
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Call to Order – Mayor Mark Thompson 

Invocation – Council Member Ed Dennis 

Pledge of Allegiance – Councilman Brian Braithwaite 

 

 

 

Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, concerns,  

and comments.        (Please limit your comments to three minutes each.) 

 

 

 

1. MOTION: Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Regular Session – 

August 16, 2016  

 

2. MOTION: Ratify the Mayor Appointments to the Highland Library Board – Nancy 

Passaretti and Sue Carey  

 

3. MOTION: Approval and Award of Bid for the Construction of a Fence around the 

Splash Pad – The Fence Specialists 

 

4. MOTION: Approval of a six-month time extension for a Conditional Use Permit  - 

Blackstone  

 

5. MOTION: Preliminary Plat Approval for a 9 lot, single family residential 

subdivision, located at 11580 North 6000 West – Gable Ridge   

 

6. MOTION: Preliminary Plat Approval for a 28 lot single family residential 

subdivision, located at 9725 North 6800 West  - Sky Ridge Estates 

 

 

 

7. PUBLIC HEARING/MOTION:  Request for a re-zone from R-1-40 to R-1-30 of 28.38 

acres located at 6475 West 11800 North– Oak Ridge Subdivision   
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8. RESOLUTION: Approval of an Interlocal Agreement with Utah County  - Major 

Crimes Task Force  

 

9. RESOLUTION: Approval of an Interlocal Agreement with Utah County – 

Community Development Block Grant Program  

 

 

 

 Status of Full Time City Engineer – Nathan Crane, City Administrator  

 

 

The City Council will hold a closed executive session pursuant to Section 52-4-205(1) of the Utah 

State Code Annotated for the purpose of discussing: 

 

 The purchase, exchange, or lease of real property;  

 The sale of real property; 

 Reasonably imminent litigation;  

 The character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual. 

 

 
(These items are for information purposes only.) 

Description Requested/Owner Due Date Status 

Road Capital Improvement Plan for FY 15-16  
Prioritize and Communicate to Residents 

City Council 
 

Estimated June 
2016 

Meeting In Progress   

Determine Park Use for Recreation  City Council  
Parks Staff  

2016 In Progress 

PW Storage Building   City Council  
Mayor/PW 

2016 In Progress 

Election Policy   
 

City Council 
Jody Bates  

January 2017 In Progress 

Options for Police and Fire Services  
PSD Sustainability  

Mayor 
 City Council  

  

Employee Pay Rate and Benefits Comparison Mayor 
City Council   

 In Progress 

Full Time Engineer  City Council   Report 09.06.16 

 

ELECTRONIC PARICIPATION 

Members of the City Council may participate electronically via telephone, Skype, or other electronic means during this meeting. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned duly appointed City Recorder does hereby certify that on this 30th day of August, 2016, the above agenda was posted in three 

public places within Highland City limits.  Agenda also posted on State (http://pmn.utah.gov) and City websites (www.highlandcity.org).   

JOD’ANN BATES, City Recorder 

 

 In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Highland City will make reasonable accommodations to participate in the meeting.   

 Requests for assistance can be made by contacting the City Recorder at 801-772-4505, at least 3 days in advance to the meeting. 

 The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the City Council, the staff and the public.  

 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS. 

http://pmn.utah.gov/
http://www.highlandcity.org/
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MINUTES 1 
HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 2 

Tuesday, August 16, 2016 3 
Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Highland, Utah 84003 4 

 5 
  6 
PRESENT: Mayor Mark S. Thompson, conducting 7 

Councilmember Brian Braithwaite 8 

Councilmember Dennis LeBaron 9 
Councilmember Ed Dennis   10 
Councilmember Rod Mann  11 

 12 
STAFF PRESENT:  Nathan Crane, City Administrator/Community Develop. Director 13 
  Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator  14 

  Gary LeCheminant, Finance Director  15 
  JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder  16 
  Zachary Smallwood, Planner 17 

  Justin Parduhn, Public Works O&M Director  18 
  Tim Merrill, City Attorney  19 

 20 
EXCUSED:    Councilmember Tim Irwin 21 
 22 

OTHERS:  Jessie Schoenfeld, Kaity Lavaja, Charles Greenland, Kurt Ostler, Nathan Edgel, 23 
Ellen Ingerson, Spencer Ingerson, Laura Mabey, Jonathan Bentley, Audrey Wright, DeeAnne 24 

Carlisle, Rodger Harper, Jocelyn Parmer, Drew, Maxwell, Michael Berg, Ben Sidwell, Gavin 25 
Smith, Adam Wightman, Ryan Hodgon, Joshua Doezie, Brandon Baukman, Anthony Bott, Ellis 26 

Bott, Grant Cory, Douglas Nielsen, Reece DeMille, Shauna Larsen and Chris Doezie.  27 

 28 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor Mark S. Thompson as a regular session at 7:04 p.m.  29 

The meeting agenda was posted on the Utah State Public Meeting Website at least 24 hours prior 30 
to the meeting.  The prayer was offered by Councilman Rod Man and those assembled were led 31 
in the Pledge of Allegiance by Ben Sidwell, a scout.   32 
 33 

APPEARANCES: 34 
 35 
Jocelyn Parmer expressed her concern for the dangerous conditions of three dead trees in the 36 

Canterbury Subdivision.  She stated that she had recently sent letters to the City Council 37 
Members, but she has been trying to contact the City regarding this issue for the past two years.  38 
Mrs. Parmer reported that the neighbors all harbor concerns about the trees and would be willing 39 
to assist in their removal. 40 

 41 
Nathan Crane, City Administrator, stated that the City was waiting to receive bids from 42 
contractors for the cost of tree removal.  He estimated a cost of $10,000. 43 
 44 
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Mrs. Parmer stated that the citizens would be willing to set up fundraisers to help cover the cost, 1 
if that was a concern for the City.  2 
 3 

PRESENTATION 4 
 5 
Highland Fling Volunteer Recognition – Jessie Schoenfeld, Fling Chairman & Kaity Lavaja, 6 
Events Coordinator 7 
 8 

Jessie Schoenfeld individually recognized Charles Greenlund, Shauna Larsen, DeeAnne Carlile, 9 
Curt Ostler, and Brandon Baukman for their part in the Highland Fling and thanked them for 10 
volunteering.  Ms. Schoenfeld then reported on the successes of the Highland Fling, and a few 11 

areas for improvement for next year.   12 
 13 
Kaity Lavaja presented the budget for the Highland Fling.  The first page of the document was a 14 

summary of the revenue and expenses of the Fling.  She noted that revenue increased from the 15 
previous year.  The following page showed a breakdown of revenue and expense by event.    16 
 17 

Councilman Brian Braithwaite asked if the budget document included a list of monetary and in-18 
kind donations for the event.  Mrs. Lavaja confirmed that the in-kind list was not included in the 19 

document, but she would be able to email that information to the City Councilmembers.  There 20 
was a brief discussion regarding possible options for recognizing those individuals who donated 21 
to the event.   22 

 23 
Mr. Crane took a moment to thank Ms. Schoenfeld for her work on the event and presented her 24 

with a small gift.  25 
 26 

Before continuing the meeting, Mayor Thompson stated that the City Council would hear and 27 
discuss Items 5 and 3 before proceeding with the agenda as written.  28 

 29 
ACTION ITEMS:  30 
 31 

5. MOTION: Contracting for Job Classification and Compensation Study – Personnel 32 

Systems and Services 33 

 34 
BACKGROUND:  At the June 14, 2016 Council meeting, City Council approved the FY2017 35 
budget.  As a part of the discussion on that item, the Mayor and City Council directed staff to 36 

conduct a study regarding the comparison of employees’ wages and benefits.  Council and staff 37 
also discussed updating job descriptions and performance evaluations for employees.  Since that 38 
time, staff has met with Mike Swallow, President of Personnel Systems and Services, about 39 

conducting a job study.  Personnel Systems and Services is viewed as the expert company in 40 
conducting job studies for local governments.  The company was recommended by Lehi, 41 
American Fork, and other cities. Personnel Systems and Services’ proposal includes: updating 42 
job descriptions, creating job classifications, conducting a salary and benefit analysis and 43 
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comparison, and the creation of a compensation policy including salary grades and ranges. Part 1 
of the deliverables include wage model that can be updated in the future by City staff with recent 2 
data.  Data is collected annually by Personnel Systems and Services and is available to the City 3 

throughout the year for a $250 annual fee.  The timeline on the study would be 4-5 months.  With 4 
the updated job descriptions, classifications, and compensation policy, City staff will be able to 5 
update job evaluations to be reflective of the study products.  6 
 7 
Erin Wells, Assistant to the City Administrator, presented the background information above.  8 

Staff believes that Mr. Swallow’s proposal to be comprehensive and something the City would 9 
be able to update over time.  10 
 11 

Mike Swallow, with Personal Systems and Services, explained the purpose of the annual fee of 12 
$250 and stated that the company offers discounts on other services as part of that subscription.  13 
He also expressed a desire that Highland City become part of the company’s collective 14 

information-sharing resource.  Mr. Swallow then explained the methodology that would be used 15 
in creating the job study.  16 
 17 

Councilman Brian Braithwaite asked Mr. Swallow to explain how the study would portray 18 
hourly rate verses complete compensation, as the City at times will offer a lower hourly rate but 19 

increased benefits or similar types of compensation.  Mr. Swallow stated that the base pay and 20 
other beneficial values would be studied separately, and there were several ways to approach the 21 
issue.  Councilman Brian Braithwaite stated that he would like the document to focus on total 22 

compensation value.  He also wanted those total numbers used when measuring against other 23 
cities.   24 

 25 
Councilman Ed Dennis asked if the study would include performance evaluations based on the 26 

job descriptions and expectations of performance.  Mr. Swallow stated that there was a 27 
component of the study that addressed this area.  Ms. Wells explained that staff’s intention was 28 
to get to the end of the study and then determine if the performance evaluations were something 29 

the City could conduct with or without Mr. Swallow’s assistance.  30 
 31 
Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked if Mr. Swallow would factor in the size of the City versus 32 
the size of the staff when comparing to other cities.  Mr. Swallow stated that this was an entirely 33 

different area of study, and it was not part of the direction given by staff.  34 
 35 

MOTION: Councilman Rod Mann moved the City Council authorize the Mayor to sign a 36 

contract with Personnel System and Services in the amount of $11,500, including the $250 37 
annual subscription.   38 

 39 
Councilman Ed Dennis seconded the motion.   40 

 41 
Those voting aye: Dennis LeBaron, Ed Dennis, Rod Mann and Brian Braithwaite. 42 
Those voting nay: none   43 
Motion carried. 44 
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3. RESOLUTION:  Approval of a Pro-Tem Judge for the Justice Court – Honorable Scott 1 
Mickelsen and Honorable Sherlynn Fenstermaker. 2 

 3 
BACKGROUND: Judge Doug Nielsen has been hired as the Fourth District Juvenile Judge.  4 
The City has begun working the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) to fill the position.  5 
The next “New Judge Orientation” is in January 2017.  This is a mandatory course that must 6 
occur prior to the new judge being sworn in.  Due to a number of vacancies statewide, the AOC 7 

may hold an orientation earlier.  Judge Nielsen has approached Judge Scott Mickelsen and 8 
Judge Sherlynn Fenstermaker about helping the City fill the gap until a new judge can be 9 
appointed.  In order to do so, the City Councils of Highland and Alpine must adopt a resolution. 10 
 11 

Judge Doug Nielsen presented the background information listed above.  He anticipated his final 12 
day in Highland City to be the morning of September 22, 2016, and the open judge position 13 

could not be advertised until he was formally confirmed by the Senate.  After his departure, there 14 
was a process that needed to be followed before a new judge could be sworn in.  Judge Nielson 15 
proposed that Judge Scott Mickelsen, of Draper City, be approved to act as interim judge until a 16 

new judge was appointed.  He also stated that Judge Sherlynn Fenstermaker could act as a 17 
secondary judge in the case the Judge Mickelsen was unavailable.  18 

 19 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite asked how this appointment would impact Judge Mickelsen’s 20 
other time commitments.  Judge Nielsen explained that Judge Mickelsen is a part-time judge in 21 

Draper City, which is roughly the same size as Highland.  He confirmed that the court schedules 22 
for the two cities would not interfere with each other.  23 

 24 

MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved the City Council approve a Resolution 25 
appointing Scott Mickelsen as a Pro-Tem Judge and Sherlynn Fenstermaker as an 26 
alternate Pro-Tem Judge for the Alpine Highland Justice Court. 27 

 28 
Councilman Dennis LeBaron seconded the motion.   29 
 30 

Those voting aye: Dennis LeBaron, Ed Dennis, Rod Mann and Brian Braithwaite. 31 
Those voting nay: none   32 
Motion carried. 33 

 34 
CONSENT ITEMS:  35 

 36 

1. MOTION: Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Regular Session – June 37 
28, 2016  38 
 39 

2. MOTION: Approval of Meeting Minutes for the City Council Regular Session – July 40 
19, 2016  41 

 42 
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MOTION:   Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council approve the consent items on 1 
the agenda.  2 

 3 
Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.  4 
 5 
Those voting aye: Dennis LeBaron, Ed Dennis, Rod Mann and Brian Braithwaite. 6 
Those voting nay: none   7 

Motion carried. 8 
 9 
ACTION ITEMS:  10 

 11 

4. MOTION: North Pointe Solid Waste Special Service District and North Utah 12 
Environmental Resource Agency (NUERA) – Becoming partners with the Bay View 13 

Landfill  14 
 15 
BACKGROUND: The North Pointe Solid Waste Special Service District (North Pointe) voted to 16 

join the Northern Utah Environmental Resource Agency (NUERA).  The NUREA is looking into 17 
becoming equity partners with the Bay View Landfill.  This is something that North Pointe has 18 

been working on for the past several years.  In the short term, Roger Harper, Director of North 19 
Pointe doesn’t believe the short term costs will change much.  However, in the future, if the 20 
District were to transfer all of the City’s waste to Bay View, it has the potential of saving the 21 

District substantially with increased control of the “vertical” in processing our waste streams.  22 
Mr. Harper currently estimates that the City’s savings will be in the neighborhood of $2+ per 23 

ton.  Republic Services has expressed concerns over the proposal.  The primary concerns are 24 

that North Pointe still has an agreement with Republic to haul 80% of the City’s waste to their 25 

Tooele landfill for the next one and a half years, and Republic may be more likely to divert their 26 
collected waste stream away from North Pointe after their current contract expires.  Attached 27 

are two documents that will provide background on the subject.  Council member Irwin serves 28 
on both the North Pointe and NUERA Board. 29 
 30 

Nathan Crane presented the background information listed above and introduced Roger Harper, 31 
the director of North Pointe. 32 

 33 
Mr. Harper gave a brief history of NUERA and explained that they were interested in taking 34 
ownership of the Bay View Landfill and becoming partners with the four entities that use it.  He 35 
stated that North Pointe was currently shipping all of their tonnage to Wasatch Regional Landfill, 36 

but changing to the Bay View Landfill had the potential of saving the company and the residents 37 
of Highland City a substantial amount of money.  38 
 39 

Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked Mr. Harper about how much savings were anticipated.  Mr. 40 
Harper stated that there was a potential of saving $3.00 to $4.00 in transportation costs, and some 41 
additional savings in operational costs.  Those savings will be passed onto the residents with 42 
lower tipping fees at the transfer stations.  43 
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Councilman Ed Dennis asked what kind of cost analysis was completed to justify their 1 
expenditures.  Mr. Harper explained that their buy-in would be roughly $1.3 million, which is $3 2 
per ton at 180,000 tons per year.  They anticipate a term of seven years to pay back that amount.  3 

 4 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite was concerned about this proposal.  In his experience, whenever a 5 
government entity gets involved in something that a commercial entity can provide, the other 6 
entities involved always lose.  He gave the example of UTOPIA, stating that the proposed 7 
situation is very similar.  Councilman Brian Braithwaite found several issues with the 8 

information in the report provided by North Pointe, including some of their base calculations.  9 
He was glad to see the company exploring their options, but he was not comfortable with this 10 
particular proposal.   11 

 12 
Mr. Harper stated that the data provided in the report was accurate, and he felt that a comparison 13 
to UTOPIA was unfair as the entities were different.  He spoke about the commercial 14 

competition and the potential for fee increases if they did not act on this opportunity.   15 
 16 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite was not swayed by the explanations and stated that the best 17 

option for the City may be to separate from North Pointe and turn it over to the commercial 18 
entities.  There was further deliberation regarding the accuracy of the numbers provided in the 19 

report.  20 
 21 
Councilman Rod Mann agreed with the comments made by Councilman Brian Braithwaite.  He 22 

felt that a government entity would not experience the same pressures for efficiency as a 23 
commercial entity would.  He believed that competition in this area would assure the best 24 

performance.  Councilman Rod Mann had no interest in proceeding in the direction proposed by 25 
North Pointe.  26 

 27 
Reese DeMille, with Republic Services, explained that they have had a good relationship with 28 
North Pointe and have appreciated their business for many years.  He also believed that North 29 

Pointe was doing the right thing by looking at their options, but he agreed that there was no 30 
reason for local government to continue to grow and for the City to purchase into the Bay View 31 
landfill.  Mr. DeMille stated that he was also concerned about the numbers presented in North 32 
Pointe’s report, and presented some statistics of his own.  There was a discussion regarding these 33 

statistics, including potential costs and transfer stations.  34 
 35 
Tim Merrill, City Attorney, indicated that this item was for discussion and no motion was 36 

required.  The City Council Members agreed that the information discussed for this item needed 37 
to be relayed to Councilman Tim Irwin, who was excused from the meeting.  38 
 39 

MOTION: Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council convey to Councilmember Tim 40 

Irwin, who sits on the North Pointe Solid Waste Board, that Highland City Council opposes 41 
becoming partners with the Bay View Landfill.   42 

 43 
Councilman Brian Braithwaite seconded the motion.   44 
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Unanimous vote, motion carried.  1 
 2 
Before moving onto the next agenda item, Councilman Brian Braithwaite asked that the legal 3 

department research what would be required if the City decided to separate from North Pointe, if 4 
North Pointe chose to move forward in purchasing the Bay View Landfill. 5 
 6 

6. MOTION: Contract to accept Cash In-lieu of Water Dedication – For Property within 7 
Highland  8 

 9 
BACKGROUND: Highland City has acquired enclosed water shares that were made available 10 
as a result of the enclosure of the Murdock Canal.  Developers are required to dedicate water 11 

shares to the City as part of each development.  The City Council has directed staff to accept 12 
cash in lieu of dedication for the enclosed water shares.  In consultation with the City Attorney, 13 

staff has prepared a Water Share Reservation Agreement.  The highlights of the agreement are 14 
as follows: 15 
 16 

• The exact purchase price will be determined by market bids, averaging the quoted price 17 
of three separate independent water brokers.  However, the purchase price will not be 18 

less than $7,000. 19 
• Reservation of the water is for two years.  The proposed fee is $1,000.  This period can 20 

be extended an additional two years subject to a $500.00 fee. 21 

• If the water is not purchased the reservation fee is forfeited. 22 
 23 

Nathan Crane presented the background information above. 24 

 25 

Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked if the amount of $124,000 would be the payment assuming 26 
no pre-payment was made.  Mr. Crane stated that this was correct.  He explained that the Provo 27 

River Water Users shares had the option for prepayment, but the City’s agreement was with 28 
Highland Water Conservation, who does not offer early payoff options.  29 
 30 

There was a discussion regarding the workings of water shares, and how this agreement would 31 
affect the residents and new developments.  32 

 33 

MOTION: Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council approve the contract to accept 34 
cash in lieu of water dedication for properties in Highland, with an amendment to add 35 

clarification as to the specific property that receives final approval.   36 

 37 

Councilman Dennis LeBaron seconded the motion.   38 
Unanimous vote, motion carried.  39 
 40 
MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL & STAFF COMMUNICATION ITEMS 41 
(These items are for information purposes only and do not require action or discussion by the 42 
City Council)  43 
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 Councilman Ed Dennis asked if any formal action needed to be taken in regards to the 1 
dead trees mentioned during the public session.  Mr. Crane stated that the item had not 2 
been scheduled on the agenda, so no formal action was required at this time.  He assured 3 
the City Council that staff was taking action on this issue and were awaiting bids from 4 
contractors.   Mayor Thompson recommended that the City utilize the residents who have 5 

volunteered to assist in the tree removal.  6 
 7 

 Councilman Dennis LeBaron asked if there was an anticipated date for a final report on 8 
the road study.  Mr. Crane reported that he had received the report draft the previous 9 
week, but some revisions needed to be made.  He stated that the City Council would 10 
review the final report in a few weeks.  11 

 12 

 Councilman Rod Mann ask that the following items be added to the information chart: 13 
o The PSD Sustainability Plan 14 
o Information regarding the full-time Engineering position. 15 

 16 

ADJOURNMENT TO CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION 17 
 18 

MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved to adjourn into Closed Executive 19 
Session.   20 

 21 
Councilman Ed Dennis seconded the motion.   22 
Unanimous vote. Motion carried.  23 

 24 

 25 
ADJOURNMENT  26 
 27 

MOTION: Councilman Rod Mann moved to adjourn.   28 
 29 

Councilman Dennis LeBaron seconded the motion.   30 
Unanimous vote. Motion carried.  31 
 32 
Meeting adjourned at 9:59 p.m. 33 
        34 
 35 
              36 

       JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder  37 

 38 
Date Approved: September 6, 2016 39 

 40 



City Council ratify the Mayors appointments to the Highland Library Board.  

There are two Library Board Members whose terms expired June 30, 2016.  Marleene 

Brooks and Richard Sudweeks has served their two Three-year term and cannot be 

reappointed to the Library Board.    These individuals assist the Library Board in its 

policy making and advocacy duties.  State law allows members to be appointed to a 

maximum of two terms, each term to be three years.   

 

It is recommended the appointment to the Library Board:  

 

Nancy Passaretti of Alpine, and  

Sue Cares of Highland   

 

The term of these appointments will be effective immediately and conclude on June 30, 

2019. 

 

In choosing board members we have tried to find citizens who represent 

 Different areas of the city 

 Economic diversity 

 Cultural diversity 

 Active users of the library 

 

We also seek those with unique skills who will be able to help us with developing policies, 

procedures and practices for effectively managing the library, along with developing a 

necessary and successful long range plan and understand intellectual freedom, privacy, 

and free speech issues. 

N/A 



 

1. Volunteer Statement of Interest for Nancy Passaretti 

2. Volunteer Statement of Interest for Sue Carey  











City Council award bid in the amount of $28,989.00 for the construction of a 4 foot powder 

coated commercial grade decorative aluminum fence around the Splash Pad to the Fence 

Specialists. 

The City Council has asked staff to bid the cost of a fence around the Splash Pad. Staff has 

solicited bids from three companies as follows. All fencing is a 4 foot black powder coated 

commercial grade aluminum decorative fence unless otherwise noted. Staff selected 

aluminum for the material as it will hold up better considering the moisture and chlorine 

it will be exposed to. The aluminum density is also a thicker than normal so as to provide 

extra strength. These bids are different from previous bids we received last year because 

we have added some gates to help control where the children can run in and out as well as 

to try and cut down on the amount of pets in the area that can have a negative impact on 

our water samples. 

 

 Fence Specialists:  $28,989.00 

 Stonehenge Fence:  $31,810.00 

 Northwest Fence:  $39,500.00 

 

Funding for the fence has been budgeted in the 2016-2017fiscal year budget under Capital 

Improvement Fund – Parks GL Code # 40-40-68. There is currently $35,000 that was 

budgeted for the fence installation. In addition we have applied for and received the Utah 

County Community Activities Grant from the Utah County Commission that will go 

towards the installation of the fence. The total amount of the grant they will reimburse us 

for is $9,428.15. The grant requires us to turn in documentation of purchase by October 

31, 2016 and any publicity we do as a part of the fence must say “Sponsored by the Utah 

County Community Activities Fund”. 



 

 

With the help of this grant the fiscal impact on Highland City out of the Capital 

Improvement fund for the installation of the fence would be $19,560.85.  

1. Utah County Community Activities Grant 

2. Map 



















Staff recommends that the City Council approve the six-month time extension for the 

Blackstone conditional use permit. 

The City Council approved a request for a conditional use permit for an 85 unit single 

family attached residential townhome project on September 15, 2015. The preliminary 

plat for the project was approved on December 1, 2015 and the Final Plat was approved on 

June 6, 2016.  The development review process requires that the civil construction plans 

be substantially completed prior to final plat approval. 

 

The Development Code Section 4-109 Conditional Use: Expiration states:  

 

 “Substantial construction activity under a conditional use permit must have been 

commenced within one (1) year of its issuance. If no such activity has been 

commenced within that time, the conditional use permit shall expire one (1) year 

from the date of its issuance. The Planning Commission, at its discretion, grant one 

extension for any period not to exceed six (6) months, when deemed in the public 

interest.” 

 

The property owner is requesting a six-month extension of the approval of the conditional 

use permit to allow for construction to begin on the project as allowed under Section 4-109. 

Although the Development Code specifies that the Planning Commission may grant the 

extension.  However, in consultation with the City Attorney, Staff has determined that 

since the City Council approved the conditional use permit they are the appropriate body 

to approve the extension.  

 

If the extension is approved, the conditional use permit would be valid until February 15, 



 

2017 in which time substantial construction will need to be underway or the conditional 

use permit will be invalid. 

The property owner has made a good faith effort in proceeding with the construction of the 

project by completing the preliminary plat, final plat, and substantially completing the 

civil construction plans.  The civil construction plans are nearing final completion and 

construction will begin before February.

I move that the City Council approve a six month extension for the Blackstone conditional 

use permit. 

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures. 

N/A 

 

  



 

 



Staff recommends that the City Council approve the preliminary plat subject to the four 

stipulations recommended by the Planning Commission. 

The property located at 6000 West and 11580 north requested to be annexed in the city of 

Highland (ANNX-14-01) and was approved by the City Council in June of 2016.  A request 

to zone the property R-1-30 was also approved in June 2016.  

 

As part of the annexation, the Council approved the applicants request for a 640 foot cul-

de-sac. 

 

The property is designated as Low Density Residential on the General Plan Land Use 

Map. The property is zoned R-1-30 (Single Family Residential).  The R-1-30 District allows 

one home per 30,000 square feet. The minimum lot width is 120 feet.   

 

Preliminary plat review is an administrative process. 

1. The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for a 9 lot single family 

subdivision. The property is approximately 7.25 acres.  Lot sizes range from 20,214 

square feet to 67,198 square feet. The density of the project is 1.24 dwelling units 

per acre. 

 

2. Access to the property will be from 6000 West which is a local road.  The road is 

capped by a cul-de-sac 

 

 



 

Notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was published in the 08/07/2016 edition 

of the Daily Herald and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet on August 8, 2016. 

No additional comments have been received. 

 The property is newly annexed into the city and was designated as Low-Density 

Residential. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the General Plan.

 The property to the north and west is zoned R-1-40 and has been developed as 

single family homes.  The property to the east is currently in Utah County and is 

currently a farm.  Much of the property has been designated for annexation by 

Highland City. The property to the south is zoned R-1-40 and has been developed as 

single family homes within a Planned Unit Development.  The proposed subdivision 

is compatible with the surrounding uses. 

 On lot #9, the city is requiring an easement for a detention basin because of the 

shallow storm drain along 6000 West.  

 Water will be dedicated as required by the Development Code prior to final plat 

recordation. 

With the proposed stipulations, the preliminary plat meets the following findings: 

 

 It is in conformance with the General Plan, the R-1-30 District, and the Highland 

City Development Code.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 23, 2016.  The Commission 

voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the preliminary plat subject to the following 

stipulations: 

 

1. The final plat shall be in substantial conformance with the preliminary plat dated 

July 14, 2016. 

 

2. Final civil engineering plans to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. 

These plans shall meet all requirements of the City Engineer. 

 

3. All required public improvements shall be installed as required by the City 

Engineer. 

 

4. The detention pond adjacent to lot 9 shall be constructed and landscaped by the 

developer prior to completion of the subdivision.   The landscape plan shall be 



 

approved prior to any construction on the site. 

I move that the City Council accept the findings and APPROVE the preliminary plat for 

Gable Ridge, subject to the four stipulations recommended by the Planning Commission. 

I move that the City Council recommend denial of the preliminary plat subject to the 

following findings (The Council should draft appropriate findings that demonstrate the 

proposed plat does not meet the standards established in the Development Code). 

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures. 

1. Proposed Preliminary Plat 

 

 

 





Staff recommends that the City Council approve the preliminary plat subject to the four 

stipulations recommended by the Planning Commission. 

A General Plan amendment and a rezoning from R-1-40 to R-1-30 was approved in June of 

2016.  

 

The property is designated as Low Density Residential on the General Plan Land Use 

Map. The property is zoned R-1-30 (Single Family Residential).  The R-1-30 District allows 

one home per 30,000 square feet. The minimum lot width is 120 feet.   

 

Preliminary plat review is an administrative process. 

1. The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for a 28 lot single family 

subdivision. The property is approximately 19.57 acres.  Lot sizes range from 20,063 

square feet to 27,065 square feet. 

 

2. There are multiple access points to the property the main ingress and egress is 

expected along 6800 West. There are also connections at 6900 West and 1550 East. 

 

3. There is an irrigation ditch that runs through the property that will be piped and 

relocated. This will be protected via an easement. 

 

Notice of the August 8, 2016 Development Review Committee was sent on July 19, 2016.   

In the Development Review Committee concerns were discussed with Ben and Mary 



 

Fietkau. They were worried about the ditch that is on the south west side of the property. 

Jarran at Edge Homes said he would look into it and be addressed.  

 

Notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was published in the 08/07/2016 edition 

of the Daily Herald and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet on August 8, 2016. 

No additional comments have been received.  

 

 The property is designated as Low-Density Residential on the General Plan Land 

Use Map.

 The adjacent property located within the city to the north is zoned R-1-40 and is in 

the Ridgewood subdivision.  The property to the north east is in the Makalas 

Meadows subdivision.  The properties immediately south and east are homes that 

are not part of any subdivision. The properties located west of the development are 

located within the city of Lehi. The proposed project is compatible with the 

surrounding uses.

 Utilities will be extended to serve the development from Angels Gate.  The existing 

infrastructure has been sized to meet the requirements of this subdivision.

 The original preliminary plat has a twenty foot easement for relocating and piping a 

ditch.  Approval from the Lehi Irrigation Company is required prior to approval of 

the final plat.

With the proposed stipulations, the preliminary plat meets the following findings: 

 

 It is in conformance with the General Plan, the R-1-30 District and, the Highland 

City Development Code. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 23, 2016.  The Commission 

voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the preliminary plat subject to the following 

stipulations: 

 

1. The final plat shall be in substantial conformance with the preliminary plat dated 

August 18, 2016 

 

2. Final civil engineering plans to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. 

These plans shall meet all requirements of the City Engineer. 

 

3. All required public improvements shall be installed as per City Engineer’s approval. 



 

 

4. Written approval regarding the relocation of the existing irrigation pipe shall be 

provided prior to final plat approval. 

I move that the City Council accept the findings and APPROVE the preliminary plat for 

Sky Ridge Estates, subject to the four stipulations recommended by the Planning 

Commission. 

I move that the City Council recommend denial of the preliminary plat subject to the 

following findings (The Council should draft appropriate findings that demonstrate the 

proposed plat does not meet the standards established in the Development Code).

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures. 

1. Proposed Preliminary Plat 

 

 

  



 

 



T T

T

***
XXXXX

T T

T

***
XXXXX

LOT 3
25,164 SQ FT
0.578 ACRES

LOT 11
20,180 SQ FT
0.463 ACRES

LOT 27
25,079 SQ FT
0.576 ACRES

LOT 8
25,004 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 1
25,115 SQ FT
0.577 ACRES

LOT 2
25,246 SQ FT
0.580 ACRES

LOT 5
25,046 SQ FT
0.575 ACRES

LOT 4
25,008 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 6
25,005 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 15
26,172 SQ FT
0.601 ACRES

N
 0
0°
04
'1
1"
 W
 6
68
.9
0'

S 89°40'10" E 1306.79'

S
 0
0°
47
'0
4"
 E
 6
61
.4
2'

WEST 364.46'
NORTH 29.66'

WEST 528.89'

S 00°09'45" W 29.66'WEST 201.07'

16
0.

16
'

20
0.

10
'

27
5.

50
'

33
.1

3'

159.76' 159.74' 160.12' 40.00'

16.00'

169.36' 179.10' 181.00' 39.50'

37.22'185.12'184.41'182.40'179.91'178.85'177.60'125.27'

N 90°00'00" E 1058.51'

S 90°00'00" W 888.16'

S 90°00'00" E 533.62'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
4"
 E
 2
28
.2
8'

N
 0
0°
06
'4
1"
 W
 2
41
.2
7'

N
 0
0°
06
'4
1"
 W
 1
20
.2
7'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
4"
 E
 1
26
.5
8'

N 89°59'57" E 141.79'

N 89°59'51" E 140.85'C1
S 87°40'15" E 254.81'

C2

C3

S 87°40'15" E 254.81'C4
N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
40
.6
7'

C7

C8

C9

C10

C11

C13

C15

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
49
.7
1'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
43
.1
1'

C16

C17

N 
41
°5
3'0
5" 
E 
17
4.8
2'

N 90°00'00" E 124.84'

N 90°00'00" E 125.08'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
40
.5
6'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
39
.5
2'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
1"
 W
 1
38
.4
9'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
37
.4
3'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
36
.3
7'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
32
.9
9'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
32
.9
9'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
32
.9
9'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
32
.9
9'

S
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
34
.2
9'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
 1
25
.2
8'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 W
 1
25
.2
8'

N
 0
0°
00
'1
4"
 E
 1
25
.2
8'

11
7.

99
'

11
0.

29
'

12
0.

62
'

12
0.

65
'

162.60' 178.85' 179.91' 182.40' 184.41' 170.35'

122.53'
132.28'

102.60' 152.21'
  28.61'  200.26'  159.72'  145.03'

  136.22'   188.08'   188.09'   188.09'   187.66'   170.52'

LOT 12
20,180 SQ FT
0.463 ACRESLOT 10

25,037 SQ FT
0.575 ACRES

LOT 9
24,985 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 13
20,180 SQ FT
0.463 ACRES

LOT 7
20,003 SQ FT
0.459 ACRES

N 90°00'00" W  159.74'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
  1
11
.3
3'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
  1
26
.3
3'

N
 0
0°
00
'0
0"
 E
  1
26
.3
3'

N
 0
0°
00
'5
9"
 E
  1
26
.3
3'

N 90°00'00" W  159.72' N 90°00'00" W  145.12'C18

C19

C
20

C
21

  9.27'

75
.3

6'
20

0.
10

'
15

9.
44

'

  1
69

.7
4'

  2
71

.2
8'

  522.58'   11.04'

C22

C
23

C
24

S
 0
0°
03
'0
0"
 E
  6
3.
48
'

N
 0
0°
06
'4
1"
 W
  1
00
7.
31
'

S
 0
0°
06
'4
1"
 E
  3
27
.2
8'

  1
6.

65
'

S
 0
0°
03
'0
0"
 E
  6
3.
51
'

N
 0
0°
06
'4
1"
 W
  1
63
.0
9'

LOT 28
25,000 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 17
25,088 SQ FT
0.576 ACRES

LOT 19
25,099 SQ FT
0.576 ACRES

LOT 21
20,010 SQ FT
0.459 ACRES

LOT 24
25,014 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 25
25,015 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 26
25,015 SQ FT
0.574 ACRES

LOT 14
25,878 SQ FT
0.594 ACRES

LOT 16
25,622 SQ FT
0.588 ACRES

L=49.89
R=407.00
∆=7°01'26"
CH=S 03°37'24" E
CL=49.86

L=41.18
R=333.00
∆=7°05'07"
CH=N 03°35'34" W
CL=41.15

N 89°35'57" W 185.85' N 89°35'57" W 184.27'

N 90°00'00" W  188.09'N 90°00'00" W  188.08'

LOT 22
20,002 SQ FT
0.459 ACRES

LOT 20
25,090 SQ FT
0.576 ACRES

LOT 23
20,064 SQ FT
0.461 ACRES

LOT 18
25,089 SQ FT
0.576 ACRES

N 90°00'00" W 160.05'
N 90°00'00" E  151.22'

N 90°00'00" E  159.71'
N 90°00'00" E  188.09'

N 90°00'00" E  200.26' S 90°00'00" E  197.29'
S 89°36'11" E  187.67' S 89°35'57" E  185.76'

PRELIM.

PLAT

0
1

0.
5

1 inch =     ft.
( IN FEET )

0

50

1
5
5
0
 
E

A
S

T
 
S

T
R

E
E

T

6
8
0
0
 
W

E
S

T
 
S

T
R

E
E

T

6
9
0
0
 
W

E
S

T
 
S

T
R

E
E

T

1

1

74' ROW WIDTH

FULL ACCESS
(INGRESS/EGRESS)5' CONCRETE SIDEWALK

(TYP.)

4' PARK STRIP
(TYP.)

EX. IRRIGATION DITCH
(TO BE PIPED)

FULL ACCESS
(INGRESS/EGRESS)

56' ROW WIDTH

AREA DEDICATED TO HIGHLAND CITY FOR PUBLIC USE
=185,726 S.F.

EX. HYDRANT

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

1

MINIMUM LOT AREA=0.459 ACRES (20,062 SQ. FT.)
AVERAGE LOT AREA=0.573 ACRES (24,061 SQ. FT.)

NTS

1500 NORTH

6
8
0
0
 
W

E
S

T

6
5
3
0
 
W

E
S

T

1
4
0
0
 
E

A
S

T

1
2
0
0
 
E

A
S

T

2000 NORTH

1860 NORTH

9500 NORTH
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TOTAL PARCEL ACREAGE=19.66 ACRES

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 3, TOWNSHIP

5 SOUTH RANGE 1 EAST SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN HIGHLAND,

UTAH COUNTY, UTAH

A
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SITE DATA TABLE
EXISTING ZONING
GROSS AREA OF SITE
NET AREA OF SITE
NO. OF LOTS

FULL ACCESS
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856,199
673,702
28

BEGINNING AT A POINT NORTH 00°47'04" WEST ALONG THE QUARTER SECTION LINE A DISTANCE OF
660.06 FEET FROM THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 3, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN AND RUNNING THENCE WEST 584.96 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST
LINE OF 9600 NORTH SUBDIVISION ON FILE WITH THE UTAH COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE; THENCE
NORTH ALONG THE EAST LINE OF THE SAID SUBDIVISION A DISTANCE OF 29.66 FEET TO THE
NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SUBDIVISION; THENCE WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF SAID
SUBDIVISION A DISTANCE OF 528.89 FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 3 OF SAID
SUBDIVISION; THENCE SOUTH 00°09'45 WEST ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SUBDIVISION A
DISTANCE OF 29.66 FEET; THENCE WEST 201.07 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00°04'11" WEST 668.90 FEET TO
A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF CEDAR HOLLOW SUBDIVISION PLAT B, ON FILE WITH THE UTAH
COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE; THENCE SOUTH 89°40'10" EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID
CEDAR HOLLOW SUBDIVISION, CEDAR HOLLOW SUBDIVISION PLAT J, AND RIDGEWOOD SUBDIVISION
PLAT A, ALL BEING ON FIE WITH THE UTAH COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE, A DISTANCE OF 1306.79
FEET TO THE QUARTER SECTION LINE OF SAID SECTION; THENCE SOUTH 00°47'04" EAST ALONG SAID
QUARTER SECTION LINE A DISTANCE OF 661.42 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINS 19.656 ACRES MORE OR LESS
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BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER

1-800-662-4111
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IT'S FREE & IT'S THE LAW.
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2 3/4" WATER METER PER HIGHLAND CITY STD DRAWINGS DW-01
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7 8" Ø PVC SDR-35 SEWER LINE

4 5' SSMH PER HIGHLAND CITY STDS. AND SPECS. 

5 8" Ø DIP CULINARY WATER LINE

6 8" Ø DIP SECONDARY WATER LINE

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER

CALL BEFORE YOU DIG.
IT'S FREE & IT'S THE LAW.
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11 1.5" POLY SECONDARY WATER LINE

4

4

9

8

CONNECT TO EX. WATER MAIN

CONNECT TO EX. IRRIGATION LINE
EX SSMH
RIM=4777.32
8" IE (S)=4763.70
NEW 8" IE (N) = 4763.90

BLOW-OFF VALVE

BLOW-OFF VALVE

EX. SDIB
TOG=4778.39

EX. SDMH
RIM=4778.48

FL(N)=4774.65 (12" PVC)
BTM BOX=4767.18

EX. 10" WATER MAIN

EX. SSMH
RIM = 4779.22
IE (N) = 4766.40
IE (S) = 47766.35

CONNECT TO EX. WATER MAIN
(HOT TAP)

CONNECT TO EX. SSMH
RIM = 4777.22
12" IE (N) = 4765.43
12" IE (S) = 4765.38
NEW 8" IE (W) = 4765.43

EX. SSMH
RIM = 4776.17
12" IE (N) = 4763.62
12" IE (S) = 47763.54

EX. 10" SEWER MAIN

EX. 4" CULINARY WATERLINE TO
BE REPLACED WITH NEW 8" LINE

EX. WATERLINE TO BE
CAPPED AND ABANDONED

CONNECT TO NEW 8"  WATER
MAIN WITH TEE

CONNECT TO EX. SECONDARY WATERLINE
(HOT TAP)

9

8

9

8
9

8

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF EX. HYDRANT

13

4" PVC SDR-35 SEWER LATERAL12

1" SECONDARY WATER METER BOX PER HIGHLAND CITY STD DRAWINGS PI-02
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The City Council hold a public hearing, draft findings, and determine if the R-1-30 District 

is the appropriate district for the property.   

The applicant would like to subdivide and develop this property into low density single 

family residential and has requested that the zoning be changed to R-1-30 from R-1-40.  

 

Rezone requests are a legislative process. 

1. The applicant is requesting a rezoning for their property from R-1-40 Single Family 

Residential to R-1-30 Single Family Residential.  

 

2. The maximum density permitted in the R-1-30 District is 1.45. The minimum lot 

size for the R-1-30 District is 20,000 square feet. The minimum lot frontage is 120 

feet except for lots on a cul-de-sac. The maximum number of lots is determined by 

dividing the total square footage by 30,000 square feet.  

 

3. The maximum density in the R-1-40 District 1.09 units per acre. The minimum lot 

width is 130 feet.  There are no exceptions for lots on a cul-de-sac. The maximum 

number of lots is determined by dividing the total square footage by 40,000 square 

feet. 

 

4. The applicant has prepared an illustrative concept plan. The plan shows 41 lots. 

The density is 1.44 units per acre. A subdivision plat will be required prior to 

construction of the single family residential development to determine compliance 



 

with the Development Code and Engineering Design Standards.  Review of the 

preliminary plat may result in the reduction of the number of lots and 

reconfiguration of the subdivision as shown on the conceptual plan. 

 

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on August 11, 2016. A summary of the 

meeting is attached. 

 

Notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was published in the August 7, 2016 

edition of the Daily Herald and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet on August 8, 

2016. A significant amount of opposition has been received and is included in Attachment 

4. 

 

Notice of the City Council public hearing was published in the August 14, 2016 edition of 

the Daily Herald and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet on August 22, 2016. No 

additional comments have been received. 

 

 The site is designated Low Density Residential in the General Plan. The General 

Plan section 2-21 states that “New uses should be developed on existing vacant and 

agricultural land according to established low-density, large-lot land patterns and 

densities”. The proposed rezoning is consistent with this designation. 

 

 The objective of the R-1-30 zone is to support a low density residential environment. 

 

 The zone was established to:  

o Create transitional areas within the city between other residential zones 

o To create a distinction and gradation between one acre larger lots and half 

acre lots.  

 

 The properties to the west have been developed as single family homes, in the R-1-

40 zone. Most of the lots are between 30,000 to 40,000 square feet. 

 

 The lots directly to the east of the applicants property is zoned R-1-40. Most 

properties are between 30,000 and 35,000 square feet. 

 

 To the south are part of the Dry Creek Bench Subdivision which is an open space 

subdivision.  

 



 

 The north borders Ridgeline Elementary and an LDS Chapel.  

 Primary access will come three access points, Mercer Hollow Road from the south a 

local road, Sunrise Drive(11630 North) from the east and west, also a local road, 

and north from 11800 North a collector.  It has been planned that this property 

would use these connections. The developer will be responsible for all improvements 

adjacent to 11800 North. 

 

 The length of the proposed North/South connection is of concern and may need to be 

mitigated during Preliminary Plat review. This will be addressed as part of the 

preliminary plat review. 

 

 The Dry Creek Trail will be connected to the sidewalk along 11800 North as part of 

this project. 

 There are currently four possible connections to be made with sewer, pressurized 

water and culinary water. It has been planned that this property would use these 

connections. 

 

 Storm water drainage is a potential issue there is be a need for a detention basin 

located on site. This will be addressed in the preliminary plat before approval.  

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 23, 2016.  Multiple residents 

spoke in opposition of the request.  The Commission voted 5-1 to recommend denial of the 

request based on the following: 

 

 The area is surrounded by R-1-40. 

 Because of the surrounding lot sizes R-1-30 was not appropriate at this location. 

 R-1-30 is a deviation from R-1-40 and should only be considered in appropriate 

areas. 

 It did not meet the transition requirement on the east or west. 

 Concern that the conceptual plan did not meet the Development Code enough to 

fully analyze the request. 

 

Conceptual plans represent a challenge for residents, Staff, Planning Commission and 

City Council as they represent the maximum lot yield.  In addition, approval of a 



 

conceptual plan creates an expectation of the property owner and developer regarding the 

lot yield. Because they have not been reviewed for compliance with the Development Code 

there can be significant changes to the proposed subdivision.  This has resulted in issues 

with recent developments. 

 

Residents and the Planning Commission expressed concern regarding the use of R-1-30 at 

this location due to the existing surrounding land uses and adding additional homes above 

what R-1-40 would allow.   

 

The intent of the R-1-30 District was not to replace the R-1-40 District, but rather to have 

an alternative to the R-1-20 District since we were receiving so many requests for R-1-20.  

The Council will need to determine if this location is appropriate for the R-1-30 District.  If 

the Council chooses to approve the request stipulations can be included to address any 

concerns or issues. 

Based on the following findings, (the Council should draft appropriate findings), I move 

that the City Council ADOPT the ordinance rezoning the property from R-1-40 to R-1-30. 

 

Based on the following findings, (the Council should draft appropriate findings), I move 

that the City Council DENY the rezoning request as recommended by the Planning 

Commission.

This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures. 

1. Proposed Ordinance 

2. Neighborhood Meeting Summary and Attendance List 

3. Citizen Input 

4. Applicants Narrative 

  



 

ATTACHMENT 1 

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-** 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE 

OFFICIAL ZONING MAP REZONING THE 28.38 ACRES LOCATED AT 6475 

WEST 11800 NORTH FROM R-1-40 TO R-1-30 AND IMPOSING 

CONDITIONS UPON SUCH CHANGE. 

 

WHEREAS, the Highland City Council desires to amend the Official Zone Map of 

Highland City; and 

 

WHEREAS, all due and proper notices of public hearings and public meetings on 

this Ordinance held before the Highland City Planning Commission (the “Commission”) 

and the Highland City Council (the “City Council”) were given in the time, form, substance 

and manner provided by Utah Code Section 10-9a-205; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Commission held public hearing on this Ordinance on August 23, 

2016; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on this Ordinance on September 

6, 2016. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE Highland City Council as follows: 

 

SECTION 1. That ± 28.38 acres of certain real property generally located at 6475 

West 11800 North more particularly described and depicted on “Exhibit A”, attached and 

incorporated herein by reference is hereby zoned R-1-30 Residential subject to the 

following condition(s): 

 

1. The preliminary and final plats shall meet all requirements of the Development 

Code 

2. XXX 

 

This/These condition(s) shall run with the land, and shall apply until such time, if 

any, that the property is re-zoned either by failure to comply with the conditions or further 

zoning action by the City Council. 

 

SECTION 2. This zone map amendment is predicated upon compliance with the 

conditions in Section 1. In the event any condition is violated or unfulfilled, this Ordinance 

shall become null and void and the zone designation for all of the subject properties shall 

revert to the R-1-40 Zone.  

 

SECTION 3. That the Mayor, the City Administrator, the City Recorder and the 

City Attorney are hereby authorized and directed to execute all documents and take all 

steps necessary to carry out the purpose of this Ordinance. 

 

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its first posting or 

publication. 



 

 

SECTION 5. If any provision of this Ordinance is for any reason held by any court 

of competent jurisdiction to be unenforceable, such provision or portion hereof shall be 

deemed separate, distinct, and independent of all other provision and such holding shall 

not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Highland City Council, September 6, 2016. 

 

 

                                                HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

 

__________________________________ 

                  Mark S. Thompson, Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder 

 

 

COUNCILMEMBER 

 

YES NO 

Brian Braithwaite □ □ 

Ed Dennis □ □ 

Tim Irwin □ □ 

Dennis LeBaron □ □ 

Rod Mann □ □ 

 

  



 

EXHIBIT A 

 

 
 

  



 

 

Meeting Minutes from RSL Communities Neighborhood Meeting  

re: Oak Ridge Rezone Application 
 

Ridgeline Elementary School 

August 11, 2016 

7 pm start time 

 

Patrick Ord (RSL Communities Utah Division President) opened the meeting  

-Introduced himself 

David Grogg- VP of Operations 

Tricia Ashby- VP of Sales 

 

Patrick Asked- Who has been to a neighborhood meeting before?  

Patrick Explained the process of signing in and notes that would be taken regarding neighborhood 

questions, comments, and input.   

Brief introduction of RSL Communities 

 Company from Northern California 

 Specialize in high-end production and custom homes 

 Value-add homes which means base price plus options 

 Brief description of Flex plans which allow homes to be reconfigured, mother-in-law suites, 

lofted ramblers, etc.   

 Reference some of our plans on the table in front of him.  

 Utah Division of RSL Communities began approximately 1 year ago 

 Have land and preparing to go vertical with construction in South Jordan- McKee Farms by The 

District 

Described what attracted RSL Communities to Highland City 

 Outstanding community that can support price and type of homes 

 Beautiful homes to enhance property values 

Purpose of this meeting is to discuss the Re-Zone of the property from R-1-40 to -R1-30. 

Patrick briefly reviewed the differences between R-1-40 and R-1-30 zoning. He reference the letter and 

packet sent to the neighborhood.   

City created this new zoning in April after recognizing changes in demographics  

 25,000 Square foot minimum lots for 75% of the development 

 20,000 - 25,000 SF lot sizes for 25% of the development  

 Result is better land plan with more flexibility in lot and development design 

RSL Communities is asking for a re-zone 

Feel there are compelling reasons to approve the re-zone application 

 Creates a transition zone between R1-40 plans to east and west and PD zone to south and R1-20 

to north - Patrick showed the concept plan 

 Balances favorable market element with benefit to the community.  

 Consistent in rational with city reason for the zoning category 

 According to City Zoning Ordinance- 30,000+ lots can have large animals so another benefit to 

the neighbors will be no large animals 

 Create product differentiation 

ATTACHMENT 2 



 

Opened for Comments, Questions and Remarks from the audience at 7:21 pm 

Q1- whose idea to rezone the property to R-1-30 = the City or Developer? 

A1- City created the Zone – but developer is applying for the re-zone 

Q2- Question about the trail as it exists now versus a new one 

Q3- Can a wall between existing homes and new development be put up?  

Q4- there is a hill on lot 101, city paid lots of money to improve this area- what is the plan with that?  

A 2, 3,4: Patrick discussed possibilities but said ultimately those decisions would be made during the 

Plat approval process. 

Q5- Any kind of park or open area planned?  

A5 - City has said they don’t want more parks given to them.  

Q6- Can you show proposed R-1-40 plan versus R 1-30- plan? 

A6 - We haven’t done a site plan for R1-40. Another developer did but it didn’t pass developer 

feasibility process 

Comment from audience: regarding differences between R-1-40 and R-1-30 

 R 1-40- 20,000-30,000 square foot lots = 25%. Max of 30 lots on site. 

 R 1-30- 20,000-25,000 square foot lots = 25%. Max of 41 lots on site (per concept plan). 

Plat shown is an approximation only.  We are not trying to get the concept plan approved, just 

requesting rezone at this time.  

Q7- If get R 1-30 zoning approved, how close to end result will this concept plan be? 

A7 – The circulation elements would stay the same since the streets are already stubbed. We may lose a 

lot here or there to accommodate trail systems, detention basin requirements, etc. The Concept Plan 

illustrates a maxed out lot yield scenario. 

Q8- Tanya College = objection to neighborhood meetings, trails, wants divider between this property 

and other lots 

A8 – Acknowledge concern 

Q9- 

 Has drainage concerns 

 School and Resources = water studies 

 Said skeptical of development 

 Traffic Concerns 

A9 – Drainage concerns will be discussed with engineers during Plat Approval process. Traffic calming 

devices may be discussed with City Staff during Plat Approval process.  

Q10 - Do you own the property? 

A10 - No, it is under contract.  

Q11- Would you move forward if you can’t get the re-zone approved? 

A11 - We would have to do a thorough feasibility study to determine this.  

Q12 -Demand on School is huge 

--Lot 110 Traffic Issue = Grand Central station road 

--Everyone would cut through this road to get to school.  Right hand turn makes it more desirable. 

Reference Westlake and Highland intersection as busiest road.  

--This would become the shortcut to get to school and church 

A12- That road will connect under the current City circulation plan. 

--Patrick mentioned there are ways to mitigate traffic and slow it down.  There are traffic control 

measures that could be taken.  

Q13- What are you going to do with it?  Reference our website—not impressed at all—Worried about 

‘cookie cutter’ neighborhood. Last really great land in Highland and she cares about the homes being 

built.  

A13- We see a benefit to our lot plan approach and homes that RSL Communities build. 



 

Q14 – Cody-- $800,000 price point means absorption will be slow and homes will not be built fast 

enough. Dust is a big concern. How long will it take to finish all the homes?  

 Comment from homeowner who posed Q13- 77 homes in the HOA of Dry Bench and all the 

plans are different 

A14- Reasonable absorption expected at 2 per month.  RSL Communities “semi custom” product would 

absorb more quickly than a lot sale development while maintaining the quality of a high-end home.  

Q15 - Vicki Harris not opposed. What is the approximately square footage of the homes? Referenced 

Ivory- who has a “gazillion” plans.  Concerned about traffic, prices and sizes of homes. 

A15 – Approximate SF would be in the 3,400 SF finished range with additional unfinished basement 

square footage around 2,200 SF. RSL Communities offers base floorplans that can be customized. With 

just the 6 base floorplans that we brought to show you, these can be reconfigured in over 110 different 

floorplans and elevations. 

Q16- Do you have plans online? 

A16 – Not specific to the Oak Ridge Project yet. 

Q17 – 110-111 borders— 

 what are you doing with the ridge?  Lots of grading will need to occur.  Concerned over what 

run-off will be – requested some kind of cement retaining.   

 What are you doing with the Oak Brush? Gamble Oak- are you keeping it or getting rid of it? 

Concerns over fire.  

 Concerned about elementary school traffic, accessibility of ambulance, fire trucks, etc.  

 Northern winds concern- garbage collection at Bull River Road 

 Can you have a construction fence to hold garbage back? 

A17 – The grading plan will determine what happens with the ridge and is yet to be complete. We don’t 

have an answer on the Gamble Oak yet. Acknowledge other concerns. 

Q18- Where does the property line begin and end? Can we have a fence? Will you do a construction line 

rather than just stake the property corners?  

A18 – We will certainly identify our property boundaries prior to commencing construction. 

Q19- Lower density is preferred. Reference Sky Estates and overcrowing at the school.  

Alpine District is building 3 new elementary schools and none of them will help the overcrowding at 

this school.   

A19 – Acknowledged concern. 

Q20- Concerns over selling and absorption plus pricing. 

A20 – same as A14   

Q21- Trail that stops at 115, could it go through 123-122? 

A21 – Willing to look at it. Will depend on importance to the City and impact on the concept plan. 

Q22- Traffic concerns on Bull River.  Fast driving traffic calming measures, speed bumps.  

A22 – same as A12. 

Q23- Floorplans—want more custom feel to the homes 

A23 – Patrick invited her to look at the floorplans and elevations he brought. 

Q24- Concerns over  

 Wind 

 Excavation 

 Bare dirt blowing/dust 

 What responsibility do we have to control the dirt? 

 Dust 

Homeowner comment: next step is to write the planning commission.  

A24 – VP of Ops David Grogg spoke about construction best practices we will implement. 



 

Q25- Dry Creek not tended well. Can we re-distribute and clean up the area 

A25 – Would need to look into it. 

Q26- West side is low point. Easement concerns.  How will you handle drainage issues. What is 

engineering solution to drainage? Water has to go down.   

A26 – Not prepared to respond to engineering questions right now. This will be resolved during 

preliminary plat application. 

Q27- Lot 120 backs this homeowner- retention basin.  Will it be 100 year or 10 year storm water 

retention? Where exactly will it be?  

A27 – It will be resolved with engineering during the preliminary plat application process. 

Q28- Concerned over selling this land to someone else once re-zone is achieved and all promises are 

gone.   

A28 – RSL Communities builds homes. If the rezone request is approved it would be foolish for us not 

to proceed with building out the community – seeing how much money and resources we have dedicated 

to the rezone process and evaluating the site location for our product. 

Q29- If the site is rezoned to R 1-30 will you be willing to do more paths/ trails?  

A29 – Would be willing to look at what paths / trails are important to the City. 

Q30- does City really want a connection road on 11800 S.? What if the road didn’t connect at 11800 S. 

to slow traffic down.   

A30 – Good question for the City. 

--Lights went out abruptly at 9 pm in Cafeteria of school.  Meeting adjourned. Lights came back on 5 

minutes later Patrick stayed around for one on one conversation until about 9:30 pm. No new topics 

were introduced.  

  



 

 



 



 

 
Mayor, City Council, and Planning Commission members: 
 
I would like to take this opportunity to express my concern about the rezoning request for the 
new Oak Ridge Neighborhood that is proposed to be developed at 11800 North. I attended the 
neighborhood meeting recently and there was a good turnout to take in information from the 
developer as well as express opinions and concerns. 
 
The city's land use map and master plan has shown long-term goals for R1-40 
residential zoning.  This would allow up to 30 home sites on that property. The current 
developer is requesting rezoning to R1-30 and asking for 41 home sites.  The 
immediately surrounding properties are developed as R1-40. Unless there is some other 
substantial reason for a request for rezoning, other than developer profit, I do not 
believe that the city should deviate from the intended plan to develop this as R1-40. 
 
There are already some significant flaws in the plan that the developer has laid out.  There are 
a number of home sites that are barely going to meet the minimum requirements for size and 
with accommodations that will need to be made for engineering/slope/draining/etc, it is going to 
render several of those home sites unworkable in their current configuration. In addition, there 
is currently no plan (though the developer noted they need to make one) for accommodating a 
water retention site in the community, which is also going to potentially reduce or change the 
plan by one or two lots depending on how it is accommodated. 
 
Given the development of previous pieces of property in close proximity, and the sale of those 
properties and development of the property by someone other than the original intended 
developer, there are numerous people in the nearby community that are concerned about the 
ultimate impact and development of this property. This is particularly concerning given the 
request for rezoning.  The developer has insinuated that it would likely not be profitable to try 
and develop an R1-40 site and would not necessarily develop the property if the rezoning 
request was not approved. We are aware that there have been several other offers for sale 
and development of this land that have not gone through and they were all restricted by the 
R1-40 guidelines as the R1-30 zoning did not even exist until recently.  No one is naive that 
development is coming, and we personally would love to see the property eventually 
developed as it would restrict the flow of motorized vehicles on both this new property as well 
as on the trail system, because it currently provides a natural corridor for whoever is joyriding 
to continue onto the trail system.  However, we do not believe that the city should cave to 
demands from either property owner greed and high prices, or developers' need to add more 
lots to insure their profit margin and bottom line. 
 
In addition, there are significant drainage and engineering issues that are going to need to be 
addressed as the surrounding property to the west and the south are significantly lower in 
elevation and grade. Without significant reengineering of the property,  it is going to adversely 
impact all of the properties that are to the west and the south. 
 
Further, included in the developer's project narrative, he notes in 2b that "with the existing dry 
creek bed and the current trail system on teh western border of the property, an inherent buffer 
exists between Dry Creek Highlands and the project site.  Thus an increase in density from 
R1-40 to R1-30 would not present a perceived increase of density to the existing Dry Creek 
highlands community since the backyards between the two communities will not even 
touch.  This is indeed a falsehood as the property maps show that those of us who live in Dry 



 

Creek Highlands have property boundaries that extend exactly to and touch the boundaries for 
the new development.  In fact, my personal property is going to be directly touching 2, if not 3, 
of the current proposed lots.  While we have to provide access and easement to the path and 
water, it does not nullify our ownership of said property. 
 
He also notes in 3a that with an R140 plan, neighbors would "abut against backyards that were 
neglected (i.e. weeds, overgrown grass, discarded objects, etc)."  Personally, I have the 
newest home in the neighborhood and continue to work on development of our property on a 
seasonal basis. One of the reasons that we have delayed finished the landscaping at the rear 
of our home has been over issues with the water and how that ditch, for lack of a better word, 
can be managed in a more attractive manner while still preserving the water as well as 
conflicts with the city over whether that can be piped. In addition, the city spent the past year 
tearing out and rebuilding the trail system that directly impacted our property.However, many 
of our neighbors have immaculately groomed grounds and have already worked to improve 
some of the property that they regained when the city replace the path within its appropriate 
easement. 
 
The developer also expressed concerns under 3b that large animals can reside in lots over 
30000 square feet. He uses this as another negative against the larger properties indicating 
that it could be a concern if residents chose to exercise their animal rights.  While this can be 
true, many communities, including the Ivory subdivision have in their covenants that no large 
animals are permitted.  Personally, I would love to have larger animals, but we abide by the 
covenants.  However, the property due north of the new development, does maintain their 
property with several large animals. If the developer wishes to use this as a positive, then it 
could be easily established within the covenants that large animals were prohibited.  
 
With the previous development of Highland Oaks, some significant concerns were expressed 
and I believe that these continue to apply for any new development, namely the following: 

  That the lots and subdivision have adequate and geologically stable drainage 

  That the lots have good building pads, taking into account setback 
requirements 

  That the lots have reasonable slope and topography in order to ensure 
appropriate landscaping and site plans, as well as geotechnical stability 

  Preserve some open space, particularly in drainage areas 

  Preserve some areas of natural vegetation (e.g., scrub oak that borders the 
property) in order to preserve the general nature of the existing qualities of the 
land 
 

In addition, I continue to have concerns regarding my own specific property and how 
they will be impacted by the developer. Those are listed below: 
 

 I continue to be concerned about the potential negative impact on school overcrowding 
issues with increased families in the area.  While we understand that this issue is more 
specifically addressed to the school district, we believe that it is the duty of the city to 
address how increased development (not just this one, but developments in the future) 
are going to impact education for our children. 



 

 I am concerned about safety issues regarding traffic and feasibility. This has been a well 
discussed topic with the city, but it appears that the new road system within the 
development may lead to more people trying to shortcut the higher traffic areas and 
move through the neighborhood to go to and from school.  In addition, from discussing 
this area with several parents, it is likely that the path that will lead up to the school from 
the south of the property may lead ot a large number of families driving into and parking 
in that culdesac to drop children off and wait for their exit from school property. We 
understand that the city continues to be in the process of addressing some of the traffic 
issues, but believe it is also the responsibility of the developer to understand and help 
mitigate for this impact. 

 I am concerned about potential negative impact on other city resources, water, sewer, 
etc. and how this development as well as additional developments are going to be 
addressed and whether or not that is taxing on an already limited system. We have 
already gone through the increase in rates from the recent rate study and are 
concerned about how new development will impact those rates further. 

 I am concerned about the drainage issues that are likely from this project. The city has 
just spent resources to remove and replace the trail system and without significant 
changes in the topography, excessive draining is going to eventually wash away the 
base, and ultimately the trail, that was recently finished. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tanya Colledge 
11768 N Sunset Hills Drive 
Highland, UT 84003 
8013188157 

  



 

Dear Highland City Officials, 
 
Some of you remember me from our many hours together last summer discussing and discarding the 
proposed PD at Highland Oaks, and discussing and eventually approving the R-1-20 for the proposed 
development. This month I attended another developer's meeting to discuss ANOTHER re-zoning 
proposal. 
 
I am deeply concerned by the proposal. I am concerned that the proverbial floodgates have been 
opened. I am concerned that our fine city is being overwhelmed. We have seen a significant increase in 
the traffic on our side streets and main thoroughfares with the never-ending influx at Skye Estates. This 
coming spring we will see the houses started at Highland Oaks. Ivory is expanding ever closer to the 
infamous intersection at Highland Blvd and 11800 North. This school year promises carpool traffic jams 
and parking dilemmas galore at Ridgeline Elementary. The school is overcrowded. The streets are full 
of speeding commuters. I think we are approaching a breaking point. 
 
The argument for the R-1-20 at Highland Oaks was a TRANSITION between PD and R-1-40. This newest 
proposal is surrounded by the R-1-40. It's the difference (approximately) between 30 and 40 lots. 10 
houses might not seem like much, but at an average of 6 persons per household, the potential 40 
students is a whole additional class at the school! I remind you that the school is overcrowded IN SPITE 
of all the families in our area who are utilizing Charter and Private schools. I realize that school is not 
your jurisdiction, but our neighborhoods, our water supply, our traffic, our recreational spaces, and our 
quality of life are. 
 
Some of you will remember my sharing this with you last time around: Seven years ago my husband 
and I were looking for a place in Utah County with all of the conveniences of proximity to SLC, the 
airport, and commerce without the population density, congestion, and tiny crowded lots we had 
experienced in our 2 years in Chicago and 10 years in California.  We looked at real estate all over the 
northern part of the county and deliberated for close to 2 years before purchasing our lot.  Many 
people move here from other areas and set about immediately to change the town they move into 
until it more closely resembles the place that they have moved away from.  This is not the case for me 
and my family. We chose Highland over Lehi, American Fork, and Draper because we love the location 
and the feel of a community that is not stacked high with apartments and condos. Where tiny 
properties and houses standing 10 feet apart are the exception.  

 

We love the open spaces, the view of the mountains, the great schools, the friendly neighbors, the 

proximity to medical professionals and services, the city programs and facilities and parks.  We feel that 

Highland was MORE desirable because of its regulations on population density that make most of its 

lots a minimum of nearly a half an acre, and make many of the properties conducive to keeping 

horses.  This is unique in this part of the state. 

 

I don't know of many people outside of Skye Estates that are happy about Skye Estates. It is SO 

CONGESTED. The houses are too close together. The streets are too narrow. The density has 

dramatically affected the traffic on our street, affecting the safety of our children. We got duped by a 

developer that lied to us about the city's opinions, and turned around and lied to the city about our 



 

interest and opinions. A developer who got what he wanted from the city, and turned around and sold 

the property to D R Horton. A developer that promised they would never begin at 5:00 in the morning, 

that they would never send their dirt loaders down our residential streets as our children walk to school, 

and that the existing residents would have the first right of refusal on the lots abutting their properties.  

 

We need to protect the zoning that makes Highland beautiful.  With the commuter lane and all the 

business growth at Thanksgiving Point, Highland will draw the high level executives that want a larger 

home on a larger lot. 

 

My point is this: Growth is coming.  We know this.  We would like Highland City to hold developers in 

our area to the standards set by the city. Follow the Master Plan and don't be eager to please developers 

that come in, make their money, create a mess (do I need to bring up the pathetic parks and open spaces 

that everyone in our neighborhood pays monthly fees for and can't even use?), and leave.  

 

Our way of life is at stake.  Our schools, our roads, our water supply, our property values will all be 

affected by higher density housing.  Highland is different than Lehi, American Fork, and Draper....and 

that’s why we love it!  Please stay with R-1-40 zoning on this parcel. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Natalie Ball 

11835 N. Atlas Drive 

natalieball@hotmail.com 

 

mailto:natalieball@hotmail.com


























































































































































 

 
                              T      E                

 ommunities 
   P  A  Suit  

    

 

 
OAK RIDGE Rezone Request Project Narrative 

RSL Communities’ OAK RIDGE project is located just south of 11800 North St. (APN# 11:028:0075) and 
just east of Highland Blvd in the City of Highland. The project site winds around the western and 
southern borders of the LDS Chapel and continues along the southern boundary of Ridgeline 
Elementary School. The eastern boundary of the site lines up roughly with the eastern boundary of 
Ridgeline Elementary School.  See the attached “Oak Ridge General Vicinity Map” by Wilding 
Engineering as a reference. 

The project site is surrounded by the following home communities: 

• Mercer Oaks – a sixty (60) lot, half acre per lot (zoned R1-20), new home community – is located 
to the north of the project site (across the street from 11800 North St.). 

• Dry Creek Bench (zoned PD) – with homes on an average of quarter acre lots – borders the 
southern border of the property. 

• Dry Creek Highlands (zoned R1-40) borders the western border of the property – the Dry Creek 
Highlands homes’ backyards are separated from the project site by a dry creek bed and trail 
system. 

• A collection of finished lots i.e. Highland Fields (zoned R1-40), with some new homes, borders a 
small portion of the project site to the east – under the current OAK RIDGE site plan, only three 
lots border this community.  

The project site is currently in green belt status with A1 zoning. The City’s land use map currently calls 
for an R1-40 residential zoning, which would yield approximately thirty (30) home sites. RSL 
Communities is requesting a zone change to R1-30, which would yield up to no more than forty-one 
(41) home sites. 

RSL Communities zone change request is based on the following considerations: 

1) The zone change from R1-40 to R1-30 is consistent with the rationale for why the R1-30 zoning 
was conceived by the City. 

a. The project site serves as a perfect transition area from the R1-40 communities to the east 
and west to the R1-20 community to the north and the PD community to the south. 

b. The R1-40 zoning was conceived for a rural setting – for home owners that had farm 
animals and large gardens. None of the homes surrounding the subject project conform 
to this ideal.  

2) A zone change to R1-30 would not adversely affect any of the bordering neighbors.  
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a. The southern border of the property, which is the largest, will abut quarter acre lots. The 
proposed change from R1-40 to R1-30 would yield greater than half acre lots. The lots at 
the subject property would thus be larger than the property owners’ lots to the south.  

b. With the existing dry creek bed and the current trail system on the western border of the 
property, an inherent buffer exists between the Dry Creek Highlands’ (R1-40) 
community and the project site. Thus an increase in density from R1-40 to R1-30 would 
not present a perceived increase of density to the existing Dry Creek Highlands’ 
community since the backyards between the two communities will not even touch. 

c. Under the proposed site plan, only three (3) lots would touch the community to the east. 
This would most likely be the same under a site plan with an R1-40 zoning.  

3) A zone change from R1-40 to R1-30 would provide benefits to the bordering neighbors. 

a. A site plan at the current site with an R1-40 zoning would yield lot sizes up to 49,000 
square feet. Lot sizes this large become far too cumbersome for some homeowners to 
care for. Under an R1-40 zoning, neighbors would be more likely to abut against 
backyards that were neglected (i.e. weeds, overgrown grass, discarded objects, etc.) or 
not well planned (i.e. no landscaping since it would be so cost prohibitive). Under an R1-
30 zoning, neighbors would abut against smaller backyards, which would be much 
more manageable. 

b. Under the current zoning ordinances, large animals may reside on lots that are over 
30,000 square feet. Under an R1-40 zoning, the majority of property owners would retain 
this right. Under the proposed R1-30 site plan, none of the property owners would 
retain this right. None of the current neighbors – even those that live on more than 
30,000 square feet – currently have large farm animals. Thus, it seems reasonable that 
large farm animals – with the pests, smells, and noises that come with them – would not 
be a welcome addition to this community. 

4) A zone change from R1-40 to R1-30 would provide benefits to the City. 

a. Changing the density from R1-40 to R1-30 would yield an increase of up to eleven (11) 
homes on the project – from thirty (30) homes to forty (41) homes (under the current site 
plan). These additional homes would pay more property taxes to the City. Additionally, 
the developer / builder would pay more impact fees and building permit fees since they 
are based on a per home allocation. Increased property taxes would also accrue to the 
school district. 

5) The site circulation will not be affected by a zone change from R1-40 to R1-30. 

a. Because stubbed roads already exist at all ingress and egress points to the project, the 
site circulation would be the same under an R1-40 or R1-30 zoning.  
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6) A zone change to R1-30 will not have a material impact on public services, including utilities, 
schools, and recreation. 

a. The proposed site plan under an R1-30 zoning contemplates forty-one (41) home sites. 
An R1-40 zoning would allow up to thirty (30) home sites. An increase of eleven (11) 
homes should prove to be a nominal impact consideration to public services. 

RSL Communities is a home builder and developer based out of San Ramon, California. We specialize 
in high-end, value-add communities. We fully expect our homes to increase the value of homes in the 
immediate vicinity. We pride ourselves in developing thoughtful and inspiring architecture as well as 
paying special attention to the quality of our workmanship. In California, we have active projects in 
such exclusive communities as the Napa Valley, the Lucas Ranch (in Marin County, CA), San Ramon, 
and San Jose. In Utah, we are currently involved in projects in similarly renowned locations. We are 
excited to introduce Highland to our legacy of fine homes. You can learn more at 
www.rslcommunities.com.  

http://www.rslcommunities.com/
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City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the Utah County Major Crimes Task Force 

Interlocal Agreement.

The Utah County Major Crimes Task Force is a multi-jurisdictional cooperation tasked 

with addressing the problems of drugs, gangs, and violent crimes occurring in Utah 

County. Lone Peak Police Department pays an annual assessment to be a part of the Task 

Force. That assessment provides our Police Department specialized resources to 

investigate and solve more sophisticated crimes such as child pornography, computer 

crimes, and the distribution of illegal drugs. The Task Force also provides information on 

known criminal activity in Highland City. 

 

An interlocal agreement is required by each entity to participate in the Task Force. For 

Lone Peak Police Department to participate, Highland City Council, Alpine City Council, 

and the Lone Peak Public Safety Board must sign.  

 

In comparison with the previous interlocal agreement, two changes to this agreement have 

occurred. First, in Section 15 it was added that the Task Force Director has the authority 

to review and sign the agreement and execute certificates, acknowledgements or other 

evidences of proof of review and or updating as required by applicable laws, rules or 

regulations. This will allow the Task Force Director to renew this interlocal agreement 

every year without having each jurisdiction sign. An annual renewal is a requirement by 

the US Department of Justice. That being said, we have the right to withdraw from the 

agreement immediately at any time without penalty.  

 

The second change was the effective date changing from December 31, 2020 to December 

31, 2026. At that time, we will need to execute a new interlocal agreement.  



 

 

Lone Peak Police Department pays an annual assessment to the Task Force. 

1. Proposed Agreement 

2. Proposed Resolution 



INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT

by and between

UTAH COUNTY, UTAH

PROVO CITY

CITY OF OREM

PLEASANT GROVE CITY

AMERICAN FORK CITY

ALPINE CITY

SPANISH FORK CITY

SANTAQUIN CITY

LEHI CITY

SPRINGVILLE CITY

PAYSON CITY

MAPLETON CITY

SALEM CITY

SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY

LINDON CITY

LONE PEAK PUBLIC SAFETY DISTRICT

CITY OF CEDAR HILLS

and

HIGHLAND CITY

Relating to the establishment of an intergovernmental program
known as the

Utah County Major Crimes Task Force



AGREEMENT NO. 2016- ___________

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT

THIS INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT, made and entered into by and

between UTAH COUNTY, UTAH, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, PROVO CITY,

CITY OF OREM, PLEASANT GROVE CITY, AMERICAN FORK CITY, ALPINE CITY,

SPANISH FORK CITY, SANTAQUIN CITY, LEHI CITY, SPRINGVILLE CITY, PAYSON CITY,

MAPLETON CITY, SALEM CITY, SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY, LINDON CITY, CITY OF

CEDAR HILLS, and HIGHLAND CITY, all municipal corporations and LONE PEAK PUBLIC

SAFETY DISTRICT.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Interlocal Cooperation Act, Title 11, Chapter

13, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, public agencies, including political subdivisions of the

State of Utah as therein defined, are authorized to enter into written agreements with one another for

joint or cooperative action to provide police protection; and

WHEREAS, all of the parties to this Agreement are public agencies as defined in the

Interlocal Cooperation Act; and

WHEREAS, all of the parties to this Agreement share common problems related to illegal

production, manufacture, sale, and use of controlled substances, illegal gang-related activities, and

serious property crimes, within their jurisdictions, in violation of Federal and State laws; and

WHEREAS, effective investigation and prosecution of violations of the Controlled

Substances Acts, gang-related activities, and serious property crimes requires specialized personnel

and regional cooperation;
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NOW, THEREFORE, the parties do mutually agree, pursuant to the terms and provisions of

the Interlocal Cooperation Act, as follows:

Section 1. Effective Date; Duration.

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall become effective and shall enter into force,

within the meaning of the Interlocal Cooperation Act as to any signing party, upon the submission

of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement to, and the approval and execution hereof by the executive

power or legislative body of at least two of the public agencies which are parties to this Agreement.

The term of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall be from the effective dates hereof until

December 31, 2026.  This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall not become effective until it has

been reviewed for form and compatibility with the laws of the State of Utah by the attorney for each

of the parties to this Agreement.  Prior to becoming effective, this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement

shall be filed with the person who keeps the records of each of the parties hereto.  All parties hereto

agree that the execution of this Agreement shall operate to terminate any prior Agreements.

Section 2. Administration of Agreement.

The parties to this Agreement do not contemplate nor intend to establish a separate legal

entity under the terms of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement.  The parties to this Agreement do

agree, pursuant to Section 11-13-207, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, to establish a joint

administrative board responsible for administering the joint undertaking to be known as the Utah

County Major Crimes Task Force, hereinafter referred to as the Task Force.  The Administrative

Board shall consist of one representative from each party to this Agreement and the Utah County

Attorney.  The appointed representatives shall serve at the pleasure of the elected governing body

of the respective parties to this Agreement.  Each member of the Administrative Board shall be
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allowed one vote and all matters shall be determined, after appropriate discussion, by majority vote.

The Administrative Board shall adopt such rules and procedures regarding the orderly conduct of

its meetings and discussions, including the frequency and location of meetings, as it shall deem

necessary and appropriate.

The Administrative Board shall appoint one peace officer to act as the Task Force Director

and one peace officer to act as Field Supervisor for Task Force operations.  The Administrative

Board shall also appoint six members to act as the Executive Board in addition to the Utah County

Attorney who shall be a permanent member of the Executive Board.  The duties of the Executive

Board shall be to execute and carry out policies established by the Administrative Board and to

establish policies and procedures for the day to day operations of the Task Force.  The Executive

Board shall report to the Administrative Board at least monthly.  Appointed members of the

Executive Board may be removed at any time by a majority vote of the Administrative Board.

The CITY OF OREM is appointed by the parties to this Agreement as the financial

department for the Task Force.  The CITY OF OREM shall oversee the accountability of the Task

Force, including the budget.  Monies paid to the Task Force shall be deposited with and accounted

for by the CITY OF OREM.  Funds shall be audited in accordance with standard financial

procedures and regularly established laws relating to audit and management of public funds.  The

CITY OF OREM shall facilitate and make available checking accounts and procurement procedures.

In addition to the above administration, the Utah County Attorney's Office is designated as

the entity which will provide legal advice on civil matters related to Task Force operations.  Since

a separate entity is not created pursuant to this Agreement, in the event a member officer or city
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becomes the subject of a claim or lawsuit, the individual officer or city will be required to defend

itself.

The parties hereto agree that the secretary assigned to do work for the Task Force will be a

full-time employee of the CITY OF OREM.  Orem employee(s) assigned to the Task Force shall

exercise control and supervision over the secretary and shall be responsible for conducting his or her

employee evaluations.  The Task Force secretary shall be subject to the personnel policies and

procedures of the CITY OF OREM.  The Task Force secretary shall be classified as a “Secretary”

under Orem’s personnel classification system and shall receive all compensation and benefits

normally associated with that classification.

The parties hereto agree to reimburse the CITY OF OREM for all costs associated with the

employment of the Task Force secretary, including salary, benefits, workers’ compensation and

unemployment compensation.  The CITY OF OREM shall participate in its pro rata share of the

costs.  The parties hereto also agree to indemnify and hold the CITY OF OREM harmless from and

against any claim, action or damages arising out of the employment of the Task Force secretary.  The

intent of this paragraph is to make the CITY OF OREM completely whole so that it is not required

to pay more than its normal pro rata share of all costs associated with the employment of the Task

Force secretary, whether those costs be the routine costs of employment, or costs incurred due to

claims or actions brought by, against, because of, or related to the Task Force secretary.  The CITY

OF OREM shall not have any obligation to retain the secretary or provide other employment for the

secretary in the event that the Task Force dissolves, the position is eliminated, or the person is

terminated from that position.
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The parties hereto agree that when officers are acting under the direction of the

Administrative Board, Executive Board, Task Force Director, or Field Supervisor, they are

functioning in a “Task Force operation.”

If a member jurisdiction wishes to request that the Task Force take over an investigation, the

member’s chief of police shall submit a request in writing to the Task Force Director of the Task

Force.  The request shall include :  [1] the date of the request; [2] an explanation concerning how the

proposed investigation fits within the purposes of the Task Force; and [3] the person(s) and/or

crime(s) to be investigated.  If the Task Force Director determines that the Task Force should take

over the proffered investigation, he shall sign the acceptance portion of the request and affix the date

and time of his signature.  The investigation shall become a “Task Force operation” upon the Task

Force Director’s execution of the acceptance.

Any assistance provided by Task Force officers to a member jurisdiction outside the scope

of a written request shall not be governed by this Agreement.

The parties hereto agree that when officers are functioning in a Task Force operation not

within the officers’ home jurisdiction, but within the jurisdiction of a member city, the officers are

not required to notify the member city of their presence.  Prior to entering a non-member city,

officers shall notify the non-member city of their intentions to enter that non-member city.

Section 3. Purposes.

The Utah County Major Crimes Task Force is created for the purpose of enforcing,

investigating, and prosecuting violations of narcotics and controlled substances laws of the State of

Utah and the United States of America at all levels and to coordinate the efforts of the member

entities to combat gang-related activities and serious property crimes.
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Section 4. Manner of Financing.

The operation of the Utah County Major Crimes Task Force shall be financed by any and all

available State and Federal monies offered for such purposes and by direct contributions of money,

personnel, and equipment from parties to this Agreement.  The Executive Board shall review budget

and expenses on a yearly basis together with a proposed budget for the coming year as prepared by

the Field Supervisor.  The Executive Board shall then establish a yearly budget.  Unless otherwise

provided by action of the Administrative Board, the Task Force shall operate on a fiscal year basis.

Upon submission of the yearly budget to the Administrative Board, the Board shall assess each

member its proportionate share based upon population figures of the Governor’s Office of Planning

and Budget.  Any such assessments shall include assessments necessary for any matching of State

or Federal grants.  Each party agrees to pay its required assessment within thirty days of formal

notification of the assessment by the Administrative Board unless said party withdraws from

participation.  In the event a party to this Agreement fails to pay its required assessment within thirty

days of formal notification of the assessment, that party shall be deemed to have withdrawn from

participation in this Agreement and that party's rights shall be determined as set forth in Section 8.

Section 5. Participation.

Each party to this Agreement shall provide manpower, equipment and funds each year as

determined by the Administrative Board.  In the event a party to this Agreement fails to provide its

required manpower, equipment, or funds within thirty days of formal notification of the requirement,

that party shall be deemed to have withdrawn from participation in this Agreement and that party’s

rights shall be determined as set forth in Section 8.  Officers supplied shall be Category I Peace

Officers of the State of  Utah.  Personnel assigned to Task Force operations shall comply with
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policies and procedures as established by the Administrative and Executive Boards.  Personnel shall

act under the command of the Task Force Director and the Field Supervisor.  In the event of a

conflict between department policy of a member party and Task Force policy, as established pursuant

to this Agreement, Task Force officers shall abide by Task Force policy.

Section 6. Seizures and Forfeitures.

Both Federal and State law provide for forfeiture and seizure of property used for, or

otherwise connected with, violations of the various controlled substances laws and gang-related

activities.  Some of the forfeiture provisions may allow for direct transfer of property or money to

the Task Force.  Other seizure or forfeiture statutes require transfer of seized or forfeited property

only to the Sheriff's Office or to the Police Department of a party to this Agreement.  Parties to this

Agreement hereby agree that any property, money, or equipment seized or forfeited as a result of

Task Force operations shall immediately be dedicated to Task Force operations.  Funds derived from

such forfeitures and seizures shall not reduce participants' obligations to provide money, manpower,

or equipment as established by the Administrative Board.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, forfeitures and seizures resulting from operations of police

departments or the Utah County Sheriff's Office not related to Task Force operations shall be

conducted separately and independently from Task Force operations.  Property, cash, or equipment

obtained by forfeiture or seizure through such non-Task Force operations shall become and remain

the property of the involved agency as provided by law.

In the event Task Force personnel and non-Task Force personnel are jointly involved in an

operation, forfeiture or seizure of any available property will be aggressively pursued.  The matter

will be submitted to the Administrative Board who shall determine, by majority vote, the appropriate

mannr
Highlight
Asset forfeitures increase the budget of the task force? Shouldn't it be used to offset existing costs?
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distribution of recovered property or proceeds.  It is recognized and understood by all parties to this

Agreement that joint operations shall include those operations in which both Task Force and non-

Task Force personnel are involved in the planning and investigation.  Other enforcement actions may

involve Task Force or non-Task Force personnel in a backup or supportive role which shall not

require proportionate distribution of seized or forfeited property or proceeds.

Section 7. Addition of Other Members.

Other public agencies or other persons may become parties to this Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement upon approval by the Administrative Board by executing an Addendum to this

Agreement.  In order for a public agency to be added to this Agreement by Addendum, the

Addendum must be approved by the executive power or legislative body of the public agency to be

added and the Addendum must be reviewed and Reviewed for form and compatibility with the laws

of the State of Utah by the attorney for the public agency to be added.  Prior to becoming effective,

this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement and the Addendum shall be filed with the person who keeps

the records of the public agency being added to this Agreement.

Section 8. Termination.

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement may be completely terminated at any time by a

majority vote of the Administrative Board.  Any party to this Agreement may, at the sole option of

the party, pursuant to resolution and formal action of the governing body of the member, withdraw

from participation in this Agreement at any time without liability for unpaid present or future

assessment.  Upon the unilateral withdrawal of a member from participation under this Agreement,

the Agreement shall not automatically terminate with regard to the remaining members, but shall

continue in force and effect as to the remaining members.  Withdrawing parties shall immediately

mannr
Highlight
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lose any rights to participation in the administration or conduct of this Agreement or the Major

Crimes Task Force.  Officers of the withdrawing member, upon withdrawal, shall immediately cease

participation in any Task Force operations.  Property contributed to Task Force operations by the

withdrawing member shall be returned to the withdrawing member as soon as reasonably practical,

provided that in no event shall the security of ongoing operations or the health and safety of officers

continuing to participate in Task Force operations be jeopardized by the immediate withdrawal of

equipment or personnel.  The withdrawing member shall not be entitled to any share of property or

equipment seized or forfeited to the Task Force until complete termination of this Agreement and

pursuant to the provisions for disposition of property as hereinafter provided.

Upon the complete termination of this Agreement, Task Force operations shall cease as

quickly as practically possible, provided that in no case shall the security of ongoing investigations

be jeopardized or the safety or welfare of officers acting pursuant to Task Force operations be

jeopardized.  Ongoing investigations shall be transferred to appropriate police departments as

determined by the Task Force Director.  Evidence, information, and data, including copies of all

relevant police reports, shall be transferred and made available to appropriate agencies which will

continue the investigations as they deem appropriate.  Any evidence not clearly associated with

ongoing investigations shall remain in the evidence room in which it is located and shall be made

available by the custodial member as needed for continuing prosecution or law enforcement purposes

until ordered released or disposed of by the Utah County Attorney's Office in accordance with State

law.  Files or other investigative reports not directly involved in ongoing investigations shall be

transferred to the Utah County Attorney's Office which shall keep and maintain such files in

accordance with State law relating to management of public documents.  Property held by the CITY
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OF OREM which has been derived from Task Force operations, other than property from direct

contribution pursuant to assessment from members to this Agreement, shall be distributed back to

members in shares proportionate to population and length of participation in Task Force operations.

Length of participation shall be determined as commencing from execution of the initial Interlocal

Cooperation Agreement to formal termination of participation as herein above provided.

Section 9. Manner of Holding, Acquiring, or Disposing of Property.

Title to property or equipment contributed by a member to this Agreement shall remain in

the contributing member's name.  Property or equipment obtained directly from Task Force

operations or forfeited to the Task Force as a result of Task Force operations shall be titled in the

name of the CITY OF OREM until dissolution or distribution as herein above provided.

Section 10. Indemnification.

All parties to this Agreement are agencies or political subdivisions of the State of Utah.  Each

of these parties agrees to indemnify and save harmless the others for damages, claims, suits, and

actions arising out of negligent errors or omissions by its own officers or agents in connection with

this agreement or the operation of the Utah County Major Crimes Task Force.

Section 11. Amendments.

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement may not be amended, changed, modified or altered

except by an instrument in writing which shall be (a) approved by the executive power or legislative

body of each of the parties, (b) executed by a duly authorized official of each of the parties, (c)

submitted to and Reviewed by the Utah County Attorney, and the attorney for each public agency

which is a party to this Agreement as required by Section 11-13-202.5, Utah Code Annotated, 1953,

as amended, and (d) filed in the official records of each party.
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Section 12. Severability.

If any term or provision of the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement or the application thereof

shall to any extent be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement, or the application of such term or provision to circumstances other than those with

respect to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and shall be enforced

to the extent permitted by law.  To the extent permitted by applicable law, the parties hereby waive

any provision of law which would render any of the terms of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement

unenforceable.

Section 13. Governing Law.

All questions with respect to the construction of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement, and

the rights and liability of the parties hereto, shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah.

Section 14. Counterparts.

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall be executed in counterparts, each of which shall

be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument.  Each

entity shall return a signed copy of its signature page and Resolution authorizing execution of the

signature page to the Utah County Clerk/Auditor to be attached to Utah County’s original

Agreement.  As each entity’s signature page is attached to Utah County’s original Agreement, Utah

County will cause a copy of the signature page to be distributed to all entities.

Section 15.   Agreement Review and Updates

The Task Force Director shall review and sign this Agreement annually and submit the

Agreement to the parties for updating if necessary.  The Task force Director is authorized to annually

sign the agreement and execute certificates, acknowledgments or other evidences of proof of review

and or updating as required by applicable laws, rules or regulations.   
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed and executed this Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement, after resolutions duly and lawfully passed, on the dates listed below:
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UTAH COUNTY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the

__________ day of _______________, 2016.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
UTAH COUNTY, UTAH

_______________________________________
LARRY ELLERTSON, Chairman

ATTEST:  BRYAN E. THOMPSON Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
Utah County Clerk/Auditor the laws of the State of Utah

By:  _______________________________ _______________________________________
Deputy Clerk/Auditor COUNTY ATTORNEY



PROVO CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



CITY OF OREM

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



PLEASANT GROVE CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



AMERICAN FORK CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



ALPINE CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



SPANISH FORK CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



SANTAQUIN CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



LEHI CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



SPRINGVILLE CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



PAYSON CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



MAPLETON CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



SALEM CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



HIGHLAND CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



LINDON CITY

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY
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LONE PEAK PUBLIC SAFETY DISTRICT

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
ITS:

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
DISTRICT SECRETARY DISTRICT ATTORNEY
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CITY OF CEDAR HILLS

Authorized by Resolution No. __________, authorized and passed on the __________ day

of _______________, 2016.

_______________________________________
MAYOR

ATTEST: Reviewed as to form and compatibility with
the laws of the State of Utah

___________________________________ _______________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY



RESOLUTION NO. R-2016-XX 

 

A RESOLUTION OF HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

TO PARTICIPATE IN THE UTAH COUNTY MAJOR CRIMES TASK FORCE  
 

 

 WHEREAS, the Highland City Council (the “Council”) met in regular session on 

September 6, 2016, to consider, among other things, approving an interlocal cooperative 

agreement with Utah County relating to the Major Crimes Task Force; and 

 

 WHEREAS, local government entities are authorized by the Utah Local Cooperative Act 

(UTAH CODE ANN. § 11-13-101, et seq.) to enter into agreements with each other, upon a 

resolution to do so by the respective governing bodies, to do what each agency is authorized by 

law to perform; and 

 

 WHEREAS, a uniform interlocal agreement between various Utah County cities, 

including Highland City, has been prepared for approval which sets forth the purposes thereof, 

the extent of participation of the parties, and the rights, duties and responsibilities of the parties. 

A copy of such interlocal agreement is attached hereto; and 

 

 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Council that the attached interlocal 

agreement be approved and that the Mayor and Recorder are hereby authorized and directed to 

execute and deliver the same. 

 

 ADOPTED by the City Council of Highland City, Utah, this 6th day of September, 2016. 

 

      HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

 

 

      __________________________________________ 

ATTEST:     Mark S. Thompson, Mayor 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder 

 

 

 
COUNCILMEMBER  

 

YES  NO  

Brian Braithwaite □  □  
Dennis LeBaron □  □  
Tim Irwin  □  □  
Ed Dennis  □  □  
Rod Mann □  □  
 



City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the Utah County Community Development Block 

Grant Program Interlocal Agreement.

In 2010, Highland City entered into an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement with Utah 

County to participate in the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 

Community Development Block (CDBG) Grant Program.  

 

The CDBG program is designed to give funds to local and state governments to administer 

housing that provides access to “decent housing, shelter and ownership opportunity 

regardless of income or minority status, by providing decent housing and a suitable living 

environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and 

moderate income” (Interlocal Agreement language). 

 

The 2010 Interlocal Cooperation Agreement was for Federal Fiscal Years 2011, 2012, and 

2013 and successive 3 year periods thereafter. The Interlocal Agreement automatically 

renews every three years unless a unit of government opts out. However due to federal 

regulations, changes have been made to the Civil Rights and fair housing language. As 

such, new resolutions need to be passed and a new interlocal agreement needs to be 

signed. 

 

This agreement will be for Federal Fiscal Years 2017, 2018, 2019, and successive 3 year 

periods after. We may terminate our participation in the agreement with the county prior 

to the next 3 year period.  

 

This agreement would commit Highland City to working with the County in any CDGB 

activities taking place within Highland City. However, it is unlikely that Highland City 

would ever have any CDGB activities due to our high income demographics.  



 

 

None.

1. Proposed Agreement 

2. Proposed Resolution 
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        AGREEMENT NO. 2016-            

        

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT 

 

between 

 

 

 

UTAH COUNTY and HIGHLAND CITY 

 

 

 

 

relating to the conduct of 

 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

 

for FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2017 THROUGH 2019 

 

and successive 3 year periods thereafter 
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 AGREEMENT NO. 2016- ___________ 

 INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT 

 THIS IS AN INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT, made and entered into by 

and between UTAH COUNTY, UTAH, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, 

AMERICAN FORK CITY, TOWN OF CEDAR FORT, CEDAR HILLS CITY, EAGLE 

MOUNTAIN CITY, ELK RIDGE CITY, TOWN OF GENOLA, TOWN OF GOSHEN, 

HIGHLAND CITY, LINDON CITY, MAPLETON CITY, PLEASANT GROVE CITY, 

PAYSON CITY, SALEM CITY, SANTAQUIN CITY, SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY, 

SPANISH FORK CITY, SPRINGVILLE CITY, and TOWN OF VINEYARD.  

all municipal corporations. 

 RECITALS 

A. In 1974 the U.S. Congress enacted the Housing and Community Development Act of 

1974, as since amended (42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.), and in 1990 the U.S. Congress enacted the 

Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing Act, as since amended (42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) 

collectively (the “Act”), permitting and providing for the participation of the United States 

government in a wide range of local housing and community development activities and 

programs of the Act which activities and programs are administered by the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”). 

B. The primary objective of the Act is the development of viable urban communities and 

access by every resident to decent housing, shelter and ownership opportunity regardless of 

income or minority status, by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and 
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expanding economic opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income, with 

this objective to be accomplished by the federal government providing financial assistance 

pursuant to the Act in the form of community development block grant (“CDBG”) Program 

funds to state and local governments to be used in the conduct and administration of housing, 

shelter and community development activities and projects as contemplated by the primary 

objectives of the Act (the “CDBG program”). 

C. To implement the policies, objectives and other provisions of the Act, HUD has issued 

rules and regulations governing the conduct of the CDBG program, published in 24 Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 92 and Part 570 (the “Regulations”), which regulations provide 

that a county may qualify as an “urban county,” as defined in Section 570.3 of the Regulations, 

and thereby become eligible to receive entitlement grants from HUD for the conduct of CDBG 

program activities as an urban county and that City and other units of general local governments 

in the same metropolitan statistical area that do not or cannot qualify for separate entitlement 

grants may be included as a part of the urban county by entering into cooperation agreements 

with the urban county in accordance with the requirements of the Regulations. 

D. The County is now qualified under the Regulations to become an urban county and to 

begin receiving CDBG program funds from HUD by annual grant agreements beginning on July 

1, 2011.  

E. In 1981, and again since then, HUD amended the Regulations, pursuant to amendments 

of the Act, revising the qualification period for urban counties by providing that the qualification 

by HUD of an urban county shall remain effective for three successive federal fiscal years 

regardless of changes in its population during that period, except for failure of an urban county to 
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receive a grant during any year of that period, and also providing that during the three-year 

period of qualification, no included city or other unit of general local government may withdraw 

from nor be removed from the urban county for HUD’s grant computation purposes, and no city 

or other unit of general local government covering an additional area may be added to the urban 

county during that three-year period except where permitted by HUD regulations. 

F. This Agreement provides for an initial three year term with successive three year terms 

corresponding with HUD qualification periods, automatically renewing. 

G. The County recognizes and understands that it does not have independent legal authority 

to conduct some kinds of community development and housing assistance activities within the 

boundaries of an incorporated city without that city’s approval.  In order to ensure participation 

by the City in the urban county and as part of the fiscal years 2017 - 2019 urban county 

qualification process, the County and City are required to enter into this interlocal agreement 

authorizing the County to undertake or to assist in undertaking essential community development 

and housing assistance activities within the City as may be specified in the “Annual Action Plan 

of Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of Funds” (the “Action Plan”) to be 

submitted to HUD annually by the County to receive its annual CDBG and home entitlement 

grants. 

H. Under general provisions of Utah law governing contracting between governmental 

entities and by virtue of specific authority granted in the Utah Interlocal Cooperation Act, 

Section 11-13-101 et seq., Utah Code Ann. (2005), any two or more public agencies may enter 

into agreements with one another for joint or cooperative action, or for other purposes authorized 

by law. 
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I. Accordingly, the County and City have determined that it will be mutually beneficial and 

in the public interest to enter into this interlocal cooperation agreement regarding the conduct of 

the County’s CDBG Program, 

 THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and the cooperative actions contemplated 

hereunder, the parties agree as follows:  

1. A fully executed copy of this interlocal cooperation agreement (the “agreement”), 

together with the approving resolutions of the City and the County, shall be submitted to HUD 

by the County as part of its qualification documentation.  The City hereby gives the County the 

authority to carry out CDBG Program activities and projects within the City’s respective 

municipal boundaries.  By entering into this agreement with the County, the City shall be 

included as a part of the urban county for CDBG program qualification and grant calculation 

purposes.  The period of performance of this agreement shall cover Federal Fiscal Years (2017-

2019) and successive 3-year periods thereafter.  Each party will participate for the next three 

program years, and automatically renewing each successive 3-year period.  Subject to the 

termination provisions set forth in Paragraph 12, below, a City may terminate its participation in 

the agreement by giving written notice to the County prior to the commencement of the next 3-

year period; provided, however, that this agreement will remain in effect until the CDBG funds 

and income received in the 3-year period then in effect are expended and the funded activities 

completed.  As provided in Section 570.307 of the Regulations, the qualification of the County 

as an urban county shall remain effective for the entire 3-year period in effect regardless of 

changes in its population during that period of time, and the parties agree that a City or City may 

not withdraw from nor be removed from inclusion in the urban county for HUD’s grant 



 

 6 

computation purposes during that 3-year period.  Prior to the beginning of each succeeding 

qualification period, by the date specified in HUD’s urban county qualification notice for the 

next qualification period, the County shall notify each City in writing of its right not to 

participate and shall send a copy of such notice to the HUD field office by the date specified in 

the urban county qualification schedule issued for that period. 

2. The City and the County shall cooperate in the development and selection of CDBG 

program activities and projects to be conducted or performed in the City during each of the 

Federal Fiscal Years (2017-2019) and for each successive 3-year covered by this agreement.  

The City understands and agrees, however, that the County shall have final responsibility for 

selecting the CDBG program activities and projects to be included in each annual grant request 

and for annually filing the Annual Action Plan with HUD. 

3. The City recognizes and understands that the County, as a qualified urban county, will be 

the entity required to execute all grant agreements received from HUD pursuant to the County’s 

annual requests for CDBG program funds and that as the grantee under the CDBG programs it 

will be held by HUD to be legally liable and responsible for the overall administration and 

performance of the annual CDBG programs, including the projects and activities to be conducted 

in the City.  By executing the agreement, the City understands that they (1) may not apply for 

grants under the Small City or State CDBG Programs from appropriations for fiscal years during 

the period in which they are participating in the urban county’s CDBG program;  (2) the City 

may receive a formula allocation under the HOME Program only through Utah County as an 

urban county; and (3) the City May receive a formula allocation under the ESG Program only 

through the Urban County.   
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4. The City shall cooperate fully with the County in all CDBG program efforts planned and 

performed hereunder.  The City agrees to allow the County to undertake or assist in undertaking, 

essential community development and housing assistance activities within the City as may be 

approved and authorized in the County’s CDBG grant agreement including the 5-year 

Consolidated Plan.  The City and the County also agree to cooperate to undertake, or assist in the 

undertaking, community renewal and lower income housing assistance activities. 

5. The City understands that it will be necessary for the City to enter into separate project 

agreements or sub-grants in writing with the County with respect to the actual conduct of the 

projects and activities approved for performance in the City and that the funds designated in the 

County’s Final Statements for those projects and activities will also be funded to the City under 

those separate project agreements or subgrants.  Subject to the provisions of Paragraph 3 above, 

the City will administer and control the performance of the projects and activities specified in 

those separate project agreements, will be responsible for the expenditure of the funds allocated 

for each such project or activity, and will conduct and perform the projects and activities in 

compliance with the Regulations and all other applicable federal laws and requirements relating 

to the CDBG program.  The City also understands and agrees that, pursuant to 24 CFR 

570.501(b), they are subject to the same requirements applicable to subrecipients, including the 

requirement of a written agreement as described in 24 CFR 570.503.  Prior to disbursing any 

CDBG program to any subrecipients, the City shall enter into written agreements with such 

subrecipients in compliance with 24 CFR 570.503 (CDBG) of the Regulations. 

6. All CDBG program funds that are approved by HUD for expenditure under the County’s 

grant agreements for the three Program years covered by this agreement and its extensions, 
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including those that are identified for projects and activities in the City, will be budgeted and 

allocated to the specific projects and activities described and listed in the County’s Annual Plan 

submitted annually to HUD and those allocated funds shall be used and expended only for the 

projects or activities to which the funds are identified.  No project or activity, or the amount of 

funding allocated for such project or activity, may be changed, modified, substituted or deleted 

by a City without the prior written approval of the County and the approval of HUD when that 

approval is required by the Regulations. 

7. Each City agrees to do all things that are appropriate and required of it to comply with the 

applicable provisions of the grant agreements received by the County from HUD, the provisions 

of the Act, and all Rules and Regulations, guidelines, circulars and other requisites promulgated 

by the various federal departments, agencies, administrations and commissions relating to the 

CDBG program.  The City and the County agree that failure by them to adopt an amendment to 

the agreement incorporating all changes necessary to meet the requirements for cooperation 

agreements set forth in the Urban County Qualification Notice applicable for a subsequent three-

year qualification period, and to submit the amendment to HUD as provided in the urban county 

qualification notice, will void the automatic renewal of such qualification period.  In addition the 

City and the County shall take all actions necessary to assure compliance with the certification 

required of the County by Section 104(b) of Title I of the Housing and Community Development 

Act of 1974 as amended, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair Housing Act, Section 

109 of Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and other applicable 

laws.  In addition, the City and the County shall take all actions necessary to assure compliance 

with Section 104(b) of Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as 
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amended; Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; the Fair Housing Act; Section 109 of the Title 

I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which incorporated Section 504 of 

the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Age Discrimination Act of 1975; and other applicable 

laws, and shall affirmatively further fair housing. 

8. The City and County agree to prohibit urban county funding for activities in, or in 

support of, any cooperating unit of general local government that does not affirmatively further 

fair housing within its own jurisdiction or that impedes the county's actions to comply with the 

county's fair housing certification. 

9. The City and County agree that a unit of general local government may not sell, trade, or 

otherwise transfer all or any portion of such funds to another such metropolitan city, urban 

county, unit of general local government, or Indian tribe, or insular area that directly or indirectly 

receives CDBG funds in exchange for any other funds, credits or non-Federal considerations, but 

must use such funds for activities eligible under title I of the Act. This requirement is contained 

in the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 2015, 14 Pub. L. 113-235. 

10. Each City affirms that it has adopted and is enforcing: 

 (a) a policy prohibiting the use of excessive force by law enforcement 

agencies within its jurisdiction against any individuals engaged in non-violent 

civil rights demonstrations; and 

 (b) a policy of enforcing applicable State and local laws against physically 

barring entrance to or exit from a facility or location which is the subject of such 

non-violent civil rights demonstrations within its jurisdiction. 
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11. During the period of performance of this agreement as provided in Paragraph 1, each City 

shall: 

 (a) Report and pay to the County any program income, as defined in 24 CFR 

570.500(a) for the CDBG program, received by the City, or retain and use that program income 

subject to and in accordance with the applicable program requirements and the provisions of the 

separate CDBG project agreements that will be entered into between the City and the County for 

the actual conduct of the CDBG program, 

 (b) Keep appropriate records regarding the receipt of, use of, or disposition of all 

program income and make reports thereon to the County as will be required under the separate 

CDBG project agreement between the City and the County, and 

 (c) Pay over to the County any program income that may be on hand in the event of 

close-out or change in status of the City or that may be received subsequent to the close-out or 

change in status as will be provided for in the separate CDBG project agreements mentioned 

above. 

12. The separate CDBG project agreements or sub-grants that will be entered into between 

the County and the City for the conduct of the CDBG Program, as mentioned and referred to 

elsewhere in this agreement, shall include provisions setting forth the standards which shall 

apply to any real property acquired or improved by the City in whole or in part using CDBG 

Program funds.  These standards will require the City to: 

 (a) Notify the County in a timely manner of any modification or change in the use of 

that property from the use planned at the time of the acquisition or improvement and this notice 

requirements shall include any disposition of such property. 
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 (b) Reimburse the County in an amount equal to the current fair market value of 

property acquired or improved with CDBG Program funds (less any portion thereof attributable 

to expenditures of non-CDBG funds) that is sold or transferred for a use which does not qualify 

under the Regulations, and 

 (c) Pay over to the County any Program income that is generated from the disposition 

or transfer of property either prior to or subsequent to any close-out, change of status or 

termination of this cooperation agreement or any separate project agreement that is applicable. 

13. Any changes and modifications to this agreement shall be made in writing, shall be 

executed by both parties prior to the performance of any work or activity involved in the change 

and be approved by HUD if necessary to comply with the Regulations. 

14. This agreement shall remain in force and effect until the CDBG funds and program 

income received are expended and the funded activities completed. 

15. If the County qualifies as an urban county, the parties agree not to veto or otherwise 

obstruct the implementation of the approved 5-year Consolidated Plan during that three year 

cooperation agreement period and for such additional times as may be required for the 

expenditure of Consolidated Plan funds granted for that period. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to be duly 

authorized and executed by each City on the date specified on the respective signature pages and 

by the County on the ___________ day of ____________, 2016. 
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SIGNATURE PAGE FOR UTAH COUNTY 

TO  

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

FOR FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2017 – 2019 AND 

SUCCESSIVE THREE YEAR PERIODS THEREAFTER 

 

 

      BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

      UTAH COUNTY, UTAH 

 

 

      _______________________________________ 

      LARRY ELLERTSON, Chairman 

 

 

STATE OF UTAH  ) 

    :ss 

COUNTY OF UTAH  ) 

 

 On this _____ day of ______________, 2016, personally appeared before me Larry 

Ellertson, who being duly sworn, did say that he is the Chairman of the Board of County 

Commissioners of Utah County, State of Utah, and that the foregoing instrument was signed on 

behalf of __________ County, by authority of law. 

 

 

       ____________________________________ 

       NOTARY PUBLIC 

       Residing in ___________County 

 

ATTEST:  BRYAN E. THOMPSON  Reviewed as to form and compatibility with 

Utah County Clerk/Auditor    the laws of the State of Utah 

 

 

By:  _______________________________ 

 _______________________________________ 

 Deputy Clerk/Auditor   COUNTY ATTORNEY 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to be duly authorized 

and executed by each City on the date specified on the respective signature pages and by the 

County on the _____ day of ____________, 20__. 

By signing below, Highland City accepts the terms of the Urban County Interlocal Agreement 

for Federal Fiscal Years 2017, 2018, and 2019. 

 

       

Mayor Mark Thompson 

 



RESOLUTION NO. R-2016-XX 

 

 

A RESOLUTION OF HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

TO PARTICIPATE IN THE UTAH COUNTY  

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 
 

 

 WHEREAS, the Highland City Council (the “Council”) met in regular session on 

September 6, 2016, to consider, among other things, approving an interlocal cooperative 

agreement with Utah County relating to the conduct of Community Development Block Grant 

Program for Federal Fiscal Years 2017 through 2019 and successive 3 year periods thereafter; 

and 

 

 WHEREAS, local government entities are authorized by the Utah Local Cooperative Act 

(UTAH CODE ANN. § 11-13-101, et seq.) to enter into agreements with each other, upon a 

resolution to do so by the respective governing bodies, to do what each agency is authorized by 

law to perform; and 

 

 WHEREAS, a uniform interlocal agreement between various Utah County cities, 

including Highland City, has been prepared for approval which sets forth the purposes thereof, 

the extent of participation of the parties, and the rights, duties and responsibilities of the parties. 

A copy of such interlocal agreement is attached hereto; and 

 

WHEREAS, Highland City is not a CDBG Entitlement City; and 

 

WHEREAS, Highland City has previously entered into an interlocal agreement to 

participate in the Utah County CDBG program; and 

 

 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Council that the attached interlocal 

agreement be approved and that the Mayor and Recorder are hereby authorized and directed to 

execute and deliver the same. 

 

 ADOPTED by the City Council of Highland City, Utah, this 6th day of September, 2016. 

 

 

      HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH 

 

 

 

      __________________________________________ 

      Mark S. Thompson, Mayor 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

JoD’Ann Bates, City Recorder 



 
COUNCILMEMBER  

 

YES  NO  

Brian Braithwaite □  □  
Dennis LeBaron □  □  
Tim Irwin  □  □  
Ed Dennis  □  □  
Rod Mann □  □  
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