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GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING

Grand County Council Chambers
125 East Center Street, Moab, Utah

AGENDA
Tuesday, February 16, 2016

Joint County Council-County Planning Commission Workshop
A. Housing Workshop (Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director)

Recess
Municipal Building Authority Meeting

Call to Order
Approval of Minutes (Diana Carroll, Clerk/Auditor)
B. February 2, 2016 (Workshop and County Council Meeting)

Ratification of Payment of Bills

Elected Official Reports

Council Administrator Report

Department Reports

C. 2015 Production Water Report (Lee Shenton, Technical Advisor)

Agency Reports
D. Accepting the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) PILT Payment (Chris Wood,
Southeast Regional Supervisor, UDWR)

E. 2015 Moab to Monument Valley Film Commission Report (Bega Metzner, Assistant
Director and Rebecca Davidson, Moab City Manager)

Citizens to Be Heard

Presentations

F. Presentation on Public Defender Semi-Annual Report (Don Torgerson, Torgerson Law
Offices, P.C.)

G. Presentation on Montrose to Moab Rimrocker Trail (Jon Waschbusch, Montrose County
Government Affairs Director)

Discussion Iltems
H. Discussion on Next Steps to Comply with House Bill 323 — County Resource
Management Plans (CRMP) (Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director)

I. Discussion on Points for Drafting a Letter to Congressmen Chaffetz and Bishop in
Response to Regarding the Congressmen’s Draft Public Lands Initiative (Chairwoman
Tubbs)

J. Discussion on Calendar Items and Public Notices (Bryony Chamberlain, Council Office
Coordinator)

General Business- Action Items- Discussion and Consideration of:

K. Adopting Proposed Resolution of the County Council of Grand County, Utah Authorizing
and Approving the Execution of an Annually Renewable Master Lease Agreement, by
and between Grand County and the Municipal Building Authority of Grand County, Utah
Authorizing the Issuance and Sale by the Authority of its Lease Revenue Bonds, Series
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2016, in the Aggregate Principal Amount of not to Exceed $2,328,000; and Related
Matters (Sheriff White; Rick Bailey, Grand County Emergency Management Director;
Randy Larsen, Bond Attorney, Ballard Sphar; and Alex Buxton, Vice President, Zions
Bank Public Finance)

L. Adopting Proposed Ordinance for a Rezone of Property from Large Lot Residential
(LLR) to Multi-Family Residential -8 (MFR-8), Including Arroyo Crossing Master Plan,
Located at 2022 Spanish Valley Drive, Moab, UT (North of Resource Blvd), Postponed
from February 2, 2016 (Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director)

M. Approving Proposed Letter to the State Legislature Regarding Proposed House Bill 132
— Amending Municipal Business Licenses (Zacharia Levine, Community Development
Director)

N. Approving Proposed Letter to Utah Legislators Opposing House Bill 115, “Beekeeping
Modifications” which would Nullify Grand County Ordinance No. 531, “Apiculture (Honey
Bee Husbandry) Protection” (Jerry Shue, Grand County Bee Inspector)

O. Approving Proposed Letter to Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) Requesting
Accelerated Requirements for Installation of Proper Emission Control Equipment at
Oilfield Water Logistics’ Danish Flats Facility (Lee Shenton, Technical Advisor)

P. Approving Proposed License Agreement with VendMoab for Vending Concessions at
Canyonlands Field Airport (Judd Hill, Airport Manager)

Q. Approving 2015 Council Discretionary Funds of $3,023 for 2015-2016 Alternate Conflict
Defender Invoices from Law Office of Dusten Heugly, PLLC (Diana Carroll,
Clerk/Auditor)

o Consent Agenda- Action Items
R. Approving Proposed Letter to U.S. Congress Emphasizing Need for Re-federalization of
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Screening Services at Canyonlands Field
Airport

S. Approving Proposed One Month Office Lease Agreement for Mesquite Electric at
Canyonlands Field Airport

T. Approving Proposed Cooperative Law Enforcement Agreement between the Grand
County sheriff's Office and the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest
Service and Manti-La Sal Forest

U. Approving Retail Beer License for Outerbike — Consumer Bike Demo to be Held at Bar
M Trailhead April 1-3, 2016

V. Adopting Proposed Resolution to Repeal Resolution 2883, Board of Adjustment Bylaws

o Public Hearings- Possible Action Items
W. A Public Hearing to Solicit Public Input on a Proposed Ordinance for a Rezone of
Property from a Split Zone of Rural Residential (RR) and Highway Commercial (HC) to a
Single Zone of Highway Commercial. The Property is Located at the Corner of Highway
191 and Sage Avenue (North of Sage Avenue) (Zacharia Levine, Community
Development Director)

X. A Public Hearing to Solicit Public Input on a Proposed Ordinance for a Rezone of
Property from Range & Grazing (RG) to Rural Residential (RR). The Property is Located
at 200 N. Thompson Canyon Road in Thompson Springs, Utah (Zacharia Levine,
Community Development Director)

o General Council Reports and Future Considerations
0 Closed Session(s) (if necessary)
o Adjourn

NOTICE OF SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals with special
needs requests wishing to attend County Council meetings are encouraged to contact the County two (2) business days in advance of these events.
Specific accommodations necessary to allow participation of disabled persons will be provided to the maximum extent possible. T.D.D.
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(Telecommunication Device for the Deaf) calls can be answered at: (435) 259-1346. Individuals with speech and/or hearing impairments may also call
the Relay Utah by dialing 711. Spanish Relay Utah: 1 (888) 346-3162

It is hereby the policy of Grand County that elected and appointed representatives, staff and members of Grand County Council may participate in
meetings through electronic means. Any form of telecommunication may be used, as long as it allows for real time interaction in the way of
discussions, questions and answers, and voting.

At the Grand County Council meetings/hearings any citizen, property owner, or public official may be heard on any agenda subject. The number of
persons heard and the time allowed for each individual may be limited at the sole discretion of the Chair. On matters set for public hearings there is a three-minute
time limit per person to allow maximum public participation. Upon being recognized by the Chair, please advance to the microphone, state your full name and
address, whom you represent, and the subject matter. No person shall interrupt legislative proceedings.

Requests for inclusion on an agenda and supporting documentation must be received by 5:00 PM on the Wednesday prior to a regular Council Meeting
and forty-eight (48) hours prior to any Special Council Meeting. Information relative to these meetings/hearings may be obtained at the Grand County
Council’'s Office, 125 East Center Street, Moab, Utah; (435) 259-1346.

A Council agenda packet is available at the local Library, 257 East Center St., Moab, Utah, (435) 259-1111 at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting.
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AGENDA SUMMARY
GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING
February 16, 2016

Agenda Item: A

TITLE:

Housing Workshop

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A

PRESENTER(S):

Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director

Prepared By:
ZACHARIA LEVINE
GRAND COUNTY
COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
Attorney Review:

N/A

BACKGROUND:

The Grand County Council will address housing affordability in a series of
workshops beginning at 2:00 pm ahead of each regular scheduled public
meeting.

ATTACHMENT(S):
1. Amending the Grand County Land Use Code to Facilitate Housing

Affordability — Work Plan: Division of Labor & Priorities (Zacharia Levine,
Community Development Director)

2. An Update on Housing Affordability — 10.30.16 presentation slides (Zacharia
Levine, Community Development Director)

3. 2009 Moab City and Grand County Affordable Housing Plan (Moab Area

Interlocal Housing Task Force)




Grand County Housing Workshop: February 16, 2016

Amending the Grand County Land Use Code to Facilitate Housing Affordability

Work Plan: Division of Labor & Priorities

Planning Commission

County Council

Planning Commission, County
Council, & Others

Moab City & Grand County

Definition of affordable housing

Code Enforcement

FLUP: base densities

Trail & road infrastructure

FLUP/LUC: use table

Assured housing policies:
residential & commercial

Water & sewer infrastructure

Removing open space
requirements from PUDs

Target population groups

Shared design guidelines:
proposed City annexation area

Subdivision and site planning:
minimum lot sizes and setback
requirements

Deed restrictions: minimum
content requirements

Growth management

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs)

Deed restrictions: administration

Economic development: vision &
strategic plan

Impact fee waiver: explicit
language

Height restrictions

Buffer requirements

Parking requirements

Road widths

Dormitories & group housing




An update on the crisis...

Zacharia Levine, GC Community Development

Photo courtesy of Bryan Bowen Architects



INTERLOCAL HOUSING TASK FORCE

Mel Hugentobler
Tiffany Van Sickle
Rachel Moody
Jazmine Duncan
Jeff Reinhart
Dave Knowles

Ben Riley
Ken Davey
Melissa Byrd
Shik Han
Leticia Bentley

Joey Allred

Mike Badger
Heila Ershadi
Audrey Graham
Barbara Hicks
LaDonna Kiniston
Darcey Brown
Jeff Whitney
Jaylyn Hawks
David Olsen
Dennis Brown
Emily Niehaus

Rikki Epperson

Kalen Jones
Jim Webster

Rani Deraseray

Michele Blackburn

Todd Thorne
Peggy Hosner
Mike Duncan
Molly Marcello
Katlyn Keane
Annalee Howlend
Susan Marhall

Zacharia Levine



What is housing affordability?

Review 2009 Affordable Housing Plan

Understand current market conditions and housing needs
Review progress made over the last six years

Identify needed legislative actions and a benchmark timeline



WHAT IS HOUSING AFFORDABILITY?




= All housing costs — mortgage/rent, utilities, &
maintenance — must be

>30% of HH income = “cost-burdened”

>50% of HH income = “severely cost-burdened”

- is also an important metric

How much money is left over after housing costs?

Even 30% from a low HH income leaves little for other
essential expenditures



Household Area Median Income (AMI) = $55,300/yr for a family of four (HUD 2015)

Summary of Local Affordability

Maximum Monthly Maximum Mortease Maximum Sales Price
Household Income Income for Housing Loan Amoungt & 10% Down; 30 yr fixed
Expenses @4.00% w/2% PMI
<30% AMI $415 $25,579 $28,421
>30% to <50% AMI $691 $68,508 $76,120
>50% to <80% AMI $1,106 $132,902 $147,669
>80% to <100% AMI $1,383 $175,832 $195,369

*Affordability summary based on a household size of 4.

Sources: US Census Bureau, Multiple Listing Service, Zacharia Levine



Residual Income Approach

= EX: 4 person and low-income household (50% AMI)
= HH income = $2304/mo.

= Housing Costs = $1931 (owner); $1000/mo. (renter)
= Median rent in Grand County ($750/mo.) + Utilities (5250/mo.)

= After housing, is S373/mo. or
51304/mo. residual enough to
cover all other essential
expenditures for a family of
four?

Sources: US Census Bureau, Zacharia Levine



“We have found it in
our field (Veterinary Medicine).”

“We pay the national average in wages, but expensive
housing "

“Providing
in Moab.”
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“Safe neighborhoods improve neighborhood
attachment, and social and behavioral health.”

“I believe overcrowding in the household created an
environment where physical and sexual abuse could
more easily take place.”



MOAB CITY AND GRAND COUNTY

2009 HOUSING STUDY &
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PLAN



GENERAL CONCEPTS/INTRODUCTION

= Created in response to local needs and state-level legislation

= NOT created in a vacuum!

= Funded through a $10,000 grant secured by Moab City from the Utah Quality
Growth Commission

= Facilitation provided by the Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC)

= Adopted May 18, 2009



WHAT DOES THE 2009 PLAN INCLUDE?

Demographics and housing analysis
= Housing conditions assessed by SEU-ALG in the 2005 Consolidated Plan

= Key terms/definitions
= Progress-to-date (up to 2008)
= Housing needs assessment (up to 2006/2007)

= (Jim Wood, Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BEBR), University of Utah)
= Barriers to affordable housing (non-exhaustive)
= Housing development pro-forma

= 5-yr goals, objectives, and action steps



KEY FINDINGS FROM THE 2009 STUDY

= Four primary factors:
= Low household income
= High housing costs
= External market demand

= Conditions of existing housing inventory

= The housing gap increased markedly between ‘00 and '07
= In’06/'07...

= 194 renter-occupied housing units

= 313 owner-occupied housing units

= Estimated 35% of housing stock in “dilapidated” or “unacceptable”
condition



UPDATING THE 2009 STUDY...

CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS



Population

Populations by State, 1850 - 2014
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POPULATION TRENDS

Population growth has slowed from an average of 2.43% per year in the "90s,
0.90% per year in the ‘00s, and 0.86% between ‘10 and "14

= This still amounts to an average of 100 new residents/yr since 1990

Grand County is growing slower than Utah as a whole, but it is still trending to
double by 2050

New Household formation is outpacing population growth

New Household formation is outpacing new residential construction

Sources: US Census Bureau, Grand County Building Official, Zacharia Levine



GRAND COUNTY POPULATION AGE STRUCTURE (2010)
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COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE

Estimates, 2010 - 2014
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Year Over Year % Change
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% of 2013

% Change

Description
Employment by place of work (number of jobs)

By industry . . .
Farm employment 1.4% 10.0% = Service-related industries ...
Nonfarm employment 98.6% 25.5% )
Private nonfarm employment 84.1% 26.1% still the largest share of employment (71%)
Mining Not shown
Utilities 0.4% -15.2% Accommodations & food services (~1400 jobs)
Construction 5.9% 1.4%
Manufacturing 1.3% -8.2%
Wholesale trade 1.5% 27.4%
Retail trade 13.2% 20.3% . .
= Transportation and warehousing (+86%)
Information Not shown ) )
= Finance and insurance (+61%)
Real estate and rental and leasing 6.3% 75.3%
= Health care (+56%)
Management of companies and enterprises Not shown _ ] ]
Administrative and waste management services  Not shown = Professional and technical services (+32)
Educational services 1.3% -41.3%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 5.9% 38.4%
Accommodation and food services 22.4% 21.2% Sources:
Other services, except public administration 4.4% 29.5% Bureau of Economics. 2013. Local Area Information. Table CA 25
Government and government enterprises 14.5% 22.1% US Dep’t of Commerce. 2014 Census Bureau. County Business Patterns.
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EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

Current Housing Occupancy

Occupied Housing Vacant Housing Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Units Units Housing Units Housing Units

19% 67% 33%

Sources: American Community Survey. 2013. US Census Bureau



EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

Housing Units by Structure Type
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EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

= 491 Mobile Home Lots

= ~80% occupied
= Monthly fee paid if unit is owned: $275-400/mo
= Monthly rent if unit is not owned: $650-800/mo

= 920 RV/Campground spaces
= 96 “Extended Stay” spaces

= 15 employee housing units

Source: Zacharia Levine



EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Year Built

2000 or later 1980 to 1999 1960 to 1979 1959 or earlier

13% 26% ‘ 39% ’ 22%

Sources: American Community Survey. 2013. US Census Bureau



EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

Renter-Occupied Housing Units by Year Built

2000 or later 1980 to 1999 1960 to 1979 1959 or earlier

13% 36% ’ 37% ’ 14%

Sources: American Community Survey. 2013. US Census Bureau




CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY

= Average number of C/Os per year (2013 —’15)
= Grand County = 37
= City of Moab = 29.3
= (Castle Valley =3

= 181 residential dwelling units constructed countywide since 2013

= Average number of residential dwelling units constructed per year (2013 —’15)
= Grand County = 33
= City of Moab = 25.3
= (Castle Valley =2

Sources: Grand County Building Official, Zacharia Levine



CURRENT SALES AND RENTAL PRICES

= Median list price for all housing types (May 2015) = $290,000

= Average (mean) list price for all housing types (May 2015) = $351,700
= Source: Multiple Listing Service. May 31, 2015. and Zacharia Levine

= Median rent + utilities for all housing types = $1000/mo.
= Source: 2013. American Community Survey. US Census Bureau

= Confirmed by Moab Property Management — assumes $250/mo. Utility bill



DEVELOPABLE LAND IN MOAB AND GC
— RECENTLY SOLD & ACTIVE

Average Residential Parcels S248,936/acre
Median Residential Parcels S200,301/acre
Average Commercial Parcels $325,099/acre
Median Commercial Parcels S145,788/acre

Source: Multiple Listing Service, Zacharia Levine
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Development Developer/Owner # of Units| Year Built Occ-rt;rl)oaency Deed Restricted?
Single Family Strawbales Community Rebuilds 13 4/yr Owner 10 yrs
Archway Village Apartments 20 1985 Renter Income limits
Huntridge Plaza Apartments 24 2004 rehab Renter Income limits
Kane Creek Apartments 36 1993 Renter Income limits
Ridgeview Apartments 6 1994 Renter Income limits
Rockridge Senior Housing 35 1998 Renter Age & Income limits
The Virginian Apartments HASU 28 Renter Income limits
The Willows Interact 8 2015 Renter
5-1BR @ 25% AMI
10- 1BR @ 39% AMI
30- 2 BR @ 45% AMI
6-3BR @ 45% AMI
Cinema Court HASU 60 2012 Renter 9-3BR @ 55% AMI
Aspen Cove Interact 12 2015 Renter 30% of income
Crown at Desert Wind HASU 5 2013 Renter 15yrs
Sage Valley HASU 8 1998 Owner 15yrs
CROWN at Rim Hill HASU 8 2005 Renter 15 yrs
Mutual Self-Help HASU 134 Ongoing Owner Beginning in 2016
TOTAL: 397 ~7% of total housing stock

Source: Zacharia Levine




Sheet1

		Development		Developer/Owner		# of Units		Year Built		Occupancy Type		Deed Restricted?

		Single Family Strawbales 		Community Rebuilds		13		4/yr		Owner		10 yrs

		Archway Village Apartments				20		1985		Renter		Income limits

		Huntridge Plaza Apartments				24		2004 rehab		Renter		Income limits

		Kane Creek Apartments				36		1993		Renter		Income limits

		Ridgeview Apartments				6		1994		Renter		Income limits

		Rockridge Senior Housing				35		1998		Renter		Age & Income limits

		The Virginian Apartments		HASU		28				Renter		Income limits

		The Willows		Interact		8		2015		Renter

		Cinema Court		HASU		60		2012		Renter		5 - 1 BR @ 25% AMI
10 - 1 BR @ 39% AMI
30 - 2 BR @ 45% AMI
6 - 3 BR @ 45% AMI
9 - 3 BR @ 55% AMI

		Aspen Cove		Interact		12		2015		Renter		30% of income

		Crown at Desert Wind		HASU		5		2013		Renter		15 yrs

		Sage Valley		HASU		8		1998		Owner		15 yrs				*List individual subdivisions?

		CROWN at Rim Hill 		HASU		8		2005		Renter		15 yrs				*Income limits on 1st time buyers

		Mutual Self-Help		HASU		134		Ongoing		Owner		Beginning in 2016				*% still owned by 1st time buyer?

				TOTAL:		397		~7% of total housing stock								*Affordability to 2nd time buyer?





		Dolan said housing an individual for one year costs approximately $10,000. But to leave that same person on the streets costs about $20,000.



		“A person on the street costs about $20,000 because of emergency services, the police, the jail, and the ER — all of those costs together,” Dolan said. “It makes financial sense and it also makes human sense to create housing for homeless and mentally ill people.”



		Read more: Moab Times-Independent - New apartment complex helps Moab s mentally ill homeless



http://moabtimes.com/view/full_story/26425871/article-New-apartment-complex-helps-Moab-s-mentally-ill--homeless?


HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS




Cost Burdened Renter Households

Households Spending 30% or More of Monthly
Income on Housing (by Income Level)

>50% to <80% AMI

38.6%

>30% to <50% AMI

78.6%

<309% AMI

63.0%

Households Spending 50% or More of Monthly
Income on Housing (by Income Level)

>50% to <80% AMI I 43%

>30% to <50% AMI

58.6%

Source: American

63.0% Community Survey.
2013. US Census Bureau

<30% AMI



Cost Burdened Owner Households

Households Spending 30% or More of Monthly
Income on Housing (by Income Level)

>50% to <80% AMI _ 39.8%
>30% to <50% AMI - 25.6%

Households Spending 50% or More of Monthly
Income on Housing (by Income Level)

~50% to <80% AMI |3.9%

>30% to <50% AMI . 7.7%

Source: American

Community Survey.
<300 0
<30 %0 AMI - 31.6 /0 2013. US Census Bureau




= 890 cost-burdened households (395 owner, 495 renter)
= 95% of active listings — out of reach for moderate income families

= Biggest deficits within smaller, renter-occupied housing

Housing Units by

Number of Bedrooms Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied % Owner % Renter
No Bedroom 12 10 0.5% 0.9%
1 Bedroom 168 182 6.8% 15.7%
2-3 Bedrooms 1,624 834 65.7% 71.8%

4+ Bedrooms 667 134 27.0% 11.5%



New Housing Demand by Year and Income Level: Model 1 Assumptions
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New Housing Demand by Year and Income Level: Model 2 Assumptions
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Projected POPULATION AGE STRUCTURE (2030)

85 Years and Over Male
80 - 84 Years
75-79 Years
70 - 74 Years
65 - 69 Years
60 - 64 Years 3.

55-59Years 439 [N 40w
50 - 54 Years +10 [N 39%
45 - 49 Years s [N 34w

40 - 44 Years : :
35 -39 Years 33 [N 3%
30 - 34 Years 20 [N 34%
25 -29 Years 3.6% _— 3.1%

20 - 24 Years
15-19 Years
10-14 Years
5-9Years
Under 5 Years

Female

6% 6%

Sources: US Census Bureau, Zacharia Levine



WHAT CAN WE DO ABOUT THIS?
HTF RECOMMENDATIONS



Price

A PERSISTENT MARKET FAILURE
...UNDER RECENT CONDITIONS

What can local governments do
to restore equilibrium?
Supply

Market Equilibrium
Median home prices o€ Median HH Incomes

Demand

Quantity



A A

HTF RECOMMENDATIONS

Exercise political leadership
Budgetary decisions
Incentives to developers
Regulations

State and Federal Outreach



POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Value long-term planning

= Housing is the backbone, and local gov’t. should be a development “partner”

Remain resolute in your commitment to improving housing affordability

Set ambitious targets and commit to reaching them

Manage the PR arena, but don’t capitulate to it



Allocate money in your annual budgets into designated funds to assist in
the development of permanently affordable units

Utilize partnerships (e.g. hospital, school district, etc.) to develop parcels
already owned

Continue allocating staff time to implement affordable housing solutions

Create a competitive grant fund for local affordable (for profit and not-
for-profit) housing developers

Construct bike/pedestrian paths and explore public transit opportunities



DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES

Significantly increase density incentives for deed-restricted and seasonal
workforce housing

Approve impact fee deferrals and waivers for long-term housing, or...
Build/maintain infrastructure for affordable developments (eliminate HOA)
Allow “fast-track” review of affordable developments

Waive development review fees for affordable developments

Enable seasonal employers to apply for workforce “group housing,”
improved RV/campgrounds, and other creative solutions



Prioritize approval of ordinances that relax development constraints on
affordable single family subdvisions

= Reduce setbacks, minimum lot sizes, and “buffers” (in new subdivisions)

= Allow setbacks to count towards open space requirements, and consider removing
open space requirements altogether

= Apply retroactively to existing subdivisions!
= Increase height limits while protecting solar gain and neighborhood character
= Remove minimum building sizes in Moab City

= Reduce parking requirements near active transportation corridors

Require mitigation plans to address housing losses
= Demolition of safe & adequate housing
= residential-to-commercial rezones

= Nightly rental conversions



Increase impact fees on commercial uses that disproportionately stress
essential infrastructure (e.g. roads, stormwater, wastewater) and lower
or defer impact fees for energy efficient, low-income projects

Establish design criteria or allow for staff discretion to permit ground-
floor residential in commercial zones

Allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on all lot sizes and permit deed-
restricted renter occupancy in both units

Establish deed-restrictions on future affordable housing units

Assured Housing: For all new residential and commercial developments,
require developers to build deed-restricted housing units that



STATE AND FEDERAL OUTREACH

= Advocate for housing to earn a seat at the Governor’s table

= Lobby the Utah Housing Corporation to establish Grand County as a
Qualified Bonus Area (e.g. the 30% basis boost).

= Express support for the USDA 502 and 504 loan funds that enable low-
to moderate-income families purchase housing



= Do nothing (or delay) and hope the “market” self-
corrects or expect to discuss this complex problem
again, again, and again.



Our teachers dedicate their lives to teaching our kids,

our firemen and police officers risk their lives for our security,

and our nurses offer the healthcare we need...

BUT MANY OF OUR ESSENTIAL SERVICE PROVIDERS
CANNOT AFFORD TO LIVE HERE.



= Join the conversation, and invite your constituents
= Provide direction to the housing task force & staff

= Schedule staff and council time to “workshop” ALL task
force recommendations

= Set targets for affordable housing

= How many units? What types? Which income levels?

= Establish an implementation timeline



(End of presentation)



DISPELLING MYTHS ABOUT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Myth #1: Affordable housing lowers nearby property values
Myth #2: High density housing is affordable housing, and vise-versa

Myth #3: Affordable housing produces more traffic while
overburdening schools and infrastructure

Myth #4: Affordable housing = government handout with little or no
return on investment

o

Myth #5: Affordable housing increases crime

Myth #6: Affordable housing is ugly and looks cheap



EFFECTS ON NEARBY PROPERTY VALUES

= Insignificant or positive effects in high-valued neighborhoods

= When positive, marginal effect sizes

= Increases property values in lower-valued neighborhoods

More influential correlates:
= General community prosperity
= Existing property values
= Architectural design standards

= Proximity to amenities and infrastructure, OR negative factors



DENSITY, ALONE # AFFORDABILITY

= New housing typically built for higher incomes

= Developers usually build market rate at any density whenever possible

= Higher density new construction increases supply and relaxes prices in
the short-term

= |n the long-run, they tend to drive prices up because more low-paying
service jobs are created



Demand for
low-cost
housing
increases

New service
—oriented
jobs created
to fill gaps

New units
constructed

High income
HH occupy
new housing

High income
HH increase
spending on
goods and
services




TRAFFIC AND INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACTS

= National studies suggest lower-income households own fewer cars and
make fewer trips than other households (source: US Department of Transportation, 2011)

= Ownership of non-essential “recreational equipment” may be lower

= Higher density affordable housing is a more efficient use of land

= Lower infrastructure installation and maintenance costs borne by City
and County (Nelson, 2013)

= Ultimately, lower healthcare and social service costs (Ewing et al, 2003)



AFFORDABLE HOUSING #
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING WITHOUT A RETURN ON INVESTMENT

= Homeowners actually enjoy the largest subsidies — through mortgage
interest deduction (MID)

= |In 2010, MID cost the U.S. Treasury $79 billion

= |n the same year, only $41B was spent on all affordable housing program

Source: Pelletiere, Danilo. 2011. National Low Income Housing Coalition

= Housing affordability = economic development

= Less employee turnover; more competition amongst employers

= Talk to a small business owner in Moab: housing = employment



HOUSING AFFORDABILITY AND CRIME

= No correlation between crime and safe, decent, and affordable housing

= Community disinvestment, overcrowding, and a lack of social services
increases crime — not housing affordability

Neighborhood cohesion and economic stability are outcomes of
dispersed and accessible housing

Sources: National Crime Prevention Council; Non-profit Housing Association of Northern
California; Business and Professional People for the Public Interest



LOW-INCOME & MIXED-INCOME HOUSING
..IT CAN LOOK GOOD

Workforce housing
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LOW-INCOME & MIXED-INCOME HOUSING
..IT CAN LOOK GOOD

Special-needs families

Workforce Housing

Low-income




Reading about housing affordability.
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* Park City today is far more “seasonally” owned than even Aspen itself.

AND, IN FACT,
Aspen 4,354 5,929 1,917 32.3%
Park City 6,661 9,471 5,609 59.2% W E A R E LI K E
Sources: 2000 and 2010 U.S. Censuses; czbLLC. AS P E N A N D
* Park City’s housing cost-to-income ratio stands at more than ten to one. PA R K C ITY

Aspen $535,000 554,973 9.73 5707,400 S$74,509
Park City $417,500 $65,375 6.39 $765,600 561,383

Sources: 2000 and 2010 U.5. Censuses; czbLLC. w
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1. HOW DID WE GET HERE?

Why do an Affordable Housing Plan?

The economic health of Moab and Grand County and the economic well-being of its citizens are
directly linked. The affordability of housing directly affects every other aspect of household
economics as well as the economics of the community as a whole. The need for this Housing
Study and Affordable Housing Plan was primarily driven by a number of interrelated issues:

e Housing prices have increased at a faster rate than wages, decreasing the relative
affordability of the housing market.

e Employee-recruitment and employee-retention efforts are challenged by high housing
costs.

e Low and median income workers find themselves priced out of single family homes, and
many are unable to find lower priced rental units in good condition.

e In 1996, the Utah legislature passed a law that requires all communities to adopt an
affordable housing plan that addresses the current need for affordable housing, as well as
needs looking at least five years into the future. Given the changes in the community
since the City of Moab and Grand County first adopted their plans, engaging in a process
to adopt a new, community-wide plan has become even more important.

Creating the Plan: The Partners

In 2006, with the above issues in mind, Grand County, the City of Moab and the Housing
Authority of Southeastern Utah decided that they would work together to create a community-
wide affordable housing plan that would address the unique and challenging needs of the
community. With the help of Rocky Mountain Power as facilitator, the City, the County and the
Housing Authority set forth the terms and conditions of an agreement to jointly fund and pursue
this project.

Funded by each of the agencies, as well as a $10,000 Grant secured by the City of Moab from
the Utah Quality Growth Commission, Grand County, the City of Moab and the Housing
Authority of Southeastern Utah (HASU) entered into an Interlocal Agreement. The Agreement
provided that the Housing Authority would contract with a housing consultant to produce a
community wide housing study and plan. Authorized by the agreement, HASU contracted in
June 2007 with the Rural Community Assistance Corporation (RCAC) to:

assess the current and projected need for affordable housing units;

review the effectiveness of the community’s past and present affordable housing efforts;
identify local housing barriers/impediments/incentives;

recommend potential strategies to meet the affordable housing need; and

work with Grand County, the City of Moab, and HASU to develop an Affordable
Housing Plan, including the development of a specific Action Plan.




Creating the Plan: The Process

In conjunction with the Interlocal Housing Task Force, which is composed of representatives
from the City, the County and the Housing Authority, RCAC engaged in a number of activities.
In August 2007, RCAC coordinated and facilitated a series of public workshops with
community employers, government officials, housing user groups, contractors, representatives
from financial institutions, and interested community members. The purpose of the public
workshops was to gather anecdotal information regarding the housing problem in the community
and to begin to gauge the community’s perceptions regarding appropriate solutions.

RCAC also contracted with James Woods, Director of the Bureau of Economic and Business
Research, David Eccles School of Business, University of Utah to perform an initial housing
market assessment, which was submitted to the Interlocal Housing Taskforce in September,
2007. In December, 2007, RCAC submitted a draft Housing Plan, with the market assessment,
to the Interlocal Housing Task Force.

With the further research and analysis performed by the Interlocal Housing Task Force, the
Interlocal Housing Task Force and RCAC were able to produce an Affordable Housing Needs
Assessment in February, 2008. The Needs Assessment showed an estimated affordable housing
gap in different income and housing type categories.

From the public workshops, the Needs Assessment, and all of the other information gathered in
the process, RCAC produced a Draft Affordable Housing Report in March, 2008. The draft
report included options for addressing the problems as identified in the Needs Assessment and
the public workshops. RCAC then facilitated several subsequent public workshop sessions at
which the draft report was presented and public input was solicited. Participants had a chance to
express their opinions on a variety of possible approaches to addressing the affordable housing
problem, and filled out surveys about the different affordable housing tools explained in the
workshops. Approximately 80 people attended these workshops, which were held on March 12,
2008. The response to the workshops was very positive.

Using the public input, RCAC produced their final report, which included Recommendations.
RCAC’s final report was submitted to the Interlocal Housing Task Force on March 17, 2008.
From this point, the Interlocal Housing Task Force set about to create a Five-Year Action Plan
that implements the RCAC Recommendations that were viewed favorably by the public in the
public workshops. The Five Year Action Plan includes specific Goals and Objectives to be
achieved, along with a specific Action Plan detailing activities and timelines necessary to
achieve those goals and objectives. With completion of the Action Plan, the Interlocal Housing
Task Force then submitted for public review the Draft Housing Study and Affordable Housing
Plan. The Study and Plan were made available at key public locations and on a special website
on October 28, 2008.



On November 12, the Interlocal Housing Task Force held two public workshops at which the
Task Force presented the draft report and plan to the public and took public input. The Task
Force emphasized the new portions of the document, namely, the Goals and Objectives and the
Action Plan. Public input forms were available at the meetings, and there was an opportunity to
submit input through a special website. Citizens expressed input at the workshops, on the
comment forms, and through the website. Approximately 19 people submitted written comments.
The Task Force took comments from November 12 through December 15, 2008. Marci
Milligan and Clayton Fulton from the Governor’s office of Culture and Community Affairs
Workforce Housing Initiative also reviewed the draft Plan and provided input.

The Interlocal Housing Task Force then reviewed the public comments in detail and incorporated
comments into the draft document. The Appendices were removed, the Housing Terminology
section was expanded, and many other clarifying and other additions were made in response to
the public input. After informing the public of these last changes, the Draft Housing Study and
Affordable Housing Plan was then submitted to the City and County Planning Commissions for
their review. The City and County Planning Commissions will determine the next steps for
public review of the draft document, and will guide the process toward incorporation of the
document into each entity’s General Plan.



111. KEY FINDINGS

The housing study component of this document examines the housing market in Grand County
and Moab and projects the housing need to 2012.

An analysis of HUD and Census data indicated that in 2000 there was a sufficient supply
of affordable housing in Grand County and Moab to provide a reasonable opportunity for
moderate, low and very low income households to find affordable housing. The only
housing gap in 2000 was 49 units for very low income households.

Housing affordability, however, has declined significantly since 2003.

The housing challenge in Grand County is a function of four primary factors: low
household income, high housing costs, the influence of external market demand and the
condition of the housing inventory.

Low household income: 44.8% of Grand County households in 2005 had an Adjusted
Gross Income of less than $20,000 per year. 47.2% of all jobs are Tourism and
Recreation industry related. The average 2006 Leisure and Hospitality sector wage was
$14,438 per year. The average payroll wage increased 34% from 2000 to 2006.

High housing costs: The 2006-2007 average sales price of all types of homes was
$265,452. A “typical” 4 person household can afford a $194,981 home, meaning we
have an affordability gap of about $70,471. Rental housing monthly rents increased 74%
from 2000 to 2006.

External market demand: The local housing market has experienced increased external
market demand for second/seasonal homes, retirement homes, and general investment
properties. External market real estate purchasers have the ability to and typically do bid
at higher home purchase prices than those supported by prevailing wages in the local
market. Each home sold at an increased price reduces the quantity of housing that
otherwise could be sold to the local market at its particular need and price point, and
increases the sales price of all housing in the inventory.

Condition of the housing inventory: SEUALG’s 2005 Consolidated Plan reported that
1,507 or 35% of all Grand County housing units are either in Dilapidated or
Unacceptable condition. As a consequence, many homes at the time of sale do not meet
loan qualification standards. Wage earners who require a mortgage for home purchase
are therefore excluded from potential purchase. Homes in need of major repairs are
appealing to an external market investor for cash purchase, remodel or demolition, and
resale at a much higher price.

A summary of the rental housing and home ownership housing need is reported in the
tables below.




Rental Housing Need Summary

Year # Units
2006 / 2007 | Rental Housing Gap 105
2012 Projected Rental Housing Gap 135
2006 / 2007 | Total Rental Housing Deficit 194
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)
2012 Projected Total Rental Housing Deficit 224
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)
Home Ownership Housing Need Summary
Year # Units
2006 / 2007 | Home Ownership Housing Gap 186
2012 Projected Home Ownership Housing Gap 261
2006 / 2007 | Total Home Ownership Housing Deficit 313
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)
2012 Projected Total Home Ownership Housing Deficit 388

(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)




IV. DATA SOURCES

Housing market and demographic data for this report was collected from the following
primary sources. Additional resources are referenced throughout the document.

“August 2007 Housing Market Assessment, Grand County and Moab City” completed by
James Woods, Director of the Bureau of Economic and Business Research, David Eccles
School of Business, University of Utah

Lance Christie’s “Grand County Affordable Housing Needs Analysis” (Updated 10 June
2007)

August 2007 public focus group discussions with local housing professionals, major
employers, housing consumers and representatives of local, state and federal government

Current and Past Local Affordable Housing Efforts compiled by RCAC
Plan to End Chronic Homelessness in Grand County by 2014

Grand County Realtors’ Listings




V. HOUSING TERMINOLOGY

The less-than-market-rate housing arena typically involves the unique terminology of
government initiated or government-backed financing, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Rural Development (RD), and other industry-specific language. The
definitions of some common affordable housing terms and tools include the following:

Accessory Dwelling Units -- A smaller dwelling unit built on a parcel that already has a primary
dwelling unit. These are sometimes referred to as a “mother-in-law” apartment.

Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) -- Gross income minus adjustments to income.

Affordable Housing -- Federal and State policies consider housing to be affordable when
housing costs consume no more than 30 percent of gross annual household income; this standard
particularly applies to households earning less than 80 percent of Area Median Income. Rental
housing costs include rent, water, gas, and electric payments. Ownership housing costs include
mortgage, taxes, insurance, water, sewer, gas, electric payments and home owner association
fees.

Area Median Income (AMI) -- The income level of households in a community where half the
households of the same size earn more than the AMI and half earn less than the AMI. Each year
the federal government designates the AMI for a community for households of 1-8 people. Many
affordable housing programs use AMI to determine household eligibility. In 2008, the AMI for a
family of four in Grand County was $49,800 (www.hud.gov).

Attainable Housing -- Housing affordable to a household earning more than 80 percent and up
to 120 percent of Area Median Income.

Community Land Trust (CLT) -- A non-profit organization recognized by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD]. A CLT acquires land through purchase
or donation, then allows housing units to be built on the land through ground leases. By
removing the cost of land acquisition and restricting occupancy to income eligible households,
the CLT reduces the overall cost of construction. This helps keep the housing units affordable.

Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) -- A non-profit organization
recognized by HUD. A CHDO develops and/or operates affordable housing projects. A CHDO
can access a wider range of public and private financing than other non-profit organizations or
government agencies.

Cost Burdened -- The federal government has determined that no household should have to pay
more than 30 percent of its income for housing including rent, mortgage payments, utilities and
home owner association fees. Households paying more than 30 percent are considered cost
burdened.

CROWN Program -- An affordable home lease-purchase program funded by low income
housing tax credits available through Utah Housing Corporation to qualifying families earning
up to 60 percent of AMI. After the expiration of the 15 year compliance period, the tenants




occupying the home have the option of purchasing the home for an amount equal to the unpaid
balance of the financing sources plus a portion of the original equity invested. Program includes
training in personal finance, home maintenance, and repair.

Deed Restrictions -- Part of the deed to the property, restrictions can limit how much the
property can be sold for (limiting sales only to income eligible buyers) or how much the
property owners may charge for rent. This helps keep properties affordable.

Density Bonus -- Density bonuses allow developers to increase the number of housing units they
may build on a parcel above what is normally allowed in the zone. In exchange, the developer
builds a percentage of the units that must remain affordable to income-eligible households.

Development Code Barrier Reduction or Elimination -- Modification of local housing
development codes to improve land use and reduce housing costs. Many communities are
examining local zoning rules to ascertain if there are regulations (excessive setbacks, height
limits, road widths, density restrictions, etc.) that make it difficult to build affordable housing.

Doubling Up -- More than one household living in the same housing unit.

Employer Assisted Housing Program -- In some communities, businesses or government
agencies attract and retain key employees by helping them find and pay for housing. Sometimes
the help comes in the form of low- or no-interest loans, forgivable loans, or down payment
assistance. Employers can develop their own individual programs or join with other employers to
pool their money into one fund.

Fair Market Rent (FMR) -- Rent level guidelines for the Housing Choice VVoucher Program
established by HUD for each county in the United States.

Fast-Track Development Process -- An expedited project approval process for developments
with affordable housing units. Reducing review time can often reduce housing costs. May
include “front of the line” policies for reviewing projects.

Fee Deferrals or Waivers -- The fees charged to new construction adds to the cost of an
affordable housing project. In some instances local government can waive fees, allow developers
to pay the fees at a later time, or in some cases pay the fees for the developer, in order to lower
the cost of construction.

Household Income -- The combined gross income of all residents in a household. Income
includes wages and salaries, unemployment insurance, disability payments, and child support.
Household residents do not have to be related to the householder for their earnings to be
considered part of household income.

Housing Quality Standards -- Building safety standards a unit must meet to qualify for
participation in the Housing Choice Voucher Program and other state rental assistance programs.
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Housing Rehabilitation Programs -- Low interest loans or grants available to low-income
property owners and tenants to repair, improve, or modernize their dwellings or to remove health
and safety problems.

Housing Trust Fund -- A community may collect public and private funding that can be used to
subsidize affordable housing projects in that community.

H.U.D - U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Inclusionary Zoning -- The City or County may pass an inclusionary zoning rule that requires
private developers of new housing to set aside a percentage of the units for affordable housing.
In exchange, the developer is usually allowed to build additional market-rate units above and
beyond what is usually permitted in the zone.

Income Eligible Households -- Each affordable housing program defines the income range for
households eligible to participate in that program.

Land Banking -- A strategy for identifying and securing lots and undeveloped tracts of land to
support future affordable housing development.

Linkage Fees -- Fees charged to developers of new commercial or other non-residential
properties to either construct affordable housing or pay into a fund that can be used to construct
affordable housing in the community.

Local Match -- A local contribution of actual or in-kind funds required to “match” or leverage
Federal, State, and other funding. Local matches reflect local commitment to the creation of
affordable housing units.

Low Income -- Household income between 30 percent and 50 percent of Area Median Income
as defined by H.U.D.

Manufactured Home- A factory-built, single family structure designed for long-term occupancy
that meets the Federal Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards of 1976 42 U.S.C.
Sec. 5401), commonly known as the HUD (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development) Code. Such houses are delivered on permanently attached axels and wheels and
are frequently referred to as “modular” when constructed in more than one building section.

Mobile Home Conversion from Rental to Resident Ownership -- As land prices increase,
there is often financial pressure on mobile home park owners to close the parks and convert the
properties to more profitable uses. Residents of mobile home parks sometimes can, with help
from government agencies and non-profit groups, purchase the mobile home parks they live in,
thereby preserving the park for affordable housing use.

Mobile Home Park Loans -- The State of Utah and various non-profit affordable housing

organizations provide low-interest loans to residents of mobile home parks to purchase the
parks.

11



Moderate Income -- Household income between 50 percent and 80 percent of Area Median
Income as defined by H.U.D.

Mobile Home- A residential dwelling fabricated in an off-site manufacturing facility designed to
be a permanent residence, and built prior to the enforcement of the Federal Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards beginning June 15, 1976.

Modular Home- A structure intended for long-term residential use and manufactured in an off-
site facility in accordance with the Uniform Building Code (UBC), or the International
Residential Code (IRC). This housing type is produced in one or more building sections and do
not have permanent, attached axels and wheels.

Mutual Self Help Housing Program -- Federally funded rural “sweat-equity” home ownership
program for low income families; a group of families collectively construct their homes
supervised by a non-profit housing developer. Families contribute at least 65 percent of home
construction labor.

Overlay Zone- A special zoning district that may encompass one or more underlying zones and
imposes additional requirements beyond the regulations for development in the underlying
zone(s). Overlay zones deal with special situations that are not necessarily appropriate for a
specific zoning district or that apply to several districts. For example, a provision of an
Affordable Housing Overlay Zone that covers one or more zones might require that tracts above
a specified acreage that are proposed for higher density development would also include a
percentage of affordable or low-income housing units.

Public Private Partnerships -- Partnerships between local governments, non-profit housing
organizations, and the private sector to meet the affordable housing need by bringing additional
resources and skills to the process.

Real Estate Transfer Assessment (Voluntary) -- Fees assessed when real estate properties are
sold. These fees are then used to subsidize affordable housing programs.

Subsidized Housing -- Housing sold or rented at below market values due to government or
private contributions.

Tax Abatement on Residential Rehabilitation Improvements -- Incentive to improve
residential properties through a tax incentive. The increase in property tax assessed value
generated by home improvements will not be taxed for a number of years.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) -- The removal of the right to develop or build,
expressed in dwelling units per acre or floor area, from property in one zoning district, and the
transfer of that right to land in another district where the transfer is permitted. The transfer may
be made by the sale or exchange of all or a part of the permitted density of one parcel to another.

Very Low Income -- Household income below 30 percent of Area Median Income as defined by
H.U.D.
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V1. DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSING OVERVIEW

Grand County Population and Households
1990 2000 2003 2005 2006

Population* 6,591 8,537 8,464 8,826 9,024
Number of Households® 2,575 3,500 3,856
Owner Occupied Households® 72%

Renter Occupied Households® 28%
Average Household Size® 244 239 237 235

e Population growth has slowed to an annual rate of 1%°, well below the 1990s growth rate

of 2.6%.

e Since 2000, the rate of net in-migration has decreased, resulting in lower levels of

population and household growth.

e Much of the population growth over the past six years has been in the unincorporated

areas of Grand County.

e Population projections by age group indicate that between 2007 and 2012 the fastest

growing groups will be ages 20 to 29 and ages 60 to 69.’

Employment Trends

47.2% of all jobs are

Tourism and recreation are important to the local Tourism and Recreation
economy. Jobs sustained by these industries include industry related. The
Leisure and Hospitality at 32.2% and Retail Trade average 2006 Leisure and
at nearly 15%, for a total of 47.2% of all jobs. Since Hospitality sector wage
2001, the number of jobs in the Leisure and Hospitality was $14,438 per year.
sector has been stable.

1990 2000 2005 2006
Number of County Non-Agricultural Jobs® 2,431 4,167 4,401 4,471
Number of Moab Non-Agricultural Jobs® 2,178 3,586 4,012
Average payroll wage $18,308 $24,516

1 US Census Bureau
2 Ibid
% James A. Wood, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, Utah Association of Realtors
4 -
Ibid
® Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
6 -
Ibid
" James A. Wood, Bureau of Economic and Business Research
8 Utah Department of Workforce Services
9 -
Ibid
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The average payroll
wage increased 34%

I 0,
e The average payroll wage increased 34% to $ 24,516 from 2000 to 2006.

between 2000 and 2006 and is now ranks 24™ among all

Utah counties.
e The average Household Adjusted Gross Income in 2005 was $40,918. The percentage of
households earning less than $20,000 per year was 44.8; only Garfield County had a
higher percentage at 45.1%°.
e The number of non-agricultural jobs increased 7.3% from 2000 to 2006.

Housing Construction

e The level of new residential construction of all types has been relatively consistent over
the past ten years at around 100 units per year.

e Since 2000, new residential construction has added 728 housing units to the Grand
County inventory; nearly 50% have been mobile homes, 35% are single family homes,
3% are town/twin homes, less than 2% or 14 of these units are apartments. 65% of new
residential construction is in the unincorporated areas of Grand County."*

e Of the total 1,135 mobile and manufactured homes in Grand County, 458 are located on
rented mobile home park pads and 677 are on individually owned lots.*?

e There are 17 mobile home parks with 533 pads in and around Moab.

e Since 1995 condominiums account for 17% of new housing units.

Housing Prices

Home sales prices have steadily increased over the last several years and experienced a
significant jump since 2003. Three sales price data sources are reported separately below.

Home sales prices from the Association of Realtors are typically the best indicator of housing
prices but the inclusion of sales prices in the lower cost San Juan County housing market skews
the average lower than it would be if only Grand County sales were examined. Nonetheless,
sales price trends from the Association of Realtors are noteworthy:

e The average sales price in 1995 was $97,665; the 1998 average increased to $125,607.
e Sales prices remained relatively stable from

1998 through 2003 at approximately $125,000. The 2006-2007 average
The 2003 average was $124,603. sales price of all types

e Since 2003, the average Grand County / San Juan County | of homes was
sales price increased 50% from $124,603 to $265,452. A “typical’ 4
$186,617 in 2006. person household can

e Condominium sales prices increased 71% since 2000; afford a $194,981
the 2000 average sales price of $150,947 increased home; the affordability
to $258,378 in 2006. gap is $70,471.

19 Utah State Tax Commission
1 Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah
12 _ance Christie
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A second set of home sales data specific to Grand County was assembled during meetings with
local realtors and supplied by Moab City Economic Development. Over the 13 month period
from October 2006 through October 2007, the average home sales price was $265,452.

A third housing-cost data set was determined using building permit data supplied by the Grand
County Building Inspector’s Office. The median price of new construction homes increased
from $131,266 in 2000 to $291,940 in 2006, a 122% increase.”®> This estimate, however, does
not include sales prices of existing homes.

Considering all data sources, the best estimate of Grand County’s 2006 average home sales
prices is $265,452, an increase of approximately 112% since 2000.

Rental Housing Statistics and Trends

There are approximately 1,000 rental units in Grand County; the average age of those units is 30
years and in declining condition. Only 14 new rental units have been added since 2000, and
more new units are needed to replace the deteriorating inventory and to meet the housing
demand.**

Average rent levels for all units have increased approximately 74% from 2000 to 2006.

1-bedroom  2-bedroom 3 bedroom
Average rent levels 2000% $ 375 $ 434 $ 650
increased 74% from 2006° $ 625 $ 860 $1,025
2000 to 2006 Increase 67% 98% 58%

166 units are subsidized to below-market-rate rents with HUD, Rural Development, or Low
Income Housing Tax Credits. The Housing Authority manages an additional housing subsidy in
the form of Housing Choice Vouchers. Vouchers pay the difference between 30% of household
income and Fair Market Rent levels established by HUD.

e A developing trend is that qualifying households are frequently unable to use the
Voucher issued for their use because the condition of the rental unit is either below
HUD’s (health and safety) Housing Quality Standards or because the unit’s rent level is
above Fair Market Rent.

e 2006 HUD Fair Market Rents (FMR) were considerably less than Grand County average
rent levels at $486 for a one bedroom, $539 for a 2 bedroom, and $695 for a three
bedroom unit; FMR is less than average Grand County rents by $139, $321, and $330
respectively.

3 Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah

“ Ihid

> Ihid

16 Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments 2008 One Year Action Plan
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Housing Inventory Condition

Local housing analyst Lance Christie reports pertinent housing type and condition data from the
Housing Development chapter of the 2005 Southeast Utah Association of Local Governments
(SEUALG) Consolidated Plan. Statewide criteria are used to evaluate the condition of each
housing structure as Acceptable, Deteriorated, Dilapidated, or Unacceptable (criteria are defined
below). The Plan reports that 40.3% of all Grand County housing units are in Acceptable
condition, 24.8% are Deteriorated, and 34.9% are Dilapidated or in Unacceptable condition. The
condition of the housing inventory by housing type is reported in the table below.

Grand County Total Housing Stock
Percentage of Each Type of Housing in Each Condition Category

Total Acceptable | Deteriorated | Dilapidated | Unacceptable
Units
Single Family | 2,600 1185 572 680 163
45.6% 22.0% 26.2% 6.3%
Duplex 96 42 34 20 0
43.8% 35.4% 20.8%
Four Plex 110 60 39 11 0
54.5% 35.5% 10.0%
Mobile/Manu | 1,135 254 348 252 281
22.4% 30.7% 22.2% 24.8%
Multi-Family 279 186 71 22 0
66.7% 25.4% 7.9%
Other 83 0 5 34 44
6.0% 41.0% 53.0%
Special Need 12 12 0 0 0
100%
Total Units 4315 1739 1069 1019 488
40.3% 24.8% 23.6% 11.3%

Countywide, multi-family and fourplex housing has the highest percentage of ““acceptable’ and not
“unacceptable” units. Over four out of ten single-family and duplex houses are rated “acceptable” and
very few are rated “unacceptable.” Mobile homes/manufactured housing and ““other’ have about two
units in ten rated “acceptable,” and between them account for 68.6 percent of all housing units rated as
“unacceptable’ in Grand County.
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Legend:

“Acceptable” indicates a well-maintained structure with no major repairs necessarys; it
has no cracked, broken, or missing windows, storm windows, or screens; doors are
functional; electric and/or gas utilities are connected; exterior appearance average or
better.

“Deteriorated” indicates an appearance worse than average, bordering on shabby, but no
obvious signs of structural problems. Minor repairs are needed such as trim paint but no
windows are missing or broken; soffit/facia may be mis-aligned or broken in a few
places; window or door screens and storm doors may be missing; fencing may be broken.

“Dilapidated” indicates an aesthetically unattractive dwelling needing major repairs, but
it is feasible to repair the structure into acceptable condition. The roof may need major
repair; siding may need replacement; trim paint may be significantly chipped or cracked;
a few windows may be broken, cracked, or missing; whole sections of fence and gates
may be broken down or missing.

“Unacceptable” indicates an aesthetically unattractive dwelling which either needs such
extensive repairs that the investment would apparently exceed the market value of the
repaired structure, or suffers irreparable structural faults. The structure has a roof that is
sagging or missing sections such that complete roof replacement is necessary; walls may
be sagging; the foundation may be crumbling; the dwelling may not have code-compliant
utility connections; trim, fascia, and soffits are unfinished, deteriorated or missing. Also
rated as “unacceptable” are structures which are in poor condition AND are pre-1976
mobile homes; recreational vehicles or other types of temporary housing being used as
permanent housing; or are multiple units patch-worked together, e.g., a pre-1976 mobile
home attached to an accessory structure. In essence, unacceptable housing units do not
meet any current building code requirements for a Certificate of Occupancy and no
sensible investment could make them code-complaint and fit for human occupancy.
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VI1l. AFFORDABLE HOUSING EFFORTS TO DATE

The community, through the Housing Authority of Southeastern Utah, the City of Moab, Grand
County, the federal government, and private developers, has risen to the challenge over the years
to provide affordable housing within Grand County. The following projects have provided much
needed affordable units in different affordability categories:

Apartments

Archway Village Apartments — Senior Housing 20 Units
Huntridge Plaza Apartments — 24 Units

Kane Creek Apartments — 36 Units

Ridgeview Apartments — 6 Units

Rockridge Senior Housing — 35 Units

The Virginian Apartments — 28 Units

The Willows — 8 Units

Housing Projects Completed

8 Sage Valley Estates, LLC — CROWN Rent to Own
8 CROWN at Rim Hill, LLC — CROWN Rent to Own
80 Mutual Self Help Housing Units completed as of 2008 — Home Ownership
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VI1l. HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS

The housing problem in Grand County is a function of four primary factors: low household
income, high housing costs, the influence of external market demand, and the condition of the
housing inventory.

1. Low Household Income

Low wages in Grand County limit or prevent home ownership and payment of market rate rent
by many households.

e The average 2006 payroll wage at $24,516 ranked 24" of Utah’s 30 counties.

e The percentage of 2005 households with Adjusted Gross Income below $20,000 was
44.8%, second only to Garfield County’s 45.1%. $20,000 annual household income will
support rental payments of no more than $500 per month rent, however 2006 average
rents were $625 for a one bedroom, $860 for a two-bedroom, and $1,025 for a three
bedroom unit.

e Based upon average wages in each
Employment Sector, a household with 44.8% of Grand County
one wage earner cannot afford the average households in 2005 had
Grand County home sold since October an Adjusted Gross
2006. The combined income of multiple Income of less than
wage earners is required to purchase the $20,000 per year.
average home costing $265,452, for example.

The purchase would require the combined
incomes of 1.97 Government workers, 2.7
Trade Transportation and Utility workers, or
4.7 Leisure and Hospitality employees. See
the County Employment Sector Wage and
Housing Affordability table below.

Since 2000 in Grand County

Home sales prices have increased 112%
Average rental housing rates have increased 74%

Wages have increased only 34%
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2. High Housing Costs

The 2006 average single family home price in the county was $265,452, an increase of
approximately 112% over the 2000 average of $125,000.

In 2006 only 20.5% of all new homes were affordable to moderate

income households and no homes were affordable to Low

and Very Ayerlage |
Low income households.’ Single Family
Home Price In
Since 2000, nearly 50% of all new residential units have Grand County
been manufactured (mobile) homes.*® 2000 $ 125,000
2006 $ 265,452
Average Grand County rent levels increased 74% from Increase 112%
2000 to 2006.
3. External Market Demand

External market demand is contributing to housing price increases and to a decline of the
affordable housing inventory.

Grand County’s beautiful landscape and moderate climate make it very appealing to out-of-area
investors. Consequently, the local housing market has experienced increased external market
demand for second/seasonal homes, retirement homes, and general investment properties.
External market real estate purchasers have the ability to and typically do bid at higher home
purchase prices than those supported by prevailing wages in the local market. Each home sold at
an increased price reduces the quantity of housing that otherwise could be sold to the local
market at its particular need and price point, and increases the sales price of all housing in the
inventory.

Since 2003, external market demand has Single family homes in need of major

had increased influence on the Grand County repairs are appealing to an external

housing market. In addition to the construction market investor for purchase, repair or

of new housing units to meet the external market demolition, and resale at a much

demand, local Housing Professionals report that: higher price. The result is a reduction
of affordable housing units and upward

e condominiums and other |Ong-term pressure on housing pricesl
rental units are being purchased by

external market investors and converted to high-cost overnight rentals, and

17 Grand County Building Inspector data
18 August 2007 Grand County Housing Market Assessment by James A. Wood

20



e single family homes in need of major repairs are purchased, repaired or demolished, and
resold at a much higher price.

The result is a reduction of “affordable” housing units and upward pressure on housing prices.
While more recent (2008-2009) economic influences may ultimately contribute to a temporary
decrease in external demand for housing, and ultimately housing prices, these external influences
on the Grand County housing market are still very real. Almost all new housing built since 1998
would have to drop more than 50 percent in price to reach affordability for the median income
Grand County household.

4. Condition of the Housing Inventory

The declining condition of the housing inventory is leading to a reduction of the number of
affordable housing units.

New housing units are typically not affordable to Very Low, Low, and most Moderate income
households unless development costs or rents are “subsidized” to reduce cost to the end-user. A
community’s “affordable” housing inventory may consist of older, smaller units and units with
trimmed down maintenance budgets. Over time, age and reduced maintenance results in a
decline in the condition of the housing inventory. This is certainly the case in Grand County.

SEUALG’s 2005 Consolidated Plan reported that 1,507 or 35% of all Grand County housing
units are either in Dilapidated or Unacceptable condition.

The average age of Grand County’s 1000 rental housing units is 30 years. In 2005, 62.1 percent
of all residential dwellings were over 30 years old, and 19 percent were over 50 years old.

Mobile homes have historically provided affordably priced housing and currently total 26
percent of all Grand County homes. Low initial purchase price and portability make mobile
homes an appealing housing choice, yet most were not built to last 30 years. In 2005,
SEUALG’s Consolidated Plan reported that only 22.4 percent of mobile homes were in
Acceptable condition and 49 percent of all mobile homes were either in Dilapidated or
Unacceptable condition.

Due to the condition of all types of homes in need of repair in the housing inventory:

e Many homes at time of sale do not meet loan

qualification standards. \Wage earners that require a

SEUALG’s 2005 Consolidated
Plan reported that 1,507 or
35% of all Grand County
housing units are either in
Dilapidated or Unacceptable
condition.

mortgage for home purchase are therefore excluded
from potential purchase.

As noted above, homes in need of major repairs are
appealing to an external market investor for cash
purchase, remodel or demolition, and resale at a
much higher price.
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e Housing Vouchers issued by the Housing Authority
are not fully utilized because the condition of lower-
cost rental housing units is below HUD’s Housing
Quality Standards (as described in Rental Housing
Statistics and Trends above).

Affordable Housing Gap

The size of the gap between the number of affordable housing units available and the number
needed by the local population is a key component of a housing analysis. Income ranges for very
low, low, and moderate income households are established for each County each year by HUD
based upon local household incomes. The number of renter and owner households at each
income level is compared to the supply of housing placed in income ranges based on the ability
of the household to pay 30% of its income for mortgage or rent. The difference between demand
and supply for housing in each income range determines the affordable housing gap.

The benchmark for housing studies is the Census because it contains the most comprehensive
household data available to analysts. Recognizing that Grand County has experienced a
considerable number of housing affordability changes since the 2000 Census, this report contains
housing data from the 2000 Census, an estimate of the 2006 affordable housing need, and a
projection of the affordable housing need five years from now. The reader should keep in mind
that these estimates are reasonable approximations, not exact numbers, and that the estimates are
on the conservative side. This means that the actual affordable housing gaps for the different
categories are at least the estimates presented.

2000 Rental Housing Need

The number of renter households at each income level in 2000 is estimated in the table titled
“Year 2000 Home Ownership Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income Residents”
below. 2000 data indicates that:

e The rental inventory deficit was 27 one-bedroom apartments and 22 two-
bedroom apartments at the very low income level."

e Only 39.2% of the affordable very low income rental units were occupied by very
low income renters; 60.8% of the units were rented by households earning higher
income levels.

e There was an adequate supply of rental units affordable to low and moderate income
households.

9 August 2007 Grand County Housing Market Assessment, James A. Wood
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Year 2000
Rental Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income Residents
Income Household | Median # Families | Monthly Rental | # Units in Rental
Category | Size Income in Income Affordability Affordability Housing
Category Range Range Gap
available Deficit (-)
Very Low 1 $8,610 130 $0to$215 103 -27
2 $9,840 75 $0to$ 246 53 -22
3 $ 11,070 15 $0to$ 277 95 80
202 251 31
Low 1 $ 14,350 54 $216to $ 359 83 29
2 $ 16,400 99 $ 247 t0 $ 410 179 80
3 $ 18,450 31 $278to $ 461 104 73
184 366 182
Moderate 1 $ 22,960 60 $3601t0$ 574 125 65
2 $ 26,240 99 $411t0 $ 656 159 60
3 $29,520 13 $4621t0$ 738 133 120
172 417 245

2006 / 2007 Rental Housing Deficit

An estimate of the 2006 rental housing need was projected in the table below titled “Year 2006
Extrapolation, Rental Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income Residents”. Two primary
projections are included in the table.

The first primary projection is the rental housing gap or difference between the number of 2006
housing units in the inventory and the number of units needed by households at each income
level. This projection is based upon 2000 data adjusted for the following updated demographic
data:

e 1% annual population growth each year since 2000

e 34% wage increase since 2000

e Rental housing affordability reduction to 72% of 2000 affordability level due gap
between wage increase and rent level increase since 2000.

A second estimate projects the total rental housing deficit. The total rental housing
deficit is calculated based upon the conditions included in the first primary projection and factors
in the finding that 30% of the rental housing stock in unacceptable or dilapidated condition.

Based upon these projections, for very low income units, the 2006 rental housing gap was at
least 105 units. The total rental housing deficit, including units in unacceptable or
dilapidated condition, is at least 194 units, made up of 139 very low income units, 30 low
income units, and 25 moderate income units.
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Year 2006 Extrapolation
Rental Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income

Residents
Income # of Median | # Monthly # Units in Rental .
Category | Bedrooms | Income | Families | Rental Affordability | Housing | YNits ~ Total
in Affordability | Range Gap Available in  Rental
Income | Range Available Livable Housing
Category Condition Deficit (-)
Deficit
)
Very Low 1| $11,537 137.8 $0to $288 74.16 -63.64 51.912 -85.888
2 | $13,186 79.5 0 to $330 38.16 -41.34 26.712 -52.788
3| $14,834 15.9 0to $371 68.4 52.5 47.88 31.98
233.2 180.72 | -104.98 126.504 -138.676
Low 1| $19,229 57.24 | $289 to $480 59.76 2.52
41.832 -15.408
2 | $21,976 104.94 | $331 to $549 128.88 23.94
90.216 -14.724
3| $24,723 32.86 | $372 to $618 74.88 42.02
52.416 19.556
195.04 263.52 68.48 184.464 -30.132
Moderate 1| $30,766 63.6 | $481 to $769 90 65
63 -0.6
2 | $35,162 104.94 | $550 to $879 114.48 60
80.136 -24.804
3| $39,557 13.78 | $619 to $989 61.18 120
42.826 29.046
182.32 265.66 245 185.962 -25.404
Total 2006 Rental Housing Deficit for Very Low to Moderate Income Households -194.212

Projected Rental Housing Deficit in 2012

The rental housing deficit is projected to grow an additional 30 units by 2012.%° If no additional
rental housing units are added to the inventory before 2012, the rental housing gap will grow to
at least 135 units and the total rental housing deficit, including units in dilapidated or
unacceptable condition, will grow to at least 224 units.

Rental Housing Need Summary
Year # Units
2006 / 2007 | Rental Housing Gap 105
2012 Projected Rental Housing Gap 135
2006 / 2007 | Total Rental Housing Deficit 194
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)
2012 Projected Total Rental Housing Deficit 224
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)

2 August 2007 Grand County Housing Market Assessment, James A. Wood
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2000 Ownership Housing Gap

The table titled “Year 2000 Home Ownership Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income
Residents” provides information about the owner-occupied housing picture in 2000 for Grand
County. It shows that in 2000, there was no owner occupied housing gap in Grand County.

Year 2000
Home Ownership Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income Residents
Income Household | Median | # Home # Units in Ownership
Category | Size Income | Families Affordability | Affordability | Housing
in Income | Range Range Gap (-)
Category available
Very Low 1 $8,610 117 $ 34,052 N/A
2 $9,840 to
3| $11,070 $43,718
Low 1| $14,350 306 $ 56,754 545 239
2| $16,400 to
3| $18,450 $ 72,970
Moderate 1| $22,960 535 $90,807 618 83
2| $26,240 to
3| $29,520 $ 116,752

Note: Affordability based on 10% down payment, 30% cost burden and 6.5% interest rate

2006 / 2007 Ownership Housing Deficit

An estimate of the 2006 ownership housing need was projected in the table below titled
“Year 2006 Extrapolation, Home Ownership Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income
Residents”. Two primary projections are included in the table.

The first primary projection is the ownership housing gap or difference between the number of
2006 housing units in the inventory and the number of units needed by households at each
income level. That projection is based upon 2000 data adjusted for the following updated
demographic data:

e 1% annual population growth each year since 2000

e 34% wage increase since 2000

e Ownership housing affordability reduction to 55% of 2000 affordability level due gap
between wage increase and home sales price increase since 2000

e The development of 75 new affordable homes by the Housing Authority of
Southeastern Utah and an additional 96 units through Rural Development.

A second, more refined estimate projects the total home ownership housing deficit. The total
home ownership housing deficit is calculated based upon the conditions included in the first
primary projection and factors in that 30% of the housing stock is in unacceptable or dilapidated
condition.
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It is important to note that the scope of work of this housing study did not include a household
survey. As a consequence, data is not available to quantify the very low income Ownership
Housing Gap or the number of renter households that would seek affordable home ownership if
the opportunity was available.

Based upon these projections, the 2006 home ownership housing gap was at least 186
homes. The total home ownership housing deficit, including units in unacceptable or
dilapidated condition, is at least 313 units.

Year 2006
Home Ownership Housing Gap for Very Low to Moderate Income Residents
Income Household Median # Families | Affordable # Homes Homes Home Units Total
Level Size Income in Income | Price in Range Added Owner Available Owner
Category Range available To Housing | in Livable Housing
Inventory Gap (-) Condition Deficit(-)
Since
2000
Very Low 1| $11,537 124 $44,915 N/A 41 Not Not Not
Known Known Known
2| $13,186 to
3| $14,834 $58,668
1| $19,229 324 $76,050 299.75 89 65 209.825 -25.175
2| $21,976 to
3| $24,723 $97,779
Moderate 1| $30,766 567 $103,219 339.9 41 -186 237.93 -288.07
2 | $35,162 to
3| $39,557 $156,448
-186

Projected Ownership Housing Deficit in 2012

The ownership housing deficit is projected to grow an additional 15 homes per year or 75 units
by 2012.2" If no additional ownership housing units are added to the inventory before 2012, the
ownership housing gap will grow to at least 261 homes. The total home ownership deficit,
including homes in dilapidated or unacceptable condition, is projected to grow to at least 388
homes.

Home Ownership Housing Need Summary
Year # Units
2006 / 2007 Home Ownership Housing Gap 186
2012 Projected Home Ownership Housing Gap 261
2006 / 2007 Total Home Ownership Housing Deficit 313
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)
2012 Projected Total Home Ownership Housing Deficit 388
(including units in dilapidated or unacceptable condition)

21 August 2007 Grand County Housing Market Assessment, James A. Wood
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2006 / 2007 Housing Trends

Multiple Families in One Residential Property

Doubling-up or overcrowding of multiple households into one property to reduce housing costs
is evidence of a shortage of affordable housing. SEULAG’s 2005 Housing report estimates that
8 percent of very low income families live at least part of each year “doubled up” with family
and friends.?

The Moab Multicultural Center conducted a telephone survey of 50 of its client families in
August 2007. Although each of the 50 families had searched for a single family residence they
could afford:

e 14 responded that they have just one family in their home

e 24 responded that there are two families in one home

e 9 responded that there are three families in one home, and

e 4 responded that there are four families in one home. These families are adults or

couples without children.

Homeless Housing Shortage:
According to the Plan to End Chronic Homelessness in Grand County by 2014, there is a need
for an additional 16 units of housing for the chronically homeless within the next 10 years.

Fastest Growing Age Groups

Population projections over the next five years for Grand County indicate that the fastest
growing age groups will be young adults and seniors. By 2012, “new” resident growth
projections include 245 young adults aged 20-29 and 293 seniors aged 60-69, indicating a
growing need for first-time homes and rental units for young families and seniors.

Continued Housing Affordability Decline

Housing costs continue to increase faster than wages to the point that home ownership is beyond
the ability of a large portion of the local workforce. As reflected in the table titled “County
Employment Sector Wage and Housing Affordability 2006 below, without very large down
payments, a single wage earner cannot afford to purchase the average Grand County home sold
since October 2006. Several wage earners would need to combine incomes to purchase the
average home of $265,452. For example, average home purchase would require the combined
income of 1.97 Government workers, 2.7 Trade Transportation and Utility workers, or 4.7
Leisure and Hospitality employees.

?2 Grand County Affordable Housing Needs Analysis by Lance Christie
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County Employment Sector Wage and Housing Affordability
2006
Employment Percent of Average Single Single Worker
Sector all Annual Wage®® Worker Affordable
Employment Affordable Rent
(2005) Home

Mining 2.2% $ 48,528 $191,928 $1,213
Construction 6.7% $ 29,532 $ 116,799 $738
Manufacturing 2.3% $ 24,072 $ 95,204 $ 602
Trade, 18.4% $24,744 $ 97,863 $619
Transportation, &
Utilities
Information 0.9% $ 27,996 $ 110,724 $ 700
Financial 4.7% $ 24,828 $ 98,195 $621
Activities
Professional and 4.8% $ 27,684 $ 109,490 $ 692
Business Services
Educational and 7.2% $ 30,384 $ 120,169 $ 760
Health Services
Leisure and 32.2% $ 14,328 $ 56,667 $ 358
Hospitality
Other Services 1.5% $ 21,048 $ 83,245 $ 526
Government 19.2% $ 33,888 $ 134,027 $ 847

Note: Single worker home affordability based on 10% down payment, 30% cost burden and 6.5% interest rate

Erosion of Employee Recruitment and Employee Retention Efforts
Local employers report that due to the high cost of housing:

e job candidates considering a job offer within Grand County are increasingly unwilling to
relocate to Grand County to accept local job offers; and

e current employees are leaving local employment to relocate to other communities with
more affordable housing markets.

2% Utah Department of Workforce Services
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I X. BARRIERS & IMPEDIMENTS
TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Elements of the housing market dynamics act as barriers to the construction and maintenance of
an adequate supply of affordable housing. Low wages, high housing costs, external market
demand, and condition of the rental housing inventory are some of the primary obstacles
discussed in other sections of this report.

Government policy actions also affect the cost of housing and can act as barriers to the creation
of housing affordable to local residents. A primary method to reduce the cost of housing is to
use less high-cost land per housing unit. Typically, this means building affordable housing
farther from the city center, forcing local workers and families to commute long distances to
work and school. Grand County and Moab City land use regulations that require large lots
prevent more efficient land use, impede the development of smaller more efficient housing units,
and lead to increased housing costs should be reviewed and considered in light of affordable
housing needs. A thorough review of each entity’s Land Use Code, including involvement from
the public, will likely reveal areas for improvement in the Land Use Codes, thereby increasing
opportunities for affordable housing.

While characteristics of land use codes may act as barriers to affordable housing, it is important
to recognize the importance of public involvement in reviewing and revising land use codes to
address these barriers. Understanding that opposition to affordable housing projects can also act
as a barrier to affordable housing, public involvement in addressing barriers becomes doubly
important. Affordable housing projects that work with the community and its values have a
greater likelihood of gaining public acceptance.
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X. HOUSING COST REDUCTION
THROUGH IMPROVED LAND USE AND DESIGN

A primary method to reduce the cost of housing is to use less high-cost land per housing unit.
Land use reduction can be accomplished through:

Increased housing unit density per developed acre of land
Reduction of lot size requirements for each home

Construction of smaller, more efficient homes

Utilization of duplex, four-plex, multifamily, and cluster homes
Efficient subdivision design

Reduction of the number and width of housing development roads
Reduction of green-space requirements

A combination of all of these methods

Effective architectural design combined with the use of high quality construction materials can
create compact housing that offers visual appeal, privacy, quality amenities, pleasant living
conditions, and reduced maintenance costs. Housing unit designs that could be utilized in the
Moab / Grand County region include multifamily and duplex units. The two cottage designs
provide examples of high quality, low-cost housing that could replace aging mobile homes, be
used for small infill projects throughout the region, or new subdivision development.

Example 1:  Linden Pointe
Grand Junction, Colorado
92 unit mansion style multifamily affordable
housing development consisting of one,
two, and three bedroom units. Eight units
per building.
See development budget below

Example 2:  Duplex
Boulder, Colorado

30



Example 3:

Example 4:

Example 5:

Multifamily housing
Boulder, Colorado

Quinn Cottages Development
Sacramento, California

60 site built 400-600 square foot units
with Community Building

Katrina Cottages
New Orleans, Louisiana
Modular 400 to 1000 square foot units
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XI1. BRIEF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY

To illustrate the housing development process, a brief summary of a multifamily rental
development in Colorado is provided. It should be noted that this summary is provided by way
of example only, and may not be indicative of the barriers or other conditions in Moab and
Grand County. Note the number of partners needed to make this project financially feasible. It
may take an even larger number of partners to make any proposal a reality in Grand County.
Cooperation, compromise and trust among partners will be essential for any project to succeed.

Need for Project:
The September 2002 Housing Needs Assessment reported that the less-than-market rate housing
inventory was less than demand by approximately 1,100 rental units.

Site and Development Description:

The Housing Authority met a portion of this housing need with the new construction of 92
multifamily rental housing units in May 2005. The Development was built on 7.5 acres of land
near schools and shopping, and is located on a public transportation route next to a City park.
The Development consists of 12 two-story mansion-style residential buildings, one leasing
office/ clubhouse, and two playgrounds. Unit amenities include dishwashers, garbage disposals,
clothes washers and dryers in each unit, two bathrooms in the two and three bedroom units and
comfortable floor-plans. Five of the units are fully accessible.

Unit size, Number, and Income Targeting:
The unit mix and target population was determined by a combination of the housing need and
operating budget cash flow.

Unit Type Unit Units @ | Units @ | Units @ | Units @ | Employee | Unit
Size 30% 40% 50% 60% Unit at Total
(sq.ft.) | AMI AMI AMI AMI 80% AMI

1 bedroom, | 797 2 4 12 2 20

1-bath

2 bedroom, | 987 2 11 25 9 1 48

2 bath

3 bedroom, | 1220 1 3 12 8 24

2 bath

Totals 5 18 49 19 1 92

Development Budget:
Through a competitive bidding process, the construction budget was created.
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Development Budget

Land

272,565

Construction

9,261,331

Professional Fees

520,137

Interim Costs

537,900

Permanent Financing

142,380

Soft Costs

93,138

Syndication Costs

24,000

Developer Fees

474,000

Project Reserves

151,000

Total Cost

B PP |R| B R B PR PP

11,476,451

Income Sources:

Six different income sources were combined to pay the total development cost. Note:

Due to low rent levels, project cash flow supports a permanent loan of only $2,600,000.
Local match, grant funds, and investor equity in the form of Low Income Housing Tax

Credits were used to “fill the gap” between the $2.6 million dollar permanent loan and
the total $11,476,451 development cost.

Sources and Uses Budget

Public Sector Grants Amount Uses

City Contribution $ 509,000 | Site, General Construction

(General and CDBG Funds)

County Contribution $ 90,000 | General Construction

State Division of Housing $ 800,000 | Site, Engineering

Housing Authority $ 389,451 | Land, Developer’s Fee

Private Sector Equity / Loan

Tax Credit Equity $ 7,088,000 | General Construction, Fees,
Reserves, Marketing

First Mortgage $ 2,600,000 | Permanent Loan

Development Cost Total $ 11,476,451

Development Timeline:

completion of all financial arrangements in May 2004

Construction began May

2004 and ended in May 2005

Predevelopment activity began in November 2003 and ended with the successful
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XI11. RCAC RECOMMENDATIONS

RCAC recommends a number of methods to address the housing challenges of Moab and Grand

County:

1. Acquire and maintain policy maker commitment to Housing Plan implementation

This Housing Study and Affordable Housing Plan have been developed through the
cooperative efforts of the staff of Grand County, the City of Moab, and the Housing Authority
of Southeastern Utah, as well as through a significant public input process. We respectfully
suggest that local County Council Members and City Council Members accept the
recommendation of the Interlocal Affordable Housing Task Force and adopt and work to
implement all facets of the Action Plan.

2. Appoint Housing Task Force

Resolution of the housing challenge will require a sustained cooperative effort from the County,
City, Housing Authority, and other community leaders. It is recommended that a formal
Housing Task Force be appointed by policy makers to address the housing challenge, that the
Housing Task Force is assigned specific objectives and completion timelines, and that regular
implementation progress-reports be provided policy makers.

3. Improve land use

Encourage the efficient use of the limited amount of private land available by taking the
following actions:

(@)

(b)
()
(d)
(e)

(f)

Identify and eliminate barriers to affordable housing development in local land
use regulations.

Adopt an inclusionary zoning ordinance.

Obtain and “land bank” land for future affordable housing development.

Develop a distributed-campus, tax exempt Community Land Trust.

Utilize infill development to revitalize and bring new activity to older or
dilapidated neighborhoods.

Utilize mixed use residential and commercial development to allow a balanced
mix of office, commercial, and residential uses in close proximity to each other.
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4. Increase available housing resources

Methods to increase available resources include:

(@)
(b)

()
(d)

(€)
(f)
(@)
(h)

(i)

Create a local Affordable Housing Trust Fund to receive and administer
housing resources.

Establish local down payment assistance and low interest loan programs to
improve and preserve existing housing and create new housing units.

Adopt appropriate taxes and fees.

Support the creation and/or expansion of HASU's "sister" nonprofit organization
to increase and diversify the availability of housing development resources.
Support its application to become a Community Housing Development
Organization (CHDO) to increase HASU's operating and development funds.
Support HASU's efforts to initiate a Housing Counseling program to educate
home buyers regarding home ownership.

Implement an Employer Assisted Housing Program.

Implement an inclusionary zoning ordinance.

Encourage the use of voluntary real estate transfer assessments to augment
housing funds.

Establish a Grand County housing fund to collect and administer real estate
transfer assessments and other funds collected by Grand County.

5. Develop new housing units

(a)
(b)

()
(d)

(€)
(f)

(@)

Develop well designed, high-density, energy efficient ownership and rental
housing units.

Encourage multifamily units, twin homes, cluster homes, accessory dwelling units,
and cottages.

Target affordable and attainable households.

Continue to support HASU's use of Rural Development's Mutual Self Help
Housing Program and the Crown home program.

Utilize affordable housing resource lists.

Evaluate the gap between the need and the supply of housing affordable to target
populations on an ongoing basis in order to target new housing development
efforts.

Encourage construction of multi-family units, twin homes, cluster homes and
cottages.
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6. Preserve and maintain the existing affordable housing inventory

(a) Identify all existing subsidized housing units and the dates existing financing expires;
monitor those housing units to acquire and preserve them as affordable units.

(b) Implement a housing rehabilitation program to provide homeowners an incentive to
improve the condition of their homes and make them more energy efficient.

(c) Design and implement a program to replace Unacceptable and Dilapidated
housing units with new units.

(d) Carefully evaluate all proposed zone changes for their effect on affordability.

7. Institute deed restriction programs to keep new moderate income housing units
created through construction or rehabilitation available to moderate, low or very
low income target populations.

8. Conduct a public education campaign about the benefits of affordable housing and
its contribution to the community.
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XI11l. AFFORDABLE HOUSING 5-YEAR GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES

Goals:

1.

To achieve and protect secure, affordable, decent housing opportunities for Moab/Grand
County residents.

To achieve adequate owned and rental housing opportunities to allow the community to
recruit and retain a workforce with the skills and credentials needed by community
employers.

To achieve creation and retention of housing stock affordable to very low, low, moderate,
and moderate to 120 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) households.

To assess on a continuing basis the gaps among housing stock, housing needs, and what
households can afford in order to revise the objectives of the Affordable Housing Plan.

To establish and participate in programs and efforts to reduce household operating,
rehabilitation and construction costs across the economic spectrum.

Objectives:

1.

Through public and private partnerships, provide 8 units of transitional housing for
Moab’s homeless, within the next five years, of the total 16 needed within the next 10
years.

Through public and private partnerships, provide 55 units of new or rehabilitated rental
housing affordable to very low income households, within the next five years, of the total
139 currently needed.

Through public and private partnerships, provide 22 units of new or rehabilitated housing
affordable to low income households; 10 for purchase and 12 for rental, within the next
five years, of the total 55 currently needed.

Through public and private partnerships, provide 124 units of new or rehabilitated
housing affordable to moderate income households; 114 for purchase and 10 for rental,
within the next five years, of the total 313 units currently needed.

Promote and establish energy efficiency and other programs, policies and regulations to
lower the cost of constructing, rehabilitating and maintaining homes affordable to all
households earning 120 percent of AMI or less.

Analyze the housing needs of moderate to 120 percent income households and develop
an objective to address the needs of this income group.

Coordinate with and involve multiple community and outside agencies in developing
affordable housing solutions.
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XIV.AFFORDABLE HOUSING 5-YEAR ACTION PLAN

ATL - Association for the Tree of Life
CDBG - Community Development Block Grant

CHDO - Community Housing Development Organization
GWSSA - Grand Water and Sewer Service Agency
HASU- Housing Authority of Southeastern Utah

HUD - Housing and Urban Development (Department of)
OWHLF - Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund

N/A - Not Applicable

PLCT — Powerhouse Lane Community Land Trust
RCAC - Rural Community Assistance Corporation

RETA - Real Estate Transfer Assessment

SEUALG - South East Utah Association of Local Governments
TBD - To Be Determined
USDA - United States Department of Agriculture

POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
1. 501c(3) COMMUNITY LAND TRUST
Housing Task Force,
a. Create /finalize land trust HASU PLCT N/A Year 0-1 In progress
b. Create land trust board HASU, PLCT Housing Task Force N/A Year 0-1
c. Develop board policies Land Trust Board Housing Task Force N/A Year 0-1
d. Solicit resources Land Trust Board HASU, PLCT CDBG, OWHLF Year 1-5
e. Develop partnerships with local HASU, PLCT, City, County,
governments, private landowners, and Private Land Owners,
businesses Land Trust Board Developers, etc. USDA funds Year 1-5
2.501 c(3) COM. HOUSING DEV.
ORGANIZATION (CHDO)
HASU, Housing Task
a. Finalize CHDO Force RCAC N/A Year 0-1 In progress
b. Create CHDO board pursuant to Federal HASU, Housing Task
Regulations Force Community N/A Year 0-1
c. Develop board policies CHDO Board Community N/A Year 0-1
CDBG, OWHLF,
Workforce Housing Pamela Atkins
d. Solicit resources HASU, CHDO Board Initiative Trust Fund Year 1-5
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POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
e. Develop partnerships with local Foundations,
governments HASU, CHDO Board City, County Donations Year 1-5
Workforce Housing
f. Coordinate with other CHDOs HASU, CHDO Board Initiative USDA funds Year 0-5 In progress
3. DEED RESTRICTION GUIDELINES
a. Coordinate guidelines between the City
and County City, County Housing Task Force N/A Year 0-1
b. Determine target population(s) Housing Task Force City, County N/A Year 0-1
c. Create mechanism for administering deed
restrictions City, County HASU, Housing Task Force | N/A Year 0-1
4. AFFORDABLE HOUSING STOCK
PRESERVATION
Housing Task Force,
a. Promote mobile home rental to ownership | HASU, Land Trust USDA, RCAC, OWHLF TBD Year 2-5
Private, Chamber of
b. Replace dilapidated units using Smart Commerce, Employers,
Growth concepts HASU, Private Community Rebuilds TBD Year 2-5
Private property owners,
City, County, HASU, Utah
. . Workforce Housing Initiative,
c. Investigate temporary housing CHDO, USDA, RCAC, OWHLF,
alternatives Housing Task Force Community Rebuilds TBD Year 0-2 | In progress
Housing Task Force, USDA. HUD
. . . - SEUALG Weatherization ’ !
d. Investigate incentives to rehabilitate program, Community State,
deteriorated units Rebuilds Rural Development SEUALG Year 0-1
e. Provide tax abatement on residential
rehabilitation and replacement for low income County Assessor, Clerk
families County and Treasurer County Year 0-1
f. Inventory existing subsidized units and County Assessor, Clerk
chart financing/flip cycle County, City and Treasurer N/A Year 0-1
g. Evaluate all proposed zoning changes for
their effect on existing affordable housing County, City Housing Task Force N/A Year 0-5
5. LAND USE CODE CHANGES TO
ENCOURAGE AFFORDABLE
HOUSING
City and County Planning,
Builders' Alliance, Community
. Input, Smart Growth
a. Develop mixed-use ordinance City, County Organizations N/A Year 1-2
b. Research and review transfer of City and County Planning,
development rights concept City, County Community Input N/A Year 1-2
c. Refine and/or consider affordable housing g:iyl;:i.cil;:gxeplzr;::;nity
overlay zone City, County Input N/A Year 0-2
City and County Planning,
d. Allow for additional incentives City, County Community Input N/A Year 1-2
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POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
e. Review City and County Land Use Codes to
identify and document barriers to affordable Initial
housing and engage in public process to mitigate or City and County Planning, Review
remove those barriers. City, County Community Input N/A Year 0-1 Complete
f. Develop acceptable guidelines and locations for City and County Planning,
increased density and decreased requirements for Housing Authority , CHDO,
affordable housing projects City, County Community Input N/A Year 0-1
City and County Planning,
Community Input, Smart
g. Allow for infill development City, County Growth Organizations N/A Year 0-1
6. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION &
DESIGN PRACTICES
City and County Planning,
a. Encourage walkability for new housing and Builders Alliance, Trail Mix,
community projects City, County, HASU RETA fund RETA Year 0-1
City and County Planning,
Builders Alliance,
Canyonlands Sustainable
b. Implement green building standards and Solutions, Local Green State, Federal,
incentives City, County, HASU Builders, Mulberry Grove | Utilities Year 2-3
7. AFFORDABLE HOUSING
COMPONENT INCLUDED IN NEW
DEVELOPMENT
Builders Alliance,
a. Investigate linkage fees City, County Chamber of Commerce N/A Year 1-2
b. Refine/develop new affordable housing City and County Planning,
overlay zone City, County Community Input N/A Year 0-2
C. Investigate new mixed use and residential Chamber of Commerce,
development provision of affordable housing County and City Planning,
(inclusionary zoning) City, County Builders’ Alliance Private Year 1-2
8. DEVELOPMENT COSTS
REDUCTION
County Building
Department, Special
a. Implement guidelines for impact fee City, County, Special Service Districts, Builders'
deferrals and/or subsidies Service Districts Alliance RETA, Other Year 0-2
Workforce Housing
b. Offer affordable housing development Initiative, CHDOs, Land
subsidies City, County Trust RETA, Other Year 2-5
9. EMPLOYER ASSISTED
HOUSING PROGRAM
Public and Private
Employers, Chamber of
a. Establish down payment funds City, County Commerce RETA, SEUALG Year 1-2
Employers, Builders'
b. Investigate employer requirements and/or Alliance, Chamber of
incentives for provision of affordable housing | City, County Commerce Year 1-2
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POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
10. LOCAL AFFORDABLE
HOUSING RESOURCES
a. Implement mechanism for voluntary real Local Association of City -
estate transfer assessment agreements City, County Realtors N/A Year 0-1 Complete
b. Investigate possibility of mandatory real
estate transfer assessments on high value
transactions. Housing Task Force N/A N/A Year 1-2
c. Establish affordable housing fund City, County HASU N/A Year 0-1
11. LAND RESOURCES
. City, County,
Housing Task Force, HASU, Private
a. Develop land bank City, County, HASU Land Trust, ATL donations, etc. Year 0-2
City, County,
HASU, Private
b. Purchase properties for affordable housing | City, County, HASU Housing Task Force donations, etc. Year 0-5
City, County,
HASU, Private,
c. Pursue land donations City, County, HASU Housing Task Force etc. Year 0-5
Community Input, Private
d. Identify City and County underutilized land | City, County Property Owners N/A Year 0-1
12. DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
STREAMLINING FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING
City and County Planning,
County Building Department,
i Developers, Builders'
a. Develop priority processing for building City, County, Alliance, Chamber of
permits for affordable housing projects developers Commerce N/A Year 1-2
b. Review other jurisdictions' planning
processes and implement appropriate
changes City, County Housing Task Force N/A Year 0-1
c. Designate planning process facilitator and City and County
liaison City, County Planning N/A Year 1-2
13. HOUSING TASK FORCE
City, County,
a. Expand Housing Task Force HASU Community Members N/A Year 0-1 In progress
b. Perform annual review of affordable City, County, Public,
housing supply and demand and revise gaps Housing Task Force HASU N/A Year 1-5
c. Develop needs assessment for >80% AMI
and develop strategies to assist the income RCAC, Workforce
category Housing Task Force Housing Initiative N/A Year 1-2
d. Develop and distribute a list of affordable City and County
housing tools and resources Housing Task Force Planning Commissions N/A Year 0-1 List begun
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POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
e. Provide ongoing progress report on City, County, News
activities to public and decision makers Housing Task Force Media Year 0-5
14. HOUSING COUNSELING
a. Promote and facilitate housing / financial Private, Grand
counseling programs offered by different HASU, financial San Juan Board
entities Housing Task Force institutions of Realtors Year 1-2
New Home Buyers, HASU, Grand
Realtors, Building San Juan Board
b. Provide housing counseling HASU Department of Realtors Year 0-5 Ongoing
15. PUBLIC EDUCATION
CAMPAIGN
Homeless Coordinating
a. ldentify target audiences and tailor Committee, City,
programs to meet particular needs Housing Task Force County, Media N/A Year 0-5
Financial
Chamber of Institutions,
b. Provide workshops / brochures for builders Commerce, Builders' Neighbor-hood
and developers Housing Task Force Alliance Reinvestment | Year 1-3
Housing Task Force,
c. Provide additional information to the Media, Homeless
public about policy changes City, County Coordinating Committee N/A Year 0-5 Ongoing
Housing Task Force,
Homeless Coordinating SEUALG,
Committee, Chamber of Neighbor-
d. Provide interactive workshops and Commerce, Workforce hood Reinvest-
feedback opportunities City, County Housing Initiative ment Year 0-5 Ongoing
16. PUBLIC/PRIVATE
PARTNERSHIPS
a. Identify possible partners Housing Task Force TBD N/A Year 0-1 Ongoing
Questar, Rocky
Mountain
b. Promote energy efficiency programs with Questar, Rocky Mountain | Power, RCAC,
private and public energy and resource City, County, utility Power, RCAC, Enterprise | Enterprise
providers providers Groups, etc. Groups, etc. Year 0-2 Ongoing
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POSSIBLE
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING TARGET
ACTION STEPS LEAD AGENCY PARTNERS SOURCES DATE STATUS
c. Promote real-estate transfer assessment Private Land Owners,
agreements with developers City, County Developers N/A Year 0-5 Ongoing
City, County, HASU,
d. Promote low-interest loan programs for utility providers,
energy efficiency upgrades and rebuilds financial institutions SEUALG SEUALG Year 1-5
HASU, CHDOs,
e. Utilize RETA funds to assist with affordable Workforce Housing
housing developments City, County Initiative RETA Year 0-5
HASU, CHDOs,
Workforce Housing
f. Work with non-profit agencies and private Initiative, Chamber of Federal, State,
developers to do mixed income developments | City, County, HASU Commerce Local Year 0-5
17. HOUSEHOLD MAINTENANCE
Questar, Rock
Questar, Rocky Mountain Y
Mountain Power, Power, RCAC,
City, County, HASU, RCAC, Enterprise Enterprise
a. Promote energy efficiency programs utility providers Groups, etc. Groups, etc. Year 0-5 Ongoing
b. Implement culinary water conservation
measures City, GWSSA N/A N/A Year 1-2
Questar, Rocky
Mountain
Power, RCAC,
c. Provide public information about how to City, County, Utility Enterprise
reduce household costs Housing Task Force Providers Groups, etc. Year 2-3
d. Promote low-interest loans and incentives HASU, City, County,
for energy reducing improvements Housing Task Force Utility Providers TBD Year 2-3
18. HOMELESSNESS
Local Homeless
a. Work with Local Homeless Coordinating Coordinating
Committee to consider needs of the homeless | Housing Task Force Committee Year 0-5 Ongoing

43




Production Water Facilities

S Y RN
R L e SIan \) ‘s ~\‘\\ .
S q 5 5‘{ oo -
COORNREXY s‘\\‘\ '
PO AN AN o
NS " VAN
A S .

Lee Shenton
Technical Inspector

Grand County
Community
Development £} 3



, . - ‘q_ » .f’{ g
Harley Dome Danish Flats

Multi-stage separation, purification Two-stage separation

Oily layers collected and sold, QOily layers collected and sold,
contaminants to injection well solids accumulate in ponds

Purified water discharged to surface Water evaporated from 14 ponds
Max air emissions 4 tons per year Max air emissions 332 tons per year*

Received 170,000 bbls in 2015 (-28%)  Received 955,000 bbls in 2015 (+64%)
Owned by ArmadaWater (CO) Owned by Oilfield Water Logistics (TX)
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Air Emissions Estimates

Annual Totals at Maximum Capacity

TONS/YR

Danish Flats (per Approval Order of August, 2014)

Max Without AO Controls: 332 tons VOCs
* Including 106 tons HAPs with 55 tons methanol

Max With AO Controls (Feb, 2016): 222 tons VOCs
* Including 71 tons HAPs with 55 tons methanol

= gmmmmmm  Est. at 2015 volume 36% of capacity

e About 119 tons VOCs (no new AO controls yet)

Harley Dome (per Approval Order of October, 2012)
Without AO Controls: not applicable
With AO Controls: 4 tons VOCs ( 0.1 tons HAPs)
2015 volume about 14% of capacity

VOCs = Volatile Organic Chemicals  HAPs = Hazardous Air Pollutants
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Danish Flats

QO “Trilogy” emission control system removed
&= O Pull-through offloading stations installed
O New separation tank system installed
Q Settling pond being de-commissioned
d Key equipment required by AO=14 (air stripper,
thermal oxidizer) not on site




2015 at
Harley Dome
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Looking Forward

Both: Business adversely impacted by
— Recession in energy market
— more recycling at wellhead
— Colorado disposal competitors
— shale gas production elsewhere

Danish Flats has asked to submit new NOI, including
approval to accept non-OGI formation water in two (of
fourteen) ponds

Harley Dome still using some capacity as R&D facility
but expects to grow business in 2016

Monitoring well still not installed between HD and
Colorado River



Ordinance 528 Features

Adopted November 18, 2014

Amended Ordinance 490 “Production Water Disposal
and Recycling Facilities”

Incorporates emission limits, sampling protocols and
reporting requirements by reference to state permits

Requires effective operation of emission control
equipment
Provides for penalties for late payments; allows billing

for monitoring fees on estimated basis if monthly
report is late

Defines requirements more clearly for netting ponds
and skimming oily residues



AGENDA SUMMARY
GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING
FEBRUARY 16, 2016
Agenda Item: D

TiTLE: | Accepting The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) PILT Payment

A check in the amount of $4,358.49 will be delivered to Grand County at

FISCAL IMPACT: this council meeting

PRESENTER(s): | Chris Wood, Southeastern Regional Supervisor

Prepared By: BACKGROUND:
Chris Wood, Regional UDWR owns and manages several Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) in
Supervisor Grand County. These include the Nash Wash WMA and the Scott M
Utah Division of Wildlife Matheson Wetlands Preserve. These lands are important to wildlife were
319N CgtrE(XWi”e Rd purchased for public use and benefit.
435-613-3701
Chriswood@utah.gov ATTACHMENT(S):

Letter from Greg Sheehan, Director of UDWR

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
Attorney Review:

N/A




State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MICHAEL R, STYLER
Execwive Director

GARY R. HERBERT
Govemar Division of Wildlife Resources
SPENCER J, COX GREGORY ). SHEEIAN
Licitenant Ciavernor Division Director

December 1, 2015

Grand County Council
125 E. Center Street
Moab, Utah 84532-2429

RE: In-Lieu Tax Payment
Amount: $4,358.49
Check No.:  F11209782

Dear Council Members:

Enclosed is a check for the year 2015 contractual in-lieu tax payment on land the
Division of Wildlife Resources owns in Grand County. The money used to pay the in-
lieu tax is provided by hunters and anglers in your county and across the state.

These lands are important to wildlife and to the many hunters and anglers in Grand
County. T appreciate the Council’s support as a partner in managing Utah’s wildlife.

Please contact me if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

HANT
Gregory Sheehan
Director ACTING CTOR

GS/sh
Enclosure

UTAH

e

1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110, PO Box 146301, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6301
telephone (801) 538-4700 » facsimile (§01) 538-4709 « TTY (301 ) 538-7458 » www.wildlife.utah.gov WILDLIFE RESDURCES



Moab to Monument Valley Film Commission
Annual Report 2015

Projects:

Update CivicPlus website

0 changes in personnel at various permitting offices

0 drone (unmanned aircraft) information up to date with FAA link

Get local crew / support services to sign up and register information and credentials
Continue building and updating location library on Reel Scout in collaboration with Utah Film
Commission

Continue using MailChimp and Facebook to get much needed information out to members via
social networking

Re-designed welcome packet coupons to hand out to visiting productions

Made a business card

Designed new logo for MMVFC

Ad Placement

o Adnews for Sundance

Promotional items:

Neck Gaiters (for Sundance)

Pens

Lip-balm

T-shirts

Brochure / Tradeshow display

Make available film and video equipment from grants and organize and purchase necessary
items to keep us mainstream

Better permitting outline for County and City Permits

Meet with BLM and Forestry Service along with UFC and Local locations people to clarify film
permit grey areas

Work on local film Incentive

Target overseas productions

Permits Issued

O O 0 o0 O

0 BLM: 42 Forestry,Fire, State, Sovereign Lands: 3
0 NPS: 42 Dead Horse State Park: 10
o SITLA: 24 UDOT: 7

MOAB TO MONUMENT VALLEY

COMMISSION



Studio Relationships / Networking:

e Maintained relationship with HBO “Westworld”
e Printed and hung flyers for various casting calls for locals (Westworld, Relative Survival,
Untitled Survival Project)
e Attended Utah Film Commission Industry Day
0 Sat on Locations Panel
o Sat on UFC panel for Production Assistant Boot Camp based directly on the MMVFC PA
trainings
e Attended Sundance Film Festival 2016
o0 Met with Multiple Producers / Directors and DP’s at Sundance Film Festival to promote our
area as a filming destination, not for only red rock and iconic scenery but also mountains,
lakes, forests, rivers and our local crew available for hire
e Went on KZMU Radio to promote Film Commission presence and remind all on air listeners
about signing up for web site, participating in PA trainings and compliance monitor training
e Attending AFCI Locations and Global Marketing Tradeshow and AFCI educational training in
Los Angeles in April

Training:

e InDesign / Photoshop

e CivicPlus

e Timekeeper

e Cultural / Diversity Training

e Provided 3 Production Assistant Trainings since August with over 50 participants
e Provided information on BLM Monitor Training as another job opportunity

e Took courses through AFCI for Film Commission Certification

Staffing:

e Bega Metzner - The Assistant Director of the Film Commission. | have 20 years film
experience and | have lived in Moab on and off since 1992.

e | have a good working relationship with the local community and my son attends 4™ grade at
the Moab Charter School and was born in Moab.



Film Commission
Annual Report for 2014

Studio Relationships
e Strengthened the relationship with Warner Bros. & HBO
e Encouraged more shuttling options to minimize impact on locations
as well as utilizing water bottles (with the film commission logo) on
set to minimize plastic water bottle waste.
e Beginning to focus on the TV Series Industry

Office Projects
e Working on the new website
e Built up our location library and collaborated with the Utah Film
Commission for a consistent media library
Currently using MailChimp for an e-newsletter
Finalized and printed the spiral bound location booklet
Attended an industry training in New York
Marketing trip with set and studio visits in New York
Attended NATPE for the first time in Miami, FL
Provided four Production Assistant trainings in Moab

Film Festivals
e Made sure our office had a presence, through materials, at Sundance
2015
e Discussions with surrounding communities to put together a Youth
Film Festival, held at Star Hall

Part-Time Help
e Still trying to figure out part-time, temporary assistance
» Recently started training, and utilizing the new MARC
Assistant Director, Elizabeth Holland



Film Commission
Vision for 2015 and Beyond

Projects
e Better utilize the website (spend more time working with CivicPlus)
e Incorporate new design with logo for younger generation
o Promotional items
o Ad placement
o Tradeshow displays
e Budget for a video project to be done professionally
e Bring back the youth film festival
o Coordinate with 4 Corners District

Office
e Continue working on relationships with local business owners
e Create a cohesive response to the use of drones (unmanned aircraft)
and a list of licensed operators
e Better permitting outline for County and City Permits

Films
e Work with the TV series and adjust services accordingly
e Continue targeting overseas productions and potential TV series’

Training

InDesign

CivicPlus

Provide more Production Assistant Trainings and industry seminars
Take courses offered through AFCI for film commissioner certification

New Budgeting Requirements
¢ Video production
e Marketing overseas (potential travel and advertisement)



AGENDA SUMMARY

GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING

February 16, 2016
Agenda ltem:F

TiTLE: | Presentation on Public Defender Semi-Annual Report

FiscaL IMpPACT: | None

Don Torgerson, Torgerson Law Offices, P.C.

PRESENTER(S):
BACKGROUND:
Prepared By: As part of the Public Defender Agreement, a written report of services is
. required every six months. The agreements specify that the reports “shall
Ruth Dillon, . -
Council Administrator include the number and types of cases or matters handled specifying the types
(435) 259-1347 and classes of:
o Offenses
. Courts
o Particular clients
o Non-jury trials
Jury trials
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: : H y . ther than trial
Attorney Review: earings other than trials
o Plea-negotiated settlements
o Such other factors as may be reasonably requested by the county
N/A that do not violate attorney client privilege.”
ATTACHMENT(S):

1. Reports Dated February 8, 2016 and July 17, 2015




TORGERSON LAW OFFICES, P.C.

454 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE 100
PO BOx 955 (435) 637-7011

DON M. TORGERSON PRICE, UT 84501 FAX (435) 636-0138
MANDIE J. TORGERSON www.pricelawyers.com

February 8, 2016

Ruth Dillon

Council Assistant
Grand County Council
125 East Center Street
Moab, UT 84532

Re: Grand County Public Defender Report

Dear Grand County Council:

The total number of cases we have been appointed to is accurate, all other numbers
are approximate.

Date of Reporting: July 2, 2015 — January 31, 2016

Total number of criminal case appointments: 98
* District Court: 92

* Justice Court: 6

Initial charges in the Information:
* 1" Degree Felony: 5
* 2" Degree Felony: 15
* 3“Degree Felony: 22
* Class A Misdemeanor: 59
¢ C(lass B Misdemeanor: 79
* C(lass C Misdemeanor: 19

* Infraction: 6

Orders to Show Cause: 23

Appeals from Justice Court: 0



Ruth Dillon

February 8, 2016

Re: Report
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Cases Dismussed after Information or Order to Show Cause filed:

Cases Settled/Negouated: 84

1" Degree Felony: 0

2" Degree Felony: 8

>

3* Degree Felony: 14

Class A Misdemeanor: 31

Class B Misdemeanor: 45

Class C Misdemeanor: 16

Infracton: 1

C
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Prison Sentence: 15

Jail Sentence: 25

Court Probation: 36
Supervised Probation: 12
Fine: 50

Community Service: 12
DNA Sample: 29
Assessment: 29
Restututon: 10

Drug Court: 1

Plea in Abeyance: 2

Probation Revoked and Reinstated: 13

Probation Terminated Unsuccessfully: 9

Current active Juvenile Court cases: 40

DMT/kd

Sincerely,

TORGERSON LAW OFFICES, P.C.

Dby

Don M. Torgerson

don.torgerson(@gmail.com
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TORGERSON LAW OFFICES, P.C.
454 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE 100

PO BOX 955 (435) 637-7011

DON M. TORGERSON PRICE, UT 84501 FAX (435) 636-0138

MANDIE J. TORGERSON ,
www.pricelawyers.com

July 17, 2015

Grand County Council
125 East Center Street
Moab, UT 84532

Re: Grand County Public Defender Report/
Contract Renewals

Dear Chairman and Members of the Council:

We have compiled the case figures for the current reporting period under the
public defender contracts. During this last year, we were appointed to approximately
20% more cases in district court than we handled during the previous reporting period.
Almost all of the increase is attributable to second-degree felonies and class A
misdemeanors, while the other offenses remained fairly consistent. Although there were
more cases filed, I’m not certain that there were more clients. Quite a few of my clients
during this reporting period had more than one case filed against them.

Additionally, this report includes our current active cases under the juvenile court
parental defender contract since we assumed that contract from Joyce Smith ten months
ago. Because juvenile court cases often last longer than a year, we track those by current
active cases instead of new court appointments.

Finally, our contract for criminal public defender work is scheduled to end in
January and the contract for juvenile court parental defense work is scheduled to
terminate at the end of 2018. The juvenile court contract has an automatic renewal
provision but, for some reason, the adult criminal contract does not. We are interested in
continuing the work we have been doing in Grand County. If the County feels the same
way, | propose the following:

* For the criminal public defender contract, we propose a renewal with the same 5-
year term and other conditions as before. However, I propose an automatic
renewal clause to streamline the process for future renewals; and

* For the juvenile court parental defender contract, I propose re-writing the contract
with the same conditions as before, but changing the term of the contract so that
both contracts are on the same renewal schedule for easier administration.
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With that out of the way, the report is below. The total number of cases we have been
appointed to is accurate, all other numbers are approximate.

Date of Reporting: July 18, 2014 — July 1, 2015

Total number of criminal cases appointed to: 157
e District Court: 144
e Justice Court: 13

Initial charges in the Information:
* 1% Degree Felony: 3
e 2" Degree Felony: 61
e 3" Degree Felony: 75
* Class A Misdemeanor: 88
* Class B Misdemeanor: 103
* Class C Misdemeanor: 67

¢ Infraction: 1

Order to Show Cause: 36
Appeals from Justice Court: 2
Cases Dismissed after Information filed: 17
Cases with conflict or defendant hired private counsel: 4
Cases Settled/Negotiated: 135

* 1* Degree Felony: 1

« 2" Degree Felony: 7

3" Degree Felony: 40

* Class A Misdemeanor: 47

* Class B Misdemeanor: 55

* C(Class C Misdemeanor: 19

* Infraction: 1
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* Sentencing
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Prison Sentence: 20

Jail Sentence: 44

Court Probation: 61
Supervised Probation: 27
Fine: 80

Community Service: 27
DNA Sample: 56
Assessment: 51
Restitution: 5

Drug Court: 9

* Pleain Abeyance; 2

* Probation Revoked and Reinstated: 14

* Probation Terminated Unsuccessfully: 12

Order to Show Cause Hearings: 0

Preliminary Hearings: 1

Trials: 0

Current active Juvenile Court cases: 35

DMT/kd

Sincerely,

TORGERSON LAW OFFICES, P.C.

Do fgersn——r
Don M. Torgerson
dt@pricelawyers.com




MONTROSE TO MOAB



People were already using it!
Use brought to attention of the county

County discussed feasibility with Forest Service,
BLM and other partners (including a visit to Moab)

Based on positive feedback, started piecing the route
together

Based on user suggested routes



A contiguous designated route from the Montrose
area to Moab

Open to 4WD/OHYV and bicycles

Supported by services, campgrounds and a whole lot
of awesome stuff to do along the way

Market as an attraction to bring visitors to the area
and introduce them to places they wouldn’t see
otherwise

Drive outdoor recreation based economic
development



Why we like it...

» Uses existing routes (no new road construction)
No jurisdictional issues on route
Challenging terrain in beautiful country
Limited maintenance required

» Positive Economic Impact
4WD/OHYV recreation is big business (sound familiar?)

West End of Montrose County economically depressed
Offset decline of mining and milling
High potential for outdoor recreation




+166 miles (Shavano Valley to Moab)

+6,500’ elevation variance

2 National Forests (Uncompahgre, Manti-La Sal)
Dolores River Canyon

Buckeye Reservoir

Geyser Pass & surrounding peaks

Dark Canyon Lake

Paradox Valley

Multiple campgrounds

National Parks on both ends (Black Canyon, Arches,
Canyonlands)



» A relief valve for motorized use
Send riders to Colorado

» Opportunities for additional marketing

Moab/Montrose together could attract visitors from new
markets

Montrose Regional Airport/Telluride Connection

Direct service from Dallas, Phoenix, Chicago, Los Angeles,
Atlanta, Houston, Newark, LaGuardia (NYC), San Francisco, Las
Vegas, Denver

Moab visitors can day trip to Montrose County and visit:

Black Canyon National Park, Dominguez-Escalante NCA,
Gunnison Gorge NCA, proposed Dolores River Canyon NCA,
Curecanti NRA



Your thoughts...

» We welcome suggestions and discussion on any issue
including:
o Route

o Marketing

o Signage

o Partnerships

o Lessons learned from an outdoor oriented community

» Thank you for having us!
o Commissioner Glen Davis
o Jon Waschbusch, Government Affairs Director




AGENDA SUMMARY
GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING
February 16, 2016

Agenda Item: H

TITLE:

Discussion on Next Steps to Comply with House Bill 323 — County Resource
Management Plans (CRMP)

FISCAL IMPACT:

None (at this time)

PRESENTER(S):

Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director

Prepared By:
ZACHARIA LEVINE
GRAND COUNTY
COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
Attorney Review:

N/A

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Discuss next steps to comply with HB 323 — County Resource Management
Plans (CRMP).

BACKGROUND:

Staff is requesting the Council provide some direction for moving forward
regarding compliance with HB 323 — County Resource Management Plans
(CRMP). The public workshops, stakeholder coordination, and plan writing
associated with this effort will require more resources (time and money) than
currently available in the community development department.

When discussing next steps, Council should consider two parallel developments
that may affect how the County proceeds. First, the state legislature is currently
reviewing a bill (HB 219) that would extend the deadline for compliance by 9
months such that a first public hearing to solicit comment on the plan must
occur on or before May 1, 2017 and adoption of the plan as a chapter of the
County’s General Plan must occur on or before August 1, 2017. HB 219 also
specifies the process for receiving $50,000 from the Public Lands Policy
Coordinating Office (PLPCO) for the purposes of completing a CRMP. Second,
the Southeastern Association of Local Governments (SEU-ALG) has contracted
with BIO-WEST and Jones & DeMille to collect, analyze, and catalog existing
data related to the 28 resources identified in the bill. To be clear, this effort will
not result in management objectives, policies and regulations, or monitoring
procedures — that is the responsibility of each county.

Staff believes that hiring an independent contractor is the best way to comply
with this mandate, realize its intent to the fullest extent possible, and satisfy
the public input requirements associated with amending a general plan. At this
juncture, while there are uncertainties associated with the deadlines and
funding stream from PLPCO, staff recommends the County draft a Request for
Proposals (RFP) for consultation services to complete the CRMP within a
specified timeline. Once the 2016 legislative session closes and the deadlines
and funding become clear, Grand County should announce the RFP and begin
evaluating proposals. Staff welcomes any other direction from Council.

ATTACHMENT(S):
1. Proposed HB 219 (1/29/16 draft)
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LEGISLATIVE GENERAL COUNSEL H.B. 219
¢, Approved for Filing: C.R. Gilbert &
¢ 01-27-16 8:27 AM &

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING
2016 GENERAL SESSION
STATE OF UTAH

Chief Sponsor: Keven J. Stratton

Senate Sponsor:

LONG TITLE
General Description:

This bill modifies provisions relating to resource management plans.
Highlighted Provisions:

This bill:

» modifies the requirements for a county resource management plan;

» amends certain deadlines relating to a county resource management plan;

» modifies the duties of the Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office relating to

county resource management plans;

» addresses the circumstances under which the Public Lands Policy Coordinating

Office may provide funding to a county for creation of the county's resource

management plan;

» addresses the creation and approval of a statewide resource management plan; and

» makes technical and conforming changes.
Money Appropriated in this Bill:
None
Other Special Clauses:
None
Utah Code Sections Affected:
AMENDS:
17-27a-401, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2015, Chapters 310 and 465

61C ' dH
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17-27a-403, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2015, Chapters 310 and 465
17-27a-404, as last amended by Laws of Utah 2015, Chapter 310
63J-4-607, as enacted by Laws of Utah 2015, Chapter 310

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the state of Utah:

Section 1. Section 17-27a-401 is amended to read:

17-27a-401. General plan required -- Content -- Resource management plan --
Provisions related to radioactive waste facility.

(1) To accomplish the purposes of this chapter, each county shall prepare and adopt a
comprehensive, long-range general plan:

(a) for present and future needs of the county;

(b) (1) for growth and development of all or any part of the land within the
unincorporated portions of the county; or

(i1) if a county has designated a mountainous planning district, for growth and
development of all or any part of the land within the mountainous planning district; and

(c) as a basis for communicating and coordinating with the federal government on land
and resource management issues.

(2) [*he] To promote health, safety, and welfare, the general plan may provide for:

(a) health, general welfare, safety, energy conservation, transportation, prosperity, civic
activities, aesthetics, and recreational, educational, and cultural opportunities;

(b) the reduction of the waste of physical, financial, or human resources that result
from either excessive congestion or excessive scattering of population;

(c) the efficient and economical use, conservation, and production of the supply of:

(1) food and water; and

(i1) drainage, sanitary, and other facilities and resources;

(d) the use of energy conservation and solar and renewable energy resources;

(e) the protection of urban development;

(f) the protection or promotion of moderate income housing;

(g) the protection and promotion of air quality;

(h) historic preservation;

(1) identifying future uses of land that are likely to require an expansion or significant
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modification of services or facilities provided by each affected entity; and
(j) an official map.
(3) (a) The general plan shall contain a resource management plan [toprovideforthe

ate] for the public lands, as

defined in Section 63L-6-102, within the county.

(b) The resource management plan shall address:
[(D)—be—centeredonthe-followingcoreresources:|
[(A)—energy;]

[(B)—atr;and]

[(€)—water;and]

[G1—containdetatted plansregarding:]

[(A9] () mining;

[(B)] (i) land use;

[€€)] (iii) livestock and grazing;

[(P)] (iv) irrigation;

[(B)] (v) agriculture;

[(P)] (vi) fire management;

[€69] (vii) noxious weeds;

(D] (viii) forest management;

[(B] (ix) water rights;

[(P] (x) ditches and canals;

[(9] (xi) water quality and hydrology;
[(B)] (xii) flood plains and river terraces;
(W] (xiii) wetlands;

[@] (xiv) riparian areas;

[(6)] (xv) predator control;

[P] (xvi) wildlife;

(] (xvii) fisheries;

[(R)] (xviii) recreation and tourism;

[€S)] (xix) energy resources;
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[(P)] (xx) mineral resources;

[(5H] (xxi) cultural, historical, geological, and paleontological resources;

[€V9] (xxii) wilderness;

[€WH] (xxiii) wild and scenic rivers;

[€9] (xxiv) threatened, endangered, and sensitive species;

[€Y9] (xxv) land access;

[(5)] (xxvi) law enforcement; [and]

[(AAD] (xxvil) economic considerations|:]; and

(xxviii) air.

(c) For each item listed under Subsection (3)(b), a county's resource management plan
shall:

(1) establish [anyretevant] findings pertaining to the item;

(i1) establish [etearly] defined objectives; and

(i11) outline general policies and guidelines on how the objectives described in
Subsection (3)(c)(ii) are to be accomplished.

(4) (a) The general plan shall include specific provisions related to any areas within, or
partially within, the exterior boundaries of the county, or contiguous to the boundaries of a
county, which are proposed for the siting of a storage facility or transfer facility for the
placement of high-level nuclear waste or greater than class C radioactive nuclear waste, as
these wastes are defined in Section 19-3-303. The provisions shall address the effects of the
proposed site upon the health and general welfare of citizens of the state, and shall provide:

(1) the information identified in Section 19-3-305;

(i1) information supported by credible studies that demonstrates that the provisions of
Subsection 19-3-307(2) have been satisfied; and

(ii1) specific measures to mitigate the effects of high-level nuclear waste and greater
than class C radioactive waste and guarantee the health and safety of the citizens of the state.

(b) A county may, in lieu of complying with Subsection (4)(a), adopt an ordinance
indicating that all proposals for the siting of a storage facility or transfer facility for the
placement of high-level nuclear waste or greater than class C radioactive waste wholly or
partially within the county are rejected.

(c) A county may adopt the ordinance listed in Subsection (4)(b) at any time.
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(d) The county shall send a certified copy of the ordinance described in Subsection
(4)(b) to the executive director of the Department of Environmental Quality by certified mail
within 30 days of enactment.

(e) If a county repeals an ordinance adopted under Subsection (4)(b) the county shall:

(1) comply with Subsection (4)(a) as soon as reasonably possible; and

(i1) send a certified copy of the repeal to the executive director of the Department of
Environmental Quality by certified mail within 30 days after the repeal.

(5) The general plan may define the county's local customs, local culture, and the
components necessary for the county's economic stability.

(6) Subject to Subsection 17-27a-403(2), the county may determine the
comprehensiveness, extent, and format of the general plan.

(7) If a county has designated a mountainous planning district, the general plan for the
mountainous planning district is the controlling plan and takes precedence over a municipality's
general plan for property located within the mountainous planning district.

(8) Nothing in this part may be construed to limit the authority of the state to manage
and protect wildlife under Title 23, Wildlife Resources Code of Utah.

Section 2. Section 17-27a-403 is amended to read:

17-27a-403. Plan preparation.

(1) (a) The planning commission shall provide notice, as provided in Section
17-27a-203, of its intent to make a recommendation to the county legislative body for a general
plan or a comprehensive general plan amendment when the planning commission initiates the
process of preparing its recommendation.

(b) The planning commission shall make and recommend to the legislative body a
proposed general plan for:

(1) the unincorporated area within the county; or

(i1) if the planning commission is a planning commission for a mountainous planning
district, the mountainous planning district.

(c) (1) The plan may include planning for incorporated areas if, in the planning
commission's judgment, they are related to the planning of the unincorporated territory or of
the county as a whole.

(i1) Elements of the county plan that address incorporated areas are not an official plan


http://le.utah.gov/UtahCode/SectionLookup.jsp?section=17-27a-203&session=2016GS

152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182

H.B. 219 01-27-16 8:27 AM

or part of a municipal plan for any municipality, unless it is recommended by the municipal
planning commission and adopted by the governing body of the municipality.

(ii1)) Notwithstanding Subsection (1)(c)(ii), if property is located in a mountainous
planning district, the plan for the mountainous planning district controls and precedes a
municipal plan, if any, to which the property would be subject.

(2) (a) At a minimum, the proposed general plan, with the accompanying maps, charts,
and descriptive and explanatory matter, shall include the planning commission's
recommendations for the following plan elements:

(1) aland use element that:

(A) designates the long-term goals and the proposed extent, general distribution, and
location of land for housing, business, industry, agriculture, recreation, education, public
buildings and grounds, open space, and other categories of public and private uses of land as
appropriate; and

(B) may include a statement of the projections for and standards of population density
and building intensity recommended for the various land use categories covered by the plan;

(i1) a transportation and traffic circulation element consisting of the general location
and extent of existing and proposed freeways, arterial and collector streets, mass transit, and
any other modes of transportation that the planning commission considers appropriate, all
correlated with the population projections and the proposed land use element of the general
plan;

(ii1) an estimate of the need for the development of additional moderate income
housing within the unincorporated area of the county or the mountainous planning district, and
a plan to provide a realistic opportunity to meet estimated needs for additional moderate
income housing if long-term projections for land use and development occur; and

(iv) before [Futy1+;2616] May 1, 2017, a resource management plan detailing the
findings, objectives, and policies required by Subsection 17-27a-401(3).

(b) In drafting the moderate income housing element, the planning commission:

(1) shall consider the Legislature's determination that counties should facilitate a
reasonable opportunity for a variety of housing, including moderate income housing:

(A) to meet the needs of people desiring to live there; and

(B) to allow persons with moderate incomes to benefit from and fully participate in all
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aspects of neighborhood and community life; and

(i1) may include an analysis of why the recommended means, techniques, or
combination of means and techniques provide a realistic opportunity for the development of
moderate income housing within the planning horizon, which means or techniques may include
a recommendation to:

(A) rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of moderate income
housing;

(B) facilitate the rehabilitation or expansion of infrastructure that will encourage the
construction of moderate income housing;

(C) encourage the rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing stock into moderate
income housing;

(D) consider county general fund subsidies to waive construction related fees that are
otherwise generally imposed by the county;

(E) consider utilization of state or federal funds or tax incentives to promote the
construction of moderate income housing;

(F) consider utilization of programs offered by the Utah Housing Corporation within
that agency's funding capacity; and

(G) consider utilization of affordable housing programs administered by the
Department of Workforce Services.

(c) In drafting the land use element, the planning commission shall:

(1) identify and consider each agriculture protection area within the unincorporated area
of the county or mountainous planning district; and

(i1) avoid proposing a use of land within an agriculture protection area that is

inconsistent with or detrimental to the use of the land for agriculture.
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under-Subsectron(2)tdh(1)-]

(3) The proposed general plan may include:

(a) an environmental element that addresses:

(1) to the extent not covered by the county's resource management plan, the protection,
conservation, development, and use of natural resources, including the quality of air, forests,
soils, rivers and other waters, harbors, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and other natural resources;
and

(i1) the reclamation of land, flood control, prevention and control of the pollution of
streams and other waters, regulation of the use of land on hillsides, stream channels and other
environmentally sensitive areas, the prevention, control, and correction of the erosion of soils,
protection of watersheds and wetlands, and the mapping of known geologic hazards;

(b) a public services and facilities element showing general plans for sewage, water,
waste disposal, drainage, public utilities, rights-of-way, easements, and facilities for them,
police and fire protection, and other public services;

(c) archabilitation, redevelopment, and conservation element consisting of plans and
programs for:

(1) historic preservation;

(i1) the diminution or elimination of blight; and

(ii1) redevelopment of land, including housing sites, business and industrial sites, and
public building sites;

(d) an economic element composed of appropriate studies and forecasts, as well as an
economic development plan, which may include review of existing and projected county
revenue and expenditures, revenue sources, identification of basic and secondary industry,
primary and secondary market areas, employment, and retail sales activity;

(e) recommendations for implementing all or any portion of the general plan, including
the use of land use ordinances, capital improvement plans, community development and
promotion, and any other appropriate action;

(f) provisions addressing any of the matters listed in Subsection 17-27a-401(2); and

(g) any other element the county considers appropriate.

Section 3. Section 17-27a-404 is amended to read:

17-27a-404. Public hearing by planning commission on proposed general plan or
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amendment -- Notice -- Revisions to general plan or amendment -- Adoption or rejection
by legislative body.

(1) (a) After completing its recommendation for a proposed general plan, or proposal to
amend the general plan, the planning commission shall schedule and hold a public hearing on
the proposed plan or amendment.

(b) The planning commission shall provide notice of the public hearing, as required by
Section 17-27a-204.

(c) After the public hearing, the planning commission may modify the proposed
general plan or amendment.

(2) The planning commission shall forward the proposed general plan or amendment to
the legislative body.

(3) (a) As provided by local ordinance and by Section 17-27a-204, the legislative body
shall provide notice of its intent to consider the general plan proposal.

(b) (1) In addition to the requirements of Subsections (1), (2), and (3)(a), the legislative
body shall hold a public hearing in Salt Lake City on provisions of the proposed county plan
regarding Subsection 17-27a-401(4). The hearing procedure shall comply with this Subsection
(3)(b).

(i1) The hearing format shall allow adequate time for public comment at the actual
public hearing, and shall also allow for public comment in writing to be submitted to the
legislative body for not fewer than 90 days after the date of the public hearing.

(c) (1) The legislative body shall give notice of the hearing in accordance with this
Subsection (3) when the proposed plan provisions required by Subsection 17-27a-401(4) are
complete.

(i) Direct notice of the hearing shall be given, in writing, to the governor, members of
the state Legislature, executive director of the Department of Environmental Quality, the state
planning coordinator, the Resource Development Coordinating Committee, and any other
citizens or entities who specifically request notice in writing.

(ii1) Public notice shall be given by publication:

(A) in at least one major Utah newspaper having broad general circulation in the state;

(B) in at least one Utah newspaper having a general circulation focused mainly on the

county where the proposed high-level nuclear waste or greater than class C radioactive waste


http://le.utah.gov/UtahCode/SectionLookup.jsp?section=17-27a-204&session=2016GS
http://le.utah.gov/UtahCode/SectionLookup.jsp?section=17-27a-204&session=2016GS

276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306

H.B. 219 01-27-16 8:27 AM

site is to be located; and

(C) on the Utah Public Notice Website created in Section 63F-1-701.

(iv) The notice shall be published to allow reasonable time for interested parties and
the state to evaluate the information regarding the provisions of Subsection 17-27a-401(4),
including:

(A) in a newspaper described in Subsection (3)(c)(ii1)(A), no less than 180 days before
the date of the hearing to be held under this Subsection (3); and

(B) publication described in Subsection (3)(c)(iii)(B) or (C) for 180 days before the
date of the hearing to be held under this Subsection (3).

(4) (a) After the public hearing required under this section, the legislative body may
make any revisions to the proposed general plan that it considers appropriate.

(b) The legislative body shall respond in writing and in a substantive manner to all
those providing comments as a result of the hearing required by Subsection (3).

(5) (a) The county legislative body may adopt or reject the proposed general plan or
amendment either as proposed by the planning commission or after making any revision the
county legislative body considers appropriate.

(b) If the county legislative body rejects the proposed general plan or amendment, it
may provide suggestions to the planning commission for its consideration.

(6) The legislative body shall adopt:

(a) aland use element as provided in Subsection 17-27a-403(2)(a)(i);

(b) atransportation and traffic circulation element as provided in Subsection
17-27a-403(2)(a)(ii);

(c) after considering the factors included in Subsection 17-27a-403(2)(b), a plan to
provide a realistic opportunity to meet estimated needs for additional moderate income housing
if long-term projections for land use and development occur; and

(d) before [Fanuwary+261+7] August 1, 2017, a resource management plan as provided
by Subsection 17-27a-403(2)(a)(iv).

Section 4. Section 63J-4-607 is amended to read:

63J-4-607. Resource management plan administration.
(1) The office shall consult with the Commission for the Stewardship of Public Lands

before expending funds appropriated by the Legislature for the implementation of this section.
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307 (2) To the extent that the Legislature appropriates sufficient funding, the office [shal]
308  may procure the services of a non-public entity in accordance with Title 63G, Chapter 6a, Utah

309  Procurement Code, to assist the office with the office's responsibilities described in Subsection

310 (3).

311 (3) The office shall:

312 (a) assist each county with the creation of the county's resource management plan by:
313 (i) consulting with the county on policy and legal issues related to the county's resource

314  management plan; and

315 (i1) helping the county ensure that the county's resource management plan meets the
316  requirements of Subsection 17-27a-401(3); [and]

317 [(Gi#)—facititating-coordination between-ce

318 +7=27a=463()(d);]

319 (b) [tothegreatestextentpossible;] promote [eonststent] quality standards among all
320  counties' resource management plans; and

321

322  eachcounty:]

323 (¢) upon submission by a county, review and verify the county's:

324 (1) estimated cost for creating a resource management plan; and

325 (i1) actual cost for creating a resource management plan.

326 (4) (a) A county shall cooperate with the office, or an entity procured by the office

327  under Subsection (2), with regards to the office's responsibilities under Subsection (3).
328
329
330
331 (b) To the extent that the Legislature appropriates sufficient funding, the office may, in

332  accordance with Subsection (4)(c), provide funding to a county before the county completes a

333  resource management plan.

334 (¢) The office may provide pre-completion funding described in Subsection (4)(b):
335 (i) after:
336 (A) the county submits an estimated cost for completing the resource management plan

337  to the office; and
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(B) the office reviews and verifies the estimated cost in accordance with Subsection

3)(¢)(1); and

(i1) in an amount up to:

(A) 50% of the estimated cost of completing the resource management plan, verified

by the office; or

(B) $25.000, if the amount described in Subsection (4)(c)(1)(A) is greater than $25,000.

[tc)] (d) To the extent that the Legislature appropriates sufficient funding, the office
shall [rermburse] provide funding to a county in the amount described in Subsection (4)[¢d)
when|(e) after:

(1) a county's resource management plan:

[(D] (A) meets the requirements described in Subsection 17-27a-401(3); and

[tmD] (B) is adopted under Subsection 17-27a-404(6)(d)[];

(11) the county submits the actual cost of completing the resource management plan to

the office; and

(ii1) the office reviews and verifies the actual cost in accordance with Subsection
(3)(c)(i1).

[t] (e) The office shall [rermburse] provide funding to a county under Subsection
(4)[tc)](d) in an amount equal to the difference between:

(1) the lesser of:

[(D] (A) the actual cost [estrmated-under-Subsectron(3)tc)| of completing the resource
management plan, verified by the office; or

[¢1] (B) $50,000[:]; and

(i1) the amount of any pre-completion funding that the county received under
Subsections (4)(b) and (¢).

(5) To the extent that the Legislature appropriates sufficient funding, after the deadline

established in Subsection 17-27a-404(6)(d) for a county to adopt a resource management plan,
the office shall:

(a) obtain a copy of each county's resource management plan; [amd]

(b) create a statewide resource management plan that:

(1) meets the same requirements described in Subsection 17-27a-401(3)[t&)]; and

(i1) to the [greatest] extent reasonably possible, coordinates and is consistent with any
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resource management plan or land use plan established under Chapter 8, State of Utah
Resource Management Plan for Federal Lands|:]; and

(c) submit a copy of the statewide resource management plan to the Commission for

the Stewardship of Public Lands for review.

(6) Following review of the statewide resource management plan, the Commission for

the Stewardship of Public Lands shall prepare a concurrent resolution approving the statewide

resource management plan for consideration during the 2018 General Session.

[t67] (7) To the extent that the Legislature appropriates sufficient funding, the office
shall provide legal support to a county that becomes involved in litigation with the federal

government over the requirements of Subsection 17-27a-405(3).

Legislative Review Note
Office of Legislative Research and General Counsel
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GRAND COUNTY’S RECOMMENDED MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

for Congressman Bishop’s Public Lands Initiative
March 31, 2015

Bookcliffs Area North of I-70

1. Wilderness and Roads

Keep all Bookcliffs roads cherry stemmed as identified on the map (leave as is)
Remainder of Bookcliffs roads will be closed
Designate wilderness as indicated on attached map

Establish a right of way sufficient for maintenance and repairs of cherry stemmed roads to
handle safety issues

Comparison:

1.

There have been some subtractions and additions made to the wilderness boundaries. Of

note is the subtraction of wilderness between Hay Canyon and East Canyon, some additions and

subtractions around Danish Flats and Thompson Springs, and an addition near Green River

(which was left out of the County recommendation at the request of the City of Green River for

recreational purposes). See attached map. Grand County’s recommendations is green with black

dots, Congressmen’s recommendations are in solid green.

There is the addition of the “Seep Ridge Utility Corridor” as a public purpose conveyance to

the State of Utah. The Council expressly voted against this.

There is the creation of the “Book Cliffs Sportsmens NCA”. This is also an exchange proposal

roughly bounded by east and west Willow Creeks and Steer Ridge.

4.

Cherry Stemmed roads appear to be the same in both proposals.

Watershed and East Arches Area

1. Wilderness and Roads

Keep all Westwater/Big Triangle/Beaver Creek roads cherry stemmed as identified on the
map (leave as is)

Remainder of Westwater/Big Triangle/Beaver Creek roads will be evaluated in coordination
with the BLM using a “no net loss” kind for kind exchange policy

Designate wilderness as indicated on attached map

Establish a right of way sufficient for maintenance and repairs of cherry stemmed roads to
handle safety issues

Negro Bill Wilderness designation was amended from the Wilderness Study Area boundaries
to accommodate a mountain biking trail

Mill Creek wilderness boundary was amended to include parcels that were exchanged from
SITLA to BLM
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Comparison:
1. Some wilderness was subtracted from the Westwater/Beaver Creek County proposal.
Wilderness was added in the Granite Creek area and the Beaver Creek wilderness was extended
south into the Forest Service. See map.

2. There is the addition of wilderness in Professor Valley/Mary Jane Canyon/Fisher Valley. This
doesn’t appear to encapsulate the Fisher Towers or any filming locations. See map.

3. There are some wilderness additions and subtractions in the Grandstaff and Millcreek area.
***Of particular note is that the lower portion of the Whole Enchilada mountain bike trail is
within the Congressmens’ wilderness proposal. Grand County made certain to clip this
wilderness area to facilitate this trail. Also of note is that a significant amount of wilderness is
proposed within the Sand Flats SRMA (some areas of the SRMA are currently managed for
natural character). There is also a public purpose conveyance of the Sand Flats SRMA, which is
incompatible with a simultaneous wilderness designation. More on that below*** See Map.

4. 1t's not clear what will happen with the roads within proposed wilderness in this area. The
draft proposal maintains our color coding (red for cherry-stemmed, and blue for ‘to be
evaluated’).

5. The congressional draft includes a conveyance of the Sand Flats SRMA to the County. It also
proposes wilderness within the same. Not sure how that is supposed to work. The Sand Flats
Advisory Committee doesn’t support conveying Sand Flats to County ownership, and the Council
voted against it.

2. “Castle Valley National Conservation Area” designation

e Watershed protection applies to the USGS designated Castle Valley and Moab City
watershed; within the watershed there will be elimination of large point sources of pollution
and best management of vegetation and soil fertility

e No road or trail closures

o Allow filming

o Allow hunting

e No new mineral claims or leasing

e Viewshed protection for Delicate Arch

e Continued grazing

e Continued fire mitigation activities

o Allow consideration of new roads & trails
o Keep current SRMAs

e Wood gathering permits remain

e Local Advisory Committee with a request that the committee members be appointed by the
Grand County Council

e Local Manager

Comparison:
1. This NCA’s boundaries were amended and parts of the County’s proposal were split out into a

separate Arches Park Expansion and a “Castle Valley Special Management” area. Additionally the
name was changed to “Colorado River” NCA.

2. Watershed protection is specifically listed as a purpose of the “Castle Valley Special Management
Area”. However, watershed management is not listed as a purpose for the “Colorado River NCA”.
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The Moab area watershed is within the boundaries of the NCA, but not the special management
area. This has the effect of providing watershed management as a purpose for the Castle Valley
watershed, but not the Moab watershed (Colorado River NCA.)

3. The NCA’s boundaries were amended to remove protection from the peaks of the Northern
Range of the La Sal’s (this area is, however, partly within the special management area); the
boundaries were amended such that the NW side of the Colorado river is no longer protected (the
County’s NCA proposal uses the existing boundary of the 3 rivers withdrawl); the NCA proposal for
the east side of Arches was converted into a park expansion (however, again, the NW side of the
river was removed for some reason). A significant portion of the NCA was removed south of the
Dolores/Colorado confluence.

4. The NCA and Special Management Areas remove new mineral claims, however, it is unclear if it
applies to oil/gas. The area around Manns Peak/Burro Ridge appears to fall outside any
congressional designation.

5. The Colorado River NCA and Castle Valley Special Management area overlap to a significant
degree. I'm not sure how that is supposed to work.

6. Grazing is maintained, however, in an unorthodox manner. Current grazing flexibility is being
limited by the congressional draft, levels can be increased, but not decreased. Grazing levels
typically fluctuate depending on the conditions of the range.

3. Expand Utah Rims SRMA as per attached map
The boundaries appear to be the same as the County’s.

4. Expand Arches National Park as per attached map
The NCA on the eastern portion of Arches was converted over to a park expansion. The boundaries

are identical except that the NW side of the Colorado river is left out. The boundaries on the NW

park expansion were extended north. Also of note is that land currently patented to Grand County

near the boat docks are included as part of the park expansion. The current park is also proposed for

wilderness (not the expansion however). Even though the map shows solid wilderness, | assume the

draft really only intends wilderness as per the NPS proposal and what is currently being managed as

wilderness. See map.

Greater Big Flat Area and the Labyrinth Canyon Region

1. Wilderness
e Designate Behind the Rocks wilderness as per the attached map

e (Close the mountain biking trail
Done. Our proposal and the draft are the same.

2. “Labyrinth Canyon Special Management Area” designation

e Ten Mile Canyon
0 Leave the Ten Mile Road open from Dripping Springs to the Midway road
0 Close Ten Mile Road from Midway to the Green River
Appears similar on the draft map. No specifics though in the draft.

e Establish an unconditional No Surface Occupancy area as indicated on attached map
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0 Unconditional NSO to apply to: oil & gas, hard rock mining, potash, and any kind of
extractive industry. Ineligible for exemption or waiver.

Converted to the Labyrinth Canyon NCA. Boundaries are mostly the same excepting some state
parcels and proposed state trade-ins.

e Establish an area along the Green River as mineral withdrawal and no new leasing as per
attached map

This is proposed as Labyrinth Canyon wilderness in the draft. Boundaries are identical.

e All routes along the Green River in the Labyrinth Canyon Special Management Area to be
open to OHV from the first of October through Easter Sunday, and closed from after Easter
Sunday through the last day of September

0 The road down Spring Canyon will remain open to the river year-round for boating
access

0 The B Road portion of Mineral Bottom Road will remain open year-round
The details seem to appear on the map, however the contextual details are not in the draft.
See map.

3. “Moab Recreation Area” designation comprised of the following six recreation zones, with
management objectives as follows:
There are general provisions, and also area specific provisions. Again, there is the unorthodox
grazing provision, which allows grazing levels to go up but never down.
a. White Wash/Dee Pass
e Purpose:

O OHV recreation

0 Mineral development
o Allow new motorized and non-motorized trails
o Allow all other types of recreation
e Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads
e  White Wash area open for cross country travel per BLM RMP
The boundaries were expanded to include upper ten mile. Otherwise seems to be the same. This

area and the Utah Rims area are consolidated in the draft proposal.

b. Monitor/Merrimac
e Purpose:

0 Recreation: Motorized, non-motorized, climbing
0 Viewshed
e Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads
o Allow new motorized and non-motorized trails
e Provide protection for rare plants
e Allow existing county borrow pits
e Trade two northern SITLA parcels out
e Honor valid existing lease rights
e No new mineral claims or leasing
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Boundaries appear to be retracted to the cliff line on the eastern edge. Includes prohibition

of new mineral and energy leasing as a management principle, however, doesn’t include

withdrawl language as in the NCAs.

c. Gemini Bridges South

Purpose:
0 Recreation: Motorized and non-motorized
0 Energy development
Allow new non-motorized routes
Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads
Honor valid existing lease rights
Allow future leasing with a No Surface Occupancy stipulation
No lease retirement
Create a management area Advisory Committee, committee to be appointed by the
County Council: Purpose to provide coordination with federal, state and county
management of area
O Representative from the oil lessees/operators
Representative from the motorized recreation
Representative from the non-motorized recreation
Representative from SITLA

Representative from the County Council

O O O O O

Representative from BLM

O Representative from conservation community

Renamed ‘Big Flat Recreation Zone’. SW boundary was considerably retracted. Advisory

Committee is missing.

d. Amasa Back/Goldbar

Purpose
0 Recreation: Motorized and non-motorized
0 Viewshed
Allow new non-motorized routes
Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads
Consider biological resources in recreation management
No new mineral claims or leasing
Lease and claim retirement
Trade out State lands

Boundaries appear to be the same. Management principles appear similar.

e. Bar M/Klondike (Arches West)

Purpose:
O Recreation — Mountain biking and climbing
0 Viewshed protection for Arches National Park

No new mineral claims or leasing
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Trade out SITLA parcels

Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads

Sovereign trail system remains open for OHV use

Allow new non-motorized trails

Two large State sections appear to be retained and the boundaries are adjusted as such.

Boundaries were expanded on the north end, however they conflict with the Park expansion

and a SITLA trade-in on the west side of 191. Management principles are similar.

f.  Mineral Canyon

Purpose
0 Recreation: non-motorized focus
0 Viewshed
Boating access
No new mineral claims or leasing
Lease and claim retirement area
Follow RMP Travel Management Plan (baseline); allow adjustments per BLM/County
consultation process for additions or deletions of roads
Allow new non-motorized trails
Trade out SITLA lands
Keep airstrip open
Keep county borrow areas open

The boundary appears to be retracted to facilitate a State trade-in. Management principles are

similar.

4. SITLA Trade-in Area
e Grand County approves SITLA trade-ins as per attached map

Significant trades are exhibited in the draft, both inside and outside of the designated area. Grand

County should consider asking about royalty sharing agreements so that a major loss of mineral lease

funds doesn’t occur with future development.

Other Grand County Areas

1. Wild & Scenic River Management Objectives
e Designate Wild & Scenic Rivers as per the BLM’s suitability inventory (see attached maps)

for the Colorado, Dolores, and Green Rivers

Appears to be the same.

2. Rights of Ways & Roads in Wilderness
e Establish a right of way sufficient for maintenance and repairs of cherry stemmed roads to

handle safety issues
e “No net loss” policy for roads in Grand County consistent with the 2008 Travel Management
Plan; that losses and gains are kind for kind trade outs; and will utilize the BLM’s process for

Travel Plan evaluation
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e Valid and existing rights will be given access
There is no net-loss policy per-se. However, Title XIl would grant title to all class B and D roads currently
designated in the current BLM RMP travel plan. Title Xll also prescribes that Grand County’s travel
designations will be partially honored in the Labyrinth area. It’s also worth noting that not all roads in

the current BLM travel plan are rs2477 claims, and not all rs2477 claims are approved in the Travel Plan.

3. Canyonlands Field Airport
e Grand County requests an area immediately adjacent to the airport, subject to a map to be
prepared by the Airport Manager/Board, for a transfer of federal lands to Grand County for
airport expansion purposes
Present in the draft.

Other:

In general there are several provisions in ‘Title I: Wilderness’ that are unorthodox or contradicted by the
Wilderness Act.

The Master Leasing Plan would be nullified.

Title Xl stipulates that all lands within the PLI planning area owned by the BLM and being open to

extractive leasing will become ‘Energy Planning Areas’ with several provisions designed to expedite

leasing and development. There is a small inexplicable polygon near 313/191 labeled as “Energy Plan”.

Grazing provisions are not status-quo.

Title IX Red Rock Country Off-Highway Vehicle Trail is included in the draft. Not considered by the
County.

Some kind of Antiquities Act restriction is anticipated.
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February 2016

January 2016

3 4 56 6 7 8 9
10 11 12 13 14 15 16
17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31

March 2016

1.2 3 4 5
6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19
20 21 22 23 24 25 26
27 28 29 30 31

Sunday

Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Saturday

® 5:00PM - 5:00PM Airport
Board (Chambers)

@ 8:30AM - 8:30AM Safety &
Accident Review
Committee (Chambers)

©® 2:00PM - 2:00PM
Affordable Housing Task
Force Workshop
(Chambers)

©® 4:00PM <4:00PM County
Council Meeting
(Chambers)

(JUAC Legislative Bi)

® 5:30PM - 5:30PM Mosquito
Abatement District (District
Office)

® 7:00PM - 7:.00PM Grand
Water & SewerService
Agency (District Office)

® 12:30PM - 12:30PM
Council on Aging (Grand
Center)

@ 7:00PM - 7:00PM
Conservation District
(Youth Garden Project)

® 12:00PM - 12:00PM Trail
Mix Committee (Grand
Center)

® 3:00PM - 3:00PM Travel
Council Advisory Board
(Chambers)

@ 5:30PM - 5:30PM OSTA
Advisory/Committee
(OSTA)

® 6:00PM - 6:00PM
Cemetery Maintenance
District (Sunset Memorial)

© 6:00PM - 6:00PM
Transportation SSD (Road
Shed)

® 12:00PM - 12:00PM Area
Sector Analysis Process
ASAP) Steering

ommittee Meeting (USU

Moab-Room R)

@ 5:00PM - 5:00PM Agenda
Summarigs Due

® 6:00PM - 6:00PM Planning
Commission
(CANCELLED)

(JUAC Legislative Bi)

® 5:00PM - 5:00PM Solid
Waste Management SSD
(District Office)

@ 6:00PM - 9:00PM Public
Presentation of the:Book
Cliffs Tranportation
Corridor Study (Grand
Center)

® 6:00PM - 6:00PM
Thompson Springs Fire
District (Thompson)

@ 7:00PM - 7:.00PM
Thompson Springs Water
SSD (Thompsong

(| President's Day ]

® 8:00AM - 5:00PM County
Offices Closed

® 12:00PM - 12:00PM
Chamber of Commerce
(Peace Tree Juice Cafe)

® 4:00PM - 4:00PM County
Council Meeting
(Chambers)

@ 12:00PM - 12:00PM
Children's Justice Center
Advisory Board (City
Chambers)

@ 6:00PM - 6:00PM
Recreation SSD (City
Chambers)

(JUAC Legislative Bi)

® 4:00PM - 4:00PM Arches
SSD (Fairfield Inn & Suites)

©® 5:30PM - 5:30PM
Canyonlands Healthcare
SSD (Moab Regional
Hospital )

® 7:00PM - 7:00PM:Grand
Water & Sewer Service
Agency (District Office)

(NACo Legislative C/

NACo Legislative Conference ¢ \Washington DC

e

(JUAC Legislative Bi)

® 1:00PM - 1:00PM
Homeless Coordinating
Commitee (Zions Bank )

® 5:00PM - 5:00PM Agenda
Summaries Due

® 6:00PM - 6:00PM Planning
Commission (Chambers)

® 12:00PM - 12:00PM
Housing Authority Board
(City Chambers)

® 1:00PM - 1:00PM
Assogiation of Local
Government (ALG) (Price)

® 11:30AM - 11:30AM Joint
City/County Council
Meeting (City Chambers)

® 8:30AM - 8:30AM Safety &
Accident Review
Committee (Chambers)

® 2:00PM - 3:45PM Housing
Workshop (Chambers)

©® 4:00PM - 4:00PM County
Council Meeting
(Chambers)

(JUAC Legislative Bi)

@ 5:30PM - 5:30PM Mosquito
Abatement District (District
Office)

® 7:00PM - 7:00PM Grand
Water & Sewer. Service
Agency (District Office)
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March 2016

February 2016

April 2016

1
7 8
14 15
21 22
28 29

2 3 4 5 6
9 10 11 12 13
16 17 18 19 20
23 24 25 26 27

17 18

1 2

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10 11 12 13 14 15 16
19 20 21 22 23

24 25 26 27 28 29 30

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
® 11:30AM Joint City/County | @ 8:30AM Safety & Accident AC Leqislative B1
Council Meeting (éity Review Committee u SHAC Legislative J
Chambers) (Chambers) ® 5:30PM Mosquito
® 2:00PM Housing Workshop Abatement District (District
(Chambers) Office)
@ 4:00PM County Council ® 7:00PM Grand Water &
Meeting (Chambers) Sewer Service. Agency
(District Office)
® 1:00PM Affordable Housing | @ 12:00PM Trail Mix ® 12:00PM Area Sector ® 3:30PM Sand Flats ® 10:00AM Historical
Task Force (Chambers) Committee (Grand Center) Analysis Process (ASAP) Stewardship Committee Preservation Commission
@ 5:00PM Airport Board @ 3:00PM Travel Council Steering Committee (Chambers) (Grand Center)
(Chambersg) Advisory Board Meeting (USU Moab-Room | @ 5:00PM Solid Waste
(Chambers) R) Management SSD (District
® 5:30PM OSTA Advisory @ 5:00PM Agenda Offlce?
Committeg(OSTA) Summaries:Due ® 5:30PMLibrary Board
® 6:00PM Cemetery ® 6:00PM Planning (Library)
Maintenance District Commission (Chambers) ®6:00PM Thomﬁson Springs
(Sunset Memorial) Fire District (Thompson)
©® 6:00PM Transportation ® 7:00PM Thomﬁson Springs
SSD (Road Shed) Water SSD (Thompson)
® 12:30PM Council on Aging | @ 12:00PM Chamber of ©® 9:00AM Moab Area ® 9:00AM Canyon Country
(Grand Center) Commerce (Zions Bank) Watershed Partnership Partnership (TBD)
® 7:00PM Conservation ® 2:00PM Housing Workshop (Water District Office) @ 12:00PM Housing Authority
District (Youth Garden (Chambers) @ 6:00PM Recreation SSD Board (City Chambers)
Project) ® 4:00PM County Council (City Chambers) ® 4:00PM Arches SSD
Meeting (Chambers) (Fairfield Inn & Suites)
® 5:30PM:Canyonlands
Healthicare SSD ﬁMoab
Regional Hospital/)
® 7:00PM Grand Water &
Sewer Service Agency
(District Office)

©® 2:45PM Mental Health
Board (Green River)

® 5:00PM Public Health
Board (Green River)

® 6:00PM Plannin
Commission (Chambers)

® 11:30AM Local Emergency
Planning Committee (Fire
Dept)

® 1:00PM Association of
Local Government (ALG)
(Price)

©® 9:00AM Administrative
Workshop (if needed)

® 5:00PM Agenda
Summaries Due
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Malke a dlifference in your commumity .
Become a Grand County

Board or District Volunteer

NOTICE OF COUNTY BOARD END OF THE YEAR VACANCIES for
Citizen Participation. The following Grand County Boards,
Commissions & Committees will have vacancies at year end. Must
reside in Grand County unless otherwise indicated, have the
appropriate expertise when required by law, and agree to abide
by the County’s Conflict of Interest Ordinance. Applications are
due: Until Filled

NOTICE OF DISTRICT BOARD END OF THE YEAR VACANCIES
for Citizen Participation. The following District Boards in
Grand County will have vacancies at year end. Must reside
in Grand County; must be a registered voter within the
District; may not be an employee of the District.
Applications are due: Until Filled

COUNTY BOARD, COMMISSION TERM
VACANCIES
OR COMMITTEE EXPIRATION
Historical Preservation
Commission 2 12/31/2019
(May reside in Grand, Emery or
San Juan County)

For more information call KaLeigh Welch at (435) 259-1346

DISTRICT BOARD Vacancies T.e rn}
Expiration

Thompson Springs

Special Service Fire 1 12/31/2019

District

Recreation District 1 12/31/2018

. Interested applicants shall complete the “Board,

Commission, and Committee Certification and Application Form” available at
http://grandcountyutah.net/194/Boards-Commissions-Committees or at the County Council’s Office. Completed

forms may be emailed to council@grandcountyutah.net or delivered to Grand County Council Office, 125 E Center,
Moab, UT 84532 until filled. The County Council will make appointments during a regular Council meetings.

Board member responsibilities and board meeting dates are available at http://grandcountyutah.net/194/Boards-

Commissions-Committees



http://grandcountyutah.net/194/Boards-Commissions-Committees
mailto:council@grandcountyutah.net
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Employment Opportunities

Sand Flats Recreation Area - Technician Apprentice

Posted January 22, 2016 | Closes February 16, 2016 3:00 PM
Job Summary Under the direct supervision of the Operations Coordinator, the Recreation Technician Apprentice is a job-

training program for high school students... Full Description
Not finding your dream job? Take a look at Community Jobs.
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Moab, Utah

February 16, 2016

The County Council of Grand County, Utah (the “County Council”), met in
regular session at the regular meeting place of said County Council, in Moab, Utah, on
February 16, 2016, at 4:00 p.m. There were present at said meeting the following
members:

Elizabeth Tubbs Chair

Christopher Baird Councilmember
Ken Ballantyne Councilmember
Jaylyn Hawks Councilmember
Mary McGann Councilmember
Lynn Jackson Councilmember
Rory Paxman Councilmember

Also present:
Diana Carroll Clerk/Auditor
Absent:

After the meeting had been duly called to order and after other matters not
pertinent to this resolution had been discussed, the Clerk/Auditor presented to the
Council, a Certificate of Compliance with Open Meeting Law with respect to this
February 16, 2016, meeting, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

A motion to adopt the foregoing resolution was then duly made by
, duly seconded by , and was put to a vote
and carried, the vote being as follows:

AYE:

NAY:

Thereupon, the following resolution was introduced:
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF GRAND
COUNTY, UTAH (THE “COUNTY?”), AUTHORIZING AND
APPROVING THE EXECUTION OF AN ANNUALLY RENEWABLE
MASTER LEASE AGREEMENT, BY AND BETWEEN GRAND
COUNTY AND THE MUNICIPAL BUILDING AUTHORITY OF
GRAND COUNTY, UTAH (THE “AUTHORITY"), AUTHORIZING
THE ISSUANCE AND SALE BY THE AUTHORITY OF ITS LEASE
REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2016, IN THE AGGREGATE PRINCIPAL
AMOUNT OF NOT TO EXCEED $2,328,000 (THE “SERIES 2016
BONDS”); AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A MASTER
RESOLUTION, GROUND LEASE, LEASEHOLD DEED OF TRUST,
AND OTHER DOCUMENTS REQUIRED IN CONNECTION
THEREWITH; AUTHORIZING THE REMODELING OF THE
COUNTY JAIL AND DISPATCH CENTER AND RELATED
IMPROVEMENTS (THE “PROJECT”); AUTHORIZING THE TAKING
OF ALL OTHER ACTIONS NECESSARY TO THE
CONSUMMATION OF THE TRANSACTION CONTEMPLATED BY
THIS RESOLUTION; AND RELATED MATTERS.

WHEREAS, the County is a political subdivision and body politic duly and
regularly created, established, organized, and existing under and by virtue of the
Constitution and laws of the State of Utah; and

WHEREAS, the County has previously authorized and directed the creation of the
Municipal Building Authority of Grand County, Utah (the “Authority”), pursuant to the
provisions of a previously adopted resolution (the “Creating Resolution”); and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Creating Resolution, the Authority has been duly and
regularly created, established, and is organized and existing as a nonprofit corporation
under and by virtue of the provisions of the Constitution and laws of the State of Utah,
including, in particular, the provisions of the Utah Revised Nonprofit Corporation Act,
Title 16, Chapter 6a, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended, and the Utah Local
Building Authority Act, Title 17D, Chapter 2, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended
(collectively, the “Act”); and

WHEREAS, under the Articles of Incorporation of the Authority (the “Articles™)
the objects and purposes for which the Authority has been founded and incorporated are
to acquire, improve or extend one or more projects and to finance their costs on behalf of
the County in accordance with the procedures and subject to the limitations of the Act in
order to accomplish the public purpose for which the County exists; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Master Lease Agreement, between the Authority and
the County (the “Master Lease”) in substantially the form presented to this meeting and
attached hereto as Exhibit B, the County will lease the Project from the Authority, on an
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annually renewable basis, to be used by the County in the performance of its public
purposes; and

WHEREAS, the Authority desires to lease from the County the real property upon
which the Project is to be constructed (the “Project Site”), pursuant to the terms and
provisions of a Ground Lease Agreement, in substantially the form presented to this
meeting and attached hereto as Exhibit C (the “Ground Lease”); and

WHEREAS, the Authority proposes to finance the costs of constructing the
Project from the proceeds of the sale of the Series 2016 Bonds, to be issued pursuant to
the terms and provisions of a Master Resolution (the “Master Resolution”) dated as of
March 1, 2016, in substantially the form presented to this meeting and attached hereto
as Exhibit D; and

WHEREAS, the Authority proposes to secure its payment obligations under the
Series 2016 Bonds by executing a Leasehold Deed of Trust, Assignment of Rents and
Security Agreement with respect to the Project in substantially the form presented to this
meeting and attached hereto as Exhibit E (the “Leasehold Deed of Trust”) for the benefit
of the holders of the Series 2016 Bonds; and

WHEREAS, the Series 2016 Bonds shall be payable solely from the rents,
revenues and other income derived by the Authority from the leasing of the Project to the
County, on an annually renewable basis, and shall not constitute or give rise to an
obligation or liability of the County or constitute a charge against its general credit or
taxing powers; and

WHEREAS, the County desires to improve and promote the local health and
general welfare of the citizens of the County by entering into the Ground Lease and the
Master Lease; and

WHEREAS, the Authority will adopt a resolution on February 16, 2016 (the
“Authorizing Resolution”), which authorizes and approves the execution of the Master
Lease, the issuance and sale by the Authority of its Series 2016 Bonds, the execution of
the Master Resolution, the Ground Lease, the Leasehold Deed of Trust, and other
documents required in connection therewith, and the financing of construction of the
Project; and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the State of Utah Permanent Community Impact
Fund Board (the “Purchaser”) will purchase the Series 2016 Bonds and the Authority
desires to sell the Series 2016 Bonds to the Purchaser; and

WHEREAS, under the Avrticles, the Authority may not exercise any of its powers
without prior authorization by the governing body of the County and, therefore, it is
necessary that the County Council authorize certain actions by the Authority in
connection with the transactions contemplated by the Master Lease, the Master
Resolution, the Ground Lease, the Leasehold Deed of Trust, and the Series 2016 Bonds;
and
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WHEREAS, the Chair of the County and other officials of the County have
presented the Master Lease to the County Council for the purpose of obtaining the
approval of the County Council of the terms and provisions thereof and for the purpose of
confirming the execution thereof as the official act of the County Council:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF
GRAND COUNTY, UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. All action heretofore taken (not inconsistent with the provisions of this
resolution or the Creating Resolution) by the County Council and by the officers of the
County directed toward the creation and establishment of the Authority and the leasing of
the Project by the County are hereby ratified, approved and confirmed.

Section 2. The County Council finds and determines, pursuant to the Constitution
and laws of the State of Utah, that the leasing of the Project under the terms and
provisions and for the purposes set forth in the Master Lease and the other documents,
instruments and conveyances hereinafter approved and authorized, is necessary,
convenient and in furtherance of the governmental and proprietary purposes of the
County and is in the best interest of the citizens of the County.

Section 3. The Master Lease in the form presented to this meeting and attached
hereto as Exhibit A is in all respects approved, authorized and confirmed and the Chair of
the County is authorized to approve the final terms thereof and to execute and deliver the
Master Lease in the form and with substantially the same content as set forth in Exhibit B
for and on behalf of the County. The appropriate officials of the Authority are authorized
to approve the final terms and to execute the Master Lease on behalf of the Authority in
the form and with substantially the same content as set forth in Exhibit B for and on
behalf of the Authority.

Section 4. The Ground Lease in the form presented to this meeting and
attached hereto as Exhibit C is in all respects approved, authorized and confirmed and the
Chair of the County is authorized to approve the final terms thereof and to execute and
deliver the Master Lease in the form and with substantially the same content as set forth
in Exhibit C for and on behalf of the County.

Section 5. The appropriate officials of the Authority are authorized to execute
and deliver the Master Resolution, Ground Lease Agreement, the Leasehold Deed of
Trust, and in the form and with substantially the same content as set forth in Exhibit C,
Exhibit D, and Exhibit E, respectively, for and on behalf of the Authority.

Section 6. The Authority is authorized to issue the Series 2016 Bonds in the
aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $2,328,000, and to sell the Series 2016
Bonds at a purchase price to be determined by the Chair or Chair pro tem of the
Governing Board of the Authority (the “Authority Chair”). The Series 2016 Bonds shall
be dated, shall bear interest, shall be issued as fully registered bonds, and shall mature as
provided in the Master Resolution.
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The Authority Chair is hereby authorized, on behalf of the Authority, to award the
sale of the Series 2016 Bonds to the Purchaser.

The form, terms and provisions of the Series 2016 Bonds and the provisions for
the signatures, authentication, payment, registration, transfer, exchange, redemption and
number shall be as set forth in the Master Resolution in the form to be executed by the
Authority. The Series 2016 Bonds shall mature prior to the expiration of the estimated
useful life of the Project. The Authority Chair is hereby authorized to execute the Series
2016 Bonds, to place thereon the seal of the Authority, and to deliver the Series 2016
Bonds to the Purchaser. The Secretary of the Governing Board of the Authority (the
“Authority Secretary”) is authorized to attest to the signature of such Authority Chair and
to affix the seal of the Authority to the Series 2016 Bonds and to authenticate the Series
2016 Bonds. The signatures of the Authority Chair and Authority Secretary may be by
facsimile or manual execution.

Section 7. The appropriate officers of the County are authorized to take all action
necessary or reasonably required to carry out, give effect to and consummate the
transaction contemplated hereby, including, without limitation, the execution and
delivery of any closing and other documents required to be delivered in connection with
the sale and delivery of the Series 2016 Bonds.

Section 8. Upon their issuance, the Series 2016 Bonds will constitute special
limited obligations of the Authority payable solely from and to the extent of the sources
set forth in the Series 2016 Bonds and the Master Resolution and Ground Lease. No
provision of this resolution, the Master Lease, the Master Resolution, the Leasehold Deed
of Trust, the Ground Lease, the Series 2016 Bonds, or any other instrument, shall be
construed as creating a general obligation of the Authority or of creating a general
obligation of the County, or as incurring or creating a charge upon the general credit of
the County or against its taxing powers. The County shall have no power to pay out of its
funds, revenues, or accounts, or otherwise contribute any part of the cost of making any
payment in respect of the Series 2016 Bonds, except in connection with the payment of
the Base Rentals, Additional Rentals and Purchase Option Price pursuant to the Master
Lease (as those terms are defined in the Master Lease) which may be terminated by the
County on any annual renewal date thereof in accordance with the provisions of such
Master Lease.

Section 9. The Chair of the County is hereby authorized to make any alterations,
changes or additions in the Master Lease herein approved and authorized necessary to
correct errors or omissions therein, to remove ambiguities therefrom, or to conform the
same to other provisions of such instruments, to the provisions of this Resolution or the
provisions of the laws of the State of Utah or the United States.

Section 10.The appropriate officials of the Authority are authorized to make any
alterations, changes or additions in the Master Lease, the Ground Lease, the Master
Resolution and the Leasehold Deed of Trust herein authorized and approved which may
be necessary to correct errors or omissions therein, to remove ambiguities therefrom, to
conform the same to other provisions of said instruments, to the provisions of this
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resolution, the Creating Resolution or any resolution adopted by the County or the
Authority, or the provisions of the laws of the State of Utah or the United States.

Section 11.If any provisions of this resolution (including the exhibits attached
hereto) should be held invalid, the invalidity of such provisions shall not affect any of the
other provisions of this resolution or the exhibits.

Section 12.The Clerk/Auditor is hereby authorized to attest to all signatures and
acts of any proper official of the County, and to place the seal of the Clerk/Auditor on the
Master Lease and the Ground Lease. The Chair of the County and other proper officials
of the County and each of them, are hereby authorized to execute and deliver for and on
behalf of the County any and all additional certificates, documents and other papers,
including, but not limited to, tax compliance procedures, an escrow agreement, and
security documents related to the Project and to perform all other acts that they may deem
necessary or appropriate in order to implement and carry out the matters herein
authorized.

Section 13.The Authority Secretary is hereby authorized to attest to all signatures
and acts of any proper official of the Authority, and to place the seal of the Authority on
the Master Lease, the Master Resolution, Leasehold Deed of Trust, Ground Lease, and
any other documents authorized, necessary or proper pursuant to this Resolution or any
Resolution of the Authority. The appropriate officials of the Authority, and each of them,
are hereby authorized to execute and deliver for and on behalf of the Authority any or all
additional certificates, documents and other papers to perform all other acts they may
deem necessary or appropriate in order to implement and carry out the matters authorized
in this resolution and any resolution of the Authority.

Section 14.All regulations, orders, and resolutions of the County or parts thereof
inconsistent herewith are hereby repealed to the extent only of such inconsistency. This
repealer shall not be construed as reviving any regulation, order, resolution or ordinance
or part thereof.

Section 15.This resolution shall become effective immediately upon adoption by
the County Council.
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PASSED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF GRAND COUNTY, UTAH, THIS
FEBRUARY 16, 2016.

(SEAL)

By:

Chair

ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN:

By:

Clerk/Auditor
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After the conduct of other business not pertinent to the foregoing, the meeting
was, on motion duly made and seconded, adjourned.

GRAND COUNTY, UTAH

(SEAL)

By:

Chair

ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN:

By:

Clerk/Auditor
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STATE OF UTAH )
. SS.
COUNTY OF GRAND )

I, Diana Carroll, the undersigned duly elected, qualified, and acting Clerk/Auditor
of Grand County, Utah (the “County”), in the State of Utah, do hereby certify:

@) The foregoing pages are a true, perfect and complete copy of the
record of proceedings of the County Council, had and taken at a lawful meeting of
said County Council held at the Grand County offices in Moab, Utah, on February
16, 2016, commencing at the hour of 4:00 p.m., as recorded in the regular official
book of the proceedings of the County kept in my office, and said proceedings
were duly had and taken as therein shown, and the meeting therein shown was
duly held, and the persons therein were present at said meeting as therein shown.

(b) All members of said County Council were duly notified of said
meeting, pursuant to law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of
said County this February 16, 2016.

(SEAL)

By:

Clerk/Auditor
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EXHIBIT A

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH
OPEN MEETING LAW

I, Diana Carroll, the undersigned Clerk/Auditor of Grand County, Utah (the
“County”), do hereby certify, according to the records of the County in my official
possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, that in accordance with the
requirements of Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended, | gave not
less than twenty-four (24) hours public notice of the agenda, date, time and place of the
February 16, 2016, public meeting held by the County as follows:

() By causing a Notice, in the form attached hereto as Schedule 1, to
be posted at the County’s principal offices on February — , 2016, at least
twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting, said Notice having
continuously remained so posted and available for public inspection until the
completion of the meeting;

(i) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form, in the form attached
hereto as Schedule 1 attached hereto as Schedule 1, to be delivered to The Moab
Sun News on February __ , 2016, at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the
convening of the meeting; and

(iii) By causing a copy of such Notice to be posted on the Utah Public
Notice Website (http://pmn.utah.gov) at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the
convening of the meeting.

In addition, the Notice of 2016 Annual Meeting Schedule for the County
(attached hereto as Schedule 2) was given specifying the date, time, and place of the
regular meetings of the County Council to be held during the year, by causing said Notice
to be (a) posted on , 2016, at the principal office of the County Council,
(b) provided to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the County on
, and (c) published on the Utah Public Notice Website
(http://pmn.utah.gov) during the current calendar year.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto subscribed my official signature this
February 16, 2016.

(SEAL)

By:

Clerk/Auditor
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SCHEDULE 1

NOTICE OF MEETING
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SCHEDULE 2

ANNUAL MEETING SCHEDULE
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EXHIBIT B
MASTER LEASE

(See Transcript Document No. )
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EXHIBIT C

FORM OF GROUND LEASE

(See Transcript Document No. _ )
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EXHIBIT D

MASTER RESOLUTION

(See Transcript Document No. )
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EXHIBIT E
FORM OF DEED OF TRUST

(See Transcript Document No. )
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AGENDA SUMMARY
GRAND COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING
FEBRUARY 16, 2016

Agenda ltem:L

TITLE:

Adopting Proposed Ordinance for a Rezone of Property from Large Lot
Residential (LLR) to Multi-Family Residential -8 (MFR-8), Including Arroyo
Crossing Master Plan, Located at 2022 Spanish Valley Drive, Moab, UT
(North of Resource Blvd) Postponed from February 2, 2016

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A

PRESENTER(S):

Zacharia Levine, Community Development Director

CouNnTY COUNCIL REVIEW

Prepared By:

GRAND COUNTY
COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
Attorney Review:

N/A

The County Council held a public hearing on January 19, 2016. As per the
Council’s policy, the public hearing closed on January 27, 2016.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the rezone, and
approval with conditions of the master plan concept.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the rezone, and approval with
conditions of the master plan concept.

STATED MOTION:

Move to approve the rezone of the subject property from Large Lot
Residential (LLR) to Multifamily Residential (MFR)-8, and approve the
Arroyo Crossing Master Plan subject to the following:

1. The master plan is a conceptual plan and shall be recorded and
filed in conjunction with this Ordinance.

2. Vested rights as to configuration shall occur at the time of
preliminary plat approval when the application is in conformance
with the policies, intents, and requirements of the Land Use Code
and General Plan.

BACKGROUND:
See Staff Report and DRAFT Ordinance

ATTACHMENT(S):
Applicant Statement
Staff Report

Draft Ordinance
Master Plan

Citizen Comments




KLH Development, LLC

8 East Broadway, Suite 410
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
(801) 746-6300

February 11, 2016

VIA EMAIL ONLY

Elizabeth Tubbs, Chair
Grand County Utah

County Council
etubbs@grandcountyutah.net

Re: Rezoning Application of KLH Development, LLC, pertaining to Arroyo
Crossing Project

Dear Ms. Tubbs:

The Grand County Council kindly granted our request to table a vote on the
above rezoning request several days ago, until February 16, 2016, to enable us to
prepare a proposal pertaining to the affordable housing issues. We have been working
on a proposal since the earlier scheduled vote, and had hoped that we would be able to
send to Zacharia Levine this week a written proposal for presentation to the
Council. However, we have this week run into some issues we are attempting to
address and resolve. For that reason, | conveyed earlier to Zacharia this week that we
may need to request that the vote be again tabled, pending resolution of these issues
and our presentation of a written proposal. This will serve, therefore, as our request
that the vote be tabled. As soon as we have these issues resolved, we will promptly
notify Zacharia of same and provide the above-referenced proposal for presentation to
the Council.

Thank you.

incerely yours,

cc: Zacharia Levine (zlevine@grandcountyutah.net)
Mary Hofhine (mhofhine@grandcountyutah.net)



STAFF REPORT

MEETING DATE: January 19, 2016 — Public Hearing

TO: Grand County Council
FROM: Planning Staff
SUBJECT: MFR-8 rezone and master plan (Arroyo Crossing)

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Grand County Planning Commission reviewed the referenced application in a public hearing on December 9,
2015 and voted to forward a favorable recommendation of the rezone and approval, with conditions of the master
plan concept.

The decision to rezone is both a discretionary and a legislative action. When making a motion and stating
reasons for the vote on the motion (for or against) the Council should reference findings for Sec. 9.2.7 of the
Land Use Code, Issues for Consideration, and consistency with the Future Land Use Plan.

Several possible courses of action the Council may elect to follow:
1. The Council may vote for the motion to rezone (aye), stating reasons for their vote (if desired).
2. The Council may vote against the motion to rezone (nay), stating reasons for their vote (if desired).
3. The Council may table the application for additional comment and review.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the Arroyo Crossing rezone application, and secondarily to approve the Arroyo
Crossing master plan with conditions as recommended by the Planning Commission.

BACKGROUND
Introduction
This application is submitted by Tom Shellenberger, on behalf of the property owner, KLH Development,
LLC (Applicant) for 38.95 acres of vacant land zoned Large Lot Residential (LLR).

The applicant proposes a mix of housing types, price points, and rental level, with an expressed desire to
provide middle-income housing following the recommendations of the Grand County and City of Moab
Affordable Housing Plan. The applicant plans to utilize secondary water systems, and reduce energy
demands by incorporating solar energy systems. It is known that a traffic study is needed and the applicant
intends to mitigate the increased traffic. The applicant is aware that significant on-site and off-site upgrades
are needed to the water and sewer systems and will be responsible for covering their share of associated
costs. GWWSA and the City of Moab shall continue to be involved in evaluating system-wide impacts of the
development and resulting necessary “downstream” improvements.

Multi-family Residential Rezone

The subject application seeks rezone and master plan approval. The Applicant seeks a rezone to Multifamily
Residential - 8 (MFR-8). The subject parcel is included within the MFR overlay district, which was adopted by
the County in 2005. The purpose of the MFR district is to provide locations where medium to high density
residential neighborhoods may be established. The MFR district is intended to promote infill development
and affordable housing. A rezone is a legislative act recorded by ordinance. A rezone to the MFR district
requires a master plan to be recorded and filed as part of the ordinance. Rezoning is a legislative act (i.e. the
creation of law) whereas master plan approval is an administrative act (i.e. the application of law).
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MFR REZONE AND MASTER PLAN JANUARY 19, 2016

Density

All development in the MFR district is subject to the lot design standards of Article 5. The Applicant proposes a
conventional subdivision (Sec. 4.4.8 LUC) with a maximum density of 220 units, including: 98 single family units,
60 apartment units, and 62 townhouse units. MFR zone district subdivisions must provide a minimum of 20
percent open space. The Applicant has proposed 24% open space as part of the proposed master plan. The
open space will include trails and drainage areas. The applicant is proposing to meet the housing needs of
moderate income households and to continue working together with staff to identify market needs and
previously untapped financial resources.

Proposed Rezone:

Project | Max Density Max Allowed Proposed Affordable
Zone District Acreage per Acre Density Density Housing Open Space

Current LLR
(Conventional) 38.95 2 77.90 0 0

MFR-8
Conventional 28.33 8 226.64 220 0 | 9.5 acres = 24% of total

LLR —zone
(portion of
property lying
outside the MFR
overlay, and
ineligible for the
rezone) 10.36 2 20.72 0 Not required

City of Moab Annexation Area

The subject property is not located within the City of Moab’s Annexation Plan Policy Map, although a courtesy
notice will be provided to the City. Sewer services will be provided by GWSSA, but all collections will be
conveyed to the City of Moab’s infrastructure, eventually reaching the plant owned and operated by the City.

APPLICABLE LUC Reqgulations

Multi-Family Residential District (staff comments in italics)

2.6.2 Master Plan Requirements:
The County Council shall require a master plan of the development. The master plan shall be approved and
filed with the ordinance. The master plan shall establish the following:

e A narrative addressing the proposed development explaining and tabulating land uses by net acre,

Complete on Master Plan

e Number of dwelling units by housing type. Done

¢ Maximum building coverage by housing type. Done

e Residential density. Done

e Common area acreage. Done

e Potential traffic generation. Incomplete: Staff requests the applicant provide a copy of referenced
traffic study as required by the Spanish Valley Transportation Plan — may be addressed at
Preliminary Plat.

e Overall character and architectural style. Incomplete: no renderings of buildings types are provided
— may be addressed at Preliminary Plat.
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MFR REZONE AND MASTER PLAN JANUARY 19, 2016

¢ Relationship of proposed development to existing development in the area. Incomplete: project
boundary buffer (Sec. 5.4.B) needs to be addressed, and height of apartment buildings will dictate
setbacks — may be addressed at Preliminary Plat.

e Other related development features. Done

A. A site plan prepared in accordance with the requirements of Sec. 9.17 shall be approved and filed with
the findings of fact as part of the approval; including but not limited to, major roads, major utilities, existing
and proposed land uses, entrance locations on existing roads, common area, landscaping plan and a
conceptual drainage plan. A site plan is provided with limited information. No type and layout of water and
sewage treatment has been provided.

B. Lot design standards to be applicable within the proposed development. Done

C. Ildentification of site planning features designed to ensure compatibility between on-site residential and
nonresidential uses, and with the surrounding neighborhood and land uses. Sec. 6.10.1 D Building Heights -
No structure shall exceed 28 feet in height within 150 ft. of a lot line of a property that is in a protected zone
district pursuant to Sec. 6.10.1A (residential zones). The apartment houses need to meet this requirement.
Project boundary buffer needs to be addressed — a note on the master plan acknowledges the requirement to
meet buffer requirements as part of the preliminary plat approval.

D. Other relevant information as may be requested by the Planning Staff. Staff has initiated a conversation
regarding deed-restriction of a portion of the properties. No affordable housing bonus densities are
requested, so deed-restriction would be voluntary pending changes to the LUC.

District Standard — (County Council can approve a PUD modification of this requirement)
A. Multi-family structures shall be located no closer than 20 feet from any other structures.
B. The front of any structure shall not be located less than 25 feet from another structure or lot line.

General Development Standards (will be addressed at Preliminary Plat process)
Sec. 6.1 Off-Street Parking
Prior to Preliminary Plat/PUD recordation, the applicant shall address design issues in the apartment parking
lot, including: lighting, fire access, handicapped spaces and access, pedestrian access through the lot, and
landscaping.

Sec. 6.1 Driveway and Access

Moab Valley Fire Department will need to approve the site plan for safety. Grand County Road Supervisor
will need to approve the plan.

Sec. 6.3 Fences and Walls

Block wall fencing may be proposed as buffer on the protected zone sites. A landscaping plan may also serve
as a buffer.

Sec. 6. 4 Landscaping and Screening
Prior to Preliminary Plat/PUD recordation, the applicant shall address parking lot landscaping requirements
within the apartment site.

Sec. 6.5 Signs
The applicant shall obtain a building permit prior to the installation of a subdivision sign.

Sec. 6.6 Outdoor Lighting
Prior to preliminary plat approval, the applicant shall address street lighting.

Sec 6.7 Drainage and Sec 6.8 Floodplains, Natural and Historic Drainages and Sec 6.9 General Site
Planning Standards

The master plan includes limited information regarding drainage and retention. The County Engineer will
review engineering issues, including: streets, slopes, soil suitability, natural and historic drainages at
preliminary plat review.
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MFR REZONE AND MASTER PLAN JANUARY 19, 2016

Sec 6.10 Compatibility Standards
The master plan and preliminary plat will need to comply with the following: building setbacks, building
heights, buffer and screening, and dumpsters.

Sec 6.11 Open Space and Common Area

The applicant has met the 20% open space requirement. The applicant shall provide a table of calculations
and definitions prior to preliminary plat approval, including common area calculations. Town home / multi-
family lot lines must be established prior to preliminary plat approval.

Sec 6.12 Operational Performance Standards
Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant will be responsible for documenting compliance with
all applicable state and county regulations.

Sec 6.13 Development Impact Fees

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall pay all applicable development impact fees. A
developer agreement may be required to ensure all on-site and off-site infrastructure improvements are
completed.

Sec 6.14 Affordable Housing
No deed-restricted affordable housing is designated at this time.

Conclusion:
= The MFR-8 Master Plan is only conceptual; details of the site will be reviewed in more detail at
Preliminary Plat/PUD process.
= Proposed zone district is supported by the Master Plan and MFR zone district overlay.
= Engineering, Fire Department, and Road Department reviewed the conceptual plan at a
development review team meeting and do not support a round-a-bout on Spanish Valley Drive.
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DRAFT
GRAND COUNTY, UTAH
ORDINANCE 2016

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE
“ARROYO CROSSING REZONE AND MASTER PLAN?”,
A REZONE FROM LARGE LOT RESIDENTIAL TO MULTI-FAMILY 8.

WHEREAS, KLH Development, LLC, (Applicant) is the owner of record of approximately 28.33 acres of
real property within NW ¥4 NW ¥4 Section 17, T26S, R22E (SLM) Grand County, Utah, more specifically
described as follows:

BEGINNING AT THE NW CORNER OF THE NE1/4 OF SE1/4 OF SECTION 17, T26S, R22E, SLM, THE
NW CORNER OF LOT 2 OF THE CLARK MINOR SUBDIVISION, AND PROCEEDING THENCE WITH
THE NORTH LINE OF LOT 2 OF THE CLARK MINOR SUBDIVISION N 89°11'08” E 479.50 FT. TO THE
CENTERLINE OF SPANISH VALLEY DRIVE, THENCE WITH SAID CENTERLINE ALONG THE ARC OF
A 920.25 FT. RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 327.79 FT. (SAID CURVE HAS A CHORD WHICH
BEARS S 40°52'09"E 326.06 FT.), THENCE WITH SAID CENTERLINE S 30°39'54” E 1232.15 FT. TO
THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 17 AND THE EAST LINE OF SAID LOT 2, THENCE WITH SAID
LINE S 00°02’00” W 7.94 FT. TO THE SE CORNER OF SAID LOT 2, THENCE S 89°21'03" W 1322.66
FT. TO THE SW CORNER OF SAID LOT 2, THENCE WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT N
00°03'31"E 1322.53 FT. TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 28.33 ACRES MORE OR
LESS.

WHEREAS, Council adopted the Grand County General Plan (General Plan) by Resolution 2301 on
August 5, 1996 and amended by Resolution 2976 on February 7 2012;

WHEREAS, the Grand County Land Use Code was adopted by the Grand County Council on January 4,
1999 with Ordinance No. 299, Series 1999, and codified with Resolution 468 on April 15, 2008 and as
amended to date, for the purpose of regulating land use, subdivision and development in Grand County in
accordance with the General Plan;

WHEREAS, the subject property is located within MFR overlay map as identified in the LUC;

WHEREAS, the Applicant seeks to rezone the subject property from Large Lot Residential (LLR), to Multi-
Family Residential 8 (MFR-8) as identified in the LUC;

WHEREAS, the purpose of the MFR district is to promote infill development and affordable housing and
identify appropriate locations for medium to high-density residential neighborhoods;

WHEREAS,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>