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HIGHLAND CITY

HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
Tuesday, July 20, 2021

Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Highland Utah 84003

VIRTUAL PARTICIPATION
2 YouTube Live: http:/bit.ly/HC-youtube
@ Zoom: Call 1-346-248-7799 Meeting ID: 884 0709 5655
LJ Email comments prior to meeting: council@highlandcity.org

7:00 PM REGULAR SESSION

Call to Order — Mayor Rod Mann

Invocation — Council Member Timothy A. Ball

Pledge of Allegiance — Council Member Scott L. Smith

1.

UNSCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES

Please limit comments to three minutes per person. Please state your name.

RECOGNITION ITEMS

a.

Mayoral Awards - Mayor Rod Mann

PRESENTATIONS

a.

2021 “Reach” Fling Preview - Corrine Prestwich, Community Events
Coordinator

Corrine Prestwich will give a brief overview of the upcoming 2021 Highland Fling which
is scheduled for August 2-7, 2021

2021 Pressurized Irrigation Water Update - Jeff Murdoch, Pressurized Irrigation
Superintendent

Jeff Murdoch will provide an update on the current pressurized irrigation conditions
within Highland City.

Open Space Maintenance Update - Josh Castleberry, Park Superintendent

Josh Castleberry will present an update on open space maintenance plans being
implemented throughout Highland City.

CONSENT ITEMS (5 minutes)

Items on the consent agenda are of a routine nature or have been previously studied by the
City Council. They are intended to be acted upon in one motion. Council members may pull
1items from consent if they would like them considered separately.

a.

Approval of Meeting Minutes Administrative

Regular City Council Meeting — June 15, 2021
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AGENDA NEXT

The City Council will consider a request for an agreement with Rodger & Mara Lyman
for a temporary construction easement to facilitate the construction of the Victor View
Gravity Sewer line project. The Council will take appropriate action.

¢c. Ordinance: Municipal Code Amendment - Fire Code and Burn Permits [ egis/ative
The City Council will consider a request by City Staff to repeal and/or amend three
sections of the City’s Municipal Code related to fire codes and burn regulations in order
to update City Code to comply with current state law and regulations. The Council will
take appropriate action.

d. _Resolution: Declaration of Surplus Propertyv / egislative
The City Council will consider a request by City Staff to declare a total of 38,736 square

feet of property surplus in the Pebble Lane Estates subdivision that is not needed for
right-of-way for Canal Boulevard. The Council will take appropriate action.

5. PUBLIC HEARING/ACTION: URBAN DEER PROGRAM RENEWAL
Administrative
The City Council will hold a public hearing and consider the renewal of the Urban Deer
Control Plan - Maintenance Program for August 2021 through July 2024. The Council will
take appropriate action.

6. ACTION: REVIEW OF RESOIUTION 2021-16 - DESIGNATION OF
ORPHAN PROPERTIES FOR DISPOSAL Administrative
The City Council will review, clarify, modify, and approve Resolution 2021-16 Designation of
Orphan Properties for Disposal. The Council will take appropriate action.

7. MAYOR/COUNCIL AND STAFF COMMUNICATION ITEMS
The City Council may discuss and receive updates on City events, projects, and issues from
the Mayor, City Council members, and city staff. Topics discussed will be informational only.
No final action will be taken on communication items.

a. RAP Tax - Erin Wells, Assistant City Administrator
b. Park Maintenance Building - Andy Spencer, City Engineer/Public Works Director
c. Future Meetings

e July 27, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

e August 3, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

e August 11, Lone Peak Public Safety District Board Meeting, 7:30 am, City Hall

e August 17, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

e August 24, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall
ADJOURNMENT

In accordance with 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 three days in advance of the meeting.

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

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
I, Stephannie Cottle, the duly appointed City Recorder, certify that the foregoing agenda was posted at the principal office of the public body, at
the Lone Peak Fire Station and Lone Peak Police Station, on the Utah State website (http:/pmn.utah.gov), and on Highland City’s website

(www.highlandcity.org).
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AGENDA NEXT

Please note the order of agenda items are subject to change in order to accommodate the needs of the City Council, staff and the public.
Posted and dated this agenda on the 16th day of July, 2021. Stephannie Cottle, City Recorder

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

HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Waiting Formal Approval

Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Highland Utah 84003

VIRTUAL PARTICIPATION
2 YouTube Live: http://bit.ly/HC-youtube
@ Zoom: Call 1-346-248-7799 Meeting ID: 847 1026 1799
kJ Email comments prior to meeting: council@highlandcity.org

PRESIDING: Mayor Rod Mann
COUNCIL MEMBERS
PRESENT: Timothy A. Ball, Brittney P. Bills, Kurt Ostler, Kim Rodela, Scott L. Smith

CITY STAFF PRESENT: City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane, Assistant
City Administrator Erin Wells, Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson, City
Attorney Rob Patterson, City Recorder Stephannie Cottle, Finance Director Tyler
Bahr, City Engineer Andy Spencer, Fire Captain

OTHERS PRESENT: Jon Hart, Scott Smith, Kyle Poll, Jerry Abbott, Peter Kilger, John Pinette, Reed
Bromley, Rhonda Bromley, Sharleen Shields, Craig Shields, Kris Johnson, Scott
Sumner, Titan Sumner, Kandyce Coston, Kristen Giles, Kathy Harding, Colby
Gibson, Brady Giles

5:30 PM WORK SESSION - OPEN SPACE

Mayor Rod Mann called the meeting to order as a work session at 5:38 p.m. The meeting agenda was posted on
the Utah State Public Meeting Website at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

Mayor referred to Aesop’s tale “The Miller, his Son, and the Donkey. He explained that the moral of the story
was that when trying to please everyone, you please no one.

Mayor Mann explained that he would consider the questions that had been formulated as they would help to get

to better answers. He added that any questions deemed important should be marked with A, otherwise they could
be marked with B or C in order of interest.
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Questions:

1.

w N

14.

15

20.

21.

What is the purpose of the Highland City Council?

. How does our purpose as a Council guide what we should do with open space?

Do we see the current open space situation as a problem? If yes, what is the problem? If yes, is it a
problem the City Council should attempt to solve?

How do you balance competing interests? For example, if a sale would benefit one family a lot, but would
minorly bother ten other families, is that OK?

How do we balance the individual interests vs. community interests?

Is there any real harm to other residents when property is sold? Or is it perceived harm?

Why would we want to sell any property?

How would selling property benefit the city generally?

How would selling property benefit neighborhoods?

. How would selling property impact individual homes?

. Why would we NOT sell the property?

. What impact does not selling have on neighborhoods, residents, and the city?

. Are we selling something more than square footage for people? For example, are we selling a way of

life? Privacy?
Should we begin from a default position of yes or a default of no?

. Will the sale harm anyone in any real meaningful way?
16.
17.
18.
19.

Why do people choose to live in open space neighborhoods? What is it they think they are getting?

Will residents actually lose anything if open space in their neighborhood is sold?

What are resident’s expectations of living in open space?

What do residents understand about open space? How can we help them better understand the problem
at large?

What do residents think their $20 open space is for, and will selling open space affect attitudes towards
this $20?

What regrets could we have if we sell property?

Mayor Mann shared a story. He explained that there was a piece of property that the Council had not sold. In
the next few weeks, the property would be used to help alleviate another issue. He mentioned that if the Council
had sold this property, it would have been much more difficult to buy it back later, especially if it had been fenced.

22.

23.
24.

25

28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

35

Is what we are selling any value to anyone besides the property owner? For example, lowering
maintenance costs for the city.

In its current state, does the land benefit anyone other than the adjacent homeowner?

What is the real harm of selling property?

. Would it actually change home values of the home purchasing the property?
26.
217.

Would it have any real tangible impact on other homeowners?

What land do people recognize as belonging to the city? Does how this land is used currently make it
seem like it already belongs to the homeowner?

What about “fair?”

What about encroachment?

Are there different degrees of encroachment?

What about maintenance agreements?

How much do we worry about precedence for future councils?

What would be the unintended consequences of selling? Or not selling?

What liability issues are we currently facing, and what would liability look like after a sale?

. What are we comfortable asking residents to do? For example, do we feel comfortable requiring

maintenance agreements if some residents don’t want to purchase?
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36. What are we legally allowed to ask them to do?

37. Are we actually still creating issues between neighbors?

38. What if we sold off all the open space?

39. Why now?

40. What promises were actually made regarding open space neighborhoods, and what is urban legend?
41. Water, water, water.

42. I’ve heard comments that some requests are “land grabs.” If that is true, what is problematic about it?
43. Does selling this create a narrow trail corridor?

44. How to adjudicate the sale of property when it is adjacent to more than one other property?

Mayor Mann stated that before starting the 30-day period, the Council had agreed on specific areas that they
believed would be good to sell. He explained that Staff had presented 116 slides showing all the properties the
City owned.

Mayor Mann described a slide with a cul-de-sac North of SR92. He stated that there was a sewer in there and
that the Council would be comfortable if the landowner would like to buy. It was stated that the property belonged
to Steve Brock and was a trail easement that had become redundant. Mayor Mann stated that along the area, there
were other entities that had easements such as Jordan Valley which had a district facility easement and Provo
River as well as any other facility that needed it at the County level. Council Member Bills stated that a survey
should be done to see exactly where the City had its easement, and only sell up to that easement. Council Member
Ostler explained that another connection was coming through the North, therefore the easement was not sellable.
Mayor Mann stated that if there was an existing trail, the Council would not sell.

It was stated that #35 was another portion along the road. Council Member Ostler stated that there were other
buildings on the west end. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson mentioned that this was inside the easement.
Council would stay outside the easement when selling. Mayor Mann clarified that most of requestees were outside
what was already approved. He stated that he believed Council Member Ostler was talking about the Southeast
side by the trail easements as well. He added that property # 108 and the bottom property were on sale.

#108: Council Member Smith stated that there been requests for this parcel. that there was the potential for a
road to be developed off the hill on the Westside of Viewpoint and function as collector road. He stated that this
would be a benefit to the neighborhood and added that the Council did not know how much of that property we
would be needed for the road. Currently, the road was a dead end and there would be property developed: as a
result, it would be beneficial to have a second exit for Viewpoint. Council Member Ostler explained that there
was an emergency access road. Mayor Mann stated that one of those roads was steep and challenging for a regular
car. He added that he did not want to sell this parcel and then have to come back.

Council Member Bills stated to the house that had had an open house and was located on the corner of the area
discussed. She explained that she did not think the owners had submitted a formal request because when they
saw this in the document, they had assumed they had been included. She added that they wanted to purchase.
Mayor Mann explained that for areas approved by the Council would not require a request. Council Member
Bills explained that the parcel had to be contiguous east to west and also west to east. Mayor Mann stated that
this was the interpretation but that, more importantly, it was the interpretation of the Council that mattered. This
was a legislative matter and thus entirely discretionary. Council Member Bills stated that she only wanted to let
the Council know that the property owners had not submitted a request.

Mayor Mann explained that during the work meeting, the Council had talked about contiguity. Council Member
Bills stated that she knew what the property owners’ understanding was, even though they had not submitted a
formal request. Looking at properties that went over the hill, Council Member Ostler mentioned that they were
supposed to come from the east going west in order to avoid a gap. Council Member Bills explained that it was
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challenging to have this discussion without talking in some way about maintenance agreements and
encroachments. She added that there was a lot of room with no chance that anyone would use the space except
those homeowners. She mentioned that she understood the idea of contiguity but argued that this particular parcel
did not make any sense for the City to own.

Council Member Ostler explained that there were 7-8 homes in the area. He asked whether when it came to the
homes coming from the East, it was the first 4 which had applied to buy. He was told this was the case. This left
3 homes without applications, one being the home on the end. He stated that each parcel was unique and explained
that if the Council sold 4, skipped 3, and sold another, there was no reason for the other 3 to buy.

Council Member Rodela explained that these owners might not want to buy but added that property value would
increase. Council Member Ostler explained that he believed there would be an incentive and stated that the area
was not accessible to any other homeowners. Council Member Smith asked whether the City could enter into a
maintenance agreement. Council Member Bills explained that the mowing took place biannually.

Council Member Ostler reminded the Council that some residents had complained because when the City mowed,
they kicked up rocks. Council Member Bills explained that if 4 owners bought while 3 did not, there could be a
discussion to not offer a maintenance agreement to those who did not wish to purchase. Mayor Mann stated that
the policy was that maintenance agreement were only available for the properties the City would not dispose of.
Council Member Bills stated that the Council should sell the 4 properties, and the next 3 would see their properties
taken which would cause individuals on the other end to not be able to purchase either. Council Member Ostler
stated that the 3 properties encroaching City property had the option to buy: if they refused to purchase, however,
they could not encroach on City property.

Council Member Bills stated that some owners already had encroached and asked whether their improvements
would be taken out. She was told that they would. Council Member Ostler stated that there were 220 properties
that had encroached and stated that not all would be sellable. He added that the 4 properties should be sold and
added that the remaining 3 did not have to buy. If they did not buy, they could not enter a maintenance agreement.
He asked whether, in the event that the property did sell, it would go with the property or the owner.

Tim Ball arrived at 6:05 pm.

Council Member Smith asked whether the owners were adamant they would not buy and why they chose not to.
Council Member Bills said that one encroaching property owner was merely amused by the situation; the next
would be forced to move the swing set they had added. The last was an elderly couple who would not buy because

they did not want to spend the money.

City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane explained that maintenance agreements ran
with the land.

Council Member Ostler explained that if an owner did not want to purchase, they should not be forced. But with
that they should also not encroach. At the moment, these owners were getting the benefit of encroaching and the
encroachment did add value.

Council Member Smith stated that if the 7 parcels were surplused, the 3 homes that did not buy but encroached

would need to have the encroachment rules enforced. He added that the City would not maintain the property
either.
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Council Member Ostler suggested that 4 parcels be sold, not 3. He added that if owners had encroached, they
had to move back or buy. City employees maintained these properties sometimes not knowing which properties
the City owned. He added that the City should stop maintaining any of the aforementioned properties.

Council Member Bills asked whether residents who were maintaining the properties would be asked to stop.

Council Member Ostler explained that they could not encroach or take water: they did not have the right to irrigate
the area encroached.

Council Member Bills asked what would happen if a resident could not afford to purchase as opposed to one
refusing to purchase. She stated that there was value in purchasing vs not purchasing. Mayor Mann asked whether
Council Member Bills was suggesting that if residents had encroached, they not be asked to tear the grass away.
Council Member Bills stated she would have a difficult time asking residents to tear away the grass they had
plated. This was an issue of ownership vs maintenance agreement.

Mayor Mann explained that these residents were watering grass at the City’s expense. He added that this would
amount to letting residents continue to water with the City’s water and enjoy that property even though they had
no maintenance agreement and had not purchased the land.

Council Member Rodela emphasized that a maintenance agreement could be crafted. She stated that it would be
hard to tell residents to tear out the grass and have weeds. She further added that sometimes people could not
afford the purchase. Mayor Mann stated that these residents had been able to afford landscaping. Council Member
Ostler explained that it was the residents’ action that had caused their grass to go past the boundary line. He
stated that some residents might have a fixed income, which would be why they chose not to buy.

Council Member Smith explained that he had been restoring his parents’ home in Pleasant Grove. He added that
he had some neighbors who had wanted to move the fence so they could store their trailer. He explained that he
had chosen not to sell as he wanted to keep the area contiguous and had subsequently decided to fence the area.
He stated that property owners encroaching into a conservation area was inappropriate and that if they wished to
use an area as private property, they needed to pay for it. Council Member Ostler asked whether those with
financial concerns could be given time to plan for the purchase, time during which they would not be asked to
move anything. He suggested giving them a year.

Council Member Bills stated that the Council knew the first 4 homeowners want to purchase. She asked whether
it would be possible to put the other parcels aside and have another work session in October to have the
conversation about encroachment and maintenance agreements. Council Member Rodela stated this was a good
idea as she had not had enough time to go check all the properties listed and making a yes or no decision. Council
Member Smith stated that there were 4 properties that were a yes. Mayor Mann stated that he believed it would
be acceptable to give the residents who were uncertain a year to decide to buy or quit watering area that had been
encroached upon. Council Member Bills asked about the way the encroachments would be monitored. Mayor
Mann stated that the City knew where there were encroachments. Mayor Mann asked whether all the properties
should be surplused, that the solution would be put everything in the surplus and give residents some time. He
stated that the policy stipulated that the first 4 properties could be bought. He added that the discussion about the
remaining 3 contiguous parcels should be put on hold.

Council Member Smith asked why the Council should not let the last 2 buy the parcels. Council Member Ostler
stated that the first four were of no concern but added that there would be a gap of 2 or 3. He added that all the
parcels should be put in surplus while giving residents notice that if they did not purchase, they would no longer
be able to maintain the encroachment. If they had encroached, they would have a year to either buy or take out
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encroaching landscaping. Because City employees could not easily access those properties, they would not
maintain the parcels.

Council Member Smith stated that it would be good to surplus the whole area. Council Member Ball stated that
he liked the idea of giving residents a year. After the year was over, the contiguous neighbors should be provided
with the opportunity to purchase those remaining properties. Mayor Mann stated that he felt this was fair.

Council Member Bills explained that the Council needed to decide as to whether they wanted to surplus all the
parcels or just the first four and added that as long as they were on the topic of Viewpoint, they needed to hold
off on the parcels which had the possibility of a road. She further stated that there were 3 others requests in
Viewpoint, including one in the middle of the neighborhood.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the Council agreed about selling to all the neighbors who wanted to buy.
Council Member Smith stated that this was the case and that the area could be surplused. Council Member Ostler
stated that the area could be surplused up to the trail. Council Member Bills mentioned that there were 10
properties which were required to be held as the Council was waiting on a road. She also pointed to a parcel in
the middle of the neighborhood which she did not believe the City could sell. It was located by the basketball
court corner. Finally, there was one parcel in the corner. She stated that this had been a late request and that
residents had already encroached and would like to go up to the trail and beyond. She mentioned that she felt this
was a no as the City could not sell parcels which would have a trail in their backyard. Council Member Ostler
explained, in jest, that that there was a parcel for which he wished to provide preferential treatment as they had a
BYU basketball court. Council Member Bills stated that she agreed with that one as long as it did not go past the
row of trees into the area used as a neighborhood park.

Council Member Bills explained that in past policy, the City had paid for half of surveying costs. She suggested
that the surveyor be given a total list of homes and to then divide the cost between all the property owners so that
the total cost of the surveyor was covered. Council Member Ostler and Council Member Bills agreed.

Mayor Mann pointed to the Per & Susan Anderson property and mentioned that the 3 neighbors had determined
how they would like to buy the property. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that the drainages were
recognized by Army Corp but added that they did not have jurisdiction because they were not perennial streams,
merely a major drainage. Council Member Ostler asked whether this was a conservation easement. Ms. Bronson
stated that it was not and added that this Highland City parcel was not part of the subdivision plat and was not
designated as conservation, it was part of natural drainage.

Mayor Mann stated that to be consistent, the City could sell the trail easements though he stated that it might not
happen, as the City had already sold off property further South. He added that it was possible to go South as long
as homeowners bought up to the North of the road on the way up.

Council Member Ostler stated that Braden Nish wanted to buy the property inside the area mentioned. Mayor
Mann explained that the City could say the property for sale was the trail corridor if purchased contiguously from
South to North. He stated that this was similar to the discussion regarding Viewpoint where there was surplus
behind 8 homes.

Council Member Ostler stated that the City ought to be careful with these properties as they did not want to leave
a gap. Council Member Smith asked whether there was drainage in the square and reminded the Council that
Braden Nish was interested: Mr. Nish had been told it was City owned and part of the drainage. Mayor Mann
stated that the City needed to protect the trees as it helped keep the soil together.
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Council Member Smith stated that the City did not want to take the trees out. Council Member Ostler stated he
approved of the trail corridor. Mayor Mann mentioned that this last parcel could be excluded while others along
the trail corridor could be sold. Council Member Bills asked for clarifications regarding the Nish home. It was
stated that it was a vacant property and that the property owner owned the adjacent home. Mayor Mann stated
that for that home and the one next to it, the City had already sold the trail easement. Council Member Smith
stated that the City had sold this portion but had not continued it. He asked why the little peninsula was not being
sold: was it because of the drainage and trees? Mayor Mann explained that if the City started carving out parts
of what they owned, there would not be a natural stopping point and the City would be cutting corners.

Council Member Ostler asked why the City would sell to one homeowner and not another. Council Member
Smith asked whether anything was done for maintenance on these parcels. Council Member Ostler asked about
the bike trails leading up to the Hog Hollow area. Mayor Mann explained that this was a more complicated
question and added that the Council might figure out an option and allow a sale but added that he would prefer to
have this done thoughtfully with some understanding of the reasoning. Council Member Bills stated that she felt
good about just doing parcels around trail corridor and addressing the rest later. Council Member Rodela stated
that she was okay with the trail corridor and believed the Council should look at each property later when these
parcels were to be looked at division by division.

Scott Smith’s property (not the Council Member): 12283 Timberline Dr.

Council Member Ostler stated that the property owners had not grassed over because they had gone to the City
and asked for a maintenance agreement. It had been denied, and the residents had then been given a fire hazard
notice by the Fire Department. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this was an open space and
drainage area.

Council Member Ostler stated that there were trails which, had they not been encroached upon, might have been
used for mountain biking. Council Member Smith stated that residents could buy up to 5 feet to the trail. Council
Member Rodela stated that bikers could not ride their bikes on those trails as there was just sage brush. Council
Member Ostler stated that the City did not want to get too close to the trees. Council Member Smith stated that
residents were in trouble whether they maintained or did not maintain and added that the City should let them
buy. Council Member Rodela asked what would happen to the neighbors who had encroached if Brady bought
the parcel.

Council Member Ostler stated that the City should let all neighbors work out issues amongst themselves. Council
Member Rodela explained that maybe this parcel could not be decided at the moment. Council Member Ostler
explained that there were issues with where exactly the property lines were.

Council Member Bills stated that the Council should come back to this later. She added that it opened the question
of what to do if a homeowner thought they owned something when they did not.

City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane reminded the Council that there were water
issues: adding a lot of square footage added demand on the water system. He added this was one of the reasons
for not adding these parcels to Staff recommendations. When metering was brought up, he answered that
regardless of metering, water that was not originally intended for watering grass would still be required. Council
Member Bills asked whether it would make sense to charge for maintenance agreement. Council Member Ostler
explained that this would mean making residents bring water shares into the City. Council Member Rodela asked
whether these particular areas had water issues. City Administrator Crane explained that this was one of the
City’s worst areas. Council Member Ostler explained that this was the most expensive area with the most
expensive irrigable water being pumped. City Administrator Crane explained that the cost was both that of the
water but also the delivery of water. People were using too much water this area.
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Council Member Ostler stated that when the City had sold Y4 acre, there had not been requests for more water
shares, but added that the Council could discuss that that if a residents bought a percentage of property: they could
be asked to bring more water shares. Mayor Mann stated that typically, in a subdivision, the water was brought
as a gross not a share. He added that the delivery system was also important: a pipe like the one currently used
would not suffice and there would be a need for a bigger pipe. City Administrator Crane reminded the Council
that Tavis had done a presentation about selling all this turf and the impact on the PI system. Council Member
Smith asked about the options available. He stated that the City did not want to sell because of water, fire hazard,
and stated that if encroached neighbors stopped watering, then fire hazard would increase. that he could see both
neighbors and the City’s concerns and stated that this was a catch 22. He mentioned that the City could provide
appropriate breaks. City Administrator Crane stated this could come in the form of watering adjacent to the
property line. Council Member Rodela stated that she wished to defer. Council Member Smith mentioned that
there should be another work session by the Fall.

12458 N Angels Gate — Kyle Poll

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that there was a 50’ wide easement along the back of the lots. She
added that there was a water transmission line easement. Mayor Mann added there was a water line and
recommended deferring on this property along with the Giles property.

10667 N Canterbury Drive

Mayor Mann stated that the Council had agreed to this property. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson explained
that the plat said Highland City open space and added there was nothing around it. She added that the land around
it was regulated by Jordan Valley. The Council agreed to sell this.

12074 N 6050 W:

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this property had a significant water main line. Mayor Mann
explained that the Council had said no to selling but yes to maintenance agreements. It was stated that the only
thing the Council should allow in the maintenance agreements was grass. A future trail was also planned with
building to the North. Mayor Mann concluded that these and similar properties should receive a no with only
maintenance agreements, which was what residents were currently doing.

Zach — 6134 Lausanne St:

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this lot was different as it was part of the detention basin.
Mayor Mann stated that the trails had previously been sold between East and West: the residents wanted the
parcels on the side. He stated that this was a trail easement for a trail the City was not going to build and asked
if the parcel served another purpose on the drainage side. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated Staft did
not know. Mayor Mann stated that this would be a yes, depending on what Staff came back with in terms of

purpose.

6337 W Bull River Rd.

It was stated that this was a parcel by the Mendenhall property and that the previous homeowner had landscaped
it. The current landowner was trying to correct the situation. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated to
the property on the screen and the Council recommended a yes.

John Bursell 6189 Sunrise Dr
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Mayor Mann explained that Staff recommended no on this property as it was along a detention basin. He added
that the City was maintaining the property and that the homeowner had stated that, during maintenance, City
employees were knocking off caps. Mayor Mann continued that he had asked Staff look into the situation and
recommended a no. The Council agreed.

Skidmore — 11885 N Athena Drive

Council Member Ostler stated that the parcel was needed for drainage. It was mentioned that the City could not
sell on the east side because of the drainage issues. Mayor Mann suggested a maintenance agreement and
recommended deferment.

The Work Session was adjourned at 7:00 pm.
7:00 PM REGULAR SESSION

Call to Order — Mayor Rod Mann
Invocation — Council Member Scott L. Smith

Pledge of Allegiance — Council Member Kurt Ostler

The meeting was called to order by Mayor Rod Mann as a regular session at 7:05 pm. The meeting agenda was
posted on the Utah State Public Meeting Website at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. The prayer was offered
by Council Member Scott L. Smith and those in attendance were led in the Pledge of Allegiance by Council
Member Kurt Ostler.

1. UNSCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES
Comments were limited to three minutes per person and participants had to state their
name.

John Pinnett stated he was concerned about the dry conditions and fireworks ordinances. He mentioned that while
some areas were limited and/or banned, he wished to encourage the City to consider a ban on aerial fireworks.
He went on to say that this was the driest the grasses had been in decades and stated that fields were crisp brown.
Having been in the area for 33 years, he noted that since the approval of aerial fireworks, he had picked up several
rockets off his lawn. Aerial fireworks were not controllable, he concluded.

Charlene Shields asked about the plan for the property with the two homes removed for Canal Blvd. She stated
that cars were speeding on that road, but that the project was not done. There was a huge mess next to her home.
If Council Members had not been on that road since it had opened, they should come down and walk by the catch
basin. They would see the weeds, dirt, and mess that had been left. She asked how long it would take to finish
and what the plan was to resolve these issues and finish the project. Mayor Mann stated that the City was working
with Pheasant Hollow to combine those two lots and planned on selling the property; however, he did not know
what the schedule was for the area. Ms. Shields mentioned that she would love to see a privacy fence around the
catch basin as it was an eyesore. She finally explained that, after the entirety of the 2020 summer, she was still
left with dust blowing in her home and stated that she was tired of it.

2. RECOGNITION ITEMS

a. Certificates of Appreciation
Mayor Rod Mann recognized Larry and Lori Mendenhall, Scott Sumner, and Rhonda Bromley for their many
years of service to the community.
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Mayor Mann presented certificates and pins to Larry and Lori Mendenhall, Scott Sumner, and Rhonda Bromley.

Mayor Mann also presented the Grand Marshalls.

3. PRESENTATIONS

a. Highland City Youth Council
A Youth Council representative presented an update of events in which the Youth
Council had been involved.

Camilla Bradshaw stated that she was the government chair. She explained that in the prior month, for the arbor
day tree planting, Youth Council members, City Staff, and about 20 citizen volunteers planted 8 trees in and
around the town center and Meadows’ Park. On May 15™, Youth Council members helped with crowd control,
traffic directing, and holding banners on Canal Blvd. The Youth City Council had staffed a gate at the City
Cleanup. She mentioned that the upcoming Thursday would bring a meeting as well as the summer party. Youth
Night would be a chalk party for 7% to 12" graders, on August 6™.

4. CONSENT ITEMS (5 minutes)

Items on the consent agenda are of a routine nature or have been previously studied by the
City Council. They are intended to be acted upon in one motion. Council members may pull
items from consent if they would like them considered separately.

a. CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT: Crack Sealing Administrative
The City Council considered a request to approve a bid with Morgan Pavement to
proceed with the application asphalt crack seal products to several roads throughout
Highland. The City Council also authorized the City Administrator and City Recorder
to execute the necessary contract documents for the project.

b. ACTION: North County Boulevard Right of Way Dedication Administrative
The City Council considered a request by the Utah Department of Transportation
(UDOT) for the dedication of remnant parcels of right of way for North County
Boulevard. The Council took appropriate action.

Council Member Ostler asked to pull 4a.

Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED that the City Council approve consent items 4b
Council Member Kim Rodela SECONDED the motion.

The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes

Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes

Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes

Council Member Kim Rodela Yes

Council Member Scott L. Smith ~ Yes

The motion passed 5:0.
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4a. Council Member Smith stated that as the Council had looked at crack sealing, a resident had reached out. He
explained that in some of the asphalt, there was alligatoring, which was the asphalt breaking up and having lots
of cracks. He asked whether when this happened, it was better to seal cracks, or remove the asphalt. He was told
that the first project the Council had ordered was the patching project: cracked sections were removed and
replaced and then coming behind with the crack sealing project, fixing cracks, curbs, and removing weeds. It was
stated that there was an order of operations: the road crews filled in first, removed bad sections, sealed cracks,
and then sealed the coat. Council Member Ostler asked who determined what was fixed. City Engineer Andy
Spencer stated that Ty Christensen would work with a patching contractor. He added that if Staff had missed any
section, they could be informed to remedy the situation. He stated that there was a schedule of repairs for the
year. He explained he felt confident that the road crew had addressed all the failure points. Mayor Mann
explained that the repair schedule was online. City Engineer Andy Spencer stated that the repairs would start in
the next couple of weeks. Council Member Ostler asked whether there were issues such as buckling with the
intense heat. City Engineer Andy Spencer stated that he had not heard of any such issue, yet.

Council Member Kurt Ostler MOVED that the City Council approve consent item 4a

Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows.

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5.0.

Mayor requested that the Council discuss items 10 and 11 as there were people in the audience
who were present for those items.

10. RESOLUTION: ADOPTION OF THE ORPHAN PROPERTY DISPOSAL
POLICY Legislative
The City Council considered the adoption of the Orphan Property Disposal Policy. This policy
outlined the process and procedures to designate parcels as orphan and the valuation of said
parcels. The Council will take appropriate action.

The mayor stated that in the Work Session, the Council had covered a lot. Mayor Mann proposed that the Council
continue going down the list and note additional stipulations.

Council Member Smith asked whether the Council was going to discuss the policy. Mayor Mann apologized that
he had jumped ahead to item 11 instead of item 10.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the policy was going to stay consistent as Council went through the policy.
Mayor Mann stated that it would stay the same unless there were things to change. He stated that the policy was

a non-exclusive list. City Attorney Rob Patterson stated that the policy was the same with revisions from the
prior Council meeting. Council Member Smith stated that there had been requests to surplus the property. He
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stated that most people had used the existing criteria which had worked properly. He stated that, consequently,
he was withdrawing his objection. The criteria were clear enough for residents to understand. He added that
often, applications met the surplus criteria. He concluded he was in support and would like to vote.

Council Member Kurt Ostler MOVED that the City Council adopt the Orphan Property Disposal Policy.
Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith  Yes

The motion passed 5:0.

1. RESOLUTION: ADOPTION OF THE DESIGNATION OF DISPOSABLE
PROPERTIES Legis/ative

The City Council will consider the adoption of a resolution designating specific parcels of
public real property as orphan parcels that may be disposed of. The Council will take
appropriate action.

Mayor Mann asked the Council to keep going through the list of properties. Council Member Bills stated that as
Council looked at the list, one of the issues was that this was very complicated. She felt it was more complicated
than she had believed it would be. She stated that the initial thought had been to go through the list and find these
properties where there caused a unanimous agreement, and properties with questions would be revisited at a later
date.

Council Member Ostler stated that the properties would need to be decided on during the current year as the price
would change the next year. Council Member Smith stated that if the properties were looked at later in the year,
the price would not be changed. The Council was not trying to push properties into the next year when the price
had gone up. He added that the Council could look at each parcel and clarify why they had said no. Council
Member Ostler stated that the subcommittee was concerned about the policies regarding open space. He stated
that the City had started discussing the idea of open space subdivisions in 1999. He added that this had been
accomplished with an R-140 or an opt into the Highland open space special service district. He went on to say
that the first open space subdivision in Highland required that every property parcel had open space around it. He
explained that because of this policy, the Council was seeing different requests. In Beacon Hill, the policy
changed. In Viewpoint, every home had to have open space. You could see the development policies change
depending on the development or subdivision.

Michael Spears — 11832 N 6260 W

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this property had no easements. Council Member Ostler stated
that the request was to take the property all the way across the back, which jogged into existing open space. He
asked whether the Council wished to take the property where other properties were and square off as opposed to
going into another open space. Mayor Mann stated that another option would be to go corner to corner. Council
Member Smith stated that he liked the corner-to-corner option as it would make the property line smoother. He
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added that this would be a yes with some changes to the boundary. Council Member Rodela stated that she was
fine with this while Council Member Bills stated she was a yes.

11839 N 6260 W

Council Member Ostler stated the property was behind the homeowner’s homes and that the parcel was a parkway
detail. He mentioned that this parcel would take away from the open space feel along road. Council Member
Smith mentioned that he did not think that the Council should sell parkways. The property was listed as a no.

11914 Apollo way

Council Member Ostler stated that the parcel was at the back of the park with a playground. He mentioned that
it had been surplussed a couple years back. Mayor Mann explained that it was the parcel below that had been
sold and that it was where the Council had stopped. He added that the owners were asking the Council to continue.
City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane explained that he did not think this was the
intent of the request. Council Member Ostler mentioned that this used to have a park area. The Council chose to
defer the decision.

Apollo Way Proposal

It was noted that there were 5 parcels and one outlier. Council Member Smith explained that the letter from the
applicants asked whether the area had been surplussed in 2018. He added that, having been on the Council at that
time, he knew that this had gone up in January, 2018. He further stated that the roadblock for these parcels was
all the homes on the south side of the trail which wished to purchased up to 5 feet of the trail while the owners on
the North side of the trail did not. This created a problem as it required moving the irrigation line. He went on
to say that most people did not want to purchase, except the people on the end. They wished to purchase up to 5
feet on the trail. He mentioned that they did not think they would need to move the irrigation.

Mayor Mann stated that the whole area was watered by the City’s sprinklers system. Consequently, the system
would need to be moved.

Kandyce Costen stated that, back then, owners had been approved. She explained that one of the issues was the
cost of landscaping but that there had been some movement as a landscaper had been brought in. She had learned
that the main line would not need to be moved because it would stay on City property. She went on to say that
this would require cutting a few lines and making sure that the 5 feet on each side received water. She stated that
there was a piece on the top house where the main line punched through. The issue was that owners would have
5-10 ft of private property while others had 25 ft of private property, which was uneven.

Council Member Smith asked whether the City maintained the property and how the property was accessed.
Kandyce Costen explained that the City still had to come into mow. With the surplus behind the home, there
would be less to maintain. She concluded that while this was correct, the City would need to maintain the strip
next to the house on the North.

Mayor Mann asked whether the fences were solid. Kandyce Costen stated that 4-6 fences on the north side as
well as those on her side were solid. Council Member Ostler stated to the 5 feet on each side and asked whether
the Council would be closing the corridor with the higher fences. He added that Ridgeline Elementary was on
the back side. Council Member Smith stated that the fences were supposed to be 6 feet, with the top 2 feet being
open lattice. Council Member Ostler asked whether, in the event of the City going in for maintenance, the
irrigation would be done by the City or professional company. Ms. Costen stated that the plan was to find and
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hire their own landscaper who would draw up plans and receive City approval. This service would be paid for
by residents.

Mayor Mann mentioned that there were existing fences without lattice. If the parcels were sold, he went on, the
fences would need to be open fences. He added that if the trail became a corridor, it would not be a nice space
anymore. Council Member Smith stated that no one wanted to sell on the north side. He also recommended the
4’ fence with 2’ of lattice. Council Member Ostler stated that making the trail into a corridor would really change
the character.

Council Member Rodela stated that Canterbury south and north had trail with the 4’ fence and an added 2’ feet
of lattice. She mentioned that the field was beautiful and had been planted with trees, making it so the trail did
not feel enclosed.

Council Member Bills stated that selling open space 40-50" wide trail corridor would allow 6’ fences but added
that at less than 40°, the fence had to be 4’ solid with 2’ open, with the exception being if a property was next to
a public road. She added that the Council was permitted to allow special circumstances. Council Member Ostler
explained that the Development Code had already addressed this. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson
mentioned that there were existing solid fences which made the corridor less than 40’ feet: these fences would be
grandfathered in. She stated that the Council should keep that in mind.

Council Member Smith stated that when this had been approved several years ago, Kandyce Costen and neighbors
had struggled for a long time as they wanted more than a 5-foot backyard. He mentioned that he was in support
of this.

Council Member Ostler stated that the main line was closer to the trail and asked what the plan would be if
residents came across the main line somewhere else. City Administrator/Community Development Director
Nathan Crane mentioned that Staff would have to plot accordingly.

Council Member Ostler asked whether sprinklers needed to be moved. It was stated that the contractor would
have to pay for it. Council Member Smith mentioned that the one parcel lumped with the other five was isolated.
He explained that he approved a yes on the five parcels. Council Member Bills stated the Council should agree
to the five parcels while deferring on the extra one.

11869N Cyprus Drive — Johnson

The owners were proposing to buy corner to corner between north and the adjacent property owners’ north corner.
Council Member Ball stated that in the spirit of consistency, the Council should approve. Mayor Mann stated
that the different circumstance here was that this property butted up to trees. He added that this was more like
Beacon Hills.

Council Member Ostler stated that the concern was the open area of trees. Council Member Ball asked whether
the concern was that the trees would be removed. Mayor Mann stated that the issue was caused by the fact that
the request had been created because of the problem caused by a pool being installed. There was not enough
setback to put the structures in. He added that he was not sure whether the triangle mitigated the problem.

Kris Johnson, property owner, stated that this could resolve an impasse on the potential setback issue. He

mentioned that, looking at the adjacent properties, there was the same amount of trees. He stated that the satellite
view showed that a lot of the trees were overhanging.
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Mayor Mann asked why putting the line towards the trees would fail to solve the owner’s problem. Planner &
GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson asked whether the trees went up to the property line with the waterfall. Mr. Johnson
stated that they were one foot away. He added that there would be a vault containing pool equipment that would
measure 200 square feet, as per City Code. The code was not specific on how to measure the dimensions of an
accessory structure. As a result, he had used internal dimensions. Mayor Mann asked whether there were two
structures next to each other. He was told this was the case.

Council Member Smith stated that he approved of the request as it seemed to solve the property owner’s issue.
He stated, however, that he would like to leave the trees in place. Mr. Johnson stated that he would leave the
trees. He added that he wished to place a fence for the pool as he was trying to even out the fence line but stated
that he had no intention of placing a fence in the back.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the decision being made concerned the property or the pool. He added
that a unique decision could be asked for every property owner. Council Member Smith explained that he
supported this and stated that the fence line would not go into the trees. Council Member Ostler explained that
any subsequent property owner could remove the trees and asked whether this would create a precedent.

Mayor Mann stated that the Council was doing a boundary line adjustment to fix a problem that the property
owner had created. He added that future property owners who created problems could argue that since this was
done for this one property, they should be accommodated. The property owner explained that there was an intent
to get the property before the structure was built. He was trying to comply with code. Council Member Smith
explained that the property owner had not encroached and stated that the property owner tried to do things right.

Council Member Bills stated that she did not know what good that property would do for the Council to keep.
Council Member Ostler asked whether the Council was setting a precedent, some might equate the area as an
open space, or an area of foliage, or some kind of easement area. Council Member Bills asked about what would
be missed if the area no longer belonged to the City. The property owner stated that when there were no leaves,
there were little trees in there. Council Member Bills stated she believed no one else would benefit. Council
Member Ball stated that this did not set a precedent as it was merely the connecting of property lines. The Council
opted for yes.

11939 N Cyprus Drive

Mayor Mann stated to the area which was a grassy area on the right. He stated that the property owners wished
to make some improvements. Council Member Ostler explained that he wished to hold off and approve after the
Council knew more. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson showed the Council the plans. She explained that
Rocky Mountain had sent a list of what would be allowed: sports courts and landscaping without structures.
Council Member Bills asked whether this resident wished to build an indoor facility. The Council chose to defer.

10075 N 6300 W

Council Member Ostler stated that this area was the frog pond. Mayor Mann stated that the pond had already
dried up quite a bit. The Council chose to defer.

5587 W 10030 N — Shumway’s

Council Member Ostler stated that this was not part of an open space and that the property owner was trying to
buy one side of the trail. He had been told this parcel was behind. Mayor Mann stated those four main lines went
through the space. There were code enforcement issues and pointed to an area of overgrowth. City
Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane stated that there were 3 utility lines and added
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that one of the challenges was trying to abandon one side and not the other. The property owner to east was
looking to buy, but there was a water line in that location. He mentioned the driveway and space needed for
garbage trucks to turn around. Furthermore, the water line went across the ditch and was the location used to
maintain the ditch. Council Member Smith stated that if the City did not sell, something would need to be done
to improve the area, especially when it came to the cars and trailers parked there. Mayor Mann stated that
enforcement would have to happen. Council Member Ostler stated that there were utility easements and issues
with the garbage truck. He added that if there were easements, there was no reason for the City to sell. The
Council opted for no.

4022 Shoreline Drive

Council Member Bills stated that there could not be a City trail going through a backyard and thus supported a
no. Council Member Smith asked about what should be done regarding the encroachment. Mayor Mann stated
he disagreed and added that there should be a maintenance agreement or a sale of the space 5’ from trail. He
added that there could be a request to do both sides, but that, when reviewed, the choice should be deferment. The
parcel could be later reviewed with the properties going east to allow for something similar to be done for all.
Council Member Bills stated that she agreed with this and that the maintenance agreement should also be revisited.
Council Member Smith asked about the maintenance agreements. Council Member Bills stated that maintenance
agreements were a problem that was bigger than what the Council wanted to deal with at the moment.

11231 N Park Drive

The Council opted for no.

4194 Elk cove Cir — Howes

Mayor Mann stated that there had been an update on the parcel the very day of the meeting. Council Member
Bills stated that Council Member Ostler liked this property because it had a BYU Basketball court. Council
Member Bills stated that the parcel should go straight up as to keep the trees are on the City’s side. Council
Member Smith stated he was in support. Council Member Bills stated she supported a yes.

5488 W Kensington Circle

Mayor Mann stated those 3 owners had applied but that 2 in middle did not and had not encroached. One owner
was on the end. Council Member Smith stated that this had been brought up to the Council a while ago. At the
time, there had been concerns about how wide the corridor would be as well as issues of cost. He added that these
were no longer issues. This was similar to the part on Viewpoint and stated that there still was a nice trail corridor.
He argued that this parcel was really hard for the City to maintain. He further stated that the owners were willing
to pay the higher price and added that he supported surplusing this property. He went on to say that the City
would stop maintaining this part. Council Member Rodela agreed and added that this was an eyesore. She
mentioned the space was not being used and could be better maintained by residents. Council Member Ostler
stated that the City could sell the parcels to three and give the remaining owner one year to purchase. Council
Member Bills asked whether the City could ask these residents to hold off on installing irrigation for one year. It
was stated that there would be water delivery issues and that the property owner had talked about putting solar
panels there. Mayor Mann stated that the NW corner was right up to the trail and that if the City chose to sell,
they would need to make sure that there were 5° up to the trail. Council Member Ostler asked about a property
swap. Mayor Mann directed the Staff to explore this option.

Council Member Ostler restated the survey costs would be split between all residents.
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The Council opted to defer.

9873 Coventry Ct — Amy Thomas

It was stated that this parcel might be eligible for maintenance agreements. Council Member Ostler stated that if
the Council agreed to this corner, there were others in this subdivision who would request surplus and sale. He
added that years ago, most of these people did not want to buy. He stated that he would prefer to defer.

Mayor Mann explained that there had been 3 fires along the road by Murdock Canal. Council Member Ostler
stated that there were not a lot of encroachments along these properties though Mayor Mann stated out that there
were a few encroachments.

Council Member Rodela stated that a deferment only meant the Council needed more time and that owners would
know by the end of the year.

Council Member Smith added that the Council loved opens space but added that design was a problem in some
neighborhoods. The Council was trying to solve problems and mentioned that money from these sales would
help parks and trails. Council Member Ostler clarified that if a property was sold as an open space, it would stay
this way and would be serviced.

Council Member Brittney P. Bills MOVED that the City Council adopt the resolution to designate the specified
list of parcels as identified on the Highland Sellable Land Document, as disposable. Buyers will use same
surveyor and 100% of the costs of the surveyor will be paid by buyers. Surveying will be through a process

determined by city staff. There will be no asphalt trails sold. Properties with Jordan Valley easements will not
be sold.

Council Member Kurt Ostler SECONDED the motion.

The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5.0.

Brady Giles asked whether properties not discussed during the current meeting would be discussed at a different
time. Council Member Rodela stated that the Council wanted to discuss each subdivision and talk to neighbors.
Council Member Smith stated the Mr. Giles’ property had been deferred.

Peter Kilger mentioned that he had not been present for the work session. He added that he had been under the
impression that the Council would summarize the property decisions.

Mayor Mann went through the list of the properties that had been talked about. Council Member Bills stated that
Mr. Kilger’s property had been a yes.

Council Member Ostler stated that there had not been issues with neighbor against neighbor. He added that this
might be because the process no longer required for signatures to be collected.
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Mayor Mann suggested that those with properties that had been surplussed receive an email. Council Member
Smith stated that he would like to have the list posted on the City website, so it was available for the public to
see. Mayor Mann stated that he would email the applicants himself and stipulate the constraints for those who
had the opportunity to buy.

5. PUBLIC HEARING & RESOLUTION: ADOPTING FINAL AMENDMENTS TO
THE HIGHLAND CITY 2020-2021 FISCAL YEAR BUDGET Legis/ative
The City Council held a public hearing to consider the final amendments to the FY 2020-
2021 Budget. The Council would take appropriate action.

Tyler Bahr stated that there had been final amendments made to the current budget. He stated that there were
personnel items that impacted both the general and enterprise funds. He stated to a couple of parks positions
($32K) which had been approved in February. He mentioned that Staff was about to onboard a sprinkler repair
staff member to replace an individual who was retiring. He added that an arborist was also being added. Council
Member Ostler stated that an arborist looked at weeds, as well. Mr. Bahr stated that this would add $14K to the
general fund and $17K to the enterprise funds. He also mentioned that vacation payouts had been given to the
departing engineer.

Mr. Bahr continued that the enterprise funds amendment was as followed: road fee projects ($180K) to start
projects earlier; bond payment adjustment was $500 higher than previously planned. He also stated to the Mercer
Corner Improvements which was $40K (City’s portion). Finally, for information technology, the server software
was $15K.

General Fund:
Professional Services and Blu Line ($13K)
Covid Expenses through Fire Department expenses shared with Alpine ($60K)
North Pointe tipping ($30K)

When it came to the CARES funds, Staff had a consultation to find a simpler way to manage money. These
adjustments were for balance sheet purposes.

Council Member Ostler stated that he would like to see how much money the City had brought in compared to
expenses. He also stated that he wanted to know more about new Covid money. Mr. Bahr stated that this would
be provided at the end of the year.

Mayor Rod Mann opened the public hearing at 9:04 pm.

There were no public comments.

Mayor Rod Mann closed the public hearing at 9:05 pm.

Council Member Smith stated that there was an additional construction at Spring Creek Park amounting to
$65,000. He asked what these funds would entail. Nathan Crane stated that this item had gone into two fiscal
years. Council Member Ostler asked for the total cost which Mr. Crane responded that it was over $500K.

Council Member Kim Rodela MOVED that the City Council adopt the Resolution amending the fiscal year 2020-
2021 budget.
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Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith  Yes

The motion passed 5:0.

6. PUBLIC HEARING & RESOLUTION: INTERFUND TRANSFER FROM THE
PRESSURIZED IRRIGATION FUND TO THE GENERAL FUND Legis/ative
The City Council held a public hearing to consider the adoption of a resolution allowing a
transfer of $108,000 from the Pressurized Irrigation Fund to the General Fund for Fiscal
Year 2021-2022. The Council took appropriate action.

Tyler Bahr stated that spending from enterprise funds needed to be for the purpose intended and added that the
transfer had a process. He mentioned that watering parks was funded by users in the PI system which cost
$2/month per customer. If the Council did not make this transfer, he, went on, the general fund would bear this
expense. He added that this was a typical transfer done on an annual basis. Council Member Smith asked whether
the general fund was paying money into the PI system for irrigating parks. He was told this was the City paying
itself and stated that this was a transfer from PI to general fund. This was just an accounting entry. Mayor Mann
stated that this way, this money would not come out of general fund revenue sources. Residents were paying for
this. He added that this was not a permissible use unless Council approved it.

Mayor Rod Mann opened the public hearing at 9:09 pm.
There were no public comments.
Mayor Rod Mann closed the public hearing at 9:10 pm.

Council Member Ostler asked why the general fund was due the $108K. Mr. Bahr answered that this was the
cost of watering the parks and that the fund was now getting it back.

Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED that the City Council adopt the Resolution authorizing the transfer of
8108,000 from the Pressurized Irrigation Fund to the General Fund for the fiscal year 2021-2022 budget.

Council Member Brittney P. Bills SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes

Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes

Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes

Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes
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The motion passed 5:0.

7. PUBLIC HEARING & RESOLUTION: ADOPTING FY2022 FEE SCHEDULE
Legislative
City Council held a public hearing and considered adopting the FY2022 Fee Schedule. The
Council took appropriate action.

Treasurer Candice Linford provided an overview of changes in the fee schedule. She stated that everything
remained with a few exceptions.

Ms. Linford explained that there was a $500 deposit fee for commercial. Based on an impact fee study, she
explained that the fees included changes for parks, pressurized irrigation, as well as breaking out Police and Fire
separately. She added that the fees separated out single family from multifamily, specifically when dealing with
Ridgeview.

Council Member Ostler asked why the sewer was listed as central and southeast. It was stated that there were
two service areas. Southeast was Ridgeview because there were very specific capital projects. Mr. Crane stated
that Central was the rest of Highland. He explained that impact fees were consistent with what had previously
been approved and that if the Council wanted to reassess, it would be an extensive process which could not be
done quickly.

Based on the $18.50 road fee, Council Member Ostler asked whether there was senior restricted housing who
paid a lower fee. He also stated to the road fee and asked if this was only for Ridgeview. Mr. Crane stated that
Council Member Ostler was talking about impact fee.

Ms. Linford went over the changes:
Culinary meter flat lid increased from $40 to $47.20
$90 for short term rentals in business licensing
Cemetery: 3% increase to take care of the perpetual care fund
Highland fling — various changes
Library — late Kindle return to make it equivalent to movies
Planning — Development Review Committee fee had been eliminated
Group home review fee at $485

Ms. Linford recommended a public hearing and adoption of the 2022 fee schedule
Council Member Ostler asked whether the vendor fee and the 3 hours was specific for Highland Fling. Ms.
Linford stated it was for any City events. Council Member Smith stated that embedded in this was the culinary
water fee. He explained that he had never had anyone thank him for raising a fee but stated that someone had
thanked him for raising this fee.
Mayor Rod Mann opened the public hearing at 9:20 pm.
There were no public comments.
Mayor Rod Mann closed the public hearing at 9:20 pm.

Council Member Brittney P. Bills MOVED that the City Council approve the Resolution adopting the Fiscal Year
2022 Fee Schedule.
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Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows.

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5.0.

8. RESOLUTION: ADOPTING THE CERTIFIED TAX RATE FOR FISCAL

YEAR 2021-2022 [ egis/ative
The City Council looked into adopting the Certified Tax Rate for the FY 2021-2022 budget.
The proposed rate did not include a tax increase. The Council took appropriate action.

Tyler Bahr stated that the County was delayed in publishing the certified tax rate. He added that the code required
a process where the County assessor provided information to the County auditor. This was where the delay had
originated.

Mr. Bahr stated that the rates for general operations were .000975 with an anticipated revenue of $1,848469.
The rate for the library was .000147 with an anticipated revenue of $278,692.

Mr. Bahr stated that combined the rates would be .001122, dropped from .001216 with an anticipated revenue of
$2,127,161

Council Member Smith stated that property values had gone up and the CTR had gone down so that property
taxes collected stayed the same. Council Member Bills stated out that the Council was not keeping up with
inflation. Mayor Mann explained that inflation was going up but added that the Council was not taking citizens’
money. Seventy percent (70%) of the City’s revenue came from sources that did not adjust for inflation.

Council Member Ostler explained that the difference occurred through growth and mentioned that the City had
growth coming. He went on to say that if the certified tax was $1M and no growth was added, the City would
only receive the $1M. He stated that the City was forecasting into the future and might have 150-200 building
permits coming. He stated that the next year might require a tax increase, or that it might be necessary 5 years
down the road. Finance Director Tyler Bahr stated that at the moment, the City had one-time money, Covid-
related, ARPA, sales tax, but added that ultimately, there would come a point when the building revenue would
decrease and/or disappear.

Council Member Ostler stated the previous 2 years, the Council had thought they would need a tax increase.
Nathan Crane explained that this was more complicated than that. Building permits were a one-time revenue
which did not allow any fund operations and maintenance. This discussion should be done separately and stated
that there needed to be some real projections done. Mayor Mann stated that the City could not project. He added
that one study showed that after 10-20 years, every subdivision started losing money as they had to repair roads,
etc.
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Council Member Bills stated that it was the general fund study that talked about the future. Council Member
Ostler explained that the projections had not accounted for CARES money or the Public Safety fee. Mr. Crane
stated that none of the CARES money had been managed as if it would keep coming. It had been used for
expenditures at that time. Council Member Ostler stated he was nervous about adding new employees as it
increased set cost. He added that he hoped to see some growth in engineering and public works, though this
growth came with some fixed cost. Still, he stated he was grateful for the growth. Council Member Smith asked
whether the CTR had been published in time for notification to happen. City Attorney Rob Patterson stated that
the City had to certify the tax rate by June 22, 2021 and stated that there needed to be a notice with increased
taxes. Mr. Bahr stated that there was a requirement to notify via publication and by having a public hearing. He
added that the motion needed from the Council was to certify the CTR even though it had not been in the packet.

Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED that the City Council adopt the Certified Tax Rate for Highland City as
0.001122 and for general operation 0.000975 and for library 0.000147 for 2021-22 certified tax rate.

Council Member Kim Rodela SECONDED the motion.

Mayor Rod Mann opened the public hearing at 9:25 pm
There were no public comments.
Mayor Rod Mann closed the public hearing at 9:25 pm.

There was a discussion regarding whether a public hearing was necessary. It was determined that it was not
necessary.

The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith  Yes

The motion passed 5:0.

9. PUBLIC HEARING & RESOLUTION: ADOPTION OF FINAL HIGHLAND

CITY BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2021-2022 [ egislative
The City Council held a public hearing to consider approval of the Fiscal Year 2021-2022
Highland City budget. The Council took appropriate action.

Mr. Bahr presented a summary by fund and capital projects. Council Member Ostler stated that $150K was going
to parks for playground equipment. Nathan Crane stated that this was just out of the general fund. One idea that
had been explored with Fred Philpot, was to have a perpetual fund to help fund playground replacements based
on money from open space sales. This would be an amendment, he added. He mentioned that this would just
cover funding for non-open space parks.

Council Member Ostler asked whether expenses came to the Council. He was told that this was the case. Council
Member Smith explained that there were $150K for playground as well as $150K for tree replacement and asked
whether there was enough in reserve for these repairs. Mr. Bahr stated that lowering the amount of reserves had
allowed for these repairs to happen sooner than later.
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Council Member Rodela stated that when it came to playground equipment, she could volunteer to be on the
committee. Council Member stated that a parks study had been done several years prior for playground
equipment. Nathan Crane explained that the City could spend as much as it wanted.

Nathan Crane stated that overall rates in employee benefits had stayed the same. This had resulted in a savings
of $41K compared to the tentative budget. He mentioned that this included expense for the Mitchell Hollow Trail
at $167K. Council Member Ostler asked whether there was an open space special service fund. Hidden Hollow
was not an open space special service district fund but rather came from the general fund, as Hidden Hollow was
not open space. Tyler Bahr stated that some funds had been included for the Lone Peak business alliance, PI
meters, and PW trucks, most of which came from enterprise funds.

Council Member Ostler stated he was anticipating each truck to cost $40K. He also stated that he was anticipating
$160K total. He also asked about the building inspector already having trucks. He was told this was for the
second building inspector. Council Member Ostler stated that the city had bought a lot of trucks or updated Public
Works vehicles.

Council Member Bills asked whether Public Works could get rid of the truck that had been in an accident. Nathan
Crane stated that for some of the positions in PW, there might be an option to lease trucks. Council Member
Ostler asked whether in the instance of an employee getting into an accident, if the City had collision insurance
on its own vehicles. He was told this was the case but that employees were incredibly careful with the vehicles.

Tyler Bahr listed the different expenses for Capital projects: culinary $2,637,987; sewer $3,772,037; PI
$8,692,379; storm sewer $285,043. After factoring in the Council requests for trees and playground equipment,
the budget was at $248k net revenue after expenditures. He went on to say the Council could allocate those funds
to expenses or allow them to go to fund balance which would be 27%. He mentioned that Staff was reviewing
the sources and intended uses of capital funds and that the Council would receive that information in the Fall.

Council Member Smith stated that when he was reading through the details of the budget, he had noticed that
lines 10-34-18 (PW Inspection fee) where the actual YTD was $74,000 when there was only $25K. He asked
why there was such a large drop. He added that he had the same question about the final and preliminary reviews.
Nathan Crane stated that the City had collected more than what it had budgeted for. He explained that lines 10-
34-15, 10-34-18, and 10-34-21 was PW inspection fees when someone came into a new subdivision. He stated
that Millhaven and Ridgeview had already been collected and added that Ridgeview was in the next phase which
would have to go through within the year from the current date. He added that these fluctuated each year and
were therefore impossible to guess. Council Member Smith added that the budget had been conservative. Nathan
Crane mentioned the reimbursement cost.

Council Member Smith asked about should the City anticipate less fines despite growth? He added that it seemed
fines would increase. Nathan Crane stated that the trend in fines might stay the same but added that there might
be changes because of Covid. Fines might come back up. Council Member Smith stated that staff tended to
budget conservatively. He explained that it was wise budgeting and explained that the budget allowed him to
have a better concept of what was in the reserves.

Mayor Rod Mann opened the public hearing at 9:51 pm.

There were no public comments.

Mayor Rod Mann closed the public hearing at 9:52 pm.
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Council Member Kim Rodela MOVED that the City Council adopt the Resolution approving the Final Budget for
Fiscal Year 2021-2022.

Council Member Kurt Ostler SECONDED the motion.

The vote was recorded as follows.

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5.0.

12. MAYOR/COUNCIL AND STAFF COMMUNICATION ITEMS

The City Council may discuss and receive updates on City events, projects, and issues from
the Mayor, City Council members, and city staff. Topics discussed were to be informational
only. No final action was taken on communication items.

Council Member Rodela stated she had a question regarding open space fees which had been passed the fee
schedule. She stated that there needed to be a change on the fee schedule regarding open space fees as discussed
by Council.

a. Mitchell Hollow Baseball Field Use Policies

Nathan Crane explained that this had been first discussed in October of 2020. He added that a generous resident
was donating and reconstructing the infield. The field was turning into dirt but this had been removed and built
back up. He went on to say that this would be one of the better fields in North Utah County. He stated that Phase
1 would consist of enclosing and locking the field. He stated that there already had been damage done to the
field; graffiti in the bathroom and dirt bikes into the in-field as well as hoses and connections stolen. The hope
was that somebody would donate turf to create a batter’s box and pitching mound. He went on to say that the
person donating and reconstructing the field was affiliated with Clutch Baseball. He stated that the City would
be responsible for mowing the outfield and maintaining the infield. Furthermore, he added, the shed would be
replaced and a GPS would be used to make sure the infield was graded correctly. He further mentioned that there
would be a reservations-based system. Mr. Crane explained that the benefactor’s teams would use the field 3
days a week from 6-9. The remainder of the time would be open to reservations. He went on to say that the first
reservations would be made in the Fall.

Council Member Ostler asked about the length of time. Nathan Crane stated that they did not have that. When
it came to the surrounding cities, Mr. Crane went on, Lehi charged $27/hour with 4 hour blocks, a $40 prep fee
and a $30/hr deposit; Provo charged $35/hr and $150 for a full day with field prep included; Pleasant Grove
charged $100/4 hrs and $150 for a full day with a deposit of $100 and a discount of 25% for residents; Spanish
Fork charged $25/hr with $125 for a full day and the total due at time of reservation.

Nathan Crane listed the City’s prices:
- Non-profits $5
Non-profit competitions and clinics $10/hr
Non-profit field rentals $75/day
Non-profit striping fee $25
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For-profit $15/hr for practice, $30/hr for competitions and clinics, with $225/day.

Nathan Crane stated that one of the challenges had been legitimate people coming in and paying their fees only
to find the field busy at their reserved time. There could be a locked gate with a code. He added that he had had
several conversations with some council members about fees and asked whether some things should be changed.
He mentioned that the field should be completed about one week from the present day and added that a big sign
would be posted stating that the field was by reservation only.

Due to the fact that the field had been completed with personal funds, Council Member Smith asked whether
there would be some kind of plaque or acknowledgement. Nathan Crane stated that he was working with a
business partner to do something nice.

Council Member Smith asked whether the fees would be discussed. He was told that this was mostly a report.
He added that the City was suffering monetary losses due to vandalism. He stated that as a Council, ideas needed
to be discussed to prevent, punish, or deter vandalism. He mentioned that every underpass on the trail had been
tagged and that restrooms had been graffitied. He reminded those in attendance that this maintenance came out
of tax money. He asked whether a neighborhood watch could be a solution.

Council Member Ostler asked whether there were cameras around parks and restrooms? Nathan Crane stated that
Staff was working on cameras in Highland Glen Park. He added that power had been a limitation but that this
had been resolved. He added that the cameras ran off Wi-Fi and that the choice had to been to use a closed circuit.
Nathan Crane explained that with cameras, resolution was an issue: license plates had to be legible and individuals
identifiable. He mentioned that a surveillance company had given the City a bid which had been too high. He
went on to say that Staff was putting a gate at Highland Glen but had had troubles with the concrete.

Council Member Bills asked about anti-graffiti paint on restrooms walls. She asked if it would be possible for
murals to be painted in tunnels as there would be less likeliness of graffiti being an issue. It was stated that there
were public safety issues all through the County. Council Member Smith stated that there was a giant
pornographic image going down Highland Glen Park. He added that an assessment ought to take place to see
how much this was costing the City.

Council Member Rodela restated that this field would be enclosed and locked. She went on to clarify that the
field was an open space park and asked whether there would be a fee for the open-space neighborhood. Mayor
Mann stated that the field had been designated as a non-open-space park.

Mayor Mann stated that because the space was reservable and used for anything, they would not factor into the
fee. He added that the cost was more than $20. He went on to say that this factored playgrounds, but did not
include new parks person, improved maintenance, etc. Council Member Bills asked whether there was any point
at which the City could sell enough space to generate enough money.

Mayor Mann stated that the parcels sold thus far had been a big factor in the cost. It was stated that the City
reserved the town center which was an open space park and charged everybody the same price. There had not
been a distinction made between open-space and non-open-space residents. Council Member Ostler stated that
the grounds could be considered open spaces while improvements could come from the general fund.

Council Member Rodela stated that finance wise, some of the parcels were now outside of open space expenses.
She asked if this had been changed.

Mayor Mann explained that the City was subsidizing open spaces by 35% to 45% and that this came out of the
general fund.
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Council Member Rodela stated that she wished to see what the expenses of open space were since the Council
had those parks out and said they were city parks.

Council Member Ostler asked about the revenue generated by open space and what it was maintaining. He added
that this was a 1/3 out of general fund.

Council Member Bills asked whether open space was working. Was this costing what the Council had assumed
it would?

Council Member Smith stated he was surprised the Council had worked through this so fast.

b. Future Meetings

June 22, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

July 6, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

July 14, Lone Peak Public Safety District Board Meeting, 7:30 am, City Hall
July 20, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

July 27, Planning Commaission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

13. CLOSED SESSION

The City Council may recess to convene in a closed session to discuss pending or reasonable
imminent litigation, as provided by Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205.

At 10:14 pm Council Member Kurt Ostler MOVED that the City Council recess to convene in a closed session to
discuss pending or reasonable imminent litigation, as provided by Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205.

Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows.

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes

Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes

Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes

Council Member Kim Rodela Yes

Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed unanimously.

Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED to adjourn the CLOSED SESSION and Council Member Kurt Ostler
SECONDED the motion. All voted in favor and the motion passed unanimously.

The CLOSED SESSION adjourned at 11:41 pm.
ADJOURNMENT

Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED to adjourn the regular meeting and Council Member Kurt Ostler
SECONDED the motion. All voted in favor and the motion passed unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 11:41 pm.
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I, Stephannie Cottle, City Recorder of Highland City, hereby certify that the foregoing minutes represent a true,
accurate and complete record of the meeting held on June 15, 2021. This document constitutes the official
minutes for the Highland City Council Meeting.

Stephannie Cottle
City Recorder
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NEXT

AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
ITEM #4b

Vaa A

HIGHLAND CITY

DATE: July 20, 2021
TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Andy Spencer, PE
Public Works Director/City Engineer

SUBJECT: AGREEMENT - Rodger & Mara Lyman Temporary Construction
Easement Legis/ative

PURPOSE:

The City Council will consider a request for an agreement with Rodger & Mara Lyman for
a temporary construction easement to facilitate the construction of the Victor View Gravity
Sewer line project. The Council will take appropriate action.

BACKGROUND:

Currently there is a lift station (Victor View Lift Station) which serves approximately 52
homes in the Steven’s Lane area. The city has spent substantial time, money, and other
resources to keep the lift station functioning. The repeated failures in the lift station are
due to the aging infrastructure and the amount of non-biodegradable waste that is placed
in the sewer system.

The Workman family has agreed to allow an easement to place a utility bridge across a
natural wash on their property that will provide for the gravity sewer line to be extended
and tied into an existing sewer line in the Canterbury North subdivision. This sewer line
will eliminate the need for the lift station. The Workman family has executed the perpetual
easement document and it has been recorded at Utah County.

In additional to the Workman family agreement and easement, the City needs to acquire a
temporary construction easement from Rodger and Mara Lyman that will allow the
contractor to access the utility bridge crossing location from their property.

FISCAL IMPACT:

A one-time lump sum payment in the amount of $13,000 will be made to Rodger & Mara
Lyman. Funds from the Sewer Capital Improvement (52-40-73) budget line item will be
used for this easement and construction of the project. This project was included as part of
the recent Utility Rate Study and FY2022 Budget.



RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the City Council APPROVE the Temporary Construction Easement
agreement with Rodger & Mara Lyman and AUTHORIZE the Mayor and City Recorder to

execute the agreement.

PROPOSED MOTION:
I move that City Council APPROVE the utility easement agreement with Rodger & Mara

Lyman and AUTHORIZE the Mayor and City Recorder to execute the agreement.

ALTERNATIVE MOTION:
I move that City Council DENY the agreement. (Council to draft appropriate findings.)

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Temporary Construction Easement Agreement with Rodger & Mara Lyman



TEMPORARY EASEMENT AGREEMENT

This Easement Agreement (“Agreement”) is executed on [Date],

between  Rodger M and Mara W Lyman

(“Owner”) and Highland City, a Utah municipality (the “City”), together with their respective

principals, agents, officers, attorneys, and representatives (collectively, “Parties’).

RECITALS

Owner owns certain real property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto (the “Property”).

B. The City desires to obtain certain rights in and to the Property, as described below.

Owner is willing to grant certain rights in and to the Property to the City, on the terms and
conditions described below.

AGREEMENT

Now therefore, in order to give effect to the recitals above, and for good and valuable

consideration, the sufficiency and adequacy of which is hereby acknowledged, the Parties do agree
and covenant as follows:

Easement Conveyance Over And Across Real Property. Owner agrees to provide to the
City a 23.143 square foot temporary construction easement for the purpose of installing,
constructing a sewer line and related facilities, and activities as described in the attached
Exhibit A. By reference, the terms stated in Exhibit A are also incorporated herein to this
agreement.

Existing Conditions. Subject to any and all existing restrictions, exceptions, reservations,
easements, rights-of-way, conditions, and covenants of whatever nature, whether or not,
filed for record, and is expressly subject to all municipal, city, county, and state zoning
laws and other ordinances, regulations, and restrictions, including statutes, and other laws
of municipal, county, or other governmental authorities applicable and enforceable against
the premises described herein. This Easement is also subject to discrepancies, conflicts
with boundary lines, shortages in area, encroachments, or any other facts which a correct
survey would disclose, and which are not shown by the public records.

Temporary Easement Duration. Temporary construction easement shall be valid for a
period of 1-year from the date of execution of this agreement.

Restoration. Following construction, the City agrees to the following measures of
restoration: hydroseeding of pasture area with pasture grass; repair sprinkler system within
the pasture, repair and/or replace all fencing damaged during construction; repairing
damage to existing access drive road base area with similar materials; repair and/or replace
concrete drive entry and sidewalk damaged during construction; repair ruts created in



pasture area. Furthermore, the City agrees to provide a temporary fenced area within the
existing pasture for Owner’s horses during site work upon request by the Owner or as
needed.

Consideration. As consideration for the dedication described above, the City agrees as
follows:

a. Payment: $13,000.00 to Owner as a lump sum.

b. Indemnification: Owner shall not be liable or responsible in any way for the
construction, operation, maintenance, and presence of the sewer line, and the City
agrees to indemnify and hold harmless Owner from all claims arising out of the
sewer line, including claims from City representatives, City contractors, or third
parties. This limitation on Owner’s liability and the City’s responsibility to
indemnify Owner shall not extend to any willful, intentional, or negligent action by
Owner or their representatives or invitees that interferes with the normal operation,
construction, and maintenance of the sewer line. These provisions shall survive any
closing on the Property.

Complete Agreement. This written Agreement is the entire contract entered into between
the Parties, and no Party is relying or may rely on any other representations, promises, or
understandings of any kind not expressly set forth herein. This Agreement may not be
altered, amended, modified, or otherwise changed in any respect except in a writing
executed by all Parties.

Authority to Execute. The person executing this Agreement on behalf of each Party
hereby represents that he or she has full authority to execute the Agreement and to bind
each Party to the terms of this Agreement, and that all necessary actions for him or her to
enter into this Agreement have heretofore been completed.

Attorney Fees and Costs. Both Parties agree to pay for their own attorney fees and costs
arising out of or connected in any way to the execution of this Agreement. Any Party that
prevails in any legal proceeding, including court proceedings, arbitration, and
administrative proceedings, to enforce this Agreement or adjudicate any issues under or in
connection with this Agreement shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorney fees,
costs, and expenses of such proceedings.

-SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW-



THE UNDERSIGNED HAVE READ AND HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO SEEK THE
ADVICE OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL WITH RESPECT TO THE FOREGOING, AND
HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE AND AGREE TO BE BOUND BY THESE TERMS.

On Behalf of Highland City, Utah

Rodger M Lyman Rod Mann, Mayor

Mara W Lyman
ATTESTED:

City Recorder
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EXHIBIT 'A’

WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO: PAGE 2
Highland City

5400 W Civic Center Dr. Ste. 100

Highland, UT 84003

Temporary Construction Easement
Utah County
Affecting Tax ID No. 54:091:0022

Rodger M and Mara W Lyman, of 6609 W 10760 N, Highland, Utah 84003, Grantors, hereby GRANT
AND CONVEY to HIGHLAND CITY, at 5400 Civic Center Dr. Ste 100, Highland, Utah 84003,
Grantee, for the sum of Ten Dollars and other good and valuable consideration, a temporary
construction easement, situated within the Southeast quarter (SE-1/4) of Section 34, Township 4 South,
Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, located in Highland City, County of Utah, State of Utah.
Grantor’s land having the Tax Parcel ID 54:091:0022, being Lot 22 of the Victor’s View Subdivision,
which is recorded as Entry No. 70000, in Book 5691-69 of official records. Said easement is for the
purpose of constructing sewer transmission facilities. There shall be no permanent facilities installed

within the temporary construction easement area.
The temporary construction easement for a portion of the following described boundary:

Beginning at a point on the North line of said grantors property, said point being West 1326.14 feet and
North 2339.41 feet from the Utah County monument marking the Southeast Corner of said Section 34;
and running thence South 14°39°22” West, along the grantors east property line a distance of 205.30
feet; thence North 74°34°01” West 85.33 feet; thence South 20°57°59” West 89.46 feet to the grantors
south property line; thence North 63°44°29” West along the grantors south property line a distance of
194.07 feet to the grantor’s west property line; thence North 48°40°00” East along the grantors west
property line a distance of 135.56 feet; thence South 28°28°25” East 40.66 feet; thence South 70°57°40”
East 137.29 feet; thence North 65°37°09” East 38.82 feet; thence North 15°13°28” East 157.40 feet to
the grantors north property line; thence South 75°20°38” East along the grantors north property line a
distance of 13.00 feet to the point of beginning.

Temporary construction easement contains: 23,143 Sq. Ft., or 0.53 Acres.

In exercising the easement rights, Highland City will restore any and all surface disturbance as nearly as

practicable to the pre-disturbance condition.
This easement shall terminate at the close of construction as notified in writing by Highland City, said
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termination shall occur on or before 1-year from the date of execution of this instrument.

The above described easement is for the benefit of Highland City and its residents in general. Highland
City will indemnify and hold GRANTOR of the property, harmless from all costs, liabilities, losses and
damages incurred by or related to the public utility owned by Highland City and located within the above
described TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT.

Dated this the day of ,2021.
Rodger M Lyman
Mara W Lyman
State of Utah
County of
On this day of , in the year 2021, before me, a notary public,

personally appeared Rodger M. and Mara W Lyman, who proved on the basis of satisfactory
evidence to be the persons whose names are subscribed to this instrument, and acknowledged they

executed the same.

Witness my hand and official seal.

Notary Signature
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NEXT

AGENDA

' (/ CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
‘ ITEM #H4c
HIGHLAND CITY

DATE: July 20, 2021
TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Rob Patterson
City Attorney

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE: Municipal Code Amendment - Fire Code and Burn
Permits Legislative

PURPOSE:

The City Council will consider a request by City Staff to repeal and/or amend three
sections of the City’s Municipal Code related to fire codes and burn regulations in order to
update City Code to comply with current state law and regulations. The Council will take
appropriate action.

BACKGROUND:

This request stems from a recent review of the City’s Code by City staff. Staff noticed that
there were a few sections of the City’s Code related to sections that were outdated or did
not align with current practices and State regulations. Accordingly, staff proposes that the
Council repeal some obsolete sections of the City’s Municipal Code and amend other
sections to align with current state law and regulations. The proposed changes are shown
in the attached draft ordinance.

SUMMARY OF THE REQUEST:
1. Amend HMC § 8.04.130 to point to state regulatory process instead of restating
state rules.

The Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Air Quality, is the state
agency responsible for regulating air pollution issues, including open burns, across Utah.
The agency has established rules for when open burns can be allowed. Utah Admin. Rule
307-202-4. Highland Municipal Code § 8.04.130 is redundant, as it sets forth the City’s
rules on open burns, which rules are preempted by state law and regulation. Accordingly,
staff recommends amending City Code to point to the state process.

People who want to obtain a burn permit can go to the state agency’s website

(https://air.utah.gov/OpenBurning/form/index.php) and submit an online application for a

burn permit. They can also review the rules for when and what kinds of open burns are


https://air.utah.gov/OpenBurning/form/index.php

permitted (example: agricultural uses, campfires, grills, and ditch clearing are generally
permitted, while burns of weeds, trash, and other materials are generally not permitted,
or are permitted only with a permit within certain timeframes).

2. Repeal HMC § 8.08.010 as obsolete.

This code section establishes the 1991 Uniform Fire Code as the City’s fire code. The City
Council appeared to have intended to remove this section in previous code amendments,
but the repeal was never made official. Ordinance 1998-4 repealed by name all other 1991
construction codes adopted by the City, but the ordinance did not specifically repeal the
1991 fire code, and section 8.08.010 remained as obsolete code that should be removed.

3. Amend HMC § 15.04.010 to more specifically reference and include state fire code.

As part of repealing the reference to old fire code, staff also recommends updating City
Municipal Code 15.04.010, which points to state law regarding construction, fire, and
building codes. The State has adopted uniform building, fire, and other construction codes
for use across the state. As with the burn permits, because this is something regulated by
the state, staff recommends that City Code simply point to the state regulation. City Code
currently only specifically address construction and building codes, and staff recommends
clarifying that the City adopts all statewide uniform codes.

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

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Council APPROVE and ADOPT the proposed code changes.

PROPOSED MOTION:

I move that the City Council ADOPT the ordinance repealing section 8.08.010 and
amending sections of the Highland City Municipal Code related to fire codes and burn
permits to conform to state law and regulation.

ALTERNATIVE MOTION:
I move that the City Council DENY the proposed changes to the Municipal Code.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proposed Ordinance



AN ORDINANCE OF THE HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL REPEALING
SECTION 8.08.010 AND AMENDING SECTIONS OF THE HIGHLAND
CITY MUNICIPAL CODE RELATED TO FIRE CODES AND BURN
PERMITS TO CONFORM TO STATE LAW AND REGULATION, AND
RELATED MATTERS.

WHEREAS, Section 8.04.130 of the Highland City Code regulates and
requires permits for certain types of open burns within City boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Air
Quality has jurisdiction given to it by state law to regulate air quality and burn
permits and has established rules and regulations regarding the same; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Section 8.04.130 to comply
with current state law, rules, and practices; and

WHEREAS, Section 8.08.010 of the Highland City Code provides that the
City adopts the 1991 edition of the Uniform Fire Code; and

WHEREAS, the Highland City Council has previously adopted other
ordinances that amended and updated the City Code to adopt the current State
Construction and Fire Code Act, Title 15A of the Utah Code;

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to remove all references to prior
building, fire, and other construction codes that are not in harmony with the State
Construction and Fire Code Act in order to ensure that construction, operation, and
use of buildings and property complies with all relevant statewide codes;

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to clarify and affirm that the building,
fire, and other construction codes applicable within Highland City are those found
in the State Construction and Fire Code Act, Title 15A of the Utah Code.

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

SECTION 1. Highland City Code Section 8.04.130 Open Burning is hereby
repealed in its entirety and replaced with the following:

8.04.130 Open Burning

No person shall set or use an open outdoor fire, or burn, dispose of, or salvage
any material through open burning, except in conformity with the rules,
standards, and permits administered by the Utah Department of Environmental
Quality or other applicable agency.



SECTION 2. Highland City Code Section 8.08.010 Uniform Fire Code
Adopted is hereby repealed in its entirety.

SECTION 3. Highland City Code Section 15.04.010 Building Codes 1is
amended as follows:

15.04.010 Building Construction and Fire Codes

The codes to be applied to building construction, alteration, remodeling, and
repair, and in the regulation of building construction, alteration, remodeling,
and repair in Highland City, and in the regulation of all other matters governed
by statewide construction and fire codes shall be those current State
Construction and Flre Codes adopted by the State of Utah n T1t1e 15A Seetion

Utah State Code as amended

SECTION 4.  All other sections of the Highland City Code inconsistent with
these provisions are hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict.

SECTION 5.  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect immediately
upon the required approval and publication according to law.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Highland City Council, July 20, 2021
HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH

Rodney W. Mann

Highland City Mayor

ATTEST: COUNCILMEMBER YES NO
Timothy A. Ball

Stephannie Cottle Brittney P. Bills

Highland City Recorder Kurt Ostler

Kim Rodela
Scott L. Smith

O oOoooad
O oOoooad



AGENDA NEXT

' ',/ CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
‘ ITEM #4d
HIGHLAND CITY

DATE: July 20, 2021
TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Kellie Smith
Planner/GIS Analyst

SUBJECT: Resolution: Declaration of Surplus Property Legislative

PURPOSE:

The City Council will consider a request by City Staff to declare a total of 38,736 square
feet of property surplus in the Pebble Lane Estates subdivision that is not needed for
right-of-way for Canal Boulevard. The Council will take appropriate action.

DISCUSSION:

Highland City is requesting to declare residual property from the Canal Boulevard project
as surplus that is not needed for right of way. There are two parcels included in this
request:

e Parcel 1: 3,190 square feet — residual lot

e Parcel 2: 35,546 square feet — future single-family lot

Section 2.44.30 Disposal of Real Public Property requires a three-step process to sell
property as follows:

1) Declaration of Surplus Property
2) Hold a Public Hearing
3) Approval of Purchase Contract

The purpose of this item is to adopt a Resolution to declare the property surplus. A public
hearing will be held at the August 3¢ City Council meeting. If the Council declares the
property surplus, a request for a plat amendment to adjust the boundaries of these lots
will be reviewed at the August 3rd City Council meeting as well.

FISCAL IMPACT:
This action will not impact the current fiscal year’s expenditures.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Council APPROVE the Resolution.

PROPOSED MOTION:



I move that the City Council approve the RESOLUTION declaring 38,736 square feet of
public feet surplus for the purpose of disposal.

ALTERNATIVE MOTION:
I move that the City Council DENY the resolution.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Resolution



ATTACHMENT 1

A RESOLUTION OF HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH
DESIGNATING PROPERTY FOR DISPOSAL

WHEREAS, the Highland City Council has established a process of designating
property for disposal for the construction of a commercial retail building.

NOW, THEREFORE be it resolved by the City Council of Highland City that the
Property, outlined and shown in Exhibit “A” is hereby designated for disposal the City
Council hereby authorizes the City Administrator to begin the disposal process of the
above-mentioned property following State and City Code subject to the following
stipulations:

1. (The Council will need to include appropriate stipulations.)

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage.

ADOPTED by the City Council of Highland City, Utah, this 30th day of March 2021.

HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH

Rodney W. Mann, Mayor

ATTEST:

Stephannie Cottle
City Recorder

COUNCILMEMBER | YES NO

Timothy A. Ball
Brittney P. Bills

Kurt Ostler
Kim Rodela
Scott L. Smith

| |
O o g




Exhibit “A”

PARCEL 1 LYING WITHIN THE BOUNDS OF PROPOSED LOT 1, PEBBLE LANE ESTATES
PLAT “B”

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 00°20°30" WEST 888.73 FEET ALONG THE
SECTION LINE AND EAST 915.62 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION
1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE
SOUTH 89°58'02" EAST 227.98 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE;
THENCE WESTERLY 107.28 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 515.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE
TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11°56’06", THE CHORD OF WHICH
BEARS SOUTH 79°05°13” WEST 107.08 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT REVERSE
CURVATURE; THENCE WESTERLY 100.99 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 525.00-FOOT
RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 11°01°16”, THE CHORD
OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 88°05°50" WEST 100.83 FEET; THENCE NORTH 42°52'44” WEST
32.42 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 3,190 SQUARE FEET, OR 0.0732 ACRE IN AREA, MORE OR LESS.

PARCEL 2 LYING WITHIN THE BOUNDS OF PROPOSED LOT 2, PEBBLE LANE ESTATES
PLAT “B”

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 00°20°30" WEST 906.58 FEET ALONG THE
SECTION LINE AND EAST 1,222.31 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION
1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE
NORTH 00°16’45” EAST 103.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 02°42’46” WEST 97.95 FEET TO A
POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY 6.52 FEET ALONG
THE ARC OF A 15.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 24°53'28”, THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 38°49'37” EAST 6.47 FEET
TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVATURE; THENCE EASTERLY 147.39 FEET ALONG THE
ARC OF A 75.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
112°35'69", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 82°41'07” EAST 124.79 FEET TO POINT
OF NON-TANGENCY; THENCE SOUTH 86°01'47” EAST 183.39 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
29°44°22” WEST 14.70 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 58°10°39” WEST 22.93 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 29°44°22” WEST 32.12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°18'35” WEST 67.41 FEET TO A
POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE WESTERLY 31.92 FEET ALONG THE
ARC OF A 820.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
02°13'49”, THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 76°59'42” WEST 31.92 FEET TO A POINT
OF NON-TANGENCY; THENCE NORTH 41°01°52" WEST 38.22 FEET;, THENCE NORTH
72°54’'49” WEST 10.10 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE
WESTERLY 89.04 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 34,025.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 00°09'00", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS
SOUTH 69°07°'45” WEST 89.04 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENCY; THENCE SOUTH
66°46'59” WEST 50.61 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 75°39°26” WEST 12.70 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 71°31'15” WEST 53.79 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 35,546 SQUARE FEET, OR 0.817 ACRE IN AREA, MORE OR LESS.



589°58'02"e
227.98

R = 525
A = 100. 99

PARCEL 1 7/14/2021

Scale: 1 inch= 30 feet [File: PARCEL 1 PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT “B”.ndp

Tract 1: 0.0732 Acres (3190 Sq. Feet), Closure: s18.2514e 0.01 ft. (1/75461), Perimeter=469 ft.

01 s89.5802e 227.98

02 Lt, r=515.00, delta=011.5606, arc=107.28, chord=s79.0513w 107.08
03 Lt, r=525.00, delta=011.0116, arc=100.99, chord=s88.0550w 100.83
04 n42.5244w 32.42
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PARCEL 2 7/14/2021

Scale: 1 inch= 40 feet [File: PARCEL 2 PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT “B”.ndp

Tract 1: 0.8160 Acres (35546 Sq. Feet), Closure: n00.0000e 0.00 ft. (1/999999), Perimeter=962 ft.

01 n00.1645e 103 11 n41.0152w 38.22

02 n02.4246w 97.95 12 n72.5449w 10.1

03 Rt, r=15.00, delta=024.5328, arc=6.52, chord=s38.4937e 6.47 13 Lt, r=34025.00, delta=000.0900, arc=89.04, chord=s69.0745w 89.04
04 Lt, r=75.00, delta=112.3559, arc=147.39, chord=s82.4107e 124.79 14 s66.4659w 50.61

05 s86.0147e 183.39 15 s75.3926w 12.7

06 s29.4422w 14.7 16 s71.3115w 53.79

07 s58.1039w 22.93
08 s29.4422w 32.12
09 s04.1835w 67.41
10 Lt, r=820.00, delta=002.1349, arc=31.92, chord=s76.5942w 31.92
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
STATE OF UTAH % <o
COUNTY OF UTAH =
ON THIS THE DAY OF , 20__, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,

HIGHLAND CITY ATTORNEY

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS DAY OF

WHO BEING DULY SWORN OR AFFIRMED, DID SAY THAT HE/SHE/THEY SIGNED THE OWNER'S
DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY AND FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.

NOTARY PUBLIC

HIGHLAND CITY ATTORNEY

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

[, JASON D. WILLES, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR AND THAT
| HOLD LICENSE NO. 376067 |IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22 OF THE
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS LICENSING ACT, UTAH CODE ANNOTATED, 1953
AS AMENDED, | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, A SURVEY WAS MADE
UNDER MY DIRECTION OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN AND DESCRIBED ON THIS SUBDIVISION
PLAT, | CERTIFY THAT SAID SURVEY WAS COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23-17,
UTAH CODE ANNOTATED, 1953 AS AMENDED, | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT | HAVE VERIFIED ALL
MEASUREMENTS AND THAT MONUMENTS HAVE BEEN PLACED AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT, | HEREBY
STATE THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, INFORMATION,
BELIEF AND IN MY PROFESSIONAL OPINION.

DRAFT REVIEW COPY

JASON D. WILLES, P.L.S.

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SR—74 (ALPINE HIGHWAY) AS
DEPICTED ON PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT "A", WHICH PLAT IS RECORDED AS MAP NO. 12097
AND ENTRY 17479:2007 AT THE OFFICE OF THE UTAH COUNTY RECORDER, WHICH POINT IS EAST
962.82 FEET AND SOUTH 1,556.52 FEET FROM THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 1,
TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY
21.73 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 15.00-FOOT RADIUS NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT,
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 83°00°09”, THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 49°58°22" EAST

19.88 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF PEBBLE LANE (9760
NORTH); THENCE SOUTH 88°31'34" EAST 120.16 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 02°25'40" EAST 146.44
FEET, THENCE SOUTH 32°15°02" EAST 93.32 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE;

THENCE EASTERLY 17.99 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 940.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT,
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 01°05'48”. THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 77°32°43" EAST
17.99 FEET; THENCE NORTH 76°59°49" EAST 62.65 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00°16°45" EAST 103.00
FEET; THENCE NORTH 02°42'46" WEST 97.95 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE;
THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY 6.52 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 15.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 24°53'28", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH
38°49'37" EAST 6.47 FEET, TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVATURE; THENCE EASTERLY 147.39 FEET

ALONG THE ARC OF A 75.00—-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
112°35'597, THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 82°41°07" EAST 124.79 FEET TO A POINT OF

NON—TANGENCY; THENCE SOUTH 86°01'47" EAST 183.39 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 29°44'22" WEST
14.70 FEET:; THENCE SOUTH 58°10°39” WEST 22.93 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 29°44'22” WEST 32.12
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 04°18'35” WEST 132.77 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 89°58'02” EAST 127.53 FEET

TO A POINT NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE WESTERLY 26.65 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A
735.50—-FO0T RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 02°04'33", THE

CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 86°27°40" WEST 26.65 FEET, TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENCY;
THENCE SOUTH 21°25°38” WEST 2.23 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE

WESTERLY 99.84 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 735.50-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT,
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 07°46'39", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 81°26'49" WEST

99.76 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 77°32°51" WEST 280.11 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 71°48'29" WEST 65.88
FEET; THENCE NORTH 1811'31" WEST 6.64 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE;

THENCE WESTERLY 241.70 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 790.50-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17°31'07°, THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH

86°41'35" WEST 240.76 FEET, TO A POINT OF REVERSE CURVATURE; THENCE WESTERLY 9.76

FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 32.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 17°28'16", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS SOUTH 86°43'13" WEST 9.72 FEET, TO A

POINT OF NON-TANGENCY; THENCE WEST 22.89 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09°00°00" EAST 42.52
FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°58'00" WEST 1.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 09°02'00" EAST 66.66 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 89°58°00" EAST 32.99 FEET TO A POINT OF NON-TANGENT CURVATURE; THENCE
NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF SR-74 (ALPINE HIGHWAY) 150.65 FEET

ALONG THE ARC OF A 2,518.00—-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE
OF 0325'41", THE CHORD OF WHICH BEARS NORTH 10°11'07" EAST 150.63 FEET; THENCE
NORTH 0828°17" EAST 67.89 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

DATE

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND CONTAINS
AREA, MORE OR LESS.

136,497 SQUARE FEET OR 3.133 ACRES IN

THE BASIS OF BEARINGS IS NORTH 00°20'30" WEST (N.A.D. 27) ALONG THE LINE BETWEEN THE

SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST SALT LAKE BASE AND
MERIDIAN AND THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION.

OWNER'S DEDICATION

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THE SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

HEREON, HAVE CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS, STREETS AND EASEMENTS AND
DO HEREBY DEDICATE THE STREETS AND OTHER PUBLIC AREAS AS INDICATED HEREON FOR
PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, WE HAVE HEREUNTO SET OUR HANDS THIS
DAY OF. ,20

HIGHLAND CITY MAYOR

PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS

DAY OF ,20

COUNTY RECORDER STAMP

PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIR

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

(5894779 F 2.606.50° RECORD) SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

(FOUND)
NOTES:
1. PARKSTRIP ALONG ALPINE HIGHWAY IS 30 FEET FROM THE EXISTING CURB AND IS TO HAVE NO BUILDINGS OR PERMANENT
STRUCTURES WITHIN THE EASEMENT. IT IS TO COMPLY WITH THE PARKWAY DETAIL AND THE REGULATIONS REQUIRED BY THE PARKWAY
DETAILS WHICH INCLUDES FENCE REQUIREMENTS AS ESTABLISHED BY THE PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT "A” DEVELOPMENT.
2. 70% OF THE FRONT YARD LANDSCAPING SHALL BE INSTALLED BY THE HOMEOWNER WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER RECEIVING A
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY.
3. LANDSCAPING AND CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS OF ANY TYPE ARE NOT PERMITTED UPON OR WITHIN THE STREET, CURB AND GUTTER,
OR SIDEWALK (STREET RIGHT—OF—-WAY) WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE PARKSTRIP WHICH REQUIRES 75% TO BE LANDSCAPED.

4. A FENCE THAT ABUTS OPEN SPACE OR A TRAIL HAS ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS OF SIZE AND OPACITY. FENCES ALONG OPEN SPACE
OR A TRAIL MUST COMPLY WITH HIGHLAND CITY ORDINANCES. ALL FENCES REQUIRE A FENCE PERMIT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. IN
ADDITION, RETAINING WALLS ARE REGULATED BY ORDINANCE AND REQUIRE A RETAINING WALL PERMIT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

5. HIGHLAND CITY ORDINANCES RESTRICT HEIGHT OF FOUNDATION ABOVE CURB. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE BUYER TO CONTACT
THE CITY PRIOR TO PURCHASING ANY LOT. THIS RESTRICTION APPLIES TO ALL LOTS IN THIS SUBDIVISION.

ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY

THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND ENGINEERING OF HIGHLAND CITY, COUTY OF UTAH,

APPROVES THIS SUBDIVISION AND HEREBY ACCEPTS THE DEDICATION OF
AND OTHER PARCELS OF LAND INTENDED FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES FOR

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF UTAH i .o
COUNTY OF UTAH =
ALL STREETS, EASEMENTS, ON THIS THE DAY OF  20___. PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,

THE PERPETUAL USE OF

WHO BEING DULY SWORN OR AFFIRMED, DID SAY THAT HE/SHE/THEY SIGNED THE OWNER'S
DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY AND FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.

THE PUBLIC THIS DAY OF ,20
APPROVED BY MAYOR
APPROVED ATTEST

NOTARY PUBLIC

CITY ENGINEER
(SEE SEAL BELOW)

CLERK—RECORDER
(SEE SEAL BELOW)

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT "B’

INCLUDING A VACATION OF LOTS 1, 2, & PART OF LOT 4
OF PEBBLE LANE ESTATES PLAT "A"

SITUATE IN THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

City of Highland, Utah County, Utah Scale 1"=30" Sheet1 of 1

SURVEYOR'S SEAL NOTARY PUBLIC SEAL CITY ENGINEEER SEAL | CLERK-RECORDER SEAL
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AGENDA

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
ITEM #5

Vaa A

HIGHLAND CITY

DATE: July 20, 2021
TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Stephannie Cottle, City Recorder
Erin Wells, Assistant City Administrator

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING/ACTION: Renewal of the Urban Deer Control Plan -
Maintenance Program Administrative

PURPOSE:

The City Council will hold a public hearing and consider the renewal of the Urban Deer
Control Plan - Maintenance Program for August 2021 through July 2024. The Council will
take appropriate action.

BACKGROUND:

Human encroachment into traditional wildlife habitat has created a problem with mule deer
within Highland City. Couple that with the ability of deer to adapt to their new area and to
multiply unchecked, problems like poor animal health, property damage, ecological damage,
and deer/vehicle accidents occur. Due to these concerns, the Highland City Council has
previously determined that a deer management tactic was needed.

In August of 2013, the Highland City Council approved a plan in conjunction with the
Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) for an Urban Deer Control Pilot Program. This
program was an archery program for the 2013-2014 hunting seasons. DWR has approved
the continuation of the program since that time. In recent years, a trap and euthanize
element has been added to the program in Highland. Due to the success of the pilot program
with Highland City, DWR has partnered with other cities on similar programs across the
state.

Brian Cook of Humphries Archery has been the Program Coordinator for the City since its
initiation 9 years ago. It is estimated that the city’s urban deer population has been reduced
from over 300 to around 150. Since the program started, specialists have harvested over 200
deer, most of which are donated to families in need. In total, specialists have given over 900
hours of service to the community.

This year, DWR is requiring a modification to the program. As the season progresses, the
harvesting locations will move away from the mountains. This will ensure the deer which
are harvested by our specialists are deer which live permanently in the city, not migratory



deer that typically live in the mountains and come down temporarily looking for food.

Brian Cook has recommended that the City continue with the maintenance program in
order to sustain the low number of animals in the City. He has agreed to continue to be the
Program Coordinator over the specialists and coordinate with DWR, City Staff, Lone Peak
Police Department, and those families in need of the donation of the meat.

Brian Cook along with the City’s DWR contact, Xaela Walden, will be present at the meeting
to answer any questions for the Council.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The total expense for the program last fiscal year was $6,650. This covers station equipment
including cover ground blinds, elevated stand, feeder, bait, cameras, and replacement
equipment. The expense also includes a per harvesting charge for euthanized deer. If
Council decides to continue with the program, staff anticipates a similar expense this fiscal
year. The expense has been incorporated into the FY22 budget.

RECOMMENDATION AND PROPOSED MOTION:
I move that City Council approve the continuation of the Urban Deer Control Plan —
Maintenance Program for August 2021 through July 2024.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Urban Deer Control Plan
2. Certificate of Registration (COR)
3. Harvesting Location Map



Urban Deer Control Plan

C.O.R#:

City: Highland City

City Contact Information:
Main Contact: Stephannie Cottle (801) 772-4505
Secondary Contact: Erin Wells (801) 772-4566

Address for Correspondence:

5400 W Civic Center Drive, Ste 1
Highland, UT 84003

Summary of Justification for Action:

The adaptability of mule deer to human encroachment is surprising to many residents of new subdivisions. Deer
not only accept their new human neighbors but have flourished in an environment never before believed possible.
Deer feeding in backyards, flower gardens, parks, and playgrounds and along suburban byways are now a fairly
common occurrence.

Deer often consume expensive ornamental plants, vegetable gardens, flowers and shrubs. Small trees are killed by
antler rubs made by bucks. Deer/vehicle accidents cause thousands of dollars of damage and raise the potential for
serious injury to drivers and passengers. It doesn’t take long for suburbanites to identify deer as “a problem.”

Estimated Population Size at Beginning of Action: 150

Population Objective after Action: 75

Management Actions

Persons Eligible to Perform Deer Removal Activities (List all People and Their Job
Descriptions and Contact Information):

Brian Cook — Program Director
Shea Haws — Archery Specialist
Kenton Gulley - Archery Specialist
Jarrod Bagley — Archery Specialist
Drake Cook - Archery Specialist

Please contact Program Manager Brian Cook directly at (801) 360-7806



Non-Lethal Methods (Including Hazing, Fencing Ordinances. Does not include Live Trapping
and Relocation):

Conditions and Restrictions of Baiting and Spotlighting:
Bow-hunters may use bait to facilitate safe and effective deer removal activities at their shooting locations. They

may use a flashlight while walking to and from their stand/area in low light to distinguish themselves from

intruders. The casting of a light across the landscape to detect deer is illegal. Highland City will authorize
spotlighting to facilitate carcass recovery efforts.

Locations and Time Periods of Deer Removal Activities:

Attached City Map - Highland City reserves the right to move trapping and shooting locations within the map
outlined based on the needs of their residents.

The entire program runs from August Ist through December 31st. More detail regarding timing of areas is outlined
on the attached map.

Lethal Methods of Take (Include conditions under which each may be employed):

Removals will be done using archery equipment and/or trapping and euthanasia. Permission will be obtained for all
removal locations from land owners.

Archery equipment will only be used up to 30 minutes before sunrise and starting at 30 minutes after sunset.



Tagging Requirements:

Upon being successful, the bow-hunter must notch the tag to indicate the sex, month and date of kill, detach the tag
from the permit and attach it to the carcass. The tag must remain attached to the carcass for processing. Bow-hunter
must inform the Program Director of the kill and complete the necessary spreadsheet for year-end reporting.

Carcass Removal and Disposal (Include protocol for how carcasses will be handled once deer
are euthanized. Address donating meat, how antlers will be returned to the Division of Wildlife

Resources, biological samples collected, etc.):

All evidence of the deer must be removed from the property. Field dress the deer at another permissible site.
Every effort will be made to ensure animals are not wasted. The hunter is allowed to keep the animal if desired.
Donations of venison are also encouraged. If the hunter does not desire to keep or donate the animal, then the
hunter will take the animal to a game processor as designated by Highland City.

If a buck is inadvertently harvested, the antlers will be given to the Program Director who will coordinate to get
them to DWR at the end of the season.

CWD Samples will be collected and submitted to the DWR.

Date of Public Meeting Considering this Plan:
July 20, 2021

Approval Signatures:

City Mayor

City Recorder



DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES CENTRAL REGION OFFICE. 1115 N Main St., Springville, UT 84663. (385) 368-1672

APPLICATION
for Certificate of Registration (COR)
FOR URBAN DEER CONTROL PLAN

(R657-65) Initial Application
FILL OUT COMPLETELY AND LEGIBLY

1. APPLICANT (name and complete address of city for | 2. COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR CITY

which COR is requested): REPRESENTATIVE:
Highland City

5400 W Civic Center Dr

Highland, UT 84003 Work Phone: (801) 772-4505

CITY REPRESENTATIVE:

Stephannie Cottle Email address: Scottle@highlandcity.org

TITLE:
City Recorder

3. PURPOSE: Design, create, and administer an urban deer control plan. City must meet the following eligibility
requirements to apply:

> Resident deer are collectively causing significant damage to private property or threatening public safety within
the city’s incorporated boundaries.

b City has passed an ordinance prohibiting the feeding of deer, elk, and moose.

=R City has general liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000 or more.

3 City will hold harmless and indemnify the Division against all claims or damages arising from its deer removal
activities.

4. URBAN DEER CONTROL PLAN WILL 5. DEER POPULATION:

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF

REMOVAL: Current population estimate: 150

& Lethal Target number for managed resident population;_79/year

O Non-lethal

6. REQUESTED BEGINNING AND ENDING DATES FOR COR:

The Division of Wildlife Resources maintains authority to set dates, number and sex of deer to be removed for all urban deer
management plans and will be directly involved with any non-lethal removal.

7. Submit application to: Email to xwalden@utah.gov
OR
by mail
Attention Xaela Walden
1115 N Main St., Springville, Ut. 84663

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | HAVE READ AND AM FAMILIAR WITH ADMINISTRATIVE RULE R657-65 AND THAT | ACCEPT ANY
AND ALL LIABILITY RESULTING FROM THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF REGISTRATION. | FURTHER CERTIFY THE
INFORMATION SUBMITTED IN THIS APPLICATION FOR A COR IS COMPLETE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF. | UNDERSTAND ANY FALSE STATEMENT HEREIN MAY RESULT IN THE APPLICATION BEING
DENIgD.

City Recorder
/Applicart signature Title

6/14/2021
Date




DWR Regional Recommendations
Urban Deer COR

City Requesting COR: Date:
Highland 6/29/2021
Control type authorized: 1 Lethal

[1 Non-Lethal

Total number of deer authorized to take:

75 per year

Season dates for authorized control methods:

| ethal: Refer to Map Boundaries and Comments

Non-Lethal:

Comments:

North of Timpanogos Hwy and West of 6000 W: 08/01-10/31. North of
10400 N and East of 5300 W to Timp Hwy and 6000 W: 08/01-11/20. South
of 10400 N and West of 5300 W: 08/01-12/07.

Rust bi Jun 29, 2021 13:44 MDT} 06/29/2021

Regional Wildlife Manager Date
on {Jun 30, 2021 10:00 MDT}

Regional Supervisor Date

n M. Shar n 30, 2021 13:03 MDT}

Wildlife Section Chief Date



Highland Removal Boundaries
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AGENDA

'. " CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
ITEM #6

HIGHLAND CITY

DATE: July 20, 2021
TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM: Kellie Smith
Planner/GIS Analyst

SUBJECT: ACTION: Review of Resolution 2021-16 - Designation of
Orphan Properties for Disposal. Administrative

PURPOSE:
The City Council will review, clarify, modify, and approve Resolution 2021-16 Designation
of Orphan Properties for Disposal. The Council will take appropriate action.

BACKGROUND:

On June 15th. the City Council passed Resolution 2021-16 Designation of Orphan
Properties for Disposal. Other requests for disposal were deferred for future consideration
or denied. As part of the decision, the Council requested to review the Resolution. Now
that the minutes have been completed this review can take place.

The purpose of this agenda item is to ensure that the Resolition accurately reflects the
Council’s action. The Council will need to review, clarify, modify, and approve the
Resolution.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. List of Approved Properties (with Conditions)
2. Resolution-2021-16 Adoption of the Designation of Disposable Properties
3. City Council Minutes — June 15, 2021



Name Address Subdivision | Size Sq Ft| Price Trail Utilities Council Review Conditions
Kristin & Paul 12672 N ANGELS |Beacon Hills 0 Nl Check to ensure that the Gourley's are not
Gourley GATE, PlatH interested in the property. Branden is apparently
interested in it.
Perry & Susan 12684 N ANGELS |Beacon Hills 871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail corridor from South
Christensen GATE PlatH to North
Branden & 5937 Chatham Beacon Hills 871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail corridor from South
Catherin Neish  |Circle PlatH to North
Rick & Miriam 5941 W NEW Beacon Hills 5,227 $14,326 Did not apply for purchase; Approved the sale of
Louder LONDON ST Plat H the trail corridor from South to North
Ken & Rosa 5946 W NEW Beacon Hills 1,307 $3,582 Did not apply for purchase; Approved the sale of
Raney LONDON ST Plat H the trail corridor from South to North
David & 5947 New London|Beacon Hills 4,792 $13,132 Approved the sale of the trail corridorfrom South
Stephanie Nibley [Street PlatH to North
Edward & 10667 N Canterbury 2,222 $6,089 The Lee's have already |Would have to contact Provo River and Jordan
Mayumi Lee Canterbury Dr North Plat F encroached on adjacent |Valley to see if they'd put any restrictions on
property. structures or landscaping on the parcel.
Scott & Jennifer |6579 W AVERY Canterbury 3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Blatter AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Note, the city
property to the east of the home is not for sale as
it is a future trail segement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Dion and Marcia |6591 W AVERY Canterbury 3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Nelson AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Summer Dunn 6605 W AVERY Canterbury 3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. No encroachment.
Already built a fence.
Brett & Claudia |6625 W AVERY Canterbury 3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Nixon AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Melissa 6637 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Stevenson AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Deanna Romriell [6638 W Canterbury 3,006 $8,238 Approved for sale between the wast lot line and
CANTERBURY DR |North Plat G sidewalk.
Theodore Siri 6649 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass and
possibly cement curbing in the facilities easement.
Brad & Sarah 6661 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Fillmore AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Richard & Dianna|6673 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Farr AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has

already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.

11:017:0151
HIGHLAND CITY

ATTACHMENT 1:

i _>_: f ¥
Jordan Valley Aqueduct
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1 District Facilities Easement
Highland City Parcel
1Jordan Valley Easement
1 PRWUA ROW




Four Corners 6685 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Real Estate LLC |AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement.
Bryan & Jenny  |6697 W AVERY Canterbury 2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Stinson AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement. Trail corridor to the east
needs to be preserved.
Dorian & 6709 W AVERY Canterbury 3,485 $9,551 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Kimberly Carroll |AVE North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Trail corridor to
the west needs to be preserved.
Blake Tingey 6749 W Canterbury 2,178 $5,969 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
CANTERBURY DR [North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Fence present.
David & Tarra 6765 W Canterbury 3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and
Anderson CANTERBURY DR |North Plat G the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the
facilities easement. Trail corridor to the east
needs to be preserved.
Zach Eastman 6134 Lausanne St [Chamberry 1,398 $3,833 Waterline in larger parcel to Subject to verification by staff
Fields Plat C the west of request
Allen & Ashlie 6337 W Bull River |Dry Creek 1,307 $3,582|Yes YES New home buyer wants to square his property
Anderson Rd Bench with existing landscaping but no closer than 5 ft to
trail
Michael Speer  ]11832 N 6260 W [Highland Hills 2,614 $7,163|Mostly no Approved Corner to corner
Plat B
Carl Olson 6228 APOLLO WY [Highland Hills 1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation
Plat C issues
Kelly & Kandyce 6242 APOLLO WY [Highland Hills 1,742 $4,775 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation
Coston Plat C issues
Eric & 6254 W APOLLO [Highland Hills 1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation
Somprattana wy Plat C issues
Clifford
Kent Savage 6264 W APOLLO |Highland Hills 1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation
wy Plat C issues
SS PROPS 10 LLC [6272 W APOLLO ([Highland Hills 2,178 $5,969 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation
wy Plat C issues
Kris & Jamie 11869 N Cyprus |Mercer Hollow 3,485 $9,551
Johnson Dr
Ron & Anita 40105 W PARK View Pointe 6,534 $17,908 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Wells CIR time period to purchase.
Amber & Jack 4031 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 3,485 $9,551 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Whelchel time period to purchase.
Rhett 4043 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 7,405 $20,295 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Crowninshield time period to purchase.
Nickolas & Erin  ]4055 W PARK CIR |View Pointe 6,098 $16,714 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Bayless time period to purchase.
James & Kerry  |4065 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 3,920 $10,745 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Bradshaw time period to purchase.
Gary & Ann 4077 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 2,178 $5,969 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Gardner time period to purchase.




SHLAND

Existing 8' Sewer line

easement on plat

Derek & Melissa |4087 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 1,742 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
Adams time period to purchase.
JT Resources 4099 W PARK CIR [View Pointe 5,663 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year
time period to purchase.
Preston & 4119 W VIEW View Pointe 1,307 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of
Charmayne POINTE DR the triangle.
Emily Rose 4131 W VIEW View Pointe 4,792 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of
POINTE DR the triangle.
Casey & Tamry [4141 W VIEW View Pointe 4,356 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of
Waldon POINTE DR the triangle.
Peter & Penney |4171 W PARK DR |View Pointe 5,227 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of
Kilger the triangle.
Andrew & 4181 W PARK DR [View Pointe 2,178 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of
Rebekah Clark the triangle.
Chris & Sandi 4194 Elk Cove Cir [View Pointe 1,742 No extra request ok but go due north
Howe
Roger Mickelsen 15498 W Windsor 10,454 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy
Kensington Cir Meadows have one year to purchase.
Larinda & Jeff 5498 W Windsor 7,841 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy
Harvey Kensington Cir Meadows have one year to purchase.
Brad & Kristie 5508 W Windsor 4,356 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy
Smith Kensington Cir Meadows have one year to purchase.
Carolyn Smith 5524 W Windsor 2,614 Yes Did not specifically request but council agreed to
Kensington Cir Meadows surplus and give owner a 1 year time period to
purchase.
Patricia Kouba |5538 W Windsor 1,742 Yes Did not specifically request but council agreed to
Kensington Cir Meadows surplus and give owner a 1 year time period to
purchase.
Lee & Rebeccah |5552 W Windsor 871 Yes Explore doing a property swap to get a 5 ft
Howard Kensington Cir Meadows separation from the trail.
Steve & Heidi 11339 N 5835 W 4,792 The city has a portion of a parcel on the NE side of
Rock this property that the council made eligible to
purchase. There were would need to be a sewer
line easement granted. This was staff/council
driven not adjacent owner driven.
Chris & Sandi 11366 N 6000 W 0 See property associated with : 5876 W 11350 N ST
Howden
Twin Peaks 5876 W 11350 N 5,227 This property owner has expressed interest in the
Property Holding ST city property to the west. This is the end of a trail
LLC corridor the remainder of which has been sold.
Chris Howden has expressed interest in it.
Additionally, the north end of the city property
would fit with Todd & Katherine Guymon's
property. All three owners should be approached
before selling this.
Todd & 5913 Quail Creek 0 See property associated with : 5876 W 11350 N ST
Katherine Lane

Guymon

el ARME R
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Need to record another 8'
Sewer line easement along
with purchase
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ATTACHMENT 2:

RESOLUTION NO: R-2021-16

A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE FOLLOWING PARCELS OF PUBLIC REAL
PROPERTY AS ORPHAN PARCELS THAT MAY BE DISPOSED OF

WHEREAS, the Highland City Council is authorized under State law, Highland City
Code 2.44.030, and Highland City resolutions and policies to designate real public property
as surplus orphan parcel property that is eligible to be sold, leased, conveyed, and/or
otherwise disposed of without the procedures required for significant parcels of real public

property;

WHEREAS, the Highland City Council has previously adopted a resolution and policy
regarding the designation of property as surplus orphan parcels and now desires to
designate certain property as surplus orphan parcels.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Highland City Council as follows:

1. The City Council hereby designates the following parcels of property, as shown in
Exhibit A, as orphan parcels that may be disposed of in accordance with Highland
City code, resolution, and policy.

PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED by the Highland City Council, June
15, 2021

HIGHLAND CITY, UTAH

///////%

Ro ney W. Mann
nghland City Mayor

ATTEST: COUNCILMEMBER YES NO

Stephannie Cottle Brittney P. Bills
Highland City Recorder Kurt Ostler
Kim Rodela

NNRRAEN
OoOooao

Scott L. Smith




Approved acreage and value: 1.31| $156,764
Total acreage and value: 5.53| $660,171
Name [1] Phone email Address [2] Subdivision |Size Sq Ft | Price Trail Council Review Sell Staff Notes
Perry & Susan 12684 N ANGELS |Beacon Hills 2,178 $5,969 " (0] Approved the sale of the trail easement
Christensen GATE Plat H from South to North but not the original
request.
Branden & Catherin 586-864-0239 [bneish@gmail.com 5937 Chatham Beacon Hills 13,504| $37,009 " (e} Approved the sale of the trail easement
Neish Circle Plat H from South to North but not the original
request.
David & Stephanie 801-735-8262 |dave@wemadeyouflin 5947 New Beacon Hills 14,810 $40,591 There is a trail easement along the (e} Approved the sale of the trail easement
Nibley ch.com London Street Plat H east side of the property in question. from South to North but not the original
We have sold the easement south of request.
these properties and could continue
sell the remainder. The balance of the
request in my view (Rod) should not
be sold. Can't let them take down any
trees/shrubbery.
Perry & Susan 12684 N ANGELS |Beacon Hills 871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail Y
Christensen GATE Plat H easement from South to North
Branden & Catherin 586-864-0239 [bneish@gmail.com 5937 Chatham Beacon Hills 871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail Y
Neish Circle Plat H easement from South to North
David & Stephanie 801-735-8262 |dave@wemadeyouflin 5947 New Beacon Hills 4,792 $13,132 Approved the sale of the trail Y
Nibley ch.com London Street Plat H easement from South to North
Rick & Miriam Louder 5941 W NEW Beacon Hills 5,227| $14,326 Approved the sale of the trail Y
LONDON ST Plat H easement from South to North
Ken & Rosa Raney 5946 W NEW Beacon Hills 1,307 $3,582 Approved the sale of the trail Y
LONDON ST Plat H easement from South to North
Scott Smith 303-717-8252 [Smithscott07@yahoo. [ 12283 Timberline |Beacon Hills 11,326| $31,040|No They have already encroached on city (e} The requested property is outside of
com Dr Plat | property. Rod - A maintenance the scrub oak; We'd just need to clarify
agreement would be a better option if that they can't touch any of the existing
we don't want to set a precedence. trees/shrubbery. They also would need
to agree with neighbors as to
boundaries.
Brady & Kristen Giles 12303 Timberline [Beacon Hills 13,068| $35,815 Rod - maintenance agreement would (e} The requested property is outside of
Dr Plat | be better option if we don't want to the scrub oak; We'd just need to clarify
set a precedence. that they can't touch any of the existing
trees/shrubbery
Grant Carlson 801-318-7791 |grantecarlson@yahoo 5843 W Beacon Hills 3,920 $10,745 Several neighbors need to agree on [0} The requested property is outside of
.com Wildflower Ln Plat | maintenance agreement might be the scrub oak; We'd just need to clarify

better option

that they can't touch any of the existing
trees/shrubbery. They also would need
to agree with neighbors as to
boundaries. Additionally, they have
already encroached on city property.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1plrzq92agonlj/12684%20N%20Angels%20Gate.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/s1plrzq92agonlj/12684%20N%20Angels%20Gate.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440008
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440008
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m33joa4r46qrfov/Nibley%20and%20Neish%20--%20Joint%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m33joa4r46qrfov/Nibley%20and%20Neish%20--%20Joint%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=357310003
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=357310003
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m33joa4r46qrfov/Nibley%20and%20Neish%20--%20Joint%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m33joa4r46qrfov/Nibley%20and%20Neish%20--%20Joint%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440010
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440010
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440008
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440008
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=357310003
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=357310003
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440010
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440010
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440011
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440011
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440012
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355440012
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3yn4q7ybwxtim5z/12283%20Timberline%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850047
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850047
https://www.dropbox.com/s/sh1skdt9qcss8p5/12303%20Timberline%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850046
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850046
https://www.dropbox.com/s/kwffzo1vuyrwuzl/5843%20W%20Wildflower%20Ln.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850044
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850044

Approved acreage and value: 1.31| $156,764
Total acreage and value: 5.53| $660,171
Name [1] Phone email Address [2] Subdivision |Size Sq Ft | Price Trail Council Review Sell Staff Notes
Chason Hawkins 5886 W Timber |Beacon Hills 3,485 $9,551 All or nothing to the west. On the (0] Borders Blue Bison; city border.
Ridge Ln Plat | west end there is a property where
there is signficant encroachment.
Kyle Poll 435.313.4797 |kylepoll@gmail.com |12458 N Angels [Beacon Hills 610 $1,671 Conservation easement.. No? Rod - (e} Cannot remove any trees/shrubs
Gate PlatJ Sets a precedence. Go slow.
Maintenance agreement? If the other
side of the trail sells then we end up
with a narrow corridor.
Edward & Mayumi Lee 385-368-3943 10667 N Canterbury 2,222 $6,089 The Lee's have already encroached on Y Would have to contact Provo River and
801-770-4177 Canterbury Dr North Plat F adjacent property. Jordan Valley to see if they'd put any
restrictions on structures or landscaping
on the parcel.
Milton & Violet Brown 12010 N Chamberry 3,049 $8,357| Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
Grenoble St Fields trail)
Robert & Jennifer Scott robertscott@martind |12024 N Chamberry 3,049 $8,357| Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
oor.com and Grenoble St Fields trail)
jenniferscott@alpined
istrict.org
Christopher & Amy cbcottle@gmail.com |12034 N Chamberry 3,049 $8,357| Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
Cottle and aacottle@gmail. |Grenoble St Fields trail)
com
Lance & Kimberlee Greer lancegreerpls@gmail. 12048 N Chamberry 3,049 $8,357| Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
com and kim. Grenoble St Fields trail)
greer22@gmail.com
Spencer & Laura Harris harris2dstudio@gmail {12062 N Chamberry 3,049 $8,357| Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
.com and Grenoble St Fields trail)
lauraannharris@gmail
.com
Ammon & Jillian Hale amhale@gmail.com |12074 N Chamberry 4,792 $13,132(Yes (future N Read the emails; | told them a few
and Grenoble St Fields trail) times that this is not for sale and so did
jillianbhale@gmail. JoAnn and Jeff from Public Works. They
ccom insisted we still have the Council review
the request.
Trevor & Sarah Sorensen trevdonl@gmail.com 6046 W Lausanne |Chamberry 1,742 $4,775 | Yes (future N High pressure water line, future trail.
and St Fields trail)
sarahbear626@yahoo
.com
Zach Eastman 801-400-3245 |zach@ready2fund. 6134 Lausanne St [Chamberry 1,398 $3,833 Y Subject to verification by staff
com Fields Plat C
Allen & Ashlie Anderson [801-918-8891 |allen@a2networks. 6337 W Bull River [ Dry Creek 1,307 $3,582 | Yes YES Y New home buyer wants to square his
com Rd Bench property with existing landscaping but

no closer than 5 ft to trail



https://www.dropbox.com/s/2r9am9dsbl5fjh6/5886%20W%20Timber%20Ridge%20Ln.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850023
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=354850023
https://www.dropbox.com/s/n5dw87wcotz3119/12458%20N%20Angels%20Gate.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355430003
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=355430003
https://www.dropbox.com/s/wva4umwhc6m7pm5/10667%20N%20Canterbury%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=369780150
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=369780150
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220117
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220117
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220116
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220116
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220115
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651220115
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760201
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760201
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760202
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760202
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760203
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760203
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3uvq35z7z9dxl8j/12074%20N%206050%20W%20Presentation.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760239
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760239
https://www.dropbox.com/s/aal2puudby2vda5/6134%20Lausanne%20St.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=651760240
https://www.dropbox.com/s/dlwn159np0byci4/6337%20W%20Bull%20River%20Rd.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=371510003
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=371510003

Approved acreage and value: 1.31| $156,764
Total acreage and value: 5.53| $660,171
Name [1] Phone email Address [2] Subdivision |Size Sq Ft | Price Trail Council Review Sell Staff Notes
John Bursell 801-349-7204 |burselljohn@gmail. 6189 Sunrise Dr  [Highland 1,742 $4,775 If there is an issue with the city N Nathan prefers no; where would it end?
com Heights Plat damaging his wall and negative runoff
A it should be looked into - Rod
Calab & Meagan 303-808-7347 [krsmommy@gmail. 11885 N Athena [Highland 2,614 $7,163|Yes need for drainage (e}
Skidmore com Dr Hills Plat A
Michael Speer 11832 N 6260 W [Highland 2,614 $7,163|Mostly no |YES. Rod: Would check to see if Y Corner to corner
Hills Plat B neighbor is interested in property.
Would change the south east
boundary to go from corner to corner
rather than protrude into common
area or simply cut straight across to
match the border of the eastern
neighbor.
Vance & Bonnie 801-440-9031 |office@jordanlanding (11839 N 6260 W |Highland 3,049 $8,357|No NO N Part of the parkway detail along the
Peterson endo.com Hills Plat B neighborhood.
Jonathan Myres jm@tpadvisors.com 11914 Apollo Highland 2,178 $5,969 | Yes NO (e} Nathan said it was too steep there; ask
Way Hills Plat C him for more details on why the original
disposal south of the property stopped
there.
Cameron & Audrey 11949 APOLLO Highland 2,178 $5,969 (6]
Smart wy Hills Plat C
Carl Olson 6228 APOLLO WY |Highland 1,307 $3,582 Y
Hills Plat C
Kelly & Kandyce Coston 6242 APOLLO WY [Highland 1,742 $4,775 Y
Hills Plat C
Eric & Somprattana 6254 W APOLLO |[Highland 1,307 $3,582 Y
Clifford WY Hills Plat C
Kent Savage 6264 W APOLLO [Highland 1,307 $3,582 Y
wy Hills Plat C
SS PROPS 10 LLC 6272 W APOLLO [Highland 2,178 $5,969 Y
wy Hills Plat C
Kris & Jamie Johnson 11869 N Cyprus |[Mercer 3,485 $9,551 NO; conservation easement? Rod - Y
Dr Hollow would not sell any property that has
trees. There is a smaller triangle that
could possibly work (0.02 acres)
Ryan & Trianna Tucker 801-545-8706 11939 N Cyprus |Mercer 3,920 $10,745 Until the parkstrip update is (e} Request is outside of drainage channel.
Dr Hollow completed | would make a decision on Waiting on response from Rocky

this.

Mountain Power if they would allow
structures below the power lines;
follow up with JoAnn.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/l60p6yc2rv7y6mz/6189%20Sunrise%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415270042%5C
https://www.dropbox.com/s/th92xzsp9vgd11u/11885%20N%20Athena%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/th92xzsp9vgd11u/11885%20N%20Athena%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=414990015
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=414990015
https://www.dropbox.com/s/2uevjtkc0xqh88p/11832%20N%206260%20W.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000055
https://www.dropbox.com/s/hb7tm8rgeuydv7d/11839%20N%206260%20W.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/hb7tm8rgeuydv7d/11839%20N%206260%20W.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000051
https://www.dropbox.com/s/kseah1uz0dbxs3f/11914%20Apollo%20Way.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415860085
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415860085
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415860080
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415860080
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000046
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000047
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000048
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000048
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000049
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000049
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9hswu2nfp5n593i/Apollo%20Way%20Proposal.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000050
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000050
https://www.dropbox.com/s/cu6d8m6go2wj681/11869%20N%20Cyprus%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=466460011
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=466460011
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9jzkq6fsluhbrxe/11939%20N%20Cyprus%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=466460015
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=466460015

Approved acreage and value: 1.31| $156,764
Total acreage and value: 5.53| $660,171
Name [1] Phone email Address [2] Subdivision |Size Sq Ft | Price Trail Council Review Sell Staff Notes
Arnim Way 10075 N 6300 W |Mountain 9,148 $25,071|Yes To big a lift for this year. It is an (0]
View Acres interesting proposal but what about
the other neighbors and the
conservation easement.

Duanne & Shannon 801-369-3706 [shumwash@gmail. 5587 W 10030 N |Pebblewood 8,712| $23,877 Tough call but no. We need to do a N

Shumway 801-623-9463 |com Plat B better job of code enforcement. There
is a boundary gap on the county site
between the city's property and the
property to the north. Should fix this.

Steve Scharmann ssskb33@msn.com 11221 N View Pointe 1,742 $4,775 | Yes NO N We should look at posting watering

Shoreline Dr schedules for all open space area that
are adjacent to homes.

David & Karen Krueger dvdkrueger@gmail. 11241 N Park Dr [View Pointe 7,984 $21,882 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request

com needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.

Travis & Angelle 11253 N Park Dr [View Pointe 2,592 $7,104 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request

Huntsman needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.

Marci & Michael Hase 11263 N Park Dr [View Pointe 829 $2,272 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.

Gregory & Hyeyoung 11277 N Park Dr [View Pointe 734 $2,012 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request

Thompson needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.

Jerry Brown 11289 N Park Dr [View Pointe 1,557 $4,267 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.

Jeremy Cordon jeremy@goldback. 4022 Shoreline | View Pointe 9,148| $25,071|Yes Crosses a trail. Already some (e} Not on both sides of the trail. Could

com Dr encroachment. New owner. Possibly look at south of the trail.
within 5 ft of trail but would be all or
nothing with owners to the west.

Michael Miller 4193 W Park Dr | View Pointe 2,888 $7,915 10 lots involved; The property may be N Not on both sides of the trail. Could
needed for a future road that could look at south of the trail.
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/409jvvqnqv2e4pm/10075%20N%206300%20W.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=461080014
https://www.dropbox.com/s/hnochgegdmp2828/5587%20W%2010030%20N.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/hnochgegdmp2828/5587%20W%2010030%20N.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=490850048
https://www.dropbox.com/s/0kdk155n65p85u9/11221%20N%20Shoreline%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541960204
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541960204
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980406
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980407
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980408
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980409
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980410
https://www.dropbox.com/s/v8qwcyqc29nfuo3/4022%20Shoreline%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541960218
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541960218
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980402

Approved acreage and value: 1.31| $156,764
Total acreage and value: 5.53| $660,171
Name [1] Phone email Address [2] Subdivision |Size Sq Ft | Price Trail Council Review Sell Staff Notes
Chris & Sandi Howe 801-691-6096 |sumikohowe@gmail. [4194 Elk Cove Cir |View Pointe 1,742 $4,775|No Property owner appears to have Y extra request ok but go due north
801-691-6097 [com encrouched on city property on the
remainer of their back and side yard.
An additional 0.02 acres. Need to
resolve this as well.
Jon & Amy Peachey 4205 W Park Dr | View Pointe 2,658 $7,285 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.
Christian & Anne Andrew 4217 W Park Dr | View Pointe 5,551| $15,214 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.
Melonie Thompson 4227 W Park Dr | View Pointe 13,027| $35,703 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.
Ginger Ford 4237 W Park Dr | View Pointe 18,925 $51,868 10 lots involved; The property may be N Late request
needed for a future road that could
run between the gravel pit and View
Pointe.
Roger Mickelsen 5498 W Windsor 10,454| $28,652|Yes Y two property owners that don't intend
Kensington Cir Meadows to buy have one year to purchase.
Larinda & Jeff Harvey 801-687-4935 [hadaboo9@yahoo. 5498 W Windsor 7,841 $21,489|Yes Y two property owners that don't intend
801-310-7448 [com Kensington Cir Meadows to buy have one year to purchase.
Brad & Kristie Smith 801-615-1564 |brad@franchisesmith. 5508 W Windsor 4,356 $11,938(Yes Y two property owners that don't intend
801-362-1442 [com Kensington Cir Meadows to buy have one year to purchase.
kristiebrad@hotmail.
com
Lee & Rebeccah Howard |801-310-8560 (leehoward@gmail. 5552 W Windsor 871 $2,388|Yes Y Explore doing a property swap to get a
com Kensington Cir Meadows 5 ft seperation from the trail.
Any Thomas 435-764-5173 |athomas1000@gmail. | 9873 Coventry Ct | Windsor Yes Maintenance agreement? [0} Decision will be made when Windsor is
com Meadows reviewed by the council.



https://www.dropbox.com/s/ubp7th0wnt2bmao/4194%20Elk%20Cove%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/ubp7th0wnt2bmao/4194%20Elk%20Cove%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980414
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980403
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980404
https://www.dropbox.com/s/60gfuewixm4dos4/11241%20N%20Park%20Dr.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541980405
https://www.dropbox.com/s/9dxwevrmzs72j74/5488%20W%20Kensington%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960038
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960038
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
https://www.dropbox.com/s/hfhv6snqqkhoa1a/5498%20W%20Kensington%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960037
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960037
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
https://www.dropbox.com/s/kt2y7lhwl09y1k4/5508%20W%20Kensington%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960036
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960036
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
https://www.dropbox.com/s/i44ckcv1dmwdlkp/5552%20W%20Kensington%20Cir.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960033
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960033
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
https://www.dropbox.com/s/74iq0eo930c75y7/9873%20Coventry%20Ct.pdf?dl=0
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=555100206
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691
http://bmiweb.utahcounty.gov/BmiWeb/?database=Mapfilings&page=Document&MAP_NO=8691

[1] Click on link to see request documentation.

[2] Click on link to go to Utah County Parcel Map



ATTACHMENT 3:

HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

Regarding Open Space Disposal
Tuesday, June 15, 2021
Waiting Formal Approval

5:30 PM WORK SESSION - OPEN SPACE

Mayor Rod Mann called the meeting to order as a work session at 5:38 p.m. The meeting agenda was posted on
the Utah State Public Meeting Website at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

Mayor referred to Aesop’s tale “The Miller, his Son, and the Donkey. He explained that the moral of the story
was that when trying to please everyone, you please no one.

Mayor Mann explained that he would consider the questions that had been formulated as they would help to get
to better answers. He added that any questions deemed important should be marked with A, otherwise they could
be marked with B or C in order of interest.

Questions:

1.

w N

What is the purpose of the Highland City Council?

. How does our purpose as a Council guide what we should do with open space?

Do we see the current open space situation as a problem? If yes, what is the problem? If yes, is it a
problem the City Council should attempt to solve?

How do you balance competing interests? For example, if a sale would benefit one family a lot, but would
minorly bother ten other families, is that OK?

How do we balance the individual interests vs. community interests?

Is there any real harm to other residents when property is sold? Or is it perceived harm?

Why would we want to sell any property?

How would selling property benefit the city generally?

How would selling property benefit neighborhoods?

. How would selling property impact individual homes?

. Why would we NOT sell the property?

. What impact does not selling have on neighborhoods, residents, and the city?

. Are we selling something more than square footage for people? For example, are we selling a way of

life? Privacy?

. Should we begin from a default position of yes or a default of no?

. Will the sale harm anyone in any real meaningful way?

. Why do people choose to live in open space neighborhoods? What is it they think they are getting?

. Will residents actually lose anything if open space in their neighborhood is sold?

. What are resident’s expectations of living in open space?

. What do residents understand about open space? How can we help them better understand the problem

at large?

. What do residents think their $20 open space is for, and will selling open space affect attitudes towards

this $20?

. What regrets could we have if we sell property?



Mayor Mann shared a story. He explained that there was a piece of property that the Council had not sold. In
the next few weeks, the property would be used to help alleviate another issue. He mentioned that if the Council
had sold this property, it would have been much more difficult to buy it back later, especially if it had been fenced.

22.1s what we are selling any value to anyone besides the property owner? For example, lowering
maintenance costs for the city.

23. In its current state, does the land benefit anyone other than the adjacent homeowner?

24. What is the real harm of selling property?

25. Would it actually change home values of the home purchasing the property?

26. Would it have any real tangible impact on other homeowners?

27. What land do people recognize as belonging to the city? Does how this land is used currently make it
seem like it already belongs to the homeowner?

28. What about “fair?”

29. What about encroachment?

30. Are there different degrees of encroachment?

31. What about maintenance agreements?

32. How much do we worry about precedence for future councils?

33. What would be the unintended consequences of selling? Or not selling?

34. What liability issues are we currently facing, and what would liability look like after a sale?

35. What are we comfortable asking residents to do? For example, do we feel comfortable requiring
maintenance agreements if some residents don’t want to purchase?

36. What are we legally allowed to ask them to do?

37. Are we actually still creating issues between neighbors?

38. What if we sold off all the open space?

39. Why now?

40. What promises were actually made regarding open space neighborhoods, and what is urban legend?

41. Water, water, water.

42. I’ve heard comments that some requests are “land grabs.” If that is true, what is problematic about it?

43. Does selling this create a narrow trail corridor?

44. How to adjudicate the sale of property when it is adjacent to more than one other property?

Mayor Mann stated that before starting the 30-day period, the Council had agreed on specific areas that they
believed would be good to sell. He explained that Staff had presented 116 slides showing all the properties the
City owned.

Mayor Mann described a slide with a cul-de-sac North of SR92. He stated that there was a sewer in there and
that the Council would be comfortable if the landowner would like to buy. It was stated that the property belonged
to Steve Brock and was a trail easement that had become redundant. Mayor Mann stated that along the area, there
were other entities that had easements such as Jordan Valley which had a district facility easement and Provo
River as well as any other facility that needed it at the County level. Council Member Bills stated that a survey
should be done to see exactly where the City had its easement, and only sell up to that easement. Council Member
Ostler explained that another connection was coming through the North, therefore the easement was not sellable.
Mayor Mann stated that if there was an existing trail, the Council would not sell.

It was stated that #35 was another portion along the road. Council Member Ostler stated that there were other
buildings on the west end. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson mentioned that this was inside the easement.
Council would stay outside the easement when selling. Mayor Mann clarified that most of requestees were outside
what was already approved. He stated that he believed Council Member Ostler was talking about the Southeast
side by the trail easements as well. He added that property # 108 and the bottom property were on sale.



#108: Council Member Smith stated that there been requests for this parcel. that there was the potential for a
road to be developed off the hill on the Westside of Viewpoint and function as collector road. He stated that this
would be a benefit to the neighborhood and added that the Council did not know how much of that property we
would be needed for the road. Currently, the road was a dead end and there would be property developed: as a
result, it would be beneficial to have a second exit for Viewpoint. Council Member Ostler explained that there
was an emergency access road. Mayor Mann stated that one of those roads was steep and challenging for a regular
car. He added that he did not want to sell this parcel and then have to come back.

Council Member Bills stated to the house that had had an open house and was located on the corner of the area
discussed. She explained that she did not think the owners had submitted a formal request because when they
saw this in the document, they had assumed they had been included. She added that they wanted to purchase.
Mayor Mann explained that for areas approved by the Council would not require a request. Council Member
Bills explained that the parcel had to be contiguous east to west and also west to east. Mayor Mann stated that
this was the interpretation but that, more importantly, it was the interpretation of the Council that mattered. This
was a legislative matter and thus entirely discretionary. Council Member Bills stated that she only wanted to let
the Council know that the property owners had not submitted a request.

Mayor Mann explained that during the work meeting, the Council had talked about contiguity. Council Member
Bills stated that she knew what the property owners’ understanding was, even though they had not submitted a
formal request. Looking at properties that went over the hill, Council Member Ostler mentioned that they were
supposed to come from the east going west in order to avoid a gap. Council Member Bills explained that it was
challenging to have this discussion without talking in some way about maintenance agreements and
encroachments. She added that there was a lot of room with no chance that anyone would use the space except
those homeowners. She mentioned that she understood the idea of contiguity but argued that this particular parcel
did not make any sense for the City to own.

Council Member Ostler explained that there were 7-8 homes in the area. He asked whether when it came to the
homes coming from the East, it was the first 4 which had applied to buy. He was told this was the case. This left
3 homes without applications, one being the home on the end. He stated that each parcel was unique and explained
that if the Council sold 4, skipped 3, and sold another, there was no reason for the other 3 to buy.

Council Member Rodela explained that these owners might not want to buy but added that property value would
increase. Council Member Ostler explained that he believed there would be an incentive and stated that the area
was not accessible to any other homeowners. Council Member Smith asked whether the City could enter into a
maintenance agreement. Council Member Bills explained that the mowing took place biannually.

Council Member Ostler reminded the Council that some residents had complained because when the City mowed,
they kicked up rocks. Council Member Bills explained that if 4 owners bought while 3 did not, there could be a
discussion to not offer a maintenance agreement to those who did not wish to purchase. Mayor Mann stated that
the policy was that maintenance agreement were only available for the properties the City would not dispose of.
Council Member Bills stated that the Council should sell the 4 properties, and the next 3 would see their properties
taken which would cause individuals on the other end to not be able to purchase either. Council Member Ostler
stated that the 3 properties encroaching City property had the option to buy: if they refused to purchase, however,
they could not encroach on City property.

Council Member Bills stated that some owners already had encroached and asked whether their improvements
would be taken out. She was told that they would. Council Member Ostler stated that there were 220 properties
that had encroached and stated that not all would be sellable. He added that the 4 properties should be sold and



added that the remaining 3 did not have to buy. If they did not buy, they could not enter a maintenance agreement.
He asked whether, in the event that the property did sell, it would go with the property or the owner.

Tim Ball arrived at 6:05 pm.
Council Member Smith asked whether the owners were adamant they would not buy and why they chose not to.

Council Member Bills said that one encroaching property owner was merely amused by the situation; the next
would be forced to move the swing set they had added. The last was an elderly couple who would not buy because
they did not want to spend the money.

City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane explained that maintenance agreements ran
with the land.

Council Member Ostler explained that if an owner did not want to purchase, they should not be forced. But with
that they should also not encroach. At the moment, these owners were getting the benefit of encroaching and the
encroachment did add value.

Council Member Smith stated that if the 7 parcels were surplused, the 3 homes that did not buy but encroached
would need to have the encroachment rules enforced. He added that the City would not maintain the property
either.

Council Member Ostler suggested that 4 parcels be sold, not 3. He added that if owners had encroached, they
had to move back or buy. City employees maintained these properties sometimes not knowing which properties
the City owned. He added that the City should stop maintaining any of the aforementioned properties.

Council Member Bills asked whether residents who were maintaining the properties would be asked to stop.

Council Member Ostler explained that they could not encroach or take water: they did not have the right to irrigate
the area encroached.

Council Member Bills asked what would happen if a resident could not afford to purchase as opposed to one
refusing to purchase. She stated that there was value in purchasing vs not purchasing. Mayor Mann asked whether
Council Member Bills was suggesting that if residents had encroached, they not be asked to tear the grass away.
Council Member Bills stated she would have a difficult time asking residents to tear away the grass they had
plated. This was an issue of ownership vs maintenance agreement.

Mayor Mann explained that these residents were watering grass at the City’s expense. He added that this would
amount to letting residents continue to water with the City’s water and enjoy that property even though they had
no maintenance agreement and had not purchased the land.

Council Member Rodela emphasized that a maintenance agreement could be crafted. She stated that it would be
hard to tell residents to tear out the grass and have weeds. She further added that sometimes people could not
afford the purchase. Mayor Mann stated that these residents had been able to afford landscaping. Council Member
Ostler explained that it was the residents’ action that had caused their grass to go past the boundary line. He
stated that some residents might have a fixed income, which would be why they chose not to buy.

Council Member Smith explained that he had been restoring his parents’ home in Pleasant Grove. He added that
he had some neighbors who had wanted to move the fence so they could store their trailer. He explained that he
had chosen not to sell as he wanted to keep the area contiguous and had subsequently decided to fence the area.



He stated that property owners encroaching into a conservation area was inappropriate and that if they wished to
use an area as private property, they needed to pay for it. Council Member Ostler asked whether those with
financial concerns could be given time to plan for the purchase, time during which they would not be asked to
move anything. He suggested giving them a year.

Council Member Bills stated that the Council knew the first 4 homeowners want to purchase. She asked whether
it would be possible to put the other parcels aside and have another work session in October to have the
conversation about encroachment and maintenance agreements. Council Member Rodela stated this was a good
idea as she had not had enough time to go check all the properties listed and making a yes or no decision. Council
Member Smith stated that there were 4 properties that were a yes. Mayor Mann stated that he believed it would
be acceptable to give the residents who were uncertain a year to decide to buy or quit watering area that had been
encroached upon. Council Member Bills asked about the way the encroachments would be monitored. Mayor
Mann stated that the City knew where there were encroachments. Mayor Mann asked whether all the properties
should be surplused, that the solution would be put everything in the surplus and give residents some time. He
stated that the policy stipulated that the first 4 properties could be bought. He added that the discussion about the
remaining 3 contiguous parcels should be put on hold.

Council Member Smith asked why the Council should not let the last 2 buy the parcels. Council Member Ostler
stated that the first four were of no concern but added that there would be a gap of 2 or 3. He added that all the
parcels should be put in surplus while giving residents notice that if they did not purchase, they would no longer
be able to maintain the encroachment. If they had encroached, they would have a year to either buy or take out
encroaching landscaping. Because City employees could not easily access those properties, they would not
maintain the parcels.

Council Member Smith stated that it would be good to surplus the whole area. Council Member Ball stated that
he liked the idea of giving residents a year. After the year was over, the contiguous neighbors should be provided
with the opportunity to purchase those remaining properties. Mayor Mann stated that he felt this was fair.

Council Member Bills explained that the Council needed to decide as to whether they wanted to surplus all the
parcels or just the first four and added that as long as they were on the topic of Viewpoint, they needed to hold
off on the parcels which had the possibility of a road. She further stated that there were 3 others requests in
Viewpoint, including one in the middle of the neighborhood.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the Council agreed about selling to all the neighbors who wanted to buy.
Council Member Smith stated that this was the case and that the area could be surplused. Council Member Ostler
stated that the area could be surplused up to the trail. Council Member Bills mentioned that there were 10
properties which were required to be held as the Council was waiting on a road. She also pointed to a parcel in
the middle of the neighborhood which she did not believe the City could sell. It was located by the basketball
court corner. Finally, there was one parcel in the corner. She stated that this had been a late request and that
residents had already encroached and would like to go up to the trail and beyond. She mentioned that she felt this
was a no as the City could not sell parcels which would have a trail in their backyard. Council Member Ostler
explained, in jest, that that there was a parcel for which he wished to provide preferential treatment as they had a
BYU basketball court. Council Member Bills stated that she agreed with that one as long as it did not go past the
row of trees into the area used as a neighborhood park.

Council Member Bills explained that in past policy, the City had paid for half of surveying costs. She suggested
that the surveyor be given a total list of homes and to then divide the cost between all the property owners so that
the total cost of the surveyor was covered. Council Member Ostler and Council Member Bills agreed.



Mayor Mann pointed to the Per & Susan Anderson property and mentioned that the 3 neighbors had determined
how they would like to buy the property. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that the drainages were
recognized by Army Corp but added that they did not have jurisdiction because they were not perennial streams,
merely a major drainage. Council Member Ostler asked whether this was a conservation easement. Ms. Bronson
stated that it was not and added that this Highland City parcel was not part of the subdivision plat and was not
designated as conservation, it was part of natural drainage.

Mayor Mann stated that to be consistent, the City could sell the trail easements though he stated that it might not
happen, as the City had already sold off property further South. He added that it was possible to go South as long
as homeowners bought up to the North of the road on the way up.

Council Member Ostler stated that Braden Nish wanted to buy the property inside the area mentioned. Mayor
Mann explained that the City could say the property for sale was the trail corridor if purchased contiguously from
South to North. He stated that this was similar to the discussion regarding Viewpoint where there was surplus
behind 8 homes.

Council Member Ostler stated that the City ought to be careful with these properties as they did not want to leave
a gap. Council Member Smith asked whether there was drainage in the square and reminded the Council that
Braden Nish was interested: Mr. Nish had been told it was City owned and part of the drainage. Mayor Mann
stated that the City needed to protect the trees as it helped keep the soil together.

Council Member Smith stated that the City did not want to take the trees out. Council Member Ostler stated he
approved of the trail corridor. Mayor Mann mentioned that this last parcel could be excluded while others along
the trail corridor could be sold. Council Member Bills asked for clarifications regarding the Nish home. It was
stated that it was a vacant property and that the property owner owned the adjacent home. Mayor Mann stated
that for that home and the one next to it, the City had already sold the trail easement. Council Member Smith
stated that the City had sold this portion but had not continued it. He asked why the little peninsula was not being
sold: was it because of the drainage and trees? Mayor Mann explained that if the City started carving out parts
of what they owned, there would not be a natural stopping point and the City would be cutting corners.

Council Member Ostler asked why the City would sell to one homeowner and not another. Council Member
Smith asked whether anything was done for maintenance on these parcels. Council Member Ostler asked about
the bike trails leading up to the Hog Hollow area. Mayor Mann explained that this was a more complicated
question and added that the Council might figure out an option and allow a sale but added that he would prefer to
have this done thoughtfully with some understanding of the reasoning. Council Member Bills stated that she felt
good about just doing parcels around trail corridor and addressing the rest later. Council Member Rodela stated
that she was okay with the trail corridor and believed the Council should look at each property later when these
parcels were to be looked at division by division.

Scott Smith’s property (not the Council Member): 12283 Timberline Dr.

Council Member Ostler stated that the property owners had not grassed over because they had gone to the City
and asked for a maintenance agreement. It had been denied, and the residents had then been given a fire hazard
notice by the Fire Department. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this was an open space and
drainage area.

Council Member Ostler stated that there were trails which, had they not been encroached upon, might have been
used for mountain biking. Council Member Smith stated that residents could buy up to 5 feet to the trail. Council
Member Rodela stated that bikers could not ride their bikes on those trails as there was just sage brush. Council
Member Ostler stated that the City did not want to get too close to the trees. Council Member Smith stated that
residents were in trouble whether they maintained or did not maintain and added that the City should let them



buy. Council Member Rodela asked what would happen to the neighbors who had encroached if Brady bought
the parcel.

Council Member Ostler stated that the City should let all neighbors work out issues amongst themselves. Council
Member Rodela explained that maybe this parcel could not be decided at the moment. Council Member Ostler
explained that there were issues with where exactly the property lines were.

Council Member Bills stated that the Council should come back to this later. She added that it opened the question
of what to do if a homeowner thought they owned something when they did not.

City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane reminded the Council that there were water
issues: adding a lot of square footage added demand on the water system. He added this was one of the reasons
for not adding these parcels to Staff recommendations. When metering was brought up, he answered that
regardless of metering, water that was not originally intended for watering grass would still be required. Council
Member Bills asked whether it would make sense to charge for maintenance agreement. Council Member Ostler
explained that this would mean making residents bring water shares into the City. Council Member Rodela asked
whether these particular areas had water issues. City Administrator Crane explained that this was one of the
City’s worst areas. Council Member Ostler explained that this was the most expensive area with the most
expensive irrigable water being pumped. City Administrator Crane explained that the cost was both that of the
water but also the delivery of water. People were using too much water this area.

Council Member Ostler stated that when the City had sold "4 acre, there had not been requests for more water
shares, but added that the Council could discuss that that if a residents bought a percentage of property: they could
be asked to bring more water shares. Mayor Mann stated that typically, in a subdivision, the water was brought
as a gross not a share. He added that the delivery system was also important: a pipe like the one currently used
would not suffice and there would be a need for a bigger pipe. City Administrator Crane reminded the Council
that Tavis had done a presentation about selling all this turf and the impact on the PI system. Council Member
Smith asked about the options available. He stated that the City did not want to sell because of water, fire hazard,
and stated that if encroached neighbors stopped watering, then fire hazard would increase. that he could see both
neighbors and the City’s concerns and stated that this was a catch 22. He mentioned that the City could provide
appropriate breaks. City Administrator Crane stated this could come in the form of watering adjacent to the
property line. Council Member Rodela stated that she wished to defer. Council Member Smith mentioned that
there should be another work session by the Fall.

12458 N Angels Gate — Kyle Poll

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that there was a 50” wide easement along the back of the lots. She
added that there was a water transmission line easement. Mayor Mann added there was a water line and
recommended deferring on this property along with the Giles property.

10667 N Canterbury Drive

Mayor Mann stated that the Council had agreed to this property. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson explained
that the plat said Highland City open space and added there was nothing around it. She added that the land around
it was regulated by Jordan Valley. The Council agreed to sell this.

12074 N 6050 W:

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this property had a significant water main line. Mayor Mann
explained that the Council had said no to selling but yes to maintenance agreements. It was stated that the only



thing the Council should allow in the maintenance agreements was grass. A future trail was also planned with
building to the North. Mayor Mann concluded that these and similar properties should receive a no with only
maintenance agreements, which was what residents were currently doing.

Zach — 6134 Lausanne St:

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this lot was different as it was part of the detention basin.
Mayor Mann stated that the trails had previously been sold between East and West: the residents wanted the
parcels on the side. He stated that this was a trail easement for a trail the City was not going to build and asked
if the parcel served another purpose on the drainage side. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated Staff did
not know. Mayor Mann stated that this would be a yes, depending on what Staff came back with in terms of

purpose.

6337 W Bull River Rd.

It was stated that this was a parcel by the Mendenhall property and that the previous homeowner had landscaped
it. The current landowner was trying to correct the situation. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated to
the property on the screen and the Council recommended a yes.

John Bursell 6189 Sunrise Dr

Mayor Mann explained that Staff recommended no on this property as it was along a detention basin. He added
that the City was maintaining the property and that the homeowner had stated that, during maintenance, City
employees were knocking off caps. Mayor Mann continued that he had asked Staff look into the situation and
recommended a no. The Council agreed.

Skidmore — 11885 N Athena Drive

Council Member Ostler stated that the parcel was needed for drainage. It was mentioned that the City could not
sell on the east side because of the drainage issues. Mayor Mann suggested a maintenance agreement and
recommended deferment.

The Work Session was adjourned at 7:00 pm.

10. RESOLUTION: ADOPTION OF THE ORPHAN PROPERTY DISPOSAL
POLICY Legislative
The City Council considered the adoption of the Orphan Property Disposal Policy. This policy
outlined the process and procedures to designate parcels as orphan and the valuation of said
parcels. The Council will take appropriate action.

The mayor stated that in the Work Session, the Council had covered a lot. Mayor Mann proposed that the Council
continue going down the list and note additional stipulations.

Council Member Smith asked whether the Council was going to discuss the policy. Mayor Mann apologized that
he had jumped ahead to item 11 instead of item 10.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the policy was going to stay consistent as Council went through the policy.



Mayor Mann stated that it would stay the same unless there were things to change. He stated that the policy was
a non-exclusive list. City Attorney Rob Patterson stated that the policy was the same with revisions from the
prior Council meeting. Council Member Smith stated that there had been requests to surplus the property. He
stated that most people had used the existing criteria which had worked properly. He stated that, consequently,
he was withdrawing his objection. The criteria were clear enough for residents to understand. He added that
often, applications met the surplus criteria. He concluded he was in support and would like to vote.

Council Member Kurt Ostler MOVED that the City Council adopt the Orphan Property Disposal Policy.
Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5:0.

1. RESOLUTION: ADOPTION OF THE DESIGNATION OF DISPOSABLE
PROPERTIES Legislative

The City Council will consider the adoption of a resolution designating specific parcels of
public real property as orphan parcels that may be disposed of. The Council will take
appropriate action.

Mayor Mann asked the Council to keep going through the list of properties. Council Member Bills stated that as
Council looked at the list, one of the issues was that this was very complicated. She felt it was more complicated
than she had believed it would be. She stated that the initial thought had been to go through the list and find these
properties where there caused a unanimous agreement, and properties with questions would be revisited at a later
date.

Council Member Ostler stated that the properties would need to be decided on during the current year as the price
would change the next year. Council Member Smith stated that if the properties were looked at later in the year,
the price would not be changed. The Council was not trying to push properties into the next year when the price
had gone up. He added that the Council could look at each parcel and clarify why they had said no. Council
Member Ostler stated that the subcommittee was concerned about the policies regarding open space. He stated
that the City had started discussing the idea of open space subdivisions in 1999. He added that this had been
accomplished with an R-140 or an opt into the Highland open space special service district. He went on to say
that the first open space subdivision in Highland required that every property parcel had open space around it. He
explained that because of this policy, the Council was seeing different requests. In Beacon Hill, the policy
changed. In Viewpoint, every home had to have open space. You could see the development policies change
depending on the development or subdivision.

Michael Spears — 11832 N 6260 W

Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson stated that this property had no easements. Council Member Ostler stated
that the request was to take the property all the way across the back, which jogged into existing open space. He



asked whether the Council wished to take the property where other properties were and square off as opposed to
going into another open space. Mayor Mann stated that another option would be to go corner to corner. Council
Member Smith stated that he liked the corner-to-corner option as it would make the property line smoother. He
added that this would be a yes with some changes to the boundary. Council Member Rodela stated that she was
fine with this while Council Member Bills stated she was a yes.

11839 N 6260 W

Council Member Ostler stated the property was behind the homeowner’s homes and that the parcel was a parkway
detail. He mentioned that this parcel would take away from the open space feel along road. Council Member
Smith mentioned that he did not think that the Council should sell parkways. The property was listed as a no.

11914 Apollo way

Council Member Ostler stated that the parcel was at the back of the park with a playground. He mentioned that
it had been surplussed a couple years back. Mayor Mann explained that it was the parcel below that had been
sold and that it was where the Council had stopped. He added that the owners were asking the Council to continue.
City Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane explained that he did not think this was the
intent of the request. Council Member Ostler mentioned that this used to have a park area. The Council chose to
defer the decision.

Apollo Way Proposal

It was noted that there were 5 parcels and one outlier. Council Member Smith explained that the letter from the
applicants asked whether the area had been surplussed in 2018. He added that, having been on the Council at that
time, he knew that this had gone up in January, 2018. He further stated that the roadblock for these parcels was
all the homes on the south side of the trail which wished to purchased up to 5 feet of the trail while the owners on
the North side of the trail did not. This created a problem as it required moving the irrigation line. He went on
to say that most people did not want to purchase, except the people on the end. They wished to purchase up to 5
feet on the trail. He mentioned that they did not think they would need to move the irrigation.

Mayor Mann stated that the whole area was watered by the City’s sprinklers system. Consequently, the system
would need to be moved.

Kandyce Costen stated that, back then, owners had been approved. She explained that one of the issues was the
cost of landscaping but that there had been some movement as a landscaper had been brought in. She had learned
that the main line would not need to be moved because it would stay on City property. She went on to say that
this would require cutting a few lines and making sure that the 5 feet on each side received water. She stated that
there was a piece on the top house where the main line punched through. The issue was that owners would have
5-10 ft of private property while others had 25 ft of private property, which was uneven.

Council Member Smith asked whether the City maintained the property and how the property was accessed.
Kandyce Costen explained that the City still had to come into mow. With the surplus behind the home, there
would be less to maintain. She concluded that while this was correct, the City would need to maintain the strip
next to the house on the North.

Mayor Mann asked whether the fences were solid. Kandyce Costen stated that 4-6 fences on the north side as
well as those on her side were solid. Council Member Ostler stated to the 5 feet on each side and asked whether
the Council would be closing the corridor with the higher fences. He added that Ridgeline Elementary was on
the back side. Council Member Smith stated that the fences were supposed to be 6 feet, with the top 2 feet being



open lattice. Council Member Ostler asked whether, in the event of the City going in for maintenance, the
irrigation would be done by the City or professional company. Ms. Costen stated that the plan was to find and
hire their own landscaper who would draw up plans and receive City approval. This service would be paid for
by residents.

Mayor Mann mentioned that there were existing fences without lattice. If the parcels were sold, he went on, the
fences would need to be open fences. He added that if the trail became a corridor, it would not be a nice space
anymore. Council Member Smith stated that no one wanted to sell on the north side. He also recommended the
4’ fence with 2’ of lattice. Council Member Ostler stated that making the trail into a corridor would really change
the character.

Council Member Rodela stated that Canterbury south and north had trail with the 4’ fence and an added 2’ feet
of lattice. She mentioned that the field was beautiful and had been planted with trees, making it so the trail did
not feel enclosed.

Council Member Bills stated that selling open space 40-50° wide trail corridor would allow 6’ fences but added
that at less than 40°, the fence had to be 4’ solid with 2’ open, with the exception being if a property was next to
a public road. She added that the Council was permitted to allow special circumstances. Council Member Ostler
explained that the Development Code had already addressed this. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson
mentioned that there were existing solid fences which made the corridor less than 40° feet: these fences would be
grandfathered in. She stated that the Council should keep that in mind.

Council Member Smith stated that when this had been approved several years ago, Kandyce Costen and neighbors
had struggled for a long time as they wanted more than a 5-foot backyard. He mentioned that he was in support

of this.

Council Member Ostler stated that the main line was closer to the trail and asked what the plan would be if
residents came across the main line somewhere else. City Administrator/Community Development Director
Nathan Crane mentioned that Staff would have to plot accordingly.

Council Member Ostler asked whether sprinklers needed to be moved. It was stated that the contractor would
have to pay for it. Council Member Smith mentioned that the one parcel lumped with the other five was isolated.
He explained that he approved a yes on the five parcels. Council Member Bills stated the Council should agree
to the five parcels while deferring on the extra one.

11869N Cyprus Drive — Johnson

The owners were proposing to buy corner to corner between north and the adjacent property owners’ north corner.
Council Member Ball stated that in the spirit of consistency, the Council should approve. Mayor Mann stated
that the different circumstance here was that this property butted up to trees. He added that this was more like
Beacon Hills.

Council Member Ostler stated that the concern was the open area of trees. Council Member Ball asked whether
the concern was that the trees would be removed. Mayor Mann stated that the issue was caused by the fact that
the request had been created because of the problem caused by a pool being installed. There was not enough
setback to put the structures in. He added that he was not sure whether the triangle mitigated the problem.

Kris Johnson, property owner, stated that this could resolve an impasse on the potential setback issue. He
mentioned that, looking at the adjacent properties, there was the same amount of trees. He stated that the satellite
view showed that a lot of the trees were overhanging.



Mayor Mann asked why putting the line towards the trees would fail to solve the owner’s problem. Planner &
GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson asked whether the trees went up to the property line with the waterfall. Mr. Johnson
stated that they were one foot away. He added that there would be a vault containing pool equipment that would
measure 200 square feet, as per City Code. The code was not specific on how to measure the dimensions of an
accessory structure. As a result, he had used internal dimensions. Mayor Mann asked whether there were two
structures next to each other. He was told this was the case.

Council Member Smith stated that he approved of the request as it seemed to solve the property owner’s issue.
He stated, however, that he would like to leave the trees in place. Mr. Johnson stated that he would leave the
trees. He added that he wished to place a fence for the pool as he was trying to even out the fence line but stated
that he had no intention of placing a fence in the back.

Council Member Ostler asked whether the decision being made concerned the property or the pool. He added
that a unique decision could be asked for every property owner. Council Member Smith explained that he
supported this and stated that the fence line would not go into the trees. Council Member Ostler explained that
any subsequent property owner could remove the trees and asked whether this would create a precedent.

Mayor Mann stated that the Council was doing a boundary line adjustment to fix a problem that the property
owner had created. He added that future property owners who created problems could argue that since this was
done for this one property, they should be accommodated. The property owner explained that there was an intent
to get the property before the structure was built. He was trying to comply with code. Council Member Smith
explained that the property owner had not encroached and stated that the property owner tried to do things right.

Council Member Bills stated that she did not know what good that property would do for the Council to keep.
Council Member Ostler asked whether the Council was setting a precedent, some might equate the area as an
open space, or an area of foliage, or some kind of easement area. Council Member Bills asked about what would
be missed if the area no longer belonged to the City. The property owner stated that when there were no leaves,
there were little trees in there. Council Member Bills stated she believed no one else would benefit. Council
Member Ball stated that this did not set a precedent as it was merely the connecting of property lines. The Council
opted for yes.

11939 N Cyprus Drive

Mayor Mann stated to the area which was a grassy area on the right. He stated that the property owners wished
to make some improvements. Council Member Ostler explained that he wished to hold off and approve after the
Council knew more. Planner & GIS Analyst Kellie Bronson showed the Council the plans. She explained that
Rocky Mountain had sent a list of what would be allowed: sports courts and landscaping without structures.
Council Member Bills asked whether this resident wished to build an indoor facility. The Council chose to defer.

10075 N 6300 W

Council Member Ostler stated that this area was the frog pond. Mayor Mann stated that the pond had already
dried up quite a bit. The Council chose to defer.

5587 W 10030 N — Shumway’s

Council Member Ostler stated that this was not part of an open space and that the property owner was trying to
buy one side of the trail. He had been told this parcel was behind. Mayor Mann stated those four main lines went
through the space. There were code enforcement issues and pointed to an area of overgrowth. City



Administrator/Community Development Director Nathan Crane stated that there were 3 utility lines and added
that one of the challenges was trying to abandon one side and not the other. The property owner to east was
looking to buy, but there was a water line in that location. He mentioned the driveway and space needed for
garbage trucks to turn around. Furthermore, the water line went across the ditch and was the location used to
maintain the ditch. Council Member Smith stated that if the City did not sell, something would need to be done
to improve the area, especially when it came to the cars and trailers parked there. Mayor Mann stated that
enforcement would have to happen. Council Member Ostler stated that there were utility easements and issues
with the garbage truck. He added that if there were easements, there was no reason for the City to sell. The
Council opted for no.

4022 Shoreline Drive

Council Member Bills stated that there could not be a City trail going through a backyard and thus supported a
no. Council Member Smith asked about what should be done regarding the encroachment. Mayor Mann stated
he disagreed and added that there should be a maintenance agreement or a sale of the space 5’ from trail. He
added that there could be a request to do both sides, but that, when reviewed, the choice should be deferment. The
parcel could be later reviewed with the properties going east to allow for something similar to be done for all.
Council Member Bills stated that she agreed with this and that the maintenance agreement should also be revisited.
Council Member Smith asked about the maintenance agreements. Council Member Bills stated that maintenance
agreements were a problem that was bigger than what the Council wanted to deal with at the moment.

11231 N Park Drive

The Council opted for no.

4194 Elk cove Cir — Howes

Mayor Mann stated that there had been an update on the parcel the very day of the meeting. Council Member
Bills stated that Council Member Ostler liked this property because it had a BYU Basketball court. Council
Member Bills stated that the parcel should go straight up as to keep the trees are on the City’s side. Council
Member Smith stated he was in support. Council Member Bills stated she supported a yes.

5488 W Kensington Circle

Mayor Mann stated those 3 owners had applied but that 2 in middle did not and had not encroached. One owner
was on the end. Council Member Smith stated that this had been brought up to the Council a while ago. At the
time, there had been concerns about how wide the corridor would be as well as issues of cost. He added that these
were no longer issues. This was similar to the part on Viewpoint and stated that there still was a nice trail corridor.
He argued that this parcel was really hard for the City to maintain. He further stated that the owners were willing
to pay the higher price and added that he supported surplusing this property. He went on to say that the City
would stop maintaining this part. Council Member Rodela agreed and added that this was an eyesore. She
mentioned the space was not being used and could be better maintained by residents. Council Member Ostler
stated that the City could sell the parcels to three and give the remaining owner one year to purchase. Council
Member Bills asked whether the City could ask these residents to hold off on installing irrigation for one year. It
was stated that there would be water delivery issues and that the property owner had talked about putting solar
panels there. Mayor Mann stated that the NW corner was right up to the trail and that if the City chose to sell,
they would need to make sure that there were 5’ up to the trail. Council Member Ostler asked about a property
swap. Mayor Mann directed the Staff to explore this option.

Council Member Ostler restated the survey costs would be split between all residents.



The Council opted to defer.

9873 Coventry Ct — Amy Thomas

It was stated that this parcel might be eligible for maintenance agreements. Council Member Ostler stated that if
the Council agreed to this corner, there were others in this subdivision who would request surplus and sale. He
added that years ago, most of these people did not want to buy. He stated that he would prefer to defer.

Mayor Mann explained that there had been 3 fires along the road by Murdock Canal. Council Member Ostler
stated that there were not a lot of encroachments along these properties though Mayor Mann stated out that there
were a few encroachments.

Council Member Rodela stated that a deferment only meant the Council needed more time and that owners would
know by the end of the year.

Council Member Smith added that the Council loved opens space but added that design was a problem in some
neighborhoods. The Council was trying to solve problems and mentioned that money from these sales would
help parks and trails. Council Member Ostler clarified that if a property was sold as an open space, it would stay
this way and would be serviced.

Council Member Brittney P. Bills MOVED that the City Council adopt the resolution to designate the specified
list of parcels as identified on the Highland Sellable Land Document, as disposable. Buyers will use same
surveyor and 100% of the costs of the surveyor will be paid by buyers. Surveying will be through a process

determined by city staff. There will be no asphalt trails sold. Properties with Jordan Valley easements will not
be sold.

Council Member Kurt Ostler SECONDED the motion.
The vote was recorded as follows:

Council Member Timothy A. Ball Yes
Council Member Brittney P. Bills Yes
Council Member Kurt Ostler Yes
Council Member Kim Rodela Yes
Council Member Scott L. Smith Yes

The motion passed 5:0.

Brady Giles asked whether properties not discussed during the current meeting would be discussed at a different
time. Council Member Rodela stated that the Council wanted to discuss each subdivision and talk to neighbors.
Council Member Smith stated the Mr. Giles’ property had been deferred.

Peter Kilger mentioned that he had not been present for the work session. He added that he had been under the
impression that the Council would summarize the property decisions.

Mayor Mann went through the list of the properties that had been talked about. Council Member Bills stated that
Mr. Kilger’s property had been a yes.



Council Member Ostler stated that there had not been issues with neighbor against neighbor. He added that this
might be because the process no longer required for signatures to be collected.

Mayor Mann suggested that those with properties that had been surplussed receive an email. Council Member
Smith stated that he would like to have the list posted on the City website, so it was available for the public to
see. Mayor Mann stated that he would email the applicants himself and stipulate the constraints for those who
had the opportunity to buy.
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