Agenda
High Valley Transit District
Thursday, January 27, 2022, 1 PM
NOTICE is hereby given that the Board of Trustees will meet on
Thursday, January 27, 2022 electronically, via Zoom
Consistent with provisions of the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act, Utah Code Ann. §52-4207(4), the High Valley Transit District Board of Trustees Chair has issued written
determinations supporting the Board of Trustees' decision to convene electronic meetings of
the Board without a physical anchor location. Due to the health and safety risks related to the
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and considering public health orders limiting in-person
gatherings, members of the public should not attend Board meetings in person. However,
members of the public are invited and encouraged to view and participate in the Board’s
electronic meetings as described below

Public comment may also be submitted until 12 PM on Thursday, January
27, 2022 via email at hi@highvalleytransit.org.
To participate in the

webinar: https://summitcountyut.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_qdRUkOeQThqyITbNtuG_kg
Or, to listen by phone, dial 1-301-715-8592
Webinar ID: 972 8221 0445
This meeting may be recorded
Public Meeting
1)

Pledge of Allegiance

2)

Public Comment – all comments will be limited to three minutes per
person

Closed Session (Personnel)

1885 W Ute Boulevard, Park City, UT, US, 84098

Work Session
3)

Discussion of service issues and contract obligations – Alex Lavoie,
Global Head of Operations and Dillon Twombly, Chief Revenue Officer,
Via

4)

Ridership and performance

5)

Discussion of proposed service change

6)

SR-224 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project update

7)

Transit facility design contract

Consent Agenda
8)

Committee descriptions and assignments

9)

Board comments

10)

Staff comments

Members of the Board, presenters, and members of the public may attend and fully participate
by electronic means, using Zoom (phone or video).
Non-Discrimination Notice The High Valley Transit District’s policy is that no person,
regardless of race, color, or national origin shall be excluded from participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subject to any discrimination under any program, activity, or services
under Section 601 of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, as amended. To view a copy of our Title
VI Policy and Complaint Procedure, please contact us at (435) 336-3113.
If you require this or any information in an alternative format, please contact us at (435) 3363113.

1885 W Ute Boulevard, Park City, UT, US, 84098

STAFF REPORT
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

January 27th, 2022
High Valley Transit Board of Trustees
Isabel Hanewicz, Data & Performance Analyst
Ridership and Performance Updates

Requested Board Action
None, this is an informational item.
Clarification on Ride Requests vs. Passengers
There is a distinction between the number of ride requests and the number of passengers we
receive in a day, and I want to clarify this for the Board as both are used in weekly reports.
A ride request occurs when someone opens the HVT app 1 to request a ride between two points
within our service zone. Importantly, this includes rides that have one or both points outside of
the Micro service zone – for example, between Francis City Clerk and Old Town Transit Center.
Data is sessionized to reduce noise, so we will see only one request per a user’s “session” of 20
minutes or less. Therefore, ride requests represent the number of unique, sessionized requests 2
we received that day, including some percentage of requests that are best serviced or can only
be serviced by fixed route options. Ride requests can also be thought of as an estimate of daily
service demand.
On a broad level, we break down ride requests into two categories: Met Demand and Seat
Unavailable. A request is classified as “Met Demand” if either a) we can offer a Micro ride within
45 minutes; b) we can provide an acceptable 3 fixed route option; or c) the ride request falls outside
our service boundaries (for example, a ride between two locations in Kamas). The final alternative
is Seat Unavailable, which only occurs when Micro is required to serve the ride and we do not
have a Micro ride available. Thus, the seat unavailable percentage we discuss is the percentage
Or calls the depot to arrange a Micro ride, but this happens very rarely (less than 2 percent of the time) and
primarily with our Valley Ride passengers.
2
If a user requests a ride for three passengers, it will be counted as three requests. This way, requests is directly
comparable to passengers served and our fixed route data.
3
An option that has less than 500 meters total of walking and, when entirely in the Micro zone, is no more than 15
minutes slower than the Micro alternative.
1
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of valid Micro requests we are unable to serve due to capacity constraints. In other words,
seat unavailable is the gap between our supply and demand.
Furthermore, we can break down the “Met Demand” status group into further categories
representing the outcome of the ride request. They are:
• Completed: Micro ride was completed.
• Invalid: Request had an acceptable fixed route alternative or traveled outside of Micro
zone; we do not have a way of tracking whether the user got on a fixed option provided;
usually 15 to 25 percent of requests daily.
• Unaccepted Proposal: Micro proposal provided; user did not book ride.
• Cancel: User booked a Micro ride and canceled prior to pickup.
• No Show: User booked a Micro ride but did not cancel or get picked up.
• Other Error: Catchall for other data errors that could occur, very rare
If you add up the above with the seat unavailable requests, you will get the total daily ride
requests. For illustrative purposes, I have provided two bar graphs below for our requests on
1/19/22, one which shows our met demand, and the other which shows the detailed request
statuses.

Our seat unavailable rate will be the same in both cases because in both, it represents the
percentage of total ride requests we could not serve. However, the green bar in the Met Demand
does not equal the number of passengers served, as there are many instances where we “meet
the demand” for a request but do not actually complete a Micro ride.
Micro Update (1/07/22 to 1/20/22)
Demand has dropped off from our holiday peak. We are now receiving around 1,500 to 1,900
requests per day, a decrease from our high of nearly 2,500. We have continued to push to
increase driver hours, and as a result, our met demand rate was above 85 percent for these two
weeks, much better than prior weeks of 60 to 75 percent. We had only three days (out of 14) with
a seat unavailable rate greater than 20 percent, and five days with a rate less than or equal to 10
percent. We are seeing a significant increase in average ETAs, and some hours (6am, 7am, 5pm,
11pm) have an average ETA over 40 minutes.
In this two-week span, we had two hours of the day with higher than 25 percent average seat
unavailable rate and higher than 50 average requests per hour – 6am and 11pm. Demand
patterns are distinct and will be discussed below.
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At 6am, we averaged 127.6 requests per day, with an average 55.2 passengers completing a
ride. The average seat unavailable rate at 6am was 27.2 percent. On average, we had 5.3 driver
hours at 6am and a utilization of 9.7 passengers/driver hour, our highest single-hour average. In
the map below, seat unavailable ride paths at 6am are presented for Monday, January 14th and
Tuesday, January 15th. Destinations are indicated by red dots. We can see travel condensed
mostly to destinations in Kimball Junction or Canyons Village.

At 11pm, we averaged 61.8 requests per day, with an average 44.1 passengers completing a
ride. The average seat unavailable rate at 11pm was 28.6 percent. On average, we had 4.4 driver
hours at 6am and a utilization of 4.5 passengers/driver hour. In the map below, seat unavailable
ride paths at 11pm are presented for Monday, January 14th and Tuesday, January 15th.
Destinations are indicated by red dots. Unlike 6am, travel is no longer condensed. There are a
variety of destinations in Pinebrook, Jeremy Ranch, and Trailside (likely riders returning to private
residences) and only a few rides into the Canyons.
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STAFF REPORT
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

January 27, 2022
High Valley Transit Board of Trustees
Isabel Hanewicz, Data & Performance Analyst
Service Changes to the 101 & 103

Requested Board Action
Consider approving a change to the 101 Spiro’s frequency, from 15-minute headways to 30minute headways.
Description of the 103 Kimball Junction Shuttle changes and ongoing technical challenges is
informational; no action is needed.
Proposed Service Changes on the 101 Spiro
Meeting 15-minute headways on the 101 Spiro has been a challenge, especially in the past two
months. This is due to drivers leaving the position and drivers calling out from their shift the day
of (which includes callouts due to COVID-19 or other sickness). From January 1st through the
16th, we serviced only 80 percent of scheduled revenue hours for the 101, meaning headways
were often 30-minutes as opposed to the scheduled 15 minutes. Between December 1st and
January 25th, we have received 27 complaints about the 101’s timeliness and reliability, roughly
a third of all complaints tracked.
To address this issue, staff proposes shifting the scheduled frequency from 15 to 30-minute on
the 101 Spiro. This will allow us to provide riders with more realistic expectations and a more
reliable service. We will still attempt to staff for 15-minute frequency and will run every 15 minutes
when staffing allows. Riders will be alerted via app, website, and HVT social media of the switch
to 30-minute frequency. Regarding payment, HVT will continue paying $147.32 per revenue hour
serviced; for example, in January, HVT will pay for only the ~80 percent of scheduled runs that
were serviced. Maintaining the budget for 15-minute service will ensure that RTW can improve
and provide full service, while also keeping HVT’s costs to only serviced hours.
To accompany this shift, we propose switching the fixed route prioritization parameters in the app
so that riders will receive only a fixed route proposal if there is a fixed route option less than 25
minutes longer than the Micro option and with less than 500 meters of walking. For example, this
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would mean that riders who have the 101 coming in 30 minutes and a Micro ride coming in 10
minutes would not see the Micro option. This is an increase from a 15-minute buffer and reflects
the decreased 101 frequency.
Service Changes on the 103 Kimball Junction Shuttle
The 103 Kimball Junction Shuttle has been rerouted, removing the Lower Outlets stop for three
new stops along Powderwood Dr. This mimics the previous 6 Lime alignment and allows
Powderwood residents to connect directly to a fixed line.
While the new route is already being driven, we are still in the process of adding this to the app.
Additionally, we are adding many “virtual” 103 stops in-app to reflect the fact riders can flag the
103 down at any point along its route. Both changes should decrease Micro demand in Kimball
Junction, our most popular zone.
Ongoing Technical Challenges
An update and review of outstanding technical challenges:
• We are working to improve the reliability of in-app fixed route ETAs. We are aware that
when we have an open (unserviced) run or lose cell service on a fixed route (101-105),
the app will default to static timetables, which may be incorrect. Even with real-time data,
small inaccuracies in ETAs can occur due to traffic or other unexpected changes in
conditions.
o This is another reason to change to 30-minute frequencies. In January, we did
not service ~20 percent of the time, which meant that for those runs, we
defaulted to the static timetable and showed the user the scheduled arrival time,
even though no bus was coming. This increases user frustration and decreases
confidence in our service.
• We are looking into increasing allowable Micro walk distance in Kimball Junction area to
reflect the area’s better walkability and alleviate Micro demand.
• We are continuing to work on adding live bus location in the app. Via has expressed the
main issue is not the availability of real-time data, but rather the technical challenges of
integrating that data into a rider-facing product. We (and Via’s team) know how
imperative this feature is to riders.
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STAFF REPORT
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

January 27th, 2022
High Valley Transit Board of Trustees
Isabel Hanewicz, Data & Performance Analyst
Characteristics of Agencies Similar to HVT

Requested Board Action
None, this is an informational item.
Context
I compiled a list of ten transit agencies that serve ski areas and operate in similar (typically rural)
conditions. Using data publicly reported to the National Transit Database (NTD) 1, I aggregated
data providing basic characteristics such as operating expenses, annual unlinked passenger trips,
annual vehicle revenue miles traveled, and others. The most recent data available was for FY
2020. The attached Excel file has three sheets outlining this data – “Definitions”, to define certain
reporting metrics; “Similar Agencies”, which provides the NTD data for similar agencies; and
“Micro Reference”, highlighting four agencies/cities that provide general public Micro.
To give Board members some context for which to compare, I projected the same statistics for
HVT, using the timeframe of July 1st, 2021 to June 30th, 2022, which would represent the first full
year of service for fixed route as well as the same months for Micro 2. These are highlighted in
yellow on the second row of the “Similar Agencies” sheet. To learn how these projections were
calculated, please see the appendix on the following page.

Required if an agency receives federal funds. As HVT does not yet receive federal funds, we do not have to report
to the NTD for FY 2021.
2
Micro started May 17th, 2021, but I begin its data on July 1st for consistency and to represent the “full system
start” date
1
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Appendix: Calculation of HVT projections for comparison to other agencies
• Annual UPT: 897,089
To calculate the Micro/VR estimated average for Jan-March, I averaged daily passengers for
Jan. 1 to 19, which came out to 575/day, and used the average for all three months. For April, I
decreased this number by 20 percent to reflect a partial skiing month (460/day), and for May
and June, I decreased this estimate by 35 percent (373/day), which matches our November
2021 average.
For the 101 and 103 through105, I used December data to create a monthly average (no
January data available) and used this average for all three months. For consistency, I
decreased this average by the same 20 percent in April and 35 percent in May/June. I kept the
102 average consistent as ridership has not changed much between November and December.
For the PC-SLC Connect, I used the December average for Jan-March and decreased this by
50 percent for April to June to reflect the extra route (901) during winter and the ski traffic
increase.
July 1 – Dec.
31st

Jan-March Monthly
Est.

April-June
Monthly. Est

Micro & Valley
Ride
101

75,084

102

5,998

103

8,813

104

17,807

105

19,217

PC-SLC Connect

14,694

Systemwide

304,121

17,825 / 16,100 /
17,825
78,864 / 71,232 /
78,864
1,240 / 1,120 /
1,240
4,154 / 3,752 /
4,154
5,642 / 5,096 /
5,642
8,122 / 7,336 /
8,122
4,060 / 3,667 /
4,060
-

13,800 / 11,563
/ 11,190
61,050 / 51,261
/ 49,608
1,200 / 1,240 /
1,200
3,216 / 2,700 /
2,613
4,368 / 3,667 /
3,549
6,288 / 5,279 /
5,109
1,965 / 2,030 /
1,965
-

•
•
•
•

162,508

July 1st 2021 –
June 30th 2022
Est. Total
163,387
553,387
13,228
29,402
45,771
59,473
32,441
897,089

Annual UPT, Bus: 688,033
o Adding the last column of the above table for the 101 and 103-105
Annual UPT, Commuter Bus: 45,669
o Adding the last column of the above table for 102, PC-SLC Connect
Annual UPT, Demand Response: 163,387
o The last column of the above table for Micro
Annual VRM: 1,776,370.64 miles
o Micro: Total miles traveled between July and December was 343,249.7 miles.
Monthly miles are approximately the same due to aggregation & fewer nopassenger miles in more popular months, so multiply by two for estimated yearly
miles: 686,499.4 miles
o 101: 682,484 miles scheduled for the year, multiplied by estimated 93 percent
serviced rate: 634,710.12 miles
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102: 85,385 miles scheduled for the year
103: 66,985 miles scheduled for the year
104: 95,365 miles scheduled for the year
105: With only 15-minute service, 49,758 miles scheduled per year, an average
of 4,146.5 per month. From December 1st through April 1st (four months), we run
7 ½ minute service (double service) from 7am to 7pm and 15-minute service
during the other hours of service, 6am-7am, 7pm-10pm. That means we doubled
service for 12 out of 16 of daily hours, or 75 percent. Take 75 percent of 4,146.5
and double to get 6,219.75 miles, and add back the remaining 25 percent
(1,036.63) to get an estimated 7,166.38 miles/month Dec 1st – April 1st. This
means total miles is (4,146.5 miles x 8 months) + (7,166.38 miles x 4 months) =
approx. 61,837.52 miles
o PC-SLC Connect: 145,588.64 miles
Annual VRH: 112,965.36 hours
o Maximum vehicle hours for Micro are set contractually at 40,000
o Maximum revenue hours for 101/102 are set contractually at 47,119
o 103: 5,220 hours
o 104: 7,227 hours
o 105: 7,292 hours (per Travis, includes 7 ½ min service)
o PC-SLC Connect: 6,107.36 hours
Total Operating Expenses: $10,705,062.50
Uses half of the 2022 budget line item and half of the 2021 budget line item for
consistency
o Bus service: $8,364,145.50
o Bus service (UTA): $535,000
o Salaries: $589,813
o Overtime: $4,000
o Benefits: $225,900
o Materials/Supplies: $25,000
o Travel/training: $16,550
o Board stipends: $5,000
o Dues/subscriptions/licenses: $92,003
o Utilities: $10,276
o Cell phones: $2,118
o Professional/technical: $569,710
o Fuel: $263,697
o Equipment/vehicle maintenance: $1,850
Sources of Operating Expenses: Local Funds
Operating Expenses per UPT: $11.93
Operating Expenses per VRM: $6.03
Operating Expenses per VRH: $94.76
Capital Funds Expended: $3,412,696.50
Uses half of the 2022 budget line item and half of the 2021 budget line item for
consistency
o Local match/bus replacement: $303,950
o Depreciation/replacement: $2,190,746.50
o Capital Assets: $914,000
o Equipment: $4,000
o
o
o
o

•

•

•
•
•
•
•
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•
•
•

•

•

Sources of Capital Funding: Local Funds
Services Offered: Bus, Commuter Bus, Demand Response
VOMS, Bus: 13
o 101 Peak: 7
o 103 Peak: 2
o 104 Peak: 2
o 105 Peak: 2
VOMS, Commuter Bus: 7
o 102 Peak: 2
o PC-SLC Connect Peak: 5
VOMS, Demand Response: 10 (maximum I have seen)
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STAFF REPORT
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

January 27th, 2022
High Valley Transit Board of Trustees
Caroline Rodriguez, Executive Director and Isabel Hanewicz, Data &
Performance Analyst
Rider Feedback, 12/09/21 to 01/24/22

Requested Board Action
None, this is an informational item.
Feedback Received from 12/09/21 to 01/24/22
Staff will compile and anonymize feedback for Board review every second meeting of the month.
As a reminder, feedback comes from a variety of channels, typically:
•
•
•
•
•

Calls to the depot from riders or drivers, recorded when deemed necessary
Written feedback collected via website form at highvalleytransit.org/feedback
Feedback posted to social media channels that is seen or brought to the attention of staff
Feedback emailed to HVT admin staff, hi@highvalleytransit.org, or Board members
Verbal feedback that is gathered or passed along to depot or HVT admin staff

We increased efforts to log feedback since the topic was first discussed with the Board on
December 9th. Caroline will discuss a piece of feedback provided via Facebook provided on the
next page. This is not logged in the sheet. Otherwise, please review the feedback sheet for
complaint text and outcome status.
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Screenshot of complaint on Facebook posted January 19th.
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High Valley Transit
Weekly Data Reporting, Micro & Valley Ride: 1/7/22 to 1/13/22
Transit Connections

Ride Experience

Weekly Overview

Ride Rating (out of 5)

4,566 Passengers (avg. 652/day)
137 New Riders
5.0 Utilization Avg.
49.5% Aggregation*
86.4% Met Demand**

Average 4.65 | Median 5.0
Ride Distance

Average 4.19 miles | Median 3.30 miles
Pickup Walk Distance

Average 79.96 meters| Median 54.00 meters
Dropoff Walk Distance

Average 65.13 meters| Median 36.00 meters
Time from request to scheduled pickup (ETA)

Average 22.68 minutes | Median 22.40 minutes

Service YTD Overview

89,916
Passengers

25,586.3
Net Driver Hours

14,429
App Accounts

*Aggregation = % of shared rides
**Met Demand = % of valid ride requests provided a
proposal; a 100 percent met demand rate indicates a
0 percent seat unavailable rate and vice versa.

Kimball Junction Transit Center
384 Pickups (8.4%)
476 Drop-offs (10.4%)
Total Connecting: 860 (18.8%)
Canyons Village Transit Hub
259 Pickups (5.7%)
591 Drop-offs (12.9%)
Total Passengers: 850 (18.6%)

Day-by-Day KPIs, 1/7/22 to 1/13/22
Date

Ride
Requests

Driver
Hours

Seat
Unavailable
Rate

Passengers

Avg. ETA

Peak Avg. Hourly
ETA*

Fri. 1/7

1,700

125.6

15.8%

718

19.8 min.

27.7 min (7am)

Sat. 1/8

1,933

126.0

26.4%

709

22.7 min.

29.1 min (8am)

Sun. 1/9

1,788

107.9

19.6%

602

32.9 min.

42.7 min (5pm)

Mon. 1/10

1,540

124.4

8.3%

571

27.4 min.

42.4 min (5pm)

Tues. 1/11

1,612

139.9

3.9%

688

20.6 min.

37.9 min (7am)

Wed. 1/12

1,516

153.2

8.7%

652

17.0 min.

28.8 min (12am)

Thurs. 1/13

1,539

135.3

8.4%

616

26.7 min.

41.4 min (7am)

* Peak Avg. Hourly ETA represents the highest
average ETA for a particular hour on that day.
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Web: highvalleytransit.org/data
Email: data@highvalleytransit.org

High Valley Transit
Weekly Data Reporting, Micro & Valley Ride: 1/14/22 to 1/20/22
Transit Connections

Ride Experience

Weekly Overview

Ride Rating (out of 5)

4,203 Passengers (avg. X/day)
113 New Riders
4.8 Utilization Avg.
45.1% Aggregation*
85.1% Met Demand**

Average 4.66 | Median 5.0
Ride Distance

Average 4.04 miles | Median 3.30 miles
Pickup Walk Distance

Average 76.81 meters| Median 47.00 meters
Dropoff Walk Distance

Average 67.93 meters| Median 34.00 meters
Time from request to scheduled pickup (ETA)

Average 29.16 minutes | Median 31.60 minutes

Service YTD Overview

94,119
Passengers

26,467.6
Net Driver Hours

14,905
App Accounts

*Aggregation = % of shared rides
**Met Demand = % of valid ride requests provided a
proposal; a 100 percent met demand rate indicates a
0 percent seat unavailable rate and vice versa.

Kimball Junction Transit Center
322 Pickups (7.7%)
442 Drop-offs (10.5%)
Total Connecting: 764 (18.2%)
Canyons Village Transit Hub
233 Pickups (5.5%)
710 Drop-offs (16.9%)
Total Passengers: 943 (22.4%)

Day-by-Day KPIs, 1/14/22 to 1/20/22
Date

Ride
Requests

Driver
Hours

Seat
Unavailable
Rate

Passengers

Avg. ETA

Peak Avg. Hourly
ETA*

Fri. 1/14

1,921

143.4

7.9%

690

31.0 min.

42.8 min (7am)

Sat. 1/15

1,785

122.3

21.7%

574

30.0 min.

42.5 min (11pm)

Sun. 1/16

1,845

139.8

12.6%

709

24.3 min.

43.8 min (11pm)

Mon. 1/17

1,558

101.7

23.2%

504

35.6 min.

42.0 min (7am)

Tues. 1/18

1,594

121.6

14.4%

615

29.4 min.

37.9 min (5pm)

Wed. 1/19

1,474

137.6

10.0%

605

26.5 min.

40.4 min (7am)

Thurs. 1/20

1,348

120.1

15.3%

506

28.1 min.

40.5 min (7am)

* Peak Avg. Hourly ETA represents the highest
average ETA for a particular hour on that day.
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STAFF REPORT
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

January 26,2022
High Valley Transit Board of Trustees
Caroline Rodriguez, Executive Director
Board Committees

Requested Board Action
-

Appoint two members of the Board to each committee

-

Determine Committee terms (suggested two years)
Background

The High Valley Transit Board has established the following committees to guide the work of the full
Board and make the most efficient use of the Board’s time during public meetings. The intent of these
standing committees is to allow two Board members to meet and work closely with staff on a regular
basis on distinct subject matter. The appointed members should represent the interests of the full
Board and will be responsible for reporting back progress to the Board during public meetings.
Following is a description of the Committee membership and descriptions as currently organized:
Name:
Purpose:

Appointed:
Staff Lead:
Others:
Effort Level:
Meetings:

Budget, Finance, and Audit Committee (established)
Serves as the policy work group for the District’s financial plan; bonding plan; grants
planning and oversight; and general budget oversight. Reviews current year budget burn
rate and assists in preparation of future budgets.
In addition, this committee serves as the designated audit committee as outlined within
High Valley Transit’s Policies and Procedures, Section 3.7. Note: Independent audit not
required for 2022. Instead, audit will be conducted by Summit County under service
agreement.
Kim Carson, David Geffen
Caroline Rodriguez
Matt Leavitt, Finance Director
High
Every other Tuesday at 11 AM
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Name:
Purpose:

Staff Lead:
Effort Level:
Name:
Purpose:
Staff Lead:
Effort Level:
Name:
Purpose:

Appointed:
Staff Lead:
Level:

Driver Recruitment and Retention Committee
Identifies and advises the full Board on policies and benefits to recruit and retain safetysensitive positions within the District. Reviews the dollar cost of proposed policies and
makes recommendations. Regularly reviews recruitment and retention levels to determine
effectiveness of policies.
Jamie
Dansie
Moderate
Personnel Advisory Committee
Review policies and procedures, job descriptions, grievances and other items of personnel
nature as delegated by the Executive Director
Jamie Dansie
Low (as-needed)
Regional Planning Committee
Reviews and advises on policies, plans, and costs related to regional transit relationships,
expansion, and service planning.
Specific responsibility includes on-going planning efforts between HVT, Wasatch County,
and MIDA.
Kim Carson, David Geffen
Caroline RodriguezEffort
High
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