D A T E            T U E S D A Y                                   J A N U A R Y                                 21, 2014

	THE SALT LAKE COUNTY COUNCIL, STATE OF UTAH, MET ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 21, 2014, PURSUANT TO ADJOURNMENT ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 2014, AT THE HOUR OF 4:04:00 PM AT THE SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, 2001 SO. STATE STREET, ROOM N1100, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH.

COUNCIL MEMBERS
PRESENT:			RANDY HORIUCHI 
				RICHARD SNELGROVE
				JIM BRADLEY 
				ARLYN BRADSHAW
				AIMEE NEWTON
				SAM GRANATO
				STEVEN DEBRY
				MAX BURDICK
				MICHAEL JENSEN, Chair
			
OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE:	BEN MCADAMS, MAYOR
				 By: NICHOLE DUNN, DEPUTY MAYOR
				SIM GILL, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
				JASON ROSE, LEGAL COUNSEL, COUNCIL OFFICE
				SHERRIE SWENSEN, COUNTY CLERK
				 By: KIM STANGER & LINDA DUFFY, DEPUTY CLERKS

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

		Council Member Jensen, Chair, presided.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
	
	Ms. Kimi Barnett, Local Government Relations & Environmental/Public Policy Specialist, Mayor’s Office, led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.
	
	♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Council Member Horiuchi gave an inspirational thought on Millcreek Canyon, and what a great job the United States Forest Service is doing to keep it up.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
		
	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Horiuchi, moved to approve the minutes of the Salt Lake County Council meeting held on Tuesday, January 14, 2014.  The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

		Ms. Tammy Diaz spoke under “Citizen Public Input” regarding improvements that need to be made to Salt Lake County’s transit system. A good transit system is a friendly car-free-oriented system and has a good bus system.  A frequent and convenient transit system helps citizens save money, saves on road construction, and helps the environment.  Utah Transit Authority (UTA) removed bus routes, which has made traveling impossible.

		Council Member Jensen stated members of the UTA board will be notified of her concerns.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −
		
		Mr. Brian Howett spoke under “Citizen Public Input” regarding the Common Core Standard education process that has been adopted by schools across the country. The standards are confusing and are prohibiting children from learning at or beyond capacity. Other methods of learning need to be explored. Other countries should be an example of how children should be learning. The United States has slipped in education rankings. 
		 
− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Ms. Mary Young, Chair, Granite Community Council, spoke under “Citizen Public Input” in opposition to the proposed Olympus Hills annexation into Holladay City. The decision to annex will affect more than the residents of Millcreek. Residents of Granite District 5 met with Sandy City officials to discuss the benefits of annexing into Sandy City, but they did not discuss the negative aspects. Nearly all members of the Granite Community Council will do whatever it takes to stop the annexation until Granite can be protected by Mayor McAdams’ community preservation proposal. Residents want to annex for fear that Salt Lake County will not remain economically viable. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. George Chapman spoke under “Citizen Public Input” regarding Salt Lake County Council approving proposals without voters getting a chance to decide on the issue.  Information being distributed is only one side of the issue.  He also asked that the Zoo, Arts, & Park (ZAP) tax not be put on the ballot again, and that the Council oppose the Olympus Hills annexation.  	

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. Jeff Silvestrini, Chair, Mount Olympus Community Council, spoke under “Citizen Public Input” regarding the Olympus Hills annexation. He is representing four community councils that share the same thoughts on stopping the annexation. The only way to get a handle on the true impact is to have a feasibility study completed.  Holladay City completed a feasibility study that addressed revenue and expenditure issues, but that is only a few of the criteria that may be relevant in considering a protest to the annexation. Annexing into 


Holladay City will leave unincorporated residents responsible for bond obligations accrued by all residents.  He asked the Council to protest the annexation and obtain a feasibility study. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. Steve Pullman spoke under “Citizen Public Input” in favor of the Olympus Hills annexation.  More than 80 percent of residents approached by the petitioners were in favor of annexing into Holladay City.  The Holladay City feasibility study shows that annexing will be income-neutral. Residents should have the right to elect their own municipal government.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. Blake Keithley spoke under “Citizen Public Input” stating the premise behind the annexation, which is to do no harm.  A study needs to be done that looks at costs to unincorporated Salt Lake County and Millcreek Township.   Emergency services are a concern because Holladay City not a part of the Salt Lake Fire Service area.  He also expressed concerns about bonding for Fire Station 112.  

		Council Member Jensen stated the Unified Fire Authority (UFA) is looking into purchasing land for Fire Station 112, and trying to decide whether to use fund blanace or bond for it. 

		Mr. Keithley stated if the UFA bonds for Fire Station 112, then a good portion of that station will service Holladay City, yet those residents will not have contributed to the bond. 

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. Keith White spoke under “Citizen Public Input” stating he lives in the area to be annexed, with a majority of residents wanting to annex into Holladay City. The motive for annexing is to have a sense of community identification, and residents desire to be part of Holladay City.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

		Mr. Richard Peterson spoke under “Citizen Public Input” in favor of the Olympus Hills annexation.  

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Council Member Snelgrove spoke under “Report of Council Members” stating yesterday was Martin Luther King, Jr. Day, held in honor of the contributions Martin Luther King, Jr. made to this nation and the community.  He shared the following three quotes by Martin Luther King, Jr., which could be applied to daily lives:  

1) Faith is taking the first step even when you don’t see the whole staircase. 
 
2) There comes a time when one must take a position that is neither safe, nor political, nor popular, but he must take it because conscience tells him it is right.

3) If you can’t fly then run; if you can’t run then walk; if you can’t walk then crawl, but whatever you do, you have to keep moving forward.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	The Council reviewed the request of the Millcreek Township Planning Commission asking the Council to continue its protest of the Olympus Hills annexation (approximately 287 acres of property located between 3900 South and 4430 South and I-215 to 2700 East) into Holladay City so that a feasibility study can be conducted.      

	Mr. John Bradshaw, sponsor of the annexation petition, read the following statement:

	Mr. Patrick Leary’s letter addressed to all the community councils and other leaders in our community stated that all annexations have “winners and there are losers; the only question remaining is the degree of impact upon the losing entity.”  I flatly reject that characterization.  We carefully crafted the area to try and achieve what would be a win-win situation or at least not a win-lose situation.  If we had been greedy − looking for tax base, we would have gone right up 3900 South to the mountain and grabbed the Olympus Hills Shopping Center and as much of Olympus Cove and the office buildings at the top of 4500 South as possible.  We could have tried to go up above 2700 East to the mountain where it is rich with commercial income.  We did not.  We stayed small and did not go for commercial tax base for this very reason − to be fair to the balance of the township and the County.  Frankly, our natural fit − our boundary and our people fit with Holladay City.  From our perspective, what is controversial is the County administration using its political power to fight and oppose us.  I respected the letter from the Millcreek Township Planning Commission, though they wanted more specific financial data than what they had at their disposal.  They said, “This motion does not in any way or manner suggest the Millcreek Township Planning Commission is opposed to the annexation petition.”  The Council wanted to go through this process to make sure the Planning Commission had the time to consider the request.  The community councils and the Millcreek Township Planning Commission’s primary concerns were about lost revenue through the loss of tax base.  Our departure will have no significant financial impact on the balance of the township or the unincorporated County.  It may even have a positive financial impact because the township commercial tax base is still there, but it will be spread over a smaller area.  

	There are two paths you can take tonight: Remove your protest and allow us to continue quickly to annexation or continue the protest and go through the time and spend precious taxpayers’ money looking for answers that we already have. The facts are on our side and we will eventually find the way through the political posturing.  Each path has an associated financial measurement or standard to consider and both are different.  Careful examination of the facts will show that we will pass them both.  

· Path #1.  You can choose to remove the protest and let us proceed unchallenged.  The statute requires the County Council to consider the financial impact on the balance of the township.  It needs to consider whether or not the remaining part or whole would be “economically or practically unfeasible.”  This area represents 5.3 percent of the total township according to the information on the County’s website.  If the annexation area is currently at par, meaning that we cost the same as the revenue coming in, our withdrawal is immaterial to the balance and has no financial impact.  If the area is revenue positive, meaning that we generate 10 percent, then the cost of our area would generate .5 percent of their total budget.  If it is 20 percent, it would generate 1 percent.  Now let’s go a little bit further.  Let’s say that we are 100 percent revenue positive and that every dollar goes straight to the rest of the township.  This would impact the township budget by 5.3 percent, which it is not significant.  This year alone, the taxes for municipal services, police, and fire in our area went up over 8 percent.  I believe that we know today, right now with the facts before us, that we will not jeopardize the financial feasibility of what is left behind.  The truth is we are likely revenue neutral or even slightly negative according to the study done by Zions Bank.  If that is so, it does not make the balance of the township economically or practically unfeasible.  The remaining portion of the township will still be double the population of Holladay City, and still be larger than 12-13 cities in the valley today.  There is not a variability question due to the annexation of this area.  The standard is economically or practically unfeasible.  That is the standard you can measure tonight and decide whether to continue the protest.  If you think continuing the protest will answer that question in a different way, then I guess that is the path we have to take.  

· Path #2.  You can elect to keep the protest in place and set up the boundary commission and start spending precious taxpayer money for a feasibility study that will tell you what we already know.  That also brings in another standard, which is: The projected five year revenues to Holladay City at Holladay City’s tax rates, cannot exceed the cost to Holladay City by more than 5 percent.  Do you really believe that we are going to be a rich resource for Holladay City, that they will harvest a bunch of money out of what we have in this residential area?  We will pass that test.  Again, the Zions Bank study shows that we will already pass the test.  

Not once have I heard anyone in the County consider another positive aspect.  This annexation will strengthen Holladay City and bring its population to about 30,000.  This will give Holladay City a bigger footprint and more critical mass.  Meanwhile, Millcreek Township will still be double the size of Holladay City.  Some weight should be given to that.  Does the County have some vested interest in the success of the cities? 

	I appreciate Holladay City’s willingness to consider us to be part of it.  We think it has done a great job building its community.  We support the concept of regional service providers.  It gives greater efficiencies and allows local accountability. When gathering signatures, one thing we talked about is that we will continue to use the Unified Fire Authority (UFA) and the Unified Police Department (UPD).  This was a very positive thing for people.  This is largely a middle class neighborhood built in the 1950s; it is not Mount Olympus Cove.  There are still many original homeowners who are now retired that have lived there for over 50 years.   For 50 years, they have considered themselves part of Holladay City.  They were disappointed when they were left behind when Holladay City incorporated, and they are excited to return.  Throughout the petition process, the most common thing we heard from all generations was that they always thought they were part of Holladay City.  Half of our boundary is shared with Holladay City; only a quarter of it is shared by the East Millcreek community.  A vote to continue the protest is a kick in the face of the 780 property owners that signed the petition and a kick in the face for their right for self-determination.  These are real voters, real people, real signatures, and real property tax payers. If this area does not qualify to be annexed, then what area does?  If this protest is about sending a message to all of the aspiring annexations throughout the County, you have done so.  I think we get it.  Annexing areas cannot cherry pick tax base to the detriment of the balance.  We hope that you will respect our good faith in that regard.  We also hope that you will not let the political posturing here negate one of the most important aspects of our free society − the self determination of the good people of our neighborhood.  We respectfully ask you to remove the protest and allow our annexation to proceed to a speedy implementation.  

Thank you.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

	Mr. Craig Hall, City Attorney, Holladay City, stated approximately two weeks ago, the County Council met to talk about technicalities to this annexation.  All of these technicalities have been looked at:

· The County Clerk has verified all of the signatures and that the petitions meet the statutory requirements of at least a majority of the area and one-third of the assessed valuation.  In fact, it is close to 55 percent of the area and 56 to 58 percent of the assessed valuation.  

· There was some concern about the outstanding bond issued by the UFA.  This bond is a Revenue Bond, not a General Obligation Bond, and it applies to revenue raised by the district and the contract partners.  

· Also, he wanted to dispel any rumors that Holladay City intends to go outside of the UFA and UPD.  Members of the city council have not expressed any intent to look elsewhere for services provided by the UFA or UPD. 

The statutory requirements for annexation have been met.  During the December 30, 2013, Committee of the Whole meeting, the Council said it would withdraw its protest if the financial impact was negligible, and he would urge the Council to do so now.  

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

	Mr. Patrick Leary, Township Executive, Office of Township Services, stated the Council has received letters from other community councils in the unincorporated area that are worried about the potential impacts this annexation would have on their communities.  If this feasibility study proceeds and the findings are the same as what has been presented tonight, then it will satisfy the concerns of residents of the unincorporated area, and this area can be annexed into Holladay City. 

	Council Member Newton stated these petitioners have a right to self-determination.  If they want to be part of Holladay City and have gone through the process, she would support them.  The petitioners have met the statutory requirements and remedied all the technicalities.  Holladay City’s study shows the annexation is revenue neutral, Holladay City would not be taking additional sales tax base that could hurt the unincorporated areas.  Therefore, she was in favor of withdrawing the protest.

	Council Member Bradley asked if the Council makes no motion or does not approve any action, does the protest continued.  

	Mr. Jason Rose, Legal Counsel, Council Office, stated yes.

	Council Member Jensen stated the Council originally protested the annexation to allow time for the petitioners to get technicalities ironed out to meet the law, and to hear from the Millcreek Township Planning Commission and the Association of Community Councils, and weigh in on their recommendations.

	Council Member DeBry stated he would like clarification on some information the Council received from the District Attorney’s Office and Jason Rose.  He asked if that should be done in this setting or a closed meeting.  

	Mr. Rose stated that should be done in a closed meeting.

	Council Member DeBry, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to go into a closed session to discuss a legal matter.  The motion passed unanimously.

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

	The Committee reopened the meeting by motion during the closed session.

	Council Member Horiuchi stated when the Council voted to oppose the annexation it was his sense the Council would withdraw its protest once the statutory requirements were met and the planning commission made its recommendation.  He would not have voted for the motion otherwise.

	Council Member Jensen stated when the Council asks for recommendations from recommending bodies it needs to see what the recommendations are, and it should take those recommendations under advisement.  His sense of the Council was to get recommendations and move based on those recommendations.

 	Council Member Burdick stated he made the motion to protest the annexation so he could get additional information, and now felt the technical issues had been overcome.  Nothing would be jeopardized by removing the protest.  The financials and services that would be left behind would be in good shape; there would not be a lot of bills left behind because Holladay is not taking a lot of commercial.  It is a straightforward deal.  The petitioners want to move to Holladay, and they have every right to be supported in that.  Not supporting that would give the petitioners another reason to want out of the County.  The right thing to do is remove the protest.  

	Council Member Bradley stated no neighborhood is really insulated from its extended area or neighborhood, and cities are not insulated from the greater community of the valley.  Everyone is part of this together.  The Council needs to know the full consequence of such an annexation, not only the technical issues pertaining to the law, but also the implications over time and to the greater community.  He wanted to know for a fact that this annexation will not make a lot of difference to the economics of Holladay, the unincorporated County, or the service districts.  The Council does not have that information now.  He wanted to continue the protest to honor the advice of the planning commission and have that analysis done.  

	Council Member Newton stated the Holladay City study shows this is revenue neutral.  It is primarily a residential area, and residential homes do not pay for themselves as far as services.  Business base pays for services, and this area is not taking a lot of business base.  

	Council Member Newton, seconded by Council Member Burdick, moved to withdraw the protest based on the fact that the petitioners have remedied all technicalities and met the statutory requirements, and because this would be revenue neutral for both the unincorporated area of Millcreek Township and other areas.

	Council Member Burdick stated one thing that carried a lot of weight for him was the paragraph in the letter sent from the Millcreek Township Planning Commission that said it was in no way or manner suggesting it was opposed to the annexation petition.  It suggested that the factual information provided by a feasibility study might provide the County and Council with additional insight to any measurable materials - financial or services.  This is a straightforward situation.  He would hate to spend time and money to continue with this protest.  

	Council Member Bradley stated just because the Millcreek Township Planning Commission said it did not oppose the annexation, does not necessarily mean it supports it.

	Council Member Jensen stated the Council is being forced into making a decision that will affect the 3,500 residents who want to annex and the 100,000 residents left behind in the unincorporated County.  It is ironic that one of the reasons the petitioners want to leave the County is to be closer to government so it can represent them, yet two groups with diametrically opposing recommendations are asking the Council for its representation and the bigger group is asking the Council to protest.  He empathized with the people who feel they have more in common with Holladay City, as he had a similar affinity for his hometown of Granger, but he also has a duty to the rest of the folks in the unincorporated County who are asking him to protest.  The petitioners met the technicalities, and the numbers are probably incremental either way.  However, he did not want to ignore the recommendations of the Millcreek Township Planning Commission and the community councils.  The Council asked for those recommendations.  Holladay City has been a valuable partner both countywide and municipally.  He hoped that no matter how the Council voted, everyone could still be friends. Doing things as a community is what makes Salt Lake County great.    

	Council Member Newton, seconded by Council Member Burdick, moved to withdraw the protest based on the fact that the petitioners have remedied all technicalities and met the statutory requirements, and because this would be revenue neutral for both the unincorporated area of Millcreek Township and other areas.  Roll was called, showing the vote to be: Council Member Horiuchi “Aye,” Council Member Burdick “Aye,” Council Member Newton “Aye,” Council Member Granato “Nay,” Council Member Bradley “Nay,” Council Member Bradshaw “Nay,” Council Member Snelgrove “Nay,” Council Member DeBry “Nay,” and Council Member Jensen “Nay.”  The motion failed 3 to 6.

	Council Member DeBry stated he wanted more information before voting in favor of the motion.  He wondered how people currently living in Holladay City felt about inculcating this new group.  It is going to cost them a little bit of money.  Holladay City says this is revenue neutral, in that it will cost $100,000 give or take, but that is still a cost.  He also wanted to know how this would affect the remaining 62,000 people living in the Millcreek Township as well as how it would affect the service areas, i.e., the Unified Police Department and the Unified Fire Authority.  

	Council Member Jensen stated his vote had to do with governance and representation, in that the Millcreek Township Planning Commission and the community councils asked that the Council protest, so he wanted to honor their request.

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Mayor Ben McAdams submitted a letter requesting the Council’s advice and consent to the appointments of Jim Bradley and Wayne Cushing as members of the Boundary Commission to serve one-year terms.  Their appointments began January 1, 2014, and will end December 31, 2014.  

		Council Member Horiuchi, seconded by Council Member Granato, moved to approve the appointments. The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Mr. Wayne Cushing, Salt Lake County Treasurer, submitted a Disclosure of Private Business Interests form advising the Council that he is employed by Strayer University at the Verizon Campus as an adjunct accounting professor.      

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Horiuchi, moved to accept the Disclosure Form and make it a matter of record.  The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Mr. Gregory Hawkins, County Auditor, submitted letters recommending reduction of taxes on the following properties, pursuant to an order of the Utah State Tax Commission.  He also recommended that refunds in the amounts indicated, plus appropriate interest, be issued to the taxpayers. 

Taxpayer			Parcel No.	Year	Reduction	Refund

King Arthur West Valley	14-36-226-032	2012	$  44,997.48 to $  41,651.02	$  3,346.46	

Larkin Memorial	16-10-452-003	2012	$  40,139.92 to $  32,044.00	$  8,095.92

SLEA 427		15-18-202-008	2012	$117,403.89 to $104,768.17	$12,635.72

Luis & Ligia Lopez	28-17-404-015	2012	$    1,619.80 to $    1,520.94	$       98.86

John & Heather Snow	16-29-453-001 	2012	$    1,872.88 to $    1,587.91	$     284.97

Dale & Lori Ann Garfield	28-33-102-004	2012	$    2,713.84 to $    2,128.01	$     585.83

Carl & Cindy Sorensen	33-10-452-007	2012	$    6,218.22 to $    5,611.57	$     606.65

Robert & Helen Asay	24-21-255-001	2012	$    6,380.96 to $    5,763.45	$     617.51

Elizabeth Mangrum	22-28-229-020	2012	$    6,040.72 to $    5,019.71	$  1,021.01

Steven Casull	28-27-302-007	2013	$    4,084.21 to $    2,986.77	$  1,097.44

Miriam Knight	22-10-354-012	2012	$    8,077.52 to $    6,622.00	$  1,455.52

Fortune		10-32-276-005	2012	$    4,642.48 to $    3,151.01	$  1,491.47

Lincoln Holdings	16-34-353-011	2012	$    2,121.89 to $    1,821.05	$     303.85

Leroy & Shirley Meyer	10-21-203-004	2012	$         14.54 to $         12.93	$        1.61
		10-16-457-008	2012	$         16.16 to $           8.08	$        8.08

Nancy Clark		09-32-487-004	2012	$    1,101.51 to $    1,013.39	$      88.12

Johnnie Janes	16-32-329-021	2012	$    2,974.97 to $    2,789.57	$    185.40

Mark Buhler		17-05-101-032	2012	$    3,702.51 to $    3,288.36	$    414.15

Maurice & Carol Pia	15-25-230-020	2012	$    3,941.18 to $    3,219.83	$    721.35

Michael Carlson	22-31-429-027	2010	$    4,131.57 to $    3,249.23	$    882.34

Maple Garden	22-05-179-039	2012	$    6,305.29 to $    5,278.73	$ 1,026.56


Larkin Mortuary	28-16-402-005	2012	$102,383.07 to $  93,491.03	$ 8,892.04

John Sorensen/Don Ballard	27-15-126-020	2012	$  15,113.42 to $  11,658.73	$ 3,454.69
		27-15-126-021	2012	$    9,686.16 to $    7,467.75	$ 2,218.41

Vivid Investments	22-21-226-008	2012	$    2,260.01 to $    1,778.98	$    481.03
		22-21-226-009	2012	$    2,524.72 to $    1,885.71	$    639.01

BDN Land Investment	27-20-176-002	2012	$    7,154.11 to $    5,937.62	$ 1,216.49
		27-20-176-005	2012	$    7,772.49 to $    6,450.28	$ 1,322.22
		27-20-177-009	2012	$  13,954.86 to $  11,585.60	$ 2,369.26

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

	Mr. Gregory Hawkins, County Auditor, submitted letters recommending reduction of taxes on the following properties, pursuant to an order of the Utah State Tax Commission, and adjustments to the penalties and interest accordingly:
 
Taxpayer			Parcel No.	Year	Reduction

Mountain Shadows RV Park	28-31-351-020	2011	$  49,146.90 to $  33,862.42	

Dry Creek Plaza	15-20-227-012	2012	$  28,790.29 to $  24,171.24	

Arbor Cottonwoods Holding	22-33-226-072	2012	$    7,631.86 to $    5,780.56	
		22-28-455-012	2012	$    6,513.78 to $    5,476.32	

Wahzoo Commercial Prop.	16-32-309-001	2012	$    6,796.75 to $    4,447.18	
		16-32-309-002	2012	$    7,048.72 to $    4,612.48
		16-32-309-003	2012	$    7,002.18 to $    4,581.99
		16-32-309-004	2012	$    6,796.75 to $    4,447.18
		16-32-309-005	2012	$    7,048.72 to $    4,612.48
		16-32-309-006	2012	$    7,002.18 to $    4,581.99

− − − − − − − − − − − − − −

	Mr. Kevin Jacobs, County Assessor, submitted a letter recommending refunds in the amounts indicated be issued to the following taxpayers for overpayment of vehicle taxes:

Taxpayer				Year   			 Refund

Air Pollution Testing	2013	$369.89

Fat Boy Paving	2013	$113.00

Kerri Lewis		2013	$153.00

Miller Paving 		2008	$434.40
		2009	$535.44
		2010	$445.68
		2011	$404.08
		2012	$330.65
		2013	$273.52

Evan A. Pulvere	2013	$  83.00

Tamara Rary		2013	$153.00

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Horiuchi, moved to approve the recommendations.  The motion passed unanimously, authorizing the County Treasurer to effect the same, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

	Ms. Sherrie Swensen, County Clerk, submitted a letter requesting authorization to refund the fee charged for 29 unused marriage licenses issued to same sex couples.  These marriage licenses cannot be used due to the issuance of a stay by the U.S. Supreme Court.  This approval is for the County’s portion of the fee, which is $30.00 per marriage license.  

	Council Member Bradshaw, seconded by Council Member Horiuchi, moved to approve the request.  The motion passed unanimously, showing that all Council Members present voted “Aye.”

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
	
	THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS to come before the Council at this time, the meeting was adjourned at 5:41:48 PM until Tuesday, January 28, 2014, at 4:00 P.M.	





		SHERRIE SWENSEN, COUNTY CLERK



		By  ________________________________                                                                   
		                         Deputy Clerk




__________________________________                                                                
CHAIR, SALT LAKE COUNTY COUNCIL



♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦

♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦   ♦♦♦
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