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HIGHLAND CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 
Tuesday, July 20, 2021 
Approved August 17, 2021 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 Smith, City Attorney 
Rob Patterson, City Recorder Stephannie Cottle, Finance Director Tyler Bahr, City 
Engineer Andy Spencer, Fire Chief Brian Patten, Police Chief Brian Gwilliam, Park 
Superintendent Josh Castleberry, PI Water Superintendent Jeff Murdoch 

     
OTHERS PRESENT:  Jon Hart, Adam Swerdlow, Shaylene Swerdlow, Craig Shields, Kim Bahr, 

Addyson Bahr, Keri Bushman, Kendall Bushman, Jenifer Kidd, Madalyn Kidd, 
Lynn Ritchie, Kathy Harding, Peter Kilger, Wesley Warren, Jarrod Bagley, Xaela 
Walden, Brian Wolfensberger 

 
7:00 PM REGULAR SESSION  
Call to Order – Mayor Rod Mann 
Invocation – Council Member Kim Rodela 
Pledge of Allegiance – Addyson Bahr 
 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor Rod Mann as a regular session at 7:01 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 Kim Rodela and those in attendance were led in the Pledge of Allegiance by Addyson Bahr. 
 

 
1. UNSCHEDULED PUBLIC APPEARANCES 

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

VIRTUAL PARTICIPATION 
           YouTube Live:  http://bit.ly/HC-youtube 

          Zoom:  Call 1-346-248-7799 Meeting ID: 884 0709 5655 
          Email comments prior to meeting: council@highlandCity.org  
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Keri Bushman said that she and her husband had learned in May that they could petition the City to purchase 
open space behind their home. At the time they had a discussion and meeting with their neighbors. She said that 
in talking with their neighbors they had decided that they would postpone their petition to purchase the land until 
May of 2022. She said that shortly after the period to petition ended, their pressurized irrigation system failed, 
resulting in damage to their yard. Because of this, they were hoping that the City would hear their petition this 
year so that they could take care of their landscaping.   They have experienced flooding with the irrigation canal 
and problems keeping grass and sprinkler system. In this process, she wanted to make sure that her neighbors 
were taken care of because they were also having issues with the walking space.    
 
Kendall Bushman clarified that the American Fork irrigation ditch was just north of their property. He said that 
when the properties north of them were undeveloped, they had a number of issues with spring runoff and the ditch 
flooding. There were three incidents when their underground trampoline ended up becoming a retention pond. 
During one flood, their neighbors woke them up because their entire backyard was underwater. He referenced a 
picture of the drop off between the walking trail and their yard and noted that at one point in time the two surfaces 
had been level, but that much of their topsoil had washed away. Because the topsoil was gone, no matter how 
much water they used, they could not get grass to grow. There was also a walking trail on the east side of their 
property. He said that they would like to landscape their entire backyard, so they are petitioning to purchase the 
City portion. They had lived on the property for 18 years, during which time the City had not done anything with 
their portion of the property.  
 
Keri Bushman reiterated that the property that they City owned was not maintained. She said that all of the 
neighbors would like to buy the property and that they would like it so that they can install a fence to provide 
adequate privacy. 
 
Brett Shields requested that the City send out crews to cut down weeds and take out a graffitied mailbox. Mayor 
Mann asked if he was talking about where the retention basin would be. Mr. Shields said it was the whole area 
there. He said that they had met with the City Engineer and appreciated the efforts there with respect to the 
proposal. He said that while there were parts of the proposal that were exciting, it seemed like there was a change 
from what they had been told by Todd Trane, who had said that the City was going to own all of the rights-of-
way. He also wanted the Council to be aware of piping constraints. He said that he thought that the nature of the 
pipes would take away a lot of the building opportunities on the site. He also mentioned that although the wall 
would deflect some sound, he didn’t think it would be feasible for someone to build a house there because they 
were getting an inordinate amount of noise from the highway.  
 
Madalyn Kidd said that she was going into the 9th grade and would be 15 in September. She said that she had 
decided to compete in the Miss Utah Outstanding Teen Competition.  The Miss Utah Outstanding Teen 
Competition was a branch of the Miss America Competition Organization, the largest provider for scholarships 
for teens and women. She said that Utah was an open state competition meaning that she did not need to compete 
in a local competition to compete in the Miss Utah Outstanding Teen event. She said that because Highland did 
not hold a local competition she would be going as an at-large contestant and had been awarded the title of Ms. 
Highland Outstanding Teen. She said that she had come before the Council to let them know that she should love 
to be of service to her hometown. She said that she would love to be recognized as the Ms. Highland Outstanding 
Teen as suggested by the Miss Utah director. She explained that her social impact initiative was entitled Read to 
Love. She said that she enjoyed reading and knew the importance of reading at a young age. She believed that as 
one learns to be a competent reader, they become confident in other areas of their life. She wanted to promote her 
social impact initiative by visiting elementary schools, volunteering her time at the library, and any way she can 
help the community. She said that she knew as she served by reading that she would love the people she came in 
contact with. For her talent at the competition she would perform a ballet variation on pointe. She started dancing 
at the age of three and had been seriously studying for nearly 12 years and is a student at Central Utah Ballet. Her 
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Great Grandmother grew up in Highland and was raised in the log cabin in Heritage Park. To conclude, she said 
that she was grateful to live in this beautiful town and community. 
 
Andy Swerdlow said that he and his family had recently moved to Highland from California. He said that he 
shared the sentiment with some of his neighbors about the strip of land. He too wanted to buy the strip on the 
back of his property.  He said that he did not have quite the same problems as those who made the previous 
comment, but that he wanted to be able to put a permanent structure on the land. Second, he said that there were 
not any trash cans at the Beacon Hills Disc Golf Course. He said that he saw a lot of trash everywhere and would 
like a place to be able to throw trash away.  
 
Brian Wolfensberger said that he lived in Windsor Park. He said that his neighbors, the Bushmans, had spoken 
and that he wanted to support them and talk about his family’s issues. He said his family had lived on their 
property for 3 ½ years. He said that for them the open space was a safety concern. Of all of the trails that were 
converted to blacktop the only section that was not was the section behind his property. It had been over 10 years 
since the pavement had been addressed and all of the neighbors maintain the property that should have been 
maintained by the City. He said that it was evident that City resources did not want to be put into that property. 
In addition, since they moved in four years ago, they had called four times to get potholes filled in. It was only 
after their son had a bike accident that required medical attention that the City responded to his calls to have the 
potholes filled. He said that the property had become a dumping ground and that many people had walked into 
their property and damaged their playground, requiring them to purchase a second one. He said with three kids 
under the age of eight, they needed a place for their kids to play. Since they were already maintaining the property 
it was something that they would like to purchase. Directly behind his home were five neighbors who shared a 
path. The City maintains only one of the five sections and the other four neighbors maintain the City’s property. 

 
2. RECOGNITION ITEMS 
 a.  Mayoral Awards – Mayor Rod Mann 
 
Mayor issued recognition awards to Mayor Lynn Ritchie, Adam Swerdlow, and Vid Angel. 

 
The first award was to Mayor Lynn Ritchie. He noted that Mayor Lynn Ritchie had pushed hard to get a road that 
connected Alpine Highway and Highland Boulevard. He said that there was not a connection for 40 years, and 
that the work that Mayor Ritchie did laid the groundwork to get the road installed. Mayor Mann said that every 
year since he had been Highland’s mayor, he had asked staff to create pins that were emblematic of the theme for 
the year. Last year’s theme was “Our Story Unfolds.” He said that Mr. Ritchie had been part of Highland’s story 
and that was why he wanted to recognize him with a certificate and a pin.  
 
The next award the mayor gave was to Adam Swerdlow. The Mayor said that Mr. Swerdlow had recently 
purchased a home in Highland and that they had become connected. Mr. Swerdlow is the COO of The Chosen. 
Because of the number of people in Highland who liked the show, and the Mayor’s belief that it was having a 
positive effect, he wanted to award Mr. Swerdlow and his production partner, Vid Angel.   

  
3.  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. 
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Ms. Prestwich said that they were excited to come to the Council with a complete Fling in 2021. After the year 
of needing to keep people separated and isolated, the planning team chose the theme “Reach “to include reaching 
up, reaching out, and reaching beyond what was done in the past. The kickoff dinner would be at Mitchell Hollow 
Park. It would have a block party feel with dinner, games and a family band called Breakfast for Dinner. Other 
events as a part of the fling would include the rodeo, art show, horseshoe and ultimate frisbee contests, kickboxing, 
and service projects.  There would also be the Highland Games with the caber toss. In addition, there would be a 
chalk party, kids’ night at splash park, parade, vendor fair, fireworks, and a live concert featuring a band called 
Synergy. The Fling would entail both large and small events. The Fling magazine was delivered to homes a week 
prior to the meeting.    
 
Council Member Rodela asked how the Council could help. 
 
Ms. Prestwich said that they would love to have the Council at as many events as they could attend. She mentioned 
that part of the Council was going to participate in the parade.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if they needed to come up with their own vehicles for the parade.  
 
Ms. Prestwich said that was her understanding. 
 
Council Member Rodela said that she could get a trailer from Jerry Hudson. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked if there would be a City booth that the Council was supposed to staff during the 
Fling.  
 
Ms. Prestwich said yes. There would be a spot for the Council on Saturday at the information booth. She said that 
the Council would be provided with some informational materials, including some about the RAP tax. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked how they were doing with dinner reservations for the Monday night activity.  
 
Ms. Prestwich said that last she checked they had about 10 families, but that they expect people to sign up at the 
last minute. The deadline was not until the 26th of July. She said that the meal would be catered by R&R BBQ. 
There were both adult and kids’ meals. 
 
Council Member Smith asked if the Fling planning team had used the texting app to tell people about the event. 
 
Ms. Prestwich said that they had Everbridge texts ready to go out as a part of the social media schedule.   
 
Council Member Smith asked about the flashing sign that they sometimes have on the side of the road.  
 
Ms. Prestwich said that the sign was out and would be rotating locations of the next week and a half.  

 
b. 2021 Pressurized Irrigation Water Update – Jeff Murdoch, Pressurized Irrigation 

Superintendent  
 

Jeff Murdoch, Pressurized Irrigation Superintendent, provided an update on the current pressurized irrigation 
conditions within Highland City. 
 
Mr. Murdoch showed a slide of the drought monitor and noted that they were in an exceptional drought. In regard 
to the water flow out of American Fork Canyon, the peak flow, which was a momentary spike, was 80 cubic feet 
per second (CFS). Average flows were closer to 20 CFS and had dropped to 15 CFS indicating that water coming 
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from the canyon was on a steady decline. He explained that they try to maintain river flows by releasing water 
from Tibble Fork and Silver Lake. He noted that the release from those two retention areas usually did not occur 
until July 1st. This year, all of the water was gone by the beginning of July. The water had to be released in June.  
 
Mayor Mann asked if they were running about 20% of the normal canyon flows right now, but that they had 
shares elsewhere. 
 
Mr. Murdoch said that they were running very low and that they did have shares with Jordanelle and Deer Creek. 
Most of Highland’s water was being supplied by the pipelines. When looking at last year’s data, Highland’s water 
usage followed a similar trend. There had been a slight reduction that was less than a 5% conservation effort. He 
said that this was disappointing and that they hoped there would be greater conservation in the months to come.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said that he was asked to give an update on the farm agreement on 6800 West. He said that the 
agreement provided for 140 Acre feet per year. With the 2021 drought allocation, the property owner brought in 
about 100 acre feet per year versus the full allotment. To date, the owner had used 25 acre feet. There had been a 
little bit of a delay in getting the meter installed because the meters were on backorder. However, he was metered 
now. If the property owner used the same usage it was anticipated he would use another 35 acre feet. This usage 
represented about 1.5% of the total water Highland used for pressurized irrigation (PI).  
 
Council Member Smith clarified that the property owner was bringing in 100 acre feet and was only using 60.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said yes and that the City did have the opportunity to utilize that water.  
 
Council Member Ostler clarified that they were talking about the Peck Farm. He said that it was his understanding 
that they had brought in irrigation shares and stored shares.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said that they had brought in stored shares from American Fork Irrigation and the Provo River. The 
majority of the shares were stored through Deer Creek. He thought that it was 90 acre feet.  
 
Council Member Smith said that it was not a bad thing to have those extra acre feet.  
 
Mr. Murdoch agreed. He said that the agreement led to high usage of Highland’s PI system, but that it was working 
out alright. He did have to contact the Peck Farm to remind the owner of the hours of operation for his turn 
because there had been some discrepancies in when he was watering with the agreement. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked if there had been concerns with the Canterbury Pond not filling up for other 
residents because the Peck Farm was irrigating during the day.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said no. He explained that the Canterbury Pond was not a storage pond. Rather it receives and 
distributes water. They receive water into it based on what can be pumped into the system. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked where they were getting their stored water. He listed Murdock Pond and a 
connection with Cedar Hills.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said that they did not have a connection with Cedar Hills, but that they did have two connections 
off of the Central Utah Pipeline. One was located on 6400 West and 10400 North. There was another one located 
near the gravel pit on the old Victor’s property near where Alpine was also hooking on.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if Alpine had completed their connection yet.  
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Mr. Murdoch said that to his knowledge they were not. This helped Highland to get a little more usage out of that 
pipeline.  
 
There was discussion about the amount of storage water available to Highland this year. Mr. Murdoch said that 
there was 898 acre feet of hold over water from last year. He said that although he did not have the numbers, he 
thought that the City was still on track to still have some in the bank for next year. It would be less than what was 
saved in 2020. He mentioned that he had shared an article with a resident that was published in Deseret News 
where the Central Utah Water Conservancy District gave a great explanation of reservoir usage. They emphasized 
that they were dipping into the emergency resources. Although that was what the reservoirs were designed for, it 
did signal that all of the runoff was gone for the year and water was now coming from emergency stores.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked how Highland’s wells were doing. Had there been a drop in them? Was there 
enough culinary water? Had they started to augment PI water with culinary water? 
 
Mr. Murdoch said that the City was utilizing two wells for its pressurized irrigation system. These were used to 
boost the pressure to be able to supply water to Hogs Hollow and serve the northwest area of the City. There was 
also a submersible pump at the mouth of the canyon that was also being used to maintain flows.  
 
Andy Spencer, City Engineer, said that in the last month the primary well near the mouth of the canyon, Well #2, 
had gone down about 13 feet. They were not in jeopardy right now, but they were seeing it diminish. In past years, 
they had not been able to read the water level like they could now because they had not constructed the well 
house. This meant that they did not have previous years data to compare the depletion against. He said that right 
now they had 59 feet of water above where the intake was located. This meant that for now they were fine. He 
said that the investments the City was making to monitor its wells was important to know the impacts that were 
occurring on the aquifer. 
 
Council Member Smith said that citizens do not check the City website. A few residents look at the City 
newsletter. He said that because people were focused on different parts of their life, that he thought that the best 
way to let people know about the water situation in Highland was to have two or three flashing signs when coming 
into town from the highway that said “We’re out of pressurized irrigation water. Conserve now!” He said that he 
had neighbors who had hoses hooked to culinary water who were watering the dry spot. 
 
Mr. Murdoch agreed. He said that in their efforts to conserve water for next year they were shooting for a 30% 
conservation rate. Right now they have only 5% savings. He said that the continued strategies for public awareness 
included: the newsletter, mailing postcards, text, email, social media, utilizing local religious leaders and LDS 
emergency channels, door hangers, auto call, future restrictions, enforcement of restrictions, meters (future), and 
shutoffs.  
 
Mayor Mann said that it was his preference that the City become metered and that every resident be allocated a 
certain amount to use and that the water be shut off when that allocation was met. He said that because people in 
Highland had a lot of money, residents would probably still pay for high usage even though that water wasn’t 
really available.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked what percentage of Highland had meters.   
 
Mr. Murdoch said that there were a couple hundred residents who were metered compared to the 4,500 residents 
in Highland. It was a very small percentage.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if when it rained heavily if that increased the flow of the river?  
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Mr. Murdoch said that they do see a spike in the river when good rainstorms come. Usage also drops when it rains 
because residents do turn off their water. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked if Canterbury Pond was functioning okay.  
 
Mr. Murdoch said that they were still waiting for one of the pumps. It was ordered in January and its delivery just 
kept getting delayed, as had been the case with many products as a result of COVID.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if they were still running the splash pad. She said that she knew that the water 
recirculation, but she felt like that was something they should think about continuing to run during a drought. 
City Engineer/Public Works Director Andy Spencer said that the water was supposed to recirculate, but the person 
who knew the most about splash pads was Josh Castleberry, Park Superintendent.  
 
Council Member Bills had another question about future metering. She asked if staff knew when the City would 
be able to reapply for grants to fund continued metering. She also wanted to know if staff had followed up to learn 
why their proposal was rejected last time. It was her understanding that there was a process they would go through 
with applicants to help them better understand why a proposal was rejected.   
 
Mr. Murdoch assumed they could apply again next year. There wasn’t a waiting period. 
 
In regard to the proposal, Mr. Spencer said that he didn’t know if this had happened. He would follow up on it.  
 
Council Member Bills said that she had the contact information for the person who reviewed Highland’s 
application. 

 
c. Open Space Maintenance Update – Josh Castleberry, Park Superintendent 

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

Mr. Castleberry first reported that the City had reduced watering its parks to three days a week. He said that while 
it might seem as though they were watering every day, this was because in some locations, they couldn’t water a 
whole park in one day such as in the cemetery where there were 97 valves or in Mitchell Park where there were 
55 valves. Instead, they water one section one night, another section the next, and keep rotating what section was 
watered. Each section only got watered three days a week. He said that he felt fortunate that Highland could still 
water three days a week, most cities had to reduce their watering to two.  
 
In regard to the splash pad, they do recycle water.  He said that he had not checked the meter to know its specific 
usage. Although they use quite a bit of water, it was cycled down the river, into a tank, filtered and treated with a 
UV light every 45 minutes. He said that there was a sensor that would add water if it got low. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked if because they were using the UV lights that meant that they were not using 
chlorine.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that they use both the UV lights and liquid chlorine. The UV kills cryptosporidium as it 
passes through the light. The chlorine services as a residual sanitizer as the water sits in the tank. 
 
Mr. Castleberry then noted that they had added an employee to the team. Blade was hired from out of state. He 
graduated in urban forestry. Then he talked about open space maintenance and weeds. He said that they spend 
two days a week working on open space maintenance. An employee named Doug, runs the tractor, and had an 
established rotation to get all of the parks mowed.  He waits to mow Highland Hollow and mows that when he’s 
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caught up on the other parks. Right now, all of the open space had been mowed twice. Staff hoped that all of them 
could get mowed a third time. There were some concerns about dry areas that have become fire dangers that staff 
might need to wet down in the coming weeks.  
 
The second area after mowing that they were focused on was weed control. Their new employee Blade was 
primarily focused on spraying including weeds, fertilizer, and trees. This time of year there was a limited window 
for spraying due to temperatures. They had now sprayed along the trails twice to address the puncture vines. They 
were using a selective herbicide that targeted broadleaf weeds. He said that if they used a non-selective killer such 
as roundup, they would just be eliminating the competition for puncture vine. Because of this, they were trying 
to just target those broadleaf weeds. He felt like they did a good job with thistle.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked when they started spraying for weeds on the trails.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that last year was the first year they had ever sprayed weeds along the trails. They had not 
finished fertilizing the City completely yet. Some of this had been because of timing with Blade’s late hire. He 
did note that the City was starting to get lean on seasonal employees. He said that currently they had 14 seasonal 
employees, but that by the end of the week they would only have 10. At some point they wouldn’t have enough 
seasonal employees and Blade would have to start mowing.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked if as Blade was working on park maintenance if he could keep a log of dead trees.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that he thought that they had removed 75 dead trees this year. When trees were identified 
they were added to a list to be removed with other trees all at once. He imagined that they had removed close to 
100 trees at this point. He said that the drought would probably lead to a few more.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked what the best way was to bring resident concerns around parks and open space to 
Mr. Castleberry’s attention.  Mr. Castleberry said that she could just let him know. 
 
Council Member Smith asked if you used broad spectrum herbicides and killed a lot of stuff, what happens to the 
environment.  Mr. Castleberry said that a broadleaf weed was anything that had a wide leaf like morning glory or 
dandelion. By using these types of weed killers they can spray an area and know that only certain things are going 
to die. A similar process was used with the grass, so that the dandelions were killed without killing the grass. He 
said that they change their chemical usage so that resistance doesn’t develop. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked about hiring seasonal employees. Mr. Castleberry said that the City hired 25 
employees at the beginning of the summer. They hired everyone who turned in an application. He said that the 
employee market was not very competitive right now and this created a different work ethic. They had to offer a 
lot of incentives to keep employees because many were realizing that the summer was almost over and don’t want 
to continue to work. Employees are started at $12/hour. He said that although there were other places where kids 
could make more money, Highland’s advantage was that they could work 40 hours/week. He liked getting college 
age kids because they have the desire to work as much as they can to pay for the next semester. He said that they 
also pay $0.50 an hour more for every year that a kid comes back because their knowledge was valuable. It takes 
a long time to figure out where the various property lines are.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if the Parks Department was seeing a lot of encroachments and if they were 
impacting their work. He wondered how selling some open space properties would impact them. Mr. Castleberry 
said that selling the properties with grass would be kind of hard because that would change sprinkler systems. He 
said that commercial landscape grade sprinklers were a lot more expensive. He didn’t feel like the grassed open 
spaces were worth getting rid of.     
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Council Member Smith thought out loud about the pros and cons of metering. He said that it seemed that metering 
would bring in more money to the system that would allow them to do upgrades. He wanted to know Mr. 
Castleberry’s perspective on metering. Mr. Castleberry said that Highland was a town that spent a lot of money 
on residential landscaping. There were places where people had spent over $100,000 on their yards. He said that 
how metering impacted water usage probably had to do with just how much people valued their investment in 
landscaping.  

 
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. Approval of Meeting Minutes Administrative 

Regular City Council Meeting – June 15, 2021 
 

b. Agreement: Rodger and Mara Lyman Temporary Construction Easement 
Administrative 
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 Legislative 
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 Property Legislative 
 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. 

 
Council Member Kurt Ostler pulled item 4b from the consent agenda.  Council Member Scott L. Smith pulled 
item 4c from the consent agenda. 

 
Council Member Kurt Ostler MOVED that the City Council approve consent items 4a and d. 
 
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. 
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4b.  Council Member Ostler disclosed a conflict of interest. He said that this item dealt with his neighborhood 
and his neighbor across the street. Because of this, he recused himself from the vote. 
 
Council Member Rodela clarified that this was a temporary construction agreement in which the City was paying 
$13,000 to temporarily access a resident’s property to fix the resident’s sewer station that serviced the resident.  
 
Mr. Spencer said that this was the Victor View Lift Station. He explained that their back field was needed to bring 
in cranes and other machines. The City would have to monopolize the property owners’ field where they pasture 
their horses. He said that if the City was going to occupy someone’s property, it was typical to compensate them. 
The rate of compensation was determined through the appraisal of some other properties that were recently 
acquired 
 
Council Member Bills asked how the number was decided.  
 
Mr. Spencer said construction easements are typically 10% of the value of the land. Staff took the average of what 
the City paid in acquiring land on 6800 West, about $0.62 a square foot. For the project they were using about 
2,300 square feet of property.  
 

 
4c: Council Member Smith had questions about how residents could apply for a burn permit. He said that the 
website seemed relatively easy to use, except that when he went to the platform it was all blanked out. He 
wondered if this meant that people could not apply for permits.  
 
City Attorney Rob Patterson explained that the website was working properly. People could only apply for permits 
during the time of year that permits were allowed.  

 
Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED that the City Council approve consent items 4b and 4c, which includes 
the agreement with Rodger and Mara Lyman for the temporary construction easement and the amendment to the 
Municipal Code regarding fire codes and burn permits making the fire code equivalent to the State. 

 
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  Abstain 
Council Member Kim Rodela  Yes 
Council Member Scott L.  Smith Yes  
 
The motion passed 4:0. 

 
 

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. 

 
Stephannie Cottle, City Recorder, provided some background on Highland’s Urban Deer Program. The program 
began in 2013. Highland was a pilot program with the DWR. The program had been successful with Highland 
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City. From 2013-2018 this was an archery management program. In 2019 the City Council approved using trap 
and euthanization methods in addition to archery for population management. This worked well in areas where 
archers felt as though it was too dangerous to take an animal. Since the beginning of the program, the urban deer 
population has been reduced from an estimated 300 deer to 150 resident deer.  
 
This year Highland had to apply for a new certificate of registration through the DWR. During this process, the 
DWR required that Highland make some changes to its urban deer program. One of the biggest changes is that 
the program will run from August 1st to December 7th as opposed to extended till the end of the year. Another 
change is the implementation of a tiered approach to harvesting. At the beginning of the season, the harvest of 
deer will be limited to areas closest to the mountains, with the area expanding closer to the City as the harvesting 
period goes later into the season. The final change to the program was that in years past the City paid $75 per 
deer harvested. This year the payment will be $100 per deer. That would lead to a change in the program’s budget. 
Last year 25 deer were removed from the herd, a cost of $6,650 for the program. This year if they took out 25 
deer, the program cost would be $7,500, or an increase of about $800 for the program.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked what harvesting meant.  Ms. Cottle said it was the nice way of saying capturing 
and killing.   
 
Council Member Rodela said that this was sad. She asked if the deer could not just be relocated.  
 
Council Member Smith asked why the program was shortened to early in December.  
 
Ms. Cottle said that they were trying to make sure that the City did not accidentally harvest deer that were not 
resident deer to Highland. Shortening the harvest period helps to ensure that the migrant deer are not affected by 
the program.  
 
She then explained the cost further. The program was $2,500 per location. The City had two different locations. 
That totaled $5,000 per location, plus the $100 per harvest. The reason for the increase in cost per deer from $75 
to $100 was simply covering the cost of bait and the cameras used to identify the deer and  $50 to the specialist 
each time they take out a deer.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that there were a lot of people in the state that pay to go hunt deer. He wanted to 
know what happened with the meat from the deer and if it was taken somewhere so that the meat could be used. 
He wondered why the City was paying to have someone harvest the deer when it was something that others would 
pay to do.  
 
Jarrod Bagley, archer involved in Highland’s urban deer program, said that when the program started the meat 
was donated through some meat processors so that it could get to homeless shelters. At the time, the City was 
incurring the cost to have the meat processed and donated. To reduce the cost, the City has developed a system 
where they donate the meat directly through a list of residents looking for deer meat. In the first year of the 
program, Highland City donated 5,500 pounds of meat or 33,000 meals for the homeless.  
 
In response to why they hired specialists, the short answer was that the Council did not want anyone shooting 
deer in its City. He said that it was not fair to describe the program as hunting. It was a lot of work. Specialists 
are essentially donating their time to the project as most of the money goes to the materials to make the kills 
possible. It costs the specialists thousands of dollars a year in gas and arrows.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked how many hunters were involved in the program.  
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Mr. Bagley said that there were currently four specialists. It was easier to manage with fewer people. He said that 
they now have this program in eight cities and all of them follow Highland’s model. He said that they get calls 
from people all across the country from people trying to figure out how to manage urban deer populations. 
Involvement in the program is extremely selective: specialists have to pass a shooting test with bows and arrows 
that 99% of people would not be able to pass. They also had to have the right demeanor. It is 100% safety first. 
 
Council Member Smith asked how many deer had been removed from Highland Glen Park.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that initially there were a lot of deer in Highland Glen. In the first couple of years, they probably 
removed 30+ deer. He said that as Highland Glen has grown with more people and traffic, they haven’t gone in 
there as much recently, unless they got a request from the police or mayor after a specific problem.  
  
Council Member Smith said that he lived on the south end of Highland Glen. He said that he worked with Mayor 
Ritchie when the program was originally implemented. He said that he liked to garden, but that he had not been 
able to grow a rose bush because the deer love them. He said that when they put the east-west corridor in and 
some walls went up that would cut the deer herd down. The deer, however, were coming down the dry American 
Fork riverbed. He said that although he liked wildlife the deer really can do a lot of destruction.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that the deer really could be a problem. The deer establish a loop and never really go up the 
canyon. Every year they have two fawns and that’s what causes the urban deer population to grow. He said that 
if residents report problems like Council Member Smith shared, the team can assess if they can safely remove the 
deer. Because the deer have repeated routes of travel, the specialists can watch them and identify key sites where 
it would be safe to remove the problem deer. These situations are addressed by request now. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked what the process was for reporting problem deer. Should residents contact the 
police department or the DWR.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that usually problem cases came through the police or the Mayor.  
 
Council Member Rodela said that she had a deer in her front yard and that she lived off 10400 North. She said 
that her biggest concern was the deer being hit by a car. She asked if the best case scenario was to call public 
safety to have them take care of it.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that occasionally having a deer in one’s yard was not a problem. They were looking for deer who 
were living in people’s yards. He said that as they’ve tracked the number of motor vehicle accidents involving 
deer that they had reduced drastically since the program started. He also said that when the program first started 
they removed a lot of deer with missing legs and other evidence that they had been hit. He said those deer were 
rarely seen anymore.  
 
Council Member Smith asked what the process was to get a deer removed from a state highway that had been hit. 
 
Police Chief Brian Gwilliam said that they typically contact the DWR who has a team to come out and pick up 
carcasses when their schedule allows. He said that sometimes when they are really busy that it can take them a 
few days to get out. He added that he was around in 2013 when Highland started the program. At the time he was 
very skeptical. He said that his biggest concern was that they were going to have a wild west situation where deer 
were going to be running around with arrows hanging out of them and that they would get all kinds of calls from 
residents. He said that from 2013 to present, the agency had only received one phone call about the group. He 
said that the gentlemen were marksmen and knew what they were doing. In fact, he did not think that he had ever 
seen one of the specialists going in or coming out when harvesting a deer. He emphasized that they were really 
good. The phone calls he did receive were calls from police chiefs throughout the state and country asking how 
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the program worked and wanting information on how to get the program started. He praised Brian Cook, Program 
Director, for how well he established the program and all of his personal time, effort, and resources that he put 
into getting the program started.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that a lot of times when he comes to meetings, people don’t know who he is. This is positive. It 
means that there haven’t been conflicts to have to have interactions.  
 
Mayor Ritchie said that he’d presented this program to the Central District, to Salt Lake’s Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR), and tried to sell the program to neighboring cities. He said that Brian and his people were 
professionals. Although there are four people now, the program started with nine marksmen. Part of the reason 
why the number of marksmen was reduced was because the pressure on the others was too much. The requirement 
is that every shot is a lethal shot.  He continued that there were 84 accidents on SR92 in the first year of the 
program, 42 accidents in the second year, and just six accidents in the third year. He said that other methods such 
as loading up deer in a trailer for relocation or using rifles were not as effective. Only 50% of deer survive 
relocation and rifle programs tie up a lot of resources.  The archery program was so efficient. It was a very 
successful program.  
 
Mr. Bagley said that transporting deer was a nightmare. It was not an option anymore because there was chronic 
wasting disease in some of the deer population. They couldn’t risk taking an urban deer that might have the 
disease and put it in the wild.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked if representatives from the DWR were also present. She said that she used to be 
the budget analyst at the DWR. She wanted to know if Dead Deer Dan, the person who picked up the dead deer, 
was still there or if he had been replaced.  She was informed that he had been replaced.  
 
Xaela Walden, DWR representative, commented on the cost to translocate the animals. She said that when 
Bountiful used this strategy, the cost was over $1,000 a deer because of the testing, transport, and man hours. 
Even after this, the survival rate was extremely low. 
 
Council Member Rodela asked when deer were spotted on the side of the road if it was best to call Lone Peak, 
UDOT or the DWR.  Ms. Walden said that the answer was confusing for the public because the answer depended 
on what type of road the deer was located on. UDOT has contracted individuals that go out and do the major 
highways. The DWR picks up on side roads. She said that calling the Springville office directly was a great way 
to report roadkill. 
 
Council Member Smith clarified that they were not eliminating the deer in the City they were just making the 
herd manageable. Ms. Walden said exactly. It would not be possible to get rid of all the deer in the City. The goal 
of the program was to keep them at a tolerance level that was acceptable for residents and manageable for the 
City. Otherwise the population would grow exponentially, especially as the City developed into more open spaces. 
Because open spaces were disappearing, there was no place for deer to go except in the City.  
 
Council Member Smith said that they were starting to see a lot of wild turkeys and mountain goats in the foothills. 
He asked if there were any efforts to control the populations of those two animals. Council Member Bills said 
that she had a mountain goat in her neighborhood that butted its way through someone’s back patio glass door. 
Ms. Walden said that she did not think that mountain goats and turkeys ramming through windows was a common 
occurrence. If that continued to happen, she requested that the Council contact her. She could respond 24/7. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked at what point a resident should call and report a cougar or bear sighting. Ms. Walden 
said that for cougars and bears it never hurts to give the DWR a call so that the animal was on their radar. If an 
animal began to be reported by multiple residents, the DWR could start to track the animal. She said that they 
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didn’t want children or pets to get injured. An animal became a concern if it was sighted in the middle of the day 
or had become aggressive towards people. It is normal behavior for cougars to get caught on a trail camera at 
night. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked about foxes.  Ms. Walden said that foxes and skunks were not considered a 
protected species so she would recommend that residents contact pest control. 
 
Before the public hearing was held, Ms. Cottle displayed the harvesting map.  
 
Public hearing opened at 8:52 pm 
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Public hearing closed at 8:53 pm 

 
Council Member Scott L. Smith MOVED that the City Council approve the continuation of the Urban Deer 
Control Plan – Maintenance Program for August 2021 through July 2024. 
 
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  
 
The motion passed 5:0. 
 

 
6. ACTION: REVIEW OF RESOLUTION 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. 

 
Kellie Smith, Planner & GIS Analyst, said that on the June 15th, 2021 City Council meeting, the Council reviewed 
all of the open space requests for purchase. The Council decided to either approve, differ, or deny the requests of 
residents. Staff are currently asking the Council to review again the requests that were approved because the 
majority of them had conditions that were attached to the sale. Staff wanted verification that the properties they 
indicated in the staff report had, in fact, been approved by the Council.  
 
Mayor Mann said that the Council could include any changes to the approvals in tonight's motion. 
 
Council Member Smith asked what the O’s meant in the yes and no columns.  
 
Ms. Smith said that the O’s just meant that the decision on the sale of the properties were deferred. 
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Council Member Ostler said that he was concerned because the list of properties that he reviewed at the June 15th 
meeting didn’t match the list that they were reviewing tonight.  
 
Council Member Rodela said that there were properties that were on tonight’s list that they Council had never 
looked at. She asked where properties like those in Canterbury were coming from.  
 
Ms. Smith said that those properties were from a previous direction by the Council that residents in certain areas 
did not have to put in formal requests.  
 
Peter Kilger, resident, said that he looked at the list of properties. He said that attachment 1 was the list of approved 
properties for disposal and that attachment 2 was the list that they were going to decide on.   
 
Ms. Smith said that attachment 2 was the resolution that was passed on June 15th. The first list reflected additional 
discussions and all of the properties that should have been included in the resolution. 
 
Mr. Kilger asked if all of the properties in attachment 1 be addressed in attachment 2.  
 
Ms. Smith said that it was the other way; everything that was in attachment 2 should be included in attachment 1 
with some additional properties included in attachment 1. There were properties included in attachment 1 that 
needed to be added to the resolution. These properties did not have formal requests at the June 15th meeting 
because the Council had already approved them. 
 
Mayor Mann asked if the Council had any changes to the properties.  
 
Council Member Smith said that the Council was going to re-examine the deferred properties in the fall. He 
wanted to know if some of the new requests the Council had received could be reviewed and decided on then, or 
if the requests that came in after this year’s deadline had to wait for review until May of 2022.  
 
Council Member Bills said that she was not sure what she thought should happen tonight. She said that there were 
a couple of properties on the list that did not appear as she understood them to be. She said that when she read 
through the minutes that the discussion was confusing in regard to the properties in Viewpoint on Park Circle. 
She has also noticed a couple of minor errors in regard to names and addresses. She said that she thought the 
address for Roger Mickelson was incorrect. Instead of being Chris and Sandy Howden, she thought that it was 
Chris and Jackie Howden. She said that if they were disposing a property she wanted to make sure that they had 
the right address. In regard to the properties in Viewpoint she felt that the Council failed to address the issue of 
maintenance agreements. She had talked with some of her neighbors about maintenance agreements and they 
shared a process with her of filling out City forms. Because of this, she said that there was a block of properties 
that she was not ready to approve and there were several that she was. She didn’t know the best way forward.  
 
Mayor Mann suggested that they go through each of Council Member Bill’s issues so that they could get as many 
of the properties approved tonight as they could.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if Council Member Bills wanted to go through the properties block by block.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if anyone else had noticed inconsistencies.  
 
Council Member Ostler agreed that with the Viewpoint properties that there was some confusion. He said that if 
he remembered correctly, some wanted to purchase, some didn’t, and some had already encroached. He did not 
think that the Council resolved how to handle those different options. He thought that the Council had decided 
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that if a resident had encroached, they could purchase the surplused property, but that if they chose not to, the 
resident had to remove their encroachment.  
 
Council Member Ostler summarized that he thought that there were four properties that put in an application to 
buy. There were two that were not interested in purchasing at this time, but that they had both encroached. There 
were questions as to if they had maintenance agreements at one time. The property on the very end also wanted 
to buy.  He understood that the four could buy, but that fifth property on the end could not yet until the middle 
properties with the encroachments were resolved.  
 
Council Member Smith said that he thought that they had surplused all of the properties and had given residents 
a year to purchase. He said that he thought the Council had agreed that the City would stop maintaining that 
property. 
 
Mayor Mann asked the City attorney if they could say that they were not going to maintain land that they owned.  
 
Rob Patterson, City Attorney, said that the City could do what it wanted. He said the City might become a nuisance 
to adjacent property owners.  
 
Mayor Mann said that the City should take care of its property just as it expects residents to take care of theirs.   
 
Council Member Ostler summarized that the four owners could purchase, the two in the middle had the option to 
buy within the next year. If the two middle properties did not, they would be required to remove their 
encroachment. He wanted to know if there would be a price lock or if the price of the land would go up next year 
giving them an incentive to purchase sooner. It was his opinion that they could reopen applications in January of 
2022 and would set new prices for the surplused properties then.  
 
Council Member Smith said that the other option was to just surplus the four properties tied to the interested 
residents because they were already contiguous. They just didn’t want to checkerboard the properties.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if they needed to add the caveat that if they don’t all purchase that none of them can. 
 
There was continued discussion about if the City could continue to maintain these properties if they were not sold 
as surplus.  
 
Council Member Bills said that she felt like these were unique properties because there was no reason for anyone 
else to go back behind them. She said that they could sell some of the property and the City could still have access. 
She said that she just wanted to make sure that they were fair and consistent. 
 
Council Member Rodela asked if they were going to be consistent with all of the approved properties; residents 
had a year to purchase the surplused land. If they did not, they had to remove their encroachments. 
 
Mayor Mann said that a third alternative was that if residents were not going to buy the surplused property then 
they could lease it from the City.   
 
Council Member Ostler asked that they go through the process for a resident to purchase the surplused property. 
Could those who expressed interest in purchasing properties buy and close now, despite the fact that other 
residents had up to a year to decide, or did they all have to close at the same time at the end of the one-year period.  
 
Nathan Crane, City Administrator, said that staff would want the direction of the Council. 
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Council Member Bills asked for the options to be summarized. 
 
Mayor Mann said that there were three options: (1) buy or don’t buy now; (2) decide to buy within one-year; or 
(3) lease the property from the City based on a price determined by staff. After a few years, a resident might as 
well have bought the property.  
 
Council Member Bills said that she first thought that allowing residents to lease the land sounded like a great 
option until she heard that the City was going to lease a resident’s land for $13,000 a year. She felt that lease 
prices would be very variable. She said that she felt like there was something important in the distinction between 
encroachment and a maintenance agreement. She said that she thought that there were a lot of times that residents 
believed they had a maintenance agreement when they did not.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked how common of a problem it was that they had residents who thought they had a 
maintenance agreement, but that the City did not have a copy of that agreement. Ms. Smith said not very often.  
 
Council Member Ostler suggested that they use the same metric for establishing the lease price as was outlined 
earlier in the meeting: 10% of the appraised property value. At the time the lease was established, they could lock 
it in for 5-10 years.  
 
Mayor Mann said that because this was the first time the Council had genuinely considered the leasing option, 
that they don’t lock themselves into a specific percentage or price tonight. 
 
There was discussion about if the selling price of the properties should be locked in the full year that residents 
had the opportunity to purchase.  Council Member Smith said that the cost would change on a yearly basis. He 
said that if they were going to approve a cost that it should stay consistent for at least a year.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that he did not feel like the price should remain locked beyond the year. He felt like 
the rate of sale should reflect the appraisal of the value of the land from the previous tax year.  
 
Council Member Rodela said that she was fine with that pricing scheme. She asked if the Council had decided if 
all of the property owners had to buy at the same time for any of the interested parties to be able to finalize their 
sale. 
 
Council Member Bills said that it was her understanding that the four properties on the east could be purchased 
immediately because they were contiguous properties, but that the other four (the two who were not interested in 
buying in the middle and the two who were interested in buying on the end) were on hold until the Council 
discussed them in October.  She said that she brought this up because she was confused about the language on 
the spreadsheet that said, “Council agreed to surplus and give the owner a one year time period to purchase.” She 
said that it seemed like the same language associated with the properties they had definitely agreed to sell.  
 
It was agreed that the four properties on the east could purchase and close now because they agreed. Although 
there were two more residents interested in purchasing, they could not close now because there were the two 
properties between them and the four that wanted to purchase. There was a one-year period for the next four 
properties (the two that didn’t want to purchase and the two that did) to come into agreement that they all wanted 
to purchase so that they did not end up checkerboarding the ownership of that property.  
 
Council Member Bills said that she was uncomfortable putting residents in a position where they had to convince 
their neighbors to purchase property for them to be able to do so.  
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Council Member Rodela said that she felt as though it was okay to checkerboard as long as the City had an access 
point.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that right now the City barely had enough room to get the tractor into that area. He said that 
if the property extended any further to the west, the City would not have access. He said that the City would need 
to maintain a lane.  
 
Mayor Mann said the lane would be needed anyway because they were not selling all the way to the canyon.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that he would like for the City to have at least 10’, preferably 12’, of access to get behind 
the properties. He said that he didn’t want to add to the complications of the conversations, but that the tank size 
was only so big in Viewpoint. He felt like the Council needed to consider the need for putting in a bigger tank to 
be able to water. He said that the amount of property the City surplused mattered.  
 
Council Member Bills asked how the amount of land surplused was decided. She said that they had both a square 
footage and cost amount on the spreadsheet.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that the City did have a waterline that went through the property that they were discussing 
surplusing and up the hill.  
 
Council Member Bills asked why the hill needed water.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that the City got lots of complaints about how the hill looks. He said that there was nothing 
that was going to change how the hillside looked, but they still got a bunch of complaints about it. He said that 
despite this, he was hesitant to remove those water lines because he could not predict if they would be useful in 
the future.  
 
There was further discussion and clarification about the course of the waterline and what properties it serviced. 
 
Council Member Smith said that he appreciated Mr. Castleberry’s argument and perspective, but the City had 
already agreed to surplus the property. He asked if it would be okay to sell the property up to the berm. Mr. 
Castleberry said that would be okay.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked what the Council’s consensus from the discussion was on if the two on the side 
(not contiguous with the four that have agreed to purchase) can buy the surplused property if the two in the middle 
do not choose to purchase. She felt as though the sale of those two properties should not be contingent upon the 
decision to buy/sell of the two property owners in the middle. 
 
Ms. Smith displayed a map of the Viewpoint properties under discussion. The area that the City would need 
access to was more clearly defined and that the access easement would be needed regardless of if all of the 
residents in this area purchased the surplused property or not.   
 
Mayor Mann asked that they walk through the properties near Brandon Nish. It was his understanding that the 
Council had agreed to sell the trail easement up to the north. He wanted to clarify that the sale of those properties 
would also have to be contiguous so that the City continued to have access. It was clarified that the City had 
already abandoned the plan to build a trail there.  
 
Council Member Smith said that he thought that made sense and that residents in that area could close one at a 
time as long as they closed consecutively from the south.  
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Council Member Ostler asked that they look at the properties on Canterbury and Avery Lane. 
 
Mayor Mann said that the Council had decided not to surplus the back side of the properties. He said that in the 
area they were looking at, both neighbors had already encroached. 
 
Council Member Ostler confirmed that they were not planning on selling on the South side so that the City could 
maintain trail access. He said that when the Workman property developed there was supposed to be a trail coming 
down through that property and this would be the access point to that trail. There would also be some additional 
roads coming into the property. It was noted that there were already some serious encroachments in this area.  
 
Council Member Smith summarized that they were surplusing the property directly behind the homes, but not on 
the one side where there could be a trail.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that he thought that they had discussed some additional property to the north on 
Avery Lane.  
 
Ms. Smith said that the district facilities easement ran along the entire Murdock trail. The City was willing to 
surplus the property up to the line of this easement. The amount of property surplused was probably going to be 
less than residents expected, but that was all the City could legally sell.  
  
Council Member Smith said that he felt that there was a lesson the Council could learn from this situation. He 
said that when a buyer comes in and develops a piece of property with proposed trails, those trails need to go in 
first. He said that a lot of problems have resulted from trails being proposed, but not actually being put in. The 
Council was spending time 10-15 years later trying to reconcile what was proposed and what was actually 
developed. 
 
Council Member Bills asked Ms. Smith to outline what the process going forward from the meeting would be. 
She wanted to know if the prices outlined were set, or if they were dependent on the surveyor.  
 
Ms. Smith said that the price of the land was set, but that the exact boundaries of the properties surplused would 
be determined by the surveyor. When the City had the total cost of the surveyor and title company’s work, they 
would evenly spread this expense between those who ultimately purchased the surplused land. Every resident 
who purchased surplus land would have to pay the flat fee.  
 
Council Member Bills said that there would be some cost to the City depending on how many people purchase.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if they could look at the properties on Apollo Way.  
 
Council Member Smith said that he thought that there were four lots beginning from the corner.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that six lots were listed.  
 
Ms. Smith said that the Council surplused six lots on the bottom of Apollo Way, but did not do anything with the 
lots on the top.  
 
Council Member Ostler made sure that they did not need to do anything special because if one property owner 
did not buy, the City still had access.  
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Mr. Castleberry said that in this area, the sprinklers watered on both sides of the trail. He said that if one property 
owner did not buy, there was a problem. He felt as though it was all or nothing to make the sprinklers work. The 
sprinklers run down the back of the houses and water across the trail. 
 
Council Member Smith said that this was surplused in 2017. He said that these people had been looking at the 
sprinkler issue with former City Engineer Todd Trane for years. He said that residents had agreed to take care of 
the sprinkler issue.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that he did not think that residents understood the significance and cost of changing the 
sprinkler system.  
 
Council Member Smith said that the surplus of these properties was always contingent on the residents’ ability to 
address the sprinkler situation. 
 
Council Member Ostler said the residents were supposed to consult with a commercial sprinkler person to create 
a plan. 
 
Mr. Castleberry emphasized that they would need a detailed plan that met the City’s standards before they should 
go forward with the sale of the land. 
 
Council Member Bills thought those residents had met with a landscaper and Mr. Castleberry recently.  
 
Mr. Castleberry said that was not true. He had met with them more than a year ago.   
 
Council Member Ostler said that they should add a contingency on the surplus of the Apollo properties that a 
sprinkler plan and the equipment used needed to be approved by Mr. Castleberry and that all six needed to surplus 
together.  
 
The Council then returned to each of the different areas already discussed. 
 
In regard to the properties in Viewpoint, Mayor Mann summarized that they were going to surplus all eight 
properties up to the berm with a 10-foot allowance on the west side. Residents could close whenever they want, 
up to a year at the current price. After the year passed, residents were either required to remove their encroachment 
or to enter into a lease agreement with the City. 
 
Ms. Smith clarified if the Council was okay with checkerboarding because the 10-foot allowance would continue 
to give the City access.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked Council Member Bills if she felt clear about the triangle piece in the Viewpoint 
area. She said that she felt like the requirements around that property were clear.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if they could review the property in Mercer Hollow and Cyprus Drive owned by 
the Johnsons. When he looked at how the property was outlined, the description was clear.  
 
Council Member Ostler then had the Council look at Windsor Meadow. He remembered that the Council had said 
that all six property owners could buy the land being surplused. Although there were one or two buyers who were 
not interested, the Council was okay because the City still had access. 
 
Council Member Smith added that they wanted to preserve a nice trail corridor by maintaining an easement of 
five feet on either side of the trail.  
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Council Member Ostler said that he felt that it was clear what was going on in the Steve Rock area. 
 
Mayor Mann said that he understood that the City was going to surplus the property north of Steve Rocks’ house. 
On the west portion, the City planned to surplus the property all the way to the north and had asked the Howdens 
and east property owners if they wanted to purchase. He said that the Howdens wanted to purchase and he felt in 
instances like this where there were adjoining properties, that both owners should have the opportunity to buy. 
He noted that there was one other property that could be impacted.  
 
Council Member Ostler then asked to see the Zach Easement Chambery Fields Plat C on Louisiana Street.  
 
Mayor Mann said that this was another trail corridor that the City had already surplused part of because there was 
no existing trail. The other property functioned as a detention basin.  
 
In regard to the property owned by Allen and Ashley Anderson, it was explained that the previous owner had an 
open space maintenance agreement, but put a fence up which was not in the open space agreement. The new 
owner purchased the land that included Highland City open space within the area that was fenced and thought it 
was included in his property.  
 
Mayor Mann asked what the process would be for this resident to purchase the land and get it included in their 
lot description.  
 
Ms. Smith said that was a City process unless the parcel was not included in the subdivision agreement. If any of 
the people purchasing the land wanted to put structures on them or do anything other than landscaping, they would 
have to go through the plat amendment process. She noted that the plat amendment application was $500. The 
City could do multiple plat amendments in the same subdivision if they were all included in the plat amendment 
application. She said that she hoped residents would go in on the plat amendments together so that they could 
split those costs. A surveyor or engineering company would have to put the proposed boundary changes on an 
actual plat. Because the surveys will have already been done, they should be a lot cheaper than starting from 
square one.  
 
Mayor Mann said that when the Council went through the process with interested buyers they would make sure 
that those buying know about these requirements and costs. He asked if staff could create a document that outlined 
the process.  
 
Council Member Ostler had another question about Viewpoint. He asked if they all needed to close at the same 
time. 
 
Council Member Bills said that she thought they should be required to close at the same time and that she thought 
that they were ready to.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if Ms. Smith could summarize what she heard the Council say about the Apollo 
properties.  
 
Ms. Smith said that either all six owners had to purchase or none of them could. The sale of the surplused property 
was contingent upon the approval of a sprinkler solution by Mr. Castleberry.  
 
Council Member Bills clarified that there were five property owners on one end and one on another. She noted 
that the applicants had included a landscaping proposal in their request.  
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Mayor Mann said that based on the discussion tonight, the Council had disposed of properties that affected 55 
homeowners. The total land surplused was nearly 3.8 acres.   
 
Council Member Smith stated that the money generated would go back into open space neighborhoods to support 
parks and trails.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that an agreement had already been made those profits from parcels sold in open 
spaces would go back into open spaces or to fund playgrounds or landscaping.  
 
Council Member Bills asked for clarification. She said that she felt like residents should have a say in what the 
money was spent towards. She did not think that the profits should go to fund amenities (parks, trails, 
maintenance) that should have been funded anyway.  
 
Mayor Mann asked for clarification.  
 
Council Member Bills said that if the sale of the property near Viewpoint resulted in a revenue of $10,000, that 
money should not be used to fix sprinklers or something in Viewpoint. Viewpoint was already paying $20 a month 
with a subsidy of the City to cover the maintenance of open spaces. She said that she wanted it stated that residents 
could have a say in how the money was spent.  
 
Mayor Mann asked if the Council had ever said that residents could have a vote on how the money was spent. He 
said that it was his assumption that it would go into the open space fund.  
 
Council Member Smith said that was his understanding, too and that all 18 neighborhoods could use the money 
generated because they were all paying the same fee. He thought that if open space was sold in places that were 
not in open space neighborhoods that those profits would go into the General Fund. 
 
Council Member Rodela said it was her understanding that money gained from the sale of open space in open 
space neighborhoods would go to a general open space fund to allow for flexibility. There was no dedicated 
source of funding for any one subdivision. 
 
Council Member Bills said that she agreed with how they had decided to allocate the money. She just felt that 
these revenues should not go towards maintenance because maintenance should be done anyway by the City.  
 
Council Member Ostler agreed that the money should be used for capital projects or improvements. 
 
Council Member Rodela said the Windsor Meadows playground was in desperate need of replacement. 
 
Council Member Ostler said that he thought that they should try to steer away from funding trails with the open 
space special service district money.  
 
Before making a motion, Council Member Ostler wanted it recorded that because the approval happened on July 
20, 2021 that the pricing for the sale of the properties would be locked until July 20, 2022 at which point the 
pricing could be adjusted.  
 
Council Member Brittney P. Bills MOVED that the City Council approve Resolution 2021-16 with the changes 
we discussed.  
 
Council Member Scott L. Smith SECONDED the motion. 
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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. 

 
Council Member Rodela clarified that the Council will wait to open up the application period for another year.  
 
Mayor Mann said that was the plan.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that he worried about opening another application period when the Council already 
had to review the applications that were deferred in October.  
 
Council Member Rodela suggested that they review the process to try and determine if it was better to open 
applications to purchase surplused property all at once or to do it little-by-little.    
 
Council Member Smith said that he recognized the risk of setting a precedent, but that there were always 
exceptions to the rule. He felt like the family that came before the Council today had some mitigating 
circumstances. He said that because this was such a complex situation, he felt that the Council should sometimes 
make an exception to the one-a-year application window. 
 
Mayor Mann noted that it had been suggested that the Council do this process subdivision by subdivision because 
they were all different.    
 
Council Member Ostler said that would allow the Council to visit the different subdivisions. Looking at them 
would give the Council a better sense of what they were doing.  
 
There was more discussion about if the Council should make exceptions and review a few more applications or 
if they should open up the application period again in the fall.  
 
Council Member Smith was in favor of reviewing two or three more applications. Council Member Ostler asked 
how they would determine which applications were worthy of an exception. He also felt that they would be 
looking at the hard cases in the fall when the Council reviewed the applications they had already deferred. He 
asked Ms. Smith what she thought would happen if they opened up the application period in the fall.  
 
Ms. Smith said that a few residents have already asked her about putting in an application. She also had some 
residents who were already waiting for 2022. It’s her opinion that people need to wait till the 2022 application 
period. When residents claimed that the situation was dire and they needed to acquire property now, it was her 
process to pass it on to the Council to decide. That was why one of the residents was at the meeting tonight.  
 
Mayor Mann reminded that the application put forth by the resident present at the meeting was not on the agenda 
so they could not decide on it.  
 
Council Member Smith said again that it was his inclination to review a few more applications in the fall because 
there were always worthy exceptions.  
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Mayor Mann said that he was concerned about carving up something like Windsor Meadows without taking a 
holistic view of it, by default, the Council created policy by looking at a small piece as opposed to the whole 
subdivision. He also noted that he thought that the applicants from Windsor Meadows wanted to take away a trail. 
The mayor that it was the Council’s policy that if a subdivision wanted to take away a trail that the Council would 
not consider the application.  
 
Council Member Smith suggested that every four months the Council review a neighborhood and try to do three 
neighborhoods a year.  
 
Mr. Crane reminded the Council that they were not done with the properties they were reviewing now. He said 
that there were two big elements the Council still had to address: encroachments and deferred applications. He 
suggested that the Council get through those and then reassess. He said that this process was started in October 
of 2020. They were 10 months into the process. He felt like the City owed it to residents to finish the existing 
applications before reviewing new ones.  
 
Council Member Ball asked Mr. Patterson if there was any timeline or danger of implied ownership if 
encroachment went unaddressed.  
 
Mr. Patterson said no, especially when the discussion about encroachment was that the City was aware of it and 
figuring out a good policy on how to address it, as opposed to saying that the City loved encroachments and did 
not care about them. Although it took time to work through the policy it did not give residents some sort of right.  
 
Council Member Ball said that when he lived in another state, the church had a problem with other people using 
the parking lot. Those using the lot came back and said that it was an implied usage and easement because the 
church had not done anything about it. He said that oftentimes the City is seen as having a lot of money and 
resources, which causes them to sue the City. He felt like there would be benefit to issuing letters stating to 
residents that a piece of land was not their property and that the City was dealing with it.  
 
Mr. Patterson said that he didn’t have an opinion about the letter, but that the law was clear: you can’t claim 
government property.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that he felt like the Council already had a lot on their plate for the fall so he thought 
that it was better to have anyone who inquired to wait until the 2022 application period so that there was 
consistency.  
 
Council Member Smith said that he felt like they should look at the exceptions.  
 
Council Member Rodela said she felt as though they should finish the review of the current applications and then 
re-evaluate any additional requests.  
 
Council Member Bills agreed.  
 
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 
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Erin Wells, Assistant City Administrator, reviewed that the RAP tax was a .1% sales tax charged at Highland 
businesses. The City could collect between $135,000 and $164,000 a year depending on what the market did. 
State law was very specific about what the RAP tax can fund: cultural, recreational, zoological, and botanical 
facilities. The RAP tax must be approved by voters and can be renewed after 10 years. She reminded that a month 
ago the Council passed a resolution asking the county if they were going to issue a county-wide RAP tax. The 
county responded that they were not going to issue a county wide tax allowing the City to institute the RAP tax.  
 
Council Member Smith wanted it noted that cities surrounding Highland––Lehi, American Fork and Cedar Hills–
–already had a RAP tax implemented. 
 
Ms. Wells said that was correct. She continued that the subcommittee––Mayor Mann, Council Member Bills, 
Council Member Rodela, and herself––had met and established a communications plan. They wanted to make 
sure to communicate to residents that this would impact anyone who shopped in Highland and that when a resident 
shopped in a neighboring community, they were already paying a RAP tax that benefited another City. The 
subcommittee had also talked about the use of the funds and suggested that it be limited to parks and trails only 
as opposed to cultural initiatives such as the arts. The subcommittee thought that some residents might feel as 
though the arts should be funded privately as opposed to from governmental funds. There were a myriad of 
projects and ways that these funds could be used within the parks and trails list. Blueline Design had put together 
a capital improvement list for Highland’s parks, there had been discussion about adding another parks employee 
that would cost an additional $80,000 a year, the maintenance for Mountain Ridge would be about $22,000 a year 
for phase 1, or the money could be put towards the trail plan. She said that while the Council does not have to be 
exact in what they will spend the money on, what the money can be spent on was dependent on the ballot question. 
If the ballot question said that funds could only go towards recreational, the money could not then go towards the 
arts later. The Council would have to wait the ten years until the RAP Tax was up for renewal and change the 
ballot question at that point.  
 
Ms. Wells outlined the next steps. Staff will bring a resolution to the Council on August 3, 2021. The resolution 
would officially communicate with Utah County that Highland was putting the tax on the ballot. At that point in 
time staff needed to distribute a voter information pamphlet, hold a public meeting, and the election.  If the tax 
was approved in 2021, it would go into effect in April of 2022. Because of this, it would not be until FY 2022-
2023 that the City would see the impact of the tax.  
 
She reminded, as was the case for ballot propositions in general, that the City had to stay neutral. If there ended 
up being an argument against the tax, the City had to give that position equal time in whatever form the tax was 
presented (website, public meeting, video, etc.). She continued that one of the ideas of the subcommittee was to 
have information at the Fling informational booth about the RAP Tax, the Wimbleton Referendum and about 
Mountain Ridge Park. Staff, however, was concerned about how the RAP Tax could be presented in a neutral 
manner in this setting. Because of this, staff suggested that if the Council wanted to talk about the RAP Tax or 
the Wimbleton Referendum that they pay for a booth so that they can say what they want about those topics on 
their own time.  
 
Council Member Smith said that when he goes to a public event he does not expect to get information about taxes 
and referendums. He felt those topics could be communicated in a different setting. 
 
Council Member Bills agreed. She said that if they had a Council booth it would be hard to differentiate between 
what was the formal booth and what was council members talking independently about these issues. 
 
Ms. Wells said that if someone came up and asked the Council about one of the issues when they were staffing 
the booth that it was okay to give them factual information and could say, “If you’d like my opinion, let’s go take 
a walk so I can give you my opinion on my own time.”  
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Council Member Bills said she felt like it was a great time to talk to people about the park, especially when people 
had limited attention for talking with Council members during a community event.  
 
Ms. Wells ultimately needed direction from the Council on language used in the ballot question and the focus of 
the pro argument for the informational pamphlet.  If it was the Council’s direction that the money be limited to 
recreational uses, potential language might read, “shall Highland impose this tax for recreational uses.” She said 
that she could include all of the ballot language in the resolution brought before the Council in August and the 
Council could indicate what they wanted to strike.   
 
Council Member Smith commented that the worked with the Friends of American Fork Library. Because of this, 
he knew that there were several organizations that would apply for grants funded by the RAP tax. Because of this, 
he was hesitant to limit the proceeds of the tax just to recreation. 
 
Ms. Wells said that she agreed with him. On one hand the tax might be more assured in passing if it was limited 
to recreational projects, but did they want to lock themselves in for 10 years to only funding that use.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if they could include language for all of the different areas, but when talking about 
the tax focus on the parks and trails initiates. 
 
Ms. Wells said that she felt that was okay. If the Council passed the resolution, the City wrote the pro argument 
for the voter pamphlet. It was her thought that this argument would focus on parks.    
 
Council Member Ball said that a lot of people did not like vague language.  He said that he had a lot of residents 
talk to him about road taxes who had concerns that it was going to go to something else. He felt that they needed 
specific language.  
 
Ms. Wells said state statute specified the ballot language. It would read, “Shall Highland City be authorized to 
impose .1% sales tax for recreational, cultural, or zoological facilities and recreational, cultural, or zoological 
programs or organizations that provide a benefit to the City.” The Council could decide to list all of those options 
or to remove some of them. The only flexibility with this language was what to include in the list. With the voter 
informational pamphlet, however, the City could explain specific projects it intends to fund. It was her 
understanding that Council Member Bills suggested that in this pamphlet, the City focus on its park’s initiatives.  
 
Council Member Ball said that the term “cultural” was pretty broad. 
 
Ms. Wells said that the state actually defined cultural as performance and physical arts.  
 
Council Member Ostler said that he felt like they needed to be specific about what recreational and cultural 
projects the City intended to support. He asked if there were cities that put the RAP tax on the ballot and failed to 
have it pass. It was stated that Lehi’s first attempt to pass the RAP tax failed. There was one individual who had 
a ton of time on their hands who did a lot of work to try and not have the tax passed and people listened because 
it was a tax.  
 
**The Meeting recessed at 10:43 p.m. and adjourned at 10:51 p.m. 
 
Council Member Ostler said that he felt that any time the City imposed or increased a tax, it was hard for residents 
to see the increase and say yes. He felt that it was important to educate residents and to be careful with the wording. 
He noted that in looking at survey data, including language that supported the arts might cause people to pull back 
their support.  
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Mayor Mann said that was a fair point. He noted that if the City was going to get $160,000 a year, there were 
things they could do with that money in its parks every year, especially because it could go towards operational 
or capital expenses. He felt that narrower was better. 
 
Ms. Wells verified that it was the direction of the Council to narrow the ballot language only to recreational 
facilities. She asked if the Council needed any additional information before making the decision if this goes on 
the ballot.  
 

b. Park Maintenance Building – Andy Spencer, City Engineer/Public Works 
Director 
 

Andy Spencer, City Engineer, reminded the Council that as part of the budget they funded a Parks Maintenance 
Building to be located north of the Community Center at 10400 and SR74. Staff had entertained that a metal 
structure would be placed on the northeast corner of the property. Most of the property was unfinished and several 
trees would have to be removed for the building project to go forward.  
 
One of the items that needed to be discussed with the Council was that the original subdivision plat contained a 
50’ setback along SR74. The current code would only require a 30’ setback. The proposed plan was laid out 
honoring the 50’ setback and aligned with the eastern wall of the community center. The proposed building and 
the community center would connect with a solid fence. One of the design elements that they plan to implement 
is to extend the wall. However, with the 50’ setback the highway drifts away from the building. Because of this, 
staff would like to design the site with the 30’ setback in the current code so that they can maximize the yard. 
This would have a lot of value because there will be a lot of trucks and trailers that will need to be able to get 
back to the shop. If they could design the site with the 30’ setback was an issue staff needed feedback from the 
Council. 
 
Staff also wanted feedback about the aesthetic of the building. While the building will be metal, they had met 
with a contractor and had a plan to have the SR-74 side of the building be brick in appearance. Although the 
siding would be commercial stucco, it would look like brick and replicate the look of the existing building. The 
pitch of the roof would be seen from SR-47, so staff intended to replicate the dark roof of the community center 
to look more integrated in the existing site. The other three sides of the building would be metal, but would be a 
complementing cream color. There would be a fence line to indicate the area that was closed to the public for 
security reasons and ensuring that kids don’t get into the yard.  
 
Mr. Spencer noted that part of the proposal was to have access into the basement of the community center to 
create office spaces for parks operations. Including the need to cut into the building and some of the basic fencing 
the project is estimated to cost $450,000. The current budget is $300,000 for the project so a budget adjustment 
was needed. This estimate did not include the site work. That would be an additional $375,000 making the total 
budget for the new building $825,000. Because of this, the project will need to be phased over the next couple of 
years. The hope is to get into the buildings as soon as possible to be able to optimize staff time. Highland was 
currently renting two storage units in American Fork. Not only did the trips take time, but there was the monthly 
cost, which was significant because they were large units.  
 
Mayor Mann had a question for Mr. Crane about the setback. He said that Chad Copier, the property owner to the 
north, wanted to build a fence a couple of years ago and the City told him no. He wanted to know if his request 
had a 50’ or 30’ setback.  
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Mr. Crane said that he wanted a fence along SR-74 along the sidewalk. He said that when Mr. Copier could not 
meet the old code, so the City changed the code to try and create a standard that could also apply for subdivisions. 
He noted that there was a difference between building and fence setbacks.  
 
Mayor Mann asked how the building would be positioned if the Council approved the 30’ setback.  
 
Mr. Spencer said that the building would still be oriented perpendicular to the parking areas to keep the building 
aligned with the drive areas. However, they would angle the fence between the existing building and the new 
building. This would give them another 20’ of mobility.  
 
Mayor Mann asked if with the smaller setback they would have to remove additional trees.  
 
Mr. Spencer said that apart from removing one additional tree, staff thought they could design the site without 
impacting any of the other trees. We may have to remove one more tree. He restated that the goal was to match 
the aesthetics of the building and have part of the building visible to the street, but to position the fences in such 
a way that there wasn’t a trash area/weed area in between the fence and the building. 
 
Mayor Mann asked if they moved the building to the north 20’ would they need an additional fence. He said Mr. 
Copier already had a fence there.  
 
Mr. Spencer said they would replace that fence because the existing fence was not very secure. The intention was 
to put in a solid fence. They would want to be good neighbors to him.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked why staff did not want this metal building to look like the metal blue house up the 
street. Mr. Spencer said that he had been told that it was a gorgeous house inside. He said the idea of doing the 
east side to look like the existing building was to do the best to mesh with the existing campus. They were trying 
to do a metal structure because it was so much more cost effective. One of the first bids for the building came 
back at $1.3 million. If it were to be built today it would be about $1.6 million. This project could be done at half 
that $825,000. 
 
Council Member Ostler said that there was a small subdivision just down the road. He wanted to know if there 
was parkway detail in that subdivision. 
 
Mr. Spencer said that the 30’ setback was to the structure. The parkway detail was usually 29’, plus an additional 
10-15’ setback for curb and sidewalk. He said that the site plan would be similar to the fence location of the 
parkway detail. He said that the 50’ setback seemed to be an idea from when the subdivision went in many years 
ago. He said that there were not many 50’ setbacks along the road.  
 
Council Member Ostler asked if Mr. Copier wanted to put in a fence today if he would be required to use the 50’ 
setback even though the City could be approved for 30’.  
 
Mr. Crane said again that the 50’ setback was for the building position from the property line. Mr. Copier could 
put his fence 30’ from the back of the curb just like what the City was proposing to do.  
 
Council Member Ostler and Mayor Mann asked if they would be adding some parking spots with the renovation 
of the site?  
 
Mr. Spencer said that all of the areas on the site plan in yellow indicated additional parking along with a second 
entrance.  
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Council Member Ostler asked what rooms in the basement of the community center they were planning on taking 
for offices.  
 
Mr. Spencer said the Historical Society would have access through the eastern door. The arts would have one 
room for storage, leaving the rest of the basement for parks storage and offices. There would be not classrooms 
available in the basement to teach classes.  
 
Council Member Bills asked if they were taking space away from the Historical Society.  
 
Ms. Wells said apart from no longer being able to store items in the kitchen, no. She said that they had talked with 
Shauna, Charlie and TSSD and they were okay. She said that Shauna was good at finding ways to make it work. 
The City had already stopped reserving that space for the Historical Society because they had hoped that Parks 
could be in that area this year. 
 
There was more conversation about how the Community Center was being used.  
 
Council Member Smith said that he thought this was a great plan and supported the 30’ setback to expand the 
area.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked clarifying questions about the budget. What had they allocated before and what 
was the current proposed budget? Where was the money coming from? 
 
Mr. Spencer said that there were sufficient funds in the building capital fund which had a balance of $830,000. 
Only $300,000 of that was in the budget because it was unknown what the project would entail. If they just did 
the building, the access to the basement and some of the key fences, it would cost $450,000. However, it was 
likely that they would need to put in some of the asphalt, so it was likely that the proposal brought back to the 
Council would be around $550,000 - $600,000. They would build this in various phases. He said that at a 
minimum they needed the $450,000 to construct the building and secure the area with fences.  
 
Council Member Rodela asked if the full balance of the building capital fund had been earmarked for the parks 
building or if there are other projects the City had considered using that money for.  
 
Mr. Crane said that of the building capital fund, $300,000 came from the exaction fees that the City was 
reimbursed for its contribution to infrastructure. The rest of the money came from contributions over time when 
it hadn’t snowed as much, or if there was excess over the 25% reserve in the General Fund, it was moved to the 
building capital funds.  
 
Council Member Smith said that it was good to understand where the money was coming from, however, this 
was a building the City absolutely needed. Gas had doubled, so a huge expense was going towards hauling stuff. 
 
Council Member Ostler was concerned that the project was going to cost a lot more than anticipated. 
 
Mr. Spencer said the project was more than anticipated, but that was why they had been working with the 
contractor to find the balance between budget, aesthetics, and use. They had found a way to reduce the costs. 
 
Council Member Ostler asked Finance Director Tyler Bahr how this would show up in the budget.  
 
Mr. Bahr said that it would not show up on the balance sheet because only $300,000 was in the current budget. 
However, the money was in the fund. 
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Council Member Bills asked Mr. Bahr if he could clarify the difference between an exaction fee and an impact 
fee.  
 
Mr. Crane said that when the town center was built some developers came together to build infrastructure in the 
area. It could be thought of as an infrastructure reimbursement fee that the City would have to pay back. An 
impact fee was for future growth for the infrastructure overall.   
 
Council Member Ostler asked where the money was going when the General Fund exceeded the allowed 25%.  
 
Mr. Bahr said that the balance from the fund came from when there was extra money in the General Fund and the 
Council approved a budget allocation. It was agreed that anything over 27% would go towards this capitol 
building account. He said that as the state had increased the allowed reserve to 35%. He said that Council could 
allocate General Fund surplus, but there would be no de facto transfer.  
 
Mr. Spencer acknowledged that the expense was significant, but he appreciated that it was also noted that the 
project needed to be done and this proposal seemed to be the best option, especially since the capital building 
funds were available. Unless there was additional feedback, they would get the Council design documents and 
move forward with the project.  
 

c. ARPA UPDATE: 
 

Finance Director Tyler Bahr explained that the City applied for ARPA funds.  We have received our first amount 
of $1.1 million dollars.  The City has until end of 2024 to allocate the funds and until 2026 to spend them.  The 
City had the ability to receive matching funds, though there was a short window on that opportunity.  He stated 
that the portal opens on August 16th.  The criteria for applications are yet to be published.  Council Member Ostler 
asked if the City can apply for other money. 

 
Mayor Mann stated that if the City was using money for meters, it would be more meters.  In this case, the City 
is looking for park, there will be more park.  Mr. Bahr stated that staff will begin immediately asking the Utah 
League of Cities and Towns for clarification.  He stated that when council meets again, staff will bring information 
and the seek approval for matching funds.  Successful applicants and funds will be dispersed mid-November.   
 
Council Member Smith stated that he would like to see some of the stipulations.  Mr. Bahr said staff will report 
to federal government and the State can’t put additional stipulations on to the funds.   

 
Mr. Crane stated that money will most likely be disbursed to disadvantaged communities.  This will be a challenge 
for the City. 

 
Mayor Mann stated that he attended a two-day seminar Training done by the Arbinger Group.  The President of 
the trust offered to hold special training free of charge for Highland.  He suggested using work sessions for 
training.   
 

d. Future Meetings 
● July 27, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall 
● August 3, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall 
● August 11, Lone Peak Public Safety District Board Meeting, 7:30 am, City Hall 
● August 17, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall 
● August 24, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall 

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

The meeting adjourned at 11:39 pm 

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 July 20, 2021.   This document constitutes the official 
minutes for the Highland City Council Meeting. 

Stephannie Cottle 
City Recorder 
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Welcome to the Highland 
City Council Work Session

July 20, 2021
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

UNSCHEDULED PUBLIC 
APPEARANCES
Time set aside for the public to express their ideas and 
comments on non-agenda items.  Please state your name 
and limit your comments to three (3) minutes. 

RECOGNITION ITEMS
Mayor Rod Mann

HIGHLAND FLING
AUGUST 2-7

Item 3b – Presentation

Presented by – Jeff Murdoch
Pressurized Irrigation Superintendent

2021 PRESSURIZED 
IRRIGATION WATER UPDATE 
PRESENTATION

1 2

3 4

5 6
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75 cfs

150 cfs

EXISTING HIGHLAND CITY MODEL

On Farm Irrigation Update

• Agreement provides for 140 Acre-Feet per year

• 2021 Drought Allocation – Approximately 100 
Acre-Feet

• Use to Date – Approximated as 25 Acre-Feet

• Anticipated Usage to End of Year –
Approximately 35 Acre-Feet

• Total Year Usage – Approximately 60 Acre-
Feet 

• Use through Provo System is 1.5% of Total

Conservation Strategy

• Conserve so that City has hold over next year

• A 25% reduction in Overall Water Use (30% as a Goal) – To Date 
Less than 5%

• Continued Strategies for Public Awareness

 Newsletter Website – On-going

 Mailing postcards every 3 weeks – On-going

 Text/Email/Social – Text sent out 7/15/21 & Social On-going

 Utilize local LDS Emergency Preparedness (Stake Presidents) 
– Upcoming

 Door hanger – Upcoming

 Auto Call – Dependent on previous strategies effectiveness

 Future Restrictions (Day/Times) – Next Year

 Enforcement of Restrictions – Next Year

 Meters – Future

 Shutoffs

7 8

9 10

11 12
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Item 3c – Presentation

Presented by – Josh Castleberry
Park Superintendent

OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE 
UPDATE PRESENTATION

CONSENT ITEMS (5 minutes)

• Item 4a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – Regular 
City Council Meeting – June 15, 2021 Administrative

• Item 4b. Agreement: Rodger & Mara Lyman 
Temporary Construction Easement Administrative

• Item 4c.  Ordinance: Municipal Code Amendment 
– Fire Code and Burn Permits Legislative

• Item 4d. Resolution: Declaration of Surplus 
Property Legislative

CONSENT ITEMS (5 minutes)

• Item 4a. Approval of Meeting Minutes – Regular 
City Council Meeting – June 15, 2021 Administrative

• Item 4b. Agreement: Rodger & Mara Lyman 
Temporary Construction Easement Administrative

• Item 4c.  Ordinance: Municipal Code Amendment 
– Fire Code and Burn Permits Legislative

• Item 4d. Resolution: Declaration of Surplus 
Property Legislative

Item 5 – Public Hearing/Action

Presented by – Stephannie Cottle
City Recorder

URBAN DEER PROGRAM 
RENEWAL ADMINISTRATIVE

13 14

15 16

17 18
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Background

• Urban Deer Control Program began in 2013

• Brian Cook with Humphries Archery has 
been the Program Director since 2013

• 2013-2019 Archery Only

• 2019 City Council approved trap and 
euthanize methods as well as archery

• Urban deer population has been reduced 
from estimated 300 to 150

2021-2024 Program Changes

• Program will run from 8/1/2021 through 
12/7/2021, instead of 12/31/2021.

• Harvesting will take place in a tiered 
system, with harvesting in the later season 
further away from the mountains.

• $100/deer, increased from $75/deer in 
previous years.

2021-2024 Harvesting Map
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.

REVIEW OF RESOLUTION 2021-16 –
DESIGNATION OF ORPHAN 
PROPERTIES FOR DISPOSAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE

Item 6 - Action

Presented by – Kellie Bronson
Planner/GIS Analyst

Background

• City Council – June 15th

– Resolution 2021-16 Designation of Orphan 
Properties for Disposal passed

– The Council will need to review, clarify, modify, 
and approve the resolution

19 20

21 22

23 24
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Proposed Motion

I move that the City Council APPROVE 
Resolution-2021-16 with the following 
changes: (the Council will need to draft 
appropriate modifications).

MAYOR/COUNCIL AND STAFF 
COMMUNICATION ITEMS

Item 8a. – RAP Tax – Erin Wells, Assistant City Administrator

Item 8b. – Park Maintenance Building – Andy Spencer,      
City Engineer/Public Works Director

Item 8c. – Future Meetings
• July 27, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall
• August 3, City Council Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall
• August 11, Lone Peak Public Safety District Board Meeting, 7:30 am, City Hall
• August 17, City Council Meeting 7:00 pm, City Hall
• August 24, Planning Commission Meeting, 7:00 pm, City Hall

RAP TAX

Item 8a – Discussion

Presented by – Erin Wells
Assistant City Administrator

Overview

• 0.1% sales tax charged in Highland 
businesses

• Estimated collection: $135,000-164,000
• Fund 
– Cultural, recreational, or zoological facilities
– Botanical, cultural, or zoological 

organizations 

• Must be approved by voters 
– Authorized for 10 years. Can be reauthorized 

every 10 years. 

• County declared intention not to do 
County-wide tax

Sub-Committee 
Communication Plans

• Impacts anyone (including non-
residents) who shop here

• Cedar Hills and AF already have one. 
(You pay it when you shop there.) 
Lehi will have one on the ballot.

Sub-Committee Use Proposal

• Limit to parks and trails, not arts
• Examples: 
– blu line park capital improvement list
– Park employee costs for Mountain Ridge 

Park~$80,000
–Maintenance costs for Mountain Ridge 

Park ~$22,000
–Move quicker on 5-year trail plan

• Specific uses can be finalized after 
election, but based on ballot question

25 26

27 28

29 30
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Next Steps

• August 3: Council pass Resolution to put 
RAP Tax on ballot

• August 4: Provide public notice and 
opportunity for Voter Information 
Pamphlet (VIP) argument submission

• Mid September – October: Public 
Meeting

• October: VIP Distributed
• November: Election
• April 2022: Tax goes into effect (if 

approved)

Reminders

• City communication must be neutral 
and provide equal opportunity for 
both sides (if there are two sides)
– Fling booth

• Council can advocate using their own 
time and resources

• Council would need to lead engaging 
special interest groups

Questions for Council

• Feedback regarding planned use/ 
ballot language
– "Shall Highland City, Utah, be authorized 

to impose a .1% sales and use tax for ….?"
– Cultural, recreational, or zoological 

facilities
– Botanical, cultural, or zoological 

organizations 

• Anything you need information on 
before making a final decision

PARK MAINTENANCE BUILDING

Item 8b – Discussion

Presented by – Andy Spencer
Public Works Director/City Engineer

31 32
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Name Address Subdivision Size Sq Ft Price Trail Utilities Council Review Conditions
Kristin & Paul 
Gourley

12672 N ANGELS 
GATE,

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

0 $0 Check to ensure that the Gourley's are not 
interested in the property.  Branden is apparently 
interested in it.

Perry & Susan 
Christensen

12684 N ANGELS 
GATE

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail corridor from South 
to North

Branden & 
Catherin Neish

5937 Chatham 
Circle

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

871 $2,388 Approved the sale of the trail corridor from South 
to North

Rick & Miriam 
Louder

5941 W NEW 
LONDON ST

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

5,227 $14,326 Did not apply for purchase; Approved the sale of 
the trail corridor from South to North

Ken & Rosa 
Raney

5946 W NEW 
LONDON ST

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

1,307 $3,582 Did not apply for purchase; Approved the sale of 
the trail corridor from South to North

David & 
Stephanie Nibley

5947 New London 
Street

Beacon Hills 
Plat H

4,792 $13,132 Approved the sale of the trail corridorfrom South to 
North

Edward & 
Mayumi Lee

10667 N 
Canterbury Dr

Canterbury 
North Plat F

2,222 $6,089 The Lee's have already 
encroached on adjacent 
property. 

Would have to contact Provo River and Jordan 
Valley to see if they'd put any restrictions on 
structures or landscaping on the parcel. 

Scott & Jennifer 
Blatter

6579 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
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 
Nelson

6591 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the 
facilities easement.

Summer Dunn 6605 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. No encroachment. 
Already built a fence.

Brett & Claudia 
Nixon

6625 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the 
facilities easement.

Melissa 
Stevenson

6637 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass in the 
facilities easement.

Deanna Romriell 6638 W 
CANTERBURY DR

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,006 $8,238 Approved for sale between the wast lot line and 
sidewalk.

Theodore Siri 6649 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass  and 
possibly cement curbing in the facilities easement. 

Brad & Sarah 
Fillmore

6661 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass  in the 
facilities easement. 

Richard & Dianna 
Farr

6673 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass  in the 
facilities easement. 

Four Corners 
Real Estate LLC

6685 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement. Encroachment has 
already occured. Minor amount of grass  in the 
facilities easement. 

Bryan & Jenny 
Stinson

6697 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,614 $7,163 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
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 & 
Kimberly Carroll

6709 W AVERY 
AVE

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,485 $9,551 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement.   Trail corridor to 
the west needs to be preserved.

Blake Tingey 6749 W 
CANTERBURY DR

Canterbury 
North Plat G

2,178 $5,969 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
the District Facilities Easement.  Fence present.

David & Tarra 
Anderson

6765 W 
CANTERBURY DR

Canterbury 
North Plat G

3,049 $8,357 Approved for sale between the south lot line and 
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 
Fields Plat C

1,398 $3,833 Waterline in larger parcel to 
the west of request

Subject to verification by staff

Allen & Ashlie 
Anderson

6337 W Bull River 
Rd

Dry Creek 
Bench

1,307 $3,582 Yes YES New home buyer wants to square his property with 
existing landscaping but no closer than 5 ft to trail

Michael Speer 11832 N 6260 W Highland Hills 
Plat B

2,614 $7,163 Mostly no Approved Corner to corner

Carl Olson 6228 APOLLO WY Highland Hills 
Plat C

1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation 
issues

Kelly & Kandyce 
Coston

6242 APOLLO WY Highland Hills 
Plat C

1,742 $4,775 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation 
issues

Eric & 
Somprattana 
Clifford

6254 W APOLLO 
WY

Highland Hills 
Plat C

1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation 
issues

Kent Savage 6264 W APOLLO 
WY

Highland Hills 
Plat C

1,307 $3,582 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation 
issues

SS PROPS 10 LLC 6272 W APOLLO 
WY

Highland Hills 
Plat C

2,178 $5,969 Residents to take care of all sprinkler relocation 
issues

Kris & Jamie 
Johnson

11869 N Cyprus 
Dr

Mercer Hollow 3,485 $9,551

Ron & Anita 
Wells

40105 W PARK 
CIR

View Pointe 6,534 $17,908 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Amber & Jack 
Whelchel

4031 W PARK CIR View Pointe 3,485 $9,551 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Rhett 
Crowninshield

4043 W PARK CIR View Pointe 7,405 $20,295 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Nickolas & Erin 
Bayless

4055 W PARK CIR View Pointe 6,098 $16,714 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

James & Kerry 
Bradshaw

4065 W PARK CIR View Pointe 3,920 $10,745 Wants to purchase Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Gary & Ann 
Gardner

4077 W PARK CIR View Pointe 2,178 $5,969 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Derek & Melissa 
Adams

4087 W PARK CIR View Pointe 1,742 $4,775 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

JT Resources 4099 W PARK CIR View Pointe 5,663 $15,520 Limited interest Council agreed to surplus and give owner a 1 year 
time period to purchase.

Preston & 
Charmayne 

4119 W VIEW 
POINTE DR

View Pointe 1,307 $3,582 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of the 
triangle.
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https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=415000046
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=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://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://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://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950108
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950108
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950101
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950102
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950103
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950104
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950105
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950106
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950107
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950305
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950305


Emily Rose 4131 W VIEW 
POINTE DR

View Pointe 4,792 $13,132 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of the 
triangle.

Casey & Tamry 
Waldon

4141 W VIEW 
POINTE DR

View Pointe 4,356 $11,938 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of the 
triangle.

Peter & Penney 
Kilger

4171 W PARK DR View Pointe 5,227 $14,326 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of the 
triangle.

Andrew & 
Rebekah Clark

4181 W PARK DR View Pointe 2,178 $5,969 Wants to purchase Submitted plan with 4 neighbors for devision of the 
triangle.

Chris & Sandi 
Howe

4194 Elk Cove Cir View Pointe 1,742 $4,775 No extra request ok but go due north

Roger Mickelsen 5498 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

10,454 $28,652 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy have 
one year to purchase.

Larinda & Jeff 
Harvey

5498 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

7,841 $21,489 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy have 
one year to purchase.

Brad & Kristie 
Smith

5508 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

4,356 $11,938 Yes two property owners that don't intend to buy have 
one year to purchase.

Carolyn Smith 5524 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

2,614 $7,163 Yes Did not specifically request but council agreed to 
surplus and give owner a 1 year time period to 
purchase.

Patricia Kouba 5538 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

1,742 $4,775 Yes Did not specifically request but council agreed to 
surplus and give owner a 1 year time period to 
purchase.

Lee & Rebeccah 
Howard

5552 W 
Kensington Cir

Windsor 
Meadows

871 $2,388 Yes Explore doing a property swap to get a 5 ft 
separation from the trail.

Steve  & Heidi 
Rock

11339 N 5835 W 4,792 $13,132 The city has a portion of a parcel on the NE side of 
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 
Howden

11366 N 6000 W 0 $0 See property associated with : 5876 W 11350 N ST

Twin Peaks 
Property Holding 
LLC

5876 W 11350 N 
ST

5,227 $14,326 This property owner has expressed interest in the 
city property to the west. This is the end of a trail 
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 & Katherine 
Guymon

5913 Quail Creek 
Lane

0 $0 See property associated with : 5876 W 11350 N ST

Existing 8' Sewer line 
easement on plat

Need to record another 8' 
Sewer line easement along with 
purchase

https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950306
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950306
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950307
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950307
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950309
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=541950310
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://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/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://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://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://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960035
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960035
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://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960034
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=554960034
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://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://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=414090001
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=110260054
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=500180005
https://maps.utahcounty.gov/ParcelMap/ParcelMap.html?serial=500180005
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