3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


LSRRI
SRR

COPPERTON TOWN
COUNCIL MEETING

Co P P E RTO N March 19, 2025, 6:30 PM

BINGHAM CANYON LIONS CLUB
UTAH 8725 HILLCREST STREET, COPPERTON, UTAH 84006

COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
**DRAFT MINUTES - UNAPPROVED**

Council Members Present:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

Tessa Stitzer, Mayor Pro Tempore
Kathleen Bailey, Council Member
Linda McCalmon, Council Member
Kevin Severson, Council Member

Council Members Excused: None

Staff Present:

Nathan Bracken, Legal Counsel
Diana Baun, Town Clerk

Daniel Hoffman, Senior Accountant
Captain Justin Dekorver, UFA
Chief Del Craig, UPD

Detective Harry Holt, UPD

Others Present:
Tara Behunin
Ron

Ben Shull

1. REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Mayor Clayton, presiding, called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and noted a quorum was
present.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

2. COMMUNITY INPUT

a. Recognize Visiting Officials — None

COPPERTON COUNCIL MEMBERS
MAYOR SEAN CLAYTON, MAYOR PRO TEMPORE TESSA STITZER,
COUNCIL MEMBER KATHLEEN BAILEY, COUNCIL MEMBER KEVIN SEVERSON,
COUNCIL MEMBER LINDA MCCALMON





b. Unified Fire Authority (UFA)

Captain DeKorver reported that February had a relatively low number of fire calls, with five
incidents in the Copperton area and four responses involving the Air and Light Truck. They
informed the council that a final inspection had recently been completed on a new Air and Light
Truck, and delivery was expected soon. Once received, the truck would be outfitted with
radios, decals, and other necessary equipment before becoming operational at the station.

d. Unified Police Department (UPD)

Detective Harry Holt from the Unified Police Department reported that in February there were a
total of 20 calls for service, which resulted in seven cases. Detective Holt referenced an email
previously sent to the council that included comparative statistics from the previous year. In
February of the prior year, there had been 36 calls for service leading to 15 cases. This
indicated a reduction of approximately half in both service calls and resulting cases. Detective
Holt noted that the department was performing well and reminded the council that, with warmer
seasons approaching, residents should report any suspicious activity so officers could respond
appropriately.

3. CONSENT AGENDA
a. Approve Council Meeting Minutes — Diana Baun, Town Clerk
i) February 19, 2025

Council Member Stitzer moved to approve the January 15, 2025 Council Meeting
Minutes as published. Council Member Bailey seconded the motion; vote was
unanimous 5-0.

b. Fiscal ltems - Mayor Clayton
i) Approval of expenditures

Mayor Clayton noted there was one expenditure to approve for $3,402 for legal services,
including legislative services that were shared with another municipality.

Council Member Stitzer moved to approve the expenditures listed above as stated.
Council Member Severson seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

4. PRESENTATION ITEMS - None

5. COUNCIL BUSINESS

a. Land Use Questions

Jaden Dorenbosch of Rock N Yard addressed the council, explaining that since December, his
company had been working to secure a one-acre land lease from Kennecott on a three-acre lot located
just east of town, south of the road past the railroad. Rock N Yard, which has grown by an average of
25% per year over the past seven years, has outgrown its current property and is seeking space nearby
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to continue expanding. The process began in December 2024, when Kennecott agreed to draft a lease
agreement so the company could begin seeking approvals from UDOT, Salt Lake County, and Rio
Tinto. By mid-February, they were expecting a finalized lease agreement, but communication stalled.
Later, they were informed that a Rio Tinto liaison had been told by someone from the town that
Copperton did not want the company to expand there. This led Rio Tinto to withdraw from the
agreement, citing community concerns. Jaden and Matt Dorenbosch were surprised by this and began
canvassing the community (Attachment A) sharing multiple letters of support and finding that residents
were not aware of the proposed lease and largely supported the company’s expansion.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey asked for the name of the Rio Tinto contact involved, but Matt
declined to disclose it, citing a request not to bring Kennecott into the discussion.

Mayor Sean Clayton acknowledged speaking with Matt in January and affirmed his support for
business expansion. He explained that UDOT would not permit a new access point along the state
highway, leaving Kennecott’'s access point as the only viable option. Mayor Clayton also outlined
Copperton’s long-range planning efforts, including a general plan adopted in 2020 and an annexation
policy plan adopted in 2022. These documents provide guidance on business expansion and
annexation goals. He clarified that the property in question lies in unincorporated Salt Lake County,
meaning the Copperton Town Council has no jurisdiction over it. He stated the council has not taken an
official position on the matter and did not oppose the expansion.

Matt emphasized that Kennecott wants to maintain a good relationship with Copperton and had been
told by a Kennecott liaison that the community opposed Rock N Yard’s expansion.

Mayor Clayton reiterated that the town had not taken a stance and encouraged Rock N Yard to work
with Kennecott to pursue annexation of the land into Copperton, which could support both the business
and the town’s goals. Legal counsel Nathan Bracken provided context on the annexation process,
explaining that the town has identified the area as a priority for annexation, but since the land is
currently in the county, any annexation would require cooperation from Rio Tinto, the property owner.
He noted that annexations often occur before development, but it is also possible to annex after a
project is underway. He confirmed that leasing the land would not impact its eligibility for annexation
and emphasized that the process is ultimately a matter between the municipality and the landowner.
Mayor Sean Clayton expressed regret that the situation with Rock N Yard had escalated, reiterating
that the town never took an official position on the lease proposal and stating that they would have liked
to leverage the opportunity to further Copperton's goals. He clarified that the council could not take
formal action on the matter because the property lies outside Copperton’s jurisdiction. However, he
emphasized that the town was not opposed to the project and expressed a willingness to work with Rio
Tinto and Rock N Yard to potentially annex the property into Copperton.

Matt Dorenbosch shared frustration over the process, explaining that he had been working on the lease
since mid-December and was informed by Kennecott just a month prior that the lease was canceled
due to the perception that the town did not want the project. This prompted him to seek clarification
from the council to determine whether there truly was opposition.

Mayor Clayton encouraged Matt to communicate the outcome of the meeting to his contact at
Kennecott and to raise the possibility of annexation. He emphasized that Copperton has long supported
growth but wants thoughtful development aligned with the town’s vision. He apologized for the
confusion and announced that, moving forward, professional staff from the town would meet monthly
with Rio Tinto—alongside council members and stakeholders as needed—to prevent similar
miscommunications. The goal is to ensure that concerns are not misinterpreted and that productive
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discussions take place. He admitted he is not a land expert, underscoring the importance of involving
staff who specialize in these matters. Copperton hopes to attract businesses that fit within the town’s
broader vision, which includes a small-town feel with features like a town square and local businesses.
He acknowledged that while some development is necessary for sustainability, they are cautious not to
grow so much that Copperton loses its identity. He pointed to the town's general and annexation policy
plans as guiding documents and emphasized that the land in question belongs to Kennecott, limiting
the town’s authority. The mayor concluded by encouraging residents to participate more actively in
future planning processes—attending meetings, responding to surveys, and voicing opinions—so the
town’s vision remains aligned with the community’s desires.

b. FY 2026 Budget Discussion

Mayor Clayton and Legal Counsel Nathan Bracken clarified the timeline for the budget process, noting
that the tentative budget (Attachment B) would be adopted at the April meeting via a written resolution,
followed by a public hearing prior to final adoption in June. This marks the town’s first time operating on
a fiscal year basis, following its transition from a township to an incorporated town. MSD Staff explained
that the updated draft included two primary changes: a $100,000 allocation for park improvements and
a $20,000 allocation for Copperton’s upcoming 100-year celebration. Actuals from fiscal years 2023
through 2025 were also included for reference. The mayor requested a PDF version of the budget to
post online for public review.

Nathan Bracken added that a new fee schedule should also be reviewed and approved with the final
budget, suggesting a draft be ready by April. Although no changes are currently expected, the fee
schedule is traditionally prepared by Brian Hartsell.

Mayor Clayton emphasized Copperton’s heavy reliance on partner municipalities, given that the town
collects only $160,000 in sales tax but budgets over $532,000 annually for services such as snow
removal, road and park maintenance, and public works.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey noted that the park alone requires over $100,000 annually for staffing,
maintenance, water, and garbage. They both stressed the importance of expanding the town’s tax base
and highlighted that there is currently no fee to open a business in Copperton.

c. Rio Tinto Updates
No updates
d. Copperton Park Update

Mayor Sean Clayton introduced Ben Shull, a community member who had proposed an idea related to
signage (Attachment C). Ben explained that he wanted to install a “drive cautiously” or “drive slowly”
sign near the corner of Hillcrest Street, specifically on the opposite side of the existing “no parking
during snow season” sign. He mentioned that the location in question was a park strip area and
estimated the cost of his proposal to be around $450. Initially, Ben expressed interest only in placing
signage on his corner but indicated a willingness to provide a detailed count and cost for additional
signs at a future meeting. Mayor Clayton supported the idea and proposed expanding the initiative by
adding similar signs around the park. He asked the council for authorization to work with Ben on the
project.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey suggested that the county sign shop could potentially print official
signs if provided with the designs.
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Mr. Shull confirmed that an estimated six signs might be needed and offered to provide an exact
number later.

Council discussion turned briefly to sign aesthetics, with various council members suggesting color
options like maroon and rust. Mayor Clayton noted that although the town is part of Salt Lake County,
they are not constrained by county sign color requirements and could select their own design and
palette. Nathan Bracken, Town Attorney, clarified that while Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
regulations would apply to state-controlled roads, most roads near the park are interior city streets and
likely fall under municipal jurisdiction. He stated that the city had considerable discretion to install
optional signage like “drive slowly” signs under its own municipal code.

Council Member Bailey moved to allow Mayor Clayton to work with Ben on the above signage
project. Council Member Stitzer seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

Mayor Clayton then transitioned to a park update, which was interwoven with budget discussions and
efforts to finalize a contract with Roth Landscaping. The city was actively pursuing a bid from Roth to
take over park maintenance responsibilities from Salt Lake County Parks and Recreation. Although the
bid had not yet been received, it was noted that Roth operates under a state contract, eliminating the
need for a public bidding process. Roth was also slated to handle an upgrade to the park's sprinkler
system. The city had requested $100,000 for this upgrade, and approval was anticipated without issue.

e. UPHEAD - Emergency Text and Council Messaging Policy

Council Member Tessa Stitzer provided an update on the communication platform UPHEAD, which had
been approved in the previous year. UPHEAD is designed to send text alerts to residents for various
community-related updates, such as water service issues, emergency weather alerts, or road closures
due to storm drain projects. Council Member Stitzer emphasized the platform’s ability to offer targeted
and timely information. Maridene Alexander, Director of Communications with the MSD, manages the
city’s website and would be attending onboarding sessions to help integrate UPHEAD with existing
systems, ensuring alignment with state standards. Participation in the service would be voluntary, with
QR codes and mailers being sent out to encourage residents to opt in.

f. Consider Resolution R2025-04, A Resolution Approving and Authorizing the Execution of an
Interlocal Agreement with Salt Lake County Regarding the Provision of Clerk Services for the
Town of Copperton’s 2025 Municipal Election

Nathan Bracken explained the need for an interlocal agreement with the Salt Lake County Clerk’s
Office to conduct the town’s elections. He noted that, as with every election cycle, the town must
formally contract with the county for services such as ballot counting and polling place management.
This process requires approval from both the town council and the county under the Interlocal
Cooperation Act. Nathan Bracken confirmed that the agreement being presented was consistent with
those approved in previous elections and would require a resolution passed by the council, followed by
signatures from the mayor and legal review.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey asked for clarification about the upcoming elections. Mayor Sean
Clayton responded, noting that due to a recent governance change, the structure of the governing body
had changed to include a directly elected mayor, instead of having the mayor selected from within the
five-member council. Under the current structure, there would be one elected mayor and four elected
council members. The upcoming election would include the mayor’s seat, currently held by Clayton,
and two council seats—those of Council Members Severson and McCalmon.
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Diana Baun provided details on the election filing process. She stated that the filing period would run
from June 2 to June 6. Prospective candidates would need to appear in person at the MSD office to
declare candidacy, at which point they would receive a packet with the necessary forms. To be placed
on the ballot, candidates would need to complete the paperwork, verify their residency and voter
registration status, and pay a $50 filing fee. This information would also be made available on the
town’s website.

Council Member Tessa Stitzer and others provided additional context on the responsibilities involved in
serving on the council. Council Member Stitzer praised Mayor Clayton for his commitment, knowledge,
and effective leadership, citing the extensive meetings and community involvement required of the role.
She outlined how council members also serve on boards for various regional services, such as Unified
Fire, Animal Services, Wasatch Front Waste and Recycling District (WFWRD), and the Unified Police
Department (UPD). These board responsibilities include attending meetings and participating in
decisions such as budget approvals, which can involve difficult discussions around tax increases. She
emphasized that these increases often reflect efforts to maintain basic services amid rising costs, rather
than attempts to expand offerings. She expressed appreciation for the unexpectedly large public
turnout at the meeting, stressing the importance of public engagement and awareness in local
governance. She encouraged interested residents to ask questions and consider running for office,
directing them to any council member for guidance.

Council Member Bailey moved to approve Resolution R2025-04, A Resolution Approving and
Authorizing the Execution of an Interlocal Agreement with Salt Lake County Regarding the
Provision of Clerk Services for the Town of Copperton’s 2025 Municipal Election. Council
Member Severson seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

g. Consider Resolution R2025-05, A Resolution Adopting the Greater Salt Lake Municipal
Services District Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan

Madison Warner, Emergency Planner, introduced herself during the meeting. She explained that she
began her role at the end of the previous year and plans to be actively involved in the community
moving forward. Her primary purpose at this meeting was to propose transitioning from Copperton’s
current Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) to a Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan
(CEMP). She gave an overview of how emergency response is structured. She explained that all
incidents begin and end at the local level, starting with Copperton, then moving up through the MSD,
Salt Lake County, and, if needed, the state and federal levels. Each jurisdiction is responsible for its
own coordination during emergencies and can escalate requests for support based on the scale of the
incident. For example, in a large-scale event like an earthquake, Copperton could request support from
the MSD, and if necessary, the MSD would escalate to the county and beyond. She noted that her
position is one of two part-time emergency planners funded by the MSD and managed in partnership
with Salt Lake County Emergency Management. This role replaces the previous structure where each
jurisdiction had a designated emergency manager. Now, each municipality, including Copperton, must
assign its own emergency manager—currently, that responsibility falls to Mayor Sean Clayton. She
clarified her responsibilities, which include assisting with formal emergency planning documents (like
the CEMP and a hazard mitigation plan), training local officials, and helping coordinate emergency
preparedness activities. She outlined the key limitations of Copperton’s current Emergency Operations
Plan, which focuses mainly on response and recovery and lacks attention to preparedness and
mitigation. In contrast, the proposed CEMP would cover all phases of emergency management—
mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery—offering a more holistic and proactive approach. It
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is designed to improve community resilience and align local plans with those at the county and state
levels. She detailed the structure of the CEMP:

o Base Plan: Covers general policies and operational strategies.

e Annexes: These are more tailored to Copperton and divided into two types:
o Hazard-Specific Annexes (e.g., wildfire, earthquake, winter storms)
o Functional Annexes (e.g., evacuation, sheltering)

The base plan is ready for adoption and requires council approval. The annexes are still in
development, expected to be completed by late this year or mid-next year, and do not require council
approval. She emphasized that the CEMP replaces the need for a separate Emergency Operations
Plan, there is no additional cost to Copperton for adopting the CEMP, and adoption will bring the town’s
emergency preparedness in line with higher-level jurisdictions.

Mayor Sean Clayton inquired about posting the presentation on the town website, to which Madison
Warner agreed.

Mayor Clayton moved to approve Resolution R2025-05, Adopting the Greater Salt Lake
Municipal Services District Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan. Council Member
Stitzer seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

6. STRATEGIC SESSION - None

7. COMMITTEE/BOARD UPDATES

a. Legislative Update — Nathan Bracken, Legal Counsel

Nathan Bracken provided a legislative update focused on state bills with potential impacts on
Copperton. He noted that over 1,000 bills were introduced this year and around 500 were passed.

HB 12, originally sought to prohibit public entities in Utah from entering into contracts with certain
clauses often considered unfavorable, such as out-of-state venue provisions or indemnification
requirements. These clauses are typically disfavored, but smaller local governments sometimes have
no choice when working with large vendors. The final version of the bill instead renders such provisions
legally void rather than prohibiting their inclusion. This means entities like Copperton can still sign
contracts with such terms, but the provisions cannot be enforced under Utah law. Additionally, local
government attorneys are now authorized to waive these requirements when absolutely necessary.

HB 58 addresses building inspector amendments. While Copperton may not see heavy development,
the bill may impact the Municipal Services District (MSD). It requires the state Building Code
Commission to evaluate the functioning of building inspectors and submit a report. It also updates what
constitutes unlawful or unprofessional conduct for licensed inspectors, including the requirement that
they stay current on code changes. Municipalities must also hire a qualified building official with six
years of experience, proper licensure, and at least 40 hours of training. Currently, MSD inspectors meet
these criteria, but if Copperton were to become independent, it would need to ensure future
compliance.

HB 256 brings amendments related to zoning and short-term rentals, a recurring topic at the legislature.
Copperton has historically taken a more libertarian approach, and short-term rentals may provide an
opportunity for increased sales tax revenue. Historically, cities were prohibited from using online listings
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(e.g., on Airbnb or VRBO) as the sole basis for enforcement. This bill does not remove that restriction
but offers additional tools: municipalities may now issue business licenses for short-term rentals,
request platforms to remove non-compliant listings, and use these listings to enforce transient room tax
collection.

HB 368 was a major land use amendment bill. Though the bill is over 7,000 lines long, he highlighted
the portions that directly affect Copperton. Changes include adjustments to annexation policy plans,
now requiring two public hearings (one before the planning commission and another before the city
council) whenever amendments are proposed. The bill also imposes a two-day turnaround for plan
reviews when developers submit identical building plans—though interpretation of “identical” may be a
point of contention. A key provision is the requirement for municipalities to adopt their own public
infrastructure inspection standards by May 7, 2025, especially for developer bonding and warranty
purposes. Historically, entities like Copperton relied on county standards through MSD contracts, but
now each must have their own formally adopted standards. Nathan Bracken will work with Lizel to
present something for adoption at the April meeting. The bill also provides financial relief by clarifying
that mail notices are not required for purely ministerial changes to land use codes—an improvement
over prior law which mandated costly town-wide mailings even for minor, administrative updates.

HB 504, impacts local election procedures. Candidates for municipal office must now complete a
conflict of interest disclosure form—similar to the one state legislators use—at the time they file a
Declaration of Candidacy. This is a lengthy and detailed form. Those who have already submitted it this
year may be able to recycle the same form, pending further guidance from the Lieutenant Governor’s
office.

SB 179 introduces a new requirement that each municipality must develop a process for evaluating
proposed business types that are not currently listed in the city’s zoning code. If a resident wants to
open a business that doesn’t appear on the city’s approved list, the city must have a defined process in
place to review the request and designate an appropriate zone. This ordinance must also be adopted
by May 7.

SJR 3 is a joint resolution calling for the dissolution of the Salt Lake County Justice Court—Copperton’s
current court—by June 30, 2027. If the resolution proceeds, municipal misdemeanor cases would be
transferred to the District Court. He advised the council to consider whether to continue using county
services or explore alternatives like contracting with nearby municipalities. He noted that the existing
court service through the county is expensive and may not offer sufficient value to Copperton. The MSD
might be able to provide a cost-effective alternative.

Nathan Bracken also discussed two failed bills that may return in a future session. The first, HB 533,
introduced by Representative Teuscher, explored the idea of dividing Salt Lake County into smaller
counties. Though not intended to pass this session, it aims to start a conversation about more
responsive governance. The bill outlines two possible paths: city councils could request a feasibility
study, or residents could initiate a petition. While the change would not be automatic, any serious
movement on this proposal would require Copperton to evaluate impacts on shared service providers
such as UPD and UFA, though similar arrangements exist in other areas (e.g., UFA serves Eagle
Mountain in Utah County). The second failed bill, SB 337, introduced by Senator Cullimore, proposed a
statewide land use authority called the “Beehive Land Use Authority.” This five-member board—
appointed by the Governor, Speaker of the House, and Senate President—would have had the power
to approve development projects statewide, even without local government or property owner input.
Nathan Bracken described this bill as unprecedented and controversial. The board would have claimed
up to 75% of tax revenue from projects it approved, even in incorporated areas, leaving local
governments to absorb the community impact without proportional revenue. Though the bill did not
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pass, Bracken expects similar proposals to resurface, especially in connection to the upcoming
Olympics and potential large-scale developments like the Rio Tinto land. Lastly, Bracken responded to
a question posed earlier in the meeting regarding local signage policy. He cited Section 11.4.030 of
Copperton’s code, which states that all signs must conform to the Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices. The manual does not address “Drive Slowly” signs directly but does categorize yellow
and black warning signs as appropriate for related purposes. He recommended consulting the manual’s
table when discussing signage further.

b. Bingham Cemetery Board — Council Member Tessa Stitzer
No updates

¢. Copperton Community Council — Council Member Tessa Stitzer
No updates

d. Planning Commission — Council Member Kevin Severson

No updates

8. COPPERTON COUNCIL REPORTS
a. Mayor Sean Clayton
i) Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (GSLMSD)

The Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD) held a meeting last week, which
focused primarily on budgets. Public Works and Operations presented their proposed budget,
which remained consistent with last year’s figures, though they identified some savings.
They’ve done an impressive job securing federal grant funding to support operations and
public works projects. One maijor highlight is a potential $3 million allocation for Copperton’s
storm drain project, which is currently included in Congressman Owens’ bill. If passed, this
funding will significantly support the project. Nathan Bracken confirmed that he spoke with the
congressman’s office last week, and the bill remains on track, with Copperton’s project listed
as the number one priority—a very encouraging sign. The meeting also included a review of
individual town and city budgets. Each municipality's budget was examined, along with
updates on various road projects underway. As previously mentioned, the MSD has officially
relocated to its own building near 4700 South by the Riverbend area in Taylorsville. This new
location is much closer and more convenient for Copperton residents. Previously, the MSD
operated out of the Salt Lake County Building at 2100 South and State Street. The new facility
has undergone several improvements and will serve as the central location for obtaining
permits, conducting plan reviews, and handling other municipal services. Residents should
have received a mailer with details about the move; if not, they’re encouraged to check their
mailboxes.

ii) Council of Governments (COG)

b. Council Member Linda McCalmon
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i) Unified Police Department (UPD)
ii) Salt Lake Valley Law Enforcement Service area (SLVLESA)

After attending her first Unified Police Department (UPD) and Salt Lake Valley Law
Enforcement Service Area (SLVLESA) meetings, Council Member McCalmon expressed how
incredibly welcoming everyone has been. While she still feels a bit like a deer in the headlights
in this new role—a fitting analogy she thinks—She is also feeling reassured. Living in
Copperton herself, she can see that this assignment, though daunting, is going to be doable.
As a regular Copperton resident, she wants to know that she’s being protected by the best,
and by serving on this council, she feels it's her responsibility to expect and ensure the same
for every resident in our town. She can confidently say that they are, in fact, being protected by
the best. Every officer she’s met so far has been nothing but exceptional, and she wanted to
extend a huge thank you to all who serve.

Secondly, her job is also to make sure that the residents’ tax dollars are being used wisely and
responsibly. This time of year, everything is centered around one thing: budget, budget,
budget. Since the separation from the Salt Lake County Sheriff's Office last July, there have
been countless additional meetings and hours spent putting together new budgets, and she
emphasized there are a lot of zeros on those financial sheets. However, she does believe the
team is working diligently to cut costs and save wherever possible. It's her responsibility to ask
questions, and tonight, a gentleman named Gene gave her some really insightful feedback and
ideas for questions to bring up. If any residents ever have questions or concerns, please don't
hesitate to come talk to her. It's still a little early for the final numbers, but they’re getting close
and as soon as she has the final budget sheets, she’ll be sure to share them.

c. Council Member Kathleen Bailey
i) Unified Fire Authority (UFA)
ii) Unified Fire Service Area (UFSA)

The board received a legislative update from representatives referred to as the “Spat of Fours,”
who serve as lobbyists for UFA. The presentation covered a broad range of legislative bills that
passed or failed and could impact the operations of Unified Fire. Among the topics discussed
were a Wildland Interface Modification Bill, Firefighter Cancer Amendment bills, and Public
Sector Labor Union Amendments. The latter did pass, though a petition is circulating that
seeks to place the matter on the ballot in an effort to overturn it. The councilmember noted that
this bill restricts labor unions’ ability to negotiate. Additional legislative changes discussed
included Ambulance Provider Payment Amendments, Wildfire Funding Amendments, and
Emergency Medical Services Modifications. She remarked that the list of bills reviewed at this
meeting was significantly longer than the one previously presented by Nathan and described
the meeting as informative. In addition to the legislative update, the board conducted a
performance review of the fire chief, and it was reported that overall satisfaction with the chief’s
performance remained high. She also attended a meeting earlier in the day regarding the
selection of an auditor for UFA. They highlighted UFA’s commitment to transparency and
ethical practices, explaining that rather than continuing with the same auditing firm, the
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organization opened the process to new bids. Two requests for proposals (RFPs) were
discussed during the meeting, and the final selection will be published later in the week.

d. Deputy Mayor Tessa Stitzer
i) Wasatch Front Waste and Recycle (WFWRD)
They meet on Monday and she will have updates for the next meeting.
e. Council Member Kevin Severson
i) Salt Lake County Animal Services

The 2024 statistics from Animal Services were shared, highlighting a productive and
successful year. Animal Control Officers responded to over 17,000 calls for service. Volunteers
contributed an impressive 7,500 hours to assist with pet care. A total of 2,800 pets were
adopted and 4,200 were sterilized at the clinic. The agency achieved a 95% live release rate.
In total, 749 animals were rescued, and 1,313 animals were placed into foster care.
Specifically for Copperton, 23 regular animal licenses were sold, along with 8 senior licenses,
for a total of 32. It was noted that residents over the age of 60 are eligible for discounted
license fees. The Urban Wildlife Program had no reported issues in the area, with no need for
raccoon or skunk trapping services during the year. The annual Pet Palooza fundraiser
resulted in 177 pet adoptions over the course of that weekend. The Paws Clinic, a mobile
veterinary unit resembling a motorhome, continued to serve the area. The clinic visits
Copperton on Mondays, allowing residents to schedule appointments for spay and neuter
services. The mobile unit includes 12 kennels and offers same-day drop-off and pick-up. In
2024, the clinic spayed 49 dogs and neutered 45 dogs, while also performing 41 cat spays and
49 cat neuters. The unit can perform approximately 30 surgeries per day. Overall, it was
reported that 2024 was a strong year for animal services and he expressed optimism for
continued success in 2025.

9. OTHER ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Public Comment

Cindy Birch responded to earlier remarks about the Paws Mobile veterinary services. She
suggested the town consider rescheduling the clinic's visits and improve notification to
residents. She noted that many residents may not have been aware the mobile unit was in
Copperton and expressed that with better outreach, more community members might take
advantage of the spay, neuter, and vaccination services. She also pointed out that with only 23
licensed animals in town, increased awareness of the service could potentially help boost
licensing numbers as well.

Council Member Kevin Severson acknowledged the concern, explaining that appointments for
the mobile unit are booked online well in advance—often one and a half to two months
ahead—and that many of the recent appointments were taken by individuals from outside of
Copperton.

Ms. Birch asked how this issue could be addressed to prioritize Copperton residents.
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Council Member Severson mentioned the clinic returns to each jurisdiction twice a year and
agreed to try and provide advance notice next time.

Mayor Sean Clayton added a request that Council Member Severson follow up with the clinic
operators and ask them to either limit appointments to Copperton residents or at least allow
residents early access to scheduling.

Brian Vinton made three comments during public input. First, he announced an event hosted
by the Lions Club tomorrow evening at 6:30 PM, where firefighters will provide a CPR update

session (though not a certification course). He invited anyone interested to attend. Second, he
inquired about the city's ongoing annexation efforts with Rio Tinto, specifically what additional

properties besides the ones discussed during the meeting are being considered.

Mayor Clayton explained that a map of the town's annexation plans is available on the town’s
website. The map is color-coded to indicate the phases of annexation: red for phase 1, orange
for phase 2, and green for phase 3. He emphasized the importance of annexing certain
properties, especially considering the encroachment from South Jordan and West Jordan, who
have recently expanded onto Rio Tinto land. Mayor Clayton clarified that the town is focused
on securing land from Rio Tinto before further land from surrounding cities is developed.

Council Member Tessa Stitzer reiterated the phases of annexation and their basis in
discussions with Rio Tinto.

For his third point, Brian Vinton asked about the construction schedule for the storm drain
project, expressing concern about the timeline and safety. He noted he was glad to see
construction had started but wanted to ensure no one was put at risk. Mayor Clayton
responded that he had requested the construction schedule and would provide the information
as soon as it was available. Brian offered his willingness to speak with the construction crew to
ensure safety, thanking the council for their efforts.

Gene VanRosenthal, a retired member of law enforcement with 32 years of service in the
Unified Police Department (UPD), expressed concern over the recent tax rate increase for
UPD. He questioned the possibility of exploring other police departments that might offer more
affordable services, given UPD's rising rates and lack of infrastructure.

Mayor Clayton responded by explaining that the recent rate increase was a result of the
reorganization mandated by Representative Joran Teuscher’s bill, which removed the Sheriff
from UPD. The town had to choose between staying with UPD or moving to the Sheriff’s office.
The UPD rate was lower than the Sheriff’s, but the council also explored other options. South
Jordan declined to provide services, Herriman offered a price of $350,000 per year (three
times the cost of UPD), and West Jordan was still reviewing the proposal at the time. Mayor
Clayton emphasized that the interlocal agreements with UPD include an “out” if needed, but
creating a separate police force was not financially feasible. He noted that when the Sheriff’s
office didn’t get their way, they reduced funding to UPD and allocated funds toward policing a
regional park. Mayor Clayton suggested that residents could inquire with the County Sheriff
about how they are spending their budget.
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Mr. VanRosenthal brought up the point that, under state law, the Sheriff could step in to
provide police protection if a municipality’s police force is inadequate. Nathan Bracken
responded by noting that while some rural towns contract with the County Sheriff for police
services, it is typically not a reliable solution, as the Sheriff has other responsibilities, and such
arrangements are generally meant for emergency situations. He further expressed frustration
about the perceived lack of visible policing in Copperton despite the rising costs, which he
linked to the bond for the jail. Nathan Bracken clarified that Copperton had voted against the
tax increase for the jail bond, which did not pass, but he believed the county was redirecting
funds from other sources to cover the costs.

Mr. VanRosenthal questioned whether anyone was reviewing UPD's budget to ensure it was
fiscally responsible.

Mayor Clayton reassured him that during a meeting, the UPD chief and finance officer
presented a detailed, line-by-line budget, showing the cuts made to reduce costs while
maintaining service levels. He noted that many full-time equivalent (FTE) positions had been
cut from UPD's administration, and the presentation was thorough and well-received.

Nicole Dunaway expressed concerns related to recent experiences with the Unified Police
Department (UPD). She detailed a situation involving theft on her property, which is accessed
via a shared driveway. Nicole noted that when the officer responded, he seemed unsure how
to handle the issue due to the shared nature of the driveway. The officer advised her not to
store items in the driveway since her neighbor had access to it, even though the stolen item
was clearly on her side of the property. Nicole was able to provide video footage showing that
the individual involved acknowledged the property was hers before taking it. She found the
officer’s response lacking and felt that some basic education about shared property and
driveways in Copperton would be beneficial for UPD officers. Her second concern involved the
officer’s lack of a body camera during the same incident. When asked, the officer explained
that UPD policy requires body cams to be left at the Magna station to be charged nightly. Since
the officer lived in Riverton and began his shift by heading directly to Copperton to open the
cemetery, he did not have the opportunity to retrieve his body camera before responding to her
non-emergency call. Nicole questioned this policy and suggested the town discuss a more
efficient solution with UPD, especially if the current process hinders proper documentation and
accountability.

Council Member McCalmon responded by stating she would bring up these concerns with
UPD at their meeting the following day.

b. Announcements - None

10.CLOSED SESSIONS IF NEEDED AS ALLOWED PURSUANT TO UTAH CODE §52-4-
205

a. Discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an
individual (§ 52-4-205(1)(a))
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b. Discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation (§ 52-4-205(1)(c))
c. Discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property (§ 52-4-205(1)(d))
d. Discuss the deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems (§ 52-4-205(1)(f))

11.ADJOURN

Mayor Clayton moved to adjourn the City Council Meeting. Council Member Bailey
seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

The March 19, 2025 Town Council Meeting adjourned at 8:45 P.M.

This is a true and correct copy of the March 19, 2025 Town Council Meeting Minutes,
which were approved on May 21, 2025.

Attest:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

Diana Baun, Town Clerk
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Attachment A

Doug & Kristy Green
10301 S. Apex Rd.
Copperton, Utah

To Whom It May Concern,

We are writing in regard to the property that Rio Tinto owns across from their
building as you first come into town.

We understand that Matt & Angie Dorenbosch, of Rock-N- Yard would like to
lease the above-mentioned property to expand their business.

We are in complete agreement of this lease and have no reservation.

Warm Regards,

Doug & Kristy Green
Copperton Resident





Dear Copperton Metro Council, Community Council, and Copperton Residents,
| would like to give my support to Angie and Matt Dorenbosch in growing their business
here in Copperton.

The Dorenbosch’s have been responsible business owners and have recently taken
steps to improve their business aesthetically. Their gravel yard is well organized and
tidy. They will treat the new area just as carefully with fencing and the other
requirements necessary and will add to the town’s tax base.

The Dorenbosch’s have been actively involved in Copperton and have been good
neighbors to all. 1 wish other businesses in Copperton were as caring about our
community as the Dorenbosch’s

| see no adverse impact to the town of Copperton or it's residents in letting this business
expand.

| encourage you to also support the growth of their business.

Sincerely,

LeAnne Heagren

10332 S Dinkeyville Way, Copperton, Utah, 84006

P.S. I'd be to the meeting but am currently on an airplane headed back to Utah.





Please note that we are fully behind the owners of Rock N Yard and their request to expand
their business.

We are confident that they will do all things possible to make this new addition pleasing to the
eye for those entering Copperton.

They are long standing citizens of Copperton that are vested in the betterment of this
community.

Sincerely,

Randy & Kris Johnson
8842 W Hillcrest St, Copperton, Utah





To whom it may concern,

our neighbor Angie Dorenbasch, has asked how my husband and |, as longtime residents of
Copperton, feel about their plans to expand their business, Rock N Yard, on some land that
Kennecott owns coming into the town. | have expressed to Angie that we have no problems or
issue with their proposal.

They are good neighbors and keep their existing operation in town orderly, clean and
professionally maintained.

After talking with her and learning about how the tax revenue would be helpful to the town, We
support it even more!

Thank you,
Angie and Matt Pino
8611 W State Hwy, Copperton, Utah





Joe and Amber Pantoja
10214 S Copperton Circle
Copperton Ut, 84006
3/18/2025

Matt and Angie
Rock N Yard

Dear Matt and Angie

I am writing to express my strong support for Rock N Yard and its proposed expansion
plans. As a member of this community, I have seen firsthand the positive impact that your
company has had on our local environment, as well as its commitment to enhancing the
beauty and functionality of our outdoor spaces.

Rock N Yard's dedication to high-quality landscaping services has not only transformed
numerous properties but has also contributed to the overall aesthetic appeal of our
community. Your team’s professionalism, creativity, and attention to detail have helped to
create inviting and sustainable landscapes that benefit both homeowners and businesses
alike.

I believe that an expansion currently is not only timely but necessary. With the growing
interest in sustainable and eco-friendly landscaping solutions, Rock N Yard is well-
positioned to meet the demands of an evolving market. An expanded operation will allow
you to take on larger projects, hire additional talented staff, and provide even more
innovative services. This growth will ultimately serve to enhance our community by
creating more jobs and supporting the local economy.

In conclusion, I wholeheartedly support the expansion of Rock N Yard. I am confident that
this growth will lead to even greater contributions to our community, further enhancing
the natural beauty we all cherish. Please consider my support as you move forward with
your plans.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,
Joe Pantoja





To Whom it May Concern,

| am writing to express my support Rock N Yard expanding their business across State
Highway in the open land next to the fire station. When | was originally presented with
this by another town resident, | was given a different representation of what will happen
and who was going to be putting a gravel yard there. In gathering additional information,
| have since learned that Rock N Yard would like to expand their business. In my short
time in Copperton | have realized Rock N Yard is a vital part of this town and their tax
dollars are a large contribution to this small community. They not only own a business
here in town but reside in town. | think that supporting local businesses and our
neighbors is an important part of community and being a good neighbor. It is
disappointing to me that misinformation is being spread that would hurt or stop the
expansion of a business in our community.

| fully support Rock N Yard and their desire to expand and utilize the land that is not
being used. | have used Rock N Yard for yard projects in the past and will continue to
utilize their services because | am always going to choose to support local and my
neighbors first.

Julianne Renner-Young
(807) 891-1943
10246 S Gemmell Club Drive Resident Copperton, UT





This letter is in support of Rock N Yard and the expansion of their business.

They are long standing citizens of this community that are vested in the betterment of this
community. We know if we have an issue we can go to them and they will make corrections.

Respectfully,

Jeff and Christy Barkdull
10345 Gemmell Club Dr, Copperton, Utah
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This letter is in support of Rock N Yard and the expansion of their business.
They are citizens living in Copperton that are vested in the betterment of this community.

Respectfully,

Terry and Roxanne Saltas
10375 S Gemmell Club Dr, Copperton, Utah





March 19, 2025
Copperton Town Council

Dear Town Council Members,

This letter is in support of the Copperton business Rock N Yard owned and operated by
Copperton residents Matt and Angie Dorenbosch and their plans to expand.

Rock N Yard was set up in a building that many thought was an eyesore and not what we
wanted people to see when they first enter our town. We wondered what business would try
to make it home and fail as the ones before it had. We now have no concems and are proud of
the impression it and its neighbor Copperton Storage provide.

Rock N Yard is very well run. Improvements and growth have been handled very
professionally and with consideration for the town and residents. We have never had any
concerns about the appearance of the building and their yards, noise or dust that might be
associated with the business, traffic that might increase due to the business or anything else
that would lead us to believe that allowing the business to expand to the south of the highway
would cause any problems or concems for us or the community.

We feel that allowing Rock N Yard to expand will provide much needed tax revenue and
serve as an example to other businesses that may be interested in making Copperton their
home.

Sincerely,

Neil and LeeAnn Salisbury
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;{ E Angie <angdorenbosch@gmail.com>

Rock N Yard Expansion

Dennis <dcarrignd5@gmail.com> Tue, Mar 18 at 5:01PM
To: angdorenbosch@gmail.com <angdorenbosch@gmail.com>

Copperton Town Council,

We would like to voice our support for Rock N Yard's proposal for business expansion. After having spoken to Matt,
we did have some concerns that he addressed: 1., there would be increased truck traffic into town. We were
assured that there would only be a few trucks, perhaps 4 or 5 per week, some week none. 2., there would be more
material vaults visible from the highway. He assured us that their plan was to expand behind the existing fence line
and there would be opaque material installed in the fence to hide the yard area. Nothing would be visible from the
highway. 3., they would use an existing entrance to the property and that they were looking for a short term lease (
five years).

We believe Copperton cannot survive without more tax revenue generating business and also that we shouid
support local resident businesses.

Respectfully,
Dennis & Cheryl Carrigan
10381 Gemmell Club Dr, Copperton, UT 84006





This letter is in support of Rock N Yard and the expansion of their business.

They are long standing citizens of Copperton that are vested in the betterment of this
community.

Respectfully,

Joan and Kim Barkdull
8776 Hillcrest St, Copperton, Utah





N ! Angie <angdorenbosch@gmail.com>

Property discussion

Becky Nicholson <becky_jensen@msn.com> Wed, Mar 19 at 2:16 PM
To: angdorenbosch@gmail.com <angdorenbosch@gmail.com>

Hi Angie,

| don't think | will be able to attend the meeting today, so | am sending you a letter about
my thoughts and feelings with the property expansion.

Talking to you yesterday was the first | have heard about this project. | keep up on the
Copperton Facebook page and have not seen anything about this project before.

I am 100% supportive of you expansion plans. Your property is always clean and tidy and
looks nice. | have no doubt that if you are able to expand, the new area will be kept in the
same condition that your current one is.

Your business has always been a positive and contributing member of our community, and
that should continue. | have used your business several times in the past, and will
continue to do so in the future.

I hope your expansion project is successful.

Becky Nicholson

10282 S. Dryfork Road

Copperton

Get Outlook for i0S





This letter is in support of Rock N Yard and the expansion of their business.

They are long standing citizens of Copperton that are vested in the betterment of this
community.

Respectfully,

Kenneth Smith
8858 W Hillcrest St, Copperton, Utah





To whom it may concern. My name is Edward Patrick. My
family for four generations and myself are proud to call Copperton our
hometown. | am a little disappointed that our governing body did not
publish on the copperton town Facebook page that there is a business in
this town that wanted to expand. | am very proud of the organizations and
business that exist in this town, hairdressers pet groomers
storage,buildings that are a place where families can have reunions or just
parties car shows in the park and many many more things that go on. |
feel that when things are presented in front of the council that it should
be posted on the copperton on Facebook page, flyers or invitations to
town meeting to discuss expansion of a business both the good and bad
for or against can be discussed and heard on both sides. | am also very
~proud that these businesses have kept up older buildings and older
residence that are very old buildings instead of turning it into a ghost
town with dilapidated buildings things in dire need of repair. | drive by
them every day and | have very fond memories of what it was when | grew
up. At this time, | would like to pledge my support for the expansion of a
business that brings tax dollars back to our town. | have seen it.
Discussed on the Facebook page many times about how we can help our
town financially and grow and develop. Thank you very much for listening
to my concerns, a very proud citizen of the town of Copperton

3/16)/2025
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To whom it may concern,

We were just informed of the Dorenboshes being denied of leasing/renting Kennecott property
for their Rock company because the town does not want the possibility of rocks and debris on
the road. | would like to say that we, the home owners of 10333 S. Gemmell Club Dr. are in
favor of their company expanding and am not concerned that the Dorenboshes and the Rock
company will not keep the roads clean. We have never had that problem with the rock company
as of now. Why would it be any different with the expansion ?? | am not sure how long their
exciting Rock company has been in business , but.. | have never had any problem with rocks in
the roads in front of their shop.

Thank you,

Sabrina and Dan

Gunderson/Lester

10333 S Gemmell Club Dr, Copperion, Utah





Please note that we are fully behind the owners of Rock N Yard and their request to expand
their business.

We are confident that they will do all things possible to make this new additional pleasing to the
eye for those entering Copperton.

They are long standing citizens of Copperton that are vested in the betterment of this
community.

Respectfully,

Steve and Tiffany Barkduill
8820 Hillcrest St, Copperton, Utah





To whom it may concern,

We are writing this letter on behalf of Matt and Angie Dorenbosch. We have known
them for many years, we have used their services. One thing we know about them is
they love Copperton and they are always very conscientious of what they do in our
community. They have taken old buildings that were sitting empty for years and
revitalized them into a home and a business which both look much better. They are
always concerned about their impact on our community. We have no doubt that they will
continue to be an asset to Copperton in coming years.

Sincerely,
Tom and Tammy Sheehy
10298 S Carr Fork Rd, Copperton, Utah
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Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District

Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

12 months data

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2025 Proposed Budget

Copperton

6 months data

7 months data

Attachment B

i:h

2024 COPPERTON
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Taxes
Sales taxes
3100.300 Sales Tax 150,885 105,000 74,242 105,000 84,462 160,000
Total Sales taxes 150,885 105,000 74,242 105,000 84,462 160,000
Total Taxes 150,885 105,000 74,242 105,000 84,462 160,000
Intergovernmental revenue
Intergovernmental Other
3100.320 Grants- - - - - - -
3100.350 SB 136 Sales Tax 14,252 10,000 7,019 10,000 8,040 16,000
Total Intergovernmental Other 10,000 7,019 10,000 8,040 16,000
B&C Road Fund Allotment
3100.560 B&C Road Fund Allotment 39,845 35,000 20,004 35,000 20,928 40,000
Total B&C Road Fund Allotment 39,845 35,000 20,004 35,000 20,928 40,000
State liquor fund
3100.580 State Liquor Fund Allotment - - - - - -
Total State liquor fund - - - - - -
CARES Act
3100.321 Grants-CARES - - - - - -
3100.322 ARPA Funding - - - 98,823 98,823 - We used all the funds in 2025
3100.323 Grants-ARPA - - - - - -
Total CARES Act - - - 98,823 98,823 -
Total Intergovernmental revenue 39,845 45,000 27,023 143,823 127,791 56,000

Licenses and permits
Building permits





Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District

Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

12 months data

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2025 Proposed Budget

6 months data

Copperton

7 months data

2024 COPPERTON
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
3100.260 Building Permit 6,573 4,000 4,411 4,000 3,455 10,000
Total Building permits 6,573 4,000 4,411 4,000 3,455 10,000
Other license and permits
3100.264 Zoning-Land Use Permit - 150 - 150 - =
Total Other license and permits - 150 - 150 - -
Total Licenses and permits 6,573 4,150 4,411 4,150 3,455 10,000
Charges for services
Charges other
3100.420 Engineering Services 411 700 293 700 250 -
3100.450 Planning Services 1,365 - - - 1,990 5,000
Total Charges other 1,776 700 293 700 2,240 5,000
Total Charges for services 1,776 700 293 700 2,240 5,000
Fines and forfeitures
Code enforcement fines and fees
3100.240 Code Enforcement Fines anc - 3,700 - 3,700 - -
Total Code enforcement fines and fees - 3,700 - 3,700 - -
Justice court fines/forfeitures
3100.500 Justice Court Fines/ForfeitL 581 - 3,361 - 3,021 6,000
3100.501 Park Fees Collected - - - - - -
Total Justice court fines/forfeitures 580.98 - 3,360.76 - 3,021 6,000.00
Total Fines and forfeitures 581 3,700 3,361 3,700 3,021 6,000
Interest
3600.100 Interest Earnings 12,223 1,500 6,850 1,500 7,396 6,500
Total Interest 12,223 1,500 6,850 1,500 7,396 6,500





The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2025 Proposed Budget
Copperton

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
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Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026 - N
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12 months data 2028 6 months data 7 months data C O p P E R TO N
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.900 Other Revenue - - 464 - 61 -
Total Miscellaneous other - - 464 - 61 -
Total Miscellaneous revenue - - 464 - 61 -
Contributions and transfers
3800.100 Contribution from GF 181,000 181,000 90,500 169,761 169,761 288,900
Total Contributions and transfers 181,000 181,000 90,500 169,761 169,761 288,900
Total Revenue: 392,883 341,050 207,143 428,634 398,186 532,400
Expenditures: Note: The budget for the park will be in
Administration the MSD general budget
4100.100 Wages 48,576 73,000 30,655 73,000 34,835 60,000
4100.130 Employee Benefits 11,924 - - - - 3,000
4100.150 Social Security Tax - - 1,901 - 2,160 3,000
4100.160 Medicare - - 444 - 505 1,000
4100.200 Awards, Promotional & Meals - - 400 - 680 1,000
4100.210 Subscriptions/Memberships 479 100 500 100 2,028 4,000
4100.220 Printing/Publications 525 500 - 500 - 500
4100.230 Travel/Mileage 354 1,200 - 1,200 - 500
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies - 200 293 200 - 200
4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and 384 - - - - -
4100.255 Computer Equip/software - - - - - -
4100.280 Cell phone and Telephone 1,018 1,800 527 1,800 614 1,200
4100.310 Attorney-Civil 41,975 40,000 18,936 40,000 12,715 40,000
4100.330 Training and Seminars - - - - - -
4100.360 Web Page Development/Main 31 - 628 1,300 1,303 1,200
4100.370 Software/Streaming 1,590 1,300 1,001 - 2,098 2,100
4100.380 Internet Connections 1,174 - - 1,200 - 1,000

4100.390 Payroll Processing fees 977 1,200 604 900 621 1,200
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12 months data 2028 6 months data 7 months data C O p p E R TO N
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
4100.410 Communications - 900 - - - -
4100.420 Contributions/Special Events - 4,200 2,500 5,361 - 20,000 budget for 100 year celebration
4100.510 Insurance 8,775 8,200 - 8,200 8,512 9,000
4100.520 Workers Comp Insurance 873 2,700 866 2,700 - 1,000
4100.590 Postage 240 100 77 100 371 300
4100.600 Professional and Technical - 12,000 - 12,000 - 2,000
4100.625 UFA Emergency Services 11,392 12,000 3,859 - - 11,000
4100.650 SL (Client) County Support Se 9,988 20,000 2,394 20,000 157 2,000
4100.750 Non-Cap Improvements - 400 - - - -
4100.850 Beer Funds - - - - - -
4100.860 Non-Classified Expenses 4,640 - - - - 1,000
100,000
20,000
4100.870 Rent - 1,200 5,400 1,200 - 2,700
4100.900 Sundry Charges - - 0 - - -
Total Administration 144,916 181,000 70,985 169,761 66,599 288,900
COVID Related Expenses
4100.241 COVID Expense and Supplies - - - - - -
4100.242 CARES 2 Expense and Suppli¢ - - - - - -
4100.242 ARPA Expense - - - 98,823 98,823 - We used all the funds in 2025
4100.315 Legal Fees COVID19 - - - - - -
Total COVID Related Expenses - - - 98,823 98,823 -
Transfers
4100.928 Contribution to General Fund 206,486 160,050 116,643 160,050 129,602 243,500
4100.930 Trans to Capital Fund - - - - - -
4100.940 Trans to Capital Fund-Counci - - - - - -
Total Transfers 206,486 160,050 116,643 160,050 129,602 243,500

Total Expenditures: 351,401 341,050 187,628 428,634 295,024 532,400






Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
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The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2025 Proposed Budget

Copperton

Copperton
12 months data 6 months data 7 months data
2028 COPPERTON
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Total Change In Net Position 41,481 - 19,515 - 103,162 -
2024
31 Copperton Cemetery Budget 2024 Actuals FY 2025 Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Charges for services
Charges other
3600.200 Sale of Lots - 2,000 - 2,000 - 1,000
3600.300 Grave Opening Revenues 350 5,000 - 5,000 2,150 2,000
Total Charges other 350 7,000 - 7,000 2,150 3,000
Total Charges for services 350 7,000 - 7,000 2,150 3,000
Interest
3600.100 Interest 27 1 15 1 1,065 -
Total Interest 27 1 15 1 1,065 -
Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.400 Other Cemetery Revenues - 3,000 - 3,000 - 3,000
3600.900 Other Revenues - - - - - -
Total Miscellaneous other - 3,000 - 3,000 - 3,000
Total Miscellaneous revenue - 3,000 - 3,000 - 3,000
Total Revenue: 377 10,001 15 10,001 3,215 6,000

Expenditures:
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The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District

FY 2025 Proposed Budget

Copperton
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Copperton
12 months data 6 months data 7 months data
2024 COPPERTON
30 Copperton 2023 Actuals Budget 2024 Actuals  FY 2025Budget FY 2025Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Administration
4100.100 Grave opening expenses 2,378 5,000 - 5,000 - 2,000
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies 240 - 58 - - -
4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and 2,847 3,000 745 3,000
4100.600 Professional and Technical - - - - - -
Total Administration 5,465 5,000 58 8,000 745 5,000
Transfers
4950.100 Contribution to Fund Balance 2,000 2,001 - 2,001 - 1,000
Total Transfers 2,000 2,001 - 2,001 - 1,000
Total Expenditures: 7,465 7,001 58 10,001 745 6,000
Total Change In Net Position (7,088) 3,000 (43) - 2,470 -
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Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Standard Financial Report

30 Copperton - 07/01/2024 to 01/31/2025
Net Position

Assets:

Current Assets

Cash and cash equivalents
10100 Cash - Zions Checking
10101 Cash - Zions CARES
10200 Cash - PTIF

10202 Cash - PTIF 9074 CARES
10400 Cash-Petty Cash

10401 Zions Credit Card

Total Cash and cash equivalents

Receivables

10750 Undeposited Receipts
12500 Due From Other Gov.
Total Receivables

Total Current Assets

Total Assets:

Liabilites and Fund Equity:
Liabilities:

Current liabilities

21000 Accounts Payable
24000 Due to Other Funds
Total Current liabilities

Deferred revenue

23455 ARPA & CARES Deferred Revenue
Total Deferred revenue

Total Liabilities:

Equity - Fund Balance

29000 Unassigned Net Position (Fund Bal)
Total Equity - Fund Balance

Total Liabilites and Fund Equity:

Total Net Position

Change In Net Position

Revenue:
Taxes

Account No. 2025 YTD Actual
10100.000 (325.08)
10101.000 65.31
10200.000 209,500.52
10202.000 22,764.61
10400.000 1,000.00
10401.000 (108.00)

232,897.36
10750.000 0.02
12500.000 29,663.00
29,663.02
262,560.38
262,560.38
21000.000 -
24000.000 -
23455.000 21,465.70
21,465.70
21,465.70
29000.000 241,094.68
241,094.68
262,560.38
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Sales taxes
3100.300 Sales Tax
Total Sales taxes

SB 136 Sales Tax
3100.350 SB 136 Sales Tax
Total SB 136 Sales Tax

Total Taxes

Intergovernmental revenue

B&C Road Fund Allotment
3100.560 B&C Road Fund Allotment
Total B&C Road Fund Allotment

CARES Act
3100.322 ARPA Funding
Total CARES Act

Total Intergovernmental revenue

Licenses and permits
Building permits
3100.260 Building Permit
Total Building permits

Other license and permits
3100.264 Zoning-Land Use Permit
Total Other license and permits

Total Licenses and permits

Charges for services

Charges other

3100.420 Engineering Services
3100.450 Planning Services
Total Charges other

Total Charges for services

Fines and forfeitures

Code enforcement fines and fees

3100.240 Code Enforcement Fines and Fees
Total Code enforcement fines and fees

Justice court fines/forfeitures
3100.500 Justice Court Fines/Forfeitures

Total Justice court fines/forfeitures

Total Fines and forfeitures

3100.300

3100.350

3100.560

3100.322

3100.260

3100.264

3100.420
3100.450

3100.240

3100.500

84,461.52
84,461.52

8,039.95

8,039.95

92,501.47

20,927.76
20,927.76

98,823.00

98,823.00

119,750.76

3,455.36
3,455.36

3,455.36

250.00
1,990.00
2,240.00

2,240.00

3,021.31
3,021.31

3,021.31
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101
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107
108
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30
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Interest
3600.100 Interest Earnings
Total Interest

Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.900 Other Revenue
Total Miscellaneous other

Total Miscellaneous revenue

Contributions and transfers
3800.100 Contribution from GF
Total Contributions and transfers

Total Revenue:

Expenditures:

Administration

4100.100 Wages

4100.130 Employee Benefits
4100.150 Social Security Tax
4100.160 Medicare

4100.200 Awards, Promotional & Meals
4100.210 Subscriptions/Memberships
4100.220 Printing/Publications
4100.230 Travel/Mileage

4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies
4100.280 Cell phone and Telephone
4100.310 Attorney-Civil

4100.360 Web Page Development/Maintenance

4100.370 Software/Streaming
4100.380 Internet Connections
4100.390 Payroll Processing fees
4100.420 Contributions/Special Events
4100.510 Insurance

4100.520 Workers Comp Insurance
4100.590 Postage

4100.600 Professional and Technical
4100.625 UFA Emergency Services
4100.650 SL (Client) County Support Services
4100.860 Non-Classified Expenses
4100.870 Rent

4100.900 Sundry Charges

Total Administration

COVID Related Expenses
4100.243 ARP Act Expense and Supplies
Total COVID Related Expenses

Transfers

3600.100

3600.900

3800.100

4100.100
4100.130
4100.150
4100.160
4100.200
4100.210
4100.220
4100.230
4100.240
4100.280
4100.310
4100.360
4100.370
4100.380
4100.390
4100.420
4100.510
4100.520
4100.590
4100.600
4100.625
4100.650
4100.860
4100.870
4100.900

4100.243

7,395.78
7,395.78

60.63
60.63

60.63

169,761.00
169,761.00

398,186.31

34,835.11
2,159.74
505.12
680.00
2,028.00

614.46
12,715.00
1,303.16
2,097.75

621.35

8,511.74

370.85

66,599.00

98,823.00
98,823.00
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31
31
31
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31
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31
31
31

4100.928 Contribution to General Fund

Total Transfers

Total Expenditures:

Total Change In Net Position

31 Copperton Cemetery - 07/01/2024 to 01/31/2025

Net Position

Assets:

Current Assets

Cash and cash equivalents
10100 Cash - Zions Checking
10200 Cash - PTIF

10750 Undeposited Receipts
Total Cash and cash equivalents

Total Current Assets

Total Assets:

Liabilites and Fund Equity:
Equity - Fund Balance

29000 Unassigned Net Position (Fund Bal)

Total Equity - Fund Balance

Total Liabilites and Fund Equity:

Total Net Position

Change In Net Position

Revenue:

Charges for services

Charges other

3600.200 Sale of Lots

3600.300 Grave Opening Revenues
Total Charges other

Total Charges for services
Interest
3600.100 Interest

Total Interest

Miscellaneous revenue

4100.928

Account No.

10100.000
10200.000
10750.000

29000.000

3600.200
3600.300

3600.100

129,602.31
129,602.31

295,024.31

103,162.00

2025 YTD Actual

1,415.00
63,637.70
(0.01)
65,052.69
65,052.69

65,052.69

65,052.69
65,052.69

65,052.69

2,150.00
2,150.00

2,150.00

1,064.58
1,064.58
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233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241
242
243
244
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246
247
248
249

31
31
31
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31
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32
32
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32
32
32
32
32
32
32
32
32

Miscellaneous other

3600.400 Other Cemetery Revenues 3600.400 -
Total Miscellaneous other -
Total Miscellaneous revenue -

Total Revenue: 3,214.58

Expenditures:
Administration

4100.100 Grave opening expenses 4100.100 -
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies 4100.240 -
4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maintenance 4100.250 745.00
4100.600 Professional and Technical 4100.600 -
Total Administration 745.00
Transfers

4950.100 Contribution to Fund Balance 4950.100 -
Total Transfers -
Total Expenditures: 745.00
Total Change In Net Position 2,469.58

32 Copperton Beer Tax Special Fund - 07/01/2024 to 01/31/2025

Account No. 2025 YTD Actual

Net Position

Assets:

Current Assets

Cash and cash equivalents

10100 Cash - Zions Checking 10100.000 1,019.51
Total Cash and cash equivalents 1,019.51
Total Current Assets 1,019.51
Total Assets: 1,019.51
Total Net Position 1,019.51

Change In Net Position

Revenue:

Intergovernmental revenue

State liquor fund

3100.580 State Liquor Fund Allotment 3100.580 1,019.51
Total State liquor fund 1,019.51





250
251
252
253
254

32
32
32
32
32

Total Intergovernmental revenue

Total Revenue:

Total Change In Net Position

1,019.51

1,019.51

1,019.51





Historical - GSLMSD
3-Year Financial Report & Budget

30 Copperton -01/01/2024 to 06/30/2024.

30 Copperton - 01/01/2024 10 06/30/2024 Account No. 0
Change In Net Position

Revenue:

Taxes

Sales taxes

3100.300 Sales Tax 3100.300 105,000.00 145,910.16 149,232.49 148,484.94
Total Sales taxes. 105,000.00 14591016 149,232.49 148,484.94
Total Taxes. 105,000.00 14591016 149,232.49 148,484.94
Intergovernmental revenue

Intergovernmental Other -
3100350 SB 136 Sales Tax 3100.350 10,000.00 1369423 14,018.41 14,038.72
Total Intergovemmental Other 10,000.00 13,694.23 14,018.41 14,038.72
BAC Road Fund Allotment -
3100.560 B&C Road Fund Allotment 3100.560 35,000.00 39,186.59 40,145.99 40,007.10
Total B&C Road Fund Allotment 35,000.00 39,186.50 40,145.99 40,007.10
CARES Act -
3100.321 Grants-CARES 3100321 - 1,730.00 - -
Total CARES Act - 1,730.00 - -
Total Intergovemmental revenue. 45,000.00 54,610.82 54,164.40 54,045.82
Licenses and permits. -
Building permits -
3100.260 Building Permit 3100.260 4,000.00 10,017.67 6564.23 862108
Total Building permits 4,000.00 10,017.67 6564.23 8,821.08
Other license and permits

3100.264 Zoning-Land Use Permit 3100264 150.00 - - -
Total Other license and permits 150.00 - -

Total Licenses and permits 4,150.00 10,017.67 6564.23 8,821.08
Charges for services

Charges other -
3100.420 Engineering Services 3100420 700.00 - 1,036.00 586.00
3100.450 Planning Services 3100450 - 535.00 1,365.00 -
Total Charges other 700.00 535.00 2,401.00 586.00
Total Charges for services 700.00 535.00 2,401.00 586.00
Fines and forfeitures

Code enforcement fines and fees -
3100.240 Code Enforcement Fines and Fees 3100.240 3,700.00

Total Code enforcement fines and fees 3,700.00 - - -
Justice court fines/forfeitures -
3100.500 Justice Court Fines/Forfeitures. 3100.500 - - 88162 672152
3100.501 Park Fees Collected 3100.501 - 301973 - -
TotalJustice court finesforfeitures - 301973 88162 672152
Total Fines and forfeitures 3,700.00 301973 88162 672152
Interest -
3600100 Interest Earnings 3600.100 1,500.00 3.266.12 1222285 13,700.14
Total Interest 1,500.00 3,266.12 12,22285 13,700.14
Miscellaneous revenue

Miscellaneous other -
'3600.900 Other Revenue 3600.900 927.44
Total Miscellaneous other - - - 927.44
Total Miscellaneous revenue - - - 927.44
Contributions and transfers -
3800.100 Contribution from GF 3800.100 181,000.00 167,000.00 181,000.00 181,000.00
Total Contributions and transfers 181,000.00 167,000.00 181,000.00 181,000.00
Total Revenue: 341,050.00 384,359.50 406,466.59 414,286.94
Expenditures: -
Administration .
4100100 Wages 4100100 73,000.00 52,763.68 53,002.43 61,2309.70
4100.130 Employee Benefits 4100.130 - 12,127.99 12,997.55 -
4100.150 Social Security Tax 4100.150 - 110834 - 380116
4100.160 Medicare 4100.160 - - - 888.98
4100200 Awards, Promotional & Meals 4100200 - - 478.90 800.00
4100210 Subscriptions/Memberships. 4100210 100.00 679.00 525.00 1,000.00
4100220 Printing/Publications 4100220 500.00 - 353.90 -
4100230 TraveUMileage 4100.230 1,200.00 - - -
4100240 Office Expense and Supplies 4100240 200.00 172.10 383,63 586.06
4100.255 Computer Equip/software 4100.255 - 742171 - -
4100.280 Cell phone and Tetephone 4100.280 1,800.00 918.97 1,01836 1,053.36
4100310 Attorney-Civil 4100310 40,000.00 22,845.25 4197475 37,872.00
4100330 Training and Seminars 4100.330 - 14152 - -
4100360 Web Page Development/Maintenance 4100.350 - 545.70 3116 125584
4100370 Software/Streaming. 4100370 1,300.00 129414 1,589.92 200172
4100.380 Internet Connections 4100.380 - 1,384.31 117434 -
4100.390 Payroll Processing fees. 4100.390 1,200.00 114575 1,059.00 1,207.50
4100.410 Communications, 4100410 900.00 - - -
'4100.420 Contributions/Special Events 4100420 4,200.00 2,500.00 2,000.00 5,000.00
4100510 Insurance 4100510 8,200.00 13,126.44 8775.00 -
4100520 Workers Comp Insurance 4100.520 2,700.00 1,198.02 873.34 173154
4100590 Postage 4100.590 100.00 108.00 240.00 154.06
4100.600 Professional and Technical 4100.600 12,000.00 65500.00 - -
4100.625 UFA Emergency Senvices 4100625 12,000.00 10,890.48 11,3922 771852
4100.650 SL (Client) County Support Services 4100650 20,000.00 641424 12,488.08 478854
4100750 Non-Cap Improvements 4100.750 400.00 (1,334.57) - -
4100.850 Beer Funds 4100.850 - - - -
4100.860 Non-Classified Expenses 4100.860 - - 4,640.00 -
4100870 Rent 4100870 1,200.00 3,600.00 - 10,800.00
4100900 Sundry Charges 4100.900 - - -

Total Administration 181,000.00 145,251.07 154,997.60 141,969.90
COVID Related Expenses -
4100241 COVID Expense and Supplies 4100.241 - 1,730.00 - -
Total COVID Related Expenses - 1,730.00 - -
Transfers -
4100.928 Contribution to General Fund 4100928 160,050.00 215,713.04 225,466.59 233,286.94
Total Transfers 160,050.00 215,713.04 225,466.59 233,286.94
Total Expenditures: 341,050.00 362,694.11 380,464.19 375,256.84
Total Change In Net Position - 21,665.39 26,002.40 39,030.10
31 Copperton Cemetery - 01/01/2024 to 06/30/2024 -
a1 Account No. 2022 2023

Change In Net Position -
Revenue:

Charges for senvices -
Charges other

3600.200 Sale of Lots 3600.200 2,000.00 2,550.00 - -
3600.300 Grave Opening Revenues 3600.300 5,000.00 1,200.00 350.00

Total Charges other 7,000.00 3,750.00 350.00 -
Total Charges for senvices 7,000.00 3,750.00 350.00 -
Interest -
3600.100 Interest 3600.100 1.00 864 27.19 3048
Total Interest 100 864 27.19 3048
Miscellaneous revenue -
Miscellaneous other

3600.400 Other Cemetery Revenues 3600.400 3,000.00 850,00 - -
Total Miscellaneous other 3,000.00 850.00

Total Miscellaneous revenue 3,000.00 850.00

84,46152

8,039.95

2092776

3,455.36

250.00
1,990.00

302131

7,395.78

60.63

169,761.00

34,835.11

215974

2,028.00

614.46
12,715.00

1,303.16
2,007.75

621.35

851174

129,60231

2,150.00

1,064.58

14479118

1378277

35,876.16

592347

428.57
341143

517939

12,678.48

103.94

291,018.86

59,717.33
3,702.41
865.92
1,165.71
347657

1,053.36
2179714

223399
3,596.14

1,065.17

1459155

635.74

268.66

222,175.39

368571

1,824.99

12023Growth 2024Growth AverageGrowth — Rounding  Recommended  Recommended2

34.5%

155.1%

274.2%

0.5%

-100.0%

22.7%

-100.0%

-100.0%
70.8%

214.7%

-100.0%

0.5%

0.3%

34.4%

-43.4%
-100.0%

662.4%

12.1%

24%
-9.8%

3930.3%
25.9%
-100.0%
14.0%

150.0%
-100.0%
98.3%
-35.8%
-32.2%
6L7%

-100.0%

-100.0%

12.1%

0.89%

1.26%

1.05%

0.05%

-43.44%

662.41%

143.16%

8.06%

67.05%

33.90%

87.84%

7.13%
36.98%

1918.00%
24.38%

3.23%

65.00%

35.58%
43.21%

-13.82%
16.52%

4.00%

113.40%

148,500

14,100

40,100

8,900

600

6800

13,800

1,000

181,000

1,100
37,900

1,300
2100

1,300

5,000

1,800
200

7.800
4,800

10,800

233,300

100

149,000

14,000

40,000

9,000

5,000

14,000

1,000

181,000

62,000
13,000
4,000

1,100
40,000

1,300
2100

1,300
4,000

1,800
200

12,000
12,500

1,000
11,500

230,000

137,000.00

13,000.00

38,000.00

6,000.00

1,000.00
1,000.00

1,000.00

3,000.00

10,000.00

209,000.00

62,000.00
3,000.00
2,000.00

1,000.00
1,000.00

1,000.00
35,000.00

1,000.00
2,000.00

1,000.00
3,000.00
8,000.00
1,000.00
3,000.00

8,000.00
9,000.00

1,000.00
3,000.00

210,000.00

H#VALUE!

1,000.00
2,000.00

1,000.00





Total Revenue:

Expenditures:
Administration

4100.100 Grave opening expenses

4100240 Office Expense and Supplies

4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maintenance
4100.600 Professional and Technical

Total Administration

Transfers
14950.100 Contribution to Fund Balance
Total Transfers

Total Expenditures:

Total Change In Net Position

4100100
4100.240
4100.250
4100.600

4950.100

10,001.00

5,000.00
3,000.00
8,000.00
2,001.00
2,001.00

10,001.00

460864

550038
15113

565151

565151

(1,042.87)

a77.19

6189.85

6189.85

(5,812.66)

2048
115.88
6243.04
6358.92
6358.92

(6,328.44)

745.00

12774

-56.8%
379.7%

-100.0%

147.85% 200
119.20% 6300

1,500

2,000.00

3,000.00

1,000.00
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Fund
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet

category
Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Taxes
Sales taxes
3100.300 Sales Tax
Total Sales taxes

Total Taxes

Intergovernmental revenue
Intergovernmental Other
3100.320 Grants-
3100.350 SB 136 Sales Tax
Total Intergovernmental Other

B&C Road Fund Allotment
3100.560 B&C Road Fund Allotment
Total B&C Road Fund Allotment

CARES Act
3100.321 Grants-CARES
Total CARES Act

Total Intergovernmental revenue

Licenses and permits
Building permits
3100.260 Building Permit
Total Building permits

Other license and permits
3100.264 Zoning-Land Use Permit
Total Other license and permits

Total Licenses and permits

Charges for services
Charges other
3100.420 Engineering Services
3100.450 Planning Services
Total Charges other

Account No.

3,100.30

3,100.32

3,100.35

3,100.56

3,100.32

3,100.26

3,100.26

3,100.42
3,100.45

2023 Actual

150,885.03
150,885.03

150,885.03

14,251.61
14,251.61

39,844.54
39,844.54

54,096.15

6,573.10
6,573.10

6,573.10

411.00
1,365.00
1,776.00





43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

Total Charges for services

Fines and forfeitures
Code enforcement fines and fees
3100.240 Code Enforcement Fines and Fees
Total Code enforcement fines and fees

Justice court fines/forfeitures
3100.500 Justice Court Fines/Forfeitures
Total Justice court fines/forfeitures

Total Fines and forfeitures

Interest
3600.100 Interest Earnings
Total Interest

Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.900 Other Revenue
Total Miscellaneous other

Total Miscellaneous revenue
Contributions and transfers

3800.100 Contribution from GF
Total Contributions and transfers

Total Revenue:

Expenditures:
Administration
4100.100 Wages
4100.130 Employee Benefits
4100.150 Social Security Tax
4100.210 Subscriptions/Memberships
4100.220 Printing/Publications
4100.230 Travel/Mileage
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies
4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maintenance
4100.255 Computer Equip/software
4100.280 Cell phone and Telephone
4100.310 Attorney-Civil
4100.330 Training and Seminars
4100.360 Web Page Development/Maintenance
4100.370 Software/Streaming

3,100.24

3,100.50

3,600.10

3,600.90

3,800.10

4,100.10
4,100.13
4,100.15
4,100.21
4,100.22
4,100.23
4,100.24
4,100.25
4,100.26
4,100.28
4,100.31
4,100.33
4,100.36
4,100.37

1,776.00

580.98
580.98

580.98

12,222.85
12,222.85

181,000.00
181,000.00

407,134.11

48,575.74
11,924.26

478.90
525.00
353.90

383.63

1,018.36
41,974.75

31.16
1,589.92





89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134

30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31

4100.380 Internet Connections
4100.390 Payroll Processing fees
4100.420 Contributions/Special Events
4100.510 Insurance
4100.520 Workers Comp Insurance
4100.590 Postage
4100.600 Professional and Technical
4100.625 UFA Emergency Services
4100.650 SL (Client) County Support Services
4100.750 Non-Cap Improvements
4100.850 Beer Funds
4100.860 Non-Classified Expenses
4100.870 Rent

Total Administration

COVID Related Expenses
4100.241 COVID Expense and Supplies
4100.242 CARES 2 Expense and Supplies
4100.315 Legal Fees COVID19

Total COVID Related Expenses

Transfers

4100.928 Contribution to General Fund

4100.930 Trans to Capital Fund

4100.940 Trans to Capital Fund-Council Designated
Total Transfers

Total Expenditures:

Total Change In Net Position

31 Copperton Cemetery

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Charges for services
Charges other
3600.200 Sale of Lots
3600.300 Grave Opening Revenues
Total Charges other

Total Charges for services

Interest

4,100.38
4,100.39
4,100.42
4,100.51
4,100.52
4,100.59
4,100.60
4,100.63
4,100.65
4,100.75
4,100.85
4,100.86
4,100.87

4,100.24
4,100.24
4,100.32

4,100.93
4,100.93
4,100.94

Account No.

3,600.20
3,600.30

1,174.34
977.00

8,775.00
873.34
240.00

11,392.24

9,988.08

4,640.00

144,915.62

206,485.69

206,485.69

351,401.31

55,732.80

2023 Actual

350.00
350.00

350.00





135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161

31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31
31

3600.100 Interest
Total Interest

Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.400 Other Cemetery Revenues
3600.900 Other Revenues
Total Miscellaneous other

Total Miscellaneous revenue
Total Revenue:

Expenditures:

Administration

4100.100 Grave opening expenses
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies

4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maintenance

Total Administration

Transfers

4950.100 Contribution to Fund Balance

Total Transfers

Total Expenditures:

Total Change In Net Position

3,600.10

3,600.40
3,600.90

4,100.10
4,100.24
4,100.25

4,950.10

27.19
27.19

377.19

2,377.98

240.00
2,847.00
5,464.98

5,464.98

(5,087.79)
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COPPERTON TOWN
COUNCIL MEETING

Co P P E RTO N April 16,2025, 6:30 PM

BINGHAM CANYON LIONS CLUB
UTAH 8725 HILLCREST STREET, COPPERTON, UTAH 84006

COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
**DRAFT MINUTES - UNAPPROVED**

Council Members Present:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

Tessa Stitzer, Mayor Pro Tempore
Kathleen Bailey, Council Member
Linda McCalmon, Council Member
Kevin Severson, Council Member

Council Members Excused: None

Staff Present:

Nathan Bracken, Legal Counsel

Diana Baun, Town Clerk

Dan Torres, Economic Development Manager
Chief Nathan Bogenschutz, UFA

Lt. Shane Manwaring, UPD

Others Present:

1. REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Mayor Clayton, presiding, called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and noted a quorum was
present.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

2. COMMUNITY INPUT

a. Recognize Visiting Officials — None
b. Unified Fire Authority (UFA)

Chief Nathan Bogenschutz reported on fire department activity for the month of March. He
noted that out of the total calls responded to, six were medical in nature. The remaining seven

COPPERTON COUNCIL MEMBERS
MAYOR SEAN CLAYTON, MAYOR PRO TEMPORE TESSA STITZER,
COUNCIL MEMBER KATHLEEN BAILEY, COUNCIL MEMBER KEVIN SEVERSON,
COUNCIL MEMBER LINDA MCCALMON





calls involved deployment of the department’s air light truck, also referred to as the update
truck. Chief Bogenschutz informed the council that the department had received a new truck,
which had been on-site for a couple of weeks. At the time of the report, technicians were in the
process of installing radios and other necessary equipment. He anticipated that the vehicle
would be ready for service within the following one to two weeks.

d. Unified Police Department (UPD)

Lt. Shane Manwaring addressed the council to provide an update from the police department,
beginning with a reference to the "broken windows theory" of policing. He mentioned he had
been reading about the theory and intended to present more detailed information at a future
meeting. He highlighted a key insight from his reading—that effective policing tends to result in
fewer calls for service and fewer arrests, which some may interpret as a sign of reduced
activity, when in fact it reflects successful preventative measures. He proceeded to share
comparative data for the month of March. In March 2024, there were 28 calls for service that
led to the creation of 11 cases. This was a decrease from March of the previous year, during
which there were 34 calls for service and 19 resulting cases. Lt. Manwaring interpreted this
decline as an indication that the department's proactive strategies were yielding positive
outcomes.

3. CONSENT AGENDA
a. Approve Council Meeting Minutes — None
b. Fiscal ltems - Mayor Clayton
i) Approval of expenditures

Mayor Clayton asked for approval of $8,110 in legal fees, which was within their budget, and
higher than normal as a result of the legislative session and the work done on the Town’s
behalf.

Council Member Stitzer moved to approve the expenditures listed above as stated.
Council Member Bailey seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

4. PRESENTATION ITEMS - None

5. COUNCIL BUSINESS

a. Discussion Regarding Copperton City’s Ideas in the Wasatch Choice Vision Update

Council Member Tessa Stitzer provided a follow-up report regarding a recent request for
council input. It was noted that all council members had received an email outlining the need to
submit their responses by April 18. Council Member Stitzer confirmed that Dan Torres had
submitted the necessary response to the Wasatch Front Regional Council. Additionally, the
city's long-range planner had attended the corresponding meeting to verify the accuracy of the
materials. It was confirmed during that meeting that the map directives accurately reflected
Copperton’s long-term vision. Council Member Stitzer concluded by stating that the input was
submitted on time and that all elements were in alignment.
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b. Consider Resolution R2025-06, Adopting the Town of Copperton’s 2025-2026
Tentative Budget

Mayor Sean Clayton introduced Resolution R2025-06, which pertained to the adoption of
Copperton’s 2025-2026 Tentative Budget. He reminded the council that the proposed budget
had been under review for several months. One notable update was the inclusion of additional
funding to support the town’s upcoming 100-year anniversary celebration next year, which had
been approved. The budget had also undergone review by the Municipal Services District
(MSD). Mayor Clayton noted that the capital budget included allocations for improvements to
the town’s sprinkling system and the planting of additional trees. He opened the floor for
questions, emphasizing that the budget remained largely consistent with previous years and
had not been increased.

Council Member Bailey moved to approve Resolution R2025-06, Adopting the Town
of Copperton’s Tentative Budget. Council Member McCalmon seconded the motion;
vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

Nathan Bracken provided a clarification regarding Resolution R2025-06, emphasizing that the
resolution included a provision to hold a public hearing at the May Council Meeting. He noted
this detail for the official record, explaining that the public hearing was a required component of
the budget process. He reminded the council that the final budget must be adopted by the end
of June. He expressed a preference for finalizing the budget in May to allow time for
adjustments, should any significant public input arise during the hearing. This approach would
permit the council to revise and adopt the final budget in June without the need for an
additional public hearing.

c. Consider Resolution R2025-07, Amendment of County Election Contract

Town Clerk Diana Baun provided background, explaining that the county had previously
classified Copperton's council seats as at-large without distinction, despite the town
designating its seats individually as Seat A, Seat B, etc. This misclassification affected the
election cost estimates. After clarification, the county updated their records and confirmed that
the election calculations now align with the method used in Copperton’s most recent election.

Nathan Bracken reviewed the cost differences between the previous and updated contracts.

Diana Baun clarified that for the general election, the change resulted in an approximate $700
increase under low voter participation scenarios. In higher turnout scenarios, the difference
was about $1,300. She also noted that the primary election, which is only required if three or
more candidates file for the same seat, could result in additional costs. However, if only two
candidates file, or a seat goes uncontested, no primary is needed.

Nathan Bracken then introduced a new legislative update that ties into the upcoming election
process. A newly passed bill, HB 444, mandates that all candidates must complete a conflict of
interest disclosure form prior to submitting a Declaration of Candidacy. The law takes effect on
May 7. He emphasized the importance of educating potential candidates early, noting the form
is lengthy and requires detailed information, including disclosure of any felony or misdemeanor
convictions. Although current council members who have already completed a similar form do
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not need to file again, new candidates will be subject to this requirement. He stressed that
Diana Baun, as the Recorder, will be legally unable to accept a Declaration of Candidacy
without a completed disclosure form.

Diana Baun confirmed that the Lieutenant Governor's Office has not yet provided the official
form, but she intends to make it available in advance through the city and MSD websites. She
also offered to send it directly to anyone who contacts her.

Nathan Bracken recommended adding the topic to the agenda for the next council meeting
and committed to drafting a temporary version of the form if the state does not provide one by
then. He further explained that under the new law, each submitted disclosure will be posted
publicly online and will remain available throughout the election period unless a candidate
withdraws. He expressed concern that this level of disclosure might deter individuals from
running.

Diana Baun added that the new law no longer requires candidates to report employment
information for spouses or other household members unless it is directly relevant to the
candidacy. She reminded the council that three positions—two council seats and the mayoral
seat—will be on the ballot, each serving four-year terms. She expressed hope that at least one
candidate would file for each seat and noted the unique nature of this election cycle, as it will
be the first time Copperton voters directly elect a mayor. The change, she said, may be
unfamiliar to residents but is expected to encourage increased engagement.

Mayor Clayton moved to approve Resolution R2025-07, Amending the county election
contract. Council Member Stitzer seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in
favor.

d. Review Proposed FY2026 Copperton Fee Schedule

Mayor Sean Clayton opened a discussion regarding the town's fee schedule, noting that it
remained largely unchanged from the previous year. He shared that he had been involved in
developing the original fee schedule alongside a consulting group, with the primary objective of
ensuring it was revenue neutral. He explained that fees were calculated to cover only the
actual cost of services—such as plan reviews or credit card transaction fees—without
generating profit. In particular, he highlighted that credit card fees alone amounted to
approximately $120,000 annually, and the fee schedule was structured to recover those costs
without burdening the town or favoring any particular group. He announced that a public
hearing on the fee schedule would be held during the next council meeting in May and invited
questions from the council.

Nathan Bracken followed by noting that while public hearings on fees are not legally required,
the town has historically held them in the interest of transparency. He stated that the town
would continue this practice and planned to hold the public hearing on the fee schedule in
conjunction with the budget hearing next month. He then explained a procedural change
brought about by recently passed legislation. Under the new law, fees related to
development—such as building permit fees and planning or zoning fees—are now classified as
land use regulations. This reclassification mandates that such fees be reviewed and approved
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by the Planning Commission during a public hearing with a minimum of ten days’ notice. To
comply, Mr. Bracken outlined a plan being implemented by all MSD member entities to have
their Planning Commissions review development-related fees in their May meetings. These
recommendations would then be passed to the respective town and city councils for adoption.
He emphasized the importance of this process to avoid future legal disputes from applicants
challenging the legitimacy of development-related fees. However, he acknowledged a
complication in Copperton: the town currently lacked a fully staffed Planning Commission. He
proposed postponing the adoption of the full fee schedule until a commission member could be
appointed, allowing the council to adopt the land use-related portions in June.

Dan Torres confirmed that no new Planning Commission members had been appointed,
though Jonathan Pratt remained a viable candidate from a previous nomination.

Nathan Bracken recalled that the council had already authorized the mayor to appoint
commission members with consultation, and suggested that the process could proceed quickly
if the mayor made the appointment.

Diana Baun then raised a separate issue related to the town’s fee schedule regarding
candidate filing fees. She asked whether the town had previously charged a filing fee for
Declarations of Candidacy, and confirmed that while such a fee existed, it was not explicitly
listed on the fee schedule. She explained that this oversight could lead to complications similar
to those experienced in other municipalities, such as Kearns.

Nathan Bracken responded that, since the fee schedule had been properly noticed for action at
the current meeting, the council could authorize an immediate amendment to include a $50
filing fee. He recommended tabling the remainder of the fee schedule pending Planning
Commission review but moving forward with this specific amendment to ensure the filing fee
was clearly established and legally enforceable.

Diana Baun agreed to amend the current fee schedule to add the fee for declaring candidacy if
approved.

Mayor Clayton moved to ament the current fee schedule as noted above, and to table
the approval of an updated fee schedule to the May Town Council Meeting. Council
Member Bailey seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous sin favor.

Mayor Clayton requested a brief pause in the meeting to recognize Representative Anthony
Loubet’s presence at the meeting and invited him forward to share any thoughts with the
council and pubilic.

Representative Anthony Loubet provided an update to the council following the conclusion of
the recent legislative session. He acknowledged that it had taken some time to reconnect after
the session but described it as a productive one, despite the fact that several bills caused
considerable concern among constituents. He shared that he had received significant outreach
from community members expressing a wide range of opinions on various legislative issues.
He recounted an impactful moment during the session when he relayed a personal story from
a teacher at Cyprus High School during a caucus meeting. The story highlighted challenges
faced by educators in Utah, which surprised several of his legislative colleagues who were
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unaware of such situations. He emphasized the value of being able to bring those local
experiences into the policy-making arena, helping to inform discussions and shape
understanding among lawmakers. He also noted that, fortunately, no legislation from this
session directly targeted Copperton or its municipal functions.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey asked if those against the union negotiation bill had gathered
all necessary signatures for a repeal effort.

Mr. Loubet responded that yes, enough signatures had been collected. However, while
collecting signatures was a significant step, the real challenge would be in the validation
process. He added that there is a lengthy window during which individuals who previously
signed may be contacted and encouraged to withdraw their support—a tactic often used by
those opposing a referendum. He mentioned he might be pursuing legislation in the future to
reduce the length of that withdrawal period.

Mayor Sean Clayton concluded the exchange by thanking Representative Loubet for visiting
and expressing appreciation for his efforts at the state level. He acknowledged the difficulty of
the legislative process and the challenge of balancing competing interests

e. Rio Tinto Updates

Council Member Tessa Stitzer reported that she had received an update from Ryan Perry with
Rio Tinto regarding a previous concern about dust emissions, believed to be coming from the
concentrator. In response, she contacted the appropriate channels and learned that air quality
filters are in place around Copperton, and data from those filters is collected monthly. While
the data had already been pulled, it had not yet been analyzed. Ryan confirmed with her that a
dust mitigation report was requested for May, and recommended scheduling a review of the
findings during the May meeting.

Ryan Perry added that there had been a recent need to deploy manual water trucks for dust
suppression, but the issue had since been resolved. He noted that dust complaints from the
concentrator have become less frequent and tend to increase during certain times of day,
particularly between 7:00 and 7:30 when lighting conditions make dust more visible. The team
remained attentive to those concerns and was working on improved management strategies.

Council Member Stitzer then addressed her role as the council-appointed liaison to Rio Tinto,
outlining a new delegation approach. She stated that moving forward, she would like to
suggest all matters related to land use and annexation be delegated to the Planning and
Zoning Commission, in coordination with Dan Torres and his long-range planning team. While
she would remain available to participate in discussions and provide support, she felt those
with more expertise should take the lead in those areas. She expressed a desire to maintain
her liaison role for ongoing topics such as dust control, park projects, and general
communications with Rio Tinto. As part of this new structure, Stitzer proposed improving
communication transparency by implementing audio recordings or having designated
recorders at meetings with Rio Tinto. This would help avoid miscommunications and ensure
project timelines, expectations, and responsibilities were clearly documented. She suggested
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centralizing communications through one point of contact, ideally Dan Torres, to prevent
overlapping or contradictory exchanges.

Ryan Perry requested clarification on the Planning Commission's involvement, asking whether
the Municipal Services District (MSD) or the town’s Planning and Zoning Commission would be
handling related matters.

Council Member Stitzer explained that Copperton's Planning and Zoning Commission—
appointed by the council—was already actively engaged in rezoning efforts and had previously
discussed their role in open meetings. She emphasized that Dan Torres and his team, along
with Planning and Zoning, would be the primary contacts for annexation and land use issues,
ensuring Rio Tinto had a clear avenue for input.

Nathan Bracken reminded the group that a quorum of Planning Commission members could
not participate in meetings without triggering public meeting requirements.

Council Member Stitzer acknowledged this and clarified that the council had already agreed to
have the Planning and Zoning Chair act as the representative in such meetings to remain
compliant.

Laura Ingersoll asked if it was appropriate to direct communication primarily through Dan
Torres, which Council Member Stitzer confirmed was the intended structure. Council Member
Stitzer stressed the importance of streamlining communications to a single individual to reduce
confusion and improve efficiency.

Mayor Sean Clayton formalized the proposal by making a motion to designate Tessa Stitzer as
the continuing liaison for Rio Tinto on all matters not related to land use or annexation. For
land use and annexation issues, Dan Torres would coordinate with the Planning and Zoning
Commission and involved council members. He stated that meetings should be documented to
ensure accountability and alignment.

Stitzer expressed appreciation for the shift, reflecting on her earlier involvement in land use
matters when Copperton lacked staff, which had placed her in roles outside her expertise. She
welcomed the redistribution of responsibilities to individuals better suited for them.

Ryan Perry noted that informal or undocumented conversations were likely inevitable but
emphasized that the company preferred the town to handle official recordkeeping.

Mayor Clayton agreed and shared that in his professional practice, he sends follow-up emails
summarizing meetings, offering a chance to clarify any misunderstandings. He recommended
adopting a similar approach for town-related communications, keeping things simple but
accurate. He then asked to jump forward to quickly discuss Item 5G, requesting the council’s
approval to draft a letter for Matt at Rock N’ Yard summarizing the council’s previous meeting
discussions for submission to Rio Tinto.

Council Member Stitzer asked whether such a letter was necessary, pointing out that the town
already has legal audio and written records.
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Mayor Clayton responded that the minutes had not yet been formally approved and, while he
intended the letter to be brief, it would serve as an interim record with the council’s approval.

Mayor Clayton moved to approve the designation of assignments above as they relate
to communications between the Town of Copperton and Rio Tinto representatives.
Council Member Severson seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

f. UPHEAD — Emergency Text and Council Messaging Policy

Council Member Tessa Stitzer provided updates related to the UPHEAD system and the
Bingham Cemetery Board. She began by informing the council that Maridene had participated
in the onboarding session for UPHEAD. Council Member Stitzer noted that residents could
now register to receive updates via a large QR code prominently displayed on the front page of
the most recent MSD newsletter. She explained that scanning the code allows residents to opt
in or out of receiving notifications, and subscriptions can be canceled at any time. At present,
the system provides general information. For example, if a resident inquires about storm
drains, the system will direct them to the appropriate contact. In the future, the platform will
expand to include templates tailored to emergency situations, local activities, and other
categories. She emphasized that any outgoing messages will be reviewed by the council to
ensure alignment with town policies, particularly those related to public communications and
the established social media policy.

Mayor Sean Clayton added that he had tested the system by scanning the QR code and found
it to be user-friendly, functioning primarily through text prompts. While no messages had been
pushed out yet, he suggested the system could be useful for promoting upcoming town events.

Council Member Stitzer confirmed that the platform could be segmented to allow residents to
choose the types of updates they wish to receive—such as emergency alerts, utility updates,
or community activities. She praised its flexibility and ease of use.

g. Letter for Rock N’ Yard

Council Member Bailey moved to approve the drafting of a letter from Mayor Clayton on
behalf of the council summarizing the council’s previous meetings discussions
regarding Rock N’ Yard and Rio Tinto. Council Member McCalmon seconded the
motion.

Roll Call Vote

Council Member Bailey — Yes
Council Member McCalmon - Yes
Council Member Clayton — Yes
Council Member Severson — Yes
Council Member Stitzer — Abstain

Motion passes 4-0, with Council Member Stitzer abstaining from the vote.
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6. STRATEGIC SESSION - None

7. COMMITTEE/BOARD UPDATES

a. Bingham Cemetery Board — Council Member Tessa Stitzer

Regarding the Bingham Cemetery Board, Stitzer reported that a cleanup event was still in
planning stages. Although the town had encountered difficulty securing the same equipment
used in past cleanups, several volunteer groups had expressed interest in assisting. Even if a
full-scale cleanup could not take place as traditionally done, efforts would be made to at least
tidy the grounds, including clearing garbage and maintaining a respectful environment for
visitors. She added that she was actively pursuing updated quotes for needed equipment and
would keep the council informed as more information became available.

Council Member Kathleen Bailey inquired about the terms of appointment for the Cemetery
Board—specifically whether board members are appointed for a set number of years or if this
is something that needs to be reviewed.

Council Member Stitzer responded that the existing resolution likely outlines a term limit but
agreed it could be reviewed if necessary.

Diana Baun confirmed that the matter would be added to the agenda for the next meeting. She
committed to including any relevant ordinances, resolutions, or other supporting documents to
facilitate a thorough discussion and potential updates regarding the Cemetery Board’s
structure and membership.

b. Copperton Community Council — Council Member Tessa Stitzer
No updates

c. Planning Commission — Council Member Kevin Severson

No updates

8. COPPERTON COUNCIL REPORTS
a. Mayor Sean Clayton
i) Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (GSLMSD)

ii) Council of Governments (COG)

Mayor Sean Clayton provided an update on the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
(MSD), noting that the district is now fully operational in its new building located in Taylorsville.
He commented that the new location is advantageous for Copperton due to its closer
proximity, although he advised patience due to ongoing construction on 4700 South, which has
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made access challenging. Despite the inconvenience, he described the new space as very
nice and more functional for operations. He also highlighted the strategic benefit of the move,
explaining that it creates a greater degree of separation between the MSD and Salt Lake
County, helping to clarify that the MSD operates independently from the county government.
This, he noted, may help correct the common misconception that the MSD is simply an
extension of the county. He concluded by mentioning that recent budget discussions at the
MSD were routine and that the MSD had approved its tentative budget without issue. He
explained that Copperton’s budget process aligns with the MSD’s timeline, with tentative
adoption in May to stay coordinated, as the MSD adopts its final budget in June for all member
entities.

b. Council Member Linda McCalmon
i) Unified Police Department (UPD)
ii) Salt Lake Valley Law Enforcement Service area (SLVLESA)

Council Member Linda McCalmon provided an update on recent meetings involving the Unified
Police Department (UPD) and the Salt Lake Valley Law Enforcement Service Area
(SLVLESA). She summarized the primary focus of the discussions as being centered on
budget matters. She expressed appreciation for the dedication and effort of the Chief Financial
Officer, noting that extensive late-night work had gone into analyzing financial data and
identifying savings across various areas. She emphasized that while some cost increases
were inevitable, the budgeting team had worked diligently to minimize financial impact without
compromising services. Council Member McCalmon acknowledged that some board members
had initially voiced concerns that the depth of cost-cutting could result in a reduction in
services, but reassurances were provided that no such reductions would occur. She conveyed
her respect for the work being done and praised the team’s commitment to maintaining service
levels while being fiscally responsible. Ultimately, the board approved the budget proposal,
and she concluded that the team had done their best to balance financial constraints with
community needs.

c. Council Member Kathleen Bailey
i) Unified Fire Authority (UFA)
ii) Unified Fire Service Area (UFSA)

Council Member Bailey shared UFA is working on their budget as well, it can be read online
and that's where she usually reads it. She was out of town for the meeting so wasn’t able to
catch up on anything else. She will be listening to the minutes before the next council meeting.

d. Deputy Mayor Tessa Stitzer
i) Wasatch Front Waste and Recycle (WFWRD)

Council Member Tessa Stitzer provided an update on the latest developments from the
Wasatch Front Waste and Recycling District (WFWRD). She reported that the board is
continuing discussions about transitioning to a monthly billing cycle. While no final decision

Copperton Council ¢8725 Hillcrest Street e Copperton, Utah 84006 ¢





had been made, it appeared likely that the change would be implemented, with the earliest
possible start date being in 2026. She also shared information about the SCRAP Program,
noting that postcards were already being distributed to some communities to facilitate
dumpster reservations. She confirmed that Copperton would have its own designated
reservation and would not be required to share with other communities. Residents planning to
request a dumpster rental can also request for it to be placed in their driveway if preferred.
Additionally, there was discussion surrounding the evaluation and compensation process for
WFWRD’s CEO. A change was proposed that would have the board of trustees conduct the
CEOQ’s annual performance review, rather than handling it internally. This adjustment is
intended to increase transparency. Any discussions regarding the CEQO’s pay or benefits would
also be conducted by the board moving forward.

e. Council Member Kevin Severson
i) Salt Lake County Animal Services
No updates
9. OTHER ANNOUNCEMENTS

a. Public Comment

Eric Shawstead addressed the council with concerns about the lack of an urban deer
management program in Copperton. He noted that he had spoken with Mayor Sean Clayton
last August and followed up with Council Member Kevin Severson more recently, but had not
heard about any progress. He inquired whether there had been any movement on
implementing a program.

Council Member Severson responded that he had attempted to return Shawstead's call and
had spoken with Rob Nelson of the Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR). He reported that
Copperton does not currently qualify for the Urban Deer Management Program due to unmet
requirements, including a population threshold of at least 1,000 residents and the need for a $1
million bond. While Copperton does not meet these criteria, DWR provided alternative
recommendations for individual residents, such as using motion-activated sprinkler systems to
deter deer. He added that residents could use paintball guns to startle the deer and modify
their behavior, as long as it was non-lethal and approved by the Town Council.

Council Member Linda McCalmon remarked that she had tried the water deterrent system
herself and found it ineffective.

Mr. Shawstead then asked if there was a path the town could take to eventually qualify for the
official program.

Mayor Clayton expressed interest in understanding the full list of criteria and suggested the
town might work toward meeting them, noting that 1,000 residents seemed arbitrary.

Council Member Severson explained that aside from eligibility, DWR also advised that
municipalities could hire contractors to remove deer, but warned that doing so could make the
town liable for any resulting issues.
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Council Member Kathleen Bailey cautioned that such an approach could spark strong public
opposition, as many residents view the local deer as pets.

Mr. Shawstead added that, currently, the only “management” occurring was through vehicle
collisions, with deer carcasses being left to decompose along roads. He emphasized the
seriousness of the issue, suggesting that it might take a severe incident to trigger action.

Mayor Clayton acknowledged the dangers, referencing past incidents in which deer had
entered homes by breaking windows or falling into private pools. He asked if the town could
still act even without DWR program approval, and again raised the idea of hiring professionals,
as is done in other towns like Alpine.

Mr. Shawstead shared that, based on his conversation with DWR, there had been an option
where the town could work with DWR to set up deer traps, euthanize the animals, and have
the meat donated, with DWR conducting population studies as part of the management
process.

Council Member Bailey noted that someone in town holds a meat permit and regularly asks to
be notified of deer collisions.

Mayor Clayton asked Council Member Severson to invite a DWR representative to the next
council meeting for a public discussion to explore options and clarify what can and cannot be
done.

Council Member Severson noted that some programs previously used in other towns had been
discontinued due to backlash, but Mayor Clayton emphasized the importance of having an
open conversation directly with DWR

Mr. Shawstead also reported that a stop sign on Freeman Gulch Way had been defaced with
graffiti and another nearby stop sign was so faded it was nearly unreadable.

Mayor Clayton asked Dan Torres if the town could address the signage issues.

Dan Torres responded that a sign inventory was already underway as part of the transportation
master plan.

Lastly, Nathan Bracken provided a procedural clarification regarding Planning Commission
appointments discussed earlier in the meeting. After reviewing the town code, he confirmed
that the mayor has authority to appoint Planning Commission members with the advice and
consent of the council. Since the council had previously provided consent, Mayor Clayton
could move forward with finalizing the appointment of Jonathan Pratt.

b. Announcements - None

10.CLOSED SESSIONS IF NEEDED AS ALLOWED PURSUANT TO UTAH CODE §52-4-
205
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a. Discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an
individual (§ 52-4-205(1)(a))

b. Discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation (§ 52-4-205(1)(c))
c. Discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property (§ 52-4-205(1)(d))
d. Discuss the deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems (§ 52-4-205(1)(f))

11.ADJOURN

Council Member Bailey moved to adjourn the City Council Meeting. Mayor Clayton
seconded the motion; vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.

The April 16, 2025 Town Council Meeting adjourned at 8:04 P.M.

This is a true and correct copy of the April 16, 2025 Town Council Meeting Minutes,
which were approved on May 21, 2025.

Attest:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

Diana Baun, Town Clerk
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Procedure:

Urban Deer Control Rule R657-65 Summary

1. Municipality must:

a.
b.
C.

Demonstrate deer are causing significant damage or threatening public safety
Pass an ordinance prohibiting deer, elk and moose feeding
Provide proof of $1,000,000 general liability insurance

d. Agree to provisions of the Utah Governmental Immunity Act

Provide estimate of population of resident deer, and target number of deer after
removal efforts

2. Municipality applies for Certificate of Registration (COR) and demonstrates completion
of #1a-e above (COR Application Forms are Available at the DWR website,
wildlife.utah.gov)

3. Municipality will develop an urban deer control plan with input from the following:

a.
b.
C.
d.

Utah Division of Wildlife

Public

Interested businesses and organizations
Local, state and federal governments

4. Urban deer control plan must address at a minimum:

a.

c o

@ oo

1.

Lethal methods of take that may be used to remove deer and conditions under
which each may be employed

Conditions and restrictions of baiting and spotlighting

Persons eligible to perform deer removal activities and requirements imposed on
them

Locations and time periods of deer removal activities

Tagging requirements

Protocols for carcass removal and disposal

Procedures for returning antlers to Division of Wildlife

Seek Division authorization on any live capture and relocation component of the
plan.

Estimate of current population and target population objective

5. Municipality will hold a public meeting to take and consider input on the draft plan
before implementation
6. Plan is appended to the COR, which is valid for three years





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

APPLICATION

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

(R657-65) Initial Application
FILL OUT COMPLETELY AND LEGIBLY
1. APPLICANT (name and complete address of city for | 2. COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING FOR CITY
which COR is requested): REPRESENTATIVE:
Work Phone:

CITY REPRESENTATIVE:
Email address:

TITLE:

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

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

O City has passed an ordinance prohibiting the feeding of deer, elk, and moose.
O City has general liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000 or more.
O City will hold harmless and indemnify the Division against all claims or damages arising from its deer removal
activities.
4. URBAN DEER CONTROL PLAN WILL 5. DEER POPULATION:
CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF
REMOVAL: Current population estimate:
o Lethal Target number for managed resident population:
O Non-lethal
6. REQUESTED BEGINNING AND ENDING DATES FOR COR:

Beginning: Ending:

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

7. Submit application to: Email to rodnielsen@utah.gov
OR
by mail
Attention Rod Nielsen
1115 N Main St., Springville, UT 84663

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

Applicant signature Title

Date
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R657-65. Urban Deer Control

551.1 R657-65-1. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE.
(1) This rule is promulgated under authority of Sections 23A-2-102, 23A-2-304, and
23A-2-305.

(2) The purpose of this rule is to enable a city to design and administer a control
plan for the lethal or non-lethal removal of resident deer damaging private property or threatening
public safety within the city.

551.2 R657-65-2. DEFINITIONS.
(1) Terms used in this rule are defined in Section 23A-1-101.

(2) In addition:

(@) "Deer" means wild deer (Odocoileus hemionus or Odocoileus virginianus) living in
nature and does not include privately owned, captive deer.

(b) "Division" means the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources.
(c) "City" means an incorporated municipality with greater than 1,000 residents.
(d) "Resident deer" means a deer that lives within city boundaries year-around.

(e) "Urban deer control plan" means a document designed, created, and administered by
a city that establishes the protocols and methodologies it will pursue to control and mitigate private
property damage or public safety threats caused by deer within its incorporated boundaries.

551.3 R657-65-3. AUTHORIZATION TO CREATE AND ADMINISTER AN URBAN DEER
CONTROL PLAN.

(1) A city with a resident deer population that is significantly damaging private
property or threatening public safety within its boundaries may request the Division for a certificate
of registration ("COR") to design, create, and administer an urban deer control plan.

(2) The Division may issue an urban deer control plan COR to a city, provided:
(a) the application is filed by a city;
(b) resident deer are collectively causing significant damage to private property or
threatening public safety within the city's incorporated boundaries;
(c) it has enacted an ordinance prohibiting the feeding of deer, elk, and moose;

(d) it has general liability insurance in the amount of $1,000,000.00 or more that
covers liability claims that may arise from designing, creating, and administering an urban deer
control plan;

(e) it agrees, without waiving immunity or any other limitation or provision in the
Utah Governmental Immunity Act, Utah Code Sections 63G-7-101 through 63G-7-904, to hold
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R657-65. Urban Deer Control

harmless and indemnify the Division against any claims or damages arising from its deer removal
activities undertaken pursuant to the urban deer control plan COR, except for any allocated share
of fault and damages attributable to the Division's actual involvement in deer removal activities
on the ground: and

() it submits with its application the estimated population of resident deer in the city
and the final target population number it seeks to achieve through deer removal.

551.4 R657-65-4. COR AUTHORITIES AND LIMITATIONS.
(1) An urban deer control plan COR issued to a city will:

(a) specify for each year of the COR term:

(i) the seasonal time period when deer may be removed;

(ii) the total number of deer that may be removed; and

(iif) the number of deer by gender that may be removed: and

(b) authorize it to design, create, and administer an urban deer control plan consistent
with the season and number limitations imposed in the COR and the following authorities and
limitations.

(2) The COR authorizes the city to:

(a) prescribe and employ lethal methods of take to control deer, provided the methods
are otherwise in compliance with state and federal law;

(b) utilize baiting to facilitate safe and effective deer removal activities;

(c) select and supervise individuals to perform specified deer removal activities,
provided the city:

(i) issuesto each individual authorized to remove deer a written authorization and tag that:
(A) is on a form prescribed by the Division;
(B) is signed by the city manager and recipient;

(C) identifies the recipient's name, address, date of birth, gender, height, weight,
and eye color;

(D) describes the locations, time periods, methods of take, and related activities
authorized by the city; and

(E) includes a detachable tag consistent with the requirements in Section 23A-4-709;
(d) allow a single individual to take more than one deer;
(e) permit spotlighting to facilitate non-lethal deer removal or carcass recovery efforts; and

() remove deer consistent with the annual buck and doe take prescriptions and season
limitations set forth in the COR.
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(3) The city will:
(&) require individuals authorized to lethally remove deer to:
(i) tag the carcass consistent with Section 23A-4-709; and

(i) comply with all federal, state, and local laws pertaining to the possession, use,
and discharge of a dangerous weapon; and

(b) take measures to ensure that:

(i) deer carcasses are salvaged consistent with Section 23A-5-314 (Waste of Wildlife)
and disposed of as provided by law;

(i) viscera is removed from the kill site and disposed of as provided by law;

(iii) antlers of lethally removed deer are promptly surrendered to the Division and not
retained by the city or the person that takes the animal: and

(iv) submit an annual report to the Division by March 1 on lethal removal activities,
including the following information for each permit issued:

(A) name of shooter/permit holder;

(B) sex of the animal,

(C) date of harvest; and

(D) disposition of carcass, ie, retained by hunter, donated, etc.
(4) The city will not:

(a)(i) capture a deer for release outside municipal boundaries without a written capture
and relocation plan prepared in coordination with and approved by the Division;

(i) capture or relocate a deer in violation of the approved capture and relocation plan; or

(i) allow an employee, officer, agent, licensee, or contractor who has not been certified
and approved according to the written capture and relocation plan to capture or release a deer.

(b) sell or barter a deer carcass or otherwise use it for pecuniary gain without prior
written approval from the Division;

(c) collect a fee or compensation from a person or entity it authorizes to remove deer
from its incorporated boundaries, unless the fee or compensation is:

(i) $50 or less;

(i) used exclusively to recoup the actual costs incurred by the city in:
(A) selecting and qualifying the person; or

(B) butchering and processing lethally removed deer for donation; and

(i) approved by the Division in writing;
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(d) undertake or authorize deer removal activities outside:

(i) incorporated city boundaries or any unincorporated areas approved by the Division
and the county; or

(ii) the the season time frame prescribed in the COR;
(e) remove more deer, collectively or by gender, than authorized in the COR; or
(H authorize the discharge of firearms or archery equipment for deer removal:
(i) between one half hour after official sunset and one half hour before official sunrise; or

(i) in violation of federal, state, or local laws.

551.5 R657-65-5. URBAN DEER CONTROL PLAN.

(1) Upon receipt of an urban deer control plan COR, the city must prepare an urban deer
control plan consistent with this Subsection and the COR prior to undertaking any deer removal
activities.

(2) The urban deer control plan will address and prescribe, at a minimum, the:

(a) lethal methods of take that may be used to remove deer and the conditions under
which each may be employed;

(b) conditions and restrictions under which baiting and spotlighting may be used to
facilitate deer removal;

(c) persons eligible to perform deer removal activities and the requirements imposed
on them;

(d) locations and time periods where specified types of deer removal activities may
be employed or authorized;

(e) requirements for tagging deer carcasses;
() protocols for carcass removal and disposal;
(g) procedures for promptly returning to the Division all antlers of lethally removed deer;

(h) procedures for obtaining Division input and approval on live capture and relocation
projects; and

() the estimated population of resident deer in the city and the final target population
number the city seeks to achieve through deer removal.

(3) All aspects of the plan must be consistent with the authorizations and limitations
imposed in this rule and the COR.

(4) If the city desires to capture and relocate resident deer, it must petition the Division
to include a capture and relocation component in its urban deer control plan.
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(&) The Division shall have sole discretion to authorize or prohibit capture and relocation
as part of an urban deer control plan.

(5)(a) The city will solicit and consider input in the formulation and development of
the urban deer control plan from:

(i) the Division;

(ii) the public;

(i) interested businesses and organizations; and
(iv) local, state, and federal governments.

(b) The Division may provide technical assistance to the city in preparing the urban
deer control plan.

(c) After formulating a draft plan, the city will hold a public meeting to take and consider
input on the draft before finalizing or implementing it.

(6) The city will assume full responsibility for:

(a) all costs associated with designing, establishing, implementing, and operating the
urban deer control plan and all its associated activities; and

(b) for the acts and omissions of its officers, employees, agents, contractors, and
licensees in designing, preparing, and implementing its urban deer control plan and undertaking
the activities authorized thereunder.

551.6 R657-65-6. COR TERM, TERMINATION, RENEWAL, AND AMENDMENT.
(1) An urban deer control plan COR issued under this rule will remain valid for three
years from the date of issuance.

(2)(a) The Division and the city shall each have the right to unilaterally terminate an urban
deer control plan COR with or without cause upon 7 days advance written notice to the other.

(b) Upon termination or expiration of the COR, the city and its officers, employees, agents,
contractors, and licensees must cease all deer removal activities formally authorized by the COR.

(3) Upon application by a city, the Division may renew an urban deer control plan COR
for an additional three year term, provided:

(a) the city complies with the conditions in R657-65-3(2); and

(b) the application for renewal is presented at a public meeting for comment and
approved by the city council.

(4) A urban deer control plan may be amended upon mutual written agreement of
the city and Division, provided the amendment is consistent with the authorizations and limitations
in this rule.
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551.7 R657-65-7. VIOLATIONS.

Pursuant to Section 23A-4-1106, the Division may suspend, restrict, or deny an urban
deer control plan COR for any intentional, knowing, or reckless violation of the Wildlife Code, this
rule, or the terms of the COR.

551.8 SECTION TITLE
KEY: wildlife, certificate of registration

Date of Last Change: October 1, 2023
Notice of Continuation: July 19, 2018
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: 23A-2-102; 23A-2-304; 23A-2-305
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Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District

Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Sales taxes
3100.300 Sales Tax
Total Sales taxes

Total Taxes

Intergovernmental revenue
Intergovernmental Other
3100.320 Grants-
3100.350 SB 136 Sales Tax
Total Intergovernmental Other

B&C Road Fund Allotment
3100.560 B&C Road Fund Allotment
Total B&C Road Fund Allotment

CARES Act
3100.321 Grants-CARES
3100.322 ARPA Funding
3100.323 Grants-ARPA
Total CARES Act

Total Intergovernmental revenue

Licenses and permits
Building permits
3100.260 Building Permit
Total Building permits

Other license and permits
3100.264 Zoning-Land Use Permit
Total Other license and permits

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District

FY 2026 Proposed Budget

Copperton
2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
105,000 74,242 105,000 39,555 160,000
105,000 74,242 105,000 39,555 160,000
105,000 74,242 105,000 39,555 160,000
10,000 7,019 10,000 3,876 16,000
10,000 7,019 10,000 3,876 16,000
35,000 20,004 35,000 7,670 40,000
35,000 20,004 35,000 7,670 40,000
- - 98,823 -
- - 98,823 - -
45,000 27,023 143,823 11,546 56,000
4,000 4,411 4,000 2,077 10,000
4,000 4,411 4,000 2,077 10,000
150 - 150 -
150 - 150 - -





Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

Total Licenses and permits

Charges for services
Charges other
3100.420 Engineering Services
3100.450 Planning Services
Total Charges other

Total Charges for services

Fines and forfeitures
Code enforcement fines and fees

3100.240 Code Enforcement Fines and Fees

Total Code enforcement fines and fees

Justice court fines/forfeitures

3100.500 Justice Court Fines/Forfeitures

3100.501 Park Fees Collected
Total Justice court fines/forfeitures

Total Fines and forfeitures

Interest
3600.100 Interest Earnings
Total Interest

Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.900 Other Revenue
Total Miscellaneous other

Total Miscellaneous revenue

Contributions and transfers
3800.100 Contribution from GF

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District

FY 2026 Proposed Budget

Copperton
2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
4,150 4,411 4,150 2,077 10,000
700 293 700 -
- - - 1,990 5,000
700 293 700 1,990 5,000
700 293 700 1,990 5,000
3,700 - 3,700 -
3,700 - 3,700 - -
- 3,361 - 1,426 6,000
- 3,360.76 - 1,425.57 6,000.00
3,700 3,361 3,700 1,426 6,000
1,500 6,850 1,500 3,712 6,500
1,500 6,850 1,500 3,712 6,500
- 464 - 61 -
- 464 - 61 -
- 464 - 61 -
181,000 90,500 169,761 169,761 282,347






Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

Total Contributions and transfers
Total Revenue:

Expenditures:
Administration

4100.100 Wages
4100.130 Employee Benefits
4100.150 Social Security Tax
4100.160 Medicare
4100.200 Awards, Promotional & Meals
4100.210 Subscriptions/Memberships
4100.220 Printing/Publications
4100.230 Travel/Mileage
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies

4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maint

4100.255 Computer Equip/software
4100.280 Cell phone and Telephone
4100.310 Attorney-Civil

4100.330 Training and Seminars

4100.360 Web Page Development/Maintenat

4100.370 Software/Streaming
4100.380 Internet Connections
4100.390 Payroll Processing fees
4100.410 Communications

4100.420 Contributions/Special Events

4100.510 Insurance

4100.520 Workers Comp Insurance
4100.590 Postage

4100.600 Professional and Technical
4100.625 UFA Emergency Services

4100.635 Election support services (new)

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2026 Proposed Budget

Copperton
2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
181,000 90,500 169,761 169,761 282,347
341,050 207,143 428,634 230,127 525,847
73,000 30,655 73,000 20,437 60,000
- 1,901 - 1,267 3,000
- 444 - 296 1,000
- 400 - - 1,000
100 500 100 2,028 4,000
500 - 500 - 500
1,200 - 1,200 - 500
200 293 200 - 200
1,800 527 1,800 263 1,200
40,000 18,936 40,000 6,833 40,000
- 628 1,300 - 1,200
1,300 1,001 - 2,149 2,100
- - 1,200 - 1,000
1,200 604 900 353 1,200
900 - - - -
4,200 2,500 5,361 - 20,000
Added $3,000 for crime insurance which will require
8,200 - 8,200 8,512 12,000 property insurance coverage
2,700 866 2,700 - 1,000
100 77 100 68 300
12,000 - 12,000 - 2,000
12,000 3,859 - - Paid out of the General Fund, budget not needed here
Election cost estimate. None of our cities/towns have
- - - - 6,447 chosen ranked choice voting.





Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026
Copperton

4100.650 SL (Client) County Support Services
4100.750 Non-Cap Improvements

4100.850 Beer Funds

4100.860 Non-Classified Expenses

4100.870 Rent
4100.900 Sundry Charges
Total Administration

COVID Related Expenses
4100.241 COVID Expense and Supplies
4100.242 CARES 2 Expense and Supplies
4100.242 ARPA Expense
4100.315 Legal Fees COVID19

Total COVID Related Expenses

Transfers
4100.928 Contribution to General Fund
4100.930 Trans to Capital Fund
4100.940 Trans to Capital Fund-Council Desig
Total Transfers

Total Expenditures:

Total Change In Net Position

The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District

FY 2026 Proposed Budget

Copperton
2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
20,000 2,394 20,000 157
400 - - - -
- - - - 1,000
100,000 For park sprinklers, trees and etc.
20,000 For 100-yr celebration
1,200 5,400 1,200 - 2,700
- 0 - -
181,000 70,985 169,761 42,362 282,347
- - 98,823 -
- - 98,823 - -
160,050 116,643 160,050 59,886 243,500
160,050 116,643 160,050 59,886 243,500
341,050 187,628 428,634 102,248 525,847
- 19,515 - 127,879 -






The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2026 Proposed Budget
Copperton

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026

Copperton 2%a% 2000w

2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
31 Copperton Cemetery
2024
Budget 2024 Actuals FY 2025 Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Charges for services
Charges other
3600.200 Sale of Lots 2,000 - 2,000 - 2,000
3600.300 Grave Opening Revenues 5,000 - 5,000 2,150 5,000
Total Charges other 7,000 - 7,000 2,150 7,000
Total Charges for services 7,000 - 7,000 2,150 7,000
Interest
3600.100 Interest 1 15 1 272 500
Total Interest 1 15 1 272 500
Miscellaneous revenue
Miscellaneous other
3600.400 Other Cemetery Revenues 3,000 - 3,000 -
3600.900 Other Revenues - - - - -
Total Miscellaneous other 3,000 - 3,000 - -
Total Revenue: 10,001 15 10,001 2,422 7,500
Expenditures:
Administration
4100.100 Grave opening expenses 5,000 - 5,000 - 5,000
4100.240 Office Expense and Supplies - 58 - - -
4100.250 Vehicle & Equip Supplies and Maintenance 3,000 745
4100.600 Professional and Technical - - - - 2,500

Total Administration 5,000 58 8,000 745 7,500





The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2026 Proposed Budget
Copperton

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026

Copperton 2%a% 2000w

2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Transfers
4950.100 Contribution to Fund Balance 2,001 - 2,001 -
Total Transfers 2,001 - 2,001 - -
Total Expenditures: 7,001 58 10,001 745 7,500

Total Change In Net Position 3,000 (43) - 1,677 -






The Greater Salt Lake Muncipal Services District
FY 2026 Proposed Budget
Copperton

Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
Budgeting Worksheet FY 2026

Copperton 2%a% 2000w

2024 FY 2025 Copperton
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
35 Copperton Council Designated Fund
2024 FY 2025
Budget 2024 Actuals Budget FY 2025 Actual FY 2026 Budget Budgeting Notes
Change In Net Position
Revenue:
Interest (CARES2) - 643 1,000
Total Intergovernmental Other - - - 643 1,000
Total Revenue: - - - 643 1,000

Expenditures:
Administration - - - - -
Council Designated - - - - -
Total Expenditures: - - - - -

Total Change In Net Position - - - 643 1,000
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ORDINANCE 2025-0-02
Ordinance No. 2025-0-02 Date: May 21, 2025

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COPPERTON COUNCIL UPDATING SUBSECTION
19.46.140 REGARDING THE INSTALLATION OF INFRASTRUCTURE AND
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, SUBJECT TO THE LIMITATIONS ON EXAC-
TIONS IN THE UTAH CODE

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the Town of Copperton is a municipality and has authority to adopt
land use regulations, pursuant to Utah Code § 10-9a-501 in accordance with the Municipal
Land Use, Development, and Management Act, Title 10, Section 9a, Utah Code; and

WHEREAS, the Council deems it necessary to update Subsection 19.46.140 re-
garding the Town’s requirements for building or land use permit applicants to provide curb,
gutter, sidewalk, street, and urban hydrology improvements along the entire property line
which abuts any public road or street in cases where it does not exist at municipal standards;
and

WHEREAS, these improvement installation requirements are subject to the limita-
tions on exactions in Utah Code; and

WHEREAS, the Copperton Planning Commission held a public hearing on May
12 2025 to consider amending Title 19 as set forth in Exhibit A (the “Proposed Action”)
in accordance with Utah Code §§ 10-9a-205and 10-9a-502; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has recommended that the Council amend
its land use ordinances set forth in Exhibit A for the protection and preservation of the
public health, safety and general welfare.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL as follows:

1. Adoption of Revisions. Section 19.46.140 Infrastructure and Public Improve-
ments, is repealed in its entirety and amended to read as set forth in Exhibit A.

2. Severability. If a court of competent jurisdiction determines that any part of this
Ordinance is unconstitutional or invalid, then such portion of this Ordinance, or
specific application of this Ordinance, shall be severed from the remainder, which
shall continue in full force and effect.

3. Direction to Staff. Staff are authorized and directed to take such steps as may be
needed: (a) for this ordinance to become effective under Utah law, including but not
limited to compliance with the requirements of Utah Code § 10-3-711; and (b) to






finalize and post the ordinance to Municode, including but not limited to making
non-substantive edits to correct any scrivener’s, formatting, and numbering errors.

4. Effective Date. This Ordinance will take effect immediately upon posting pursuant
to Utah Code § 10-3-712.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 215 day of May 2025.
COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL

By: Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:
Diana Baun, Clerk City Attorney
Voting:

Council Member Bailey voting

Council Member Clayton voting

Council Member McCalmon voting

Council Member Severson voting

Council Member Stitzer voting

(Complete as Applicable)

Date ordinance summary was posted to the Town of Copperton’ website, the Utah Public
Notice website, and in a public place within the Town of Copperton per Utah Code §10-3-
711:

Effective date of ordinance:






EXHIBIT A

19.46.140 Infrastructure and Public Improvements

The minimum requirements for public improvements shall be a combination of standards set
forth in Title 14 Highways, Sidewalks, and Public Places and applicable standards set forth in
this Title or adopted in Copperton’s Master Transportation Plan.

A. Oft-Site Improvements Required.

1. Off-Site Improvements. Subject to the essential link and rough proportionality tests for
exactions in Utah Code Section 10-9a-508, an applicant for a building or land use permit
for a dwelling, or a commercial or industrial use shall provide curb, gutter, sidewalk,
street, and urban hydrology improvements along the entire property line which abuts any
public road or street in cases where it does not exist at municipal standards.

2. Access to public right-of-ways. New and reconstructed vehicular entrances to the
property shall be provided as required in Section 14.12.110. Height, location, structural
specifications, maximum and minimum cut radii and minimum roadway approach angles
to the centerline of the street are subject to the approval of the Municipal Engineering
Division.

3. Exceptions.

a. The planning commission may grant exception to the installation of the sidewalk in
industrial areas where the planning commission determines that the sidewalk is not
necessary to serve the public need, and the elimination of the sidewalk does not
jeopardize the public health, safety or welfare.

b. The planning commission may grant exception to the installation of curb, gutter and
sidewalk in rural or estate areas where topographic or other exceptional conditions
exist, provided that the public health, safety and welfare is preserved.

c. The planning commission may require the applicant to sign a delay agreement
binding the current and future property owner to pay for their share of any required
improvements that are installed by Copperton within 10 years of the waiver.

B. Acceptance of Public Streets.

1. Street lighting shall either be chosen from the municipality’s approved streetlight list or
installed to match a theme set by developments within the zone or neighborhood.

2. Street lighting shall be installed in conformance with Title 18.

3. Street Signs and Markers. Standard street name signs shall be installed at one corner of
all street intersections. The size, design, materials, location, fabrication, installation, and
maintenance of the signs and poles within the public right of way and elsewhere shall be
in accordance with the Utah Department of Transportation, the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (MUTCD), or the municipality’s
adopted policies, as applicable.





C. Private Streets.

1. Private streets or roads shall be designed and constructed to meet or exceed the public
street standards set forth in Title 14 Highways, Sidewalks, and Public Places, as
applicable.

a. Private streets or roads are allowed in the following circumstances:
(1) If shown on an approved development plan as private streets;
(2) For multi-family developments; or

(3) For residential subdivisions where the street is equally shared between properties.
Such streets shall have a maintenance and operations plan included in the
declaration of covenants, conditions, and restrictions for the subdivision.

D. Ingress and Egress Requirements. No building with human occupiable space may be erected
or enlarged on a parcel in any zone unless such parcel abuts upon or has access to a publicly
accepted and maintained street, a private driveway leading to an approved public street, a
private road, or a public or private alley.

E. Intersecting Streets and Clear Visibility. In all zones which require a front yard, no
obstruction to view in excess of three feet (3) in height may be placed on any corner lot
within a triangular area formed by the street property lines or right-of-way lines and a line
connecting them at points forty feet (40’) from the intersection of the street lines, except
mature trees which are located in the clear sight triangle shall be pruned to a height of at least
seven feet (7') above the established sidewalk or street elevation.

Figure 19.46.140 A: Intersecting Streets and Clear Visibility.
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F. Intersecting Streets and Driveways. In all zones, no view obstruction, including a sight-
obscuring fence, wall, sign, other similar structures, and landscaping which exceeds three
feet (3’) in height shall be placed within a triangular area formed by a diagonal line
connecting lines located at the curb line or sidewalk line and driveway line ten feet (10)
from the projected intersection of such lines.

Figure 19.46.140 B: Intersecting Streets and Driveways.
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G. Acceptance of Private Streets. Prior to acceptance by the municipality, any private street, or
any driveway allowed for access with a development that is not constructed and maintained
to the municipality’s adopted street standards shall be improved to the municipality’s adopted
street standards.

H. Driveways. A driveway shall be allowed for vehicular access according to the standards set
forth in Title 14 Highways, Sidewalks, and Public Places, and Chapter 19.48, Parking and
Mobility.

I. Pedestrian and Bicycle Mobility.

1. Each lot shall have pedestrian walkways and sidewalks that provide connections between
the building entrances, neighboring building entrances, parking areas, open space, and
public trail. Such systems shall be designed to connect with all elements within the
development, adjacent areas, and transit stops and can include sidewalks along public or
private streets, wide outside travel lanes, bike lanes on roadways, and walkways and trails
in alternative locations as appropriate. Design, location, dimensions, dedications,
easements, and reservations shall conform to applicable municipal policies and standards
for sidewalks, bicycle routes, and trails.

2. Walkways and trails shall be designed to maximize the safety of users and the security of
adjoining properties with respect to location, visibility, and landscaping.

3. Bicycle Facilities. Bicycle facilities shall be provided in accordance with the standards
set forth in Chapter 19.48, Parking and Mobility.





SUMMARY OF COPPERTON TOWN ORDINANCE NO. 2025-0-02

On May 21, 2025, the Copperton Council enacted Ordinance No. 2024-0-02, updating
Subsection 19.46.140 regarding the installation of infrastructure and public improvements,
subject to the limitations on exactions in the Utah Code.

By: Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST

Diana Baun, Clerk

Voting:

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton voting
Council Member McCalmon voting
Council Member Severson voting
Council Member Stitzer voting

A complete copy of Ordinance No. 2025-0-02 is available in the office of the Copperton
Recorder, 860 Levoy Dr., Suite 300, Taylorsville, Utah.
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COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL

ORDINANCE NO. 2025-0-03 DATE: May 21, 2025
AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE 2025-2026 FEE SCHEDULE FOR THE TOWN OF
COPPERTON
RECITALS

WHEREAS, the Town of Copperton (“Copperton”) is a municipality and political
subdivision of the state of Utah; and

WHEREAS, the Copperton Town Council (“Council’) desires to adopt a new fee schedule
for the 2025-2026 fiscal year pursuant to Section 3.42.060 of the Copperton Municipal Code,
which states that all “fees or charges for services provided ... shall be set by the council;” and

WHEREAS, Copperton contracts with the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District
(“MSD”) to provide its administrative, planning and development, business licensing, and code
enforcement services (the “Services”); and

WHEREAS, the MSD Board of Trustees approved the attached fee schedule to cover the
Services the MSD will provide to Copperton during the 2025-2026 fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, the Copperton Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on
May 21, 2025 to take public comment on those fees within the proposed 2025-2026 fee schedule
that govern the development of land pursuant to Utah Code §§10-9a-103(34) and 10-9a-502; and

WHEREAS, the Copperton Planning Commission recommended that the Council move
forward regarding those fees within the proposed 2025-2026 fee schedule that govern the
development of land; and

WHEREAS, the Council desires to adopt the attached fee schedule for the 2025-2026 fiscal
year.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Copperton Town Council that:

1. The attached fee schedule is adopted as the Copperton fee schedule for the 2025-
2026 fiscal year.

2. Copperton staff are authorized and directed to file this ordinance and the attached
fee schedule with the Copperton Town Clerk.

3. Copperton staff are authorized and directed to post this ordinance and the attached
fee schedule for the 2025-2026 fiscal year to the Copperton website and to the “Fee Schedule” book
within Copperton’s Municode page.

4. This ordinance shall take effect as soon as it is posted pursuant to Utah Code §10-





3-711, deposited, and recorded in the office of the Copperton Town Clerk, provided that the fee
schedule shall take effect on July 1, 2025.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED at a duly called meeting of the Copperton Town Council
on this 21% day of May, 2025.

TOWN OF COPPERTON

By:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST

Copperton Town Clerk

VOTING:

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton  voting
Council Member Olsen voting

Council Member Severson  voting
Council Member Stitzer voting





SUMMARY OF
TOWN OF COPPERTON
ORDINANCE NO. 2025-0-

On May 21, 2025, the Copperton Town Council enacted Ordinance No. 2025-0-03 to
adopt the Town of Copperton’s fee schedule for the 2025-2026 fiscal year, which will take effect
on July 1, 2025.

COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL

By:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST:

By:

Diana Baun, Clerk
COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL VOTE:

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton  voting
Council Member McCalmon voting
Council Member Severson  voting
Council Member Stitzer voting

A complete copy of Ordinance No. 2025-0-03 is available in the office of the Copperton Town
Clerk, 800 W. Levoy Dr., Suite 300, Taylorsville, UT 84123.
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Bond Administration Fees

Miscellaneous Service Fees.
ENGINEEIING FEES ...ttt st
Glossary of Terms

The Town of Copperton contracts with the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (“MSD”) to provide planning and
zoning, building permit, business license, and code enforcement services. The MSD provides these services on behalf of
and under the direction of the Town of Copperton.

NOTE: Fees and Fines will be applied as approved and set forth in this schedule. The Director of Engineering, Chief Building
Official or Director of Planning and Development may on occasion adjust fees/fines in unique circumstances up to $1,500
per application. The MSD’s General Manager may do the same up to $5,000. These adjustments must be documented and
reported on if requested. Adjustments over $5,000 require approval of the governing body of the jurisdiction to which the
application pertains.





Address Fees

Fee Type

Assignment of Address

Description

Provide address information on recorded subdivision plat
and/or individual parcel/building addresses. Ensure
assignments meet addressing standards and are suitable
for mail delivery, public safety, utility services and general
delivery of services.

Amount

$100.00 base fee
plus $40.00 per lot &
for multi-family units,
$40.00 for the first 8
units in addition to
base fee and $5 per
unit for each unit over
8 units

Street Name Change

Confirm that petition includes the required signatures.
Document street name change and address change for
each property along street by filing an affidavit with the
Salt Lake County Recorder's Office. Notify the property
owner, Public Safety dispatch and the Salt Lake County
Treasurer of the address/street name change.

$250.00 base fee
plus $50.00 per lot

2 The per lot fee does not apply to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU).

Business License Fees
General Business Licenses

Fee Type Description Amount
General Business License — General License Fee (optional for businesses that request a $150.00
Commercial Business business license) :
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) $50.00

License

Short-term Rental Licenses

To the extent allowed under Municipal Code the following applies for the Town of Copperton:
Fee Type Description Amount

Umbrella Short-term Rental

Primary license for short-term rental management

License Fee — main license companies with multiple rental units/locations. $500.00
Umbrella Short-term Rental Includes inspections and verification of zoning $50.00
License Fee — per unit compliance. .
Short-term Rental License Fee — Short-term rental license for homeowners renting their
homeowner primary residence. Includes verification of zoning $500.00
compliance.
Alcohol-Related Licenses

Fee Type Description Amount
Off-Premise Beer Retailer $250.00
Recreational On-Premise Beer
Retailer $350.00
Restaurant Liquor $500.00
Limited Restaurant Liquor $500.00






Beer-Only Restaurant $350.00
On-Premise Beer Tavern $350.00
Resort $500.00
Club Liquor $600.00
Banquet & Catering $500.00
Single Event $150.00
Wholesale Beer $300.00
Manufacturing $350.00

Alcohol-related business license applications are referred to local communities for consent and approval.

Sexually-oriented Business Licenses

Fee Type Description Amount
Sexually Oriented Business - Includes inspections and verification of zoning $500.00
Outcall Services compliance. ’
Sexually Oriented Business - Includes inspections and verification of zoning $300.00
excluding Outcall Services compliance. )

Building Permit Fees

Building permits include necessary inspections. If additional inspections are required, applicants will be charged the
reinspection fee for each additional visit. Most building permits will require a plan check fee in addition to the building
permit fee. Plan check fees are listed separately.

Building permits and mechanical, plumbing & electrical permits will be charged a state surcharge equal to 1% of the
permit fee.

Fee Type Description Amount ‘
Building Permit — Minimum Fee $70.00
Building Permit - new ) o a
construction See below for valuation schedules Varies
Building Permit - addition or . e
remodel See below for valuation schedules Varies
Mobile Home Setup Permit $200.00
Mechanical. Plumbing & Includes on-site inspection of one system. Additional

’ 9 appliances and fixtures after the first will be charged the $70.00

Electrical Permit per-unit fee listed below.

Eee per additional appliance or Applies to eaqh additional appliance_, fixture, etc. $20.00

fixture inspected by inspector already on site.

Grading Permit Varies ®

Retaining Wall Permit Varies ©

Demolition Permit Varies ¢

\r/t\alis?ggrﬂigl Door Replacement — Applies when no other work is being done. $70.00
Varies ¢

Window & Door Replacement —

. Applies when no other work is being done.
commercial






Reroofing Permit Fees
Reroofing — residential roof with

sheathing Includes inspection of sheathing or decking. $125.00
Reroofing — residential roof Shingles only; no decking or sheathin $75.00
without sheathing 9 Y 9 9. :
Reroofing — small commercial Commercial roof project under $10,000 valuation. $150.00
Reroofing — medium commercial Comnjermal roof project between $10,000 and $49,999 $175.00
valuation.
Reroofing — large commercial Commercial roof project $50,000 valuation or higher. $250.00
Solar Power System Permit Fees ‘
Residential/Small Commercial Applies to residential and commercial installations up to $100.00
Solar Permit — base fee 20 kW. Does not include fees for required plan check. .
Residential/Small Commercial Additional fee based on size of installation. Does not $30.00 per kW
Solar Permit — fee per kW include fees for required plan check. S0P
Commercial Solar over 20 kW Applies to larger commercial installations over 20 kW. Varies ©

Battery Storage System

Additional Inspection Fees

Assumes that inspector is already on site for inspection of
installation.

$2.00 per battery

Reinspection $50.00

Pre-inspection Inspections after a fire or disaster to determine extent of $70.00
P damage and permits needed for repairs. :

Multi-unit Inspection $100.00

Overtime/After-hours Inspection
Administrative Fees

Cancellation of building permit

Applies when permit is cancelled before work
commences.

$120.00 (Per hour)

25% of permit fee
($200 maximum)

Reinstatement Fee — general

Applies when permit has been expired for more than 30
business days.

50% of permit fee

Reinstatement Fee — final
inspection

Applies when only final inspection is required, and permit
has been expired for more than 30 business days.

50% of permit fee
($200 maximum)

Building or grading without a
permit

Base fee equal to 200% of building permit fee, plus daily
fees commencing 10 business days after notice of
violation. Example, if the permit fee would have been
$100, then building or grading without a permit would
result in a $200 permit fee.

200% of permit fee,
plus 1% of permit fee
per day ($50 max per

day)

o

o

o

a

°

Permit fees for new construction, additions and remodels are based on calculated square footage and the current ICC valuation tables (see below).
When square footage determinations not practical or possible, permit fees will be based on applicant’s declared valuation as reasonably

determined by Director or Designee.
Permit fees for grading are based on the

Permit fees for retaining walls are based

number of cubic yards of earth cut or filled.

on the size of the project in lineal feet.

Permit fees for demolition and window/door replacement are based on declared valuation.

Permit fees for large solar installations are based on applicant’s declared valuation as reasonably determined by Director or designee.





Construction Valuation Tables

The valuations below are used to determine construction valuations for building permit fee calculations. The valuations
will be updated automatically as new standards are published by ICC, which is usually twice per year.

Square Foot Construction Costs =b.¢

Group (2024 International Building Code) 1A IB 1A B A B v VA VB
A-1 Assembly, theaters, with stage 337.41 | 325.40 | 315.80 | 303.35 | 283.46 | 275.24 | 292.98 | 264.14 | 254.04
A-1 Assembly, theaters, without stage 309.77 | 297.76 | 288.16 | 275.71 | 256.07 | 247.85 | 265.35 | 236.75 | 226.65
A-2 Assembly, nightclubs 269.42 | 261.52 | 253.31 | 243.65 | 228.21 | 222.01 | 235.29 | 207.53 | 189.66
A-2 Assembly, restaurants, bars, banquet halls 268.42 | 260.52 | 251.31 | 242,65 | 226.21 | 221.01 | 234.29 | 205.53 | 198.66
A-3 Assembly, churches 314.40 | 302.40 | 292.80 | 280.35 | 260.82 | 252.61 | 269.98 | 241.51 | 231.40
ﬁjsf:zﬁsmb‘% general, community halls, libraries, 264.03 | 252.03 | 241.42 | 229.98 | 209.33 | 202.12 | 219.61 | 190.01 | 180.91
A-4 Assembly, arenas 308.77 | 296.76 | 286.16 | 274.71 | 254.07 | 246.85 | 264.35 | 234.75 | 225.65
B Business 298.43 | 287.83 | 277.50 | 265.76 | 242.70 | 234.06 | 255.55 | 216.90 | 206.96
E Educational 282.06 | 272.26 | 263.65 | 252.74 | 235.87 | 223.82 | 244.04 | 206.65 | 200.02
F-1 Factory and industrial, moderate hazard 164.17 | 156.25 | 146.41 | 140.89 | 125.45 | 119.36 | 134.33 | 104.02 | 96.87
F-2 Factory and industrial, low hazard 163.17 | 155.25 | 146.41 | 139.89 | 125.45 | 118.36 | 133.33 | 104.02 | 95.87
H-1 High Hazard, explosives 153.17 | 145.25 | 136.41 | 129.89 | 115.76 | 108.67 | 123.33 | 94.33 N.P.
H234 High Hazard 153.17 | 145.25 | 136.41 | 129.89 | 115.76 | 108.67 | 123.33 | 94.33 | 86.17
H-5 HPM 298.43 | 287.83 | 277.50 | 265.76 | 242.70 | 234.06 | 255.55 | 216.90 | 206.96
I-1 Institutional, supervised environment 274.98 | 265.13 | 255.66 | 246.00 | 225.17 | 219.12 | 245.49 | 202.80 | 185.56
I-2 Institutional, hospitals 469.18 | 458.58 | 448.25 | 436.51 | 411.45 N.P. 426.30 | 385.65 | N.P.
I-2 Institutional, nursing homes 323.68 | 313.08 | 302.75 | 291.01 | 269.45 | N.P. | 280.80 | 243.65 | N.P.
I-3 Institutional, restrained 314.93 | 304.33 | 294.00 | 282.26 | 261.70 | 252.06 | 272.05 | 255.55 | 223.96
I-4 Institutional, day care facilities 274.98 | 265.13 | 255.66 | 246.00 | 225.17 | 219.12 | 245.49 | 202.80 | 195.56
M Mercantile 201.08 | 193.18 | 183.97 | 175.31 | 159.52 | 154.32 | 166.95 | 138.84 | 131.97
R-1 Residential, hotels 278.14 | 268.29 | 258.82 | 249.16 | 227.83 | 221.78 | 248.64 | 205.46 | 188.22
R-2 Residential, multiple family 232.26 | 222.41 | 212.94 | 203.28 | 183.19 | 177.15 | 202.77 | 160.82 | 153.58
R-3 Residential, one- and two-family * 215.90 | 210.16 | 205.11 | 200.73 | 194.02 | 187.11 | 204.78 | 180.41 | 169.09
R-4 Residential, care/assisted living facilities 27498 | 265.13 | 255.66 | 246.00 | 225.17 | 219.12 | 245.49 | 202.80 | 195.56
S-1 Storage, moderate hazard 152.17 | 144.25 | 134.41 | 128.89 | 113.76 | 107.67 | 122.33 | 92.33 | 85.17
S-2 Storage, low hazard 151.17 | 143.25 | 134.41 | 127.89 | 113.76 | 106.67 | 121.33 | 92.33 | 84.17
U Utility, miscellaneous 117.65 | 110.72 | 103.00 | 98.58 | 87.79 | 82.02 | 93.83 | 6949 | 66.20

a. Private Garages use Utility, miscellaneous

b.  For shell only buildings deduct 20 percent

c. N.P.= not permitted

d. Unfinished basements (Group R-3) = $31.50 per sq. ft.





Supplemental Construction Valuation Tables

The supplemental valuations below may be updated annually as part of the annual fee approval process.

Construction Type

Basements — Unfinished

Unit

Square Foot

Valuation

As provided in the ICC
valuation table footnote

above
Basements — Finished Square Foot $41.00
Decks (any type) Square Foot $22.00
Carport/Covered Patio Square Foot $22.00
Roof Conversions Square Foot $22.00
Fence (any type) Lineal Foot $20.00
Retaining Wall (any type) Lineal Foot $59.00
Exterior Finish Square Foot $5.00
Fire Sprinklers Square Foot $6.00
Remodel/Alteration Square Foot $39.00
Basement Tl Square Foot $28.00
Grading Cubic Yard Cut and Fill Equation
Tenant Improvements Calculated 350/;;223:’;%%?;2 for
Shell Only Calculated 80% of the valuation for

new construction

Building and Inspection Fee Calculation

Building permit fees based on valuation are calculated based on the calculations below.

Construction Valuation

Less than and including $2,000 | $70.00

Fee

$2,001 to $25,000

$76.50 for the first $2,000

plus $16.50 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof,
to and including $25,000. Example: Valuation of $3,400
would be $76.50 plus $33.00 ($16.50 x 2), or $109.50

$25,001 to $50,000

$456.00 for the first $25,000
plus $12.00 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof,
to and including $50,000.

$50,001 to $100,000

$765.00 for the first $50,000
plus $8.50 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof,
to and including $100,000.

$100,001 to $500,000

$1,181.00 for the first $100,000
plus $6.50 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof,
to and including $500,000.

$500,001 to $1,000,000

$3,781.00 for the first $500,000
plus $5.50 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof,
to and including $1,000,000.

Over $1,000,001

$6,531.00 for the first $1,000,000
plus $4.50 for each additional $1,000 or fraction thereof.
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Plan Check Fees

Plan checks for building permits include up to 4 reviews. Additional reviews will be charged the hourly fee listed below.

Fee Type Description Amount
Plan Check Fee — residential 40% of building
construction permit fee
Plan Check Fee — commercial 65% of building
construction permit fee
Plan Check Fee — smaller $100.00

projects

Plan Check Fee — FCOZ projects

Applies to any parcel within a Foothills & Canyons

65% of building

multi-family residential

Overlay Zone. permit fee
Land Use Review Fee $110.00
Card File Plan Check Fee —
single-family or duplex Includes accessory structures. $175.00
Card File Plan Check Fee — $350.00

Plan Check Fee — hourly

$80.00 per hour

Stormwater Review & Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP)

Stormwater Review & Inspection Fees

Fee Type Description Amount
Stormwater Review — base fee Base fee per project. $200.00
Stormwater Review — per-acre Additional fee_ per acre after the first acre; applies when $30.00
fee SWPPP required.
Floodplain Development Permit FI' g (;Z}')tl ;?nrzgu:;i‘ﬂifgdagg EEK/TE. pment within a mapped $75.00
ISWPPP Oversite Inspection — per [Sites with an NOI are inspected on a monthly basis until $60.00

month

project is complete and applicant applies for an NOT

SWPPP Control Measures

All penalties and fines may be doubled for a second or third offense. Violations may be referred to the jurisdiction’s legal

counsel for further action.

Penalty Type Description Amount
\aNorrlg\rI]g dwsltr;?;twaar; or Per occurence and then for each business day beginning $500.00
pZEmit the day after the day on which fine was issued
Tracking mud on road Per occurrence and then for each business day beginning $300.00
the day after the day on which fine was issued
Failure to clean up or report spills $250.00

Per occurrence and then for each business day beginning
the day after the day on which fine was issued
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bestmanagment practices
as determined by the
authority

beginning the day after the day on which fine was issued

failure to conduct stormwater . _ $100.00
. i Per occurrence and then for each business day beginning

Inspections the day after the day on which fine was issued

failure fo use general Per site, per occurrence and then for each business day $250.00

SWPPP lllicit Discharge Fines

The table below lists illicit discharges common to construction and maintenance activities. It is a violation to discharge

pollutants. The presence of BMPs does not excuse an illicit discharge.

Penalty Type Description Amount
Sediment Per day per violation. $1,000.00
Cementitious Material Per day per violation. $500.00
Paints and Solvents Per day per violation. $500.00
Solid Waste Per day per violation. $500.00
Sanitary Waste Per day per violation. $2,000.00
Fuels Per day per violation. $1,000.00
Fertilizers Per day per violation. $500.00
Organics Per day per violation. $250.00
Cleansers Per day per violation. $500.00
Hazardous materials Any iIIic_it discharg_e may be assigned to t‘his (_:ategory $5.000.00

depending on the impact. Per day per violation. ’
Land Use Fees
Permitted and Conditional Uses
Fee Type Description Amount ‘
Building permit site plan Over_-@he-counter staff review. Permitted uses not $110.00
requiring separate land use permit.
Change of Use Permit Over-the-counter staff review. Includes tenant changes
and uses subordinate to an existing Conditional Use $110.00
Permit.
Sign Permit Over-the-counter staff review. $110.00
Business license review Over-the-counter staff review. $110.00
Accessory Dwelling Unit Includes limited agency review $175.00
Site Plan Review (less than 3 Includes agency review meeting and technical review. $990.00

acres)






Site Plan Review (3 acres or

Includes agency review meeting, technical review and

more) Planning Commission meeting. $1,640.00
Minor Site Plan Amendments Limited agency review $175.00
E:egg;)ntial Development Includes agency review meeting and technical review. $990.00
Foothills/Canyons Includes agency review meeting and technical review. $990.00
Simple Conditional Use Permit Home daycare/pre-school, mobile store, condominium $175.00

conversion, similar uses requiring limited staff review.
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Commercial uses, residential uses, or signs needing
Other Conditional Use Permits conditional use approval. Includes agency review, $1,640.00
technical review and Planning Commission meeting.
Subdivision and Land Development Permits
Fee Type Description ‘ Amount ‘
Minor Subdivision (<5 lots) Includes agency review meeting and technical review. $990.00
Major Subdivision (Single Includes agency review meeting, technical review and $1.640.00
Phase) Planning Commission meeting. e
Major Subdivision with Multiple Includes agency review meeting, technical review and
Phases (Includes Preliminary Planning Commission Meetin ’ $1,640.00
Plat and First Phase Final Plat) 9 9
Final Plat Approval for Phases . .
Two and Beyond Includes Technical Review $535.00
Planned Unit Development Includes agency review meeting, technical review and
(Preliminary approval and First Plannin C?omn}:ission meetin 9. $1,640.00
Phase Final Approval/Plat) 9 9-
Final Planned Unit Development
Approval for Phases Two and Includes Technical Review $535.00
Beyond
Subdivision amendments Includes agency review meeting and technical review. In
some cases, a Planning Commission and/or Mayor’s $990.00
meeting is required. These fees will be added as needed .
based on the applicable fees in this fee schedule.
Simple Boundary Adjustment Includes limited staff review. $110.00
Full Boundary Adjustments Includes limited staff review. Applicable when amended $175.00)
plat not necessary.
Extension of Time Includes review by Director. $275.00

Ordinance Adjustments

Fee Type Description ‘ Amount
Text Change Includes Planning Commission meeting and Council
- $765.00
meeting.
Zoning Map Change — minor Changes less than 3 acres. Includes limited staff review, $940.00
Planning Commission meeting and Council meeting. .
Zoning Map Change — small Changes 3 up to 10 acres. Includes agency review
meeting, staff review, Planning Commission meeting and $1,755.00
Council meeting.
Zoning Map Change — medium Changes over 10 up to 50 acres. Includes agency review $1,755.00
meeting, staff review, Planning Commission meeting, | $2’00 y
Council meeting, and General Plan fees. plus per acre
Zoning Map Change — large Changes over 50 up to 100 acres. Includes agency $1.755.00
review meeting, staff review, Planning Commission lus $3’00 Ier acre
meeting, Council meeting, and General Plan fees. P P

10
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Cor d [BH1]: Distinction between simple and
full lot line adjustment as required by SB104.






Zoning Map Change — Major

Changes over 100 acres.

To be determined by
agreement between
agency and applicant
prior to acceptance of
the application.
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Other Land Use Applications

Fee Type Description Amount
Needed for appeal of decisions, variances,
Land Use Hearing Officer nonconforming use expansions, takings relief petition, $1,000.00 2
etc.
Land Use Hearing Officer Double fee if construction has started. $2,000.00
Administrative Determination Requires Director review. $275.00
Special Exception o have Use Planning Commission meeting. $650.00

violation declared legal

Zoning Verification Letter

Base fee plus costs for research time.

$25.00 base fee
plus $25.00 per hour

Includes limited staff review, Planning Commission

Council or Mayor's meeting

General Plan Amendment meeting, Council meeting, and General Plan fees. $2,440.00
Agency Review Meeting at . . . . .

applicants’ request Agency Review meeting that includes outside agencies. $455.00
Ort;ﬁ;;;;pllc;r‘:ldo/rg? trsg#r';'ég Up to 4 total review sessions. Additional charge if 4 total $535.00
feview i sessions exceeded for any application type. ’
Other applications requiring . L .

Planning Commission meeting Planning Commission meeting. $650.00
Other applications requiring Council or Mayor’s meeting. $115.00

a For appeals, if the Land Use Hearing Officer finds in favor of the appellant then the fee shall be refunded less a $100.00 administration fee.

Code Enforcement Fees

Fee Type
Administrative Citation

Description
All minor violations unless specified otherwise.

Amount
$100.00 per violation

Civil Penalties

All violations of the code other than zoning violations and
as otherwise prescribed in the code.

Violation per day for first 30 days.

$100.00 per violation

per day
N $150.00 per violation
Violation per day for days 31-60. per day
N $200.00 per violation
Violation per day over 60 days. per day
Clean-up Fees Administrative fee plus costs billed from Public Works or $100.00 plus actual
P other contracted firm. costs

Parking violation - minor

Violations under section 11.20.070, 11.20.080, 11.20.090
or 11.20.140

$75.00 per violation

Parking violation - major

Violations under section 11.20.050, 11.20.060 11.20.110,
11.20.120, 11.20.130 0or 11.20.135

$150.00 per violation






Short-Term Rental Violations

Operating short-term rental $650.00 per infraction
without a business license per day

Operating short-term rental for

less than two nights for each $650.00 per infraction

stay per day
Holding special event at short- $650.00 per infraction
term rental — first violation per day

Holding special event at short-
term rental — subsequent
violations

$1,300.00 per
infraction per day

$100.00 per infraction

Other short-term rental violations | Violations not covered in the above categories. per day

Civil Penalties for Violation of Zoning Regulations

Violation of the provisions of Title 19 of the Copperton Municipal Code shall result in civil penalties pursuant to the
following schedule:

CIVIL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION OF ZONING REGULATIONS

Type of Zone Classification of Violation Fine Per Day (after warning period)
" ; Conditional use without a permit
Regldentlal Zones Other violations $75
R-1's
R-2's
Non-permitted use $150
Violation of permit for approval
Mixed Zones
MD’s Conditional use without a permit $100
S-1-G Other violations
NMU
Non-permitted use
Violation of permit or approval $200
. . Conditional use without a permit
Commercial/Manufacturing Zones Other violations $150
C's
Ms N itted
on-permitted use
Violation of permit or approval $300
Conditional use without a permit $75
Agricultural Zones Other violations
A’s
Non-permitted use $150
Violation of permit or approval
Other Zones $100
Conditional use without a permit
P-R L
0s Other violations
$200
Non-permitted use
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Violation of permit for approval

Overlay Zones
AOZ

Violation of provisions

$200

13






Bond Administration Fees

Fee Type Description Amount
Bond Processing Fee Must be paid prior to acceptance of bond. $100.00
’ Will be called if improvements are not complete by i ea

Bond Forfeiture expiration date. Varies
Deferred Curb and Gutter Varies P
Bond Reinspection Inspections required for partial bond release or if $100.00

applicant fails bond inspections twice.

Overtime/After-hours Inspection

$120.00 (Per hour)

a Based on bond amount.

b Based on project size.

Miscellaneous Service Fees

Fee Type Description Amount
Development Agreements Varies a
Hourly Rate Per hour fees for staff time not covered under specific fee $80.00 per hour

types.

GRAMA

Time spent on research and compiling.

Actual cost b

Material Costs

Copies, maps, CDs, USB drives, etc.

Actual cost b

Research

Research related to administrative decisions, zoning
compliance letters, or determination of legal status of a
lot or parcel.

$25.00 base fee
plus $25.00 per hour

Health Department Review

Activities performed by the Salt Lake County Health
Department.

County fee ¢

Postage

For noticing mailings, postage is charged per meeting.

Actual cost b

Newspaper Notices

Notices of meetings before Councils.

Actual cost b

Candidate Filing Fee

Fee for declaration of candidacy in a Municipal Election

$50.00

a Development agreements will be determined between local government agency and Applicant prior to acceptance of the application.

5 Customer will be charged actual costs of materials per MSD Records and Access and Management Policy.

° Health Department fees will be charged as provided in the Salt Lake County Fee Schedule.

Engineering Fees

The fees below are collected by the MSD on behalf of the Engineering Division.

Right-of-way Improvement Review & Inspection Fees Amount

Replacement of existing
improvements

Replacement of existing curb & gutter, sidewalk, and
drive approach improvements in the same configuration.

No charge

Changes to improvements
(existing curb & gutter)

Changes to sidewalks and drive approaches where curb
& gutter are already present. Includes review and
inspection by County. Design and staking by applicant.

$20.00 base fee
plus $1.00 per linear
foot

Changes to improvements (no
existing curb & gutter or
sidewalk)

Addition of curb & gutter, sidewalks, and/or drive
approaches where no curb & gutter or sidewalk are
present. Includes review and inspection by County.
Design and staking by applicant.

$150.00 base fee
plus $1.00 per linear
foot
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Changes to sidewalk (no existing
curb & gutter or sidewalk)

Addition of sidewalk only. Includes review and inspection
by County. Design and staking by applicant.

$100.00 base fee
plus $1.00 per linear
foot

Changes to drive approach (no
existing curb & gutter or

Addition of drive approaches only. Includes review and
inspection by County. Design and staking by applicant.

$100.00 base fee
plus $0.50 per linear

sidewalk) foot
Engineering Plan Check Fees Amount
S Engineering check fee, final subdivision fee and plat filing
For Subdivision Development for subdivisions Calculated @
Amended Subdivision Plat $400.00
$150 upon submittal

Non-Subdivision Development

Road Dedication (non-
subdivision development)

Where required for street widening and improvements.

then Calculated ®

Other Fees Amount

$150.00

Street Sign

Initial Site Assessment

Includes sign and installation by MSD or contracted
service provider

Determination of whether project falls within boundaries
of any mapped hazards.

$200.00

Geology/Natural Hazard Review Fees Amount

$200.00

Review of Technical Report

Initial Site Assessment

Coordination and review of third-party technical report.

Determination of whether project meets TIS threshold.

Actual cost of third-
party review plus
$300.00 agency

review

Traffic Impact Review Fees Amount

$200.00

Review of Technical Report

Coordination and review of third-party technical report.

Actual cost of third-
party review plus
$100 agency review

a

b

Prior to review, 35% of 6% of improvement estimate, default of $90 per lot, minimum of $10 or the appropriate calculation. Prior to recording or
construction, 100% of 6% of improvement estimate minus fee already paid.

Prior to approval or construction, 4.5% of total improvement estimate for off-site, and on-site storm drainage minus $150 fee already paid.
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Glossary of Terms

Condominium Plat: The procedure to review and record a condominium plat is subject to the Condominium Ownership
Act (57.8- Utah Code). Staff review includes addressing all units, a review to verify compliance with the zoning ordinance
and conditions of approval previously imposed and an engineering review to verify compliance with platting requirements.

Director: The Director of Planning and Development or designee.

General Plan Amendment: Planning Commissions make a recommendation to the Council who must authorize
Amendments to a General Plan. A study that includes public involvement is conducted after Council gives the direction to
proceed to the Development Services Director.

Home Daycare | Pre-school Application Fees: Although a home daycare or pre-school may be operated out of a private
residence, it is not considered or reviewed in the same manner as a home business. Therefore, they are listed separately
in the fee schedule and in the ordinance.

Modification to a Recorded Subdivision Plat: Utah Code requires a specific process be followed to amend, vacate or
alter a recorded subdivision plat. This involves application, notice, a public hearing before the planning commission and
executive (commonly referred to as a 608 hearing/ Mayor's Meeting). Additionally, an engineering review of the
preliminary and final plat prior to approval and recording is required. Fees may include Planning Commission Review,
Additional Public Body Review, Technical Review.

MSD: Means the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District, which the Town of Copperton has contracted with to
provide planning and zoning, building permit, business license, and code enforcement services

PUD (Planned Unit Development): In those zones which allow development of a PUD they are listed as a Conditional
Use, which requires review by the Planning Commission. For developers who intend to sell individual lots within the PUD
both the Planning Commission Review, Conditional Use and a Subdivision Preliminary Plat review would be required,
and a Technical Review prior to final approval is also required. Per the fee schedule each of these reviews requires
separate fee.

Additionally, because more than one review process is required the application would also involve an Agency Review
Meeting. Fees may include: Agency Coordination Meeting, Planning Commission Review (Conditional Use), Planning
Commission Review (Preliminary Plat), Technical Review.

The conditional use approval (Planning Commission approval) is required prior to preparation of the subdivision
preliminary plat to ensure that the recommendations of the Planning Commission are properly incorporated into the
preliminary plat.

Re-Zone (Zoning Map Amendment): A request to change the existing zoning (re-zone) requires: review and
recommendation from the planning commission (Public Body Review) and final decision by the council (Additional Public
Body Review) and technical work (Technical Review) for map and index work).

Signs: Signs vary in the type and complexity of review process required therefore they are listed under several review
types. Itis intended that the fees are assessed per review process and not per sign. For example, a business that had 2
signs requiring Planning Commission review would be charged for 1 Planning Commission review. However, a business
which had 1 sign which required Planning Commission review and another sign which did not would be charged for 1
Planning Commission review and 1 staff review.

Subdivision: A request to subdivide property requires review and approval of a preliminary plat, and a Technical Review
of the Final Plat. Additionally, an Agency Review Meeting is required. Note that in the case of a "one-lot" subdivision there
might also be an Administrative Review for the proposed Single-Family Dwelling. Fees may include: Agency Coordination
Meeting, Planning Commission Meeting, Technical Review, Staff Review of a Site Plan.

Valuation: The estimated construction cost for a project.
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Need for Adopting
Engineering Standard Drawings

HB 368 (lines 4198-4201) — Inspection Standards Need to be Adopted by
Each Municipality

Schedule:
o May 13" - Planning Commission Recommendation for Adoption
o May 215'- Presentation to Council for Adoption

COPPERTON

UTAH





Engineering Standard Drawings

Apply to:
o Public Infrastructure
o Development Projects

We Recommend Adopting Industry Standards:
o APWA (American Public Works Association)
o AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials)
o Utah MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices)

COPPERTON

UTAH






Industry Standards

Recommend Language to Automatically Adopt State Specific
Updates of Industry Standards:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Town of Copperton automatically adopts the latest revision of AASHTO “A Policy on Geometric
Design of Highways and S ” (Green Book), the Utah Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), and APWA Manual of Standard Plans and Manual of Standard Specifications,
with exceptions noted in this document.

The city engineer may approve exceptions to engineering standards and drawings where
appropriate.

COPPERTON

UTAH






Exceptions to Standards

Sheet 3 of
Engineering Standard Drawings =2
and Specifications

APWA Plan No./
Specification Section

Exception

215,216,221.1,221.2,
225,229.1 & 229.2

APWA Plan No’s. 221.1 and 221.2 are acceptable for use. APWA Plan
No’s. 215, 216, 225, 229.1, and 229 .2 are not acceptable for use unless
otherwise authorized by the MSD Engineer.

221.1,2212

When adverse slopes, right-of-way limitations, or existing obstructions
occur, MSD Engineering may authorize deviations from the APWA
apron/slope geometry.

251

Bituminous Concrete (asphalt) T-Patch thickness is 6” minimum for both
residential and non-residential streets.

255

Bituminous Concrete (asphalt) T-Patch thickness is 6” minimum for both
residential and non-residential streets.

2” mill and overlay are never required if there is a known upcoming city
Capital Improvement Project that will reconstruct or overlay the road within
two (2) years. Otherwise, the mill and overlay is only required when length
of T-patch is over 300 feet, and existing pavement (full depth or overlay) is
less than seven (7) years old. Mill and overlay must meet requirements in
Copperton Code 14.16.010C.

292

Steel tube is to be 12’ x 2 x 2”. Standard Plan 140 in this book applies in
locations where sign is installed in concrete.

315.1,3152 & 316

Where APWA inlet plans refer to frame and grate per APWA Plan No.
308, contractor shall use Standard Plan 201 in this book, unless otherwise
authorized by the MSD Engineer.

The use of pre-cast "knock-out" boxes in storm drain facilities may be
authorized by the MSD Engineer, upon written request and provided the
following conditions are met:

a) All other requirements of APWA Plan 332 - Precast Box, are still met.
b) Boxes shall have engineered design for AASHTO's HL-93 live load
and shall be designed for lateral soil loads appropriate for the burial depth
and conditions.

332 ¢) The thickness of concrete collars where the pipe enters box at the
knockout face shall extend 6” to 9” from the exterior face of the box and
shall cover the entire side of the structure with no less than 12” concrete
all the way around the pipe. Collars shall have a minimum of four (4) #4
dowels tying the collar to the precast box and include a #4 rebar ring or
square tie around the pipe.

d) Inspection and certification required on all precast boxes.

381 (Note 2A) - Use granular backfill borrow for common fill.

(Note 2B) - Use granular backfill borrow for common fill.

382 (Note 3A) - Minimum trench width is to be Pipe O.D. + 24" or (Pipe O.D. x
1.25)+12”, whichever is greater.

Public storm drain pipes and culverts shall be 15” dia.or greater RCP unless
otherwise authorized by the MSD Engineer. Installation must follow
330502 manufacturer’s direction. Provide a minimum amount of 1’ cover over top

of concrete pipes and 2’ cover over the top of pipes of other materials
unless approved otherwise by manufacturer and MSD Engineer. Corrugated
metal pipe and vitrified clay pipe are not allowed.

COPPERTON

UTAH






Exceptions to Standards—Excavations

APWA Plan 255 - Mill and Overlay Requirement:

4" MINIMUM, 6" MAXIMUM — RESIDENTIAL STREETS

5z =] 4" MINIMUM, 8" MAXIMUM — NON—RESIDENTIAL STREETS
o | 4=
o 38
MILL AND OVERLAY 2 INCHES OF & o
BITUMINOUS CONCRETE DURING OR _ 3 2
AFTER INSTALLATION OF NEW | ©& =% 2
BITUMINOUS CONCRETE PATCH 24" MIN 48" MIN

e

AGGREGATE BASE COAT COAT

i NEW BASE COURSE
(ALL SIDES)
/ TRENCH BACKFILL \ FLOWABLE FILL ALLOWED

SUBGRADE  COMPACT THIS ZONE

COMPACT BACKFILL TO THIS (PLAN 381) ONLY TO THE TOP OF
LEVEL BEFORE MAKING THE THE EXISTING SUBGRADE
SECOND PAVEMENT CUT AND =

SECOND SURFACE REMOVAL

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE RESTORATION

Required on ALL Roadway Excavation

ZRRRRRRRS
RN
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Exceptions to Standards—Excavations

Copperton Code 14.16.010.C - Right-of-Way Excavation
o More Stringent
o New, Overlaid, Reconstructed (0-3 years)
* To Center of Road
* Or15’in Each Direction from Each Side of the Cut
o Slurry or Chip-sealed Streets (0-2 years)
* 15’in Each Direction from Each Side of the Cut

COPPERTON

UTAH






Exceptions to Standards

What are Other Municipalities Doing?
o Commonly Accepted Across the State
o West Valley City — City Specific 255 Standard
o Salt Lake City
* Required on Newly Constructed Roads for 7 Years

* Required on Repaved Roads for 3 Years

COPPERTON

UTAH






Engineering Recommendation

APWA Plan 255, with following exceptions:

Mill and overlay not required whenever there is an upcoming city
project that will mill and overlay or reconstruct the road within two
(2) years.

Call to City Code -requires full-width mill and overlay on roads
newer than three (3) years.

APWA Mill and overlay required if street cut is longer than 300 feet
long and pavement is 3-7 years old.

Mill and overlay not required if pavement is greater than 7 years
old.
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COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL

ORDINANCE NO. 2025-0-04 DATE: May 21, 2025

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF COPPERTON APPROVING AND ADOPTING
ENGINEERING STANDARD DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR THE TOWN
OF COPPERTON

WHEREAS, following its incorporation as a municipality in 2017, the Town of Copperton
(“Copperton) has received its engineering services from Salt Lake County Public Works
Engineering through the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District’s (“MSD”) master
interlocal agreement with Salt Lake County; and

WHEREAS, because Copperton received its engineering services from Salt Lake County,
Copperton has followed the Salt Lake County Engineering and Flood Control Standard Drawings
and Specifications; and

WHEREAS, effective January 1, 2025, the MSD established its own engineering
department to provide engineering services directly to its member entities, including Copperton;
and

WHEREAS, now that the MSD is providing engineering services directly to Copperton,
the City Council desires to adopt updated and revised engineering standard drawing standards to
replace the County’s standards.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COPPERTON TOWN COUNCIL
AS FOLLOWS:

A. Adoption of Engineering Standards. The attached document titled “Copperton
Engineering Standard Drawings and Specifications” is adopted as the official standards for the
Town of Copperton (the “Standards”).

B. Direction to Staff. The Mayor and applicable Copperton staff and contractors
authorized and directed to take such steps as may be needed: (a) for this Ordinance to become
effective under Utah law, including but not limited to compliance with the requirements of Utah
Code §§ 10-3-711 and 10-3-712; and (b) to use and apply the Standards in accordance with
applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances.

C. Severability. If a court of competent jurisdiction determines that any part of this
Ordinance is unconstitutional or invalid, then such portion of this Ordinance, or specific
application of this Ordinance, shall be severed from the remainder, which shall continue in full
force and effect.

D. Effective Date. This Ordinance will take effect immediately upon its posting
pursuant to Utah Code § 10-3-712.





ADOPTED AND APPROVED at a duly called meeting of the Copperton Town Council
on this 21 day of May 2025.

TOWN OF COPPERTON

By: Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

City Attorney

Diana Baun, Town Clerk

Voting:

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton  voting
Council Member McCalmon voting
Council Member Severson  voting
Council Member Stitzer voting

(Complete as Applicable)

Date ordinance summary was published on the Utah Public Notice Website per Utah Code §10-
3-711:

Effective date of ordinance:






SUMMARY OF
TOWN OF COPPERTON
ORDINANCE NO. 2025-0-04

On May 21, 2025, the Copperton Town Council enacted Ordinance No. 2025-0-04 to approve
and adopt engineering standard drawings and specifications for the Town of Copperton.

TOWN OF COPPERTON

By: Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST:

Diana Baun, Town Clerk

Voting:

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton  voting
Council Member McCalmon voting
Council Member Severson  voting
Council Member Stitzer voting

A complete copy of Ordinance No 2025-0-04 is available in the office of the Kearns City
Recorder, 860 Levoy Drive, Suite 300, Taylorsville, Utah 84123.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS

Town of Copperton automatically adopts the latest revision of AASHTO “A Policy on Geometric
Design of Highways and Streets” (Green Book), the Utah Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD), and APWA Manual of Standard Plans and Manual of Standard Specifications,
with exceptions noted in this document.

The city engineer may approve exceptions to engineering standards and drawings where
appropriate.





EXCEPTIONS TO APWA STANDARDS

APWA Plan No./
Specification Section

Exception

215, 216, 221.1, 221.2,
225,229.1 & 229.2

APWA Plan No’s. 221.1 and 221.2 are acceptable for use. APWA Plan
No’s. 215, 216, 225, 229.1, and 229.2 are not acceptable for use unless
otherwise authorized by the MSD Engineer.

221.1,221.2

When adverse slopes, right-of-way limitations, or existing obstructions
occur, MSD Engineering may authorize deviations from the APWA
apron/slope geometry.

251

Bituminous Concrete (asphalt) T-Patch thickness is 6" minimum for both
residential and non-residential streets.

255

Bituminous Concrete (asphalt) T-Patch thickness is 6” minimum for both
residential and non-residential streets.

2” mill and overlay are never required if there is a known upcoming city
Capital Improvement Project that will reconstruct or overlay the road within
two (2) years. Otherwise, the mill and overlay is only required when length
of T-patch is over 300 feet, and existing pavement (full depth or overlay) is
less than seven (7) years old.

292

Steel tube is to be 12° x 2” x 2”. Standard Plan 140 in this book applies in
locations where sign is installed in concrete.

315.1, 315.2 & 316

Where APWA inlet plans refer to frame and grate per APWA Plan No.
308, contractor shall use Standard Plan 201 in this book, unless otherwise
authorized by the MSD Engineer.

The use of pre-cast "knock-out" boxes in storm drain facilities may be
authorized by the MSD Engineer, upon written request and provided the
following conditions are met:

a) All other requirements of APWA Plan 332 - Precast Box, are still met.

b) Boxes shall have engineered design for AASHTO's HL-93 live load
and shall be designed for lateral soil loads appropriate for the burial depth
and conditions.

3% c) The thickness of concrete collars where the pipe enters box at the
knockout face shall extend 6” to 9 from the exterior face of the box and
shall cover the entire side of the structure with no less than 12” concrete
all the way around the pipe. Collars shall have a minimum of four (4) #4
dowels tying the collar to the precast box and include a #4 rebar ring or
square tie around the pipe.

d) Inspection and certification required on all precast boxes.

381 (Note 2A) - Use granular backfill borrow for common fill.
(Note 2B) - Use granular backfill borrow for common fill.

382 (Note 3A) - Minimum trench width is to be Pipe O.D. + 24” or (Pipe O.D. x
1.25)+12”, whichever is greater.

Public storm drain pipes and culverts shall be 15 dia.or greater RCP unless
otherwise authorized by the MSD Engineer. Installation must follow
3305 02 manufacturer’s direction. Provide a minimum amount of 1’ cover over top

of concrete pipes and 2’ cover over the top of pipes of other materials
unless approved otherwise by manufacturer and MSD Engineer. Corrugated
metal pipe and vitrified clay pipe are not allowed.
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SYMBOL LEGEND LINE LEGEND
DESCRIPTION ‘ EXIST. ‘ PROP. DESCRIPTION ‘ EXIST. ‘ PROP. DESCRIPTION EXISTING PROPOSED

SANITARY SEWER IRRIGATION STORM DRAIN SD
CLEANOUT ® IRRIGATION SHUT-OFF VALVE R SANITARY SEWER SS SS
SS MANHOLE ® IRRIGATION CONTROL VALVE BOX (0] WATER \%
SS VALVE ™ IRRIGATION IRR
SS METER ] ) IRRIGATION GATE a NATURAL GAS G G
SEWER STUB ® ® NATURAL GAS OVERHEAD POWER OHE

STORM DRAIN GAS METER e} UNDERGROUND POWER E

CATCH BASIN ] GAS VALVE 5 9 OVERHEAD TELEPHONE OHT OHT
DRY WELL GAS MANHOLE ® ©® UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE T T
SD CLEAN OUT BOX =] SITE FIBER OPTIC o o
FLARE END v BOLLARD =} CABLE TELEVISION cTV cTV

COMMUNICATION BOULDER @ FENCE o
TELE. MANHOLE ® (0] DRINKING FOUNTAIN MAJOR CONTOUR L —as00— — 4520
TELE. PEDESTAL ® ) FLAGPOLE ® MINOR CONTOUR
TELE. POLE o - GATE Bt | | TOP OF BANK TOB
TV PEDESTAL MAIL BOX TOE OF SLOPE TOE
CABLE TV =] PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL .{;. PROPERTY LINE - --

DOMESTIC WATER SCHOOL SIGN e PROPERTY LINE (OPTIONAL) P/L: P/L:
FIRE HYDRANT A SIGN —~ RIGHT OF WAY R/W R/W
SPIGOT © SPOT ELEVATION -1 S TEMPORARY EASEMENT T/E T/E
WATER MANHOLE TREE (SHRUB) e} PERMANENT EASEMENT P/E: P/E:
WATER METER kel ROAD CENTERLINE —

TREE
WATER VALVE 2 ROAD ASPHALT S
YARD HYDRANT ' TEST HOLE ROAD GRAVEL ad
ELECTRIC WELL CURB AND GUTTER

ELEC. MANHOLE @ WELL (MONITORING) ATMS ATMS
ELEC. METER 2 CONCRETE FLATWORK Lot saweut saw
ELEC. TRANS. ASPHALTIC CONCRETE ‘ GRADING FILL LIMIT FILL
JUNCTION BOX GRADING CUT LIMIT cutT
GUY WIRE /3 SURVEY DITCH/SWALE FLOWLINE S —
POWER STUB ® CAP
POWER/UTILITY POLE - CTRLPT
STREET LIGHT *
STREET LIGHT WITH ARM -
TRAFFIC SIGNAL POLE ()

est.

%R
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ABBREV. TERM ABBREV. TERM ABBREV. TERM
ALUM | ALUMINUM FF FINISH FLOOR SBO SHOULDER BREAKOVER
APPROX. | APPROXIMATELY FG FINISH GRADE SPEC | SPECIFICATION
ASSY | ASSEMBLY FH FIRE HYDRANT STA STATION
L ANGLE FL FLOW LINE STD STANDARD
@ AT (MEASUREMENTS) FLG FLANGE STL STEEL
BC BEGINNING OF CURVE FTOR' | FEET STSTL | STAINLESS STEEL
BFS BEGIN FULL SUPER TBC TOP BACK OF CURB
FTG FOOTING
BLDG BUILDING GALY GALVANIZED TFC TOP FACE OF CONCRETE
B.M. BENCH MARK TOB TOP OF BANK
BNC BEGIN NORMAL CROWN GB GRADE BREAK
GV GATE VALVE TOC TOP OF CONCRETE
BNS BEGIN NORMAL SHOULDER HORZ | HORIZONTAL TOF TOP OF FOOTING
BOA BEGINNING OF ALIGNMENT HP HIGH POINT ToP TOP OF PIPE
ID INSIDE DIAMETER TOW | TOP OF WALL
BP EIET%'&'T&GU?ZSES;LEE IE INVERT ELEVATION TYP TYPICAL
BSC COURSE IN.OR" |INCH U.N.O. |UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
BSW BACK OF SIDEWALK INV. INVERT vce VERTICAL COMPOUND
CURVE
K CURVE COEFFICIENT
BVC BEGIN VERTICAL CURVE - oR VecE 1VeC ELEVATION
BVCE  |BVCELEVATION vees  TVee STATION
BVCS BVC STATION LB LINE BEGINNING
BW BOTH WAYS sors |PoUND VRC VERTICAL REVERSE CURVE
C CHANNEL (STRUCTURAL) VRCE | VRC ELEVATION
a CONTROL JOINT LF LINEAL FEET VRCS | VRC STATION
LorCL |CENTER LINE LN LINEAL w/ WITH
CLR CLEARANCE LP LOW POINT w/0 WITHOUT
MAX MAXIMUM
CMP CORRUGATED METAL PIPE MIN MINIMUM W/REQ'D | WHERE REQUIRED
co CLEANOUT NO. OR # | NUMBER
CONC | CONCRETE
CONT  |CONTINUOUS o.C ON CENTER
CPLG COUPLING g;’ERALL OVERALL HIGH POINT
CTR CENTER
OVERALL
CUFT  |CUBICFEET P OVERALL LOW POINT
CUYD |CUBICYARD PC POINT OF CURVATURE
. POINT OF COMPOUND
DEG OR ° | DEGREE PCC CURVATURE
DET DETAIL PE POLYETHYLENE
DIA OR @ | DIAMETER o TANGENT-TANGENT
D..P.  |DUCTILE IRON PIPE INTERSECT
DIST DISTRIBUTION PLOR® |PLATE OR PROPERTY LINE
DWG  |DRAWING pRC POINT OF REVERSE
EA EACH CURVATURE
EC END OF CURVE PT END OF CURVE
EFS END FULL SUPER PVC POLYVINYL-CHLORIDE
ELB ELBOW ovI POINT OF VERTICAL
ELEV OR INTERSECTION
EL. ELEVATION R RADIUS OR RIGHT
ENC END NORMAL CROWN R&R REMOVE & REPLACE
ENS END NORMAL SHOULDER RC REVERSE CROWN
RCP REINFORCED CONCRETE
EOA END OF ALIGNMENT PIPE
EP END OF ALIGNMENT REM REMOVE
E.W. EACH WAY REQD |REQUIRED
EXIST  |EXISTING REV REVISION
EVC END VERTICAL CURVE E{J\I\\/Iv OR | RIGHT-OF-WAY
EVCE  |EVCELEVATION
EVCS  |EVCSTATION s SLOPE
STANDARD PLAN
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NOTES:

Materials, construction, and workmanship shall be in
accordance with the current edition of "APWA Manual of

Standard Spedﬁcaﬂoms” addendums, and modifications thereto;
and as directed by the MSD Public Works Engineer.

Reference to specific sections of APWA does not limit
requirements to that section.

SUBGRADE: See APWA Section 32 05 10 (Backfilling Roadways)
for preparation and proof rolling of roadway, curb and gutter,
and sidewalk.

UNTREATED BASE COURSE: Shall be Grade 1 as per APWA
Section 32 11 23 (Aggregate Base Course). Place fill in no
greater than 6 inch lifts after compaction as per APWA

Section 32 05 10 (Backfiling Roadways). Compact to no less
than 95% relative density based on the Modified Proctor

Density as per APWA Section 31 23 26 (Compaction).

PRIME COAT: FPrime coat, as directed by the engineer, on
untreated base course before placing asphalt.  See APWA

Section 32 12 13.19 (Prime Coat).

TACK COAT: Crade S5—1, CSS—1, or CSS—1Th emulsified
asphalt shall be applied to existing asphalt concrete or
portland cement concrete surfaces prior to placing asphalt
concrete pavement as per APWA Section 32 12 13.13 (Tack
Coat).

ASPHALT CONCRETE: Unless otherwise approved in writing by
the MSD Public Works Engineer or their designated
representative, all roads shall be considered Road Class |l
and the bituminous concrete mix designator used shall
correspond to the table on Sheet 2. Minimum allowed roadway

section — & inches asphalt concrete on &8 inches untreated
base course. Thicker sections required for collectors, minor
arterials, and roadways with heavy truck traffic. Construct

road mix bituminous surface course only when air temperature
in the shade and road bed temperature are greater than 50
degrees.
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— Right of Way (Varies) -—

Prop. Line
Prop. Line

<—474><—5'—> Pavement
lw—  Width —m=

(Varies)

2% 2% 29

Sidewalk per APWA
Standard Plan 231

Bituminous Surface Course

Tack Coat or Prime Coat (See Notes)
Untreated Base Course

Curb and Cutter per
APWA Standard Plan 205

Subgrade

STANDARD CONFIGURATION

Right of Way (Varies)

Prop. Line

L Prop. Line

| 5 min. (Residential)
6" min. (Collector/Arterial)

2% 2%

e

l? ————
Sidewalk per APWA

Standard Plan 231

CONTIGUOUS SIDEWALK

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE MIX DESIGNATOR BY ROADWAY
CLASSIFICATION

ROADWAY CLASSIFICATIONS* BITUMINOUS CONCRETE MIX DESIGN**
Local /Private — Collector (60") PG58-28, DM—1/2, 50 Blow
Collector (80") — Arterial (108") PG64—34, DM—1/2, 50 Blow

Canyon Roads Cat. 2-6 PG58-28, DM—1/2, 50 Blow
Canyon Roads Cat. 1 PG64—34, DM—1/2, 50 Blow

* See Section 14.12.100 of the municipal code for details.
**  See APWA 32 12 065.

FE STANDARD PLAN
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NOTES:

These Standard Drawings are intended to supplement all ADA and
APWA quidelines and requirements. These drawings are for
clarification, but do not alter, reduce or override any Federal ADA
requirements.

Materials, construction, and workmanship shall be in accordance with
the current edition of "APWA Manual of Standard Specifications”
addendums, and modifications thereto; and as directed by the MSD
Engineer. Reference to specific sections of APWA does not limit
requirements to that section.

SUBGRADE: See APWA Section 32 05 10 (Backfilling Roadways) for
preparation and proof rolling of roadway, curb and gutter, and
sidewalk.

UNTREATED BASE COURSE: Shall be Crade 1 as per APWA Section 52
11 23 (Crushed Aggregate Base). Place fill in no greater than 6
inch lifts as per APWA Section 32 05 10 (Backfilling Roadways).
Compact to no less than 95% relative density based on the Modified
Proctor Density as required in APWA Section 31 23 26 (Compaction).

CONCRETE: Concrete shall be Class 4000 as per APWA 035 350 04
(Concrete).

EXPANSION JOINT:  Expansion joint shall be 1/27 thick preformed
expansion joint filler F1—bituminous mastic as per APWA Section 32
13 73 (Concrete Paving Joint Sealants) at each interface as shown.

DETECTABLE WARNINGS: Llocate raised truncated domes so that the
edge nearest the curb line is within 6 to 8 inches from the curb
line excluding Curb Ramp Types H, and | where

X < 5 feet (see sheet 6 of 6). Provide 2—foot of truncated dome
pattern at the lower end of all curb ramps extending the full width
of the curb ramp. See typical dimensions on Type B Curb Ramp.
Detectable warnings shall contrast visually with adjoining surfaces,
either light—on—dark, or dark—on-—light. Glued or surface applied
domes are not acceptable for new construction. Stamped domes are
not allowed under any conditions. Truncated dome materials shall be
selected from the MSD approved materials list.

RAMPS: Length of any ramp not to exceed 15 feet.

Ramp shown are examples only, site specific ramps may require
modification and additional features to comply with current Federal
ADA Guidelines.
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Detectable Warning
Surface

v
U

2" Min. Depth
Typical All Curb Ramps
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S
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W

Dectectable Warning i
Surface “\‘\Lf

TYPE A

Detectable Warning
Surface

4" Min.

o 4" Min.
N Clear Space in fL
Mg Detectable Warning 7:20(5%) %)Mbx.
urface __Max: e S -
> Curb Wall ] B R ;
(if required) .

Conc. Sidewalk

SECTION TYPE A & B

C?O
‘ ~—4" Min. —Back Edge
of Sidewalk
7:72(8.33%) Slope / 1;12(8.33%) Slope
=7 =
\Fow'me
TYPE C of Gutter

ELEVATION TYPE C

No Lip at Curb Line

NOTES:

1. TYPE A

The entire ramp slope is achieved outside the sidewalk section. A concrete
warped curb section shall begin 2 from edge of detectable warning surface.

2. TYPE B
Provide at least 4’ of sidewalk width beyond the ramp.

5. TYPE C
Use this type of ramp when there is insufficient width to accomodate TYPE B

curb ramp.
4. No pull box, utility vault, utility pole, manhole or similar appurtenance shall be
located within the sidewalk ramp area.

5. It is desirable to locate all drain inlets out of sidewalk ramp area. Use of
drain inlet within ramp area requires special design of inlets.

6. See Detail ‘A’ (sheet 4 of 6) for raised truncated dome detail on detectable
warning surface.

7. Maximum cross slope of adjoining gutters and road surface immediately adjacent
to the curb ramp, or accessible route, shall not exceed 1:20(5%).

8. Running and cross slope at midblock crossings shall be permitted to be
warped to meet street or highway grade.
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Expansion Joint
PC & PT (Typ.)

Sidewalk
Park Strip

Curb Wall
- . o Ped Ramp
D §
P
N
N Detectable Warning Surface
»3;0 (See Notes: Detectable Warnings
4" Landing “ / Sheet 1)
/
A
omg /
\3 7
%‘\c\@\NO/( - Crosswalk
Sidewalk 4 Min.
Park Strip .
4" Min
<
&
@Q&D
Warp to Curb o
Curb Line © TYPE D
2
[%9]
o
&)
Detectable Warning Surface
(See Notes: Detectable Warnings)
No.1 Curb and Gutter
67] |4 min. | 50 L4 win.
‘ Landing Ramp Clear Space
1:12(8.33%)Max. _—Bond Breaker Regq.
1:50(2%)Max. J Rampq 1:20(5%)
; ‘ o%:
R B D R e . )
. o 7
4" Untreated Base Course
No Lip at Curb Line 4”7 0’5" ]
SECTION D-D
NOTES:

Landing: Cross Slope: 1:50(2%) Max. Towards The Street.
Ped Ramp Slope: 1:12(8.3%) Max.

Sidewalk Ramp: 1”7 Rise Reauired Length May Vary
Slope May Vary, But 1:12(8.3%) Max.

Sidewalk: Cross Slope 1:50(2%) Max. Towards
The Street.

Curb Wall: 687 Wide As Needed.
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Expansion Joint

(Typ.) e
12:1 Max.
(8.33%)

Curb Wall
(if required)

5'—6" Sidewalk
As Req'd.

1:50(2%)Max.
Cross Slope

HOMSSOUD)

Detectable Warning Surface
12:1(8.33%)
Max.

| 4 Min.
Clear Space

5" Min.
Landing
1:50(2%)Max.

1:20(5%)

Crosswalk o mmm e e e e =T

4” Untreated Base Course
No Lip at Curb Line

Detectable Warning Surface

TYPE E

0.5 or 50%

SECTION E-E E ™o Bottom
e

K
000 OJf\
O O O O
OO O0O0 .
* Spacing
ONORONG; k—k section
1.6" Min
2.4"7 Max

Raised Truncated Domes
of Detectable Warning Surface

DETAIL A’

est.
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1:50(2%)Max.
Cross Slope

Detectable Warning Surface
See Type H ramp (Sht 6 of 6)

for location

1:12 Max.
(8.33%)
Sidewalk Eg Crosswalk
~
1:12 Max.
(8.33%)
TYPE F
O
o
()]
w
=
Q
=
1:12 Max.
(8.33%)

. = Crosswalk
Curb Wall (if required)

1:12 Max.
(8.33%)

5 —6" Sidewalk
As Req'd.

W:50(2%)Mox./

Cross Slope
Typical on all

Detectable Warning Surface

Surfaces towards o

the top back curb o TYPE G

NOTES:

1. Provide detectable warning surface for full width of ramp, min. 4  width.

2. Detectable warning surface is required wherever curb is absent.

5. When detectable warning surface is cut, grind remaining
portion of any cut domes. Seal all cut panel edges to
prevent water damage.

4. Locate curb cut within crosswalk.

See Sht 5 of ©
for Section D—D

See Sht 4 of 6
for Section E—E

g 4’ landing required if Ped Button
e located at the midpoint

ﬁ% CURB RAMPS
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Detectable Warning Surface
Location where X<5'

Warp from Sidewalk
to Top of Curb

1:12(8.33%)Max.

Back of Curb Curb Line

A ] A
(3]
e aQ .
L ¢
5 - = Crosswalk
© 3 Ramp -
% S ~
O
1:20(5%)Max.
1:50(2%)Max:
Park Strip

Warp from Sidewalk
to Top of Curb

1:12(8.33%)Max.
Ramp

- ; ; _ Max.
47 ]‘{
4" Untreated Base Course/
No Lip at Curb Line 4 2-6

SECTION A-A

Detectable Warning Surface
Location where X<5’

Curb Wall (if required)

1:12(8.33%)Max.

No.1 Curb and Gutter

Bond Breaker Req.

TYPE H

Crosswalk

REQUIRED DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE
LOCATION WHERE X>5' FOR TYPE H & TYPE J

Curb Line
Back of Curb

Sidewalk
Cross Slope

1:50(2%)Max.

Min,

5

Crosswalk

1:20(5%)Max.

est.

%

1926

COPPERTON

UTAH

STANDARD PLAN
155

SHEET 6 OF ©

CURB RAMPS

REV. 2025-0






NOTES:

1. Get ENGINEER's approval of sign format and installation.

7. Bolts, Nuts, Washers, Accessories: Stainless or galvanized
steel, APWA Section 05 05 23.

3. Install sign posts on corner selected by ENGINEER.

4. Install the edge of the sign 2 feet from the vertical
extension of the back of curb as near as possible to
the approach curb P.C. (point of curvature).

STANDARD PLAN

SIGN POST IN CONCRETE a0

COPPERTON DETAIL
UTAH SHEET 1 OF 2
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SIGNAGE PER PLAN.
REFER TO LATEST
M.U.T.C.D. STANDARDS
2" SIGN POST

GALVANIZED OR STAINLESS

MOUNTING HARDWARE TO SECURE

SIGN POST TO ANCHOR

6" HOLE (FORMED OR CORE CUT).
FILL WITH NON—=SHRINK GROUT TO \

BE FLUSH WITH CONCRETE SURFACE

> > A
\ REFER TO APWA PLAN NO. 292 ) >
FOR SIGN AND POST INFORMATION
A
SAN
- />//
27W/4" ANCHOR POST //\
A
; N
> i’ //
AN
> . A i //\
> b & D /

6"¢ HOLE (FORMED OR CORE CUT).
> SEE SECTION A" (THIS PLAN)

(]
<—4”J
=

\v4

S

2—1/4" ANCHOR POST

30" LONG

SECTION A-A

COPPERTON

UTAH

SIGN POST IN CONCRETE
DETAIL

STANDARD PLAN
140

SHEET 2 OF 2
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NOTES:

1. This detail has been developed to provide a location for
utilities when sidewalk is placed contiguous with curb and
gutter.

2. Minimum sidewalk clear width adjacent to obstruction

shall be 4’ unless otherwise approved by the MSD
Engineer. Verify with the engineer that the appropriate
right—of—way width exists where sidewalk must be
widened around an obstruction.

5. Brick—stamped and colored concrete areas shall match
the thickness of concrete and base course of the
adjacent sidewalk.

Relocate mailbox as needed.
Replace post as needed
with pressure treated 4x4
or 2" galvanized pipe

6”7 to 8”7
4" Clear ‘ | 0" Travel
See Note 2 ‘ ‘ _@L
D\
2
Use 8”7 dia. form around 3 o
post and place 2”7 thick o ~
concrete within form o 9
8 =
2 T
- [P } —t—

—

Contiguous Sidewalk

MAILBOX RELOCATION

SIDEWALK OBSTRUCTION

COPPERTON DETAIL
UTAH SHEET

STANDARD PLAN

150

1 0F 2
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f ;é

4" min.

as needed.

Sidewalk

=

— Widen sidewalk

See note 2.

Utility Pole or ———a
obstruction

4’ Clear

0"

Brick—stamped
concrete.
See note 3.

Utility box or

Sidewalk narrower
than back of
obstruction

obstruction

Utility Pole

or obstruction

Utility box or ———|
obstruction

Brick—stamped

= 2
\ T =
o~ O
G
‘ R X
° 5
\ I m
17 min.
N 1”7 min
™~
T T
s

concrete.
See note 3.

Brick—stamped —
concrete.
See note 3.

2
Back of curb

Sidewalk wider than
back of obstruction

Travel
lanes

See Note 2

Back of Walk

clear

CURB-SIDE

Face of curb

|

OBSTRUCTION

Utility box or
obstruction

1”7 Clear

1” Travel

See Note 2

Back of curb

lanes

—— ——

\/-I———

BACK-OF-WALK OBSTRUCTION

;52“7"3???\“4 %
sh
1926

COPPERTON
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SIDEWALK OBSTRUCTION

DETAIL

STANDARD PLAN
150
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NOTES:

1. Concrete is considered defective if any component has one
or more of the conditions shown on sheet 2. The MSD may
require section replacement for any latent defects not
described.

2. Defective concrete resulting from an individual crack is
defined as having at least one of the following:
—horizontal separation wide enough to insert a dime
—vertical displacement resulting from crack
—spalling, spidering, or chipping of crack

5. Defective concrete resulting from multiple cracks is defined
as having at least one of the following:
—one section with multiple cracks where both ends of
crack link with slab edge, joint, or another crack.
—adjacent sections with one or more cracks where both
ends of crack link with slab edge, joint, or another crack.

4. Defective concrete resulting from vertical displacement is
defined as one of the following:
—at time of performance bond release: any vertical
displacement at construction joint or expansion joint.

—concrete not under warranty: vertical displacement at

construction joint or expansion joint greater than 2.

5. Defective concrete resulting from spalls is defined as one of
the following:
—at time of performance bond release: any
spalling.
—concrete not under warranty: spalling covering more
than 20% of a section.

STANDARD PLAN

DEFECTIVE CONCRETE 155
COPPERTON

UTAH SHEET 1 OF 2

REV. 2025-0






Vertical displacement in section

Spalled section

Corner cracking

Vertical or horizontal
displacement

One or more cracks
as defined

One or more cracks
as defined

Heaves, settlement, spalls, or depressions that allow water to
pond 1/4" depth under a 10 ft straight edge

Voids not greater than 4”7 under sidewalk and 12" in length max.
Inspector may reject any void if deemed unstable.

est.

%R

STANDARD PLAN

: DEFECTIVE CONCRETE 155
COPPERTON

UTAH SHEET 2 OF 2

REV. 2025-0





POLYURETHANE FINIAL

ASSEMBLY COLOR: BLACK

550"

20°-0"

PHOTOCELL 10 YR
WARRANTY RIPLEY
# RDB645—BK

HANG STRAIGHT
PLUMBIZER WITH
PHOTOCELL

g
8
8

“]/

—
B

TO

PIECE BASE.

120 VOLT RECEPTACLE
RECEPTACLE
FIXTURE BY MSL
MSL# M=TB-37-1
28— 1'-0"
) o0—] = 1.5 |-
75 —= F
I r
" 3
2.25
so | LTl L
4.5" NP
5
\ »
Nl — %
J
| — L

Mountain States Lighting
609 Krista Court
Murray, Utah 84123
Phone 801-268-4879
Fax 801-605-9058

FIXTURE SPECIFICATIONS

CATALOG NO.: MSL# M—-TB—37—1
OPTICAL SYSTEM: FLAT ARRAY W GLOBE
IES CLASS.: TYPE I

INPUT WATTAGE: 150W

SERIES: SOLID STATE LIGHTING
CCT: 3000K

LINE VOLTAGE: 120:277V

PAINT: TEXTURED BLACK
INCLUDES: TERMINAL BLOCK

WATTAGE SWITCH

ARM MOUNT DETAIL

ARM MOUNT PLATE WELDED ON ARM SIDE
WITH WIRE HOLE CENTERED 6" DOWN
FROM TOP OF POLE. PLATES ARE 17
THICK STEEL. ONE COVER PLATE IS
INCLUDED FOR SINGLE ARM APPLICATIONS

DIAMETER WIRE ACCESS HOLE

x 11 UNC THREADED HOLE - 2 PLCS

ANCHOR PLATE DETAIL

BASE PLATE

O

1”7 THICK x12.0” x 12.0" (Steel)

PLATE TEMPLATE

4 SLOTTED HOLES (1 3"
90" use 12" @ BOLT CIRCLE
12" @ WIREWAY (CNTR'D.)

ANCHOR BOLTS
4 —

1”9 x 36" LONG HEADED BOLT
PROJECT 4” OUT OF CONC.

x 23"

LBS

ORDER).

~—POLE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING
P#25TFS—7/4.5—(2)ARM/MES /48" L—22MAD(NAME)BK
25’ TAPERED FLUTED STEEL PAINTED
BLACK WITH FIRST 16” OF POLE AND
BASE PLATE COATED WITH
ZINC COATING

MIN EPA OF 12 IN 80 MPH ZONE (1.3
GUST FACTOR)

INDUSTRIAL

BASE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING
HIGH DENSITY ELASTOMER DECORATIVE BASE,
DENSITY OF 71
BLACK WITH A MODIFIED URETHANE COATING.
ELASTOMER, 1/2” MIN. THICKNESS.
LOGO CORRESPONDING TO THE JURISDICTION
WHERE THE LIGHTPOLE WILL BE INSTALLED CAST
INTO BASE AND PAINTED AS NOTED (VERIFY PRIOR
HANDHOLE LOCATED BEHIND TWO
ALUMINUM OR STEEL NOT ACCEPTED

PER CUBIC FOOT.

PAINTED

ENGRAVED

dsh
1926

COPPERTON

UTAH

ARTERIAL LED STREET LIGHT

STANDARD PLAN
160
SHEET

1 0F 2
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N

OTES:

1.

SEE STANDARD DRAWING
IN THIS DOCUMENT FOR
PLACEMENT IN CONTIGUOUS
SIDEWALK.

FOUNDATION DETAILS CAN
VARY FROM THOSE SHOWN
HERE WITH A SITE SPECIFIC
FOUNDATION DESIGN THAT HAS
BEEN REVIEWED AND
APPROVED BY MSD ENGINEER.

150

(12) #6
VERTICAL BAR

#4 HOOPS @
127 0.C., WITH
3 IN TOP 5”.
3" MIN. COVER

1" DIA ANCHOR RODS,
36" LONG, 4" PROJECTION
OUT OF CONCRETE.

12” BOLT CIRCLE

SECTION _A—A

(2) WASHERS, (2)
NUTS PER BOLT

UNDISTURBED EARTH OR
95% MDD COMPACTION
AROUND CONCRETE BASE

POLE

HANDHOLE

FACE OF
CURB

18" MIN. v

—

[=—— LIGHTPOLE FOUNDATION,

USE CLASS 4000
CONCRETE

"

GRADE _ L
ET=TH
?Mﬁﬂﬁ,
]
=l

CONDUIT

86"
A

'
A

FOUNDATION DETAILS

DIA.

dsh
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ASSEMBLY COLOR: BLACK

L

37 x 37 TALL

POLE SPECIFICATIONS:

LED FIXTURE (7 YEAR WARRANTY)
MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING
#MSLK137R—=II-75-120/277

FIXTURE SPECIFICATIONS:

Mountain States Lighting
609 Krista Court
Murray, Utah 84123
Phone 801-268-4879
Fax 801-605-9058

TENON CATALOG NO.: K137R—P4NG—III—75(SSL)—7030—
120:277-K14—PR7—-4K-TB-1-WS
OPTICAL SYSTEM: FLAT ARRAY

IES CLASS. TYPE 1l

INPUT WATTAGE:  75W

SERIES: SOLID STATE LIGHTING
CCT: 4000K

LINE VOLTAGE: 120:277V

POLE ADAPTOR: K14

PAINT: BLACK

3" x 77 HANDHOLE LOCATED
BEHIND 2—PIECE BASE

DECORATIVE BASE BY MOUNTAIN STATES
LIGHTING #NW—17"WX23"H-HDEB(LOGO)—BK
HIGH DENSITY ELASTOMER WITH DENSITY OF
71 LBS PER CUBIC FOOT. PAINTED BLACK
WITH A MODIFIED URETHANE COATING (STAYS
FLEXIBLE OVER TIME W/MAX ADHESION).
ENGRAVED LOGO CORRESPONDING TO
THE JURISDICTION WHERE THE
LIGHTPOLE WILL BE INSTALLED CAST
INTO BASE. BASE TO BE AN AVERAGE
OF 8" THICK AND PAINTED AS NOTED
(VERIFY PRIOR TO ORDER). 10 YEAR
STRUCTURAL WARRANTY. ALUMINUM, STEEL, OR
CAST IRON IS NOT ACCEPTABLE

‘\;
2" DIAMETER CONDUIT

ENTRY HOLE

10 YEAR STRUCTURAL WARRANTY

18" EXTRUDED ALUMINUM POLE PAINTED WITH THE FIRST 54" COATED
WITH COLD TAR EPOXY

POLE HEIGHT: 18’/14’ EXTRUDED ALUMINUM

TOTAL POLE: 5" 0.D., THICKNESS: 0.250"

EPA: MIN 20 IN 80 MPH ZONE (1.3 GUST FACTOR)
BASE: DECORATIVE ELASTOMER — AVERAGE 3/4" THICK (50 LBS)

93"

DECORATIVE BASE DETAIL

STANDARD PLAN

COLLECTOR LED STREET LIGHT 167

SHEET 1 OF 2

REV. 2025-0





24" DIA., 4" THICK CONCRETE
BASE/MOW STRIP IF INSTALLED IN
PARK STRIP. SEE STANDARD
DRAWING 150 IN THIS DOCUMENT
FOR INSTALLATION IN CONTIGUOUS
SIDEWALK.

T SIDEWALK -+, «

INSTALLATION DETAILS

ﬁih COLLECTOR LED STREET LIGHT
COPPERTON

UTAH

STANDARD PLAN
161
SHEET 2 OF 2

REV. 2025-0





ASSEMBLY COLOR:

BLACK MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING
PHOTOCELL #RD8645—BK
| (10YR WARRANTY)

%

5 ‘

Mountain States Lighting
609 Krista Court

Murray, Utah 84123
Phone 801-268—-4879

FIXTURE BY MSL Fax 801-605-9058
W/10YR WARRANTY

ESU-CA13M10042L—-700

LUMINAIRE SPECIFICATIONS:

10 YEAR WARRANTY

LOW COPPER DIE-CAST HOUSING & POWER DOORS. 3,000 HOURS SALT SPRAY TO ASTM D1654-08
IP 66 ON LIGHT ENGINE CONSISTING OF 4000K CREE XP—G3 LEDS, >70 COLOR RENDERING INDEX
(CRI) INJECTION MOLDED POLYCARBONATE OPTICS LENS EMBOSSED WITH THE LIGHT DISTRIBUTION TYPE
PHILIPS ADVANCE CLASS 1 RATED DIMMING LED DRIVER DRIVER OPERATES 120~277VAC(STANDARD),
50—-60HZ. SPECIFIC DRIVE CURRENT >90% POWER FACTOR, <20% THD. (480V INPUT VOLTAGE
AVAILABLE)

OPERATING TEMPERATURE RANGE IS —40°F TO +130°F

L70 @ 100,000 HRS. @25°C. DRIVER 100,000 HRS <B5°F

UL/ DLC LISTED. MANUFACTURED IN U.S.A. ROHS, VIBRATION TESTED TQ ANSI 136.31 FOR BRIDGE
APPLICATIONS

UL 1598 & UL8750 STANDARDS

— ANSI C136.15 WATTAGE SMALL DECAL
— NEMA TWIST-LOCK RECEPTACLE i
— BIRD GUARD ——
— ANSI C136.41 7—PIN DIMMING RECEPTACLE  5¢” N
— 20KVA SPD SURGE SUPPRESSION
FINISH: SIDE VIEW
, BLACK

30
MOUNTING:
0.0. 1.6"~2.6" (STANDARD)

POLE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING _— ="
P#30TRTS—7/4.5—(1)ARM/60"L—BK

SO 1/4 S AR/ ROADWAY LED FIXTURE DETAIL
PAINTED BLACK

MIN EPA OF 12 IN 80 MPH ZONE

(1.3 GUST FACTOR)

S F ARM MOUNT DETAIL
: ARM MOUNT PLATE WELDED ON
Py r ARM_SIDE WITH WIRE HOLE
P CENTERED 6” DOWN FROM TOP OF
205 | |2 HLTONE eover LTS
TZW’WHX SOVEQNDHOLE RS L INCLUDED FOR SINGLE ARM
g Ao NS APPLICATIONS
° %" DIAMETER WIRE ACCESS HOLE
|, — BOLT COVER COLOR o

s
COPPERTON
UTAH

STANDARD PLAN

INDUSTRIAL LED STREET LIGHT 162

SHEET 1 OF 2
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NOTES:

1. SEE STANDARD DRAWING 150 IN THIS
DOCUMENT FOR PLACEMENT IN CONTIGUOUS
SIDEWALK.

2. FOUNDATION DETAILS CAN VARY FROM
THOSE SHOWN HERE WITH A SITE SPECIFIC
FOUNDATION DESIGN THAT HAS BEEN

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY MSD

ENGINEERING.
(2) WASHERS, (2) NUTS PER BOLT L POLE
UNDISTURBED EARTH OR /HANDHOLE
95% MDD COMPACTION =
AROUND CONCRETE BASE
4 —=1 18 MIN. FACE OF
GRADE — - CURB
(12) #6 = I=IH E S HI= - - —7]
VERTICAL BAR ===l : =1 :
f\ﬂﬁm‘: . :‘m‘?
=N e <
) T |Je—— LIGHTPOLE FOUNDATION,
#4 HOOPS @ 6" conour |7 USE CLASS 4000
127 0.C., WITH L CONCRETE
3 IN TOP 57, I

3" MIN. COVER * *

A . A
1”7 DIA ANCHOR RODS, .
36" LONG, 4" PROJECTION 2-6
OUT OF CONCRETE. DIA.

12” BOLT CIRCLE
SECTION A—A

30" INDUSTRIAL POLE FOUNDATION DETAILS

ANCHOR PLATE DETAIL

BASE PLATE
17 THICK x12.0" x 12.0” (Steel)

Q PLATE TEMPLATE

4 SLOTTED HOLES (18" x 2%7)
90" use 12" @ BOLT CIRCLE
127 @ WIREWAY (CNTR'D.)

ANCHOR BOLTS
4 — 170 x 36" LONG HEADED BOLT
PROJECT 4” OUT OF CONC.

i

COPPERTON

INDUSTRIAL LED STREET LIGHT 162

UTAH SHEET 2 OF 2

STANDARD PLAN

REV. 2025-0





ASSEMBLY COLOR: BLACK

LED FIXTURE (7 YEAR WARRANTY) Pho

#MSLK595-111-60—-120/277

FIXTURE SPECIFICATIONS:

Mountain States Lighting

609 Krista Court
Murray, Utah 84123
ne 801-268-4879

MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING Fax 801-605-9058

CATALOG NO..  K595—P4NL—IlI-60(SSL)—7030—
120:277-K14—PR7-3K-TB-BK—1-WS
T /TENON i OPTICAL SYSTEM: FLAT ARRAY
30X 3 TALL IES CLASS.: TYPE Il
INPUT WATTAGE: ~ 60W
SERIES: SOLID STATE LIGHTING
CCT: 3000K
LINE VOLTAGE:  120:277V
POLE ADAPTOR: K14
PAINT: BLACK

16" EXTRUDED ALUMINUM POLE PAINTED, WITH THE FIRST 54"

POLE SPECIFICATIONS: 10 YEAR STRUCTURAL WARRANTY
/COATED WITH COLD TAR EPOXY

POLE HEIGHT: 16’/12" EXTRUDED ALUMINUM
TOTAL POLE: 5" O.D. THICKNESS: 0.250”
EPA: MIN 20 IN 80 MPH ZONE (1.3 GUST FACTOR)

BASE = DECORATIVE ELASTOMER — AVERAGE 3/4" THICK (50 LBS)

3” x 77 HANDHOLE LOCATED
BEHIND 2—PIECE BASE

DECORATIVE BASE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING #
NW—17"WX23"H—HDEB(LOGO)—BK HIGH DENSITY
ELASTOMER WITH DENSITY OF 71LBS PER CUBIC FOOT.
PAINTED BLACK WITH A MODIFIED URETHANE COATING

(STAYS FLEXIBLE OVER TIME W/MAX ADHESION)
ENGRAVED LOGO (VERIFY) BASE TO BE AN AVERAGE OF

-
|
(@]
(@)

y i

5/8" THICK. (10 YEAR STRUCTURAL WARRANTY)
ALUMINUM, STEEL, OR CAST IRON IS NOT ACCEPTABLE

» COLD TAR EPOXY DIRECT
BURIAL PORTION OF POLE

4'-6

2’-0" N— WIRE ACCESS HOLE
1T R— 23"

C D)

i
DECORATIVE BASE DETAIL
ﬁ»%i% STANDARD PLAN

2 RESIDENTIAL LED STREET LIGHT 163

COPPERTON

UTAH

SHEET 1 OF 2
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24” DIA., 47 THICK CONCRETE
BASE/MOW STRIP IF INSTALLED IN
PARK STRIP. SEE STANDARD
DRAWING 150 IN THIS DOCUMENT
FOR INSTALLATION IN CONTIGUOUS
SIDEWALK.

"7 SIDEWALK ®,

INSTALLATION DETAILS

/ FACE OF CURB

est.

%

COPPERTON

UTAH

RESIDENTIAL LED STREET LIGHT

STANDARD PLAN
163
SHEET 2 OF 2
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NOTES:

Materials, construction, and workmanship shall be in
accordance with the current edition of "APWA Manual of

Standard Specw’ﬂcgt\'oms” addendums, and modifications thereto;
and as directed by the MSD Engineer.

Cast lron to conform to ASTM A—48, Class 35B H—20 wheel
loading.

Use D&L Supply Co. =351/ or approved equivalent.

All' connecting hardware to be stainless steel.

STANDARD PLAN

CURB OPENING FRAME AND GRATE 207
COPPERTON

UTAH SHEET 1 OF 2
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2 7/8”J

31" =

-~ 42 1 /2"
- - 5/87 TYP
2.7/8 4>+ ﬂﬁ A =
il T
B
t !
NG I I /
A<.
FRAME PLAN

.~ 36 1/ -

K ———

f

illl K

SECTION B-B

FLOW DIRECTION

—

%EEEEEEEE%
EEEEEEEEE

357

GRATE PLAN

1 - ¢

| NEENEENEENERNTENWANEEN AN RN T

Efs 1/2”

Fizzx” 5”J‘

SECTION A-A

Y g
R
PR

1 3/47 e -

DETAIL

B
See Detail
ﬂw??k STANDARD PLAN
% CURB OPENING FRAME AND GRATE 201
COPPERTON
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NOTES:

Materials, construction, and workmanship shall be in
accordance with the current edition of "APWA Manual of
Standard Spedﬁcgt‘\oms” addendums, and modifications thereto;
and as directed by the MSD Engineer.

Ladder Rungs: Provide rungs in boxes over 4 feet deep,
spaced 127 0.C. When measured from the floor of the box,

place bottom rung 167 maximum above box floor. Place top
rung within 3 feet of finish grade.

Follow all current OSHA requirements.
Align rungs with lid opening.
Rungs not required in boxes with concentric access.

Ladder rungs shall be copolymer polypropylene plastic coating

over a 3 inch steel bar.

Steel bar shall conform to ASTM 615 Grade 60.

Use M.A. Industries PST—PF 107 Manhole Single Face Step or
approved product with similar materials and ratings with MSD
Engineer approval.

COPPERTON

LADDER RUNG

UTAH

STANDARD PLAN

208
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- 9 1/8"

et 5 3/4”4>
/ i - Y4
o D -
v \ ’
! W/4”— 34 < 2 N4 a <
AA
Wall of Cleanout Box~
SECTION
A -
[ \
U T U
ELEVATION

1_ o
1 Diameter Steel 10 3/4" ,
Reinforcement

(Grade 60) ~

L

Copolymer Polypropylene

Plastic
SECTION A-A 11/8" PLAN
ﬂ’“’@ STANDARD PLAN
% LADDER RUNG 208
COPPERTON
UTAH SHEET 2 OF 2
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NOTES:

GENERAL DETENTION BASIN REQUIREMENTS:

Q)
@

©)

Side slopes shall be a maximum of 3:1.

Sides and bottom of basin shall be rock lined. In special
circumstances such as when the basin contains a park or
playing field, the basin may be lined with grass, with approval
of the MSD Engineer. For rock lining, use 2" rock with a
minimum depth of 57 over separation fabric. If grass lined, the
area must be adequately irrigated with a permanent pressurized
irrigation system.

1 foot of freeboard above the 10—year 24—hour storm event
level or capacity for the 100—year 24—hour storm.

Concrete low flow pipe or channel preferred.

SECTION A. INLET AND OUTLET STRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS:

)
®

@

Outflow must be restricted per the code requirements.

Must include a concrete flared end section and locking grate,
unless underground low—flow conveyance is utilized.
Pre—treatment required prior to outflow to approved facility,
outlet structure must conform to Standard Detail 301 in this
document or approved outlet structure.

SECTION B. REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESSES TO ALL INLET/OUTLET STRUCTURES:

©
.
0.

Must fall within the area of the arc (shown in the Accessible
Road/Pad Detail), which is representative of the maintenance
vehicles” reach.

No increase in elevation greater than 5 from surface of
accessible road or pad.

No decrease in elevation greater than 35" from surface of
accessible road or pad.

Must be a minimum of 45 feet in length from traveled way of
connecting roadway if a detention pond specific access road
or pad is utilized.

SECTION C. ACCESSIBLE ROAD/PAD REQUIREMENTS:

Must be easily accessible by maintenance vehicles.

Must not exceed a maximum longitudinal slope of 127%.
Must be at least 10" in width.

No cross—slope in excess of 27%.

Must be a minimum of 6 thick concrete.

Must have measures in place restricting public access (ex.
bollards). If bollards are used, must be of stainless steel
material.

Must comply with all other local, county, state, and
federal requirements.

COPPERTON

UTAH

DETENTION BASIN GUIDELINES

STANDARD PLAN

500
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A — OUTLET
STRUCTURE

D'
A "i
UNDERGROUND e
LOW—FLOW /BUBBLE—UP \w @
OPTION X a
e V2
& "
7 — -
A
e
\,A>
(L —
00 A
INLET
STRUCTURE
Y

@ VARIES

SECTION A-A - TYPICAL BASIN SECTION

INLET/OUTLET

STRUCTURE _
o
N

18" MAX \\

\

% 2%
4 MAX +N‘§ MAX(13) o
2

L e |

45" MIN o
wo’w . @ %

TYPICAL COUNTY ACCESSIBLE ROAD/PAD DETAIL

DETENTION BASIN GUIDELINES
COPPERTON

STANDARD PLAN

500
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NOTES:

Materials, construction, and workmanship shall be in
accordance with the current edition of "APWA Manual of

Standard Spedﬁcaﬂoms” addendums, and modifications thereto;
and as directed by the MSD Engineer. Reference to specific
sections of APWA does not limit requirements to that section.

1.

Developer shall install lock and chain on handwheel. Lock
to be supplied by SLCO Operations Department.

Provide gate with stop nut on stem to hold gate at 107
above invert of orifice or higher.

Golden Harvest slide gate with non-—rising stem and
handwheel, or approved equal. Cut grate as required for
extension of frame.

The drawing on Sheet 2 is intended to be general in
nature, but shows the overall conceptual requirements for
the outlet structure, including box with weir wall, orifice,
gate, hood, and grated top. The specific size of the
components shall be designed for the specific application.

COPPERTON

UTAH

OUTLET STRUCTURE GUIDELINES

STANDARD PLAN

507
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\ / Weir Wall
B | Weir Wall s —— Orifice
Inlet r Opening
< Note 2 Orifice
[ =c€ Note Invert
@j and 3 SECT'ON B
Y
A Sl _
A \— Orifice A
Opening Qutlet
I
1
PLAN
Weir Wall
[ N T T T
N
Gate Not Shown. —] Hood
Outlet
See Notes Cover
2 and 3 \
S I Orifice . ) .
/ O Varies
Flow Flow e
Sump
I J : i
S I\ ' g .
' \ Water Stop Seal
?o 005050505050,
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:
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:
|
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est.
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Y
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COPPERTON METRO TOWNSHIP COUNCIL
ORDINANCE # 2019-09-02
September 30, 2019

AN ORDINANCE REVISING CHAPTER 2.38 OF THE COPPERTON METRO
TOWNSHIP CODE TO ESTABLISH TERM LIMITS FOR MEMBERS OF THE
BINGHAM CEMETERY BOARD, TO APPROVE A PER DIEM FOR BOARD
MEMBERS, AND TO ENACT OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
REGARDING THE BOARD’S OPERATIONS

WHEREAS, on April 5, 2017, the Copperton Metro Township Council (the “Council”)
adopted ordinance #17-04-01, establishing the Bingham Cemetery Board (the “Board”) to manage
the operations of the Bingham Cemetery subject to the Council’s oversight; and

WHEREAS, the Council desires to amend Chapter 2.38 to: (1) establish terms for Board
members; (2) authorize a per diem and the reimbursement of expenses for Board members; and

(3) to enact other administrative changes regarding the Board’s operations.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COPPERTON METRO TOWNSHIP
COUNCIL AS FOLLOWS:

1. SECTION 1 (Repeal and Replace). Chapter 2.38 is repealed in its entirety and
replaced as follows:

2.38.010 — Establishment of Bingham Cemetery Board of Trustees

The Bingham Cemetery Board of Trustees is established pursuant to this Chapter
with authority to manage and operate the Bingham Cemetery under the direction
of the Council.

2.38.020 — Definitions

The following definitions shall apply for the purposes of this Chapter:

A. “Board” means the Bingham Cemetery Board of Trustees.

“Cemetery” means the Bingham Cemetery.

“Council” means the Copperton Metro Township Council.

S o W

“Escrow Fund” means the escrow fund established by the Council for the
maintenance and operation of the Cemetery.

E. “Large Expenditure” means any expenditure of the Board of two-thousand-
and-one dollars ($2,001) or greater for day-to-day operations and maintenance
of the Cemetery.





F. “Small Expenditures” means any expenditure of the Board up to two-thousand
dollars ($2,000) for day-to-day operations and maintenance for the Cemetery.

2.38.030 — Appointment — Term

The Board shall consist of three (3) residents of the Copperton Metro Township
appointed by the Council. One of the Board members shall be a member of the
Council. Board members shall serve three -year terms or longer until successors
are appointed. Terms shall commence on January 1 of each year, provided that the
terms of the Board members must be staggered. If a Board member’s term expires
before a successor is appointed, the member shall continue to serve until the
Council appoints a successor. The Council may, in its discretion, remove and
replace Board members at any time by resolution.

2.38.040 — Chair
The Council member appointed to the Bingham Cemetery Board of Trustees shall:
1. Chair the Board and preside over Board meetings;

2. Act as a liaison between the Council and the Board in all matters
involving the Cemetery,

3. Act on behalf of the Council in reviewing and approving Small
Expenditures; and

4. Act on behalf of the Board in submitting to the Council for payment
Large Expenditures that the Board may incur.

2.38.050 — Vice-Chair

The Board may elect a vice-chair from its members to preside over meetings or
serve as Chair Pro Tem in the Chair’s absence. The Board may create and fill any
other offices it deems necessary and may adopt policies and procedures it considers
necessary for its proper function in accordance with applicable state law and
Copperton Metro Township ordinance or procedure.

2.38.060 — Compensation

The Council may, by resolution, fix per diem compensation for the members of the
Board based on meetings actually attended. Board members may also request
reimbursement for reasonable expenses incurred while acting in their official
capacity by submitting their documented expenses to the Council for review and
approval. The Council shall have full discretion to grant, deny, or modify
reimbursement requests.





2.38.070 — Rules of Order and Procedure

The Board shall conduct its meetings in accordance with the current version of
Robert’s Rules of Order. The Council may enact additional rules of order and
procedure for the planning commission by resolution.

Section 2.38.080 — Purchasing Authority and Operating Procedures

A.

F.

The Board shall develop annual budgets for the operation and maintenance
of the Cemetery and shall develop and submit said budgets to the Council
for review and approval in accordance with timelines the Council shall
establish.

The following provisions shall apply to Small Expenditures

1. The Board shall have authority to incur and transact Small
Expenditures without obtaining pre-approval from the Council; and

2. The Board shall submit the invoices and other related
documentation for any Small Expenditures to the Chair for review,
approval, and submission to the Council.

Before the Board may incur any Large Expenditure:

1. The Board must submit a request for Large Expenditures to the
Council through the Chair;

2. The Council must approve the Board's request for the Large
Expenditure; and

3. The Board must comply with all applicable purchasing policies or
ordinances of the Copperton Metro Township in incurring and
transacting any Large Expenditure.

If the Chair or Council has questions or concerns about any expenditure
incurred by the Board, the Chair and the Council may take any and all
lawful actions necessary to resolve the question or concern and to ensure
compliance with applicable law and the Copperton Code.

The Board shall report all expenditures and provide an overview of all
Cemetery activities to the Council on at least a quarterly basis, or more
frequently as the Council may require.

The Board shall prepare rules and procedures to govern the operation and
maintenance of the Cemetery and shall submit such rules and procedures





to the Council for its review and approval in accordance with a timeline
that the Council shall establish.

G. The Council may require the Chair to seek payment of Cemetery expenses
from appropriate amounts in the Copperton Metro Township budget instead
of seeking payment from the Escrow Fund.

Section 2.38.090 — Ethics

All Board members will abide by the Utah Code any applicable provisions of the
Copperton Metro Township Code, including but not limited to Section 2.07.201
(Copperton Metro Township Ethics Code, Conflict of Interest). A member of the
Board who has a restricted conflict of interest as defined by the Copperton Metro
Township Code will declare the conflict of interest and recuse themselves from
any applicable meeting. Members, who have unrestricted conflicts of interest as
defined in Copperton Metro Township Code, will declare the conflict of interest
at the meeting, and may recuse themselves, but are not required to do so.

2. SECTION 2 (Board Member Terms). Pursuant the changes in term
enacted by this Ordinance, the current terms of the present Bingham Cemetery Board
members are reconstituted and staggered as follows beginning January 1, 2020:

e Jerry Dunaway — term ending at 11:59 pm on December 31, 2020
e Tammy Sheehy — term ending at 11:59 pm on December 31, 2021
e Tessa Stitzer — term ending at 11:59 pm on December 31, 2022

3. SECTION 3 (Effective Date). This ordinance will become effective on
January 1, 2020 after it has been posted in three public places pursuant to Utah Code Ann.
§§ 10-3- 711 —712.





APPROVED AND ADOPTED in the Copperton Metro Township, Salt Lake County, Utah
this 30 day of September, 2019.

By:

Sean Clayton, Mayor

ATTEST

By:

Sherrie Swensen, Salt Lake County Clerk
Copperton Metro Township/Recorder

VOTING

Council Member Bailey voting
Council Member Clayton voting
Council Member Patrick voting
Council Member Pazell voting
Council Member Severson voting






COPPERTON COUNCIL
MEETING AGENDA
May 21, 2025
Bingham Canyon Lions Club

) 8725 Hillcrest St.
UTAH Copperton, Utah 84006

Wednesday, May 21, 2025 - 6:30 PM
The public is encouraged to attend

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Copperton Council will hold a meeting on the 21st

day of May 2025 at the Bingham Canyon Lions Club, 8725 Hillcrest St., Copperton, Utah as
follows:

** Portions of the meetings may be closed for reasons allowed by statute. Motions relating to any of
the items listed below, including final action, may be taken.

1. REGULAR MEETING
a. Call to Order
b. Determine Quorum
c. Pledge of Allegiance

2. COMMUNITY INPUT
a. Recognize Visiting Officials
b. Unified Fire Authority (UFA)
c. Unified Police Department (UPD)

3. CONSENT AGENDA (Discussion/Motion)
a. Approve Council Meeting Minutes
1) March 19, 2025
il) April 16, 2025
b. Fiscal Items - Mayor Sean Clayton
1) Approval of expenditures

4. PRESENTATION ITEMS
a. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Urban Wildlife Deer Management Plan — Rod Nielsen,
DWR Wildlife Biologist and Jason Robinson, DWR District Biologist
b. Dust Mitigation Report and Community Update — Rio Tinto Representatives Ryan Perry,
Manager Community and Social Performance and Sean Daly, Senior Advisor Environment

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
a. Resolution R2025-08, Adopting the Town of Copperton’s Fiscal Year 2025-2026 Budget —
Mayor Sean Clayton

6. COUNCIL BUSINESS (Discussion/Motion)
a. Consider Ordinance 2025-0-02, Updating Subsection 19.46.140 Regarding the Installation of
Infrastructure and Public Improvements. Subject to the Limitations on Exactions in the Utah
Code.
b. Consider Ordinance 2025-0-03, Adopting the Town of Copperton’s FY 2026 Fee Schedule —
Mayor Sean Clayton
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Consider Ordinance 2025-0-04, Adopting the Town of Copperton’s Engineering Standards —
Lizel Allen, Director of Engineering

Discussion on Declaring Candidacy for the 2025 Municipal Election and Conflict of Interest
Forms Required — Legal Counsel, Nathan Bracken and Town Clerk, Diana Baun

Discussion on Speed Bumps in the Town of Copperton — Council Member Tessa Stitzer
Discussion on Bingham Cemetery Board — Council Member Tessa Stitzer

UPHEAD - Emergency Text and Council Messaging Policy Updates — Council Member Tessa
Stitzer

7. STRATEGIC SESSION - None

8. COMMITTEE/BOARD UPDATES (Discussion/Motion)

a

b.
C.
d.

Legal Updates — Nathan Bracken, Attorney

Bingham Cemetery Board — Council Member Stitzer
Copperton Community Council — Council Member Stitzer
Planning Commission — Council Member Severson

9. COPPERTON COUNCIL REPORTS (Discussion/Motion)

a.

d.

Mayor Clayton

1) Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (GSLMSD)
i1) Council of Governments (COG)

Council Member McCalmon

1) Unified Police Department (UPD)

i1) Salt Lake Valley Law Enforcement Service Area (SLVLESA)
Council Member Bailey

1) Unified Fire Authority (UFA)

i1) Unified Fire Service Area (UFSA)

Deputy Mayor Stitzer

1) Wasatch Front Waste and Recycle (WFWRD)

Council Member Severson

1) Salt Lake County Animal Services

10. OTHER ANNOUNCEMENTS (Discussion/Motion)

a.

Public Comment

Please state your name and address for the record. Limit comments to 3 minutes per person.

b.

Announcements
1) Other announcements as necessary

11. CLOSED SESSIONS IF NEEDED AS ALLOWED PURSUANT TO UTAH CODE §52-4-205

a.

b.
C.
d.

Discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual (§
52-4-205(1)(a))

Discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation (§ 52-4-205(1)(¢c))

Discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property (§ 52-4-205(1)(d))

Discuss the deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems (§ 52-4-205(1)(f))

12. ADJOURN





ZOOM:
Topic: Copperton Council Meeting

Time: May 21, 2025 06:30 PM Mountain Time (US and Canada)
Join Zoom Meeting
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84322772340?pwd=7ZMv3eokajbviBTabbbXjfl FnmLrIFW.1

Meeting ID: 843 2277 2340
Passcode: Copperton

Posted: May 20, 2025



https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84322772340?pwd=ZMv3eokajbvjBTabbbXjf1FnmLrIFW.1



