
The Seven County Coalition:  A Bad Idea and a Bad Agreement 

 

The Seven County Coalition is unnecessary and contrary to our best interest. Even if you believe 

the Coalition’s goals are vital to our future, membership in the Coalition is not. We can achieve 

these same goals within the existing Southeastern Utah Association of Counties, a larger 

advisory council, or the current political matrix. We should not bind ourselves to this Coalition 

for 50 years or more. It’s a bad idea.  

 

The Coalition Agreement is risky in its ambiguity. It either omits crucial organizing provisions 

or punts essential terms to a secondary agreement to be executed upon project approval. If Grand 

County executes a binding 50-year agreement without full understanding of its terms and effect, 

it subjects itself to civil liability. It’s a bad agreement. 

 

Generally, member counties formed the Coalition to promote natural resource utilization in 

southeastern Utah through coordination and planning.  Its primary goal is to secure funding for 

roads, pipelines, water storage, electrical and railroad lines, and wastewater facilities. 

Membership is binding - for the latter of 50 years or 5 years after Coalition projects are paid, 

conveyed, or no longer useful.  

 

Other Coalition members - Carbon, Daggett, Duschesne, Emery, San Juan, and Uintah counties - 

need the strength of the Coalition to increase political influence. Grand County does not. Our 

strong economy ensures that Grand County is a critical player in our region; politics ensure that 

the Coalition will consult Grand County for project participation and approval.  If a proposed 

project impacts land or resources in or surrounding our county, Grand County is likely to be 

more effective in imposing appropriate stipulations on a project-specific agreement as a non-

Member. 

 

And, joining the Coalition likely diminishes Grand County’s voice at the federal and state level. 

The matrix of existing federal, state, and local agreements requires notice and conferral with 

Grand County on all proposed projects affecting the County. As a non-member, Grand County 

will have greater influence to review and critique said projects as a cooperating agency under 

existing agreements. Under the Coalition, our power and authority to influence large federal and 

state projects is diminished as one vote among seven. We also cannot both endorse a federal or 

state project as a member of the Coalition and separately provide meaningful critique of the 

same. 

 

Further, many of the Agreement’s express terms are problematic, specifically:  

 

- Coalition projects may be approved by an affirmative vote of only 3 of the 7 

Members;  

- Board Members may be paid for serving on the Board;  

- Coalition assets may be transferred to third party entities at any time; and 

- Grand County does not retain all profits made on projects within its boundaries. 

 

Grand County’s execution of an Agreement that includes the first three of these provisions is 

arguably unethical. For example, a stronger voting requirement, even unanimous consent, will 
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ensure that the Coalition’s large-scale and expensive projects are well-vetted and regionally 

supported.  Second, Board Members should not be paid for their ordinary service and approval of 

projects that benefit a defined industry. Period. And, finally, the provisions regarding transfer 

and conveyance of assets are ambiguous enough they may lead to misuse and abuse.   

 

The Agreement is also missing many essential terms common in similar organizational 

documents.  It does not specify: 

 

- a veto process over projects constructed within Grand County;  

- the procedure for how or to whom the Coalition my transfer assets or how to value assets, 

as described above;  

- how projects costs will be divided between the members (important given that CIB 

funding, the primary source of expected funding, is limited to $5,000,000 per project);  

- when or where the Board will meet or when agendas and packets will be available to the 

public or Grand County; or  

- identify the process for withdrawing the boundaries of Grand County from the Coalition 

and the recorded Coalition map if we withdraw at a later date. 

 

The Agreement envisions that at least some missing terms will be negotiated in a supplemental 

project agreement. However, working out essential details in a second contract is unacceptable.  

The County should not bind itself to terms it does not understand. Veto power, conveyance and 

transfer terms, meeting and notice requirements, cost-sharing ratios; and withdrawal procedures 

are examples of such crucial terms. If Grand County proceeds, the Agreement must be amended 

to include missing essential terms before Grand County binds itself to it.   

 

The bottom line is that the Coalition offers no net benefit to Grand County.  We can participate 

in the same projects more effectively on a case-by-case basis.  And the Agreement is ambiguous 

or deficient in essential terms, which subjects our County to great liability. It’s a bad idea, and a 

bad agreement. 

 

Christina Sloan is a local civil attorney with 10 years of experience organizing corporations and 

special service districts as well as drafting and interpreting contracts in Utah and Colorado. 


