reduction had not yet been seen, so they were looking to put a 
3% merit increase back in the budget for employees that was pro-rated from 
December to June.  This would total $218,000 that would be added back into 
the budget and funded through sales tax revenues.   

 
Mr. Wylie noted that all of the items were funded by sales tax revenues which had come in 
22% higher than originally budgeted.   
 

8.2  Councilmember Green expressed thanks to Mr. Wylie.  He clarified that all of the items 
were covered by sales taxes.  Mr. Wylie said that was correct.  He said that in the first two 
months the City had received about $460,000 higher than had been budgeted for those 
months.  He said that at this point they felt as though the sales tax revenue was not dropping 
the 18% that they had originally taken out.  He explained that the original budget took out 
about $2.5 million in sales tax revenues for precautions.  However, so far it was coming in 
okay.   

 
 Councilmember Green said that he was happy that they were doing the merit increase.  He 

wondered if that was a 3% ongoing obligation.  In Mr. Wylie’s projections for next year, 
he asked if the City would be able to sustain it.  Mr. Wylie said that throughout the state of 
Utah sales tax revenues were coming in much higher than anticipated.  If the sales tax 
continued at a level pace, they would be able to afford the merit increase ongoing.   

 
8.3 Councilmember F. Lowry said, “Great job!” He appreciated the vacation buy back to 

recognize the employees who have worked the extra time.   
 
8.4 Councilmember T. Lowery said that she agreed; there was a lot of important stuff in this 

round of budget amendments.  She appreciated that there was stuff for the schools here.   
 
8.5 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.  No one came forward so Mayor Walker 

closed the public hearing. 
 
8.6 Councilmember Green moved to approve Resolution #20-53, amending the current 

Fiscal Year 2021 Budget.  Councilmember T. Lowery seconded the motion.   
 
8.7 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
9.0 Public Hearing: Ordinance #1467, City Initiated Notice of Continued Item Text 

Amendment (Legislative Item), a request by Draper City for a Text Amendment to 
amend Sections 9-5-045 and 17-1- 085 of Draper City Municipal Code.  This 
application is known as the City Initiated Notice of Continued Item Text Amendment.   

 
9.1 Todd Draper, planner, said that the item was previously introduced to the Council by Mr. 

Dobbins in the study session.  It was intended as a text change to help eliminate the 
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confusion the public experienced when an item was continued after the public hearing was 
closed.  He said it was a simple change to sections 9-5-045 and 17-1-085 to add a line of 
text.  This line would indicate that no additional notice would be required if an item is 
continued as an action item after a public hearing has been closed.  Notice would still be 
given on the agenda for the meeting.  At the November 12, 2020, Planning Commission 
meeting, a positive recommendation was forwarded to the Council with a vote of 5-0.   

 
9.2 Mayor Walker opened the public hearing.   
 
**  Mr. Nichols and Nancy Nichols stated that they intended to comment on the previous item, 

the Shadow Mountain Subdivision.  They said that they were not able to unmute themselves 
and that they were finally informed to use the raise your hand. 

 
 Mayor Walker said that the Shadow Mountain item had already been approved by the 

Council.  Ms. Nichols said that they had not been allowed to speak when they had already 
registered to speak on the item.  Mayor Walker said that there was nothing that could be 
done about it at this point, as the item had already been voted on.  Ms. Nichols stated that 
she did not feel as though that was fair.   

 
 Mr. Nichols said that there had been two meetings about the property that surrounds their 

home on three sides.  Mayor Walker said that the Council had already voted and approved 
the item.  He said that he was happy to give them three minutes to make a public comment 
but wanted them to know that it could not be considered in the vote because the vote had 
already been taken.  However, a Councilmember might be spurred to bring it back.  He said 
that was as fair of a remedy as he could offer.  He said that meetings were held via Zoom 
because of COVID-19 and said there were public difficulties.   

 
 Brew Nichols, a resident, said that they were concerned about the widening of the road 

issue.  He said that they had been told by the surveyor that it would mean 17 additional 
feet, which would encroach on their property to provide that additional road width and curb 
and gutter.  He said that they felt as though they had been shut out of the entire process and 
that they had not been helped to feel comfortable with what was going on.   

 
 Ms. Nichols said that they had already been in process with something with the City to add 

to the garage, which included what was going to be widened on the road.  The project 
happened before they knew that Sean was working with Davey.   

 
 Mr. Nichols said that from their part they would like someone who has the authority to 

make decisions to talk with them to work things out with them, be that through a sit-down 
meeting or a Zoom meeting.  They felt as though the process was not very democratic.    

 
 Mayor Walker reiterated that the Council had already been voted on.  He said that with the 

pandemic the order was that people could either make a public comment online through 
the link or in the public forum.  He said that there was always the opportunity to comment 
by email through the link system tied to agendas.  He said that in the future that if they 
wanted to make sure their public comment got through he recommended using the link so 



Page 30 of 33 
 

that the text comment could make it into the record and minutes and the Council was able 
to review the comment.   

 
9.3 Mayor Walker closed the public hearing. 
 
9.4 Councilmember Green moved to approve Ordinance #1467, City Initiated Notice of 

Continued Item Text Amendment. Councilmember F. Lowry seconded the motion.   
 
9.5  A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
10.0 Action Item: Ordinance #1466, adopting a Temporary Land Use Regulation 

permitting the use of Tents and Canopies for Temporary Restaurant Dining Space 
(Legislative Action), a request by Draper City for a temporary land use regulation 
permitting the use of tents and canopies for restaurant dining space.  This application 
is city wide and not associated with a single site.   

 
10.1 Todd Draper, a planner, said that the text amendment was an attempt to increase the tools 

available to help the City through the pandemic.  This was specifically detailed towards 
restaurants that had lost roughly 50% of their capacity due to the new seating and distancing 
requirements.  The proposed regulation would be temporary, limited to six months.  It 
would apply to legally operating restaurants in Draper City with an active business license 
and approved indoor seating area.  Application requirements include (a) Each individual 
restaurant must make an application; (b) A provided site and seating plan; (c) Tents and 
canopies could not impede pedestrian or emergency access; (d) Property owner permission 
required; and (e) The City would review applications within 15 days 

 
In regards to the location tents/canopies: (a) Must be on the same site or on adjacent 
property within 250 feet of the restaurant; (b) Must be on asphalt or concrete surfaces; (c) 
May be in a parking area; (d) May not be in the public right of way; (e) May not encroach 
into landscaping; and (f) ADA parking stalls and facilities to remain accessible 

 
Size would be limited to: (a) No more than two tents/canopies; (b)Total combined size may 
not exceed the square footage of existing indoor dining space; and (c) May not cover more 
than 15% of required parking stalls for restaurant 
 
Other operational requirements included that: (a) Interior dining space must continue to be 
utilized; (b) Restaurants may not share tent or canopy with other restaurants; and (c) Use 
of tents or canopies still subject to other agreements and regulations such as lease 
agreements and State Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control.   
 
Anchoring requirements included that: (a) all tents or canopies be secured in case of wind; 
(b) they must be anchored by water, cement or sand barrels, no stakes; and (c) setbacks are 
per International Fire Code and International Building Code.   
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In regards to fire safety tents/canopies: (a) must comply with International Fire Code; (b) 
required a permit from the Fire Marshal; (c) must provide construction documents and 
structural calculations for Fire Marshal review; (d) have marked fire extinguishers and 
marked exits; (e) require an emergency evacuation plan; (f) have combustible waste stored 
away from tent or canopy; and (g) prohibit smoking inside the tent.     
 
He reiterated that the proposed regulation was intended for six months unless repealed by 
the Council before then.  Any tents or canopies would be required to be removed within 
five days of repeal.   

 
10.2 Councilmember F. Lowry said he felt that it was a great thing for the City to do to help 

businesses.   
 
10.3 Councilmember T. Lowery said that she supported the initiative and that she was grateful 

to Christina Oliver for looking into the item.  She knows that many businesses have 
struggled to maintain normal customer levels when they cannot have them all inside.  She 
felt that this was a creative and innovative way to support local businesses.   

 
10. Councilmember Vawdrey moved to approve Ordinance #1466, adopting a 

Temporary Land Use Regulation.   Councilmember T. Lowery seconded the motion.   
 
10. A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
11.0 Council/Manager Reports 
 
12.0 Adjournment 
 
12.1 Councilmember Green moved to adjourn the meeting.   Councilmember Vawdrey 

seconded the motion. 
 
12.2 A roll call vote was taken with Councilmembers Green, Lowery, Lowry, Roberts, and 

Vawdrey, voting in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
12.3 The meeting adjourned at 8:56 p.m. 
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From: 
Kathy Anderson 
14389 Lapis Drive, Draper 
 
To: 
Mayor, City Council, and Departments,  
 
Thank you 

• Thank you for establishing this virtual mode of communication in City 
Council meetings and inviting the public to participate. 

• Thank you for continuous documentation and publishing City documents. 
• Thank you for distributing Draper City local business coupons to residents 

to use at participating Draper City businesses. 
• Thank you for maintaining critical services during a difficult time.  I was 

especially grateful for my garbage bin to be emptied today.  I understand 
residential garbage removal is more of a challenge, now, and am glad for 
Draper City's commitment to public health. 

• Thank you for corresponding and meeting with me about my safety concerns 
about the traffic control device removal in September at the crest of the hill 
at the intersection of Vestry and Henry Day/Debrian Way near my home and 
for giving me access to the ruling and guiding texts Draper City complies 
with when making traffic flow changes. 

 
About Vestry 
 
Quantitatively analyzing the vertical curve per the Policy on Geometric Design of 

Highways and Streets should objectively answer the question of safety at the 
intersection of Vestry and Henry Day/Debrian Way; whether the geometric 
context, alone, at that intersection, is sufficient per the ruling and guiding 
texts to protect pedestrian and vehicular road users at their current recorded 
median and mid-upper percentile velocities, or whether those ruling and 
guiding texts dictate or suggest the use of traffic control devices to 
compensate for significant safety concerns inherent in that geometric 
context.  The engineering study by WCEC used as justification for the 
removal of stop signs on Vestry did not analyze the vertical curve per the 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets and, therefore, 
neglected to determine whether the vertical curve's curvature limits the sight 
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distance of road users to a degree that poses a hazard that a stop sign would 
mitigate. 

 
Questions 
 
Will you please direct me to where I can access a street design sheet for the 

vertical curve on Vestry spanning between Bangerter parkway and Salina or 
at least the full length of the vertical curve?  If there is no design sheet, is 
there a table recording the characterizing parameters of the curve:  vertical 
offset at the VPI, sight distance, length of curve, percent algebraic difference 
in grades, and rate of vertical curvature?  Would these design factors be in 
City documents or County documents? 

 
Also, I look forward to the upcoming results of the recent Vestry speed study near 

that intersection.  Do you have an idea when that data will be ready to share? 
 
I do not need to take videoconference time at tonight's meeting.  However, I do 

respectfully request my comments and questions be read and recorded in 
official minutes and look forward to a response whether through e-mail or 
phone call or future meeting discussion or minutes. 

 
Thank you, 
 
Kathy Anderson 
 
 
 



MEMO
To: City Council Meeting
From: Laura Oscarson
CC: City Council
Date: December 8, 2020
Re: 

Comments:

The proposed 2021 Draper City Meeting Schedule is attached for review before approval. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
2021 Meeting Schedule 12/4/2020 Cover Memo



2021 Meeting Schedule
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

City Council-2021 Business Meetings 12 2 2 6 4 1 6 3 7 5 9 7
Study Session at 5:30 pm 1st and 3rd Tuesdays 19 16 16 20 18 15 20 17 21 19 16 21
Business Session at 7 pm
Planning Commission 2nd and 4th Thursdays 14 11 11 8 13 10 8 12 9 14 4 9
Business Meeting at 6:30 pm 28 25 25 22 27 24 22 26 23 28 18 16
Redevelopment Agency Meetings as needed
Municipal Building Authority Meetings as needed
ARENA  BOARD 4th Wednesday at 6 pm 27 24 24 28 26 23 28 25 22 27 24 22
PARKS & TRAILS 1st Wednesday at 7 pm 6 3 3 7 5 2 7 4 1 6 3 1
TREE COMMISSION 1st Tuesday at 8 am 5 2 2 6 4 8 6 3 7 5 2 7
HISTORIC PRES 3rd Wednesday at 6 pm 20 17 17 21 19 16 21 18 15 20 17 15
EXEC EMERG PREP 1st Wednesday at 4 pm 6 3 3 7 5 2 7 4 1 6 3 1
DIVERSITY/INCLUSION 2nd Wednesday at 7 pm 13 10 10 14 12 9 14 11 8 13 10 8
AUDIT COMMITTEE Meetings as needed

**Dates in red  have been changed or may be changed due to holidays or events.
**Meeting Dates may be changed as needed.





MEMO
To: City Council Meeting
From: Christina Oliver
CC: 
Date: December 8, 2020
Re: Public Hearing - Local Consent for a Limited-Service Alcohol License for Spark Group Restaurants LLC

Comments:

The applicant, Sagar Srungarakavi, is requesting Local Consent for a Limited-Service Alcohol License for
Spark Group Restaurants LLC DBA Paradise Biryani Pointe, located 280 E 12300 S Suite 110, Draper, Utah.

The findings are as follows:

The Local Consent for the Limited-Service Alcohol License meets the pedestrian pathway distance
requirement (300+ feet) from a community location, the boundary distance requirement (200+ feet) from a
community location, and the provisions of Chapter 6-4 of the Draper City Municipal Code.
 
Draper City Municipal Code does not limit the number of Limited-Service Alcohol Licenses within City
boundaries.
 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Upload Date Type
280 E 12300 S Suite 110 - Pedestrian Distance 12/2/2020 Cover Memo

280 E 12300 S Suite 110 - 200 ' Alcohol Buffer Map 12/2/2020 Cover Memo
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