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January 27, 2015

Honorable Members of the Prison Relocation Commission,

City staff and I have prepared this report for a singular purpose.  That purpose is to dissuade you from further 
consideration of Eagle Mountain City as a proposed prison relocation site.  More specifically, we would like Eagle 
Mountain to be removed from the list of potential prison relocation sites indefinitely. I pray you will forgive my direct 
communication, as it is not intended to be discourteous, but rather to leave no room for misinterpretation. 

In this document we sincerely desire to provide you with perspective that has been absent from all communication 
leading up to this point. That is, we would like to provide you with Eagle Mountain’s perspective. I realize each of you 
have received frequent correspondence from many of our residents seeking to have their voices heard on this matter.  
I hope those sentiments from our residents have been useful to you, even if they have been a bit uncomfortable to 
receive. 

City Staff and I would now like to provide you with our perspective on what makes Eagle Mountain a poor host to a 
prison within our borders.  I would much prefer to share my perspective on what makes Eagle Mountain so special, 
who we are as a community, and where we are headed.  I assure you our future is very bright.  Perhaps when this 
prison relocation process is resolved, I can share those thoughts with you in greater detail. While there are elements of 
that positive story in this report, I fear you will find this report is far more of a technical nature than an emotional one. 
Nevertheless, I hope you will find this report useful in providing a fact based reference point against which to calibrate 
any conclusions you may have arrived at concerning Eagle Mountain.    

City Council, City Staff, and I have been concerned over the lack of representation, and more specifically the 
misrepresentation by the information which has been presented to you as members of the Prison Relocation 
Commission. I am not alleging any willful wrongdoing by the consultants, though I will state clearly that I am quite 
concerned about some of the representations which have been guiding your decisions on this matter. While the 
consultants have their perspective, it is colored by their observations and experiences in working through prison 
location projects.  The City’s perspective is rooted in experience and firsthand knowledge of the nuances of our 
circumstances and community attributes. We have recorded that narrative in this report and supported it with ample 
data and documentation.  

We believe that our narrative will provide compelling reasons to abandon the perspective that has been shared with 
you thus far, and to remove Eagle Mountain City from further consideration as a potential prison site. I thank you for 
your time, and your indulgence for reading our report. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Pengra

Mayor, Eagle Mountain City
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Economic Development
Eagle Mountain has consistently attracted large companies interested in significant acreage, utility infrastructure, 
an educated workforce and great quality of life.  Since Eagle Mountain was selected as one of the possible sites for 
the prison, a few of the multi-million dollar developments have reached out to the City to express their concerns.  As 
the I-15 corridor and Wasatch Front continues to build out, North Utah County and specifically, Eagle Mountain, has 
become fertile ground for strong development.  The westward push of commercial and industrial development will 
continue to push into Eagle Mountain.  

Growth
Eagle Mountain City is one of the fastest growing cities in the State, with the largest land mass.  Just in the past 
few years, the City’s population has grown by 13% annually compared to the State’s growth rate at 5%.  As the I-15 
corridor and Wasatch Front continues to build and run out of developable space, Eagle Mountain City will continue to 
experience the westward push of commercial, industrial and residential development.  Eagle Mountain City would not 
be the best location for the prison due its significant growth projections, economic development opportunities and 
higher infrastructure costs.

Infrastructure Improvements
On December 22, 2014  during the Prison Relocation Committee (PRC) meeting, the consultants presented inaccurate 
information and presented low cost figures for infrastructure improvement, $24-29 Million range.  Transportation 
infrastructure costs were omitted from site costs presented to the PRC on December 22nd.  New roads will need to be 
established to access the potential prison site as there are only one-lane roads leading to the site.  A new access route 
to the area needs to be considered in order to avoid residential areas and traffic bottle-necking, the costs is estimated 
at $46M.

After all true costs were accounted and further research performed; Eagle Mountain City discovered that infrastructure 
improvements and associated fees for the prison site would be closer to $104 Million as opposed to the $24-29 Million 
range, a discrepancy  between $56.7 - $75 Million, as seen in Table 1a.  

TABLE 1a: PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

Source: Epic Engineering Calculations,
Source:  Eagle Mountain City - Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Capital Facilities Plan

VS
Initial

Infrastructure
Costs

Impact Fees Total Infrastructure
Scenario 1 Initial 

Infrastructure
Cost

Scenario 1 
Impact Fees Scenario 1 Total

$18,073,666 $4,381,875 $22,455,541  Water $12,880,000 $3,600,000 $16,480,000 $5,975,541
$2,410,000 $5,256,066 $7,666,066  Sewer $6,530,000 $2,335,000 $8,865,000 $1,198,934
$3,200,000 $3,055,000 $6,255,000  Storm                       - $513,240 $513,240 $5,741,760
$44,358,156 $1,691,190 $46,049,346  Transportation                       -                       -                       - $46,049,346
$21,738,000                              $21,738,000  Electric $15,680,000 $2,360,000 $18,040,000 $3,698,000

$120,000                              $120,000  Gas $1,370,000 $210,000 $1,580,000 $1,460,000
$120,000                              $120,000 Phone/Data $1,880,000 $290,000 $2,170,000 $2,050,000
$90,019,822 $14,384,131 $104,403,953 TOTAL $38,340,000 $9,308,240 $47,648,240 $56,755,713

PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON
EPIC ENGINEERING ESTIMATESEAGLE MOUNTAIN ESTIMATES

Difference

Executive Summary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Eagle Mountain is one of the fastest growing Cities in Utah and will continue to have surging growth rates. In fact, 
Census data for 2010-2013 shows Eagle Mountain with a 13% growth rate, which is 4x more than Salt Lake (3%), and 
6x more than Tooele (2%),  all cities with possible prison sites at the time of this report.  (See Table 1 below).   When 
compared to the current prison site in the City of Draper which has a 7% growth rate, Eagle Mountain’s growth is 
nearly double.  Eagle Mountain’s growth is far from an anomaly. Our growth has persisted since the incorporation of 
the city in 1996.  This rapid growth will ultimately expedite the encroachment challenges for the prison if relocated to 
Eagle Mountain.  The Governor’s Office of Management and Budget expects the rapid growth rate in Eagle Mountain 
to expand our population by 434% to an estimated 114,400 residents by 2050.  Only two (2) miles away from the Eagle 
Mountain site, a 772-acre development is approved for 2,360 single-family and 1,935 multi-family units.  The rapid rate 
and direction of growth in Eagle Mountain will lead to the same encroachment challenges that are currently being 
faced in Draper within the next 30 years.

The potential site in Eagle Mountain is definitely in the pathway of development and would endure similar 
encroachment that is being faced by the current Draper site.  On December 22, 2014 in the presentation to the PRC, 
Bob Nardi, the site consultant, compared West Jordan and Eagle Mountain saying that path of developments were 
headed in different direction, but this is not the case.  Eagle Mountain City experienced a growth rate of 1,023% 
between the year 2000-2013, which is significant when compared to West Jordan City’s growth rate of 61% in the 
same time frame.  Between the year 2000-2010, West Jordan was ranked the #1 fastest growing City by numeric 
change with 35,376 resident increase, however Eagle Mountain closely trailed being ranked #7 in the State with 19,258 
new residents.  Between the year 2000-2010, Eagle Mountain City was ranked #3 in the State for percent change with 
an 892.8% increase, but neither West Jordan, Salt Lake, or Tooele  were in the top #20 Cities.  West Jordan has been 
removed from the prison site list for its growth and development, and Eagle Mountain City would argue for the same.

Population Growth Rate %
  2010 Census 2013 Estimate Growth Rate
Eagle Mountain 21,415 24,217 13%
Salt Lake City 186,440 191,180 3%
Tooele 31,605 32,342 2%
Draper 42,274 45,285 7%
West Jordan 103,712 110,077 6%
Utah 2,763,885 2,900,872 5%

TABLE 1: POPULATION GROWTH RATES % (2010-2013)

Source: United States Census Bureau, http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml, Accessed on January 22, 2015.

TABLE 1a: PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

Eagle Mountain City has come a long way since 1996. Just as in business, growth is good, though rapid growth can present some 
very difficult challenges. This has certainly been the case for Eagle Mountain.  The sustained rapid growth Eagle Mountain is known 
for, is straining our ability to manage our existing infrastructure for utilities and transportation. Our size of forty eight square miles 
greatly compounds the problems, especially when centers of growth have been established along the fringes of our borders. 
Adding yet another expanse of infrastructure to maintain, and opening new areas of the city up to development with the new 
utility access, will not be beneficial. It will be detrimental. 

Eagle Mountain is committed to two principles:  first, we must be intentional about how we grow. We are placing greater emphasis 
on planning than ever before. From our transportation master plan, to our bike and pedestrian master plan, to our parks and open 
space plan, our City Master Plan, and multiple other guiding documents, we desire to be intentional about every action we take 
that will affect future development.

Secondly, we must focus on economic development. Eagle Mountain chooses to focus on economic development because we see 
an opportunity to do great things for our residents, our County, and our State.  Positive focus is our mantra. We have made bold 
moves to support our economic development goals.  As positive and focused as we wish to be, the reality is that the absence of 
significant economic development will catch up with Eagle Mountain sooner rather than later.  We cannot sustain our infrastructure 
at current levels, spread out over forty eight square miles on residential property tax alone. Yet that is exactly what we have done 
up until now.  Like it or not, the Prison introduces a stigma to our community which is the antithesis of the identity and value that 
Eagle Mountain has come to represent.  Our economic future looks bright in Eagle Mountain.  We have been working hard for 
years to position ourselves for economic success on a big scale. The prison will be an anchor to slow us down in this economic 
development pursuit. With growth so high, fewer resources, greater infrastructure strain, and the introduction of a new stigma, 
I don’t know that we can recover from the prison should we receive it.  On the other hand, we are poised to make good things 
happen in Eagle Mountain, Utah County and the State. If the prison is hindering Draper, is there reason to believe it won’t hinder 
Eagle Mountain? 
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REBUTTAL TO DECEMBER 22,2014 - PRESENTATION to PRC

Rebuttal to December 22, 2014 

On Monday December 22, 2014, the Prison Relocation Commission met and received a presentation from their 
consultant team, who has been studying the highly ranked prison sites using the Assessment Guidelines that were 
introduced by Rep. Gregory Hughes and unanimously adopted by the PRC at the PRC meeting on December 3, 2014.  
The PRC adopted four (4) assessment guidelines that were presented for each of the ranked sites undergoing further 
review. Those criteria were:

1.	 Have any issues been discovered with the site to date that would make the site unreasonably difficult or costly 
to develop?

2.	 Is there identified, compelling State interest that would likely be impaired by locating the correctional facility 
on the site being assessed?

3.	 Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population growth and increasing population 
density that will likely occur in the foreseeable future?

4.	 What is contemplated in the land use plan for the local community where the proposed site is located?

In this report, Eagle Mountain City will only be discussing discrepancies with guideline #1 Cost to Develop and #3 
Pathway of Development.  Mr. Robert Nardi, Senior Vice President at Louis Berger Group and site consultant for the 
PRC, presented his findings for each site in a PowerPoint, using the criteria above, in the “Correctional Facility Siting 
– Status Update”.  PowerPoint and audio from this presentation can be found online at the Utah State Legislature 
website.  See Table 2.1 below.

Correctional Facility Siting - Status Update Presentation
PowerPoint: http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT

Audio:  http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio

Unreasonably Difficult or Costly to Develop?
During Mr. Nardi’s presentation for the Lake Mountain West (Eagle Mountain) site, he portrayed to the PRC and public 
that if the prison relocated to Eagle Mountain, the infrastructure improvements would only be $24-$29M.  (Concerning 
this topic, Mr. Nardi’s audio can be heard at 46 mins: 55 sec in the audio link above)  It is the opinion of Eagle Mountain 
City that this projection was inaccurate and should have never been presented to both the PRC and the public.  

We contend that the figures presented at the December 22nd PRC meeting were grossly understated, and it would 
seem, arbitrarily so.  In slide #50 from the Correctional Facility Siting - Status Update (see Figure 2.2 on the following 
page), we see that the cost presented to the PRC and to the public estimates the infrastructure improvements to cost 
approximately $24-$29 million.  The provision of a specific range would lead the audience of this report to conclude 
that the cost to improve the infrastructure at the “Lake Mountains West” or Eagle Mountain site would fall somewhere 
between those two numbers.  In reality, there have been some specific omissions of known expenses which cause us 
great concern. 

TABLE 2.1: DECEMBER 22, 2014 PRESENTATION to PRC- POWERPOINT & RECORDED AUDIO

http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT
http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
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REBUTTAL TO DECEMBER 22,2014 - PRESENTATION to PRC

FIGURE 2.2: INACCURATE COSTS FOR EAGLE MOUNTAIN SITE

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, http://le.utah.gov/
Prison Relocation Commission Presentation, Dec. 22, 2014: Slide #50

Website: http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT 

Transportation Infrastructure Omission
The approximate range of infrastructure improvement costs presented has the appearance of being all inclusive ($24-
$29 million).  The figure is even presented alongside the bullet point calling for new transportation infrastructure.  That 
infrastructure would need to be built to establish access to the potential prison site from SR-73.  The report cites this 
needed improvement in order to avoid residential areas.  In spite of this acknowledgement, Epic Engineering was not 
tasked with, and did not complete any evaluation of the potential expense for such improvements.  This admission 
came in a meeting held on January 7th between Brad Sassatelli of MGT of America, Robert Nardi of Louis Berger Group, 
Clint Dilley of Epic Engineering, Chris Trusty of Eagle Mountain Engineering Department and Mayor Chris Pengra.  

As a fast growing community, planning for future infrastructure needs is one of our strengths.  Long range 
infrastructure planning is imperative for Eagle Mountain’s success. Accordingly, the projects needed to serve the area 
of the proposed prison site were identified years ago, along with the cost of such improvements. These projects and 
projected costs can be seen in the City’s infrastructure planning document or Capital Facilities Plan. (Referenced in 
Appendix C) The cost of these improvements are far from insignificant.  The cost for establishing adequate access to 
the proposed prison site include $44,358,156 for infrastructure and the purchase of right of way, as well as impact fees 
of $1,691,190.  The total expense is estimated at a sum of $46,049,346.  These expenses are explained in greater detail 
in the Infrastructure and System Impact Analysis section of this report under the Transportation Heading. 

While questions of the legitimacy of this cost may be raised, be assured that this cost has not been inflated 
or fabricated. The nature of Eagle Mountain’s tremendous growth and large geographic area has made solid 
infrastructure planning with frequent updates a necessity which we excel at. The impacts of the proposed prison 
facility are real, they are known, and they will be costly to mitigate for Eagle Mountain and for the State of Utah.  Eagle 
Mountain City neither wishes to allow the State to deviate substantially from our Capital Facilities Plan, nor do we 
wish to participate in the cost of such improvements that would otherwise not be completed by the City on similar 
timeline. 

http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT
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REBUTTAL TO DECEMBER 22,2014 - PRESENTATION to PRC

Engineers Estimates Not Included  
We would like to first acknowledge and communicate our gratitude to Clint Dilley of Epic Engineering along with 
Robert Nardi of Louis Berger Group, and Brad Sassatelli of MGT of America for sharing information with us about the 
engineering estimates at our December 7th meeting. Unfortunately, that communication did not take place until after 
the December 22nd PRC meeting in which PRC members relied upon the presentation of inaccurate information in 
order to advance the proposed site in Eagle Mountain to the top three sites. 

An additional omission of fact from the Correctional Facility Siting - Status Update was the figures compiled as a 
result of Epic Engineering’s Utah State Prison Relocation – Site Evaluation.  That document is further identified as 
the Preliminary Utility Infrastructure Budgetary Estimate. In this document, cost estimates were prepared for Water, 
Sanitary Sewer, Stormwater, Power, Natural Gas, and Communication Systems.  For each of these systems, three 
scenarios were presented for consideration. Those scenarios were prepared to provide three separate estimates for 
each utility. Scenario 1 of each being the highest estimate and each successive scenario declining in expense. Those 
scenarios contemplated multiple factors of each utility in order to provide different levels of expense. Some of those 
factors included fixing existing deficiencies, full cost of capital improvements, impact fees being paid, declining to pay 
impact fees, and various levels of utility service and corresponding tariffs. (i.e. transmission level power vs. distribution 
level power) 

Of the three scenarios presented for each utility, the aggregate cost of the least expensive options was $26,060,000. 
The aggregate cost of the greatest expense was $47,670,000 (See Table 2.4).  Even if we were making no determination 
as to the validity or accuracy of these figures, we can quite easily conclude that the estimated infrastructure costs of 
the Eagle Mountain site is not the originally portrayed$24-$29 million, but $26-47 million.  The omission of the data 
compiled from Epic Engineering’s work is concerning because the information presented was used by legislators to 
determine which sites would move forward in the site selection process. 

The work completed by Epic Engineering can be viewed in Appendix A. 

 

VS
Initial

Infrastructure
Costs

Impact Fees Total Infrastructure
Scenario 1 Initial 

Infrastructure
Cost

Scenario 1 
Impact Fees Scenario 1 Total

$18,073,666 $4,381,875 $22,455,541  Water $12,880,000 $3,600,000 $16,480,000 $5,975,541
$2,410,000 $5,256,066 $7,666,066  Sewer $6,530,000 $2,335,000 $8,865,000 $1,198,934
$3,200,000 $3,055,000 $6,255,000  Storm                       - $513,240 $513,240 $5,741,760
$44,358,156 $1,691,190 $46,049,346  Transportation                       -                       -                       - $46,049,346
$21,738,000                              $21,738,000  Electric $15,680,000 $2,360,000 $18,040,000 $3,698,000

$120,000                              $120,000  Gas $1,370,000 $210,000 $1,580,000 $1,460,000
$120,000                              $120,000 Phone/Data $1,880,000 $290,000 $2,170,000 $2,050,000
$90,019,822 $14,384,131 $104,403,953 TOTAL $38,340,000 $9,308,240 $47,648,240 $56,755,713

PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON
EPIC ENGINEERING ESTIMATESEAGLE MOUNTAIN ESTIMATES

Difference

TABLE 2.4: PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

Source: Epic Engineering Calculations,
Source:  Eagle Mountain City - Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Capital Facilities Plan
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Internal Infrastructure Improvement Cost Estimates

Eagle Mountain City has concluded their own preliminary analysis of the total infrastructure cost and associated fees.  
The total expense includes Water, Sanitary Sewer, Stormwater, Power, Natural Gas, and Communication Systems just as 
Epic Engineering’s analysis.  We have additionally added the cost of transportation infrastructure which was omitted 
in the figures presented at the December 22nd PRC meeting.  The table below will show the total estimated expense 
as prepared by Eagle Mountain City, equaling $104,403,953.   (See Table 2.4).  The complete analysis can be viewed 
in the section titled Infrastructure and System Impact Analysis. Direct and clear reasoning is given for each estimate 
presented.

While it may not “help our cause” to adjust Epic Engineering’s estimates downward, we have chosen to remain faithful 
to the purpose of estimates to come as close as possible to accurately identifying likely costs.  In three cases, Eagle 
Mountain City believes that Epic Engineering’s estimates were overly conservative, and we have adjusted them 
downward. Because Epic clearly identified that their site evaluations were a draft copy, it is expected that adjustments 
would be made as additional information became available. These adjustments came as a result of our collaboration 
as mentioned above. This process of adjusting draft estimates is both acceptable and understandable. What is not 
acceptable or understandable, is why these figures were flatly omitted from any presentation to the PRC.   

TABLE 2.4: PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

VS
Initial

Infrastructure
Costs

Impact Fees Total Infrastructure
Scenario 1 Initial 

Infrastructure
Cost

Scenario 1 
Impact Fees Scenario 1 Total

$18,073,666 $4,381,875 $22,455,541  Water $12,880,000 $3,600,000 $16,480,000 $5,975,541
$2,410,000 $5,256,066 $7,666,066  Sewer $6,530,000 $2,335,000 $8,865,000 $1,198,934
$3,200,000 $3,055,000 $6,255,000  Storm                       - $513,240 $513,240 $5,741,760
$44,358,156 $1,691,190 $46,049,346  Transportation                       -                       -                       - $46,049,346
$21,738,000                              $21,738,000  Electric $15,680,000 $2,360,000 $18,040,000 $3,698,000

$120,000                              $120,000  Gas $1,370,000 $210,000 $1,580,000 $1,460,000
$120,000                              $120,000 Phone/Data $1,880,000 $290,000 $2,170,000 $2,050,000
$90,019,822 $14,384,131 $104,403,953 TOTAL $38,340,000 $9,308,240 $47,648,240 $56,755,713

PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON
EPIC ENGINEERING ESTIMATESEAGLE MOUNTAIN ESTIMATES

Difference

TABLE 2.4: PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

Source: Epic Engineering Calculations,
Source:  Eagle Mountain City - Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Capital Facilities Plan
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Is the Proposed Site in the Pathway of Development? 
This next guideline was adopted to exclude any site that is in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth.  As Mr. Nardi presented this guideline to the PRC and the public, he used three maps from 1990, 2003, 
and 2014.  These maps that were used by Mr. Nardi in the presentation were all focused tightly to frame the prison 
site area.  To those who are not well acquainted with the extreme growth of Northern Utah County, it is easy to 
misinterpret this data.  Setting expectations of how growth will occur for a city growing at 5% or 7% is very different 
from how to analyze data for a City experiencing sustained double digit growth, as Eagle Mountain City.  Just as 
travelling in a car at higher speeds requires the driver to look much further ahead, and to allow increased room for 
stopping, so too must we pan out from the direct vicinity of the prison site to view what growth has truly been in 
Eagle Mountain, and where it is heading.  

Mr. Nardi’s interpretation of Eagle Mountain’s growth is contrary to, or at the very least, incompatible with, the 
projections made by Mountainland Association of Governments, The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, Eagle 
Mountain City Staff, and our numerous planning documents and infrastructure planning documents created by 
professional analysts and engineers over the last nineteen years.  When viewing the Eagle Mountain site through the 
lens of more tame growth patterns as seen in other cities across the nation, it is easy to reach the same conclusions as 
Mr. Nardi.  As a result, the presentation given didn’t reflect the whole and accurate picture of growth that is happening 
within the City.  

By zooming closely into the prison area,  somebody not familiar with Eagle Mountain City might begin to think 
that the pathway of development was headed in a different direction, or that population growth was stagnate, and 
encroachment would not be an issue.  When the full map of the City is presented we can see an accurate picture of 
growth patterns and its meaning.  First, let’s look at the map as presented to the PRC on December 22, 2014.  (See 
Figure 2.5.)

1990 Development Visualization Map: 
For the map of Eagle Mountain in 1990, Mr. Nardi showed the PRC Figure 2.5 and quote below.

“In 1990, the concentration of….Eagle Mountain didn’t exist in 1990 as a municipal jurisdiction, it was 
formed around 2000,  but this is the land use development that was existing at the time in 1990” – Mr. 
Robert Nardi (Utah State Legislature, PRC Audio  http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio 48 min:17 sec)

Eagle Mountain City
Response to Proposed Prison Relocation

FIGURE 2.5: 1990  INCOMPLETE MAP PRESENTED TO PRC ON 12/22/14

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West
Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth and population density that will likely occur in foreseeable future?   

        1990

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West
Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth and population density that will likely occur in foreseeable future?   

        1990

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, PPT: http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf , slide # 52

http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf
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REBUTTAL TO DECEMBER 22,2014 - PRESENTATION to PRC

FIGURE 2.5: 1990  INCOMPLETE MAP PRESENTED TO PRC ON 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, PPT: http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf , slide # 52

Legend
City_Limit_Line

Proposed_Site

Developed Land

1990

0 1 20.5 Miles

µ
PRISON

SITE

Louis Berger Slide

Growth Direction

GROW
TH

ECTION 

DIR

Mr. Nardi is partially correct when he mentioned 
that Eagle Mountain didn’t exist in 1990, as 
the City incorporated in 1996.  Eagle Mountain 
City didn’t ‘officially’ become a City until 1996, 
but in 1990, the north section of future Eagle 
Mountain City already started developing 
and building homes.  This may appear to be of 
little significance, but the purpose of sharing 
this is to illustrate that in 1990 growth had 
pushed westward into the Northern portion of 
the yet-to-be-incorporated, Eagle Mountain.

The map below was created by Eagle Mountain 
City staff.  The yellow box indicates the zoom 
range that was used in the slide presented 
by Mr Nardi, see Figure 2.5.  The map in 
Figure 2.6 was created to help illustrate the 
full picture of growth happening in the area. 
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2003 Development Visualization Map:
For the map of the Eagle Mountain in 2003, Mr. Nardi showed the PRC the map in Figure 2.7 and shared the quote 
below.  

“2003 several years after the community established there is some development taking place, the 
sewage treatment plant to the north, a couple of homes, and the beginnings of some …some 
development further to the north.” –Mr. Robert Nardi (Utah State Legislature, PRC Audio http://bit.ly/
Dec22Audio 48 min:33 sec)

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West
Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth and population density that will likely occur in foreseeable future?   

        2003

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West
Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth and population density that will likely occur in foreseeable future?   

        2003

FIGURE 2.7:  2003  INCOMPLETE MAP PRESENTED TO PRC ON 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, PPT: http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf , slide # 53

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West
Is the proposed site in the path of expected concentrations of population 
growth and population density that will likely occur in foreseeable future?   

        2003

http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf
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In 2003, by only looking at Figure 2.7, it is difficult to see in which direction 
growth is coming from and moving towards. In the full picture of Eagle 
Mountain City in Figure 2.8, it is easier to distinguish the pathway of 
development headed south towards City Center and the prison site. FIG
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2014 Development Visualization Map:
For the map of the City in 2014, Mr. Nardi depicted Eagle Mountain with the slide and quote below.

 “And by 2014 a few more parcels have developed, the vast majority of the development taking place 
in EM, are taking place to the north, and much, much further to the north, towards the Saratoga 
Springs area, so it’s not facing in the same path of development that I just described in West Jordan, 
and I’ll be describing in a moment on another location..” – Mr. Robert Nardi (Utah State Legislature, PRC 
Audio http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio, 48 min: 45 sec)

FIGURE 2.9:  2014  INCOMPLETE MAP PRESENTED TO PRC ON 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, PPT: http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf , slide # 54

2014

http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf
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FIGURE 2.9:  2014  INCOMPLETE MAP PRESENTED TO PRC ON 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature Website, PPT: http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf , slide # 54

In 2014, by just looking at the map in Figure 2.9, it’s difficult 
to tell that Eagle Mountain City had by this point experienced 
growth at a rate of 1,023% from year 2000 to 2013.  Total 
growth and development in the City can easily be skewed by 
omitting the full scope of the City.  Mr. Nardi mentioned in his 
quote above that development was occurring to the north 
and said, “...it’s [Eagle Mountain Prison Site] is not facing in the 
same path of development that I just described in West Jordan”.  

Eagle Mountain City vehemently disagrees with this statement 
made by Mr. Nardi. This map did not identify the Harmony 
project that had been previously approved for a preliminary 
plat. This project was made known to Mr. Nardi prior to the 
presentation from multiple interactions with Mayor Pengra and 
City engineering staff, both of whom had expressed concern 
over the proximity of the project to the potential prison site.  
The Harmony project now has an approved preliminary plat and 
an approved Master Development Agreement which vests the 
developer with rights to build 4,471 residential units. The project 
is shown on the map below which was created by City staff.  This 
development is located less than 2 miles from the proposed 
prison site.  Also included on the map below is the School 
and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) property, 
which is approved for 4,017 residential units through a master 
development agreement.  SITLA has recently issued a request for 
statements of interest and qualifications (RFQ) which closed on 
January 7th.  The scale and scope of SITLA’s development can be 
viewed in the copy of the RFQ provided in Appendix B.  The RFQ 
was issued in effort to ascertain the interest and qualifications 
for development and/or purchase of the project which occupies 
1,196 acres.  The trust anticipates selecting a master developer 
and entering into a contract to execute the master development 
agreement.  The Trust has received multiple respondents and 
initial interviews are now taking place. In speaking with Trust 
representatives, every developer that has been interviewed 
to date, has questioned SITLA about the proposed prison site.  

2014 With Harmony & 
SITLA Developments

FIG
U

RE 2.10:   2014 CO
M

PLETE M
A

P O
F EAG

LE M
O

U
N

TA
IN

 

Source: Eagle M
ountain City &

 U
tah County 

http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00005659.pdf


16 Eagle Mountain City
Response to Proposed Prison Relocation

REBUTTAL TO DECEMBER 22,2014 - PRESENTATION to PRC

Eagle Mountain City challenges Mr. Nardi and would argue that the path of development and growth direction is 
headed southward in the City and directly for the Prison Site.  With the surging growth rate of 1,023% between 2000-
2013, the City is experiencing a strong push of development toward the south, especially with the recently approved 
Harmony project. 

If any question about Eagle Mountain’s growth patterns remain, the June 2014 Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) may 
offer some clarity (Appendix C). In the IFFP, specific growth patterns have been contemplated in effort to identify the 
distribution of growth between the North and South areas of the city. The IFFP’s findings are stated as follows:

“In 2009 Eagle Mountain was the country’s eighth fastest growing city. It is estimated that by 2024 the 
population will grow to approximately 41,050 which equates to 9,999 ERC’s (equivalent residential 
connections). By 2060 the City’s population is estimated at over 150,000 or in excess of 30,000 ERC’s.” 
(Eagle Mountain City, Impact Fees Facilities Plan, p.7)

The document goes on to explain that building permits issued, forecasted build-out population, regional population 
patterns, current developments seeking approval, and other engineers reports were used to corroborate data issued 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget to calculate the North and South population projections. The result 
can be read in the following excerpt. 

“Initially the SSA (South Service Area) and the NSA (North Service Area) are fairly equal. [The SSA 
services City Center and the NSA serves the Ranches and areas North of SR-73] Around the year 2030 
as the NSA is built out, more of the city’s population growth will shift more to the SSA. See [ Figure 
2.11] for the population projections.”  (Eagle Mountain City, Impact Fees Facilities Plan, p.8)

This study confirms what we have long known to be the case and what we have been trying to communicate to the 
PRC. Growth is occurring at roughly the same rates in the Ranches as in City Center, though as we near full build-
out in the Ranches around 2030, the development occurring in the Ranches will naturally flow to, and be added to, 
development occurring in City Center.  The following graph will show the projected distribution of the population 
growth. 

FIGURE 2.11:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN POP. BY REGION - NORTH vs SOUTH SERVICE AREA

Source: Eagle Mountain City, Impact Fees Facilities Plan, June 2014, p.8
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Source: Eagle Mountain City, Impact Fees Facilities Plan, June 2014, p.8

West Jordan Comparison
Mr. Nardi says that, “West Jordan has been the fastest growing community in Utah over the last 14 years” (Utah State 
Legislature, PRC Audio, 12/22/14, http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio, 43 min: 38 sec).   He repeats this again, “Even with the 
recession over the period of time of 2008, or there about, this [West Jordan] is the fastest growing community, and 
I think that is something that tells you about what will likely be happening in the vicinity of this site”(Utah State 
Legislature, PRC Audio, 12/22/14, http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio, 43 min: 48) sec.  Mr. Nardi also shares that there are several 
residential developments that are ready to develop in close proximity of West Jordan’s proposed prison site within 
1-15 years.  In following Mr. Nardi’s argument, Eagle Mountain City is also experiencing growth in close proximity to its 
proposed prison site.  

West Jordan has grown substantially between the years 2000-2010.  Mr. Nardi’s reference to West Jordan’s growth 
ranking is perhaps taken from that City’s growth of 35,376 residents from the 2010 census, where the City was indeed 
ranked #1 in numeric population change (Appendix D, 2010 Census Brief, http://bit.ly/CensusBrief pg. 29).  See Table 
2.12.  West Jordan’s 2000 population started at 68,336 and rose to a 2010 population of 103,712.  This is a significant 
numeric change, but Eagle Mountain has also seen significant numeric change, ranked 7th in the State growing by 
19,258 residents. West Jordan’s increase totaled a change of 51.8%, which was not amongst the State’s top twenty 
fastest growing cities by percentage, but Eagle Mountain City was ranked third (3rd) in this category, see Table 2.13.

2010 Census Brief 29Cities and Counties of Utah 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Numeric 

Change

1 West Jordan Salt Lake 68,336 103,712 35,376
2 Lehi Utah 19,028 47,407 28,379
3 St. George Washington 49,663 72,897 23,234
4 South Jordan Salt Lake 29,437 50,418 20,981
5 West Valley City Salt Lake 108,896 129,480 20,584
6 Herriman Salt Lake 1,523 21,785 20,262
7 Eagle Mountain Utah 2,157 21,415 19,258
8 Draper Salt Lake 25,220 42,274 17,054
9 Saratoga Springs Utah 1,003 17,781 16,778
10 Syracuse Davis 9,398 24,331 14,933
11 Spanish Fork Utah 20,246 34,691 14,445
12 Riverton Salt Lake 25,011 38,753 13,742
13 Murray Salt Lake 34,024 46,746 12,722
14 Holladay Salt Lake 14,561 26,472 11,911
15 Washington Washington 8,186 18,761 10,575
16 Pleasant Grove Utah 23,468 33,509 10,041
17 Tooele Tooele 22,502 31,605 9,103
18 Springville Utah 20,424 29,466 9,042
19 Layton Davis 58,474 67,311 8,837
20 Cedar City Iron 20,527 28,857 8,330

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Fastest Growing Cities (Population over 9,000) Ranked by Numeric Change 

Fastest Growing Cities (Population 5,000 to 9,000) Ranked by Numeric Change 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Numeric 
Change

1 Nibley Cache 2,045 5,438 3,393
2 Bluffdale Salt Lake 4,700 7,598 2,898
3 Grantsville Tooele 6,015 8,893 2,878
4 Farr West Weber 3,094 5,928 2,834
5 Providence Cache 4,377 7,075 2,698
6 Pleasant View Weber 5,632 7,979 2,347
7 Enoch Iron 3,467 5,803 2,336
8 Ivins Washington 4,450 6,753 2,303
9 Mapleton Utah 5,809 7,979 2,170
10 North Logan Cache 6,163 8,269 2,106
11 Tremonton Box Elder 5,592 7,647 2,055
12 Salem Utah 4,372 6,423 2,051
13 Plain City Weber 3,489 5,476 1,987
14 Harrisville Weber 3,645 5,567 1,922
15 South Weber Davis 4,260 6,051 1,791
16 Roosevelt Duchesne 4,299 6,046 1,747
17 Ephraim Sanpete 4,505 6,135 1,630
18 Santa Clara Washington 4,630 6,003 1,373
19 Hyrum Cache 6,316 7,609 1,293
20 West Bountiful Davis 4,484 5,265 781

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

TABLE 2.12:  FASTEST GROWING CITIES IN UTAH - NUMERIC CHANGE

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budgeting, 2010 Census Brief-Cities & Counties of Utah, http://bit.ly/CensusBrief

http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://bit.ly/Dec22Audio
http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/Census/Census%20Briefs/2010/2010CitiesandCounties.pdf
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Population Growth Rate
  Year 2000 Year 2013 % Change

West Jordan 68,336 110,077 61%
Eagle Mountain 2,157 24,217 1023%

Source: US. Census Bureau

TABLE 2.14:  POPULATION GROWTH RATE - WEST JORDAN vs EAGLE MOUNTAIN

Source: US Census Bureau

Eagle Mountain’s 2000 population of 2,157 residents swelled to 21,415 by 2010, netting a staggering growth rate 
of 892.8% (Appendix D, 2010 Census Brief, http://bit.ly/CensusBrief, pg. 28).  This earned Eagle Mountain a rank of 
third on the list of fastest growing cities by percentage.  See Table 2.13.  (Appendix D, 2010 Census Brief, http://bit.ly/
CensusBrief pg. 29).  

No matter how you analyze Eagle Mountain’s growth, the City is one of the fastest growing communities in Utah. Over 
the last 13 years, Eagle Mountain easily surpassed West Jordan in growth rates by percent change of population, as 
seen below in Table 2.14.  This surging growth in Eagle Mountain has pushed the pathway of development southward 
towards ‘City Center’ and the proposed prison site, and will continue to do so with growing intensity as build-out of 
more northern and eastern locations continues.

TABLE 2.13:  FASTEST GROWING CITIES IN UTAH - PERCENT CHANGE

2010 Census Brief 28 Cities and Counties of Utah 

Fastest Growing Cities (Population over 9,000) Ranked by Percent Change 

2010
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Percent 
Change

1 Saratoga Springs Utah 1,003 17,781 1672.8%
2 Herriman Salt Lake 1,523 21,785 1330.4%
3 Eagle Mountain Utah 2,157 21,415 892.8%
4 Cedar Hills Utah 3,094 9,796 216.6%
5 Syracuse Davis 9,398 24,331 158.9%
6 West Haven Weber 3,976 10,272 158.4%
7 Lehi Utah 19,028 47,407 149.1%
8 Washington Washington 8,186 18,761 129.2%
9 Highland Utah 8,172 15,523 90.0%
10 Santaquin Utah 4,834 9,128 88.8%
11 North Salt Lake Davis 8,749 16,322 86.6%
12 Holladay Salt Lake 14,561 26,472 81.8%
13 Spanish Fork Utah 20,246 34,691 71.3%
14 South Jordan Salt Lake 29,437 50,418 71.3%
15 Draper Salt Lake 25,220 42,274 67.6%
16 Hurricane Washington 8,250 13,748 66.6%
17 Clinton Davis 12,585 20,426 62.3%
18 West Point Davis 6,033 9,511 57.6%
19 Heber Wasatch 7,291 11,362 55.8%
20 Riverton Salt Lake 25,011 38,753 54.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Fastest Growing Cities (Population 5,000 to 9,000) Ranked by Percent Change 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Percent 
Change

1 Nibley Cache 2,045 5,438 165.9%
2 Farr West Weber 3,094 5,928 91.6%
3 Enoch Iron 3,467 5,803 67.4%
4 Bluffdale Salt Lake 4,700 7,598 61.7%
5 Providence Cache 4,377 7,075 61.6%
6 Plain City Weber 3,489 5,476 57.0%
7 Harrisville Weber 3,645 5,567 52.7%
8 Ivins Washington 4,450 6,753 51.8%
9 Grantsville Tooele 6,015 8,893 47.8%
10 Salem Utah 4,372 6,423 46.9%
11 South Weber Davis 4,260 6,051 42.0%
12 Pleasant View Weber 5,632 7,979 41.7%
13 Roosevelt Duchesne 4,299 6,046 40.6%
14 Mapleton Utah 5,809 7,979 37.4%
15 Tremonton Box Elder 5,592 7,647 36.7%
16 Ephraim Sanpete 4,505 6,135 36.2%
17 North Logan Cache 6,163 8,269 34.2%
18 Santa Clara Washington 4,630 6,003 29.7%
19 Hyrum Cache 6,316 7,609 20.5%
20 West Bountiful Davis 4,484 5,265 17.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budgeting, 2010 Census Brief-Cities & Counties of Utah, http://bit.ly/CensusBrief

http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/Census/Census%20Briefs/2010/2010CitiesandCounties.pdf
http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/Census/Census%20Briefs/2010/2010CitiesandCounties.pdf
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Basis of Concern

In 2014, the Prison Relocation Committee announced several sites that were being considered for the relocation of 
the State prison. Among these sites, a location in the southern portion of Eagle Mountain City was identified.  On 
December 22, 2014, the PRC met at the Capitol as the Correctional Facility Siting – Status Update report was presented 
by Mr. Robert Nardi of Louis Berger Group.  Costs for infrastructure development of the Lake Mountain West site were 
shared with the Prison Relocation Commission and the public.  Those costs were incomplete and inaccurate.  The 
information shared was inaccurate in two ways.  

The first form of inaccuracy is that estimated infrastructure costs presented to the PRC were not congruent with, 
and did not reflect the body of work performed by the contracted engineering firm tasked with site evaluation (Epic 
Engineering).  The presentation appeared instead to extract an arbitrary range which spanned the most favorable 
of Epic Engineering’s figures (the lowest figure from scenario 3).  The “summary of Budgetary Estimates for All Utility 
Improvements” can be viewed in (Apendix A, last page) and Table 3.1. Epic’s analysis provided three scenarios 
representing high, medium, and low costs of infrastructure development, the range presented to the PRC and public 
did not follow those of Epic. The presentation instead omitted any consideration of Epic’s first two scenarios (high and 
medium cost) resulting in a more favorable picture by eliminating consideration of over 21 million in estimated costs.  
If the range presented was indeed arbitrary, as it appears to be, this is entirely unacceptable.  If the PRC members 
made their decisions based on this arbitrary range and not the accurate range detailed in the body of work compiled 
by the engineer, this omission is not only unacceptable, but egregious and borders on malpractice of the consultant 
who compiled the Correctional Facility Siting – Status Update.  Had Eagle Mountain’s full range of estimated 
infrastructure costs been displayed, the voting PRC members may well have concluded that the potential cost of 
infrastructure was valid concern enough to remove Eagle Mountain from further consideration. 

TABLE 2.13:  FASTEST GROWING CITIES IN UTAH - PERCENT CHANGE

Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and Budgeting, 2010 Census Brief-Cities & Counties of Utah, http://bit.ly/CensusBrief

TABLE 3.1:  EPIC ENGINEERING’S - UTILITY IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Appendix A, Epic Engineering Costs

Utah�State�Prison�Relocation���Site�Evaluation
Preliminary�Utility�Infrastructure�Budgetary�Estimate
INFRASTRUCTURE�BUDGETARY�ESTIMATE�SUMMARY

Site�#���Utah�County���1��

Site�Name:���Lake�Mountains�West�Site��

Site�Address:���1000�North�(1000�East�to�2000�East),�Eagle�Mountain�City,�Utah��

Site�Acreage:���600�800�Acres��

Site�Approximate�Elevation�Range:���4835�to�4850�ft��
Date�Revised: 12/22/2014

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENTS Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $12,880,000 $12,880,000 $6,780,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $6,530,000 $6,530,000 $6,530,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $0 $0 $0
Power�Infrastructure $15,680,000 $15,680,000 $3,100,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $1,370,000 $1,370,000 $1,370,000
Communications�Infrastructure $1,880,000 $1,880,000 $980,000

Total $38,340,000 $38,340,000 $18,760,000

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
ESTIMATE�OF�FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $3,600,000 $0 $3,600,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $2,350,000 $0 $2,350,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power�Infrastructure $2,360,000 $0 $470,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $210,000 $0 $210,000
Communications�Infrastructure $290,000 $0 $150,000

Total $9,330,000 $0 $7,300,000

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
TOTAL�CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENTS�AND�ESTIMATE�FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $16,480,000 $12,880,000 $10,380,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $8,880,000 $6,530,000 $8,880,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power�Infrastructure $18,040,000 $15,680,000 $3,570,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $1,580,000 $1,370,000 $1,580,000
Communications�Infrastructure $2,170,000 $1,880,000 $1,130,000

Grand�Total $47,670,000 $38,340,000 $26,060,000

SCENARIO�1���Assumes�full�cost�of�capital�improvements�to�resolve�existing�deficiencies�&�capacity,�higer�upfront�power�cost,�impact�Fees�paid
SCENARIO�2���Assumes�full�cost�of�capital�improvements�to�resolve�existing�deficiencies�&�capacity,�higher�upfront�power�cost,�impact�fees�waived
SCENARIO�3���Assumes�no�participation�for�existing�deficiencies,�partial�cost�of�capacity�improvements,�lower�upfront�power�cost�&�impact�fees�paid

SUMMARY�OF�BUDGETARY�ESTIMATES�FOR�ALL�UTILITY�IMPROVEMENTS

Utah�State�Prison�Relocation���Site�Evaluation
Preliminary�Utility�Infrastructure�Budgetary�Estimate
INFRASTRUCTURE�BUDGETARY�ESTIMATE�SUMMARY

Site�#���Utah�County���1��

Site�Name:���Lake�Mountains�West�Site��

Site�Address:���1000�North�(1000�East�to�2000�East),�Eagle�Mountain�City,�Utah��

Site�Acreage:���600�800�Acres��

Site�Approximate�Elevation�Range:���4835�to�4850�ft��
Date�Revised: 12/22/2014

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENTS Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $12,880,000 $12,880,000 $6,780,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $6,530,000 $6,530,000 $6,530,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $0 $0 $0
Power�Infrastructure $15,680,000 $15,680,000 $3,100,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $1,370,000 $1,370,000 $1,370,000
Communications�Infrastructure $1,880,000 $1,880,000 $980,000

Total $38,340,000 $38,340,000 $18,760,000

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
ESTIMATE�OF�FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $3,600,000 $0 $3,600,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $2,350,000 $0 $2,350,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power�Infrastructure $2,360,000 $0 $470,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $210,000 $0 $210,000
Communications�Infrastructure $290,000 $0 $150,000

Total $9,330,000 $0 $7,300,000

Scenario�1 Scenario�2 Scenario�3
TOTAL�CAPITAL�IMPROVEMENTS�AND�ESTIMATE�FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water�Supply�Infrastructure $16,480,000 $12,880,000 $10,380,000
Sanitary�Sewer�Infrastructure $8,880,000 $6,530,000 $8,880,000
Stormwater�Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power�Infrastructure $18,040,000 $15,680,000 $3,570,000
Natural�Gas�Infrastructure $1,580,000 $1,370,000 $1,580,000
Communications�Infrastructure $2,170,000 $1,880,000 $1,130,000

Grand�Total $47,670,000 $38,340,000 $26,060,000

SCENARIO�1���Assumes�full�cost�of�capital�improvements�to�resolve�existing�deficiencies�&�capacity,�higer�upfront�power�cost,�impact�Fees�paid
SCENARIO�2���Assumes�full�cost�of�capital�improvements�to�resolve�existing�deficiencies�&�capacity,�higher�upfront�power�cost,�impact�fees�waived
SCENARIO�3���Assumes�no�participation�for�existing�deficiencies,�partial�cost�of�capacity�improvements,�lower�upfront�power�cost�&�impact�fees�paid

SUMMARY�OF�BUDGETARY�ESTIMATES�FOR�ALL�UTILITY�IMPROVEMENTS
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The second form of inaccuracy was found in the numbers calculated by the engineer in their draft report of the 
site analysis.  We believe this was a result of limited communication between the City and the engineering firm in 
the early stages of this process.  Though frustrating, and arguably preventable, these inaccuracies are somewhat 
understandable as the estimates are preliminary and represent a draft or working copy of the analysis.  If the full body 
of work performed by the Epic Engineering was not presented to the PRC, then there was no value derived from the 
engineer’s work. That would mean the lowest possible (and thus inaccurate) estimates were used and presented 
without context, thus providing the PRC with an inaccurate picture with which to make one of the most impactful 
decisions in State history.  

In the December 22nd PRC meeting presentation, the question was asked and answered for the Eagle Mountain site:  
“Have any issues been discovered to date that would make the site unreasonably difficult or costly to develop?” The 
answer from the consultants to the PRC was the cost would only be $24-29 million to develop the site.   See Figure 
3.2. This representation lies in stark contrast to the figures which were provided to Louis Berger and MGT by Epic 
Engineering in their draft site evaluations.  

The Correctional Facility Siting – Status Update representation of $24-29 million in infrastructure cost would lead the 
audience to determine that the upper limit of cost for developing the Eagle Mountain site would be $29 million and 
the lower limit would be $24 million.  Epic Engineering’s site analysis presents three scenarios with cost estimates 
of those scenarios ranging from $26.06 million on the low end, to $47.67 million on the high end.  See Table 3.1.  In 
the estimates prepared by Epic Engineering, utility infrastructure was contemplated, though local and regional 
transportation infrastructure was not. It is our understanding that Epic Engineering was not tasked with performing 
any analysis or estimation of transportation infrastructure improvement needs or costs.  The transportation 
infrastructure needs, and their associated costs are significant for the “Lake Mountain West site”.  This cost analysis 
appears to have been neglected or omitted, even though the report clearly identified the need for such capital 
investment.  The report identified that need in a bullet point by stating, “Establish access from SR 73 that avoids 
residential areas”.  It is incredibly difficult for most people to conceptualize the type of growth Eagle Mountain has 
sustained over its relatively short history.  While those who live outside of Northern Utah County, and specifically Eagle 
Mountain may be unfamiliar with the challenges of such meteoric growth, we are well familiar with the challenges of 
keeping up with the corresponding infrastructure needs. Quite frankly, we are good at it, and the reason is because we 
plan and forecast for the growth.  

Assessment Results – Lake Mountains West 
Have any issues been discovered to date that would make the site 
unreasonably difficult or costly to develop?   

• Establish access from SR 73 that avoids residential areas 

• Approximately $24 - $29 million in infrastructure improvements  

FIGURE 3.2:  INFRASTRUCTURE COST PRESENTED TO PRC on 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature, PRC PowerPoint, Dec 22,2014, http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT, Slide #50

http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT
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Eagle Mountain has invested a great deal of time, effort, and capital to forecast our infrastructure needs.  Our 
Engineering and Public Works Departments have worked very hard over many years to clearly identify the existing 
Level of Service (LOS) and to project future capital investment needed to maintain that LOS as population grows. 
Relying on our Capital Facilities Plan and our Impact Fee Facilities Plan along with projected prison populations, 
volunteer, employee, and visitor information of the existing prison, we have completed our own draft analysis of the 
infrastructure costs.  The conclusion of our analysis led us to determine that the cost to the State to serve the prison 
while maintaining the same LOS for current residents will cost much more than the $24-29 million presented to the 
PRC. We have calculated $104 million for infrastructure costs.  We will detail the analysis in the sections to follow.   

Note
 
On January 7th Robert Nardi of Louis Berger, Brad Sassatelli of MGT of America, and Clint Dilley of Epic Engineering met 
with the City to discuss their analysis of infrastructure improvement costs.  This meeting was instrumental in assisting 
the City with identifying potential adjustments that may be necessary to arrive at more accurate figures.  During the 
course of this meeting we were successful in identifying several issues which were later addressed in collaboration 
between Epic Engineering and City staff.  It is our opinion that this communication has resulted in our ability to 
provide estimates that more closely approach true costs that would be paid by the State to develop the proposed 
Eagle Mountain site. You will find that some of the estimates have been increased from Epic’s analysis while others 
have been decreased. 

Basis for Analysis

Important Note - It is important to note that physical infrastructure needs of all utilities and transportation 
improvements contained in this report are based not on the eventual 5,950 inmate capacity facility that will be built 
over a period of years, but on the 4,200 inmate capacity facility to be built as the first phase of this project. Most cost 
estimates will increase in both construction costs and impact fees as additional capacity is added in coming years. 

Eagle Mountain City is a bedroom community located in northwest Utah County, consisting of a population of 
approximately 26,000 people. The city’s demographics consist of an average age of 21.7 years old and an average 
household size of 4.18 people. The September 2013 year-to-date daily population of the Draper prison was 3,280 male 
inmates, and 546 female inmates (Appendix E, pg. 78). Should the prison be relocated to Eagle Mountain, this would 
constitute a 15% increase in the population to the City. While Eagle Mountain City has been one of the fastest growing 
Cities over the last 10 years, a 15% increase on the existing system would be challenging for the City infrastructure to 
absorb. It is further estimated that the prison population would grow to 5,950 by the year 2033 according to the MGT 
Master Plan for the Potential Relocation of the Draper Prison Draft Preliminary Report (Appendix E, Pg. 85-88).

When Eagle Mountain City was incorporated in 1996, the only existing residential areas used private well systems for 
water and septic systems for their sewage. Until that point, roadways were built to a county standard that assumed 
very little traffic, and treated the area as a rural agricultural area. With the incorporation of the City, the original City 
leaders found much lacking in the way of infrastructure.

Unlike most other areas throughout the state of Utah, Eagle Mountain City did not have the ability to grow the 
infrastructure over time. Instead, most of the original infrastructure was built through Special Assessment Areas 
created by the original developers to help bond for the improvements. Areas that were developed outside of those 
assessed areas have been charged equity buy-in impact fees for excess capacity in those systems. Because of this 
juvenile infrastructure, Eagle Mountain City has often required improvements be completed by developers building 
within the City. These factors have unfortunately led to Eagle Mountain City having some of the highest impact fees in 
the state of Utah.

This analysis identifies likely infrastructure needs and associated costs. It also includes a summary of impact fee costs 
based on peak demands that the prison site would impose on the City, in a manner conforming to basic practices in 
the City. Information contained in this report is largely based on Capital Facilities Plans and models commissioned 
by the City several years prior to the announcement of the prison site.  Utility usage for these calculations were taken 
from information provided by Epic Engineering based on usage at the existing prison site or found online from the 
Utah State Legislature website.

Eagle Mountain City maintains a Capital Facilities Plan to ensure there is a clear understanding of the infrastructure 

FIGURE 3.2:  INFRASTRUCTURE COST PRESENTED TO PRC on 12/22/14

Source: Utah State Legislature, PRC PowerPoint, Dec 22,2014, http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT, Slide #50

http://bit.ly/Dec22PPT
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needed to accommodate growth. These plans are vital not only for the City to understand at what point infrastructure 
is required, but to inform potential developers what is likely to be required of them should they wish to develop within 
the City. Without adherence to these guidelines, the City could find themselves in a situation where they are unable to 
provide the services that are normally expected from a City. In most instances, developers work with the City through 
the master plan process to partner with the City to ensure that proper funding exists to construct the facilities needed 
for that particular process. This analysis references the City’s adopted master plans and identifies what will be required 
to construct a new prison facility of the scope outlined in the information provided to the City.

WATER
An update to the City’s Master Water Plan was conducted by Psomas, in coordination with Jones and Demille, in June 
of 2014. This report details system improvements required for continued development within the City. The Master 
Water Plan report includes graphic illustration of the location of water system improvements.  Pipe sizes and estimated 
construction costs are also included (Appendix B, sub-Appendix B). Those documents have been aggregated and are 
provided in (Appendix B, sub-Appendix A) of this report. Reviewing the recommendations of the report, it is clear 
that the City does not have sufficient capacity in the existing water system to accommodate a prison. Significant 
improvements and remedy of existing deficiencies will be needed to support the instant growth.  

The bulk of the culinary water in the City comes from deep wells located throughout the City. Additionally, the City 
is under contract with Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD) as a supplier for water. Eagle Mountain 
City requires all developers to provide to the City sufficient water rights for their respective development needs. 
Alternatively, the right to use Central Utah Water Conservancy District water rights may be purchased from the City as 
outlined in the City’s consolidated fees (Appendix F, pg. 19). Costs of securing these water rights was not included in 
the analysis performed by Epic engineering, however, the expense of these water rights should not be overlooked.  We 
have included water right costs at the rates found in our consolidated fee schedule in our analysis to present a more 
accurate picture of final costs. At initial demand, the calculated water needs of the prison will be 820 acre feet of water. 
The set price for purchasing water is currently $6,980 per acre foot if purchased from the City.  Assuming this rate, the 
cost for water rights would be $5,723,600.

TABLE 3.3:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - WATER IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Master Water Plan , June 2014

Identifier Description Cost

$689,000.00
20A 8836 lf 16" DI waterline from new well to new tank $1,060,320.00
63 Replace 5,900' 12" with 16" along Pony Express $691,845.00
64 10,720 lf 16" DI along Airport Road $1,238,160.00
70 10,690 lf 24" along Pony Express $2,234,210.00
71 2,690 lf 8" along Airport Road $177,540.00
72 2,660 lf 10" along Airport Road $263,340.00

ESTIMATED WATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

Replacement of (deficient) 5,300' lf 16" DI along Eagle Mountain Blvd
DISTRIBUTION

72 2,660 lf 10 along Airport Road $263,340.00
80 5360 lf 12" along Airport Road $530,640.00

113 SSA well 2500 gpm well $990,000.00

20a 2 MG tank $2,000,000.00
SUB TOTAL $9,875,055.00

820 Acre Feet of water @ $6,980 per af. * Developer cost may vary if water is purchased through a private 
transaction $5,723,600.00
ROW Acquisition $500,000.00
20% contingency on all costs excluding water resource and ROW $1 975 011 00

SOURCE

STORAGE

20% contingency on all costs excluding water resource and ROW $1,975,011.00

TOTAL $18,073,666.00
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TABLE 3.3:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - WATER IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Master Water Plan , June 2014

Based on Impact Fee Facilities Plan June 2014 

Impact fees are calculated at the peak demand placed on the system. The prison will be constructed to accommodate 
4,200 inmates, although though the existing facility will only houses an average of 3,826 inmates. 

TABLE 3.4:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - WATER IMPACT FEES

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Impact Fee Facilities Plan, June 2014

WASTEWATER
Eagle Mountain City has two separate alternatives for the treatment of wastewater. In the northern portion of the City, 
wastewater is collected and transmitted through a gravity line to the Timpanogos Special Service District (TSSD). In 
the southern portion of the City, wastewater is collected and treated in a City owned and operated facility. This facility 
went through a major upgrade in 2012 when an oxidation ditch system was installed. The projected capacity of this 
facility was 1.2 million gallons per day (GPD). Currently the City is averaging 400,000 GPD.  The prison’s additional 
demand on the system is expected to be approximately 500,000 GPD, bringing up the total daily processing to 
900,000 GPD, which is below the 1.2 MGD rated capacity of the treatment facility. However, when the plant was 
constructed, a microbial sludge reduction process was included in an effort to reduce costs for solids handling. 
Unfortunately, this newer technology did not live up to expectations, and the city is now hauling solid waste to TSSD 
on a daily basis. This known issue is being addressed in our coming update to the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP). 

Currently, the City is under contract with Horrocks Engineering to upgrade the City’s IFFP. Included in this plan will 
be a recommendation for added solids handling facilities for the treatment plant. Should the prison be relocated to 
Eagle Mountain, the existing flows would more than double and solid waste hauling would become an unmanageable 
process.  Thus, the upgrades to on site solid waste handling would be necessary and the planned facility upgrades 
would need to be installed prior to the City accommodating the increase in flows. Discharge from the prison would 
also need to meet City standards for pretreatment.

TABLE 3.5:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENT & IMPACT FEES

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Master Water Plan , June 2014

Year Population
Indoor Use 

(AF) Per 
Month

Outdoor Use 
(AF) Per Month

Combined Use 
(AF) Per Month ERU's Impact Fee

2014 4,200 55 75 820 1025 4,381,875$
*1 ERU = 0.8 AF

ESTIMATED WATER IMPACT FEES 

Quantity Description Cost
5000 18" sewer line $925,000.00
1 Solids Handling Facility $1,000,000.00

ROW Acquisition $100,000.00
20% contingency $385,000.00

TOTAL $2,410,000.00

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

Quantity Description
5000 18 in sewer line
1 Solids Handling Facility

TO
ROW Acquisition
20% Contgency

TO

Year Population Discharge ERU's Impact Fee

2014 4,200 460,000 1885 5,256,066$       
*1 ERU = 244 gpd      Impact fee/ERU = $2,788

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE

Year Population Discharge ERU's Impact fee

Quantity Description Cost
5000 18" sewer line $925,000.00
1 Solids Handling Facility $1,000,000.00

ROW Acquisition $100,000.00
20% contingency $385,000.00

TOTAL $2,410,000.00

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE 

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

Quantity Description
5000 18 in sewer line
1 Solids Handling Facility

TO
ROW Acquisition
20% Contgency

TO

Year Population Discharge ERU's Impact Fee

2014 4,200 460,000 1885 5,256,066$       
*1 ERU = 244 gpd      Impact fee/ERU = $2,788

ESTIMATED WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE

Year Population Discharge ERU's Impact fee
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TRANSPORTATION
As mentioned at the beginning of the infrastructure and system impact analysis section, transportation improvements 
were identified in the presentation given to the PRC at the December 22nd meeting. In that meeting the need was 
identified to “Establish access from SR 73 that avoids residential areas”.  Ironically, of all infrastructure improvements 
needed to accommodate the prison, this is the single most costly deficiency to remedy. Of the three remaining sites, 
the Eagle Mountain location appears to be the only one that would have significant investment in infrastructure 
improvements to minimize catastrophic traffic impacts. Recently, Obrella.com (http://www.obrella.com/news/2015/
best-commuter-cities-utah/) published an article identifying the best and worst commuter cities in Utah.  Eagle 
Mountain topped the list as the #1 worst city in the State for commutes with the longest average commute time, 
which results from the challenges of our limited transportation infrastructure.  

The Cedar Valley, in which Eagle Mountain City is located, has only two access points to the greater Wastach Front 
Area. One existing road, State Road 73 (Cory B. Wride Memorial Highway) is maintained by UDOT. The second access 
point is Pony Express Parkway. Pony Express Parkway is a collector road that feeds 1 high school, 1 proposed high 
school, 2 junior highs, and four elementary schools between Redwood Road and the proposed prison site. Because 
this area is rural, the City has had issues in the past with snow storms that blow snow across farm fields and onto these 
two streets. Ice created by blown snow can be more dangerous than ice occurring from rain or falling snow because it 
is applied in thin sheets. In February of 2008, both of these roads were closed because of a storm, and residents were 
stranded for several hours before they could enter or leave the City.

The Utah Transit Authority currently offers only one bus route into Eagle Mountain City. Route 806 offers weekday only 
stops twice a day in the northern area of the City. There are currently no stops located in the City Center, where the 
prison would be located. The nearest stop is approximately 8.5 miles away.

InterPlan consultants completed a Master Transportation Plan for Eagle Mountain City earlier this year. This plan 
analyzed existing traffic conditions within the City. The plan shows that Eagle Mountain Boulevard from Pony Express 
Parkway to SR 73 currently carries 2,680 Annual Daily Traffic (ADT). According to data pulled from this page http://
le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00003309.pdf, the prison expects to have 1,146 employees and 1,354 volunteers at the 
new prison site. Combined, this is 5,000 ADT, doubling the existing traffic on Eagle Mountain Boulevard and Pony 
Express. 

Note: The document titled “MGT Master Plan for the Potential Relocation of the Draper Prison Draft Preliminary Report” 
has since been removed from the legislative website. I believe the document has been removed because of its direct 
conflict with S.B. 268 which clearly states: 

“(3) The commission may not: (a) consider or evaluate future uses of the property on which the state prison 
is currently located; (b) make recommendations concerning the future use or development of the land on 
which the state prison is currently located;”  

The document, which is no longer available was prepared by the consultants hired by the Prison Relocation 
Commission and the document directly contemplates the future uses of the current prison site. This document is 
referenced in (Appendix E). 

Typically, the City uses the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual to determine the number of 
trips used by a facility in order to calculate the required impact fees. Assuming an initial prison population of 4,200 
inmates and 5,950 at ultimate build out, it is reasonable that a peak factor of 10% should be added to the average 
daily traffic count. Added to the employee and volunteer numbers, this corresponds to an average daily traffic peak 
flow of 5,700 trips per day. This number of trips would nearly double the existing capacity of the road.

Pony Express Parkway currently ends one mile from the proposed prison site. This road would need to be extended 
to provide access for the prison site. Additionally, there are no nearby routes that would provide a secondary access 
which would be vital for emergency access. To build such a road, additional rights of way, which the City does not 
currently own, would need to be obtained, and approximately 4 additional miles of roadway would need to be 
constructed.

http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00003309.pdf
http://le.utah.gov/interim/2014/pdf/00003309.pdf


25Eagle Mountain City
Response to Proposed Prison Relocation

INFRASTRUCTURE & SYSTEM IMPACT ANALYSIS

At the December 22, 2014 presentation to the Prison Relocation Committee, it was announced that access to the 
prison would come from a direct route from State Road 73. In Eagle Mountain City’s Capital Facilities Plan dated June 
2012, future plans were included for a freeway level roadway system called the Cedar Valley Freeway. Phase 4 of this 
facility runs from SR 73 southward toward the prison site. The total cost for this facility which has been included in the 
CFP was $54.11 million in 2012 dollars. This road is currently not in existence meaning the entire right of way for this 
roadway would need to be acquired at the time of the installation.  Because a freeway road system is most likely not 
required for the prison site alone, construction costs have been calculated at 60% of the total estimated expense of 
the project as it is written in the CFP. Additionally, costs have been included to extend a roadway from the Cedar Valley 
Freeway to the prison site, and to extend Pony Express Parkway to the site.

TABLE 3.6:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Impact Facilities Plan , June 2014

STORM DRAIN
There are no existing storm drainage facilities near the proposed prison site location. The City requires that rainfall 
must be detained on site and released at historical rates. Because there are no discharge points into existing bodies 
of water in the south service area, the City’s Master Storm Drain Plans for this area details regional retention ponds 
through the area. The master plan identifies a pond and a corresponding pipe from the prison site to the pond

TABLE 3.7:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Impact Facilities Plan , June 2014

Description Cost
Cedar Valley Highway ROW $25,350,000
Cedar Valley Highway Construction Costs $23,964,313
50% CVR Construction Reduction $11,982,157
Pony Express Extension $4,934,000
East-West Minor Collector $2,092,000

TOTAL $44,358,156

ESTIMATED TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

TOTAL $44,358,156

Identifier Description Cost
Pond 8 Regional Retention Pond $1,400,000.00
Pipe 15 4000 LF 66' pipe $1,800,000.00

$3,200,000.00

Year Population Area ERU's Impact Fee
2014 4,200 500 5,000 3,055,000$        

*1 ERU = 0.1 Acres       Impact Fee/ERU = $611

ESTIMATED STORMDRAIN IMPACT FEES

ESTIMATED STORMDRAIN INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

TOTAL

Year Population Area ERU'
2014 4,200 500 5,00

1 ERU = 0.1 acres
Impact fee / ERU = $611

Identifier Description Cost
Pond 8 Regional Retention Pond $1,400,000 
Pipe 15 4000 LF 66" Pipe $1,800,000 

TOTAL $3,200,000 
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GAS
The Gas Infrastructure costs are one of three utilities where infrastructure improvements and associated fees 
have been estimated by Eagle Mountain City staff to be significantly lower than the estimates calculated by Epic 
Engineering.  In the case of the natural Gas infrastructure, there would be relatively little cost to running the needed 
infrastructure to serve the proposed prison. Without in depth engineering analysis, we know that a 6” polyethylene 
pipe would serve more than the needed volume for the site. The pipe can be run for less than $20 per linear foot and 
the pipe would need to run approximately 6000 linear feet from the wastewater treatment plant to the Northern 

border of the proposed prison property.  The net cost would equate to around $120,000.

There should not be any additional needs for any new inline equipment such as regulation stations or pumps. 

POWER
Eagle Mountain City is in the process of selling the electrical and gas systems to Rocky Mountain Power and Questar 
respectively. Rocky Mountain Power met with representatives from both Eagle Mountain City and Epic Engineering. 
In order to have a comprehensive evaluation of the requirements for the prison to connect to the system, Rocky 
Mountain would need to perform a comprehensive evaluation of the system, and the demands placed on it. This 
would be a 90 day process which would be charged to the State of Utah or the Department of Corrections prior to 
beginning. Without that study, the estimates below are based on the most likely costs that could be identified. 

While some elements of the infrastructure improvement are yet to be determined, it should be noted that many of 
these estimates are a result of work performed several years ago by Eagle Mountain City’s Power Company when we 
were pursuing the same upgrades to deliver redundant power.  Part of the expense would result from connecting 
to the 138 kV overhead transmission lines located in Saratoga Springs.  The City’s estimates of the project indicated 
significant expense due to the need to run overhead 138 kV transmission lines over five miles.  The project would also 
require upgrades to Rocky Mountain Power facilities in Saratoga Springs. 

TABLE 3.8:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - POWER IMPROVEMENT COSTS

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Impact Facilities Plan , June 2014

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Cost
Extend new double circuit OHP line from Pony Express Substation 22200 LF 200 $4,440,000.00
Redundant transmission line to Saratoga Springs 26500 LF 200 $5,300,000.00
Upgrades to Rocky Mountain Power facilities in Saratoga Springs 1 LS 1500000 $1,500,000.00
138 kV switching and metering substation 1 LS 3000000 $3,000,000.00
10MVA 138 kV substation 1 LS 2000000 $2,000,000.00

$16,240,000.00
ROW Acquisition/Easement (75ft) 45 Acres $50,000 $2,250,000.00

ESTIMATED POWER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

SUB TOTAL
q ( )

$3,248,000.00
$21,738,000.00

20% contingency on all costs excluding ROW 
TOTAL
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TABLE 3.8:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - POWER IMPROVEMENT COSTS

PHONE/DATA
At the time of Eagle Mountain City’s incorporation in 1996, we owned and operated our own telecom services. That 
utility was then sold to Direct Communications in 2002.  We have maintained a positive working relationship with 
Direct Communications and they were gracious enough to provide an indication what infrastructure cost may look 
like to serve the proposed prison site. To estimate the cost to run fiber optic cable to the proposed prison site, the 
engineers and executives reviewed existing cable locations, trenching costs, and utility easement projections. They 
estimate that the cost of running cable to the site would cost no more than $120,000.  This cost would not include 
hardware or software required to process and route the data signals to provide end-user service, though such 
expenses are seldom, if ever, contemplated in infrastructure estimates. Here again, the costs estimates prepared by 
Epic Engineering were very conservative.  

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to provide a cost estimate based on the City’s understanding of the needs of the prison, 
which could also be compared to the independent evaluation performed by Epic Engineering. Below is a summary 
of all costs, as well as a comparison with the aggregate of scenario 1 for all utilities provided by Epic Engineering. This 
scenario best fits with the evaluation in this report. Impact fee credits have not been discussed in this report.

VS
Initial

Infrastructure
Costs

Impact Fees Total Infrastructure
Scenario 1 Initial 

Infrastructure
Cost

Scenario 1 
Impact Fees Scenario 1 Total

$18,073,666 $4,381,875 $22,455,541  Water $12,880,000 $3,600,000 $16,480,000 $5,975,541
$2,410,000 $5,256,066 $7,666,066  Sewer $6,530,000 $2,335,000 $8,865,000 $1,198,934
$3,200,000 $3,055,000 $6,255,000  Storm                       - $513,240 $513,240 $5,741,760
$44,358,156 $1,691,190 $46,049,346  Transportation                       -                       -                       - $46,049,346
$21,738,000                              $21,738,000  Electric $15,680,000 $2,360,000 $18,040,000 $3,698,000

$120,000                              $120,000  Gas $1,370,000 $210,000 $1,580,000 $1,460,000
$120,000                              $120,000 Phone/Data $1,880,000 $290,000 $2,170,000 $2,050,000
$90,019,822 $14,384,131 $104,403,953 TOTAL $38,340,000 $9,308,240 $47,648,240 $56,755,713

PRISON RELOCATION INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON
EPIC ENGINEERING ESTIMATESEAGLE MOUNTAIN ESTIMATES

Difference

TABLE 3.9:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - TOTAL COST SUMMARY

Source: Eagle Mountain City - Impact Facilities Plan , June 2014
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EMERGENCY SERVICES IMPACT
Law Enforcement Services
Eagle Mountain’s law enforcement services are provided by contract service with the Utah County Sheriff and relies 
on the Utah County courts for its needs. There are 18 employees that support the Sheriff’s mission in Eagle Mountain.  
This contract service represents approximately 27% of the City’s budget from the General Fund.  We rely on our 
deputies for protection of lives and property. Through this contract service, our deputies conduct preventative patrols 
to reduce crime, they provide traffic enforcement in residential areas, they file criminal cases, provide animal control 
services and they proactively engage the community through community programs.  

Representing such a significant portion of our budget, this service may represent the greatest budgetary risk to the 
City. Being located in Cedar Valley there are currently two East/West corridors to and from Eagle Mountain City (SR 73 
and Pony Express Pkwy).  Both corridors, primarily are two lane roads, which already carry a large volume of vehicles.  
Pony Express Pkwy has 5 schools which use this access to transport employees and students to and from SR 73 has 
two schools, all of which, are within City limits.  

With the added traffic from the 1,146 employees, 1,354 volunteers, logistical traffic (medical/court transports, 
deliveries, etc.), and visiting family members for over 4,000 inmates, there is a statistical certainty of a significant 
increase of traffic offenses and accidents.  This increase will undoubtedly demand an increase to staffing levels to 
accommodate the additional workload.  

Additionally, the developer has made informal commitments to support half-way houses or transitional housing.  
These housing arrangements pose potential challenges for law enforcement personnel.  Statistically, many prisoners 
within the Utah prisons have substantial histories of drug addiction and psychiatric issues.  As prisoners are released 
from the prison and move to transitional housing facilities there is again much statistical evidence to suggest that 
rates of recidivism related to drug charges, parole violations and non-violent crime would include many of the 
individuals released to the care of transitional housing located within Eagle Mountain should the developer follow 
through on his commitments.  The resultant increase in calls for service related to this new community dynamic 
will translate to a need for additional staffing of our Sheriff’s contract and significant increase to our General Fund 
expenses.   

 There is also some concern from our deputies that there could be a significant increase of crimes of opportunity from 
non-resident or visitor traffic.  It is well-documented that many inmates of correctional facilities have known associates 
(family, friends) whom are themselves involved in criminal activity.  Incarcerated individuals will receive visitation from 
both law abiding friends and family member, as well as visitors themselves involved in criminal activity.  The latter of 
the two types of visitors is where the risk for increased burden to law enforcement efforts.  Eagle Mountain City is a 
"residential" community, which makes it prime location for crimes of opportunity.  This type of activity will impact law 
enforcement through increased call volumes to our small team of deputies.  
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Fire and EMS Services
On October 2, 2012, Eagle Mountain City Council voted on a resolution which allowed the City to petition for 
annexation into the Salt Lake Valley Fire Service Area.  The City is now a member of the Unified Fire Authority, which is 
the new name of the  fire district.  We are served by two fire stations, each operated by a three person fire/EMS crew.  
Station 252, located in The Ranches, serves the northern population center of the City.  This station was built in 2002 
and is a fully functional facility. Station 251 is located in City Center and serves the southern area of the City as well as 
White Hills.  This is the facility that would serve the Prison as well. Station 251 is a small building that was converted 
from a telecom facility and is currently vacant due to significant environmental deficiencies (Mold). Solutions to 
restoring full service to the City Center area is underway, though the existing station will remain as a small station 
capable of accommodating few fire and EMS Personnel. 

Unified Fire Authority currently provides the Draper prison with fire and EMS services as well as medical transports.  
Draper’s location provides easy access to I-15 which allows for rapid transport to medical facilities which also reduces 
the time needed for EMS teams to quickly return to their home fire stations.  In operating fire and EMS services, 
delays in response to fire and medical situations can be the difference between life and death.  While crews are out 
responding to calls or providing medical transports, standards of coverage are typically met through mutual aid 
providers from neighboring municipal or district fire and EMS crews.  As Draper has the luxury of having UFA as their 
primary service provider, there is a depth of mutual aid providers in the local area of Salt Lake County. This inventory 
of neighboring fire and EMS crews is instrumental in preventing any measureable degradation to the level of service 
provided to residents of the Draper area while crews are responding to prison calls. 

In contrast, Eagle Mountain City is isolated to some degree and does not have the same depth of mutual aid providers.  
If the Draper facility is moved to Eagle Mountain City, our level of service to residents would drop and our cost would 
go up significantly.  Eagle Mountain Station 251 responded to a total of 208 calls in 2014.  73 of those calls were 
medical response and 135 were for fire.  Calls for service to the Draper prison are typically responded to by the any 
one of three Fire Stations in Draper or Bluffdale.  Of the calls to the prison in 2014, 27 required medical transport.  If 
these calls were responded to by Station 251, it would represent a 37% increase in medical calls. That entire increase 
represents emergent calls which required transport to the University of Utah hospital. This same trip from Eagle 
Mountain Station 251 is fifty five miles away and would take approximately one hour and twenty three minutes to 
travel to. After transport, check-in and debrief, and the return trip, the fire crews would be gone from the station for a 
minimum of three and one half hours. Our greatest concern over impact will be the reduction to coverage. With such a 
drastic increase in medical transports, and such great distances to reach University of Utah medical facilities, the result 
would be an unmanageable burden of apparatus and personnel out of service.  It is doubtful that mutual aid could 
be provided by other local agencies without a significant increase in cost to Eagle Mountain.  These impacts would be 
exacerbated by the huge increase in traffic from employees, visitors, and volunteers travelling to and from the prison.  

Providing fire and medical response services are two of the most fundamental responsibilities of the City.  We are 
gravely concerned that such a significant increase in calls, and the impact of lengthy medical transports will degrade 
or delay our service. 

The U.S Department of Commerce’s National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) released a comprehensive 
report in 2010 which for the first time, quantified the impact of firefighting crew sizes and the arrival times to a fire 
emergency. (Appendix G) There is little question that the relocation of the prison to Eagle Mountain will negatively 
impact arrival times and crew availability.  These are impacts which are simply unacceptable.   
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Economic Development
Eagle Mountain’s rapid growth, educated population, proximity to power lines, high pressure gas lines, and fiber 
technology is creating the perfect scenario for future economic development.    The City is on the cusp of huge 
economic opportunities with one of the largest economic deals in Utah right now.  Additionally, we are currently 
talking with three prospective companies that are looking to locate to the City, one has directly expressed concern 
about the prison.  Though it may be difficult to quantify the effect of becoming a “prison town”.  The only metric 
that matters is perception.  Where Eagle Mountain is so young in its commercial and industrial development, our 
customer’s perceptions become our realities.  With so much valuable land in Eagle Mountain and with such willing 
land owners, the mere threat of having economic development efforts stymied, is reason enough for City leaders to 
grow concerned.  

In the map below, Figure 5.1, we have identified three prime real estate areas where companies have consistently 
expressed major interest.  With the prison looking at one of the prime areas in the City, this will have an impact on this 
emerging market.

FIGURE 5.1:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - PRIME REAL ESTATE AREAS

Source: Eagle Mountain City 
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FIGURE 5.1:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - PRIME REAL ESTATE AREAS

Due to the existing infrastructure in parts of our city, Eagle Mountain has consistently attracted large companies that are 
interested in significant acreage, robust utility infrastructure, an educated workforce, and great quality of life.  The City is 
within close proximity to three highly regarded, major universities.  One of the greatest strategic advantages lies in our 
population demographics.  Eagle Mountain is a young city and has proven to hold great appeal to young families in the 
core of their wage earning years.  The result is a hardworking and highly educated population.  In the 2014 City-wide 
survey, 93% of the adult population in Eagle Mountain reported that they have some type of post-secondary education, 
94% of the residents rated the quality of life as good/very good and 92% rated the City as a very good place to raise 
children.  

There is no question that the Draper prison site is on Prime Real Estate and the land holds substantial value for 
other beneficial uses, namely commercial development.  In a similar manner, Eagle Mountain land under zoned 
industrial and commercial uses holds substantial value in a young and emerging market.  With the intense growth 
that is occurring in North Utah County, vacant commercial and residential properties are becoming rarer.  As the I-15 
corridor and Wasatch Front continues to build out, Northern Utah County has become a fertile environment for strong 
development trends which benefit not only the municipalities and the County, but the State of Utah.  Eagle Mountain 
has taken great care to identify its strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats and we are actively utilizing 
that information to continue building and targeting our commercial and industrial development pipeline.  The 
westward push of commercial and industrial development will continue to push west into Eagle Mountain.  The City 
has recently hosted prospective large manufacturers and industrial companies, many of which are interested in rail 
transportation.  To strengthen our appeal, we are working in tandem with developers to explore railway development.  
We have completed 10% of rail engineering, initiated the environmental process, and easements are under contract. 
These are some of the projects that have helped us prepare for the economic development push westward, but these 
prospective companies are not looking to locate to a Prison Town.

FIGURE 5.2:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - PROPOSED RAIL ALIGNMENT

Source: Eagle Mountain City 
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PLANNING AND GROWTH
HISTORICAL GROWTH PATTERNS & GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Eagle Mountain was incorporated in 1996 with approximately 250 residents. The city immediately began to grow 
in two different areas, five miles apart. In fact, to travel between these two areas residents had to drive nearly ten 
miles. Both of these areas have faced tremendous growth during the last two decades, and a road was finally built to 
connect the two “centers of growth,” cutting the drive to five miles instead of ten.

FIGURE 6.1:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - POPULATION  GROWTH

Source:   US Census Bureau & Eagle Mountain City 

Eagle Mountain has been one of the fastest growing cities in Utah for the last decade, growing from 250 people in 
1996 to more than 26,000 today. In fact, from 2010 to 2013 the City’s population grew by 13%, which is significantly 
more than Salt Lake City (3%) and Tooele City (2%).  Eagle Mountain’s growth rate is a very strong indicator that the 
encroachment challenges faced by the current prison site would not only be duplicated, but expedited if relocated in 
Eagle Mountain, especially when Eagle Mountain’s growth rate (13%) nearly doubles Draper City’s current growth rate 
(7%) and surpasses the State’s growth rate (5%).  According to state projections, Eagle Mountain City will continue to 
be one of the fastest growing cities in the State and will continue to have surging growth. 

Population Growth Rate %
  2010 Census 2013 Estimate Growth Rate

Eagle Mountain 21,415 24,217 13%
Salt Lake City 186,440 191,180 3%
Tooele 31,605 32,342 2%
Draper 42,274 45,285 7%
Utah 2,763,885 2,900,872 5%

Source: US. Census Beueau

FIGURE 6.2: POPULATION  GROWTH RATE COMPARISONS (%)

Source:   US Census Bureau 
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FIGURE 6.1:  EAGLE MOUNTAIN - POPULATION  GROWTH

Source:   US Census Bureau & Eagle Mountain City 

FIGURE 6.2: POPULATION  GROWTH RATE COMPARISONS (%)

Eagle Mountain City
  Growth Rate 13%

Saratoga Springs
Growth Rate 28%

       Lehi
Growth Rate 15%

F
1 0 1 20.5 Miles

Eagle Mountain, Saratoga Springs, Lehi Growth Rate 2010-2013.

2010ÊCensus 2013ÊEst. GrowthÊRateÊ%

SaratogaÊSprings 17,781              22,749              28%
Lehi 47,404              54,382              15%
EagleÊMountain 21,415              24,217              13%

Highland 15,523              17,011              10%
Santaquin 9,128                9,843                8%
UtahÊCounty 516,564ÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊ 551,891ÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊ 7%
Spanish Fork 34,691              36,956              7%
American Fork 26,263              27,813              6%
Springville 29,466              31,205              6%
Lindon 10,070              10,611              5%
Utah 2,763,885ÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊ 2,900,872ÊÊÊÊÊÊÊÊ 5%
Alpine 9,555                10,024              5%
Payson 18,294              19,154              5%
Pleasant Grove 33,509              34,988              4%
Cedar Hills 9,796                10,179              4%
Orem 88,328              91,648              4%
Provo 112,488            116,288            3%
Fairfield 119                   122                   3%
Genola 1,370                1,397                2%
Goshen 921                   935                   2%

Source:ÊCensusÊBureau

ÊUtahÊCountyÊ-ÊPop.ÊGrowthÊRateÊ%

TRI-CITIES: NORTH UTAH COUNTY

ALL OTHER UTAH COUNTY

All Other Utah County Avg.
Growth Rate 5%

NORTH UTAH COUNTY GROWTH RATES 
2010-2013 Source:  Census Bureau

In Utah County, growth is being pushed to 
the North West region.  The cities with the 
highest growth rates between 2010-2013 
are:  Eagle Mountain (13%), Lehi (15%), 
and Saratoga Springs (28%).  These rates 
are significant, especially when compared 
to the average growth rates of the other 
cities in Utah County at 5%, Utah County’s 
average at 7%, and the State’s average at 
5%.  One of several reasons for this growth 
surge in Utah County comes from the 
lack of space in other Cities.  Both Orem 
City and Provo City have a limited supply 
of buildable land available, which leads 
to two options for development: build 
up, which is not cost-efficient, or push 
development outwards, which is less 
expensive.  Growth has also been pushing 
north west due to economic development 
efforts in Lehi City, landing big companies 
such as: Microsoft, Adobe, IM Flash, Sirsi 
Dynix, Oracle, AtTask and Xactware.  These 
companies are attracting families to move 
to the Tri-City area (Eagle Mountain, 
Saratoga Springs, Lehi) aggressively 
pushing the growth higher each year.   

PLANNING & GROWTH IMPACT

NORTH UTAH COUNTY GROWTH RATES 
2010-2013
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City Center

The Ranches

White Hills

Prison 
Site

North Ranches

Eagle Mountain "Centers of Growth"

Fragmented Growth

Eagle Mountain currently has four “centers 
of growth:” The Ranches (& Silverlake), North 
Ranches, City Center, and White Hills (aka Pole 
Canyon). Each area has developed separate from 
the others, and each area has roads or utilities 
that are unique to that area. These areas are 
separated from the others by two to five miles (as 
the crow flies). This separation creates a variety of 
difficulties and challenges, as each area has a need 
for parks and recreation improvements, street and 
pedestrian improvements, public safety coverage, 
and more. The most costly challenge this creates 
is for transportation. To travel from the White 
Hills or Pole Canyon area to the City Center (City 
Hall), residents have to drive more than 11 miles. 
It is 5 miles from the center of the Ranches to City 
Hall. These miles of roadway with no adjacent 
development cause a severe strain on the City’s 
budget, the City’s ability to maintain reasonable 
property taxes, and the City’s ability to improve 
the residents’ quality of life in Eagle Mountain. 
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The introduction of the prison, which would be located 2.5 miles south of the City Center, would create yet a fifth 
“center of growth,” creating additional miles of roads and utilities without adequate taxes to support these facilities. 
It is widely understood across the state that the road maintenance funds provided by the State are not adequate to 
maintain the miles of roadways at a level of standard that is acceptable by residents, and these roadways (and utilities) 
often require additional funds from user fees and/or taxes.  

Smart Growth

The prison site is also in direct conflict with several widely accepted smart growth principles (smartgrowth.org), 
including:

•	 Strengthen and Direct Development Towards Existing Communities. The City has been making efforts to 
connect the Ranches and the City Center, in order to bring the neighborhoods together and improve the 
quality of life. The prison and associated future development would create more development even further 
from the existing community.

•	 Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration in Development Decisions. The residents of Eagle 
Mountain deserve to be much more involved in this decision, seeing that could impact them and their 
neighborhoods for years to come.

•	 Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty, and Critical Environmental Areas. This property should be 
preserved until growth and development occur much closer to its boundary.

•	 Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place. The residents of Eagle Mountain do 
not want their “sense of place” defined by the prison. This is what will occur, as the prison development will 
overshadow any other attempts to create a strong sense of place. 

Although the City has grown in various separated “centers of growth,” this type of development is inconsistent with 
smart growth principles, and the City is making efforts to combine these centers and only allow growth adjacent to 
existing development and infrastructure. Adding the prison so far from existing development will further dampen 
these efforts and strain the City’s maintenance budget. 

The Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, and Mountainland Association of Governments expect Eagle 
Mountain’s rapid growth rate to continue, resulting in a population of 114,400 in 2050, which is a 434% change in 
population.  At the same time, Utah County is projected to increase by 700,000 people, 88,000 of which will be in Eagle 
Mountain. The City also is located in what has been recently termed, by a University of Utah professor, the “epicenter of 
growth along the Wasatch Front (Lehi, Saratoga Springs, Eagle Mountain, and American Fork).” (Source: Governor’s Office 
of Management and Budget & Mountainland Association of Government)

Clearly, locating a prison in such a rapidly growing community would be a mistake, as the growth would crowd out 
the prison after a relatively short amount of time. 

FIGURE 6.5  EAGLE MOUNTAIN POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Source:  Mountainland Association of Governments - December 2012
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7A Snapshot of 2050 Research Report

Utah Foundation • utahfoundation.org

and thus most new development will likely be farther from existing city centers. Despite smaller percentage 
increases than Washington, Utah, and Cache counties, Salt Lake County is projected to add around 630,000 
new residents. This growth is the second largest amount for any county in the state, and would need to be 
accommodated in a variety of ways including infill, redevelopment, and reuse of underutilized commercial 
and industrial land. Out of cities with over 50,000 residents, South Jordan, located in Salt Lake County, was 
the second fastest growing city in the nation between 2011 and 2012.9 Figures 7 and 8 show projections for 
the ten cities with the largest percent change, and cities over 20,000 with the largest percent change. 

Projections show Utah County with the highest increase of individual residents - 700,000 additional 
people anticipated by 2050.  This significant growth in Utah County is reflected in projections for both 
small and larger cities. Through analysis of GOMB projections, of the 26 listed cities in Utah County, 
11 have a projected percent change of over 200%. Smaller towns in Utah County will still see significant 
changes – Vineyard is projected to see its population multiply to over ten times what it was in 2010 by 
2020; Fairfield, Genola, and Cedar Fort are all projected to more than double their populations in the 
same timeframe. Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs are projected to add over 90,000 people by 2050. 

Figure 7: Largest Projected Percent Change, All Cities

City (County) 2010 2050, Projected
Projected Percent 
Change 2010-2050

Vineyard (Utah) 139 20,000 14288%

Fairfield (Utah) 119 3,900 3177%

Cedar Fort (Utah) 368 6,900 1775%

Independence (Wasatch) 164 1,168 612%

Charleston (Wasatch) 415 2,953 612%

Hideout (Wasatch) 656 4,474 582%

Genola (Utah) 1,370 8,600 528%

Salem (Utah) 6,423 40,100 524%

Saratoga Springs (Utah) 17,781 107,900 507%

Unincorporated Utah County 10,009 60,195 501%

Source: GOMB Population Projections.

Figure	8:	Largest	Projected	Percent	Change,	Cities	with	over	20,000	residents	in	2010

City (County) 2010 2050, Projected
Projected Percent 
Change 2010-2050

Eagle Mountain (Utah) 21,415 114,400 434%

St George (Washington) 72,897 249,421 242%

Herriman (Salt Lake County) 21,785 64,896 198%

Lehi (Utah) 47,407 120,000 153%

Tooele (Tooele) 31,605 75,545 139%

Cedar City (Iron) 28,857 66,135 129%

South Jordan (Salt Lake) 50,418 110,083 118%

Midvale (Salt Lake) 27,964 60,206 115%

Spanish Fork (Utah) 34,691 72,300 108%

American Fork (Utah) 26,263 54,000 106%

Source: GOMB Population Projections

TABLE 6.6:  LARGEST PROJECTED PERCENT CHANGE in UTAH (+20,000/pop)

Source:  Governor’s Office of Management & Budget 

PLANNING, ZONING, & FUTURE LAND USES
The property owner of the prison site recently received approval for a 772-acre development (titled “Harmony”) that 
contains a total of 2,360 single-family lots and the potential for 1,935 multi-family units, six church sites, a junior 
high school site, an existing elementary school, and twenty-seven (27) acres of commercial property. At full project 
buildout, this project could add over 17,800 people (4.15 people per household, based on the 2012 US Census 
Estimates for Eagle Mountain) to the city. This project is located only two (2) miles to the northwest of the prison 
site. This same property owner owns over 7,000 acres of property within the southern area of the city, and has a 
development agreement with the City that vests him with up to 22,930 residential units (with approximately 1,800 
already constructed). If all units are developed, approximately 80% of these units, or 18,344, would likely be located 
within three (3) miles of the prison site. This would be an additional 76,127 people in this area. 

The zoning of this property owner’s land was created by a master development plan (see attached Monte Vista Ranch, 
LC & Eagle Mountain Properties, LLC Master Development Land Use Map, 2006 Amendment). According to this plan, 
the prison site property is zoned “Airpark,” which encourages and permits a variety of uses to make the Airport/Airpark 
Zone a functional mixed use business environment offering a diversity of aviation, aviation support and ancillary 
uses, and non-aviation uses and services. The properties within three (3) miles of the prison site are zoned Airpark, 
Residential, Mixed-Use Residential/Commercial, Commercial C-2, Agriculture, and Industrial. 

The City’s General Plan, or Future Land Use Map (see attached), guides the future development of the city. As currently 
master planned, the properties within a three (3) mile radius of the prison site are planned as Mixed Use Residential, 
Rural Residential, Airport, Mixed Use Commercial, and Commercial/Residential. Using a conservative average of 5 
dwelling units/acre for the Mixed Use Residential and Mixed Use Commercial areas, and 1.5 dwelling units/acre for the 
Rural Residential areas, the potential buildout population near the prison would be as follows (see attached Prison 
Relocation – 3 Mile Radius map):

•	 Within 1 Mile of Prison Site: 50,091 population

•	 Within 2 Miles of Prison Site: 85,810 population

•	 Within 3 Miles of Prison Site: 151,425 population

The siting of a prison in this location causes significant changes to the City’s master planning, and basically results in 
the need to change land uses on thousands of acres to Agriculture and Industrial uses, removing all residential, mixed-
use residential, and residential/commercial uses within a 2-3 mile radius of the prison. 
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TABLE 6.6:  LARGEST PROJECTED PERCENT CHANGE in UTAH (+20,000/pop)

Mountainland Association of Governments and CRSA (local architectural and planning firm) completed a planning 
study in 2008, titled the West Lake Vision Study. This study envisioned the Cedar Valley and adjacent areas eventually 
containing 1,000,000 people. They worked with the Cities (including Eagle Mountain) and stakeholders (including 
property owners) to create a map that proposed various land uses and residential densities planned appropriately 
throughout the area, leaving 80% of the area as open, agricultural or natural open space. This study designates the 
prison property as “Town Core,” which anticipates 24 dwelling units per acre, far more than even the 5 units/acre in the 
City’s general plan map. The Town Core land use is definitely incompatible with a prison.
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TOWN CORE is a transitional space between the urban center and the primarily residential neighborhoods 
in the town edge and neighborhood development areas.  Scaling down in intensity, the town core 
provides a fairly equal balance between commercial and residential land uses.  These areas are able to 
rely upon the activity occurring in the urban core for support, but the types of commercial uses are more 
geared towards daily needs and services rather than being major employment hubs.  Residential uses 
range in density and each neighborhood should include a variety of housing types, styles, and price points.

DARK SKY ORDINANCE
Eagle Mountain City has a city-wide Dark Sky Ordinance, which was adopted in response to a community desire 
to maintain a light-pollution free night sky. It was also approved in order to support Camp Williams and the Camp 
Williams Joint Land Use Study, which protects the night training operations of the Utah National Guard. While the 
identified prison site is not located within the Joint Land Use Study area, this study was a major impetus for the City 
adopting a city-wide Dark Sky Ordinance, as the effects of light pollution are cumulative and can create an overall 
sky glow. This ordinance requires full cutoff and fully shielded lights, as well as maximum light output based upon 
acreage. All nonresidential uses are limited to a total of 100,000 lumens per net acre. Design goals, however, should 
be the lowest levels of lumens necessary to meet the lighting requirements of the site. Industrial, Commercial, and 
other uses would all be held to this same standard. The City would fully expect the State to comply with the Dark Sky 
Ordinance, as the State cannot be seen as being “above the law.” 
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Utah State Prison Relocation ‐ Site Evaluation
Preliminary Utility Infrastructure Budgetary Estimate
INFRASTRUCTURE BUDGETARY ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Site #   Utah County ‐ 1  

Site Name:   Lake Mountains West Site  

Site Address:   1000 North (1000 East to 2000 East), Eagle Mountain City, Utah  

Site Acreage:   600‐800 Acres  

Site Approximate Elevation Range:   4835 to 4850 ft  
Date Revised: 12/22/2014

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS Cost Cost Cost

Water Supply Infrastructure $12,880,000 $12,880,000 $6,780,000
Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure $6,530,000 $6,530,000 $6,530,000
Stormwater Infrastructure $0 $0 $0
Power Infrastructure $15,680,000 $15,680,000 $3,100,000
Natural Gas Infrastructure $1,370,000 $1,370,000 $1,370,000
Communications Infrastructure $1,880,000 $1,880,000 $980,000

Total $38,340,000 $38,340,000 $18,760,000

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
ESTIMATE OF FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water Supply Infrastructure $3,600,000 $0 $3,600,000
Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure $2,350,000 $0 $2,350,000
Stormwater Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power Infrastructure $2,360,000 $0 $470,000
Natural Gas Infrastructure $210,000 $0 $210,000
Communications Infrastructure $290,000 $0 $150,000

Total $9,330,000 $0 $7,300,000

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
TOTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS AND ESTIMATE FEES Cost Cost Cost

Water Supply Infrastructure $16,480,000 $12,880,000 $10,380,000
Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure $8,880,000 $6,530,000 $8,880,000
Stormwater Infrastructure $520,000 $0 $520,000
Power Infrastructure $18,040,000 $15,680,000 $3,570,000
Natural Gas Infrastructure $1,580,000 $1,370,000 $1,580,000
Communications Infrastructure $2,170,000 $1,880,000 $1,130,000

Grand Total $47,670,000 $38,340,000 $26,060,000

SCENARIO 1 ‐ Assumes full cost of capital improvements to resolve existing deficiencies & capacity, higer upfront power cost, impact Fees paid
SCENARIO 2 ‐ Assumes full cost of capital improvements to resolve existing deficiencies & capacity, higher upfront power cost, impact fees waived
SCENARIO 3 ‐ Assumes no participation for existing deficiencies, partial cost of capacity improvements, lower upfront power cost & impact fees paid

SUMMARY OF BUDGETARY ESTIMATES FOR ALL UTILITY IMPROVEMENTS

APPENDIX A - EPIC ENGINEERING
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REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENT 
 

Request for Qualifications and 
Statement of Interest 

For 

 

 

State of Utah 
School and Institutional 
TRUST LANDS ADMINISTRATION 
Planning and Development Group 
675 East 500 South, Suite 500 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102 
801-538-5100 

APPENDIX B - RFQ FOR STATE of UTAH SCHOOL TRUST LANDS
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APPENDIX B - RFQ FOR STATE of UTAH SCHOOL TRUST LANDS 

- 15 - 

Figure 4: Proposed Master Development Plan 
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SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Any developer wishing to receive consideration should submit the following (Substance in the 
response will carry more weight than form or manner of presentation): 
 
A. Qualifications 

1. History – The Trust seeks to partner with experienced and well capitalized real estate 
developers.  Provide background information such as a brief history of the developer, 
years in business and any other information communicating capabilities including 
numbers of master-planned residential land/lots developed and sold, and commercial 
and/or industrial land developed and leased or sold. 

2. Personnel – Identify and provide resumes for all principals and key personnel who will be 
involved with the Trust and the Project.  Provide contact information for the primary 
individual(s) representing the developer. 

3. Relevant Developer Experience – An overview of large-scale mixed-use project 
experience over the last 10 years.  The overview should outline the type(s) of transaction, 
position in the transaction(s) and the services provided by the principals and key 
personnel identified above. 

4. References – Names and contact information for at least 3 current or recent-past 
references to demonstrate general professional integrity and reputation of the developer 
held within the business/public community. 

5. Financials1 – The Trust seeks to partner with well capitalized developers.  Provide the 
following financial information for the developer: 
 The guarantee relationship that will exist between the development entity and its 

sponsors or participants if the entity undertaking the development will be specifically 
formed for this Project or represents a subsidiary or joint venture. 

 Provide the following information for the development entity or, in the case of a 
specifically formed company, for each of its guarantors: 
• Three (3) most recent years of audited financial statements. 
• Two (2) credit references, preferably involved in projects of similar scope. 
• The development entity’s ability to commit capital to the Project. 
• A statement of willingness to contribute unsecured capital to the Project (the Trust 

believes it will take a minimum of $5-10 million to initiate the Project). 
 
B. Statement of Interest 

1. Vision – Summarize developer’s vision for the Project.  Drawings and/or plans may be 
submitted to support the respondent’s vision; however, the respondent is not required to 
submit any plans or drawings. 

2. Strategy – Outline developer’s strategy for developing the Project including: 
 Interest in developing all or a portion of the Project, and  

                                                 
1  The Trust recognizes the sensitive nature of the financial information request.  Financial 
information should be labeled “Confidential” and submitted in a separate electronic file or under 
separate cover.  This information will be used by the Trust for evaluation purposes only and will 
be kept confidential. 
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 Developer’s depth of involvement in the development, e.g. a) “land developer” 
intending to wholesale “ready to build” land to builders; b) “land developer-builder” 
selling or leasing buildings at retail; or c) a combination of a and b. 

3. Transaction – Proposed transaction style: purchase, development-lease structure or 
another type of transaction. 

4. Compensation – Proposed compensation structure that dovetails with the proposed 
transaction style identified above. 

5. Other Information – Identify and discuss any other information that you believe the Trust 
should be aware of or should take into consideration when reviewing your submission. 

 
 

SUBMISSION INFORMATION 
 
Date and Time:  By 3:00 pm Mountain Standard Time on Wednesday, January 7, 2015. 
 
Format: Electronic file (PDF preferred) or three (3) paper copies.  

Financial information should be labeled “Confidential” and submitted in a separate 
electronic file or under separate cover. 
 

Submission Method/Location: 

 Electronic: eliseerler@utah.gov 

 Paper: School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration 
Attn:  Eagle Mtn RFQ 
675 E. 500 South, Suite 500 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 

801-538-5100 
 
 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 
 

Brokers are encouraged to work with prospective clients to make them aware of this offering.  
The Trust will not compensate brokers for their work; brokers must seek compensation from 
their client.  Brokers will be required to submit a copy of their client agreement to become 
involved in the selection process. 
 
The selection of entities for negotiation and the modification of any resulting proposal are at the 
sole discretion of the Trust.  Selection decisions will be based primarily on financial capacity, 
development experience, qualifications of key personnel, and transaction proposal; however, a 
subjective component is likely in the selection process. 
 
The Trust may consider all information available to it in reference to the qualification and ability 
of the submitting entity, including past performance with the Trust. 
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The Trust reserves the right in its sole discretion to waive irregularities of any kind in responsive 
submissions, to reject any and all submissions, to accept any submission it feels serves the 
Trust’s and Project’s interest, and to extend submission deadlines. 
 
No right whatsoever shall inure in the respondent by virtue of its selection, until such time as a 
contract has been fully executed. 
 
All expenses incurred in preparing submittals are the sole responsibility of the respondent. 
 
Any proposal may be withdrawn at any time prior to the scheduled submission closing time. 
 
The Trust will not return any copies of submitted proposals and will retain each submission. 
 
Financial information that is specifically labeled “Confidential” by the respondent will be held 
confidential by the Trust.  All other portions of submitted proposals will be public after the 
Project developer is selected and contract documents are signed, pursuant to the Government 
Records Access and Management Act (Utah Code Title 63G subsection 2). 
 
Proposals will not be publicly opened. 
 
 
 
 

 

- 14 - 

Figure 3: Approved Master Development Plan (2003) 
(Note: This figure is the same as MDA Exhibit 1) 
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Since the growth projections used in the previous CFP to forecast the city’s needs were fairly recent, 
they were compared to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, Demographic & Economic 
Analysis Department (GOPB) 2012 Baseline Projections for this analysis. The recent GOPB numbers 
projected a higher growth rate in approximately the first ten years then had a slower growth rate after 
that relative to the previous report. Since this IFFP is focused primarily on the next ten years, the GOPB 
projections were used. In addition to comparing these numbers with previous report they were also 
verified with: 

 Building Permits Issued   Current Developments Seeking Approval  
 Forecasted Build‐out Population    ASWN Planners and Aqua Engineers for the West Service Area 
 Regional Population Patterns    

   

Initially the growth rate in the SSA and the NSA are fairly equal. Around the year 2030 as the NSA is built 
out, more of the city’s population growth will shift more to the SSA.  See Figure 2 for the population 
projections.  
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Census Brief: 

First in a Series of 2010 Census Analyses 

CITIES AND COUNTIES 
OF UTAH 

Prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget  
Demographic and Economic Analysis 

July 2011 

APPENDIX D - 2010 CENSUS BRIEF/ UTAH CITIES
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2010 Census Brief 28 Cities and Counties of Utah 

Fastest Growing Cities (Population over 9,000) Ranked by Percent Change 

2010
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Percent 
Change

1 Saratoga Springs Utah 1,003 17,781 1672.8%
2 Herriman Salt Lake 1,523 21,785 1330.4%
3 Eagle Mountain Utah 2,157 21,415 892.8%
4 Cedar Hills Utah 3,094 9,796 216.6%
5 Syracuse Davis 9,398 24,331 158.9%
6 West Haven Weber 3,976 10,272 158.4%
7 Lehi Utah 19,028 47,407 149.1%
8 Washington Washington 8,186 18,761 129.2%
9 Highland Utah 8,172 15,523 90.0%
10 Santaquin Utah 4,834 9,128 88.8%
11 North Salt Lake Davis 8,749 16,322 86.6%
12 Holladay Salt Lake 14,561 26,472 81.8%
13 Spanish Fork Utah 20,246 34,691 71.3%
14 South Jordan Salt Lake 29,437 50,418 71.3%
15 Draper Salt Lake 25,220 42,274 67.6%
16 Hurricane Washington 8,250 13,748 66.6%
17 Clinton Davis 12,585 20,426 62.3%
18 West Point Davis 6,033 9,511 57.6%
19 Heber Wasatch 7,291 11,362 55.8%
20 Riverton Salt Lake 25,011 38,753 54.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Fastest Growing Cities (Population 5,000 to 9,000) Ranked by Percent Change 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Percent 
Change

1 Nibley Cache 2,045 5,438 165.9%
2 Farr West Weber 3,094 5,928 91.6%
3 Enoch Iron 3,467 5,803 67.4%
4 Bluffdale Salt Lake 4,700 7,598 61.7%
5 Providence Cache 4,377 7,075 61.6%
6 Plain City Weber 3,489 5,476 57.0%
7 Harrisville Weber 3,645 5,567 52.7%
8 Ivins Washington 4,450 6,753 51.8%
9 Grantsville Tooele 6,015 8,893 47.8%
10 Salem Utah 4,372 6,423 46.9%
11 South Weber Davis 4,260 6,051 42.0%
12 Pleasant View Weber 5,632 7,979 41.7%
13 Roosevelt Duchesne 4,299 6,046 40.6%
14 Mapleton Utah 5,809 7,979 37.4%
15 Tremonton Box Elder 5,592 7,647 36.7%
16 Ephraim Sanpete 4,505 6,135 36.2%
17 North Logan Cache 6,163 8,269 34.2%
18 Santa Clara Washington 4,630 6,003 29.7%
19 Hyrum Cache 6,316 7,609 20.5%
20 West Bountiful Davis 4,484 5,265 17.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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2010 Census Brief 29Cities and Counties of Utah 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Numeric 

Change

1 West Jordan Salt Lake 68,336 103,712 35,376
2 Lehi Utah 19,028 47,407 28,379
3 St. George Washington 49,663 72,897 23,234
4 South Jordan Salt Lake 29,437 50,418 20,981
5 West Valley City Salt Lake 108,896 129,480 20,584
6 Herriman Salt Lake 1,523 21,785 20,262
7 Eagle Mountain Utah 2,157 21,415 19,258
8 Draper Salt Lake 25,220 42,274 17,054
9 Saratoga Springs Utah 1,003 17,781 16,778
10 Syracuse Davis 9,398 24,331 14,933
11 Spanish Fork Utah 20,246 34,691 14,445
12 Riverton Salt Lake 25,011 38,753 13,742
13 Murray Salt Lake 34,024 46,746 12,722
14 Holladay Salt Lake 14,561 26,472 11,911
15 Washington Washington 8,186 18,761 10,575
16 Pleasant Grove Utah 23,468 33,509 10,041
17 Tooele Tooele 22,502 31,605 9,103
18 Springville Utah 20,424 29,466 9,042
19 Layton Davis 58,474 67,311 8,837
20 Cedar City Iron 20,527 28,857 8,330

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Fastest Growing Cities (Population over 9,000) Ranked by Numeric Change 

Fastest Growing Cities (Population 5,000 to 9,000) Ranked by Numeric Change 

2010 
Rank City/Town County 2000 2010

2000-2010 
Numeric 
Change

1 Nibley Cache 2,045 5,438 3,393
2 Bluffdale Salt Lake 4,700 7,598 2,898
3 Grantsville Tooele 6,015 8,893 2,878
4 Farr West Weber 3,094 5,928 2,834
5 Providence Cache 4,377 7,075 2,698
6 Pleasant View Weber 5,632 7,979 2,347
7 Enoch Iron 3,467 5,803 2,336
8 Ivins Washington 4,450 6,753 2,303
9 Mapleton Utah 5,809 7,979 2,170
10 North Logan Cache 6,163 8,269 2,106
11 Tremonton Box Elder 5,592 7,647 2,055
12 Salem Utah 4,372 6,423 2,051
13 Plain City Weber 3,489 5,476 1,987
14 Harrisville Weber 3,645 5,567 1,922
15 South Weber Davis 4,260 6,051 1,791
16 Roosevelt Duchesne 4,299 6,046 1,747
17 Ephraim Sanpete 4,505 6,135 1,630
18 Santa Clara Washington 4,630 6,003 1,373
19 Hyrum Cache 6,316 7,609 1,293
20 West Bountiful Davis 4,484 5,265 781

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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A Snapshot of 2050

Research 
Report
Report Number 720, April 2014

An Analysis of Projected Population Change in Utah

The mission of Utah Foundation is to promote a thriving 
economy, a well-prepared workforce, and a high quality of life 
for Utahns by performing thorough, well-supported research 
that helps policymakers, business and community leaders, 
and citizens better understand complex issues and providing 
practical, well-reasoned recommendations for policy change. 

Daniel T. Harbeke, Chairman
Bryson Garbett, Vice Chairman
Douglas Matsumori, Treasurer
Stephen J. Hershey Kroes, President

10 West Broadway, Suite 307, Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
801.355.1400 • utahfoundation.org
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and thus most new development will likely be farther from existing city centers. Despite smaller percentage 
increases than Washington, Utah, and Cache counties, Salt Lake County is projected to add around 630,000 
new residents. This growth is the second largest amount for any county in the state, and would need to be 
accommodated in a variety of ways including infill, redevelopment, and reuse of underutilized commercial 
and industrial land. Out of cities with over 50,000 residents, South Jordan, located in Salt Lake County, was 
the second fastest growing city in the nation between 2011 and 2012.9 Figures 7 and 8 show projections for 
the ten cities with the largest percent change, and cities over 20,000 with the largest percent change. 

Projections show Utah County with the highest increase of individual residents - 700,000 additional 
people anticipated by 2050.  This significant growth in Utah County is reflected in projections for both 
small and larger cities. Through analysis of GOMB projections, of the 26 listed cities in Utah County, 
11 have a projected percent change of over 200%. Smaller towns in Utah County will still see significant 
changes – Vineyard is projected to see its population multiply to over ten times what it was in 2010 by 
2020; Fairfield, Genola, and Cedar Fort are all projected to more than double their populations in the 
same timeframe. Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs are projected to add over 90,000 people by 2050. 

Figure 7: Largest Projected Percent Change, All Cities

City (County) 2010 2050, Projected
Projected Percent 
Change 2010-2050

Vineyard (Utah) 139 20,000 14288%

Fairfield (Utah) 119 3,900 3177%

Cedar Fort (Utah) 368 6,900 1775%

Independence (Wasatch) 164 1,168 612%

Charleston (Wasatch) 415 2,953 612%

Hideout (Wasatch) 656 4,474 582%

Genola (Utah) 1,370 8,600 528%

Salem (Utah) 6,423 40,100 524%

Saratoga Springs (Utah) 17,781 107,900 507%

Unincorporated Utah County 10,009 60,195 501%

Source: GOMB Population Projections.

Figure	8:	Largest	Projected	Percent	Change,	Cities	with	over	20,000	residents	in	2010

City (County) 2010 2050, Projected
Projected Percent 
Change 2010-2050

Eagle Mountain (Utah) 21,415 114,400 434%

St George (Washington) 72,897 249,421 242%

Herriman (Salt Lake County) 21,785 64,896 198%

Lehi (Utah) 47,407 120,000 153%

Tooele (Tooele) 31,605 75,545 139%

Cedar City (Iron) 28,857 66,135 129%

South Jordan (Salt Lake) 50,418 110,083 118%

Midvale (Salt Lake) 27,964 60,206 115%

Spanish Fork (Utah) 34,691 72,300 108%

American Fork (Utah) 26,263 54,000 106%

Source: GOMB Population Projections


