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ORGANIZATION OF THE 
DOCUMENT
The Stansbury Park Community Master Plan (2019-2039) 
is organized into seven chapters, as follows:

1. Introduction provides background and baseline data, 
as well as a summary of the master plan process and 
purpose. 

2. Parks & Recreation Demand: Current and Future 
Conditions addresses existing and future park needs, 
beginning with an analysis of existing conditions. The 
chapter includes maps and tables to illustrate the data. 

3. Parks & Recreation Trends provides snapshots of 
national trends in recreation, youth trends in recreation 
participation, and Utah trends in recreation participation. 

4. Parks & Recreation Needs summarizes communi-
ty-identified needs gathered through an online survey and 
open house and follows with an analysis of need, a deter-

mination of Level of Service (LOS) for Stansbury’s current 
and projected population in 2039. The chapter includes 
maps and tables to illustrate the data, and concludes with 
recommendations. 

5. Goals outlines a parks and trails vision that extends 
from a detailed analysis of Stansbury Park to regional 
connections. 

6. Acquisition, Construction, Management & Opera-
tion Needs outlines base construction costs for materi-
als, management and operations. A detailed list of fund-
ing options, ranging from small to larger projects, is given. 

7. Action Plan lays out specific projects, policies and 
programs that fit within a 5-, 10- and 20-year time frame, 
based on funding accessibility and community-identified 
needs. 

Stansbury Boat Dock 
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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
PARKS & TRAILS STATEMENT
Stansbury residents should have access to 
high-quality, clean and safe park and recreation 
facilities. The Agency supports the develop-
ment of an integrated trail network connecting 
Stansbury neighborhoods to parks, recreation 
areas, and community amenities to provide res-
idents with the tools to be active.

VISION & GOALS
The purpose of this plan is to integrate public input, and the 
Service Agency Trustees’ input with proposed short- and 
long-term goals. The survey and meetings identify critical 
community needs in recreational or fitness activities, parks 
and trails, the types of venues that are being used or could 
be built, and how to pay for both the building and long-term 
operation and maintenance costs. 

Along with industry standards for parks and recreation, 
citizen input is critical to identifying areas in the community 
where trails, parks, athletic venues and open space are 
needed. (A complete list of goals for the Agency to achieve 
during the 20-year planning period is found in 5. Goals.) 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
  

Goal 1:  Aspire toward providing all Stansbury res-
idents with adequate access to high-quality, clean, 
and safe park and recreation facilities. 

Objective 1.1: Maintain, and when possible, further de-
velop existing parks and green space areas throughout 
the agency service boundaries. 
  
• Policy: When appropriate, identify and prioritize 

park space needs and include them in an Agen-
cy-wide Capital Improvements Plan. 

  
Objective 1.2:  Plan for the development of additional 
park spaces as the Agency grows to ensure all Stans-
bury residents have convenient access to parks.  
  
• Policy: As appropriate, identify and acquire sites for 

future parks and recreational facilities in areas of 
the Agency currently not well-served by parks. 

  

• Policy: Encourage developers to set aside park 
space in areas of new development.  

  
• Policy: Collect and balance the use of park impact 

fees to help ensure that new demand for a range of 
park and recreation facilities is addressed.  

  
Goal 2: Support the development of an integrated 
trail network connecting Stansbury neighborhoods 
to parks, recreation areas, and community amenities. 
  
Objective 2.1: Support and encourage the develop-
ment of a “green grid” plan identifying key pedestrian 
and bicycle routes throughout the Agency. 
  
• Policy: Encourage developers to set aside land for 

trails as new development occurs. 
  
• Policy: When appropriate, the Agency should 

identify and prioritize alignments for future bicycle 
routes to be included in a Agency-wide Capital Im-
provement Plan. 

  
• Policy: Cooperate with the Tooele County Trails 

Committee to coordinate the Tooele  County Trails 
Master Plan. 

  
• Policy: Explore options for funding sources for the 

development of future trails systems at the appro-
priate time.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN 
THE PARKS PLAN PROCESS
PUBLIC INPUT OPPORTUNITIES
INFORMAL INTERNET SURVEY - SUMMARY OF 
RESULTS
Community needs were assessed at one Open House 
meeting, held on  June 27, 2018, along with an online 
survey hosted on SurveyMonkey which ran from July 2, 
2018 to August 8, 2018. Several work meetings were also 
held with the agency’s trustees to gather their insights. 
These efforts brought to light what activities are being 
provided for and which are inadequate.  

The survey portion was designed to gather information 
about (1) current use of parks and recreation facilities, 
(2) participation in specific recreation activities, and (3) 
improvements needed in Agency parks, trails, and facili-
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ties. A full summary of survey results can be found in the 
Appendix. 

Some of the key survey findings include the following:

• The majority of respondents (97%) are residents of 
Stansbury. 

• 56% of all respondents had members of his/her 
household enrolled in the Tooele County School 
District. 

• 47% of respondents said that the proximity (walk-
ability) of parks to their current residences was very 
important. (26% more said it was important.)

• 69% of respondents said they would like to see a 
splash pad in parks in the next five years. 

• 60% said they would like to see more trees in parks 
in the next five years.

• 81% of respondents said they would be willing to 
bond for major recreation projects in the future. 

• 39% of respondents would be willing to support an 
annual user fee (per household) of $50 ($4.16 month-
ly). 26% would be willing to support an annual user 
fee (per household of $100 ($8.33 monthly). 

• 33% of respondents would be willing to bond for a 
Recreation Center.  

Improvements and/or amenities wanted in parks in the 
next five years (in descending order, top 5 from survey):

• Splash Pad
• More Trees
• Benches
• Jungle gyms and/or swings
• Sporting fields or complexes 

Future funding for improvements in the next 5, 10, and 
20 years should be spent (in descending order):

• Expand recreational trail connections
• Improve current parks
• Splash pad
• Recreation center
• Clean up the lake 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE MEETING – SUMMARY OF 
INPUT RECEIVED

A public open house meeting was held on June 27, 2018 
at the Clubhouse. The purpose of the meeting was to 
provide an opportunity for the public to express ideas and 
concerns in regards to parks and recreation. 

The following is a summary of key issues, ideas and ques-
tions by general category (see Appendix for the full list of 
comments):

EXISTING PARK NEEDS
• The Agency’s emphasis should be on improving exist-

ing parks and building Community Parks. 
• The Agency should strengthen and increase the variety 

of amenities in Community Parks. 

PROPOSED PARK NEEDS
• There is a need for park space and access to parks on 

the south and southwest side of Stansbury.

PARK AMENITIES/ELEMENTS
• The Agency should have better wayfinding and park 

signs.

TRAILS
• Continuous trails/connectivity is the number one pri-

ority for trails.
• Trails should connect neighborhoods to places where 

people want to go.
• Agency trails should link to County and regional sys-

tems. 
• Stansbury needs a traffic-free bike path on the out-

skirts of town. 
• Recreational trails should have a more natural feeling 

and “loop” around the Agency. 
• Trails should be part of a comprehensive system that 

connects all parts of the community. 

AGENCY STAFF MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
Stansbury Park trustees met and spoke frequently with 
the consultants to help guide the planning process and to 
provide valuable information and insight. The group met six 
times during the planning process, and was available for 
less formal discussions throughout the planning process.

PUBLIC HEARINGS & PLAN ADOPTION 
The Agency adopted the plan on March 27, 2019 fol-
lowing a public hearing held on the same date.
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2. PARKS & RECREATION 
DEMAND: CURRENT & 
FUTURE CONDITIONS 
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EXISTING AGENCY PARKS
Stansbury Park is fortunate to have many parks to 
help meet existing and future park and recreation 
needs. Map 1 shows the size and location of the 
Agency’s existing parks (both public and private) 
and Map 2 shows the service area for the same. 
Existing private parks were considered, because 
they often help meet the recreational needs of the 
subdivisions for which they were created. This is 
often an important consideration, especially if the 
surrounding area is underserved by public parks. 
However, private parks are not generally available 
for use by residents outside the subdivision they 
serve, and, therefore, do not have a service area 
beyond the limits of the subdivision for which they 
were created. The following is a summary descrip-
tion of the Agency’s existing parks. The descriptions 
begin with Mini Parks, continuing by size to address 
Neighborhood Parks and Community Parks, and 
concluding with Special Use Parks, which are not 
necessarily classified by size. 
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MINI PARKS
Mini Parks serve local neighborhoods with amenities spe-
cifically targeted to the demographics and interests of the 
nearby surroundings. There are fourteen (14) public Mini 
Parks in the Agency at present, encompassing a total of 
11.64 acres. In addition, there are private Mini Parks of 
similar size and characteristics. Although these facilities 
are generally not available for public use, they neverthe-
less serve the subdivision where they are situated.  

Mini Parks are intended to be located within walking dis-
tance of local neighborhoods, and should include grassy 
play areas, playgrounds, sport courts, benches, and 

EXISTING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
PARK TYPES & AMENITIES
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MINI PARKS (approx. 0-2 acres)

STANSBURY PARK

Brent Rose Park
across from Stansbury 
Elementary at 485 
Country Club Drive. 

1.57 Yes 2 1 Yes

Brigham Park
Brigham Street, not of 
Benson Grist Mill and 
Stansbury Park Cemetery 

1.36 No 2 covered 2 2 Charcoal Barbeques

Benson Mill Park
Intersection of Angell Way 
and Decker Lane

0.64

Captains Island Park
Turnabout at north end of 
Island

0.47 No 1 Yes

Delgada Park
North shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way

0.28 No Yes
Lake access, boat dock, 
nature trail, bird watching

Fairway Park
next to Golf Course at 629 
Country Club Drive

0.93 No 1 No 2 Benches

Galley Park
Intersection of Galley Lane 
and Regatta Lane

0.92 No 2 1 4 Benches

Gateway Park
Intersection of Old Mill 
Road and Harvest Drive

0.83 No 1 1 Small 3 1 Yes
Large shade trees, 3 
benches

Northport Park
West shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way

1.02 Yes 2 Yes Lake access, boat ramp

Ponderosa Park
Intersection of Ponderosa 
Lane and Horseshoe Drive

0.82 No 1 1 small 2 1 Yes 3 Benches

Regatta Park
Intersection of Regatta 
Lane and Bayshore Drive

0.45 No No Detention Basin 

Rex Sutton Memorial Park 0.51 No 3 1 1 3 Benches

Oscarson Park
Bayshore Drive & 
Schooner Ln

0.57

Woodland Park 
Intersection of Country 
Club Drive and Miller 
Circle

1.27 No 1 5 1 Yes
Large shade trees, fire pit, 2 
benches, 2 charcoal grills 

Stansbury Park Total 11.64 3 2 3 2 17 7 2

Table 1

other small scale amenities such as pavilions and shade 
structures. Mini Parks have a typical service area of up 
to 0.25 miles (one-quarter mile) and are generally two (2) 
acres in size or smaller, although there may be small vari-
ances. Existing Public Mini Parks are illustrated on Maps 
1 and 2, and their specific characteristics and amenities 
are indicated in Table 1. 

Mini Parks meet a specific need in a neighborhood and 
tend to be used mainly by preschool children as long as 
they are accessible from a neighborhood (Delgada Park). 
As the neighborhood around a Mini Park grows older and 
children mature, these parks tend to get less use.

Delgada Park 
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Existing Stansbury Parks — Public & Private

Stansbury Park
Parks Master Plan

Map 1 
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Stansbury Park Elementary School

Rose Springs Elementary School
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Bonneville Academy
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Table 2

EXISTING PUBLIC 
PARK TYPES & AMENITIES
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK (approx. 2-15 acres)

STANSBURY PARK
Millpond Park 7.12

Park View Park
Intersection of Parkview 
and Regatta Lane

5.62 Yes 1 1 2 2 2 1 Yes
3 Horseshoe Pits, 
walking paths, 1 
Bench

Sagers Memorial Park
Next to Mill Pond at #10 
Plaza

9.94 Yes 4 3 4 1 1 Yes

Large shade trees, 
skateboard and 
scooter course, 
batting cage 

Sandhill Park
Intersection of Sandhill 
Way and Calais Lane

2.4 No 1 Yes

Oscarson Park 
Bayshore Drive & 
Schooner Ln

5.3

Village Park
Intersection of Village 
Blvd. and Stallion Way

6.76 Yes 2 2 3 1 Yes 2 Benches

Stansbury Park Total 37.14 1 7 5 8 6 3 1

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS
Neighborhood Parks serve the broader neighbor-
hood with large amenities or local amenities that 
reflect the specific demographics and interests of 
the neighborhood.  Occasionally, these parks may 
include a regional draw, such as a skate park or 
splash pad. More typical amenities include grassy 
play areas, restroom, pavilions, playgrounds, sport 
courts (basketball, volleyball and tennis), sports 
fields (baseball, soccer, football and similar sports), 
picnic areas, seating and walking paths that are 
connected to other trails and open space. Neigh-
borhood Parks have a service area of 0.5 mile and 

Millpond Park 

are generally two to 15 acres in extent. As illus-
trated in Map 1 and 2 and described in Table 2, 
there are six (6) Neighborhood Parks in Stansbury 
at present, encompassing a total of 37.14 acres. 

Neighborhood Parks are becoming more and more import-
ant to the success of a city’s park and recreational program. 
They are the place where soccer, baseball, football and 
other field sports occur.  They are also places where people 
gather for family reunions, neighborhood and religious 
parties and many other activities.
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Existing Stansbury Parks with Service Areas

Stansbury Park
Parks Master Plan

Map 2

Mini Park (1/4 Mile Radius)

Community Park (1 Mile Radius)

Park Service Area

Neighborhood Park (1/2 Mile Radius)

Park Service Area
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Brigham Park

Sagers Memorial Park
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Porter Way Park

Delgada Park

Northpoint Park
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Clubhouse Complex

Mill Pond Park
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Fairway Park

Park View Park

Regatta Park

Galley Park

Woodland Park

Rex Sutton Memorial Park

Village Park

Sandhill Park

Ponderosa Park

Lakeview Basketball Court

Schooner Park

Unnamed Park

Proposed Park

Stansbury Park Elementary School

Rose Springs Elementary School

Stansbury High School

Old Mill Elementary School

Bonneville Academy

Benson Grist Mill

Proposed Junior High School

LDS Church- 390 Village Blvd

LDS Church- 240 Interlochen Lane

Ivory Homes Park

Symphony Homes Park

Richmond Homes Park
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COMMUNITY PARKS
Community Parks serve cities and often regions 
with special amenities and features. Typical ame-
nities include a restroom, sports fields, active and 
passive recreation areas, picnic facilities, play-
grounds, gathering areas, recreation/community 
centers, and special facilities such as skate parks, 
cycling tracks, fishing ponds, equestrian facilities, 
space for hosting special events, tennis courts, 
basketball courts, volleyball courts and other rec-
reation facilities. Community Parks generally have 
a service area of 0.75 mile, or a 20-25 minute walk 
time, and are 15+ acres in size. The one existing 

Table 3

EXISTING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
PARK TYPES & AMENITIES
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COMMUNITY PARK (approx. 15+ acres)

STANSBURY PARK

Porter Way Park
Intersection of Porter 
Way and Star Discovery 
Way

28.66 Yes 2 1 2 2 2 19 1 1 Yes
Wading stream, 18-hole Disc Gold Course,  
14 Benches, plumbed for splash pad

Stansbury Park Total 28.66 2 1 2 2 2 19 1 1

Porter Way Park 

Community Park in Stansbury, Porter Way Park, is 
shown in Map 1 and Map 2 and described in Table 
3. It encompasses a total 28.66 acres.  

The larger multi-service Community Parks have become 
popular because they provide a wide range of activities for 
all seasons, especially the ones with indoor facilities and 
large sports fields.
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Mini Park (1/4 Mile Radius)

Community Park (1 Mile Radius)

Park Service Area

Neighborhood Park (1/2 Mile Radius)

Park Service Area

Existing & Proposed Stansbury 
Parks with Service Areas

Stansbury Park
Parks Master Plan

Map 3
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Sagers Memorial Park
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Captain’s Island Park
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Fairway Park
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Regatta Park

Galley Park
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Rex Sutton Memorial Park

Village Park

Sandhill Park

Ponderosa Park

Lakeview Basketball Court

Schooner Park

Unnamed Park

Proposed Park

Stansbury Park Elementary School

Rose Springs Elementary School

Stansbury High School

Old Mill Elementary School

Bonneville Academy

Benson Grist Mill

Proposed Junior High School

LDS Church- 390 Village Blvd

LDS Church- 240 Interlochen Lane

Ivory Homes Park

Symphony Homes Park

Richmond Homes Park
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SPECIAL USE PARKS
Special Use Parks typically range from very small to large 
and tend to serve a special interest or use, such as a large 
sports complex or a non-traditional park. These parks 
typically have large parking lots to accommodate special 
events and needs, such as the golf course. Please note 
that the acreage of the Stansbury Golf Course is not in-
cluded in the LOS due to the skewing effect it has on park 
land that is consistently available for public use. 

EXISTING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
PARK TYPES & AMENITIES
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SPECIAL USE PARK 

STANSBURY PARK

Clubhouse Complex
Across street from the 
Golf Course Pro Shop at 
#1 Country Club Drive

6.95 Yes 4 1 2 8 6 1 Yes
Clubhouse Event Center, Lake access, Boat Ramp, Boat 
Dock, Sport Court, Public Pool, Bridge, 6 Benches

Stansbury Park Total 6.95 4 1 2 8 6 1

Table 4

Clubhouse Complex
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Stansbury Park Service Area Gaps

Stansbury Park
Parks Master Plan

Map 4

Park Service Area Gaps
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RECREATION PROGRAMS
NRPA standards recommend one (1) softball/baseball 
field per 5,000 residents. NRPA also recommends one (1) 
per 5,000 residents for a soccer/football/lacrosse field. 
Based on these standards, the recommended number 
of baseball fields for Stansbury’s current population of 
10,210 would be two (2). Stansbury currently has eight 
(8) municipal baseball fields. The number of recommend-
ed soccer/football/lacrosse fields is also two (2). Stans-
bury currently has twelve (12). Based on this analysis and 
the number of proposed new fields in the next few years, 
the Agency is comfortable with the current balance of 
supply and demand. 

TRAILS
Trails offer aesthetic and recreational opportunities, as 
well as commuter options. Residents who wish to walk or 
bike to work, go for family outings, or travel to school, will 
benefit from safe, connecting trails. Research has shown 
that trails often help raise property values, provide com-
mon space for social interactions, improve community 
safety and encourage healthy lifestyles. 

A high-quality trail system is a marker of a great commu-
nity. The term “trail” describes shared-use paths, multi-
use paths, multi-use trails, sidewalks, and hiking pedes-
trian paths designed for non-motorized usage. Sidewalks 
or paths directly adjacent to roadways are included when 
they provide a link between trails or between a trail and 
a destination. Trail users may include but are not limit-
ed to: bicyclists, non-motorized scooters, in-line skaters, 
users of other wheeled devices like Segways or electric 
assist-bicycles, roller skaters, wheelchair users (both 
non-motorized and motorized), walkers, and runners. 

SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 
At a little over 2.5 square miles, Stansbury  is geograph-
ically compact. The Agency currently has very few trails, 
located mainly along portions of some parks and ease-
ments. Many of these trails provide pleasant walking 
opportunities. But there are many gaps that need to be 
addressed, as connections remain to be made between 

these trails and homes, schools, churches and places of 
business.

Many of the existing, paved trails are in good condition 
and feel safe and inviting to trail users but they do not 
provide larger community connections; Stansbury lacks 
a trail system.

EXISTING TRAILS
There are several types of trails in Stansbury: on-road 
shoulders, sidewalks, paved park trails, access-ways 
and informal “demand” pedestrian trails.

Sidewalks are distinguished from shoulder pathways in 
that they usually have a curb and are physically elevated 
from the roadway. Sidewalk connections for pedestrians 
are fairly comprehensive in most neighborhoods. In older 
sections of the agency, sidewalks are absent in many lo-
cations, as well as along Stansbury Parkway.

Access-ways provide direct connections to local roads, 
schools, parks and other community destinations. Cur-
rently there is no requirement for dedicated access-ways 
for new development. 

Stansbury residents have indicated they wish to see im-
proved and additional bicycle lanes on identified routes 
through town. The Stansbury Park Trail System Master 
Plan incorporates routes along major connectors, such 
as Stansbury Parkway. After further discussion with the 
public and the Board of Trustees, a map of proposed trails 
was created (see Map 6 Existing and Proposed Trails).

Residents of Stansbury have indicated that they wish 
to see the creation of a trail system to better connect 
the community. Schools, parks and commercial nodes 
should be connected to neighborhoods. 

ACCESS
Much of the sidewalk and bicycle lane network is incom-
plete or nonexistent, making it difficult to walk or bicycle 
to these trails. Many of the existing trails lack amenities 
like lighting, signage, and benches to invite users.

LIMITED PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY AND 
ENCROACHMENT 
Stansbury Park, like many well-established communi-
ties, has the challenge of accommodating and balancing 
the needs of different roadway uses within limited pub-
lic rights-of-way. Pedestrians and bicyclists are often left 
without proper facilities. Even more problematic is the is-
sue of private property encroachment into the public right-

Facility 

Softball/Baseball 
fields

Soccer/Football/
Lacrosse fields

Public Quantity  

8

12

NRPA Recommended Supply 
(Based on 1/5,000 residents)

1

1
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Proposed Stansbury Parks
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of-way, such as a property owner placing trees, shrubs, 
fences, or walls in the public right-of-way. This is partic-
ularly true in older areas without sidewalks, where there 
is no visual delineation between private property and the 
public right-of-way. Although it is within the Agency’s right 
to reclaim this space, it can be politically challenging to 
do so, particularly if the residents perceive that a trail or 
improved facility will bring more people through the area. 
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Existing & Proposed Trails

Stansbury Park
Parks Master Plan

Map 6
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3. PARKS & RECREATION 
TRENDS 
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NRPA AGENCY 
PERFORMANCE REVIEW 
On average, Americans visit their local park and recreation 
facilities twice  a month. Seven in 10 Americans can walk 
to a local park, open space or recreation center (Source: 
NRPA Americans’ Engagement with Parks Survey, 2017).

Easy access to parks is associated with increased park 
use. Park visitation is much more frequent and physical 
activity levels are much higher for those who live within 
walking distance to a park (Source: National Recreation 
and Park Association, 2016). Recreation is a strong part of 
our personal, family, and civic lives. Stansbury Park  places 
significant value on its recreational opportunities and has 
seen how parks and trails increase property values as 
well as quality of life. Stansbury Park also takes pride in 
its strong sense of community. 

In 2016, nearly half of all Americans—48.6%—reported 
participating in at least one outdoor activity. On a national 
level, there is typically one park for every 2,266 residents. 
The typical park and recreation agency has 9.6 acres of 
park land for every thousand residents in the jurisdiction 
(source: National Recreation and Park Association, 2017). 
Stansbury  currently has 9.54 acres of park land for every 
thousand residents.  

Stansbury Park has developed a number of parks and 
recreation facilities over the years. Key to their successful 
implementation and upkeep will be this first Community 
Master Plan, which will pave the way for the successful 
implementation and maintenance of trails, parks, and 
recreation facilities. 

This Master Plan is a vision that reflects the “big picture” 
expectations of active Stansbury residents. The purpose 
of this plan is to guide future decisions that will be made 
to stay ahead of demand for sports, parks, recreation and 
trails. The execution of each project, policy, and program 
listed in this plan is subject to the effects of the economy, 
politics and fiscal policy, as much as it is to planning. This 
Master Plan should, therefore, be updated regularly - every 
5 to 10 years - to keep current with the changing needs 
and actualities of the Agency.   

Over the last year (2017), Utah was the nation’s third fastest 
growing state, with a population increase of 2.2 percent. 
Tooele County’s population grew to 62,952. 

Stansbury Park’s population is currently 8,223. It is 
expected to decrease to approximately 8,060 by 2038 
(Source: TAZ).

NATIONAL TRENDS IN 
RECREATION 
PARTICIPATION
NATIONAL PARKS
Overall, year-to-date visitation to the National Park 
System (NPS) units is up 7.7% over 2016, an increase 
of 23.7 million visits. According to the Annual Information 
Exchange (AIX) Report, operating expenditures for state 
parks added up to $2.46 billion, less than 50% of which 
comes from states’ general funds.

STATE PARKS
America’s state parks are one of the fastest growing venues 
for outdoor recreation on public lands and waters. More than 
10,000 areas, including more than 9,000 trails over 38,000 
miles in total length, provide outdoor recreation experiences 
and unique education opportunities. Their 18.5 million 
acres provide for great diversity and were enjoyed by nearly  
791 million visitors in 2016, 373 million of which were fee-
collecting areas. 

More and more, the importance of state parks and 
their growing attendance is being recognized by state 
legislatures, with total capital expenditures for state park 
operations increasing by $580 million. This is a result 
of increased funds and bonds thanks to the recovering 
economy.

VEHICLE SALES
The RV industry’s shipments are expected to continue 
rising through 2018, according to a new Recreation Vehicle 
Industry Association (RVIA) forecast. RV shipments are 
expected to total 479,700 in 2017, an 11.38% gain over 
2016, the best year on comparable record. The largest 
unit gains in 2016 and 2017 are expected in conventional 
travel trailers.

CAMPING
KOA – the nation’s largest private campground system 
– reports a very strong year across the board, with 
an increase of 4.5%. According to KOA’s 2017 North 
American Camping Report, camping remains one of the 
most popular, affordable and accessible pastimes in North 
America. An estimated 13 million U.S. households planned 
to camp more in 2017 than they did in 2016, and more 
than 1 million new households have started camping each 
year since 2014. Millennials are driving this growth as they 
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take to the outdoors in greater numbers, and they have 
no intention of letting up. 

Camping is becoming a more social activity, and outdoor 
recreation-while-camping is shifting to more physically 
active activities. In this year’s results, hiking outranked 
fishing as the most popular type of camping recreation 
for the first time. Kayaking and mountain biking also saw
significant increases.

In an even more promising outlook for the future of camping 
and outdoor recreation in America, Generation Z teens 
(ages 13-17) are highly enthusiastic about camping and 
place a great deal of importance on people their age 
spending time outdoors. The findings indicate that teens 
share their adult counterparts’ feelings about the benefits 
and emotional connections to camping. This finding 
suggests that as more families experience the outdoors, 
they are more likely to continue those activities and 
consequently, this trend will result in continued increased 
overall incidence of camping nationally, and particularly 
among families.

FISHING
Fishing participation increased by 1.5 million in 2016, 
according to the Recreational Boating & Fishing Foundation 
(RBFF) and the Outdoor Foundation’s 2017 Special Report 
on Fishing. While fishing is still the second-most-popular 
outdoor activity among adults, it’s gaining ground on the 
number one spot – jogging. 

Perhaps most importantly, RBFF’s work to target youth, 
women and Hispanics is working. Youth participation rose 
3% while Hispanic participation increased by 11%. Not 
only are more Hispanics taking up fishing, but they go 
on six more outings per year than anglers in the general 
market. Newcomers to the sport accounted for 5.3% of 
total participants and tended to be young and female. 

BIKING
According to a study commissioned by PeopleForBikes, 
103 million Americans rode a bike at least once in 2014. 
Bike riding in large U.S. cities has doubled in the last 15 
years. Safer bike infrastructure and onset of bike-sharing 
systems (in at least 70 U.S. cities) are key factors in this 
growth, a trend that is expected to continue. While the 
number and percentage of children who bike to school 
has fallen dramatically during the last 40 years, overall kids 
riding remains strong. Children now ride more often with 
parents instead of unsupervised. 

Also, many new bike parks have been built coast to 
coast. These parks provide safe and appealing bike riding 

opportunities for children and adults of all ages and abilities. 
Many more will be built in the coming years.

Bicycle-related tourism is growing. State governments 
increasingly recognize that they can attract residents and 
visitors to appealing bike-riding destinations. States are 
spending more money on bike tourism promotion, maps, 
signage, and some are even hiring full-time liaisons with 
outdoor recreation businesses.

OUTDOOR ADVENTURE SPORTS
Active and adventure travel outfitters experienced a very 
strong year in 2017 as industry diversification continues to 
offer new experiences in the outdoors. Demand for lodging, 
particularly cabins packaged with outdoor recreation 
activities, continues to outpace other services. That trend 
is expected to continue through 2018. Other strong activity 
segments include water-based day trips near urban areas 
or near-destination attractions. Guided hiking, jeep tours, 
horseback riding and iconic multi-day trips, such as rafting 
the Colorado River through the Grand Canyon, continue 
to experience strong demand, trends which should prevail 
through 2018. Late summer fires in Montana and California 
created some disruptions, but many land-based outfitters 



26 | PARKS & RECREATION TRENDS

were able to relocate their trips to other locations.

SKIING
U.S. ski areas tallied 54.8 million skier and snowboarder 
visits during the 2016-17 season, up 3.7% from last 
season. This past season, ski areas in the Northeast 
region experienced an impressive rebound, as skier visits 
grew by 28% to 11.9 million visits. In addition, the Rocky 
Mountain region had its second-best winter in terms of 
skier visits (21.7 million). Visits were up from last winter in 
the Southeast region, but down slightly in the Midwest, 
Pacific Northwest, and Pacific Southwest regions.

Encouragingly, the number of open and operating U.S. ski 
areas rose to 481 in the 2016-17 season, up from 463 last 
season. The Northeast region has witnessed a rebirth of 
several formerly defunct ski areas in the past few seasons 
– a positive sign for skiers and snowboarders seeking out 
new places to visit and for local populations who want to 
learn to slide on snow.

The number of lessons taught at U.S. ski areas increased 
this season, indicative of the growing appetite to learn to 
ski and snowboard.  Average resort snowfall increased 
by 40% nationally, which contributed to ski areas being
open an extra week, on average, compared to the 2015-
16 season. The increased length of the operating season 
was most pronounced in the Southeast (23 days longer) 
and Northeast (17 days longer) regions.

Following the 2011 passage of the Ski Area Recreational 
Opportunity Enhancement Act (SAROEA) authorizing 
summer uses on Forest Service lands, summer visitation 
at ski areas has jumped by 20%, with resorts investing in 
non-skiing related infrastructure such as zip lines, ropes 
courses, mountain coasters, alpine slides, mountain bike 
trails and parks and other amenities. The percent of annual 
revenue attributable to summer operations has increased 
from 7%, 15 years ago, to 12.7% in the 2016/17 fiscal year, 
with a particular rise noted in the past four years. Eighty 
percent of all ski areas now operate during the non-winter 
months, and 34% of resorts offer a summer season pass.

SNOWMOBILING
Sales of new snowmobiles in 2017 declined slightly due 
to poor snow cover and higher-than-normal temperatures 
in the Northeast region of the United States, according to 
the International Snowmobile Manufacturers Association. 
Annual registration of snowmobiles remains constant 
at 1.36 million. There was a decline in snowmobile 
registrations in the Northeast US with an increase in 
registrations in the West. Average use of snowmobiles
remained steady with a slight increase in the Western 

snowmobile states.

Fall shows for the 2018 sales year are reporting large, 
enthusiastic crowds with sales increasing 10% compared 
to last year’s shows. The winter weather forecast for 
Winter 2018 calls for above average snowfall and seasonal 
temperatures. The Mountain regions of the country are 
receiving record levels of early snowfall and the industry’s 
customers are responding positively to the initial snow 
cover.

ARCHERY
Archery participation in America climbed over 20% from 
2012 to 2015, boosting the number of archers to 23.8 
million, an increase that can partially be attributed to the 
prominence of archery in pop culture. According to a 
study from the Archery Trade Association (ATA), 64% of 
archery participants are male, and 36% are female. Overall, 
archery participants are typically younger and from rural 
communities. Of the more than 21 million archers in the 
U.S., 76% shoot as recreational archers, while 35% identify 
strictly as bowhunters. 

YOUTH TRENDS IN 
RECREATION 
PARTICIPATION
The following data on youth trends in recreation  come from 
the Outdoor Recreation and Participation Topline Report 
2017 and report 2016 numbers.

Most Popular Youth Outdoor Activities
by Participation Rate, Ages 6 to 24

1. Running, Jogging and Trail Running
25.3% of youth, 20.3 million participants

2. Bicycling (Road, Mountain and BMX)
22.6% of youth, 18.2 million participants

3. Fishing (Fresh, Salt and Fly)
19.5% of youth, 15.6 million participants

4. Camping (Car, Backyard and RV)
19.0% of youth, 15.3 million participants

5. Hiking
15.5% of youth, 12.5 million participants

Favorite Youth Outdoor Activities
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By Frequency of Participation, Ages 6 to 24

1. Running, Jogging and Trail Running
81.3 average outings per runner, 1.7 billion total outings

2. Bicycling (Road, Mountain and BMX) 
58.0 average outings per cyclist,
1.1 billion total outings

3. Fishing (Fresh, Salt and Fly)
16.1 average outings per fishing participant, 251.4 million 
total outings

4. Skateboarding
46.8 average outings per skateboarder,
212.2 million total outings

5. Camping (Car, Backyard and RV)
12.4 average outings per camper,
189.0 million total outings

STATE-WIDE TRENDS IN 
RECREATION 
PARTICIPATION
Dan Jones & Associates, in conjunction with the David 
Eccles School of Business at the University of Utah, 
conducted a statewide poll (2014) to determine Utahns’ 
sentiments regarding outdoor recreation in the state. The 
survey shows that the majority of Utah citizens participate 
in outdoor recreation at least once a week, and nearly 90 
percent of them say outdoor recreation is very important 
to them. The survey shows that across the board, Utahns 
agree that their state offers outdoor scenery and recreation 
second to none.  

In another finding of the poll, over 90 percent of Utahns are 
satisfied with recreational opportunities currently available 
in Utah. Sixty-five percent of Utahns participate in outdoor 
recreation at least once a week. Conversely, just 12 percent 
of Utahns participate in outdoor recreation less than once 
a month or never.

Overwhelmingly, Utahns participate in hiking more than 
any other recreational activity (36%) over bicycling (14%), 
running or walking (10%), and golf (10%) combined – the 
next three most common recreational activities. This may 
in part be due to the high cost of some outdoor activities, 
such as skiing, golfing, or boating.

Despite the high cost of “wealthier” sports, skiing and 

snowboarding have been able to gain broader appeal. 
According to the survey, while golf is played much more 
frequently by those with incomes greater than $100,000, 
skiing and snowboarding are more commonly enjoyed by 
Utahns across all income brackets. 

While 92  percent of Utahns are satisfied with outdoor 
recreation opportunit ies in the state, for some, 
improvements are possible.  The most popular suggestions 
for improvement include constructing more walking paths 
(23%), building bike trails (14%), adding camping sites 
(14%), and developing more urban parks (10%). However, 
the suggestion to “do nothing” ranked second highest 
among survey respondents at 17 percent. Those that 
indicated the state should do nothing to improve recreation 
options stemmed predominantly from Utahns who identify 
as politically conservative—more than moderates and 
liberals combined. 
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4. PARKS & RECREATION
NEEDS
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LEVEL OF SERVICE & PARK 
NEEDS ANALYSIS 
Communities vary dramatically in the Level of Service 
(LOS) they provide for residents, and they should, since 
no two communities are alike. In the past, standards 
developed by the National Recreation and Parks As-
sociation (NRPA) were used  to develop LOS, although 
this approach has fallen out of favor since it has proven 
difficult to address the unique qualities of an individual 
community using this model. Stansbury Park has a mix 
of household sizes and little new land available, within its 
current boundary, that is developable.  
 
In addition to local demographic differences and unique 
community characteristics, other factors may also af-
fect LOS. These include recreational resources that are 
available to residents outside of the Agency or on pub-
lic lands, private parks and recreation facilities that are 
available, and the preferences of residents that require 
specific resources to meet special needs.

PRELIMINARY LEVEL OF SERVICE
Currently, NRPA research shows that cities with-
in Stansbury Park’s population range (less than 
20,000 residents) have a median of 10.1 acres of 
park land per 1,000 residents. 

The current LOS for Stansbury was determined by 
dividing the acreage of existing public parks (83.8) 
by the 2019 population (10,210), which was then 
divided by 1,000 to reflect the number of acres of 
park currently provided for every 1,000 residents. 
The resulting level of service is 8.21 acres per 1,000 
population 83.8 (83.8 / 10,210 x 1,000 = 8.21). To 
just maintain this LOS through the given planning 
period, additional acres should be added, due to 
population growth. Without increasing the amount 
of park acreage during the 20-year planning period, 
the resulting acreage per 1,000 residents in Stans-
bury Park will decrease to 4.44.

The population of the proposed Stansbury Park 
Service Area is currently 11,321 and projected to 
increase to 42,208 by 2039 (see Map 7). Current-
ly, NRPA research shows that cities within the pro-
posed Agency boundary population range (20,000-
49,999 residents) have a median of 9.6 acres of 
park land per 1,000 residents. If the proposed 
boundary is adopted, it is recommended to add to 
the additional existing park acreage and further as-
sess park development as it is proposed to best 

distribute and plan for park land designation and 
trail connections. Currently, there are no known 
proposed parks in the proposed additional acreage 
of unincorporated Tooele County. 

To find the LOS for the area within the proposed 
Stansbury boundary, the acreage of existing public 
parks (83.8) was divided by the 2019 population 
(11,321), which was then divided by 1,000 to reflect 
the number of acres of park currently provided for 
every 1,000 residents. The resulting level of service 
is 7.4 acres per 1,000 population (83.8 / 11,321 X 
1000 = 7.4).
 
A total of 380 acres of public park land is necessary 
to meet an LOS of 7 through 2039 (42,208/1,000 
x 7 = 296). Subtracting the 83.8 acres of exist-
ing public park land from this figure, an additional 
212 acres are required to meet projected needs by 
the end of the twenty-year planning horizon. This 
equates to approximately 10-15 Neighborhood 
Parks or 3 to 5 Community Park, and the creation 
of 1-2 Regional Parks.  

(Please note that this is a LOS for park planning 
purposes, not a  LOS to help determine impact 
fees.)

SELECTED LEVEL OF SERVICE
Discussions with the Board indicate that the current 
LOS for the existing Stansbury Park area is suffi-
cient to meet resident needs. However, Stansbury 
seeks to incorporate a large portion of surrounding 
unincorporated Tooele County. 

THE ROLE OF PRIVATE PARKS AND 
SCHOOL PARKS FOR MEETING THE 
SELECTED LOS  
As illustrated on  Maps 1 and 2, and 4 Private 
Parks are located in Stansbury, encompassing ap-
proximately 2.49 acres of land. These are all Mini 
Parks. Since Private Parks are typically not accessi-
ble by the general population, they were not includ-
ed when calculating the LOS. Likewise, park acre-
age related to public schools was omitted when 
calculating the existing LOS, since it is assumed 
that school facilities are not intended to meet local 
park and recreation needs, and are not necessarily 
available for public use. Nevertheless, both private 
parks and school yards can play a role in the pro-
vision of park services, and can be particularly im-
portant in areas of the Agency where gaps exist and 
new park sites are not readily available.   
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE SELECTED LOS & 
PROPOSED PARKS
In order to ensure the long-term need for new parks is 
met, future park sites should be identified and reserved 
as soon as possible. Maintaining an LOS of 8 is sufficient 
within the Agency’s current boundary. If the proposed 
boundary is adopted, a new LOS will need to be calcu-
lated. 

PARK SERVICE AREA & 
DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS
The need for parks was also analyzed based on park dis-
tribution. As illustrated in Maps 2 and 3, service areas are 
portrayed as circles, with the radius of the circles cor-
responding to the service area of each park type.  Mini 
Parks serve an area up to a 0.25 mile radius, Neighbor-
hood Parks serve an area of with a radius of approxi-
mately 0.5 mile, and Community Parks serve an area with 
a 1 mile radius. It should be noted that this analysis was 
modified to reflect the fact that large roadways restrict 
access to parks from one side to the other.  

 
Further review of Maps 2 and 3 indicate that most north-
ern and central residential areas of Stansbury have ade-
quate access to existing parks within .25 mile, .5 mile and 
1 mile radii, and that the western and southern portion of 
Stansbury will be better served by new parks during the 
20-year planning horizon. New parks proposed for this 
area will help provide better access to parks and elimi-
nate some of the existing gaps. 

PARK SERVICE AREA GAPS
Map 4 illustrates that the northern and southwestern por-
tion of Stansbury has park service gaps once the dis-
tribution of existing and recommended park areas have 
been accounted for. In order to ensure that access to 
parks is balanced, attempts should be made to locate 
future parks in these portions, thereby “filling the gap.” 
If the new proposed boundary for Stansbury is adopt-
ed, another park service area gaps analysis will need to 
be conducted to further assess the annexed areas’ park 
needs. 
 
This plan suggests that Neighborhood Parks and Com-
munity Parks should be developed in the future, as such 
facilities better serve the community as they offer more 
facilities and recreational opportunities for the community 

Fairway Park 
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OPEN SPACE 
Stansbury Park should do the following;
• Preserve views of existing open space
• Preserve open space that is important to the com-

munity
• Preserve access to State- and Federally-owned 

open space
• Acquire open space where possible along water 

ways

as a whole. This is supported by the public comments 
received through the survey and the Public Open House  
Meeting, which indicate Community Parks are preferred 
as they provide a greater range of services. Fortunately, 
there are many sites large enough to accommodate such 
parks in the areas where gaps exist. 

PARK AND TRAIL 
CONNECTIONS
Map 6 illustrates the proposed Stansbury  trail system, 
and how the various trail segments link with the existing 
and proposed park system. 

RECOMMENDED TRAIL 
NETWORK
RECOMMENDED STRATEGY
The recommended trail network, herein proposed, fulfills 
the vision and goals of this Plan, the Stansbury Park Trail 
System Master Plan, and the larger Tooele County trails 
vision (see Map 6 Proposed Trails). It provides a compre-
hensive network of trails that connects to schools, parks, 
community centers, historical sites and natural resources. 
It connects to portions of unincorporated Tooele County. 

The following details of the network should be noted:
• The Proposed Trails Map includes recommended 

trails (shown as dashed lines). 
• Some trails shown are largely conceptual. These 

conceptual trails need to be further studied and de-
signed. The location of the trail may change as a re-
sult.

• Some sidewalks are shown as part of the trail system 
because they fulfill the needs of pedestrian circulation 
and connections in an already “built” environment.

DEVELOPMENT
Many of the trails shown on the Proposed Trails Map, par-
ticularly local trails located along roadways or intended as 
accessways, will be developed over time by Stansbury 
Park, property owners and new development, much like 
the sidewalk system that has been developed. In some 
cases, the Agency will be able to require the property 
owner to construct the trail as part of the development 
review process. In other cases, the Agency will need to 
work with the property owner to ensure the Agency can 
develop the trail itself in the future.
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5. GOALS  
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The goals listed below are a result of public input, Agency 
Board of Trustees recommendations, and the inventory 
and analysis of parks and recreation facilities. They are 
part of the larger set of recommendations for park growth 
and development over the next 20 years (see Chapter 7. 
Action Plan).  

GOAL 1
Connecting Tooele County and Stansbury Park parks and 
facilities;   
• Update Park Impact Fee Study and Ordinance. 
• Help staff understand how to direct developers who 

want to give park space to the Agency, and how these 
effects the park system as a whole; 

• Create a 20-year Capital Improvement Plan, consistent 
with a revised park impact plan that will:  

 A. Plan for additional park space and park  
 amenities in an organized, data driven approach; 
 B. Take into account current and anticipated  
 park and recreation trends.

GOAL 2
Stansbury neighborhoods shall have adequate park, trail 
and open space access or distribution. 
• Identify neighborhood/community park locations to 

address current and future park needs. 
• Based on growth patterns, prioritize park development.
• Connect parks and neighborhoods with trails. 
• Trails should also connect schools and commercial 

nodes to neighborhoods and parks. 
• Realize the development of an integrated trail network 

connecting Stansbury neighborhoods to parks, 
recreation areas, and community amenities such as 
the Clubhouse Complex and commercial areas. 

GOAL 3
Create a good first impression into the Agency through 
specified gateway areas.
• Continue efforts in beautifying entryways with 

continuity in signage.
• Redo Agency entry presentation with new landscaping 

and/or urban artwork that requires less maintenance. 
• Plan and place pleasing and intuitive signage for all 

venues including park entry signs. 

GOAL 4
Beautify and enhance appearance and environment.
• Identify aesthetic standards for public facilities.
• Encourage private property maintenance through 

existing ordinances.  

GOAL 5
Develop concept plans for new venues or venues to be 
renovated. 
• Evaluate and master plan existing parks, trails or 

athletic venues.
• Seek innovative and high-quality designs for park and 

recreation areas.
• Update existing venues to appropriate Agency- or 

County-adopted standards.

GOAL 6
Ensure public venues are safe, cost effective, functional 
and desired facilities. 
• Inspect public venues weekly when practical, with 

weekly safety checks to ensure maintenance and 
safety guidelines are being met as well as compliance 
with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

• Continue to evaluate better park maintenance 
methods and best practices. 

GOAL 7
Establish maintenance standards of recreation facilities 
and equipment.
• Plan for obsolescence of facility equipment and 

schedule repair or replacement.
• Ask for appropriate levels of staffing and equipment.
• Ensure staff commitment through training and staff 

participation in determining standards.
• Evaluate anticipated level of maintenance after each 

new park is added to ensure standards can be 
achieved.

GOAL 8
Encourage relationship building and coordination among 
government and nonprofit entities. 
• Continue regular meetings with Tooele County, school 

districts, and State and Federal agencies.
• Provide appropriate promotional support to groups 

for recreation activities (Little League softball/baseball, 
American Youth Soccer Organization (AYSO), and 
others).   

 

GOAL 9
Provide sports and recreation programs which adequately 
meet community needs.
• Continually update need analysis through various 

methods including surveys, end-of-program 
questionnaires, and observing industry trends.

• Continue awareness of various groups of participants 
in non-traditional activities.
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GOAL 10
Provide adequate recreation, wellness and fitness facilities 
to fulfill needed community programs. 
• Evaluate facilities’ needs of programs on a regular 

basis and estimate trends.
• Provide facilities for senior citizens, special needs 

individuals, and youth at risk. 

GOAL 11
Adequately inform public of programs and activities 
available. 
• Continue informing the public through social media 

and newsletters.

GOAL 12
Connect paths on the Agency trail system.
• Encourage use of non-motorized vehicles as modes 

of transportation. 
• Promote bike trail system on existing streets with future 

developments.
• Encourage Agency-wide planning of commercial or 

work locations close to trails and residential areas.
• Establish a policy for Multi-Modal Transportation 

Studies (looking at pedestrians and biking in addition 
to vehicle traffic). 

• Establish a subdivision policy for granting trail and 
bike right-of-ways to the Agency when subdivisions 
are platted.

GOAL 13
Implement innovative recruitment and marketing of major 
events.
• Generate relat ionships with relevant sports 

organizations and marking groups. 

GOAL 14
Find new revenue sources to achieve goals.
• Aggressively seek funding from state, federal and 

private foundations or sports organizations. 
• Investigate bonding opportunities. 
• Utilize local tax revenues such as impact fees, RAP, 

TRT Tax, grants, public-private partnerships.
• Look for opportunities to engage the private sector 

(public/private partnerships).
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6. ACQUISITION, 
CONSTRUCTION, 
MANAGEMENT & 

OPERATION NEEDS 
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARK (approx. 2-15 acres)

STANSBURY PARK
Millpond Park 7.12 1 500$                   

Oscarson Park 
Bayshore Drive & 
Schooner Ln 5.3 1 1 3 5 20 1 1 1 1 5 20 277,700$                

Park View Park

Intersection of 
Parkview and Regatta 
Lane 5.62 1 3 1 1 2 68,000$              

Sagers Memorial Park
Next to Mill Pond at 
#10 Plaza 9.94 1 5 3,000$                

Sandhill Park
Intersection of Sandhill 
Way and Calais Lane 2.4 1 500$                   

Village Park
Intersection of Village 
Blvd. and Stallion Way 6.76 1 1 4 50 186,500$            

Total 37.14 1 2 1 3 8 0 20 1 6 1 2 16 536,200$            
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COMMUNITY PARK (approx. 5-25 acres)

STANSBURY PARK

Porter Way Park

Intersection of Porter 
Way and Star Discovery 
Way 28.66 1 1 1 2 4 558,600$         

Clubhouse Complex

Across street from the 
Golf Course Pro Shop at 
#1 Country Club Drive 6.95 1 3 1 2 5 186,900$         

Total 35.61 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 745,500$         
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UNIT COST
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SUMMARY PARKS  

STANSBURY PARK

Brent Rose Park

across from Stansbury 
Elementary at 485 
Country Club Drive. 1.57 1 3 2 5 1 2 46,650$             

Brigham Park

Brigham Street, not of 
Benson Grist Mill and 
Stansbury Park Cemetery 1.36 1 500$                  

Benson Mill Park
Intersection of Angell Way 
and Decker Lane 0.64 1 1 3 4 1 2 165,300$           

Captains Island Park
Turnabout at north end of 
Island 0.47 1 1 1,000$               

Clubhouse Complex

Across street from the 
Golf Course Pro Shop at 
#1 Country Club Drive 6.95 1 3 1 2 5 186,900$           

Delgada Park
North shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way 0.28 1 2 3 5 1 2 46,350$             

Fairway Park
next to Golf Course at 
629 Country Club Drive 0.93 1 1 1,000$               

Galley Park

Intersection of Galley 
Lane and Regatta Lane 0.92 2 1 1 2,000$               

Gateway Park
Intersection of Old Mill 
Road and Harvest Drive 0.83 1 500$                  

Northport Park
West shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way 1.02 1 1 3 3 1 2 165,400$           

Ponderosa Park

Intersection of Ponderosa 
Lane and Horseshoe 
Drive 0.82 1 500$                  

Regatta Park
Intersection of Regatta 
Lane and Bayshore Drive 0.45 1 500$                  

Rex Sutton Memorial Park 0.51 1 1 5 1 1 170,000$           

Oscarson Park 
Bayshore Drive & 
Schooner Ln 5.3 1 1 3 5 20 1 1 1 1 5 20 277,700$           

Woodland Park
Intersection of Country 
Club Drive & Miller Circle 1.27 1 500$                  

Millpond Park 7.12 1 500$                  

Park View Park
Intersection of Parkview 
and Regatta Lane 5.62 1 3 1 1 2 68,000$             

Sagers Memorial Park
Next to Mill Pond at #10 
Plaza 9.94 1 5 3,000$               

Sandhill Park
Intersection of Sandhill 
Way and Calais Lane 2.4 1 500$                  

Village Park
Intersection of Village 
Blvd. and Stallion Way 6.76 1 1 4 50 186,500$           

Porter Way Park
Intersection of Porter Way 
and Star Discovery Way 28.66 1 1 1 2 5 558,600$           

Total 83.8 4 2 19 21 1 34 2 20 5 5 1,881,900$          
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PARKS, TRAILS & 
RECREATION FACILITY 
NEEDS
PARKS IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN (IFFP)

Background

The Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele 
County (“Service Area”), working with MGB&A, complet-
ed a Parks, Recreation, Open Space and Trails Master 
Plan in 2018. The Master Plan, along with additional input 
from the Service Area, forms the basis for this Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan (IFFP) for Parks, Trails and Recreation.  

The Service Area has determined that there is one service 
area district-wide and that there is no excess capacity in 
any existing park facilities. Only residential development is 
considered to create demand for park facilities and there-
fore only residential growth has been considered in the 
determination of impact fees.

Projections for population growth in the Service Area are 
as follows, with projected growth of 4,336 persons be-
tween 2019 and 2029.

  

4 
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Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele County | Parks Impact Fee Facilities Plan (DRAFT) 

The Service Area intends to at least maintain, and likely increase, service levels for parks. No facilities 
currently have excess capacity. The park development in the Service Area is one overall recreation system 
designed to meet the needs and desires of its residents for physical and leisure activities. 
 
Identify Demands Placed Upon Existing Public Facilities by New Development Activity at the 
Proposed Level of Service  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv) 
 
The table below shows the declining service levels that will occur in the Stansbury Park Improvement 
District, due to population growth, if no new facilities are added.  
 
TABLE 3:  IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT IF NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE 

 Units (Acres per 1,000 Population)  
 in 2019 

Units (Acres per 1,000 
Population) in 2029 

Park Land and Improvements (acres 
per 1,000 population) 6.16  4.32 

 
Identify How the Growth Demands Will Be Met  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v) 
 
In order to maintain the existing level of service, the projected new development over the next ten years 
will require the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 
dollars.    
 
Consideration of Revenue Sources to Finance Impacts on System Improvements 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2) 
 
This Impact Fee Facilities Plan includes a thorough discussion of all potential revenues sources for park 
improvements. These revenue sources include grants, bonds, interfund loans, transfers from the General 
Fund, impact fees and anticipated or accepted dedications of system improvements. 
 
 
Utah Code Legal Requirements 
Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) before preparing an 
Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and enacting an impact fee. Utah law also requires that communities give notice 
of their intent to prepare and adopt an IFFP. This IFFP follows all legal requirements as outlined below.   
 
Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Facilities Plan   
A local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFFP before preparing 
the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-501). This notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice website. The 
Service Area has complied with this noticing requirement for the IFFP by posting notice.  
 
 
 
 
Preparation of Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
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Identify the Existing and Proposed Levels of Service 
and Excess Capacity
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)(ii)(iii)

The IFFP considers only system facilities in the calculation 
of impact fees. For the Service Area, this has been deter-
mined to mean neighborhood, community and regional 
parks. Local parks are considered project improvements 
and have not been included in the calculation of impact 
fees.

Existing service levels are based on the (2019) levels of 
service in the Service Area for parks.  Existing and pro-
posed service levels are shown in the table below.

The Service Area intends to at least maintain, and likely 
increase, service levels for parks. No facilities currently 
have excess capacity. The park development in the Ser-
vice Area is one overall recreation system designed to 
meet the needs and desires of its residents for physical 
and leisure activities.

Identify Demands Placed Upon Existing Public Facil-
ities by New Development Activity at the Proposed 
Level of Service 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv)

The table below shows the declining service levels that 
will occur in the Stansbury Park Improvement District, 
due to population growth, if no new facilities are added. 

  

4 
 Zions Public Finance, Inc. | January 2019 
 

Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele County | Parks Impact Fee Facilities Plan (DRAFT) 

The Service Area intends to at least maintain, and likely increase, service levels for parks. No facilities 
currently have excess capacity. The park development in the Service Area is one overall recreation system 
designed to meet the needs and desires of its residents for physical and leisure activities. 
 
Identify Demands Placed Upon Existing Public Facilities by New Development Activity at the 
Proposed Level of Service  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv) 
 
The table below shows the declining service levels that will occur in the Stansbury Park Improvement 
District, due to population growth, if no new facilities are added.  
 
TABLE 3:  IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT IF NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE 

 Units (Acres per 1,000 Population)  
 in 2019 

Units (Acres per 1,000 
Population) in 2029 

Park Land and Improvements (acres 
per 1,000 population) 6.16  4.32 

 
Identify How the Growth Demands Will Be Met  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v) 
 
In order to maintain the existing level of service, the projected new development over the next ten years 
will require the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 
dollars.    
 
Consideration of Revenue Sources to Finance Impacts on System Improvements 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2) 
 
This Impact Fee Facilities Plan includes a thorough discussion of all potential revenues sources for park 
improvements. These revenue sources include grants, bonds, interfund loans, transfers from the General 
Fund, impact fees and anticipated or accepted dedications of system improvements. 
 
 
Utah Code Legal Requirements 
Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) before preparing an 
Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and enacting an impact fee. Utah law also requires that communities give notice 
of their intent to prepare and adopt an IFFP. This IFFP follows all legal requirements as outlined below.   
 
Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Facilities Plan   
A local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFFP before preparing 
the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-501). This notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice website. The 
Service Area has complied with this noticing requirement for the IFFP by posting notice.  
 
 
 
 
Preparation of Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
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Identify How the Growth Demands Will Be Met 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v)

In order to maintain the existing level of service, the pro-
jected new development over the next ten years will re-
quire the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the 
amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 dollars.   

Consideration of Revenue Sources to Finance 
Impacts on System Improvements
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2)

This Impact Fee Facilities Plan includes a thorough dis-
cussion of all potential revenues sources for park im-
provements. These revenue sources include grants, 
bonds, interfund loans, transfers from the General Fund, 
impact fees and anticipated or accepted dedications of 
system improvements.

Utah Code Legal Requirements
Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) before preparing an Impact Fee 
Analysis (IFA) and enacting an impact fee. Utah law also 
requires that communities give notice of their intent to 
prepare and adopt an IFFP. This IFFP follows all legal re-
quirements as outlined below.  

Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Facilities Plan  
A local political subdivision must provide written notice 
of its intent to prepare an IFFP before preparing the Plan 
(Utah Code §11-36a-501). This notice must be posted 
on the Utah Public Notice website. The Service Area has 
complied with this noticing requirement for the IFFP by 
posting notice. 

Utah Code requires that each local political subdivision, 
before imposing an impact fee, prepare an impact fee 
facilities plan. (Utah Code 11-36a-301).  
 
Section 11-36a-302(a) of the Utah Code outlines the re-
quirements of an impact fee facilities plan which is re-
quired to identify the following:

(i) identify the existing level of service
(ii) establish a proposed level of service
(iii) identify any excess capacity to accommodate future 
growth at the proposed level of service
(iv) identify demands placed upon existing facilities by 
new development activity at the proposed level of ser-
vice; and
(v) identify the means by which the political subdivision or 
private entity will meet those growth demands.

Further, the proposed level of service may:

(i) exceed the existing level of service if, independent of 
the use of impact fees, the political subdivision or private 
entity provides, implements, and maintains the means 
to increase the existing level of service for existing de-
mand within six years of the date on which new growth is 
charged for the proposed level of service; or

(ii) establish a new public facility if, independent of the 
use of impact fees, the political subdivision or private 
entity provides, implements, and maintains the means 
to increase the existing level of service for existing de-
mand within six years of the date on which new growth is 
charged for the proposed level of service.

In preparing an impact fee facilities plan, each local politi-
cal subdivision shall generally consider all revenue sourc-
es to finance the impacts on system improvements, in-
cluding:

 (a) grants
 (b) bonds
 (c) interfund loans
 (d) transfers from the General Fund
 (e) impact fees; and
 (f) anticipated or accepted dedications of system 
     improvements.

Certification of Impact Fee Facilities Plan
Utah Code states that an impact fee facilities plan shall in-
clude a written certification from the person or entity that 
prepares the impact fee facilities plan. This certification is 
included at the conclusion of this analysis.

Existing Service Levels, Proposed Service Levels and 
Excess Capacity
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)(ii)(iii)

Growth in Demand
Impacts on recreation-related facilities will come from res-
idential development only. Residential growth is projected 
as follows:
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Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele County | Parks Impact Fee Facilities Plan (DRAFT) 

Existing Service Levels, Proposed Service Levels and Excess Capacity 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)(ii)(iii)  
 
Growth in Demand 
Impacts on recreation-related facilities will come from residential development only. Residential growth 
is projected as follows: 
 
TABLE 4:  PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH, 2019-2029 

Year Population Population Growth 
2019  10,210   
2020  10,644   434  
2021  11,077   434  
2022  11,511   434  
2023  11,944   434  
2024  12,378   434  
2025  12,812   434  
2026  13,245   434  
2027  13,679   434  
2028  14,112   434  
2029  14,546   434  

TOTAL  4,336  
Source:  Tooele County Building Permits, American Community Survey 

 
Population projections are for 4,336 new residents between 2019 and 2029.   
 
Existing Service Levels 
 
Park Land Area 
Existing system parks are shown in the Table below. Local parks are considered project improvements and 
have not been included in the level of service for impact fees. 
 
TABLE 5: SYSTEM PARKS 

PARKS Address Acres 
Park View Park Intersection of Parkview and Regatta Lane 5.62 
Sagers Memorial Park Next to Mill Pond at #10 Plaza 9.94 
Village Park Intersection of Village Blvd. and Stallion Way 6.76 
Porter Way Park Intersection of Porter Way and Star Discovery Way 28.66 
Clubhouse Complex Across street from the Golf Course Pro Shop at #1 Country Club Drive 6.95 
Oscarson Park  4.93 
Total  62.86 
Source: Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area 

 
The existing level of service for parks then, for the purpose of calculating impact fees, is 6.16 acres per 
1,000 residents, calculated by dividing the 62.86 eligible park acres by the estimated 2019 population of 
10,210 (which has been divided by 1,000).  
 
 
 

Population projections are for 4,336 new residents be-
tween 2019 and 2029.  

Existing Service Levels

Park Land Area
Existing system parks are shown in the Table below. Lo-
cal parks are considered project improvements and have 
not been included in the level of service for impact fees.
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Existing Service Levels, Proposed Service Levels and Excess Capacity 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)(ii)(iii)  
 
Growth in Demand 
Impacts on recreation-related facilities will come from residential development only. Residential growth 
is projected as follows: 
 
TABLE 4:  PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH, 2019-2029 

Year Population Population Growth 
2019  10,210   
2020  10,644   434  
2021  11,077   434  
2022  11,511   434  
2023  11,944   434  
2024  12,378   434  
2025  12,812   434  
2026  13,245   434  
2027  13,679   434  
2028  14,112   434  
2029  14,546   434  

TOTAL  4,336  
Source:  Tooele County Building Permits, American Community Survey 

 
Population projections are for 4,336 new residents between 2019 and 2029.   
 
Existing Service Levels 
 
Park Land Area 
Existing system parks are shown in the Table below. Local parks are considered project improvements and 
have not been included in the level of service for impact fees. 
 
TABLE 5: SYSTEM PARKS 

PARKS Address Acres 
Park View Park Intersection of Parkview and Regatta Lane 5.62 
Sagers Memorial Park Next to Mill Pond at #10 Plaza 9.94 
Village Park Intersection of Village Blvd. and Stallion Way 6.76 
Porter Way Park Intersection of Porter Way and Star Discovery Way 28.66 
Clubhouse Complex Across street from the Golf Course Pro Shop at #1 Country Club Drive 6.95 
Oscarson Park  4.93 
Total  62.86 
Source: Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area 

 
The existing level of service for parks then, for the purpose of calculating impact fees, is 6.16 acres per 
1,000 residents, calculated by dividing the 62.86 eligible park acres by the estimated 2019 population of 
10,210 (which has been divided by 1,000).  
 
 
 

The existing level of service for parks then, for the pur-
pose of calculating impact fees, is 6.16 acres per 1,000 
residents, calculated by dividing the 62.86 eligible park 
acres by the estimated 2019 population of 10,210 (which 
has been divided by 1,000). 

Park Land and Improvements
The table below summarizes the improvements, along 
with the costs, to determine an existing standard for park 
land and improvements. Cost estimates have been pro-
vided in consultation with the Service Area.
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PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS

The Service Area has determined that parks have no 
excess capacity and that it desires to maintain existing 
service levels in the future, as new development occurs. 

Identify Excess Capacity
The Service Area has not identified any excess capacity 
in any of its facilities.

With 62.86 existing park acres, the average cost is 
$113,730.13 per acre, not including land costs. Land 
costs are estimated to be $58,143.06 per acre based on 
the weighted average of the listing price for the following 
properties located in the Stansbury/Tooele area.
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Park Land and Improvements 
The table below summarizes the improvements, along with the costs, to determine an existing standard 
for park land and improvements. Cost estimates have been provided in consultation with the Service Area. 
 
TABLE 6: SYSTEM PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvement Cost Per Unit Units Total Cost 
Sod & Irrigation Acres $87,120 47.3 $4,120,776 
Parking Stalls $1,050 486 $510,300 
Basketball $20,000 5 $100,000 
Volleyball $10,000 1 $10,000 
Tennis $60,000 4 $240,000 
Baseball/Softball $10,000 8 $80,000 
Soccer $3,000 2 $6,000 
Football $1,000 7 $7,000 
Restrooms $80,000 18 $1,440,000 
Picnic Table $500 30 $15,000 
Playground Equipment $80,000 4 $320,000 
Pavilion $100,000 3 $300,000 
TOTAL   $7,149,076 
Source: Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area 

 
With 62.86 existing park acres, the average cost is $113,730.13 per acre, not including land costs. Land 
costs are estimated to be $58,143.06 per acre based on the weighted average of the listing price for the 
following properties located in the Stansbury/Tooele area. 
 
TABLE 7: ESTIMATE OF FUTURE LAND COSTS PER ACRE 

Property Number Address Acreage Listing Price Price/Acre 
1 1652 Pine Canyon Rd  1.84 $169,900 $92,336.96 
2 1413 Arrowhead Ln  2.49 $225,000 $90,361.45 
3 1451 E Arrowhead Ln 2.5 $199,900 $79,960.00 
4 3594 N Arrowhead LN 5.13 $230,000 $44,834.31 
5 2520 N 400 E  17.22 $861,000 $50,000.00 
6 2400 N 424 E 8.34 $599,000 $71,822.54 
7 1228 E Meadowbrook Dr., Pine Canyon 4.7 $170,000 $36,170.21 
Total  42.22 $2,454,800 $58,143.06* 
Source: utahrealestate.com recorded 1/16/2019 
*Weighted average of the price-per-acre price for the listed properties ($2,454,800/42.22 = $58,143.06) 

 
Proposed Service Levels 
 
The Service Area has determined that parks have no excess capacity and that it desires to maintain existing 
service levels in the future, as new development occurs.  
 
Identify Excess Capacity 
 
The Service Area has not identified any excess capacity in any of its facilities. 
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Park Land and Improvements 
The table below summarizes the improvements, along with the costs, to determine an existing standard 
for park land and improvements. Cost estimates have been provided in consultation with the Service Area. 
 
TABLE 6: SYSTEM PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Improvement Cost Per Unit Units Total Cost 
Sod & Irrigation Acres $87,120 47.3 $4,120,776 
Parking Stalls $1,050 486 $510,300 
Basketball $20,000 5 $100,000 
Volleyball $10,000 1 $10,000 
Tennis $60,000 4 $240,000 
Baseball/Softball $10,000 8 $80,000 
Soccer $3,000 2 $6,000 
Football $1,000 7 $7,000 
Restrooms $80,000 18 $1,440,000 
Picnic Table $500 30 $15,000 
Playground Equipment $80,000 4 $320,000 
Pavilion $100,000 3 $300,000 
TOTAL   $7,149,076 
Source: Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area 

 
With 62.86 existing park acres, the average cost is $113,730.13 per acre, not including land costs. Land 
costs are estimated to be $58,143.06 per acre based on the weighted average of the listing price for the 
following properties located in the Stansbury/Tooele area. 
 
TABLE 7: ESTIMATE OF FUTURE LAND COSTS PER ACRE 

Property Number Address Acreage Listing Price Price/Acre 
1 1652 Pine Canyon Rd  1.84 $169,900 $92,336.96 
2 1413 Arrowhead Ln  2.49 $225,000 $90,361.45 
3 1451 E Arrowhead Ln 2.5 $199,900 $79,960.00 
4 3594 N Arrowhead LN 5.13 $230,000 $44,834.31 
5 2520 N 400 E  17.22 $861,000 $50,000.00 
6 2400 N 424 E 8.34 $599,000 $71,822.54 
7 1228 E Meadowbrook Dr., Pine Canyon 4.7 $170,000 $36,170.21 
Total  42.22 $2,454,800 $58,143.06* 
Source: utahrealestate.com recorded 1/16/2019 
*Weighted average of the price-per-acre price for the listed properties ($2,454,800/42.22 = $58,143.06) 

 
Proposed Service Levels 
 
The Service Area has determined that parks have no excess capacity and that it desires to maintain existing 
service levels in the future, as new development occurs.  
 
Identify Excess Capacity 
 
The Service Area has not identified any excess capacity in any of its facilities. 
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Identify Demands Placed on Existing Public Facilities 
by New Development Activity at Proposed Level of 
Service and How Those Demands Will Be Met
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv)(v)

Demand Placed on Facilities by New Development 
Activity

Park Land and Park Improvements
Existing park service levels will decline, due to new de-
velopment activity, from the existing service level of 6.16 
acres per 1,000 persons to 4.32 acres per 1,000 res-
idents, over the next 10 years, if no improvements are 

made.
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Identify Demands Placed on Existing Public Facilities by New Development 
Activity at Proposed Level of Service and How Those Demands Will Be Met 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv)(v)  
 
Demand Placed on Facilities by New Development Activity 
 
Park Land and Park Improvements 
Existing park service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing service level 
of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons to 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents, over the next 10 years, if no 
improvements are made. 
 
Table 8:  Park Land and Improvement Service Level Impacts from New Development Activity, 2019-2029 

Year Population Population Growth Land Acres per 1000 Persons 
if No New Facilities 

2019  10,210  
 

 6.16  
2020  10,644   434   5.91  
2021  11,077   434   5.67  
2022  11,511   434   5.46  
2023  11,944   434   5.26  
2024  12,378   434   5.08  
2025  12,812   434   4.91  
2026  13,245   434   4.75  
2027  13,679   434   4.60  
2028  14,112   434   4.45  
2029  14,546   434   4.32  

 
Identify the Means by Which the Political Subdivision Will Meet the Growth Demands 
The Service Area will need to acquire additional park lands and improvements to maintain its existing and 
proposed service levels. Service levels will decline, due to population growth, unless new facilities are 
constructed or acquired. Impact fees will be used to maintain the existing service levels for parks.  
 
The figures in the following table were calculated by multiplying the existing service levels by the cost for 
each line item by the projected growth in demand over the next ten years.   
 
Table 9:  Cost of New Construction Due to New Growth, 2019-2029 

 
Proposed Service 

Level (Park Acres per 
1000 Population) 

Facilities Needed in 
10 Years (Park Acres) 

Cost per 
Park Acre 

Total 
Improvement 
Cost Needed 

Over 10 
Years 

Land & Park Improvements 6.16 26.70  $171,873* $4,588,265 
* Comprised of land costs per acre of $58,143 and park improvement costs per acre of $113,730.  Land costs were 
determined based on the average cost of the listed price for the properties in Table 7 

 
 
 
 

Identify the Means by Which the Political Subdivision 
Will Meet the Growth Demands

The Service Area will need to acquire additional park 
lands and improvements to maintain its existing and pro-
posed service levels. Service levels will decline, due to 
population growth, unless new facilities are constructed 
or acquired. Impact fees will be used to maintain the ex-
isting service levels for parks. 

The figures in the following table were calculated by mul-
tiplying the existing service levels by the cost for each line 
item by the projected growth in demand over the next 
ten years.  
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Consideration of All Revenue Sources
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2)

Grants
The Service Area is unaware of any potential grant sourc-
es for future parks, recreation and trails development. 
However, should it be the recipient of any such grants, it 
will then look at the potential to reduce impact fees.

While the Service Area has been gifted some park prop-
erty in the past, it has no future indication of any gifts that 
will be received by the Service Area. Further, the Service 
Area has conservatively excluded any gifted properties, 
or properties acquired through grant funds, from estab-
lishing its level of service used in the calculation of impact 
fees.

Bonds
The Service Area has no outstanding bonds for its exist-
ing parks and trails facilities that have been included in 
this Impact Fee Facilities Plan. While the Service Area, 
through Tooele County, could issue bonds in the future in 
order to fund parks, recreation or trail facilities, no bonds 
are currently being contemplated and therefore no costs 
associated with bond issuance have been included in the 
calculation of impact fees.

Impact Fees
Because of the growth anticipated to occur in the Ser-
vice Area, impact fees are a viable means of allowing new 
development to pay for the impacts that it places on the 
existing system. This IFFP is developed in accordance 
with legal guidelines so that an Impact Fee Analysis for 
Parks, Recreation, and Trails may be prepared, and the 
Service Area may charge impact fees for Parks, Recre-
ation, and Trails.

Anticipated or Accepted Dedications of System Im-
provements
Any item that a developer funds must be included in the 
IFFP if a credit against impact fees is to be issued and 

must be agreed upon with the Service Area before con-
struction of the improvements.

Certification
Zions Public Finance, Inc. certifies that the attached im-
pact fee facilities plan:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six 
years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;

2. Does not include:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the lev-
el of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above 
the level of service that is supported by existing residents;
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calcu-
lated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with 
generally accepted cost accounting practices and the 
methodological standards set forth by the federal Office 
of Management and Budget for federal grant reimburse-
ment; 

3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the 
Impact Fees Act.

The Service Area intends to at least maintain existing ser-
vice levels for both parks and trails. Park development 
in the Service Area is one overall recreation system de-
signed to meet the needs and desires of its residents for 
physical and leisure activities.

Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated De-
velopment Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b)

The table below shows the declining service levels that 
would occur in the Service Area, due to population 
growth, if no new facilities are added. 
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Identify Demands Placed on Existing Public Facilities by New Development 
Activity at Proposed Level of Service and How Those Demands Will Be Met 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv)(v)  
 
Demand Placed on Facilities by New Development Activity 
 
Park Land and Park Improvements 
Existing park service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing service level 
of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons to 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents, over the next 10 years, if no 
improvements are made. 
 
Table 8:  Park Land and Improvement Service Level Impacts from New Development Activity, 2019-2029 

Year Population Population Growth Land Acres per 1000 Persons 
if No New Facilities 

2019  10,210  
 

 6.16  
2020  10,644   434   5.91  
2021  11,077   434   5.67  
2022  11,511   434   5.46  
2023  11,944   434   5.26  
2024  12,378   434   5.08  
2025  12,812   434   4.91  
2026  13,245   434   4.75  
2027  13,679   434   4.60  
2028  14,112   434   4.45  
2029  14,546   434   4.32  

 
Identify the Means by Which the Political Subdivision Will Meet the Growth Demands 
The Service Area will need to acquire additional park lands and improvements to maintain its existing and 
proposed service levels. Service levels will decline, due to population growth, unless new facilities are 
constructed or acquired. Impact fees will be used to maintain the existing service levels for parks.  
 
The figures in the following table were calculated by multiplying the existing service levels by the cost for 
each line item by the projected growth in demand over the next ten years.   
 
Table 9:  Cost of New Construction Due to New Growth, 2019-2029 

 
Proposed Service 

Level (Park Acres per 
1000 Population) 

Facilities Needed in 
10 Years (Park Acres) 

Cost per 
Park Acre 

Total 
Improvement 
Cost Needed 

Over 10 
Years 

Land & Park Improvements 6.16 26.70  $171,873* $4,588,265 
* Comprised of land costs per acre of $58,143 and park improvement costs per acre of $113,730.  Land costs were 
determined based on the average cost of the listed price for the properties in Table 7 
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Summary of Impact Fee Analysis (IFA)

The Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele 
County (“Service area”) has completed a Parks Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan which, along with input from the Ser-
vice Area, forms the basis for this impact fee analysis. 
The Service Area has determined that there is one service 
area citywide and that there is no excess capacity in any 
of its parks or trails facilities. Only residential development 
is considered to create demand for parks, trails and rec-
reation facilities and therefore only residential growth has 
been considered in the determination of impact fees.

Projections for population growth in the Service Area are 
as follows:

This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of 
Utah Code 11-36a-304.

Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity - Utah 
Code 11-36a-304(1)(a)

The IFFP considers only system facilities in the calculation 
of impact fees. For the Service Area, this has been de-
termined to mean community and regional parks. Local 
parks are considered project im-provements and have 
not been included in the calculation of impact fees.

Existing service levels are based on the (2019) levels of 
service in the Service Area for both parks and trails. Ex-
isting and proposed service levels are shown in the table 
below.
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Summary of Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) 
 
The Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area of Tooele County (“Service area”) has completed a Parks Im-
pact Fee Facilities Plan which, along with input from the Service Area, forms the basis for this impact fee 
analysis. The Service Area has determined that there is one service area citywide and that there is no 
excess capacity in any of its parks or trails facilities. Only residential development is considered to create 
demand for parks, trails and recreation facilities and therefore only residential growth has been consid-
ered in the determination of impact fees. 
 
Projections for population growth in the Service Area are as follows: 
 
TABLE 1:  PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH, 2019-2029 

Year Population 
2019  10,210  
2020  10,644  
2021  11,077  
2022  11,511  
2023  11,944  
2024  12,378  
2025  12,812  
2026  13,245  
2027  13,679  
2028  14,112  
2029  14,546  

Source: Tooele County Building Permits, American Community Survey 
 
This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of Utah Code 11-36a-304. 
 
Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a) 
 

The IFFP considers only system facilities in the calculation of impact fees. For the Service Area, this has 
been determined to mean community and regional parks. Local parks are considered project improve-
ments and have not been included in the calculation of impact fees. 
 
Existing service levels are based on the (2019) levels of service in the Service Area for both parks and 
trails. Existing and proposed service levels are shown in the table below. 
 
TABLE 2:  EXISTING AND PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS 
 UNITS 

 Existing Proposed 
 (Minimum) Excess Capacity 

Land (acres, with improvements, per 1,000 population) 6.16 6.16 0.00 
 
The Service Area intends to at least maintain existing service levels for both parks and trails. Park devel-
opment in the Service Area is one overall recreation system designed to meet the needs and desires of its 
residents for physical and leisure activities. 
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Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b) 

 
The table below shows the declining service levels that would occur in the Service Area, due to population 
growth, if no new facilities are added.  
 
TABLE 3:  IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT IF NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE 

 Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2019 

Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2029 

Park Land and Improvements (acres 
per 1,000 population) 6.16  4.32 

 
Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c) 
 

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by new development activity is attributable to popu-
lation growth. According to projections calculated from Tooele County’s Building Permit records and the 
American Community Survey (ACS), The Service Area has an estimated 2019 population of 10,210 persons 
and as a result of anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 14,546 persons by 2029 – an 
increase of 4,336 persons.  As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more parks 
will be needed to maintain existing service levels and to reach proposed service levels. 
 
In order to maintain the existing level of service, the projected new development over the next ten years 
will require the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 
dollars.    
 
Proportionate Share Analysis - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii)  
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the service levels related to new development 
activity is based on the costs of system-wide park facilities, and the consultant fees for the preparation of 
the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis.  
 

The total gross fee is $677.82 per capita. However, the actual fee charged will be based on the average 
household size of a residential unit.  
 
TABLE 5: CALCULATION OF GROSS IMPACT FEE 

Summary of Gross Fee  

Park Land and Improvements $1,058.18 
Consultant Costs $2.31 
Impact Fee Fund Balance ($382.67) 
TOTAL GROSS IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA $677.82 

 
The Service Area may choose to either charge one fee for every type of residential unit, or it can charge 
different fees for single-family and multi-family units. The average household size for residential units in 
the Service Area is as follows: 
 
TABLE 6:  AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated 
Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c)

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by 
new development activity is attributable to population 
growth. According to projections calculated from Tooele 
County’s Building Permit records and the American Com-
munity Survey (ACS), The Service Area has an estimated 
2019 population of 10,210 persons and as a result of 
anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 
14,546 per-sons by 2029 – an increase of 4,336 persons.  
As growth occurs as a result of increased development 
activity, more parks will be needed to maintain existing 
service levels and to reach proposed service levels.

In order to maintain the existing level of service, the pro-
jected new development over the next ten years will re-
quire the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the 
amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 dollars.   

Proportionate Share Analysis - Utah Code 11-36a-
304(1)(d)(i)(ii) 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity
The cost of new system improvements required to main-
tain the service levels related to new development activity 
is based on the costs of system-wide park facilities, and 
the consultant fees for the preparation of the Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis. 

The total gross fee is $677.82 per capita. However, the 
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actual fee charged will be based on the average house-
hold size of a residential unit. 
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Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b) 

 
The table below shows the declining service levels that would occur in the Service Area, due to population 
growth, if no new facilities are added.  
 
TABLE 3:  IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT IF NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE 

 Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2019 

Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2029 

Park Land and Improvements (acres 
per 1,000 population) 6.16  4.32 

 
Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c) 
 

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by new development activity is attributable to popu-
lation growth. According to projections calculated from Tooele County’s Building Permit records and the 
American Community Survey (ACS), The Service Area has an estimated 2019 population of 10,210 persons 
and as a result of anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 14,546 persons by 2029 – an 
increase of 4,336 persons.  As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more parks 
will be needed to maintain existing service levels and to reach proposed service levels. 
 
In order to maintain the existing level of service, the projected new development over the next ten years 
will require the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 
dollars.    
 
Proportionate Share Analysis - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii)  
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the service levels related to new development 
activity is based on the costs of system-wide park facilities, and the consultant fees for the preparation of 
the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis.  
 

The total gross fee is $677.82 per capita. However, the actual fee charged will be based on the average 
household size of a residential unit.  
 
TABLE 5: CALCULATION OF GROSS IMPACT FEE 

Summary of Gross Fee  

Park Land and Improvements $1,058.18 
Consultant Costs $2.31 
Impact Fee Fund Balance ($382.67) 
TOTAL GROSS IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA $677.82 

 
The Service Area may choose to either charge one fee for every type of residential unit, or it can charge 
different fees for single-family and multi-family units. The average household size for residential units in 
the Service Area is as follows: 
 
TABLE 6:  AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

The Service Area may choose to either charge one fee 
for every type of residential unit, or it can charge different 
fees for single-family and multi-family units. The average 
household size for residential units in the Service Area is 
as follows:

The maximum impact fees for single-family and multi-fam-
ily residential are shown in the table below:
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Residential Unit Type Household Size 
Single-Family Units 3.66 
Multi-Family Units 3.23 
Source:  American Community Survey 2017  

 
The maximum impact fees for single-family and multi-family residential are shown in the table below: 
 
TABLE 7: MAXIMUM IMPACT FEES 

MAXIMUM GROSS FEE Amount 
Single-Family Residential $2,480.81 
Multi-Family Residential $2,189.35 

 
Manner of Financing - Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h)  
 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a local government on new development to help 
fund and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that are needed to serve new development. 
Additionally, impact fees allow new growth to share in the cost of existing facilities that have excess ca-
pacity. 
 
Impact Fee Credits 
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to 
fund system improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not charged twice.   
 
Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential  
It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary costs in servicing newly-developed park proper-
ties.  
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Residential Unit Type Household Size 
Single-Family Units 3.66 
Multi-Family Units 3.23 
Source:  American Community Survey 2017  

 
The maximum impact fees for single-family and multi-family residential are shown in the table below: 
 
TABLE 7: MAXIMUM IMPACT FEES 

MAXIMUM GROSS FEE Amount 
Single-Family Residential $2,480.81 
Multi-Family Residential $2,189.35 

 
Manner of Financing - Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h)  
 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a local government on new development to help 
fund and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that are needed to serve new development. 
Additionally, impact fees allow new growth to share in the cost of existing facilities that have excess ca-
pacity. 
 
Impact Fee Credits 
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to 
fund system improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not charged twice.   
 
Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential  
It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary costs in servicing newly-developed park proper-
ties.  
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Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b) 

 
The table below shows the declining service levels that would occur in the Service Area, due to population 
growth, if no new facilities are added.  
 
TABLE 3:  IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT IF NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE MADE 

 Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2019 

Units (Acres per 1,000 Popula-
tion) in 2029 

Park Land and Improvements (acres 
per 1,000 population) 6.16  4.32 

 
Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c) 
 

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by new development activity is attributable to popu-
lation growth. According to projections calculated from Tooele County’s Building Permit records and the 
American Community Survey (ACS), The Service Area has an estimated 2019 population of 10,210 persons 
and as a result of anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 14,546 persons by 2029 – an 
increase of 4,336 persons.  As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more parks 
will be needed to maintain existing service levels and to reach proposed service levels. 
 
In order to maintain the existing level of service, the projected new development over the next ten years 
will require the construction or acquisition of new facilities in the amount of $4,588,265, as stated in 2019 
dollars.    
 
Proportionate Share Analysis - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii)  
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the service levels related to new development 
activity is based on the costs of system-wide park facilities, and the consultant fees for the preparation of 
the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis.  
 

The total gross fee is $677.82 per capita. However, the actual fee charged will be based on the average 
household size of a residential unit.  
 
TABLE 5: CALCULATION OF GROSS IMPACT FEE 

Summary of Gross Fee  

Park Land and Improvements $1,058.18 
Consultant Costs $2.31 
Impact Fee Fund Balance ($382.67) 
TOTAL GROSS IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA $677.82 

 
The Service Area may choose to either charge one fee for every type of residential unit, or it can charge 
different fees for single-family and multi-family units. The average household size for residential units in 
the Service Area is as follows: 
 
TABLE 6:  AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

Manner of Financing - Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)
(e)(f)(g)(h) 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a 
local government on new development to help fund and 
pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that 
are needed to serve new development. Additionally, im-
pact fees allow new growth to share in the cost of existing 
facilities that have excess capacity.

Impact Fee Credits
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to 
development for future fees that may be paid to fund sys-
tem improvements found in the IFFP so that new devel-
opment is not charged twice.  

Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential 
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It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary 
costs in servicing newly-developed park properties. 

Utah Code 11-36a

Preparation of Impact Fee Analysis. Utah Code requires 
that “each local political subdivision… intending to im-
pose an impact fee shall prepare a written analysis (Im-
pact Fee Analysis or IFA) of each impact fee” (Utah Code 
11-36a-303). This IFA follows all legal requirements as 
outlined below. 

Section 11-36a-304 of the Utah Code outlines the re-
quirements of an impact fee analysis which is re-quired to 
identify the following:

anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing ca-
pacity of a public facility by the anticipated development 
activity;

anticipated impact on system improvements required by 
the anticipated development activity to maintain the es-
tablished level of service for each public facility;

how anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the an-
ticipated development activity

the proportionate share of:

costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and

costs of impacts on system improvement that are rea-
sonably related to the new development activity; and 

how the impact fee was calculated

Further, in analyzing whether or not the proportionate 
share of the costs of public facilities are reasonably re-
lated to the new development activity, the local political 
subdivision or private entity, as the case may be, shall 
identify, if applicable:

the cost of each existing public facility that has excess 
capacity to serve the anticipated development resulting 
from the new development activity;

the cost of system improvements for each public facility;

other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each 
public facility such as user charges, special assessments, 
bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants;

the relative extent to which development activity will con-
tribute to financing the excess capacity of and system 

improvements for each existing public facility, by means 
such as user charges, special assessments, or payment 
from the proceeds of general taxes;

the relative extent to which development activity will con-
tribute to the cost of existing public facilities and system 
improvements in the future;

the extent to which the development activity is entitled to 
a credit against impact fees be-cause the development 
activity will dedicate system improvements or public facil-
ities that will offset the demand for system improvements, 
inside or outside the proposed development; 

extraordinary costs, if any in servicing the newly devel-
oped properties; and

the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of 
amounts paid at different times.

Calculating Impact Fees. Utah Code 11-36a-305 states 
that for purposes of calculating an impact fee, a local po-
litical subdivision or private entity may include the follow-
ing:

construction contract price;

cost of acquiring land, improvements, materials, and fix-
tures;

cost for planning, surveying, and engineering fees for ser-
vices provided for and directly related to the construction 
of the system improvements; and

for a political subdivision, debt service charges if the 
political subdivision might use impact fees as a revenue 
stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes 
or other obligations is-sued to finance the costs of the 
system improvements.

Additionally, the Code states that each political subdivi-
sion or private entity shall base impact fee amounts on 
realistic estimates and the assumptions underlying those 
estimates shall be disclosed in the impact fee analysis.

Certification of Impact Fee Analysis. Utah Code 11-36a-
306 states that an impact fee analysis shall include a writ-
ten certification from the person or entity that prepares 
the impact fee analysis. This certification is included at 
the conclusion of this analysis.

Impact Fee Enactment. Utah Code 11-36a-202 states 
that a local political subdivision or private entity wishing to 
impose impact fees shall pass an impact fee enactment 
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in accordance with Section 11-36a-402.  Additionally, an 
impact fee imposed by an impact fee enactment may not 
exceed the highest fee justified by the impact fee ana-
lysts. An impact fee enactment may not take effect until 
90 days after the day on which the impact fee enactment 
is approved. 

Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Analysis. A local 
political subdivision must provide written notice of its in-
tent to prepare an IFA before preparing the Analysis (Utah 
Code 11-36a-503(1)). This notice must be posted on the 
Utah Public Notice website. The Service Area has com-
plied with this noticing requirement for the IFA by posting 
notice.  
 
Impact Fee Analysis

Utah Code allows cities to include only system-wide parks 
for the purpose of calculating impact fees. Project-wide 
parks cannot be used to establish levels of service eli-
gible to be maintained through impact fees. Based on 
input from the Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area 
and the consultants, a system-wide park is defined as a 

park that serves more than one local development area. 
System-wide parks in the Service Area include neighbor-
hood, community and regional parks.

This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of 
Utah Code 11-36a-304.

Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a): an impact fee analysis shall 
identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any 
existing capacity of a public facility by the anticipated de-
velopment activity

Demand Placed on Facilities by New Development Ac-
tivity

Park Land and Park Improvements
Existing park service levels would decline, due to new 
development activity, from the existing service level of 
6.16 acres per 1,000 persons to 4.32 acres per 1,000 
residents by 2029 if no improvements are made.
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Impact Fee Analysis 
 
Utah Code allows cities to include only system-wide parks for the purpose of calculating impact fees. Pro-
ject-wide parks cannot be used to establish levels of service eligible to be maintained through impact fees. 
Based on input from the Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area and the consultants, a system-wide park 
is defined as a park that serves more than one local development area. System-wide parks in the Service 
Area include neighborhood, community and regional parks. 
 
This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of Utah Code 11-36a-304. 

 
 
Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a): an impact fee analysis shall identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any 
existing capacity of a public facility by the anticipated development activity 
 

 
Demand Placed on Facilities by New Development Activity 
 
Park Land and Park Improvements 
Existing park service levels would decline, due to new development activity, from the existing service level 
of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons to 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents by 2029 if no improvements are made. 
 
TABLE 8:  PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENT SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY, 2019-2029 

Year Population Population Growth Land Acres per 1000 Per-
sons if No New Facilities 

2019  10,210  
 

 6.16  
2020  10,644   434   5.91  
2021  11,077   434   5.67  
2022  11,511   434   5.46  
2023  11,944   434   5.26  
2024  12,378   434   5.08  
2025  12,812   434   4.91  
2026  13,245   434   4.75  
2027  13,679   434   4.60  
2028  14,112   434   4.45  
2029  14,546   434   4.32  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1  
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2 Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated 
Development Activity
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b): an impact fee analysis shall 
identify the anticipated impact on system improvements 
required by the anticipated development activity to main-
tain the established level of service for each public facility;

The Service Area will need to acquire additional park 
lands and make park improvements to maintain its ex-
isting service levels of improved parks. Impact fees will 
be used to maintain the existing service levels for parks 
and trails.  

The figures in the following table were calculated by mul-
tiplying the existing service levels by the cost for each line 
item by the projected growth in demand over the next 
ten years.
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Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development 
Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b): an impact fee analysis shall identify the anticipated impact on system improvements 
required by the anticipated development activity to maintain the established level of service for each public facility; 

 
The Service Area will need to acquire additional park lands and make park improvements to maintain its 
existing service levels of improved parks. Impact fees will be used to maintain the existing service levels 
for parks and trails.   
 
The figures in the following table were calculated by multiplying the existing service levels by the cost for 
each line item by the projected growth in demand over the next ten years.   
 
TABLE 9:  COST OF NEW CONSTRUCTION DUE TO NEW GROWTH, 2019-2029 

 
Proposed Service 

Level (Park Acres per 
1000 Population) 

Facilities Needed in 
10 Years (Park Acres) 

Cost per 
Park Acre 

Total Im-
provement 

Cost Needed 
Over 10 

Years 
Land & Park Improvements 6.16 26.70  $171,873* $4,588,265 
* Comprised of land costs per acre of $58,143 and park improvement costs per acre of $113,730. 

 
 
 

Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development 
Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c): an impact fee analysis shall subject to Subsection (2), demonstrate how the anticipated 
impacts described in Subsections (1)(a) and (b) are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity; 

 
The demand placed on existing public park facilities by new development activity is attributable to popu-
lation growth. The Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area has a 2019 population of 10,210 persons and 
as a result of anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 14,546 persons by 2029 – an in-
crease of 4,336 persons.  As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more parks 
needed to maintain existing service levels and to reach proposed service levels. 
  

2  

3  3 Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated 
Development Activity
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c): an impact fee analysis shall 
subject to Subsection (2), demonstrate how the antic-
ipated impacts described in Subsections (1)(a) and (b) 
are reasonably related to the anticipated development 
activity;

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by 
new development activity is attributable to population 
growth. The Stansbury Park Recreation Service Area has 
a 2019 population of 10,210 per-sons and as a result of 
anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 
14,546 persons by 2029 – an increase of 4,336 persons.  
As growth occurs as a result of increased development 
activity, more parks needed to maintain existing service 
levels and to reach proposed service levels.
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Proportionate Share Analysis 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii): an impact fee analysis shall estimate the proportionate share of costs for existing 
capacity that will be recouped; and the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the 
new development activity; 
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
 

The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the existing level of parks, recreation and trail 
services related to new development activity is based on the cost of system-wide park and trail facilities, 
as well as consultant fees for the preparation of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis. 
  
The Service Area will need to acquire an additional 26.70 acres of land over the next 10 years in order to 
maintain its existing service level of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons. At a cost of $58,143 per acre, the cost 
to the Service Area will be $1,552,418. 
 
In addition, all 26.70 acres will need improvements. The existing level of service for improvements is a 
cost of $113,730 per acre, or a total cost of $3,036,099. Total land and improvement costs necessary over 
the next ten years are calculated at $4,588,265. 
 
TABLE 12: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Park Land and Improvements   

Improvements Needed, 2019-2029 $4,588,265 
Population Growth, 2019-2029 4,336 
Cost per Capita $1,058.18 

 
The Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis consultant cost is $2.31 per capita. 
 
TABLE 15: PER CAPITA CONSULTANT COSTS 

Description Amount 
Consultant Cost $10,000 
Projected Population Growth (2018 - 2028) 4,336                            
Cost per Capita – Consultant Costs $2.31 

 
The total gross Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space Impact Fee is $677.82 per capita. 
 
TABLE 16: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEE 

Description Amount 
Park Land and Improvements $1,058.18 
Consultant Costs $2.31 
Impact Fee Fund Balance Credit ($382.67) 
TOTAL GROSS IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA $677.82 

 

4 
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Proportionate Share Analysis
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii): an impact fee analysis 
shall estimate the proportionate share of costs for existing 
capacity that will be recouped; and the costs of impacts 
on system improvements that are reasonably related to 
the new development activity;

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Ac-
tivity

The cost of new system improvements required to main-
tain the existing level of parks, recreation and trail ser-
vices related to new development activity is based on the 
cost of system-wide park and trail facilities, as well as 
consultant fees for the preparation of the Impact Fee Fa-
cilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis.
 
The Service Area will need to acquire an additional 26.70 
acres of land over the next 10 years in order to maintain 
its existing service level of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons. 
At a cost of $58,143 per acre, the cost to the Service 
Area will be $1,552,418.

In addition, all 26.70 acres will need improvements. The 
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Proportionate Share Analysis 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii): an impact fee analysis shall estimate the proportionate share of costs for existing 
capacity that will be recouped; and the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the 
new development activity; 
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
 

The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the existing level of parks, recreation and trail 
services related to new development activity is based on the cost of system-wide park and trail facilities, 
as well as consultant fees for the preparation of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis. 
  
The Service Area will need to acquire an additional 26.70 acres of land over the next 10 years in order to 
maintain its existing service level of 6.16 acres per 1,000 persons. At a cost of $58,143 per acre, the cost 
to the Service Area will be $1,552,418. 
 
In addition, all 26.70 acres will need improvements. The existing level of service for improvements is a 
cost of $113,730 per acre, or a total cost of $3,036,099. Total land and improvement costs necessary over 
the next ten years are calculated at $4,588,265. 
 
TABLE 12: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Park Land and Improvements   

Improvements Needed, 2019-2029 $4,588,265 
Population Growth, 2019-2029 4,336 
Cost per Capita $1,058.18 

 
The Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis consultant cost is $2.31 per capita. 
 
TABLE 15: PER CAPITA CONSULTANT COSTS 

Description Amount 
Consultant Cost $10,000 
Projected Population Growth (2018 - 2028) 4,336                            
Cost per Capita – Consultant Costs $2.31 

 
The total gross Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space Impact Fee is $677.82 per capita. 
 
TABLE 16: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEE 

Description Amount 
Park Land and Improvements $1,058.18 
Consultant Costs $2.31 
Impact Fee Fund Balance Credit ($382.67) 
TOTAL GROSS IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA $677.82 

 

4 

existing level of service for improvements is a cost of 
$113,730 per acre, or a total cost of $3,036,099. Total 
land and improvement costs necessary over the next ten 
years are calculated at $4,588,265.
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The total cost per capita is then multiplied by the house-
hold size in order to arrive at the maximum impact fee 
that may be charged.
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The total cost per capita is then multiplied by the household size in order to arrive at the maximum impact 
fee that may be charged. 
 
TABLE 17: HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

Household Type Household Size 

Single-Family 3.66 
Multi-Family 3.23 
Source: American Community Survey 2017 

 
TABLE 18: MAXIMUM IMPACT FEE 

Development Type Amount 
Single-Family Residential $2,480.81 
Multi-Family Residential $2,189.35 

 
 
Impact Fee Credits 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(e): an impact fee analysis shall, based on the requirements of this chapter, identify 
how the impact fee was calculated; 
 

There are no bonds outstanding on parks or trails facilities and therefore no credits need to be made 
against the gross impact fee. 
 

 
Manner of Financing 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h): an impact fee analysis shall identify, if applicable: other than impact fees, 
the manner of financing for each public facility such as user charges, special assessments, bonded indebtedness, 
federal taxes, or federal grants;  
 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a local government entity on new development to 
help fund and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that are needed to serve new devel-
opment. These fees are usually implemented to help reduce the economic burden on local jurisdictions 
that are trying to deal with population and commercial growth within the area. As a matter of policy and 
legislative discretion, the Service Area, in conjunction with Tooele County, may choose to have new de-
velopment pay the full cost of its share of new public facilities if the facilities would not be needed except 
to service new development. However, local governmental entities may use other sources of revenue to 
pay for the new facilities required to service new development and use impact fees to recover the cost 
difference between the total cost and the other sources of revenue. Additionally, impact fees allow new 
growth to share in the cost of existing facilities that have excess capacity. 
 
At the current time, no other sources of funding other than impact fees have been identified, but to the 
extent that any are identified and received in the future, then impact fees will be reduced accordingly. 
 
Additional system-wide park land and recreation facility improvements beyond those funded through im-
pact fees that are desired to maintain a higher proposed level of service will be paid for by the Service 
Area through other revenue sources such as user charges, special assessments,  general taxes, etc. 

5  

6  

5 Impact Fee Credits
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(e): an impact fee analysis shall, 
based on the requirements of this chapter, identify
how the impact fee was calculated;

There are no bonds outstanding on parks or trails facili-
ties and therefore no credits need to be made against the 
gross impact fee.

6 Manner of Financing
Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h): an impact fee 
analysis shall identify, if applicable: other than impact 
fees, the manner of financing for each public facility such 
as user charges, special assessments, bonded indebted-
ness, federal taxes, or federal grants; 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a 
local government entity on new development to help fund 
and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities 
that are needed to serve new development. These fees 
are usually implemented to help reduce the economic 
burden on local jurisdictions that are trying to deal with 
population and commercial growth within the area. As 
a matter of policy and legislative discretion, the Service 
Area, in conjunction with Tooele County, may choose to 
have new development pay the full cost of its share of 
new public facilities if the facilities would not be needed 
except to service new development. However, local gov-
ernmental entities may use other sources of revenue to 
pay for the new facilities required to service new develop-
ment and use impact fees to recover the cost difference 
between the total cost and the other sources of revenue. 
Additionally, impact fees allow new growth to share in the 
cost of existing facilities that have excess capacity.

At the current time, no other sources of funding other 
than impact fees have been identified, but to the extent 
that any are identified and received in the future, then im-
pact fees will be reduced accordingly.

Additional system-wide park land and recreation facility 
improvements beyond those funded through impact fees 
that are desired to maintain a higher proposed level of 
service will be paid for by the Service Area through other 
revenue sources such as user charges, special assess-
ments,  general taxes, etc.

Impact Fee Credits
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to 
development for future fees that may be paid to fund sys-
tem improvements found in the IFFP so that new develop-
ment is not charged twice. Credits may also be paid back 
to developers who have constructed or directly funded 
items that are included in the IFFP or donated to the Ser-
vice Area in lieu of impact fees, including the dedication 
of land for system improvements. This situation does not 
apply to developer exactions or improvements re-quired 
to offset density or as a condition for development. Any 
item for which a developer receives credit should be in-
cluded in the IFFP and must be agreed upon with the 
Service Area before construction begins.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct 
facilities found in the IFFP in lieu of impact fees, the ar-
rangement must be made through the developer and the 
Service Area. 

At the discretion of the Service Area, impact fees may be 



STANSBURY PARK COMMUNITY MASTER PLAN | 59

modified for memory care units or other forms of hous-
ing that do not place demand on parks and recreation 
facilities.

Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential 
It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary 
costs in servicing newly developed park properties. To 
account for the time-price differential inherent in fair com-
parisons of amounts paid at different times, actual costs 
have been used to compute buy-in costs to public facil-
ities with excess capacity and current costs have been 
used to compute impacts on system improvements re-
quired by anticipated development activity to maintain 
the established level of service for each public facility.

Certification

Zions Public Finance, Inc. certifies that the attached im-
pact fee analysis:

1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six 
years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;

2. does not include:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the lev-
el of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above 
the level of service that is supported by existing residents;
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calcu-
lated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with 
generally accepted cost accounting practices and the 
methodological standards set forth by the federal Office 
of Management and Budget for federal grant reimburse-
ment; 

3. offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of 
payment; and 

4. complies in each and every relevant respect with the 
Impact Fees Act.





STANSBURY PARK COMMUNITY MASTER PLAN | 61

7. ACTION PLAN 
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STRATEGIC 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
The following chapter outlines a course of action for the 
Agency and the County to achieve the goals of the Mas-
ter Plan recommended here. This timeline assumes a 
build-out population of approximately 11,551 by 2038 for 
the proposed Stansbury area (Source: TAZ). The actual 
rate of population growth may result in an earlier or later 
buildout. This timeline should be adjusted to match the 
rate of growth and pressing needs. 

At the completion and adoption of this plan:
• Publish it widely and make it available on the Internet, 

in Agency and County offices, etc. 
• Create a realistic budget for capital improvements 

and operation and maintenance for the next 20 years. 
• Create a plan for fundraising/finding funds for the 

next 20 years to meet this budget. 
• Begin fundraising efforts: call for changes in fees, 

donations and/or taxes (if possible), pinning down 
matching funds, and getting funding commitments 
from partners, or holding a bond election. 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS & 
PRIORITIES 
Mini Park Conclusions and Recommendations:
The development of Mini Parks is not encouraged. On a 
per acre basis, Mini Parks are very expensive to construct 
and maintain and generally serve a very limited popula-
tion. However, it may be the last option for open space in 
some cases such as the more developed central portion 
of Stansbury Park.  Mini Parks may be implemented after 
careful evaluation by the Board of Trustees.

Mini Parks may also be implemented in new housing 
developments if negotiations for a neighborhood park are 
unsuccessful.  These Mini Parks need to be developed in 
conjunction with the trail system to make them an effective 
part of the park system.

When Mini Parks are necessary, incorporate as many 
diverse activities as the space will allow.  For example, 
the addition of a basketball court or volleyball court would 
not occupy much more space. However, it would increase 
the ages of potential users and, therefore, the longevity 
of the park.

Neighborhood Park Conclusions and Recommenda-
tions: Neighborhood Parks serve the broader neighbor-
hood with large amenities or local amenities that reflect the 

specific demographics and interests of the neighborhood. 
Neighborhood Parks are within walking, biking, or skating 
distance of most of the neighborhood which it serves. The 
close proximity and diversity offered by Neighborhood 
Parks make them the core unit in a city park system and a 
part of a neighborhood’s daily routines. Because they are 
the core unit in any city park system, it is recommended 
that Neighborhood Parks are first to be developed of all 
the park types, in new residential areas and where current 
service gaps exist. 

Recommended Agency Policy: To accomplish the goal 
of providing opportunities for park space for all residents, 
the Agency should work with land owners and developers 
to create private parks which will serve these new neigh-
borhoods, where identified on the proposed park map. 
The Agency should also seek non-traditional sources of 
funding for parks including public-private partnerships.

Community Park Conclusions and Recommendations:
Community Parks are diverse in nature, serving a broader 
purpose than the Neighborhood or Mini Parks. While Com-
munity Parks may include Neighborhood Park amenities, 
and do act as Neighborhood Parks as well, the focus of a 
Community Park is on meeting community-based recre-
ation, athletics and open space needs. In some cases, a 
park with only a single athletic field that provides a venue 
for community athletic organizations may fall into this 
category regardless of its small size. It is recommended 
to focus on adding Neighborhood Parks and Community 
Parks through the 20-year planning period, as appropriate 
to the specific needs of communities.  

Recommended Agency Policy: There are areas in the 
southern and western portions of the Agency where poten-
tial park land is available. We recommend that Stansbury  
continue to identify land for Community Parks. Some of 
these parks can be privately owned and Agency-run, if 
funding options are limited.  Suggestions include; con-
servation easements, transfer of development rights, 
zoning, etc. to assist in making this property available for 
Neighborhood Parks.

Special Use Park Conclusions and Recommendations:
• Maintain existing.
• Add additional special-use items as needed.
• Look for opportunities to develop historical, cultural 

and social special-use areas.

Open Space Conclusions and Recommendations: 
The Agency will need to Identify potential connectors to 
open parcels in currently developing neighborhoods that 
are strategically located with applicable service area radii 
and connect them to the larger trail system (bike and 
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walking/hiking trails). 

Determination of the Open Space Standard: Preserving 
open space serves many different purposes.  It is essential
in maintaining a sense of place and in identifying a com-
munity.  Available open space that has qualities such as 
visual, habitat, water shed, etc. should receive first priority.

Recommended Agency Policy: The Agency needs to 
develop an open space designation plan that supports 
the goal of connecting the trail system to park land and 
distributes open space within a 1/4 to 1/2-mile walking 
distance radius. 

Park Development Priorities 
Stansbury Park  should create a Parks Committee to fur-
ther identify park priorities and to aid in their implemen-
tation.
• All existing parks should be upgraded as necessary 

to meet the minimum requirements for amenities and 
features in parks. 

• Future parks should be designed and developed 
from the outset with amenities and features that meet 
these standards.   

The Agency is currently addressing the park priorities 
identified by the public in the online survey. Plans are to 
update existing parks (see charts in Chapter 6). 

Within the next five to 10 years, the tennis courts and 
swimming pool by the Clubhouse will be removed to ac-
commodate a larger swimming pool. 

LAKE MANAGEMENT PLAN
To insure the long-term health and functionality of the 
lake, a Lake Management Plan should be developed 
within the next five years. 

Add fountains to the lake in the next one to three years 
that will function as both decorative and maintenance 
features. 

GAPS
In order to meet future park needs, existing gaps must be 
filled and proposed parks developed. This includes the 
development of approximately 10 additional park acres. If 
possible, some of the additional acreage should be locat-
ed in areas where there are existing gaps in distribution. 

In order to meet the need for future parks, existing gaps 
must be filled and proposed parks developed as envi-
sioned. To summarize the findings from Chapter 4, this 
includes the development of ten (10) additional parks  
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and the siting/reservation of 212 additional park acres to 
meet the needs of  people at build-out in 20 years if the 
new Agency boundary is adopted. 

MINIMUM STANDARDS
In order to ensure that existing and future parks meet 
community needs, the establishment of minimum stan-
dards for park development are recommended for all 
three types of parks. These standards should reflect the 
needs and expectations of the public, as contained in the 
2017-18 Park Survey and as provided during the Pub-
lic Open House meeting conducted in February 2018, 
which are summarized below:   

Mini Parks should include, space permitting, at least the 
following amenities: 
• Trees and shade 
• Picnic tables and benches 
• Grassy play areas 
• Playgrounds 
• Benches 
• Other small scale amenities such as small pavilions  
• Local trail connections 
 
Neighborhood Parks should include, space permitting, 
at least the following amenities: 
• All of the elements found in Mini Parks above 
• Drinking fountains 
• Restrooms 
• Sport courts (basketball, volleyball and tennis) 
• Sports fields (baseball, soccer, football and similar 

sports) 
• Walking paths that are connected to other trails and 

open space 
• Pavilions and shade structures 
• A regional draw, such as a skate park or splash pad 
• Local and regional trail linkages 
• Parking 
 
Community Parks should include, space permitting, at 
least the following amenities:
• All of the amenities found in Mini and Neighborhood 

Parks above 
• Additional restrooms sufficient for anticipated need 
• Specialty complexes or features, such as a swimming 

pool, arboretum, nature center or sports complex  
.

Trail Development Priorities
A new Trails Committee should follow what is proposed 
on the proposed trail map, focusing on opportunities to 
create trails in and around the community. 
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DEFINITIONS
Open Space
Open Space is defined in this plan in terms of recreation 
and includes:
• Land that is permanently protected and allows for 

public access for recreational uses. Open space may 
be preserved for developed parks or for outdoor rec-
reation. Land for outdoor recreation shall remain in its 
natural condition and be left undeveloped except for 
minor recreation improvements like trails, restrooms, 
and picnic tables.

• Areas that are protected to allow access to other 
protected public lands or open spaces.

• Recreation uses may also utilize land that is protected 
for open space for other purposes, including utility 
easements, rivers and stream corridors, detention 
basins, trails and scenic highway corridors.

The Agency may also preserve open space for other 
reasons, including resource conservation; agriculture and 
other working landscapes; protecting public health and 
safety; and enhancing scenery and the Agency’s cultural 
values.

Stansbury ’s standard for open space designation is to 
have a permanent, protective easement on the property 
and an agreement for maintenance to retain its natural 
qualities in an ecologically sound manner. Please refer to p. 
60  of this document for recommendations for Stansbury 
Park  open space. 

Trails 
The term ‘trail’ is used to describe shared use paths, multi-
use trails, sidewalks, and hiking pedestrian paths designed 
for non-motorized usage.

Sidewalks
Sidewalks, or paths, are directly adjacent to roadways are 
included when they provide a link between trails or between 
a trail and a destination. 

Trail users may include but are not limited to: bicyclists, 
non-motorized scooters, in-line skaters, users of other 
wheeled devices like Segways or electric assist-bicycles, 
roller skaters, wheelchair users (both non-motorized and 
motorized), walkers, runners, and, in some cases, eques-
trians and non-motorized water activities.

Stansbury ’s standard for trails is an 10’ paved asphalt 
trails, (3” asphalt over 6” roadbase) with a 1’ gravel shoul-
der on each side, within a 12’ wide easement. Permanent 
signs with a trail map shall be erected at each terminus of 

the trail. Mileage and trail name signs shall be posted at 
1/2 mile intervals facing both directions. Trails and signage 
should integrate with Tooele  County trails standards.  (See 
Stansbury Park  Trails Plan.)

Bikeable Community 
Stansbury ’s standard for bike lanes is a 4’ painted striped 
lane on both sides of a road designated as a bike route. The 
outside stripe shall be a minimum of 4’ from any parking 
lane, and a minimum 2’ from the road shoulder or gutter. 
Permanent bike route signs shall be posted at 1/4 mile 
intervals facing both directions. Bicycle warning signs for 
motorists shall be posted at 1/2 mile intervals.  

Walkable Community
A walkable community is defined in this plan in terms of 
recreation to mean integrated City design standards that 
promote walking for recreation, as an alternative means 
of transportation, and as a way to orient buildings and 
uses toward the street to create a comfortable, attractive 
streetscape. 

Stansbury ’s standard for a walkable community is to 
include sidewalks (min. 5’ wide) on both sides of the street 
through all new and existing development. Sidewalks and 
their intersections with driveways and roads shall be ADA 
(Americans with Disabilities Act) accessible and continuous 
between intersections. Sidewalks shall not be allowed to 
dead end into an unpaved surface or undeveloped area. 
Buildings and parking shall be designed to welcome 
pedestrians and make access to buildings safe. City blocks 
shall be designed with numerous intersections and access 
points for more direct routes. 

OPEN HOUSE MEETING - 
COMMENTS & NOTES
Existing Parks
• Community Parks - more popular (amenities and va-

riety). Make some themed parks with parking. 

Proposed Parks
• Parks on the South side of Stansbury 
• Long, continuous trails
• Linking to neighboring community trails
• Short-term: 25+ miles of continuous trails

Existing Trails
• Wayfinding for trailheads
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Proposed Trails
• Connect bike lanes
• More signs/kiosks to find trailheads
• Traffic-free bike path (outskirts of town)
• Big loop trails
• Safe commuter routes 
• Connecting schools with trails
• Railroad path
• Highway crossings 

Miscellaneous/Other
• Benches along trails for resting 
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EXISTING PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
PARK TYPES & AMENITIES

PA
RK

 A
DD

RE
SS

PA
RK

 C
LA

SS

TO
TA

L 
AC

RE
S

PA
RK

IN
G

PR
IV

AT
E 

VS
. P

UB
LI

C

BA
SK

ET
BA

LL

VO
LL

EY
BA

LL

TE
NN

IS

BA
SE

BA
LL

 / 
SO

FT
BA

LL

SO
CC

ER

FO
OT

BA
LL

RE
ST

RO
OM

S

PI
CN

IC
 T

AB
LE

PL
AY

GR
OU

ND
 E

QU
IP

M
EN

T

PA
VL

IO
N

TR
AI

L 
AC

CE
SS

OT
HE

R 
AM

EN
IT

IE
S

COMBINED PARKS

STANSBURY PARK

Brent Rose Park 
across from Stansbury 
Elementary at 485 
Country Club Drive

Mini 1.57 Yes Public 2 1 Yes

Brigham Park
Brigham Street, north of 
Benson Grist Mill and 
Stansbury Park Cemetery

Mini 1.36 No Public 2 2 covered 2 2 Charcoal Barbeques

Benson Mill Park
Intersection of Angell Way 
and Decker Lane

Mini 0.64

Captain's Island Park
Turnabout at north end of 
Island 

Mini 0.47 No Public 1 Yes

Delgada Park
North shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way

Mini 0.28 No Public Yes Lake access, boat dock, nature trail, bird watching

Fairway Park
next to Gold Course at 
629 Country Club Drive

Mini 0.93 No Public 1 No 2 Benches

Galley Park
Intersection of Galley 
Lane and Regatta Lane

Mini 0.92 No Public 2 1 4 Benches

Gateway Park
Intersection of Old Mill 
Road and Harvest Drive

Mini 0.83 No Public 1 1 3 1 Yes Large shade trees. 3 benches. 

Northport Park
West shore of Stansbury 
Lake on Delgada Way

Mini 1.02 Yes Public 2 Yes Lake access, boat ramp 

Ponderosa Park
Intersection of Ponderosa 
Lane and Horseshoe 
Drive

Mini 0.8 No Public 1 1 2 1 Yes 3 Benches

Regatta Park
Intersection of Regatta 
Lane and Bayshore Drive

Mini 0.45 No Public No Detention Basin 

Rex Sutton Park Mini 0.51 Public 3 1 1 3 Benches

Oscarson Park 
Bayshore Dr & Schooner 
Ln

Mini 5.3 Public

Woodland Park
Intersection of Country 
Club Drive and Miller 
Circle

Mini 1.27 No Public 1 5 Yes Large shade trees, fire pit, 3 benches, 2 charcoal grills

Millpond Park Neighborhood 7.12 Public

Park View Park
Intersection of Parkview 
and Regatta Lane

Neighborhood 5.62 Yes Public 1 1 2 2 1 1 Yes 3 Horseshoe Pits, 1 bench, walking paths

Sagers Memorial Park
Next to Mill Pond at #10 
Plaza

Neighborhood 9.94 Yes Public 4 3 4 1 1 Yes
Large shade trees, skateboard and scooter course, 
batting cage

Sand Hill Park
Intersection of Sandhill 
Way and Calais Lane

Neighborhood 2.4 No Private 1 Yes

Village Park
Intersection of Village 
Blvd. and Stallion Way

Neighborhood 6.76 Yes Public 2 2 3 1 Yes 2 Benches

Porter Way Park 
Intersection of Porter Way 
and Star Discovery Way

Community 28.66 Yes Public 2 1 2 2 2 19 1 1 Yes
Wading stream, 18-hole Disc Golf Course, plumbed for 
splash pad

Clubhouse Complex
Across street from the 
Golf Course Pro Shop at 
#1 Country Club Drive

Special Use 6.95 Yes Public 4 1 2 8 6 1 Yes
Clubhouse Event Center, lake access, Boat Ramp, Boat 
Dock Sport Court, Public Pool, 6 Benches, Bridge

Stansbury Park  Total 83.8 11 1 4 8 4 8 20 47 10 5
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RESULTS FROM INFORMAL INTERNET SURVEY
The following is a summary charts and verbatim written comments. The results are not statistically valid, but the infor-
mation does outline general issues, preferences, and comments. 

Q1: Where do you live?

Answered: 411 Skipped: 0 

Q2: How many in your household are in the following age groups:

Answered: 411  Skipped: 0 

91.97%

8.03%

Yes No
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

54.99% 226

56.20% 231

53.04% 218

26.76% 110

62.53% 257

50.85% 209

27.25% 112

Q2 How many in your household are in the following age groups:

Answered: 411 Skipped: 0

# 5 OR YOUNGER DATE

1 3 8/7/2018 9:09 AM

2 0 8/6/2018 4:51 PM

3 0 8/3/2018 10:53 AM

4 1 8/2/2018 3:14 PM

5 1 8/2/2018 10:41 AM

6 3 8/2/2018 10:24 AM

7 1 8/2/2018 10:07 AM

8 0 8/1/2018 9:17 PM

9 0 8/1/2018 4:31 PM

10 2 8/1/2018 4:07 PM

11 2 8/1/2018 3:08 PM

12 1 8/1/2018 1:59 PM

13 2 8/1/2018 1:35 PM

14 0 8/1/2018 12:58 PM

15 1 8/1/2018 12:15 PM

16 0 8/1/2018 12:00 PM

17 0 8/1/2018 10:30 AM

18 0 8/1/2018 10:22 AM

19 1 8/1/2018 10:18 AM

20 2 8/1/2018 10:09 AM

21 2 8/1/2018 9:36 AM

22 1 8/1/2018 9:21 AM

23 2 8/1/2018 9:18 AM

24 1 8/1/2018 9:15 AM

25 3 8/1/2018 9:12 AM

26 2 7/24/2018 5:24 AM

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

5 or younger

6-10

11-18

19-24

25-39

40-54

55 plus

1 / 34
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Q3: How many are female?

Answered: 411 Skipped: 0 

Q4: How many are male?

Answered: 411 Skipped: 0 

Q5: What is your combined household income? 

Answered: 405  Skipped: 6 
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Q6: Members of my household are getting an education at the following school systems:

Answered: 411 Skipped: 0 
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Q7: How often do you, or a member of your household, participate in the following activities in 
season: (no response for never)
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1 Walking..daily 
2 Walking/Running
3 Running
4 Running
5 “Ultimate Frisbee - annually
Alpine Skiing - annually”
6 Dance - daily
7 Dirt biking.
8 Would be nice if there was more organized activi-
ties for adults!
9 On the Lake, kayaking,canoeing, paddle boating 
and fishing.
10 Racquetball 
11 “Running 
Skiing”
12 Running and walking 
13 running, walking
14 Walking
15 Running
16 “Dance
Yoga
Music
We need more studios for each of those!”
17 Camping 
18 Walking and running the park
19 Dance- weekly 2x
20 Motorcycling
21 Skydiving weekly, sometimes daily
22 Hiking, walking, water sports 
23 Walking around the park with our dog and kids
24 Stansbury Lake, weekly
25 “Lap swimming- weekly 
Running- weekly “
26 Running 3x week
27 Rugby weekly 2x. 
28 Walking around Stansbury Park 
29 We need more tennis / pickleball courts! Change 
the horseshoe pit that no one uses at the park on Parkview 
/ Regatta to pickleball. 
30 Dance
31 Walking 
32 Splash water park. 
33 Splash pad. 4 times a week
34 Dancing twice weekly 
35 Rock climbing, Frisbee, hiking (weekly)

36 Walking
37 CrossFit - Daily
38 Kayaking, running/walking
39 Running on the nice trial system around tooele 
once a week
40 Power walking
41 Running! 3-4 times / week
42 Kayaking on the lake . 2-3 times a week during 
good weather.
43 Running 2+ times weekly
44 Kayak and water sports
45 Walking---daily
46 The sports are per season. Like tackle football is 
every day from July to nov. 
47 Running
48 Running 5x
49 Walking for exercise. Often
50 Running-daily
51 Walking, running, racquetball, weights, on a daily 
basis.
52 Watch grandkids play soccer, baseball, basketball, 
flag football and swimming
53 We walk or run on a daily basis, we would love 
trails for this 
54 Dance weekly
55 walking
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Q8: How often do you, or a member of your household, participate in the following activities in 
season: (no response for never)

Answered: 366 Skipped: 45 

Q8 How often do you, or a member of your household, participate in the
following activities in season: (no response for never)

Answered: 366 Skipped: 45
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Q9: Please rate the frequency members of your household use these different types of recreation 
venues: (no response for never)

Answered: 359 Skipped: 52 

Q9 Please rate the frequency members of your household use these
different types of recreation venues: (no response for never)

Answered: 359 Skipped: 52
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Q10: When considering the quality of life in your community, please rank in order of importance 
to you: (1 being most important to 6 being least important) 

Answered: 372 Skipped: 39

Q10 When considering the quality of life in your community, please rank
in order of importance to you: (1 being most important to 6 being least

important)

Answered: 372 Skipped: 39
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Creating areas where neighbors can get to know
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Preservation of open space

Making neighborhoods more attractive and safe

Providing play areas for youth
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Q11: On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how important is proximity (walkability) of parks to your 
current residence? (1 being least important)

Answered: 352 Skipped: 59 

Q11 On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how important is proximity
(walkability) of parks to your current residence? (1 being least important)

Answered: 352 Skipped: 59
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Q12: On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how existing parks and park facilities are meeting the 
needs of your household: (1 being not at all)

Answered: 351 Skipped: 60 

Q12 On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how existing parks and park
facilities are meeting the needs of your household? (1 being not at all)

Answered: 351 Skipped: 60
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Q13: On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how easy it is to access the nearest park by walking or 
biking (1 being very difficult):

Answered: 352 Skipped: 59

Q13 On a scale from 1 to 5, please rate how easy it is to access the
nearest park by walking or biking (1 being very difficult):

Answered: 352 Skipped: 59
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Q14 In the past 12 months, how frequently have you or a member of your
household used the following parks:

Answered: 343 Skipped: 68

Park View Park

Regatta Park

Galley Park

1 / 9
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Q14: In the past 12 months, how frequently have you or a member of your household used the 
following parks:

Answered: 343 Skipped: 68
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Q15: What improvements and/or amenities would you like to see made in parks in the next five 
years? 

Answered: 341 Skipped: 70

26.39% 90

17.60% 60

31.38% 107

41.94% 143

24.05% 82

59.53% 203

68.62% 234

29.03% 99

Q15 What improvements and/or amenities would you like to see made in
parks in the next five years?

Answered: 341 Skipped: 70

Total Respondents: 341  

Sporting

Fields or...

Shelters

Jungle Gyms

and/or Swings

Benches

Community

Gardens

More Trees

Splash Pad

Other (please

specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Sporting Fields or Complexes

Shelters

Jungle Gyms and/or Swings

Benches

Community Gardens

More Trees

Splash Pad

Other (please specify)
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1 Trails to run/bike on that aren’t on the road.  I don’t 
know if this is possible at this point, though.  
2 maintenance only 
3 some jungle gyms have wood chips that could 
be piled higher so there is less of a gap between the 
equipment and the chips, namely the one by the observato-
ry. 
4 More shade 
5 More shade!! Our parks are severely lacking in 
large shade trees, except Woodland, which has an old 
playground. 
6 Rec center 
7 Repair broken jungle gyms and keep the wood 
chip levels high.  More shade. My family would LOVE an 
indoor recreation center. 
8 Covered parks that are shaded for summer 
9 Connected trails 
10 running trails 
11 Grass and trees on schoner lane greenspace,-
maintained walking trais and sidewalks! 
12 Softball fields 
13 Keep the lake private for Stansbury Resi-
dents  
14 Restrooms  
15 Dog park 
16 Swings merry go rounds teeter toter 
17 Dog park 
18 The dirt at the end of Bayshore needs to have a 
park 
19 running trails 
20 Park strips, fencing, etc on village repaired.  
21 Trail system, creeks 
22 Apparently I need a map showing the location of 
the parks., 
23 All of it we need better parks! 
24 Golf course 
25 The less the better because that means less taxes 
/ fees 
26 Pickle ball courts 
27 Dog park  
28 Walking paths without golf cart use  
29 Indoor or covered play surfaces- like tennis courts, 
racquetball, soccer, track, hardwood  
30 Rec Center next to “open space” 
31 If I can get my project approved I would be willing 

to add a splash pad to it 
32 Improve how the parks are watered so the grass 
stays alive 
33 Porter way needs benches around playground. 
More trees for shade at all parks! 
34 Adult softball fields 
35 Golf 
36 Fitness center and biking/walking trails 
37 Recreation center 
38 Dog park 
39 Rec center 
40 Competition length swimming pool 
41 Updated play ground equipment at the older parks 
like Garrett. Indoor swimming pool for swimming lessons 
and for the HS swim team to practice. 
42 Bathrooms at more parks 
43 CLEAN/updated BATHROOMS (especially by the 
swimming pool) 
44 Keep greenbelt by the sledding hill and millpond. 
More biking and walking trails connected. 
45 Dog Park 
46 Lake is our #1 priority  
47 Rec Center  
48 Drinking fountains and clean toilets 
49 Basketball courts, and please please please some 
benches by the playground at porter way park. 
50 I’d pay more taxes for a Rec Center!! 
51 I think you do a wonderful job adding to the beauty 
of Stansbury.  We are lucky to live here. 
52 Shade over play structures 
53 Walking gardens  
54 Rec Center, Library  
55 100% a splash pad. We have so many little 
ones! 
56 Rec. Center like Lehi or 5600W 
57 Bathrooms 
58 Bathrooms open year round 
59 They’re all great parks. Nothing needed.  
60 Walking/cycling trails  
61 Not a splash pad!!! 
62 Fix mosquito park off regatta and park view. 
63 Walking paths 
64 Regulation of lake use: everyone pays a fee if they 
don’t live on the lake; Stansbury residents get a discounted 
fee, those living outside SP pay more; employee people to 
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monitor, regulate & enforce; fine those in violation; enforce 
rules about respecting lake residents property & privacy, 
littering, abusing lake & privileges; the lake will be more re-
spected if they have to pay to use it. Also More trees, plants, 
& wildlife, less people! Add a walking bridge over highway 
38  
65 Indoor track and sport complex for winter 
use 
66 Covered picnic benches 
67 Newcomer welcome/ActivitiesClubhouse activi-
ties  
68 Trails and dog park 
69 Trails 
70 Bike / walking path  
71 Pickelball 
72 Trails, bike lanes,  
73 Running and biking trails 
74 New indoor swimming pool  
75 Park bathrooms 
76 Bike/walking trails 
77 I would love to see a all inclusive park for those 
with disabilities and their friends.  
78 Maintain current 
79 shade canopies over play equipment 
80 I would like to see an indoor community cen-
ter 
81 Dog park for exercising dogs, replacement Russian 
Olive Trees 
82 dog park 
83 Trail system  
84 Fenced dog park 
85 Bike and walking paths  
86 Dog park 
87 I am sure scout troops or youth groups would love 
to help plant trees. 
88 the weed filled empty lot at the end of Starside dr 
and Porter Way park could be a great basket ball court or 
splash pad 
89 Trails, trails, trails, restrooms 
90 My kids love porter way park but there is no where 
for parents to sit while keeping kids in view  
91 Dog Park 
92 A bigger skate park to accommodate the num-
ber of kids here. Suggest looking at parks all over Herri-
man 

93 Trails and/or paths to walk  
94 Restrooms 
95 Fitness center 
96 Dog park, area where dogs can be off leash (al-
though some people already allow their dogs off leash even 
though it is very clear on the posted signs that dogs must 
be on leash all the time) 
97 Bike / running trails 
98 Splash PAD!!!! 
99 Paved biking and hiking trails 
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Q16: What facilities in a park do you or members of your household use? 

Answered: 348 Skipped: 63
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Q17: What is your opinion concerning where future funding for improvements in the next 5, 10, 
and 20 years should be spent? 

Answered: 328 Skipped: 83

52.44% 172

55.79% 183

27.74% 91

Q17 What is your opinion concerning where future funding for
improvements in the next 5, 10 and 20 years should be spent?

Answered: 328 Skipped: 83

Total Respondents: 328  

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 Proper upkeep 8/6/2018 4:59 PM

2 avoid development, maintenance only, 8/3/2018 11:30 AM

3 Splash pads 8/1/2018 4:36 PM

4 Bigger swimming pool 8/1/2018 2:11 PM

5 Roadways/street improvements 8/1/2018 1:03 PM

6 Add some larger parts with more variety 8/1/2018 12:51 PM

7 Building a nice sports complex would bring money into the community with sponsoring

tournaments.

8/1/2018 10:49 AM

8 larger community gathering space 8/1/2018 10:48 AM

9 I was shown the developers plans for the schooner lane greenspace and was very dissapointed

that project was scraped!

7/23/2018 7:48 AM

10 Keeping the lake private for residents use. Not commercializing Stansbury. 7/22/2018 2:21 PM

11 Keep the lake in great condition 7/22/2018 3:02 AM

12 Splash pad, rec center 7/21/2018 1:02 PM

13 Pedestrian Bridge over Sr 138 with ramp so bikes can cross 7/20/2018 6:29 PM

14 Make a dog park, with access to the lake, and a grassy area!, IMPROVE THE LAKE! Maybe apply

for a bond to dredge it deeper, that is our most important "park resource" improve that

7/20/2018 6:08 PM

15 End of Bayshore needs to be developed 7/20/2018 5:43 PM

Improve

current parks

Expand

recreational...

Other (please

specify)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Improve current parks

Expand recreational trail connections

Other (please specify)
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a grassy area!, IMPROVE THE LAKE! Maybe apply for a 
bond to dredge it deeper, that is our most important “park 
resource” improve that
15 End of Bayshore needs to be developed
16 Community recreation center with lap pool!
17 I would love to see a nice trail system for walkers 
and joggers. 
18 Improve current park strips, fencing, etc. 
19 Keep spending to a minimum to avoid increasing 
mandatory taxes / fees
20 Pickle ball courts
21 Dog park(s)
22 Senior services and activities 
23 Stansbury Community Center (think Rec Center)
24 Dunno
25 Splash pad; dog park
26 Adult softball complex or Rec Center
27 Splash pad
28 Park on schooners road

1 Proper upkeep 
2 avoid development, maintenance only, 
3 Splash pads
4 Bigger swimming pool
5 Roadways/street improvements
6 Add some larger parts with more variety
7 Building a nice sports complex would bring money 
into the community with sponsoring tournaments.
8 larger community gathering space
9 I was shown the developers plans for the schooner 
lane greenspace and was very dissapointed that project was 
scraped!
10 Keeping the lake private for residents use.  Not 
commercializing Stansbury.
11 Keep the lake in great condition
12 Splash pad, rec center
13 Pedestrian Bridge over Sr 138 with ramp so bikes 
can cross
14 Make a dog park, with access to the lake, and 
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29 Splash pad
30 Recreation Center
31 Would love a playground on Sandhill
32 Splash pad
33 Dog park
34 Splash pad! 
35 I’d love to see a rec center option for adults and 
kids alike
36 Bike trails and competitive swimming pool are a 
MUST!
37 Covered pool for swim team
38 Rec center with pool
39 Create more sports facilities to support the growing 
population 
40 Maintaining level of crime and clean  clean streets
41 Library/rec center combination 
42 Add a Dog Park 
43 Lake health and functionality 
44 Rec center 
45 Lake
46 Additional parks
47 Splash pad
48 Figure out the freaking mosquito and gnat problem 
so people actually spend time outdoors in this swamp.
49 Indoor swimming pool 
50 Would love to see the horse shoe pit on Regatta / 
Parkview converted to Pickleball. Honestly no one uses it. 
51 Stansbury Lake
52 The lake weeds NEED to be fixed before anything 
new!
53 Splash pad
54 Splash pad
55 Rec. Center like Lehi or 5600W
56 More green space and better maintenance of 
current public area. Weed removal etc. 
57 Rev center with indoor lap pool 
58 Weed control in the lake
59 Clean lake
60 Rec center
61 Soccer field complex
62 Expand/improve soccer fields 
63 The lake: make it healthy again, hire people’s to 
enforce rules regarding lake use, create fees that can help 
fund these things
64 more trees by the parks to offer shade from the 

summer sun
65 Park on Schooner 13 years past due
66 Community Recreation Center
67 Splash pad
68 Dog park; social areas/activities for senior
69 Rec center with indoor pool
70 We really really need a trail system for biking and 
walking. 
71 Splash pad
72 Splash pad and biking/walking trails
73 Take care of existing parks would be a start. 
74 Splash pad and develop already purchased parks 
75 Community exercise facility, larger pool, solar for 
pool facilities
76 splash pad and dog park
77 Add soccer specific complex
78 More tree lined streets
79 Community rec center 
80 Splash pad
81 Recreation center
82 Add splash pads and a library 
83 Indoor recreation center with indoor pool, racquet-
ball 
84 Dog Park
85 Improve Lake quality
86 Rec center
87 Specifically make the village park more appealing 
for young kids, which will discourage the pot smokers from 
hanging out there.
88 Would love a splash pad
89 we need a dog park and splash pad and maybe a 
rec center
90 Improve on what we have. Unfortunately you can 
satisfy everyone.
91 Preserve green space, no apartments or high 
density
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Q18: Like most communities, major parks and recreation projects often have to be funded through 
a bond. Would you be willing to bond for major projects in the future? 

Answered: 328 Skipped: 83

81.40% 267

18.60% 61

Q18 Like most communities, major parks and recreation projects often
have to be funded through a bond. Would you be willing to bond for major

projects in the future?

Answered: 328 Skipped: 83

TOTAL 328

Yes

No

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No
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Q19: How much would you support an annual user fee or bond, for the purchase of park land 
and park improvements? In this example the fee would be per household. 

Answered: 330 Skipped: 81

14.55% 48

39.39% 130

26.06% 86

9.39% 31

4.55% 15

6.06% 20

Q19 How much would you support an annual user fee or bond, for the
purchase of park land and park improvements? In this example the fee

would be per household.

Answered: 330 Skipped: 81

TOTAL 330

0

$50 ($4.16
Monthly)

$100 ($8.33
Monthly)

$150 ($12.50
Monthly)

$200 ($16.67
Monthly)

$200+ ($16.67+
Monthly)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

0

$50 ($4.16 Monthly)

$100 ($8.33 Monthly)

$150 ($12.50 Monthly)

$200 ($16.67 Monthly)

$200+ ($16.67+ Monthly)
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Q20: Which of the following projects would you be willing to bond for? Rank in order of importance 
(6 being the lowest, 1 being the highest).

Answered: 322 Skipped: 89

Q20 Which of the following projects would you be willing to bond for?
Rank in order of importance (6 being lowest 1 being highest).

Answered: 322 Skipped: 89
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Q21: Are there any other projects you would be willing to bond for? 

Answered: 106 Skipped: 305

1 keeping Stansbury Park quiet, enforcement of 
quiet hours (from barking dogs), disallowing dogs to be 
outside during quiet hours unless they can do so without 
barking 
2 No. I thing you nailed it with this list of six. 
3 I think if the clubhouse was properly upgraded, it 
could become a rec center. I would be willing to bond for a 
long (like 20 miles) paved bike/running trail that would help 
to get foot traffic off of streets (especially Bates Canyon... it 
is unsafe). 
4 A baseball complex... 
5 arts center 
6 Bike paths into SLC 
7 More sidewalks 
8 running trails 
9 Incorporate to control our community independent 
of Tooele County.  
10 Improving the schooner lane green space, oh thats 
right i already paying taxes for the improvements on that 
landfill! Would love to see an amphitheater! 
11 Softball complex 
12 No 
13 Trailside biking, hiking, or walking. 
14 Rec center racquetball court, bike paths 
15 Lake improvement. We need to fix the inlets, make 
them deeper, with less light going to the weeds. That would 
cost money, we should petition the county to find grants for 
this improvement.  
16 Dog Park 
17 Park at the end of Bayshore 
18 Safe way to cross the highway from Delgada lane 
(ie. stop sign, stop light, or pedestrian crossing light) 
19 Trails 
20 Trail system although it may be too late in some 
areas!  
21 Dog park, community amphitheater, food truck 
night location, or preferably cleaner lake. 
22 Trail system, more trees. 
23 More trails 
24 I don’t want any bonding at all. If people really want 

these things why not have a private company build them 
and then charge access and then only those interested 
have to pay for them instead of forcing the taxes / fees on 
everyone? 
25 Pickle ball courts 
26 Trail system  
27 Lake improvements 
28 Dog park 
29 Jr high 
30 Again I would fund a splash pad. That is deter-
mined from the project I have in mind as well as the amount 
of whining from the community.  
31 Dog park 
32 Government should not be in the business for 
entertainment. 
33 “Rec center WITH a swimming pool
New multi-use fields for soccer, lacrosse, etc” 
34 Nothing 
35 Biking and walking trails 
36 Improve the park by Stansbury Elementary, play-
ground, covered picnic area 
37 Clean the lake up, keep it up, for use to kay-
ak.  
38 Recreation Center 
39 Horse racing track 
40 Dog park 
41 Covered swimming pool for swim team to use year 
around 
42 Splash pad, recreation with pool 
43 Gardens 
44 Purchase of more open space.  
45 Bike trails a paths 
46 “Summer rec. programs. 

“ 
47 Library/rec center combination like East Mill-
creek 
48 Park on Bayshore and Schooner  
49 Dog Park 
50 Lake health and function.  The lake is what makes 
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Stansbury Park unique, otherwise it is just another neighbor-
hood community with a golf course. 
51 Keeping the lake clear of weeds. 
52 Greenbelt maintenance!! 
53 the lake 
54 Increased / better upkeep and maintenance on the 
lake. 
55 a well thought out and run community garden 
that included classes on gardening/healthy eating/healthy 
lifestyles.  
56 Genocide against mosquitoes and gnats. 
57 Rec Center!! Like West Valley or Magna. We really 
need one! Indoor swimming pool, running/ walking track, 
weight equipment. We should focus on the health of our 
community. Let’s do it!!! 
58 Underpass 
59 Walking and Biking Trail 
60 The lake!  Please get those weeds figured 
out!  
61 A gym area for adults  
62  Hold a weight lifting center open only for residents 
of Stansbury Park 
63 More events put on by the service agency. Movie 
nights, music in the parks, Food Truck 
64 Walkable/bikeable trails systems  
65 More parks and community green space.  
66 No 
67 I would bond as much as necessary to clean up 
the lake. It is used by so many Stansbury residents for 
recreation and it is turning into a marsh. 
68 Walking paths. So we can bike or walk without 
feeling like we will be hit by a car. Like west bountiful 
has. 
69 No, taxes are killing me now and if they keep 
moving up I’ll have to move away from tooele. 
70 Mountain biking trails 
71 Trail system 
72 Jogging trail  
73 A real recreation facility with exercise equipment 
and courts 
74 Junior High should be highest priority.  We got 
several elementary and no junior high?  Poor poor plan-
ning 
75 LAKE FEES & EMPLOYMENT OF THOSE EN-
FORCING FEES & LAKE USE 

76 Connecting trail system  
77 Finish the park and retention on schooner it is an 
eye sore now that all empty lots are developed 
78 Bike and running trail 
79 Paved bike trail 
80 Dog park; safe access to parks and rec areas; bike 
lanes 
81 Bike trails, walking trails 
82 Bike waking trail  
83 Unless funding went back into the community, I 
would not support gold improvements. I would like to see 
trails and bike lanes(in the roadways and elsewhere) Mt. 
Biking paths. Don’t we already have a swimming pool? or 
indoor? If it was part of a Rec Center - then yes. I would 
think we could combine the Rec Center and Library in the 
same building, even an expanded community center (the 
clubhouse does not feel like a community center, it feels 
more HOAish).  
84 Pickle ball courts and pathways  
85 The swimming pool on this list, is that for a new 
one or to update the existing one?  
86 No 
87 A bike/walking trail from Stansbury to Grants-
ville 
88 An all inclusive park where people with disabilities 
can come and play as wel.  
89 None 
90 dog park and splash pad 
91 Paved bike trails 
92 None, zero, zip.  Require builders to create the 
parks then we can maintain them after creation.  
93 Fenced dog park  
94 Trail system around park. Frontage road.  
95 Open nature area with walking trails 
96 Lake mower 
97 Dog park 
98 The lake 
99 Recreation center 
100 Lake aeration, biologic treatment, grass carp 
101 Walking trails throughout community  
102 Clean the lake 
103 Trail System and Biking Path connections.  
104 Dog Park. Walking Trails. Not everyone in the 
community has kids so they must to be a balance between 
what projects should be funded. 
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105 Improved or labeling walking trails and bike trails 
106 Bike and walking trails 

Q22: Please rank each improvement listed below based on when you believe each improvement 
should occur: 

Answered: 329 Skipped: 82

Q22 Please rank each improvement listed below based on when you
believe each improvement should occur:

Answered: 329 Skipped: 82
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Improve current parks

Expand recreational trail connections

Improve sidewalk and trail connections within Stansbury

Park
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1 With the number of people moving in, these 
should all be done short term.
2 Create larger parks with pavilions and a variety of 
equipment within 10 years
3 Install some speed bumps
4 Golf course
5 Current parks are awesome! Stansbury needs a 
rec center.
6 Within the parameters of taxes.  Not raise them.
7 I have no idea where the oft referenced trails are.
8 competition pool within 5 years (way past time)
9 Covered swimming pool
10 Rec center with pool.
11 Lake should be TOP priority!!!
12 Greenbelt maintenance!!
13 the lake immediately
14 Stansbury Lake, better water quality and get rid of 
weeds
15 Build a gym 
16 The lake needs improvement immediately!
17 We need wider sidewalks or longer trails around 
the community away from roads
18 No fitness center, please!
19 Lake fees & regulation within...NOW
20 Dog park and library. Immediately
21 I really would like to see a sand area by the lake 
for kids to play in. I don’t know if that is possible. I think the 
trail system is top priority and then a Rec center. 
22 Schooner park with splash pad- huge area, prom-
ised to be a park over 13 years ago. Not by Stansbury park 
service agency, of course, but it's a perfect place for wanted 
items
23 Invest in more lake mowers.  Take care of what we 
have first before spending more.
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Q23: Which of the following recreation facilities would you or members of your household be 
likely to use, and how often would they use the facility if it was built in the near future? (no 
response for never)

Answered: 319 Skipped: 92
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Amphitheater (outdoor music concerts, plays)

Fieldhouse (spectator seating, soccer, football, basketball,

conventions, large events, etc.)

Gymnasiums for multi-use (basketball, volleyball, fitness classes,

dance, events)

Upgraded soccer fields

Softball/baseball 4-plex complex

Climbing wall

Racquetball courts

Indoor walking track
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Q24: Other Considerations

Answered: 29 Skipped: 382

68.97% 20

48.28% 14

Q24 Other considerations

Answered: 29 Skipped: 382

Total Respondents: 29  

I do not want
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I do not want the Agency to build any new facilities

I wouldn't use any of the facilities above
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