f/\\\ HIDEOUT, UTAH TOWN COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING

February 13, 2025
Agenda

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Town Council of Hideout, Utah will hold its Regular Meeting
electronically via Zoom for the purposes and at the times as described below on Thursday, February 13, 2025.
Note: There will be no anchor site for this meeting due to a winter storm warning.

All public meetings are available via ZOOM conference call and YouTube Live.
Interested parties may join by dialing in as follows:

Zoom Meeting URL:  https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
To join by telephone dial:  US: +1 408 638 0986 Meeting ID: 435 659 4739
YouTube Live Channel:  https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75Q]Rb1w/

Regular Meeting
6:00 PM

Call to Order
1. 02.13.2025 No Anchor Site Determination Letter
Roll Call

Closed Executive Session - Discussion of pending or reasonably imminent litigation, personnel matters,
deployment of security personnel, devices or systems, and/or sale or acquisition of real property as needed

*Please note: the Closed Session is scheduled from 6:00 pm - 7:00 pm.

7:00 PM
IV. Public Input - Floor open for any attendee to speak on items not listed on the agenda

V.

Vi

Agenda Items
1. Introduction of Trudy Brereton with Jordanelle Communities Coalition

2. Presentation of Ranked Choice Voting (presentation by Kelleen Potter, Executive Director,
Utah Ranked Choice Voting)

Discussion of private vs. public roads in Elkhorn Springs

Presentation of the Fleetpaths Snow Plowing software

Presentation of the survey results from the community regarding the Ross Creek Open House

o a > w

Consideration of adopting Ordinance 2025-O-XX regarding business license expiration and
making conforming edits to the business license section of Hideout Municipal Code

7. Authorization for the Mayor to enter into a purchase agreement for the Public Works vehicles
not to exceed $65,000.

. Committee Updates

1. Planning Commission - Thomas Eddington, Town Planner

2. Economic Development Committee - Council Member Severini

3. Parks, Open Space and Trails (POST) Committee - Council Member Baier
4. Transportation Committee - Council Member Haselton

VII. Approval of Council Minutes

1. December 12, 2024 Hideout Town Council Meeting Minutes DRAFT
2. January 9, 2025 Hideout Town Council Meeting Minutes DRAFT

VIII. Follow up of Items from Approved Minutes

IX. Meeting Adjournment

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting
should notify the Mayor or City Recorder at 435-659-4739 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

HIDEOUT TOWN COUNCIL
10860 N. Hideout Trail

Hideout, UT 84036

Phone: 435-659-4739

Posted 02/12/2025


https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/

File Attachments for ltem:

1. 02.13.2025 No Anchor Site Determination Letter



HIDEOUT
UTAH

February 12, 2025

DETERMINATION REGARDING CONDUCTING TOWN OF HIDEOUT PUBLIC MEETINGS
WITHOUT AN ANCHOR LOCATION

The Mayor of the Town of Hideout hereby determines that conducting a meeting with an anchor location
presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location
pursuant to Utah Code section 52-4-207(5) and Hideout Town Resolution 2022-R-17. The facts upon which
this determination is based include: The National Weather Service has issued a winter storm warning
beginning on Thursday, February 13 at 11:00 am through Saturday, February 15 at 11:00 am. The elevation
and topography make travel particularly hazardous for staff and the public during a winter storm.

This meeting will not have a physical anchor location. All participants will connect remotely. All public
meetings are available via YouTube Live Stream on the Hideout, Utah YouTube channel at:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/

Any members of the public wishing to speak during the public input portion of the meeting may join the
meeting by dialing in as follows:

Meeting URL: https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
To join by telephone dial: US: +1 408-638-0986
Meeting ID: 4356594739

Additionally, comments may be emailed to hideoututah@hideoututah.gov. Emailed comments must be
received by 12:00 pm on the day of the meeting to be considered by Council and entered into public
record.

BY:

Phil Rubin, Mayor\.

ATTEST:

Alicia Fairb@n%e, Town Clerk



https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/
https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
mailto:hideoututah@hideoututah.gov

File Attachments for ltem:

2. Presentation of Ranked Choice Voting (presentation by Kelleen Potter, Executive Director,
Utah Ranked Choice Voting)
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Introduction

In this brief summary, we describe the contents of two reports by
the authors, namely, dn Evaluation of the Ranked-Choice Voting
Pilot in Utah (Kidd & Parry, 2024) and Addressing Concerns
About Tustant-Runoff Voting (Parry & Kidd, 2024). The purpose
of the first report is to statistically analyze the results of a survey
from Y2 Analytics that gauges Urah voters’ reaction to Utah’s
ongoing ranked-choice voting (RCV) pilot. The purpose of the
second report is to address general concerns about instanc-runoff
voting as well as concerns brought up by the recent technical
report by Jiri Navratil and Warren Smich (Navratil & Smich,
2022). We employ mathematics to respond to these concerns and
present several mathematical properties of plurality voting and
instant-runoff voting (IRV') as well as the properties of two other
voting methods for comparison, ranked pairs (RP') and score
voting (SV).

We summarize cach paper individually. Then we include a short
description of other considerations about ranked-choice voting
that these reports did not direcely address. Finally, we conclude
with a discussion of the implications of these repors.

Summary of an Evaluation of the Ranked-Choice Voting
Pilot in Utah

In this section, we summarize the authors’ report An Evaluation
of the Ranked-Choice Vating Pilot in Utah (Kidd & Parry,
2024). This report presents a statistical analysis of the resules of
two recent surveys performed by Y2 Analytics gauging Utah
voters’ reaction to Utah’s ongoing ranked-choice voting (RCV)
pilot. The surveys were conducted in 2021 and 2023 from likely
and confirmed voters, with a non-exclusive focus on those that
participated in RCV.

In our analysis of the survey, we found the following.

» About the same number of Utah voters prefer single-vote
plurality as those that prefer RCV. It is statistically unlikely
that either group includes a majority of voters.

Future of RCV
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o A majority of Utah voters enjoyed using RCV.
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e More than 75% of Utah voters found RCV easy to use.

Was RCV easy or difficult?
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o A majority of Utah voters were more likely to vote for their
preferred candidate using RCV.

Vote far favorite
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e A majority of Utah voters want RCV to continue in Urah in
at least local elections.

We also conclude from the survey that over 80% of Urah voters
are confident thar their votes are counted accurately and chat
their local elections produce fair outcomes.

Confidence that ballot will be counted accurately
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Confidence in fair election outcomes
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We note a few limitations to the survey. First, the survey employs
weights to get its sample as close to a representative random
sample as possible. The unweighted survey results are the direct
survey results without modification, while the weighted survey
results are modified by scaling the sizes of various demographics
so that the sizes are more representative of Utah’s population,
which hopefully provides a more accurate picrure of what Utahns
think about the RCV pilot. However, more data and research are
needed to verify whether these weights actually achieved chis and
provided a representative sample of the population of Utah,
Second, the surveys indicate that there were notable differences
between voter opinion in 2021 and voter opinion in 2023. Two
or three election cyeles are not enough time for voters and can-

didates to optimize their behavior and opinions about a voting
method. Thus, the opinions of voters may continue to shift over
time. Neither chese surveys nor the current opinion of the public
may be a perfectly accurate representation of where the public’s
views will eventually sectle about the use of RCV.

Both of these limitations require more data and more research
to overcome. As such, more surveys need to be done, more data
collected, and more analyses performed to truly understand che
effect of RCV in Utah and the public’s reaction to it.

Summary of Addressing Concerns ahout Instant-Runoff
Voting

In this section, we summarize the authors’ report Addressing
Concerns About Instant-Runoff Voting (Parry & Kidd, 2024), This
report discusses concerns about instant-runoff voting (IRV) that
have arisen about how IRV behaves in both theory and pracice.
To address these concerns, we also describe some of the mathe-
matics of voting.

Game theory, the branch of mathematics that studies how “players”
make decisions, is applied o voting. By so doing, we can analyze
the effects of various voting mechods.

o The purpose of voting is to accurately determine the
collective opinion of the people about which candidate is
p['C[:CI'l'Cd.

o 'The goal of an election method is to accomplish that pur-
pose while incentivizing honest voting and civil elections.

We should judge the utility of a voting method on how well
it satisfies the purpose of voting and achieves the goals of an
election method.

We consider several fairness criteria that are important in evaluating
whether an election method satishies the purpose of voting and
achieves the goal of an election method. There criteria include

s The Majority Criterion—If a majoricy of voters rates the
same candidate first, then chat candidate wins.

o The Condorcet Winner Criterion—If a candidate beats ev-
ery other candidate head-to-head, then that candidate wins.

¢ The Condorcet Loser Criterion—If a candidarte loses to
every other candidate head-to-head, then the method cannort
select that candidarte as the winner.

o The Clone Invariance Criterion—If two candidates are
clones (politically speaking), then neither candidate affects
the other candidate’s ability to win.

« The Monotonicity Criterion—A candidate cannot be
harmed by voters increasing their support for the candidate.

o The Strategy-proof Criterion—A voter cannot improve
their satisfaction with the results of the election by strategi-
cally voting; tha is, a voter’s best outcome is always obtained

by submitting an honest ballot.




o« The Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives Criterion—
Whether an election method determines that one candidate
is preferred to another is not affected by the presence ofa
third candidate in the election. This is effectively immunity
to all kinds of spoiler candidates.

Voting methods include two parts—(1) a voter opinion data
collection method (the ballot), and (2) a voter opinion data inter-
pretation method (how those ballots are interpreted to produce
awinner). The types of ballots are varied, but the three types
mentioned in this report are

+ Single-Choice Ballot—A ballet where each voter is only
allowed to select a single candidate that they most prefer.

» Ranked-Choice Ballot—A ballot where each vorer rank-or-
ders all candidates according to their individual preferences
for each candidate.

° SCOl'e Ballﬂt_A bﬂ“ot \Vhﬁre voters Pro\’ide a score fOf C1C11
candidate on some scale (e.g., from 1 to 9).

We consider several voter opinion interpretation methods for
comparison. These include

s Plurality Voting—Plurality voting can be done with a
single choice ballot or a ranked-choice ballot. The candidate
with the largest number of first choice votes is the winner.

« Instant-Runoff Voting (IRV)—IRV uses a ranked-choice
ballot. The winning candidare is decided in a round-by-
round manner. In cach round, if no candidate has a majority
of firse-place support (of the candidates remaining), then
the candidate with cthe least first place support is eliminated
and the vortes for that candidate are reallocated according to
the voter’s next choice. This continues until a candidate has a
majority of the votes in that round.

o Ranked Pairs (RP)—RP uses a ranked-choice ballot. Every
possible pair of candidates are compared in a simulated
“pairwise runoff " using the ranked ballots to determine
which one each voter would vore for in each runoff. The
runofts are ordered according to margin of victory from
largest to smallest. Each runoff s communicated collective
preference is locked in as we go down the order, including
any implied collective preferences. Information from larger
margins of victory is prioritized over smaller margins of
vicrory. This resolves any “rock, paper, scissors” situations in
the collective pl’cferenccs.

« Score Voting (SV)—SV uses a score ballot. The candidare
with the highest average score is declared the winner. This is
also known as range voting.

We compare these voting methods on which fairness criteria they
satisfy. For the above criteria, this results in Table 1 on the next
page where a checkmark indicates that that method satisfies the
fairness criterion, and an X indicates that it does not.

Voting Method

Ranked
Pairs

Instant
Runoff

Majority v v

Condorcet
Winner

Criterion Plurality

Condorcet
Loser

Clone Invariance

Monotonicity

Strategy-proof

Independence
of Irrelevant
Alternatives

Table 1. This table indicates which of several fairness criteria
the four voting methods of plurality, IRV, RP, and SV satisfy.
A checkmark indicates that thar method sarisfies that criterion,
while an X indicates chat it does not.

We also address several general concerns abour IRV as well as
specific concerns brought up in a recent technical reporr by Jiri
Navratil and Warren Smich (Navraril & Smith, 2022). We also
compare these concerns to how well plurality fares on the same
topic. We conclude that

o IRV ballot error rates are generally small and are unlikely to
affect che outcome of an election.

o IRV isimmune to the main type of spoiler that plurality
is susceptible to but is susceptible to other kinds of spoiler
candidares.

o IRV fails the Condorcet Winner Criterion but satisfies the
Condorcer Loser Criterion. Plurality fails both Condorcet
criteria.

o IRV fails the Monoronicity Criterion while pluralicy satisfies
it.

o Both IRV and plurality cause strategic voting, as do all vot-
ing methods. IRV appears superior to plurality at minimiz-
ing strategic voting,

o IRV can result in different outcomes than pluralicy.

o IRV does not throw out ballots bur uses them until chere is
no longer any relevant information left on them.

o IRV elects a majority winner among those vorers chat indi-
cated that they wanted to have a say between the candidates




remaining in the final round. No other majoriry makes sense
to require,

» Voters can ensure that IRV always elects a majority winner
among all votes cast if they all fill out a complete ranking.

« IRV fails the Participation Criterion, as do most voting
methods. The Participation Criterion will not affece how
voters chaose to vore because to use it strategically requires
information that is not available until after the election.
Thus, IRV’ failure of this criterion is not concerning.

» IRV, like all voting methods including plurality, falls vicrim
to some voting paradoxes. Balancing the paradoxes to which
an election system is susceptible with that system’s potendial
benefits is the key question in determining which system to
use.

Overall, in our experience, [RV is generally considered math-
ematicaﬂy SUPETior to plurality, which is Widely considered to
be mathemarically one of the worst ways to vare. Continuing to
explore IRV also has the advantage that it continues the conversation
of improving our society’s election method in general. There are
other methods of voting, including voting that use a ranked-choice
ballot, thar are mathematically superior to both plurality and IRV,
and such methods should also be considered in the conversation
of improving our democracy.

This report alse contains an Appendix that delves more carefully into
some of the mathematical considerations irvolved in understanding
voting. There we describe in mote detail various [airness criteria
and two important mathemarical theorems about whether voting
methods can satisfy all of them.

Other Aspects of Ranked-Chaice Voting in Utah

There are other considerations besides what we have discussed
so far in determining whether we should use ranked-choice
voting (RCV). Some of these include whether using RCV reduces
costs and how using RCV affects the competitiveness of races
which may be partially measured by the race ar which incum-
bents are reelected.

Potential cost-saving aspeces of RCV are dependent upon the
implementation. Some cost items have been addressed previ-
ously by other institutions (See Monson, 2022, and Sylvester &
Erickson, 2022 for more information.) From the data currently
available in Utah about the cost of elections, it is difficult to
determine the cost-saving effects of the RCV pilot in Utah. As
such, more data and research need to be done,

For incumbent reelection rates, some preliminary data includes
the following. In 2023, 13 incumbents ran in races with more
than 2 candidates that utilized RCV. Of those 13, 9 {69.2%) were
reelected. We only have data from 2023 since data for 2021 has
been difficult to find. As such, making conclusions about general
trends and patterns is not advised. Additional rime and dara
would be needed to see the effect on reclection rates.

Both of these items provide potential avenues for future rescarch
on RCV in Utah if RCV continues to be an available option in
Urah,

Conclusion

Pethaps the main findings of these reports are that Utahns generally
like using RCV and thar mathemarically RCV is superior to pluralicy
voting. Morcover, three election cycles are not enough time to
fully realize the impact of RCV or voter behavior, candidate
behavior, and many other considerations. This is because it rakes
considerably longer than that for a new voting system to start to
alter how we vote and campaign; thac is, iz takes Jonger than that
for voters and candidates to optimize their behavior within those
rules. As such, if understanding how RCV affects democracy in
Utah is importan, it seems advisable that RCV continue to bean
oprion for municipalities in Utah to use in their elections.
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Additional results from the RCV pilot
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3. Discussion of private vs. public roads in Elkhorn Springs



Request for Council Direction for Elk Horn Springs - Private vs. Public
Roads

To: Mayor Philip Rubin
Hideout Town Council
From: Thomas Eddington Jr., AICP, PLA
Town Planner
Re: Elk Horn Springs Concept Plan for the Salzman Property — Work Session
Date: Prepared for the February 13, 2025 Town Council Meeting

Submittals: Updated Concept Plans dated February 3 & 4, 2025

Background

Town Councilmembers are generally familiar with the Salzman Property and Nate Brockbank’s (the
Applicant) proposed Elk Horn Springs development that is currently being reviewed by the
Planning Commission for a Concept Plan and a proposed Re-Zoning Application with an
associated Master Development Agreement (MDA). The Applicant will appear before the Planning
Commission at its next regularly scheduled meeting on February 18, 2025. Prior to attending that
meeting, the Applicant requested a short work-session with the Town Council to get their input and
direction regarding the proposed project’s rights-of-way (road network) — specifically, does the
Town Council want to own and maintain the rights-of-way/streets or does the Town Council
generally recommmend that the developer build and maintain the streets as private streets that
would be the responsibility of the Homeowners Association (HOA)?

Existing Site Characteristics
Total Acres of Site: +/-115 Acres
Current Zoning: Mountain (M) (per the Former Town Code)

Allowed Density: One (1) unit per acre



Proposed Concept Plan Density

The updated DRAFT Concept Plan (the most recently revised version, with additional units, has not
yet been presented to the Planning Commission) includes the following density requests:

e Townhomes: 51 units
e Single-Family Lots: 140 lots/units
e Stacked Flats 36 units
o Total Density: 227 units
e Neighborhood Commercial: 3 Lots (total 12,000 SF

building footprint)

Town Map lllustrating Site in Context
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Elk Horn Springs DRAFT Concept Plan
(This updated version has not yet been presented to the Planning Commission)

ELK HORN SPRINGS
PRELIMINARY
PHASE 1-8 SAT VIEW

Applicant’s Request for Direction

As the Applicant continues to work through updates and revisions in preparation for the next
Planning Commission meeting on February 18", there is a policy question regarding roads and
future ownership that he would like addressed since it could slightly change the right-of-way width
and/or design. There are a few possible options the Town Council should consider and provide
direction on:

e Town Owned and Maintained Streets — built by the developer to the Town’s new Standard
Specifications and Drawings Manual and dedicated to the Town for all road maintenance
and snow removal.

e HOA Owned and Maintained Streets (Option A) — built by the developer to the Town’s new
Standard Specifications and Drawings Manual but the road maintenance and snow
removal is the responsibility of the HOA.

e HOA Owned and Maintained Streets (Option B) — built by the developer to the Wasatch Fire
Department’s standards and Appendix D of the International Fire Code (generally narrower

integrated planning & design  ®  po box 681127 park city ut 84068 @  609.335.2850 @ thomas@inplandesign.com



than the Town’s new Standard Specifications and Drawings Manual) where the road
maintenance and snow removal is the responsibility of the HOA.

Note: The Town’s new Standard Specifications and Drawings Manual requires that private streets
shall be privately-owned-and-maintained. The pavement design (subbase, roadbase, and asphalt)
for private streets shall be at least the same as public streets. The pavement width of private streets
shall be at least as wide as required by the latest edition of Appendix D of the International Fire
Code.

The new Standard Specifications and Drawings Manual street section for public roads (not private
roads) is here:

LOCAL ACCESS ROAD
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54—-FOOT RIGHT-OF-WAY (TYPICAL)
Next Steps

This input and direction will enable the Applicant to finalize the street design for his next public
hearing at the Planning Commission on February 18, 2025 — for concept plan review and the
proposed rezoning (with an associated MDA).



File Attachments for ltem:

4. Presentation of the Fleetpaths Snow Plowing software
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