Open Space Trust Fund
Phase [ Application

SECTION A: CONTA EET

Please print/type in blue or black ink
Please submit a separate contact form for every individual / organization involved in
the project who will be in communication with the Open Space Trust Fund committee.

Project Name: Ifu 1I | [G wJ mer ow [ro F e ;—-“lL),
comarame: (Tt T (ks

Relationship to Project, circle one or more:

Applicant  Property Owner Engineer Architect

Contractor  Site Visit Guide Other: fg[‘li{"gruk-c.\/

Contact Address: lﬂ L 80 Ko@) %L{

awPOB

anav, lVE i. 8’{0?{

City, State, Zi

Primary Phone #: 901 4.5 7-302 7 Second Phone #: 40| 32 8-/%00
Fax# 80 | 329~/ 774 Email Address: rc,d -‘:?{‘_uf‘_\ﬁ,:; @ f/m‘h-«.x,m\ Com

Property Address: 2 7.5 [ Eaa‘/' ﬁ?:f / Sau'HA %rmﬁc.{“ WT"

How much funding are you requesting from Salt Lake County? 3 IML\ l [,'. oD

Are you working with other funding partners? \/ YES NO
If yes please list:

554“&)/ 01'{7

Signature: 3 Date Submitted: / .2\!/1’ ‘?f/ o7
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HuTtcHINGS BAIRD CURTIS & ASTILL PLLC

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
9537 SOUTH 700 EAST
SANDY, UTAH 84070
TELEPHOMNE (801) 328-1400
FACSIMILE {801} 328. 1444

www hbealaw.com
20 February 2008
Salt Lake County
Open Space Trust Fund Advisory Committee
Lorna Vogt

2001 South State Street
Salt Lake City, UT

HAND DELIVERED

Dear Trust Fund Advisory Committee

We have been asked to provide the Committee with a letter indicating Gary W.
McDougall, representing the GKM Family Trust, LLC., is willing to sell the Willow
Canyon parcel consisting of approximately 10 acres to Salt Lake County in fee simple

for 2.3 million dollars. Hopefully this letter should suffice.

[f you have any questions please let me know at your earliest convenience.

e/ a«fﬁ«ﬂ/ﬂfﬁq
sary W. McDougall
for GKM Family Trust, LLC.,
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B/ O\

B/30/1999

Salt Lake County Board of Equalization
Office of the Clerk

2001 South State, Street # N-2200
SLC, Urah 84190-1100

RE: 28-26-100-001-0000

This is the 6* consecutive year | have appealed the taxes on this property. Once again lel
me appeal based on the following items

1. The property is landlocked from development. There is no access for utilities or vehicles
at this time.
2. 7.5 of the 10 acres has a slope exceeding 30% eliminating any possibility of development

on 75% of the propernty.
3. This property has earthquake faults running through it.

Comparable Properties

Address [eity ?JLE B E Price pe tili;gm'gatel:[ Adjustment
cres (Ac. Coe

1027 S 800 East [Trenton 32691 17]  E5117 YESHES -1000 p ac

1 E HWY 50 Scipio 6446 76] %1873 artial  [1000

7350 W G800 N [Newlon [M9831 242| 3$2272| pamialpartial  [1000

M 5 East of Main [Loa 31472 143 2880 | padiallpartial  |1000

Comparable recreation property is selling for around $3,000 per acre. Median value is 52,880,
Mean is 33000. Adjustment for size of parcel may increase value 30%.... Adjusted market value of
subject property is $5,500 per acre. Subject property value $55,000.

Sincerely

Gary W, MeDougal

ph mb 580-2299
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SALT LAKE COUNTY BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
HEARIMG RECORD

28-26-100-001 1723 ; 1723 1
ASSESSOR=S5 VALUATION: $263,560 HEARING DATE: 12/18/2006
ASSESSOR=5 REVISED VALUATION: $269,560 ASSESSOR PRESENT: No
APPELLANT=5 REQUESTED VALUE: $187,570 APPELLANT PRESENT: Yes

- : L _'.""' _:h"" o '_ e Tl L 4 Frhe Lol B L A
The subject property is residential vacant tand located at 2751 East 11851 South, Salt Lake County, Utah. The ot size 15
10.00 acres and, acconding to the assessors’ office, zoned residential. All the data appears accurate except where identified
in this hearing record.

e PRt T e A S e GAPPELLANT=5 EVIDEMCE . = .. ... . % S e
The appellant did not appear for this heanng. In a cover letter in the appeal packet, the appeilant claims the subject 15
landiocked and states, “Subject property recreational value (15} $54,330". The appellant has satfied the prelimanary
evidentiary requirement in calling the current value into question by submitting three (3) land comparabies. Comparable &1
contains 10.56 acres, located m Herraman, Utah. This land sold for $4,500 per acre. Comparable # 2 sold for 6,500 per acre
and contains 10.47 acres, It also is located in Herniman, Utah, Comparable # 3 is located at 105 North Pioneer Fork Road n
Emigration Canyon. This fot sold for 35,300 per acre and contains .35 acre.

it il B Hla _ASSESSOR=S EVIDENCE . Y TR
& cenified appraiser from the assessors’ (hereinafter referred Lo as “respondent”) states in the ASR-27 LAND report, “Parcel
haz been valued as 2 acres secondary, the balance at residential. * and, . “The residential exempltion was given in errar to
the residual acres. Correct error”. The respondent further states on the BE- 17 report: “Value supported by sales. Correct
residential exemgtion on 2™ fand record given in error”. In support of the current assessment, the respondent has provided
three {3} land comparables. Comparable #1 sold for 500,461 per acre in June 9, Z000. 1t contains 24.32 acres and zoned
residential. This comparable is located at Rambling Road and Wylie Lane, Comparable #2 has 18.96 acres and has an
residential zoning. 1t is located at 952 East Traverse Fadge and sold in July 12, 2004 for $98,628 per acre, Comparable #315
jocated at Rambling Read and Magic Wand Lane and has 15.93 acres. The zoning 15 residential and sold for $56,469 per acra
on May 16, 2000.
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Ry e g o ties i ConcLUSTons T S U ISR
The hearing officer finds the preponderance of the evidence, arguments and analyzes m favor of nether party. The
appeliant’s comment that the subject is "landlocked” is given little weight since there 15 no evidence in support of this claim.
The appellant’s land comparables is weak since the source of the comparables is not identified. Additionally, no adjustments
have been made to comparables for location and there s no date of sale. Therefore, no weaght is given the appellant’s
requested value, The respondent has offered land sale comparables in support of the criginal assessment and in reviewing
the comparables, they are dated by 2-6 years of the hen date with no adjustment for time, and there are no adjustments for
location and size. However, the respondent has appropriately identified and corrected the classification for the subject and
not allowing any portion of the subject a primary residential exemption. Based on the aforementioned findings, it is
concluded that neither party has supported their opinions of value by the required preponderance of the evidence.
Accordingly, it i the recommendation to the Beard of Equalization that both parties requested values are rejected and the
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