
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING   
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
OCTOBER 13, 2011 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold its 
regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, 
Utah for the purposes and at the times as described below on Thursday, October 13, 2011. 
 
Closed Session 
2:00 p.m. Litigation and property 
 
Field trip 
3:30 p.m. Co-housing field trip to 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue properties Pg. 4 - 167 
 
Work Session 
4:15 p.m. Debrief on field trip and discussion of potential sale of Park Avenue properties 
5:00 p.m. Main Street branding       P. 168 – 173 
5:20 p.m. New budget proposal       P. 174 - 175 
5:50 p.m. Break 
 
Regular Meeting 
6:00 p.m.   
I ROLL CALL 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
 Leadership Class Civility Awards – John Davis  
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (Any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 29, 2011 
           P. 176 - 182 
V CONSENT AGENDA  (Items that have previously been discussed or are perceived 
as routine and may be approved by one motion.   Listed items do not imply a 
predisposition for approval and may be removed by motion and discussed and acted 
upon under “Additional Discussion – Agenda Items”) 
 
1. Consideration of authorizing the City Manager to execute an amended contract for the 
Balanced Growth Management Study with czb LLC in the amount of $36,000 for a total amount 
of $74,683           P. 183 - 186 
 
2. Consideration of the appointment of Election Judges for the Municipal General Election 
to be held November 8, 2011        P. 187 - 188 
 
VI NEW BUSINESS (New items with presentations and/or anticipated detailed 
discussions) 
 
1. Consideration of a Resolution proclaiming October 25, 26 and 27, 2011 as “Cares 
Enough to Wear Pink Days” in Park City, Utah     P. 189 - 190 
 



2. Consideration of a Master Festival License for Schirf Brewing for amplified music and 
use of City Park on October 15, 2011 from 11 a.m. to 6 p.m.   P. 191 - 198 
 (a) Public hearing 
 (b) Action 
 
3. Consideration of a Resolution commemorating the Wasatch Brewery 25th Year 
Anniversary in Park City, Utah       P. 199 - 200 
 
4. Consideration of an Ordinance approving the Second Amendment to the Shadow Ridge 
Condominiums Record of Survey Plat, located at 50 Shadow Ridge Drive, Park City, Utah 
 (a) Public hearing        P. 201 - 224 
 (b) Action 
 
5.            Consideration of an amendment to the Fee Resolution, Section 1, Construction and 
Development Related Fees, adding a planning service for determining non-conforming 
uses/non-complying structures and associated fees and repealing and replacing Resolution No. 
15-11 in its entirety         P. 225 - 229 
                (a)          Public hearing 
                (b)          Action 
 
VII ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION – AGENDA ITEMS 
 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
A majority of members may meet socially after the meeting.  If so, the location will be 
announced by the Mayor.  City business will not be conducted.  Pursuant to the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify 
the City Recorder at 435-615-5007 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  Wireless internet 
service available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and Thursdays – 4 p.m. to 9 p.m. 
 
Posted:  10/10/11  
See:  www.parkcity.org 



Note: This future meeting schedule is TENTATIVE and subject to change. 
 
October 2011 
20 No meeting - UEA 
27 Council photos – Library read posters (10 min) 

Retention schedules – work 
 Annual Library report - work 

Donation policy McPolin Farm nature trail – work/action 
 Co-housing RFP - action 
 Early start for regular meeting 

Ordinance amending the Land Management Code adding Historic Preservation Board 
review and approval for historic reconstruction and disassembly processes in Park City, 
Utah – old business 
MOU and City Services Contract extension – KAC 
CAST Dinner after meeting 

28 Bonanza Tunnel ribbon-cutting 
 
November 2011 
 3 Open space and conservation easement update (1 hour) 
 County-wide TDR program – (1 hour) 

PC Foundation resolution 
10 GRAMA resolution - action 
17 
24 Thanksgiving 
 
December 2011 
 1 
 8 
15 
22 Holiday recess 
29 Holiday recess 
 
Pending Items: 
Inter-local agreement with Summit County for police database integration 
Resolution establishing a strategic plan for City-owned property with development potential in 
Park City, Utah and repealing and replacing Resolution No. 22-05 in its entirety 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Cohousing Tour  
Author:  Michael Kovacs, Assistant City Manager 
Department:  Executive  
Date:  October 13, 2011 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Review the attached request for proposal (RFP) and alternative RFP, take a tour of the 
properties, and discuss competing City interests for City owned properties at 1450 and 
1460 Park Ave.  Direct staff to return to proceed with one of the RFPs, with 
modifications as warranted, particularly regarding the preservation plans. 
 
Topic/Description: 
Property disposition in the Lower Park Ave. RDA.  Return of RDA invested funds, 
attainable housing, and historic preservation. 
 
Background: 
On August 25th, City Council requested informational documents pertaining to the 
existing historic homes at 1450 and 1460 Park Ave. and expressed an interest in 
looking at the homes.  Staff offered to prepare a draft RFP to aid Council in discussing 
potential adaptive reuses of the property for a type of cohousing project aimed at 
creating new housing choices for attainable level housing within the City, in addition to 
other potential proposal alternatives.   
 
Council and community members toured a cohousing development in downtown Fort 
Collins during this year’s City Tour. 
 
Building Official Chad Root conducted an inspection of the buildings a week prior to the 
Historic Preservation Board (HPB) visit.  Here is part of his summary:  “The structure is 
actually sinking into the earth along the exterior walls and the floor joist are sitting on the 
ground. There are areas of extensive mold on both homes. Little to no insulation in the 
walls with asbestos siding. The homes could be considered Dangerous Buildings due to 
the amount of Rot, structural issues and would also be in violation of the Uniform 
Housing Code.”   
 
On Oct. 5th, the HPB toured the Park Ave. properties and made a recommendation to 
City Council per their board’s mission pursuant to LMC 15-11-5(B-C): 
 

“(B) To identify as early as possible and resolve conflicts between the 
preservation of cultural resources and alternative land Uses;” and 
 
 “(C) To provide input to…the City Council towards safeguarding the heritage of 
the City in protecting Historic Sites, Buildings or Structures.” 
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A letter from the HPB is expected to include the following recommendations: 
 

- Preserving buildings and significant pieces of buildings. 
- Similar size and scale to houses to not dwarf them. 
- Properly mothball them like any private citizen and the board is not happy with 

the City’s stewardship. 
- Save the old trees. 
- Consider TDRs to keep the 2 houses there, use a TDR multiplier to incentivize 

moving density to a receiving zone or use a preservation matching grant. 
 
The Council will tour the historic homes at 1450 & 1460 Park Ave. during your work 
session on October 13th.   
 
Analysis: 
There are at least four competing City interests in this potential property use and sale.  
First, the RDA has an interest in recovering the $800,000 in RDA funds that were 
invested into acquiring the property.  Second, the City/RDA is interested in creating 
more attainable housing in the Lower Park Ave. area.  Third, the City is interested in 
promoting historic preservation and there are existing historic structures on the property.  
Forth, from an overall perspective, the City is interested in appropriately using staff time, 
insuring RDA tax increment funds are used appropriately as viewed by all stakeholders 
currently giving up tax increment revenues to the Lower Park RDA, and in boosting the 
in-City population while discouraging development in currently undeveloped areas in 
Summit County (such as along/behind Highway 40). 
 
Two draft RFPs have been created for you to consider over the next couple of weeks.  
The first takes a balanced approach to address concerns regarding creating attainable 
housing, protecting the historic structures, and returning funds to the RDA/City.  The 
second proposes a market based sale of the properties to include non-binding 
information on intended uses of the historical properties and limits future City partnering 
involvement.   
 
**Neither RFP requests specific performance elements beyond those required in the 
LMC.  Should a majority of Council wish to require proposals go beyond the LMC, 
Council should provide that direction now.   That is the purpose of this work session. 
 
The first RFP discusses the need for attainable housing and asks potential respondents 
to describe what they can bring to the City in the number of attainable units, their size, 
quality, value, and approximate sale points ($250,000 - $350,000 for example).  The 
RFP also asks respondents to describe what they would propose for the historic 
structures as far as exterior and structural restoration, and indoor adaptive reuse.  It is 
also possible that the homes could remain residential in nature.  The RFP finally 
addresses a purchase price.  It is anticipated that these three competing interests would 
be graded equally during the scoring and evaluation process.  Whoever the successful 
proposer is, they will have significant planning challenges to address the historic homes, 
comply with the requirements of conditional use permits, if they should desire to pursue 
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them (the Cohousing alternative is sure to need such a permit due to its multi-unit 
nature and parking requirements); and address special area planning issues such as 
density, parking, access, and layout.  We can expect proposals to come in with a variety 
of ideas and purchasing structures that may delay the transfer of the bulk of the funds 
until certain planning actions are completed.  The road forward is difficult and 
challenging. 
 
The second RFP is a straight property sale, but does ask what the purchaser intends to 
do with the historic homes, mostly because people will ask us and we should have an 
answer for them.  Based on a review of these competing requirements, the level of 
regulation, the significant interest centered around historic preservation in the 
community, and the nature and likely outcomes of the process for moving forward, we 
wanted to give the City Council an alternative for a more hands-off posture that will 
minimize monetary losses, staff and Council time investments, and hard feelings among 
many in the community.  Whatever the City does, we must make a decision quickly and 
move forward.  The houses continue to deteriorate and must be secured against the 
coming winter weather by either the City or the new owner(s). 
 
Disclosure: Cohousing group member Rhoda Stauffer is an employee in the 
Sustainability Department, and Sara Werbelow is a City official serving as a Historic 
Preservation Board member. 
 
Department Review: 
This report was reviewed by the Executive, Legal, Planning, Building, and Sustainability 
departments. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve: 
Discuss RFP alternatives and direct staff to bring back one for action in two weeks. 
B. Deny: 
Approach the properties with different uses and/or methods to move forward. 
C.  Modify: 
Craft your own solution.  One may be to wait until the General Plan and subsequent 
code rewrites for this area are completed which may make it easier to do a 
cohousing project or another multi-family attainable housing project in the future. 
D.  Continue the Item: 
Consider the matter further at a subsequent meeting. 
E. Do Nothing: 
Always an option, but the buildings must be secured against the weather. 
 

Significant Impacts: 
The properties along Park Ave. have significant value to the RDA/City. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
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Without a plan or taking action on the properties along Park Ave. that the City owns, we 
will continue to get public requests for competing uses and the buildings will continue to 
deteriorate. 
 
Recommendation: 
Review the attached request for proposal (RFP) and alternative RFP, take a tour of the 
properties, and discuss competing City interests for City owned properties at 1450 and 
1460 Park Ave.  Direct staff to proceed with one of the RFPs and specify modifications 
as warranted, particularly for the preservation plan. 
 
 
Exhibits: 

A. HPB staff report and supporting condition documents for 1450 & 1460 Park Ave. 
B. 1st RFP – Balanced approach 
C. 2nd RFP – Market sale approach 
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Exhibit B 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (1st RFP Draft)  
Lower Park Avenue RDA/Park City Municipal Corporation 

City-owned property sale, 1450 & 1460 Park Ave.  
10/28/11 

 
All proposals must be received by 11/23/11 at 5 pm Mountain Time by Assistant City Manager 
Michael Kovacs, michael.kovacs@parkcity.org.  
 
Park City reserves the right to reject any or all proposals received.  Furthermore, the City shall have 
the right to waive any informality or technicality in proposals received when in the best interest of the 
City. All submittals shall be public records in accordance with government records regulations 
(“GRAMA”) unless otherwise designated by the applicant pursuant to UCA §63G-2-309, as amended. 
 

City Property Sale – 1450 & 1460 Park Ave. 
 

Park City owns parcels within the Lower Park Avenue RDA and anticipates the development of an 
attainable housing development on these lands.  The proposer will provide a proposal for purchasing 
and developing land at 1450 and 1460 Park Ave.   
 
The proposal should address the following three core City interests for the property and be consistent 
with the City’s development regulations and historical guidelines.  Any zoning amendments or 
variances from code or guidelines required for the proposal, if any, must be identified.  Respondents 
are encouraged to inspect the property and public files.    The property is being offered “as is,” with no 
warranties for particular use or purpose.  No proposal shall be accepted from, or contract awarded to, 
any person, firm or corporation that is in arrears to the City, for taxes, fees, debt or contract or that is a 
defaulter, as surety or otherwise, upon any obligation to the City, or that may be deemed irresponsible 
or unreliable by the City.  Respondents may be required to submit satisfactory evidence that they have 
the necessary financial resources to perform and complete the work outlined in this RFP. 
 
City Interest 1 – Attainable Housing: 
 
Please describe how many units of attainable housing you would construct on these properties, their 
size, quality level, layout, and overall value to the end purchaser.  Identify type of ownership (Co-
Housing, Condominium or Subdivision) Are there any value-added or other unique advantages to your 
plan, such as monetary, social or in relation to City public policy and goals?  Identify your intended 
price ranges and price points for the different number and sized units proposed.   
 
City Interest 2 – Historic Preservation: 
 
Please describe your approach to the historic structures on the parcels.    If you intend to restore them, 
please tell us about your exterior restorations and the type of adaptive reuse that you propose for the 
interior of the structures.  Please briefly describe your intended methods and alternatives you would 
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consider. 
 
City Interest 3 – Purchase Price: 
 
Please indicate an offer price for both properties, or one of the properties.  Offers to purchase the total 
property will be considered more favorably under the evaluation criteria.  Identify proposed closing 
date, payment terms and source of financing, if any. 
 
An evaluation committee will evaluate proposals, and enter into negotiations for a purchase agreement 
with the selected proposal.  If an agreement cannot be reached, the City may proceed to the next 
highest ranked proposal at its discretion.  Any purchase agreement must be authorized by the City 
Council at a public meeting.  Price may not be the sole deciding factor.     
For additional background information on the overall project, contact michael.kovacs@parkcity.org  
 
It is Park City Municipal Corporation’s policy, subject to Federal, State, and local procurement laws, 
to make reasonable attempts to support Park City businesses by purchasing goods and services through 
local vendors and service providers. 
 
Park City Municipal Corporation reserves the right to change any dates and deadlines. Park City 
Municipal Corporation reserves the right to cancel or modify the terms of this RFP and/or the project 
at any time and for any reason preceding contract award and reserves the right to accept or reject any 
or all proposals submitted pursuant to this request for proposals.  Park City will provide respondents 
written notice of any cancellation and/or modification.   
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Exhibit C 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (2nd RFP Draft)  
Lower Park Avenue RDA/Park City Municipal Corporation 

City-owned property sale, 1450 & 1460 Park Ave.  
10/28/11 

 
Please provide a proposal by 11/23/11 at 5 pm Mountain Time to Assistant City Manager 
Michael Kovacs, michael.kovacs@parkcity.org.  
 

City Property Sale – 1450 & 1460 Park Ave. 
 

Park City owns parcels within the Lower Park Avenue RDA and anticipates the development of an 
attainable housing development on these lands.  The proposer will provide a proposal for purchasing 
and developing land at 1450 and 1460 Park Ave.   
 
The proposal should detail the purchase price and intended uses of the historic homes on the parcels.  
Respondents are encouraged to visit the site and  research public records.  
 
City Interest 1 – Purchase Price: 
 
Please indicate an offer price for both properties, or one of the properties.  Offers to purchase the total 
property will be considered more favorably under the evaluation criteria.  Identify proposed closing 
date, payment terms and source of financing, if any. 
 
An evaluation committee will evaluate proposals, and enter into negotiations for a purchase agreement 
with the selected proposal.  If an agreement cannot be reached, the City may proceed to the next 
highest ranked proposal at its discretion.  Any purchase agreement must be authorized by the City 
Council at a public meeting.  Price may not be the sole deciding factor.   
It is Park City Municipal Corporation’s policy, subject to Federal, State, and local procurement laws, 
to make reasonable attempts to support Park City businesses by purchasing goods and services through 
local vendors and service providers. 
 
Park City Municipal Corporation reserves the right to change any dates and deadlines. Park City 
Municipal Corporation reserves the right to cancel or modify the terms of this RFP and/or the project 
at any time and for any reason preceding contract award and reserves the right to accept or reject any 
or all proposals submitted pursuant to this request for proposals.  Park City will provide respondents 
written notice of any cancellation and/or modification. 
 
City Interest 2 – Historic Preservation: 
 
Please describe your approach to the historic structures on the parcels.   
 
 
For additional background information on the overall project, contact michael.kovacs@parkcity.org 
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October 9, 2011 

 
 
 
To: Park City Council 
 
From: Park City Historic Preservation Board 
 
Re: Requests For Proposals for RDA/Park City owned properties at 1450 & 1460 Park 
Avenue 
 
 
 
On October 5th 2011 the Park City Historic Preservation Board took a tour of the two 
properties owned by the RDA located at 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue.  The HPB then met in 
regular session to discuss the RFPs and provide recommendations  to the Park City/RDA 
regarding the RFPs which are getting ready to drafted.  Current HPB Chair Sara Werbelow 
recused herself during this portion of the HPB’s meeting.  The remainder of the Board’s 
findings are unanimous. 
 
Both of the properties listed at 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue are currently listed on Park City’s 
Historic Sites Inventory (HIS).  The HPB was shocked to see the conditions that these 
properties are currently in; these properties are not currently moth-balled and protected from 
the elemets correctly.   The City has shown a strong desire to preserve our city’s historic sites.  
Our expectations of the City in regards to moth-balling these properties are the same as what 
would be required by any other poperty owner.  The fact that the City has owned these 
properties for two and a half years and has still failed to properly moth-ball these facilities is 
very disturbing and shows a lack of communication, coordination and respect to the 
preservation of Park City’s mining heritage and Park City’s goal of Historic Preservation. The 
appropriate city departments should immediately review required moth-ball procedures for 
historic/vacant properties and take action to bring these properties into code.  We have 
already received our first snowfall of the winter and this action should be taken before the city 
begins to draft RFPs.  Failure to properly moth-ball these properties before the height of winter 
risks further damage to these properties, not to mention additional costs to any future 
development taking place on these properties. 
 
When the City begins to draft RFPs for these properties this board wants to ensure that as 
much of the Significant portion of these properties are preserved as possible.  These 
properties are currently listed as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory and that should not 
be permitted to change under any RFP the city considers.  These properties are on the entry 
corridor of Park Avenue in the HRM (Historic Residential Medium) zoning district.  The 
visibility of these Significant properties along this corridor should be maintained.  This Board 
would endorse any RFP which permits non significant features to be removed while keeping 
all significant features.  The City should also encourage in it’s RFPs for these properties to 
have work done that would allow them to be moved on to the City’s Landmark status once 
work is completed. 
 
Any RFP which is sent should require a Preservation Easement for each of the Significant 
structures at 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue respectively. 
 
Any proposal which is going to be seriously considered should ensure that any new buildings 
be of similar size and scale of the current properties at 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue.  New 

166



 – 2 – October 10, 2011  

 

structures/development should not be permitted to dwarf the current structures.  With such 
large pieces of land to work with any new structures should be required to be free standing 
away from the current significant properties. 
 
Under LMC Section 15-11-5 HPB: one of the purposes of the HPB is: 

B) To identify as early as possible and resolve conflicts between the preservation of 
cultural resources and alternative land uses. 

 
It is under this section that the HPB would want any RFP to safeguard the apple trees located 
on these lots.  These HPB feels that losing these trees would be an unacceptable loss.  These 
trees do not grow overnight.  These trees enhance the character and charm of these 
properties. These apple trees also embody the miner spirit by still thriving despite apparently 
receiving no care or attention for some time.  This Board is not concerned with saving the Box 
Elders. 
 
The City should consider alternative land uses ranging from affordable housing to community 
gardens to a park for the vacant land.  The HPB would like the City to consider items such as 
an increased multiplier for TDRs on these sites.  A multiplier is warranted in this case as this is 
not just vacant land.  These properties are Significant properties on the Historic Sites 
Inventory.  These properties are also along one of two main entry corridors to Historic Main 
Street.  Finally, these properties are also adjacent to City Park.  A multiplier of at least 3x the 
normal TDR seems reasonable to this board as a result of their unique circumstances (eg. 
The future developer could sell 3x the credits currently available based on the SF analysis and 
earn more for utilizing the TDR tool).  Allowing a multiplier would help the bottom line of any 
development and could be used to encourage a mix of development as well as the 
preservation of open space. 
 
The HPB is encouraged to see that the City is taking action to preserve these Significant 
properties and would like to offer any additional insight, thoughts or clarity regarding these 
properties that the City is interested in. 
 
Thank you 
Park City Historic Preservation Board 
 
Puggy Holmgren 
Katherine Matsumoto-Gray 
Dave McFawn 
Judy McKie 
Alex Natt 
David White 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Author:  Jonathan Weidenhamer  
Subject:  Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA) Branding 
Date:  October 16, 2011 
Type of Item: Informational 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Provide direction on the City Council’s preferred role related to rebranding of the Historic 
District. Staff recommends we take a balanced approach; formally recognizing HPCA’s desire 
to rebrand the District while not undermining or jeopardizing our formal recognition and listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. Staff does not recommend changing current 
wayfinding signs to remove “Main Street”. 
 
Background: 
During their visioning sessions in March of 2010, the Historic Main Street Business Alliance 
determined that there continued to be confusion and lack of identity for the district.  The 
Visioning Workgroup, made up of the Board and other merchants decided to investigate the 
ability to rebrand the district with a more descriptive name.  The group reviewed a number of 
possibilities that included Historic Park City and Old Town.  Ultimately, the group decided that 
Historic Park City kept with the tradition of many towns identifying their downtown as the 
"Historic" area of town.  It also provided the group with a unique and searchable name for 
internet queries that was distinctive of other "main streets."   
 
Discussions with two local marketing firms, Flashpoint and Kirwin Communications confirmed 
that Historic Park City was a good approach.  In July of 2010 the HMBA Board voted to 
officially change the name of the organization to the Historic Park City Alliance.  In August of 
2010, Paul Kirwin worked with the HPCA Board identifying potential tag lines to help reinforce 
the brand.  The HPCA identified "the main attraction" as the best tag line for marketing. 
 
At this time the HPCA formally seeks City support in rebranding by formally recognizing their 
name change, and furthermore by actively taking efforts to reinforce that commitment when 
possible; in particular with our wayfinding signs. Staff seeks Council direction on what level of 
partnership they prefer. 
 
Analysis 
Since the 2010 visioning sessions the HPCA has become an active, consistent and reliable 
partner with City. They have clearly stated their goals, worked with us on events and offered 
a unified voice related to political issues.  All of which have made for a dynamic and 
successful relationship that has benefited the community on the whole. 
 
The HPCA does not believe we should attempt to officially rename the National Register 
Historic District or in any way jeopardize the formal listing.  However, in addition to simply 
approving a resolution recognizing their name change and desire to rebrand, the HPCA has 
formally requested we take a more active role reinforcing their new brand where and when 
possible.  
 
The following matrix represents from left to right,  level of commitment with potential 
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pros/cons of each level. One of the categories, which we believe frames the discussion best 
is, “Do we want to update the City’s big blue wayfinding signs that currently say, “Historic 
Main Street ” to “Historic Park City ”?  Additional Relevant pictures are attached as 
Exhibit B. 

 
 
 
 

Separate
Interfaced/ 
balanced

Integrated/
partner pros cons

Resolution to support name 
change n y y

Reinforcing the name change 
intellectually is simple, provided we 
support their desire to self brand.  none foreseen

Change wayfinding signs n ? y
A more supportive role would be to 
allow this staff believes this may confuse our guests

Change official 
designations: n n y

full partner level, putting HPCA desires 
above potential risk

May jeopardize listing on Historic Register. 
Inconsistent with Dept. of Interior standards 
that prioritize "Main Streets".

Approach

 
 

The City has responded to similar requests in the past. For example our response to a private 
request to rename the Park Bonanza District to Bonanza Park, did involve formally changing 
the name of a portion in the General Plan. However, the Main Street National Register 
District name cannot be changed without possible loss of designation. 
 
While staff firmly believes in partnering with the HPCA and reciprocating for the progress and 
strong partner they’ve become, we are conflicted because we believe some of their requests 
will cause confusion at a most basic wayfinding level for our guests and residents. While we 
believe in reinforcing the “Historic Park City” brand when possible, we do not support 
changing the wayfinding signs to remove “Main Street”. 
 
Other Stakeholders Input 
 

• Chamber – A brief discussion with Chamber representatives indicate support for 
HPCA’s desire and effort to brand themselves.  They believe they can “sell” whatever 
message or brand to prospective clients; but seemed to feel firmly that any effort to 
define the district’s uniqueness and separate and distinguish themselves from the rest 
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of Park City as a unique destination is incredibly valuable. 
 

• Staff’s Historic Preservation Consultant – Dina Blaes’s comments included, “the name 
of the registered historic district, “Park City Main Street National Register Historic District,” 
cannot be changed.  We shouldn’t change it in the design guidelines, because the guidelines 
do not refer to a business district, but rather the National Register District.  The brown sign 
posted near the barn coming into town is a standard state sign and I think it says “National 
Historic District,” but  doesn’t refer specifically to the Main Street district.”   

 
• Historic Preservation Board and Historical Society – This issue has not been 

discussed with either of these groups. 
 
Council should consider if a broader dialogue is desired to help them be more informed, they 
may consider directing staff to seek input from the Historic Preservation Board and Historical 
Society at minimum. 
 
Department Review 
This report was reviewed by Executive, Planning and Legal Departments. 
 
Recommendation: 
Provide direction on the City Council’s preferred role related to rebranding of the Historic 
District. Staff recommends we take a balanced approach; formally recognizing HPCA’s desire 
to rebrand the District while not undermining or jeopardizing our formal recognition and listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places. Staff does not recommend changing current 
wayfinding signs to remove “Main Street”. 
 
Exhibits 
A - HPCA Creative Strategy Position Statement 
B – Existing Signs  
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Exhibit A – HPCA Creative Strategy Position Statement 
 
Product Description: Main Street is Park City’s top destination and the hub for Deer Valley and Park City 
Mountain resorts.  Formerly the hub of a booming mining town, it is now a world‐class cultural destination and 
the focal point of our year‐round resort town.  It is comprised of over 250 unique businesses, including retail, 
restaurants, bars, galleries, lodging, and offices that span the valley floor.  It is known for its quaint historic 
charm but also as host to international events such as the 2002 Winter Olympics and the Sundance Film 
Festival.  It has a reputation for lively nightlife, music, art, events, fine dining, and boutique establishments.    
  
Challenges: Local businesses are concerned that new commercial expansion—in outlying areas—will drain 
business and dilute the Park City brand.   ‘Main Street’ also lacks national brand recognition.  Additionally, the 
HPCA faces occasional criticism for not being more inclusive of its Park Ave and Swede Alley members.     
 
Objective: The HPCA wishes to better define and promote its brand to maintain a long‐term competitive 
advantage.  They are seeking a distinct brand message that is inclusive, descriptive, and immediately 
recognizable. 
  
Approach: The HPCA plans to re‐define the ‘Main Street district’ as ‘Historic Park City’ to capitalize on national 
brand recognition and to better contrast their destination from the less authentic competition in new Park 
City.  They plan to lobby their marketing partners to promote this fresh identity.  They also plan to utilize PR, 
their website, limited print advertising, and event partners to further reinforce the Historic Park City message.  
HPCA businesses must also embrace this change to ensure the message is clear, consistent and unassailable as 
the iconic Park City.    
 
Target Audience: Historic Park City’s target audience is all residents of, and visitors to, greater Park City.  The 
draw is both geographic (central location) and cultural, but the HPC wishes to maintain its prominence as bed‐
base expands away from the center of Park City.  Local support is considered critical, both economically and to 
reinforce the HPC’s appeal as a destination.  Additionally, Historic Park City hopes to capitalize on their 
partners’ marketing efforts to draw from the Wasatch Front—particularly during the summer and shoulder 
seasons.     
 
Our Customer: Historic Park City businesses want to appeal to a broad base of customers seeking distinct 
products in a unique atmosphere.  Although increased traffic is important, merchants prioritize bringing the 
‘right’ customers to the district: the one’s seeking to spend money on shopping, food, entertainment or 
services.    
  
Desired Perception: 
1.    Vibrant, fun, friendly 
2.    Historic, unique, iconic 
3.    Diverse, engaging, entertaining 
4.    Local, authentic, real 
5.    Easy to access, navigate, and enjoy 
6.    A destination to visit again and again 
  
Communication Strategy: The HPCA will lobby its partners to reinforce the ‘Historic Park City’ brand in their 
marketing.   Hosted events will also be required to promote this brand message.   The HPCA will invest in 
public relations to increase Historic Park City’s prominence and to additionally reinforce the message.  
Community outreach and promoting our role in the community will be a priority.  Other communication tools 
to be incorporated are social media, a redesigned website, updated brochures, and local‐specific promotions. 
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Competitive Analysis: Historic Park City’s main competitors are modern mall‐style developments mostly 
outside of the City limits.  They are NOMA, The Canyons, Kimball Junction (New Park, Redstone, Outlet Malls), 
and on the horizon, Quinn’s junction.  The competition offers convenient shopping and commodity products 
and services, intermixed with a few boutiques.  They have ample space, parking, and are anchored by national 
chains.  Historic Park City has a geographic advantage—with its proximity and physical connections to PCMR 
and DV—and an established reputation as Park City’s cultural destination.  However, Historic Park City also 
fights the perceived barriers of: access, parking and high prices. 
  
Competitive Positioning:  A concerted promotion of Historic Park City’s unique character and offerings will 
continue to differentiate it from the competition.  Effective PR and targeted events can address exaggerated 
perceptions about access and parking and high prices. 
 
Ultimate Objective: To get the right people (the one's looking to spend), to the right place (Historic Park City), 
and make their experience fun, friendly and memorable (what's good for the customer). 
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Exhibit B – Existing Signs 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Park City Budget Process   
Author:  Bret Howser, Budget Manager 
Department:  Budget, Debt & Grants 
Date:  October 13, 2011 
Type of Item: Information/Discussion 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Staff will present draft modifications to the City’s budget process. No Council action is 
required. Staff is seeking Council input and direction regarding potential changes to the 
budget process for FY 2013. 
 
Topic/Description: 
Revamping Park City’s Budget Process 
  
 
Background: 
Park City has operated using an incremental style of budgeting for many years. During 
the most recent recession, that budget process was put to the test and a series of 
modifications were used in the short term to facilitate needed cuts. This past year, the 
City used a process recommended by Government Finance Officers Association, called 
Budgeting for Outcomes (BFO), to prioritize City programs in preparation for the budget 
process. Certain concepts and framework derived from the BFO process were 
incorporated into the budget process itself, but the basic structure of incremental 
budgeting remained intact, and a budget was adopted for FY 2012 in largely the same 
way it had been in the many years preceding.  
 
Analysis: 
On October 13, the Budget Department will present a conceptual rendering of a new 
operating budget process for the City. This new process draws on the lessons learned 
from recent budget processes, the Budgeting for Outcomes exercise last year, the 
experience of Fort Collins, CO, that we learned about on City Tour, the collaborative 
budget process implemented in the City of Papillion, Nebraska, the City’s long-range 
financial planning, as well as prior and current performance measure and benchmarking 
efforts by the City, the Colorado Association of Ski Towns, and the International 
City/County Management Association’s Center for Performance Measurement (CPM). 
 
The new budget process is intended to fulfill several goals, including: 

1) More collaboration and ownership of the budget process at the Council, staff and 
community levels 

2) Perpetuation of the more helpful principles of Budgeting for Outcomes 
3) A framework for priority-based decision making 
4) Integration & Enhancement of performance measurement 
5) Accountability & Efficiencies built into the process 
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6) Bridging short-term decisions to long-range strategies 
Many of these goals are similar to those which BFO sought to achieve. However, BFO 
was run in addition to or parallel to the City’s budget process. The new process would 
integrate principles of BFO and expand upon them. Fort Collins showed an example of 
the potential success of such an approach. Members of staff and Council met with the 
Assistant City Manager of Fort Collins to discuss their success with using BFO as their 
budget process during City Tour in September. What follows are some of the takeaways 
from that discussion: 

1) A true 2-year budget cycle is critical for handling the workload BFO entails and 
allows for sufficient evaluation of success or failure of policy decisions made 
through the BFO process 

2) A “Stop Doing” list should be recommended by staff in order to spur the policy 
debate and focus discussions during the budget hearings 

3) Earlier, more focused Council participation is key 
4) BFO is more likely to produce ongoing cuts when the City is faced with 

immediate budget deficits. Using BFO to make proactive decisions for potential 
long-term issues remains challenging. 

 
During work session on October 13, the Budget Department will present a timeline 
illustrating a proposed process for the FY 2013 and FY 2014 budget biennium. Staff has 
been refining this timeline for several weeks, and the timeline was discussed in depth 
during the quarterly management team meeting on October 7. At the time this report 
was written, the timeline was not yet finalized, so details of the timeline will be 
presented and discussed on October 13.  
 
Department Review: 
Budget, Debt & Grants, City Manager, Legal 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve: This item is informational. There is no Council action required. 
B. Deny: 
C.  Modify: 
D.  Continue the Item: 
E. Do Nothing: 
 

Significant Impacts: 
This item is informational. There is no Council action required. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
This item is informational. There is no Council action required. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff will present draft modifications to the City’s budget process. No Council action is 
required. Staff is seeking Council input and direction regarding potential changes to the 
budget process for FY 2013. 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION NOTES     
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
SEPTEMBER 29, 2011 
 
Present: Mayor Dana Williams; Council members Alex Butwinski; Joe Kernan; 

Cindy Matsumoto; Dick Peek; and Liza Simpson 
 

Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark Harington, City Attorney; Kathy 
Lundborg, Water Manager; Tommy Youngblood, Special Events 
Coordinator; Jon Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager; 
and Matt Cassel, City Engineer 
 
Matt Ripken, InterPlan 

 
1. Council questions/comments.  Liza Simpson discussed the interagency 
meeting and the new Milepost in the Park Record.  The height clearance posts installed 
at China Bridge were described as a way to control access to oversized vehicles.  Alex 
Butwinski stated that the Public Art Advisory Board held a special meeting to approve 
graffiti art for the Bonanza Tunnel and he thanked the Planning staff for organizing the 
Old Town tour last night.  Cindy Matsumoto reported on the Chamber’s marketing 
campaign with Ski Utah, the Job Fair, the Fall Forum, and the visitors survey indicating 
that 48% come to Park City for an event.  She thanked staff for installing the no parking 
signs in the Park Meadows neighborhood near the trailhead to Round Valley.  
Discussion ensued on the Bonanza Drive median project.  Mayor Williams announced 
that today is the kick-off for the Salt Lake City bus service and he personally thanked 
Kent Cashel for his work to accomplish this.  He looked forward to future regional 
service to Wasatch County and the Wasatch Front.   
 
The Mayor asked about the status of the complaints on water impact fees, specifically 
for outdoor dining.  The Mayor felt it would be interesting to compare Park City’s water 
impact fees with other communities.  Kathy Lundborg emphasized that water impact 
fees are designed to cover the costs of future development, not the distribution system.  
The cost to develop new water sources is expensive and driving the amount of impact 
fees.  The Mayor agreed that new growth should pay for new infrastructure but 
suggested that everyone may need to pay more to cover the burden.  He relayed that 
the impact fee to add an eight seat table on an existing deck is $5,000 which seems 
really high.  Joe Kernan stated that he did not want to discourage outdoor dining.  It was 
pointed out that the Main Street temporary dining decks are exempt from the charge 
which creates some inequity.  Tom Bakaly suggested providing information in a 
manager’s report which can be followed with a work session, if needed.   
 
2. 3rd quarter updates.  The Mayor guided the discussion by reviewing each 
category in order.  Cindy Matsumoto recommended that maintenance of Old Town 
improvements be added as a goal and Tom Bakaly explained that maintenance is part 
of normal operations and probably doesn’t need to be a specific goal.  After some 
discussion, a majority of members were comfortable leaving maintenance off the list 
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Page 2 
City Council Work Session 
September 29, 2011 
 
and the City Manager stated that the status of maintenance issues on Main Street will 
be provided in a manager’s report.  There were no changes to the goal table.   
 
3. Special event overhaul.  Tommy Youngblood acknowledged that there is a lot 
of information presented in the staff report and staff will be returning to Council over the 
next few months with direction and/or action on individual items, specifically event fees, 
cost recovery, fee waivers, trail policy and code changes to provide better tools to more 
efficiently review events with Council goals.  Staff is looking for guidance with respect to 
the temporary licensing provisions in the Municipal Code including the definition of 
engaging in business to include charging for individual gifting and promotional activities.  
He asked if staff should take a more aggressive approach in this regard and pointed out 
that the HPCA and Sundance Institute provided written input on this matter.   
 
He summarized that Sundance feels that current direction does not go far enough to 
incentivize potential Film Festival sponsors.  Companies can rent a space on Main 
Street through current temporary business licensing which facilitates these activities too 
much.  The HPCA is concerned that further limitations of restrictions on temporary 
licensing may limit rentals and the free enterprise system during the Festival when 
many locations make a substantial amount of income by renting to official Sundance 
sponsors and other parties.  He pointed out that both agree that vendors who purchase 
temporary licenses should pay their own way for the costs and impacts created.  The 
Mayor invited public input. 
 
Teresa deWilde, stated that she helps produce these events and relayed that some 
businesses feel they don’t get their bang for the buck from Sundance so they look 
outside to promote their product.  Renting space on Main Street is attractive to many 
companies who do not want to be under the umbrella of Sundance.  She discussed 
Stella’s involvement; it is a Sundance sponsor and it also produces separate events.  If 
business licenses are based on square footage, they are going to have to pay for 20 
different business licenses for each space.  She stated that she needs more clarification 
so she can inform her clients who may not have the money to be a Sundance sponsor 
but can generate income for Park City.  These companies may go to Kimball Junction.   
 
Dick Carl, marketer, spoke about his experience with events like the Super Bowl, 
Kentucky Derby, etc. He worked the last Festival and feels there are things that could 
be done better.  He suggested a better dialog with marketers and is willing to organize a 
working group. 
 
Alison Butz, HPCA, expressed that members feel that many of these activities are trying 
to fit under the current code but the City should look into a new type of license for these 
types of events.   
 
Liza Simpson referred to licensing each venue which requires an inspection.  Jon 
Weidenhamer noted that staff understood that fees would be applied to every gifting 
venue from the Sweeney/Hughes appeal.  Staff is looking for direction on the level of 
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Page 3 
City Council Work Session 
September 29, 2011 
 
facilitation of temporary licensing.  Joe Kernan supported facilitating temporary business 
and felt fees should be fair and based on the cost of services.   There may be some way 
to further support Sundance sponsors through better signage, for example, instead of 
penalizing them.   
 
Ms. Simpson stated her priority is protecting the Sundance MFL and making sure that 
brick and mortar businesses can rent their buildings.  She highly supports an 
accelerated fee schedule for temporary businesses and this conversation is taking place 
far enough in advance so everyone is on notice.  Every location should be charged but 
she is unsure if every vendor in a swag bag has to pay a fee, which is open to 
discussion.  There also needs to be discussion about the types of donated products that 
should be licensed.  Mayor Williams agreed with Ms. Simpson’s comments.  Sundance 
sponsors should have priority and none of the marketers would be here if it wasn’t for 
the Film Festival.  He felt Sundance has been very generous for all of these years in 
allowing temporary business activities and he wants to make sure that this Festival 
stays in Park City.  Sundance may be open to other levels of sponsorship but 
businesses should have to pay a premium to participate and make a profit off of 
someone else’s event.   
 
Alex Butwinski referred to the letter from the Sundance Institute which demonstrates its 
willingness to work with people.  He agreed with the Mayor’s comments and at the time 
of the appeal a couple of months ago, Council members expressed that fees need to be 
examined for business activities outside the MFL.  Separate locations require 
inspections which should be covered by fees.  Joe Kernan stated that he also 
appreciates Sundance’s effort to work with the HPCA and promoters.  He pointed out 
that some businesses really benefit from the event, like restaurants, but not necessarily 
retail.  The Council should be sensitive to the ability of businesses to make money 
during Sundance.  Cindy Matsumoto stated that she understands both sides but 
Sundance should be supported.  Dick Peek expressed that the MFL holder is number 
one and he explained the importance of business models not depending on events to 
be successful for the year.  Ms. Simpson felt criteria for engaging in business needs to 
be clarified and suggested that if the gift is worth more than $50, that a license is 
required.  She supports the direction staff is going and is not worried about losing gifting 
salons to Redstone.  The Mayor liked the idea of City departments working better as a 
team on licensing.  He doesn’t want Sundance to turn into a parasitic event but 
acknowledged that other businesses may bring vibrancy enhancing the Festival.  It is a 
delicate balance with regard to fees but the City needs to recover its costs.   
 
The marketing value realized by the City through the advertising of the Park Silly 
Sunday Market  and other events was discussed. In response to a question from the 
Mayor, members indicated that they accept the definitions as drafted.  It was pointed out 
that fees have not changed in seven years and Ms. Simpson requested that fee prices 
be rounded to the next dollar.  Tommy Youngblood addressed venues and suggested 
setting parameters for use.  The Mayor expressed confusion with some aspects of the 
guidelines and Mr. Youngblood explained that they directly relate to Council’s concern 
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Page 4 
City Council Work Session 
September 29, 2011 
 
for public access to facilities.  The Mayor pointed out the difficulty in predicting 
attendance at City Park concerts and Mr. Youngblood agreed but believed having some 
guidelines in place will be helpful.   Discussion ensued on having the criteria applied as 
guidelines and not policy so there is some flexibility.  Jon Weidenhamer believed there 
could be exemptions for community events like the 4th of July and Dick Peek compared 
special event review to conditional use permits where impacts need to be considered, 
addressed and mitigated.  The Mayor stated that he likes the direction of these 
modifications and providing more definition.  Ms. Simpson felt the City Park 500 number 
creates some conflict and language in the guidelines could denote that the area is 
appropriate for a high number of attendees, for instance.   
 
4. Transportation Master Plan.  Matt Cassel introduced consultant Matt Ripken 
from InterPlan.  The purpose of the work session is to review Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of the 
Master Plan.  Ms. Simpson suggested that future road mile projections be based on 
potential annexations and that associated data be checked to make sure PC Heights is 
included.  Mr. Ripken noted that this point will be clarified and explained that the 
direction of the study is discouraging building your way out of problems but rather 
capping building as a solution.  Multi-use trails were discussed and Ms. Simpson 
suggested contacting Aspen for more information on the zip car program.  Matt Cassel 
described the report card section of the report which will illustrate the progress of goals 
on an annual basis.  Mayor Williams pointed out the success of the zip car in Portland, 
Oregon.  The City Engineer advised that the Master Plan is scheduled for public hearing 
and action on October 6, 2011.   
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING   
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
SEPTEMBER 29, 2011 
 
I ROLL CALL 
 
Mayor Dana Williams called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at 
approximately 5:30 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, September 29, 
2011.  Members in attendance were Dana Williams, Alex Butwinski, Joe Kernan, Cindy 
Matsumoto, Dick Peek, and Liza Simpson.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City 
Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Brooks Robinson, Transportation Planner; 
and Tommy Youngblood, Special Events Manager. 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (Any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
Bonanza Drive medians - Bob Wilkinson, PC Printink, pointed out that we should learn 
from history.  The medians on SR248 did not work for a number of reasons and he 
questioned why medians are being installed on Bonanza Drive.  They will create snow 
removal, emergency access problems and are a waste of taxpayer money.  There is not 
enough room on the road for this kind of stuff and  he is surprised the plan was 
approved.  In five years, it will probably be removed.  The Mayor offered to meet with 
Mr. Wilkinson to explain the reason for the design.   
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OFSEPTEMBER 15, 
2011 AND JOINT WORK SESSION NOTES OF AUGUST 25, 2011 
 
Liza Simpson, “I move we approve the work session notes and minutes of the meeting 
of September 15 and the joint work session notes of August 25”.  Alex Butwinski 
seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
V CONSENT AGENDA  (Items that have previously been discussed or are 
perceived as routine and may be approved by one motion.   Listed items do not 
imply a predisposition for approval and may be removed by motion and 
discussed and acted upon under “Additional Discussion – Agenda Items”) 
 
Liza Simpson, “I move we approve the Consent Agenda”.  Joe Kernan seconded.  
Motion unanimously carried. 
 
1. Consideration of authorization to the City Manager to enter into a construction 
contract, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with Northridge Construction, Inc. in 
the amount of $119,000 – Staff recommends approval. 
 
2. Consideration of a Resolution adopting the Mountainlands Association of 
Governments Pre-Disaster Hazard Mitigation Plan as required by the Federal Disaster 
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Mitigation and Cost Reduction Act of 2000 – Staff recommends approval. 
 
VI NEW BUSINESS (New items with presentations and/or anticipated detailed 
discussions) 
 
1. Consideration of a Resolution adopting a Short Range Transit Development Plan 
for Park City, Utah – Brooks Robinson explained that the plan is a blueprint for transit 
operations.  The Mayor opened the public hearing; there was no input from the 
audience and the public hearing was closed.  Liza Simpson, “I move we approve a 
resolution adopting the Short Range Transit Development Plan”.  Joe Kernan seconded.  
Motion unanimously carried. 

 
2. Consideration of a Master Festival License for the Tubbs Romp-to-Stomp Out 
Breast Cancer Snowshoe Series, as conditioned, to be held on Saturday, February 11, 
2012 at the Round Valley Trail System, Quinn’s Sports Complex Parking Lots – Tommy 
Youngblood explained that this is a first time event in Park City and staff recommends 
approval.  The Mayor opened the public hearing.  There was no input and the public 
hearing was closed.  Liza Simpson, “I move we approve the Master Festival License for 
the Tubbs Romp-to-Stomp Out Snowshoe Series on February 11th at the Quinns Sports 
Complex”.  Joe Kernan seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   

 
VII ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION – AGENDA ITEMS 
 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the regular meeting of the City Council was adjourned and 
members convened with the Planning Commission for a work session on 
redevelopment.   
 
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSIONS 
 
The City Council met in closed session at approximately 2 p.m.  Members in attendance 
were Mayor Dana Williams, Alex Butwinski, Joe Kernan, Cindy Matsumoto, Dick Peek, 
and Liza Simpson.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Michael Kovacs, 
Assistant City Manager; Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager; 
Thomas Eddington, Planning Manager; Diane Foster, Sustainability Manager; Joan 
Card; Environmental Regulation; Jason Christensen, Environmental Attorney, Phyllis 
Robinson, Public Affairs Manager; and Mark Harrington, City Attorney. Alex Butwinski, “I 
move to close the meeting to discuss property and litigation“.  Dick Peek  seconded.  
Motion carried unanimously.  The meeting opened at approximately 3:45 p.m.  Alex 
Butwinski, “I move to open the meeting”.  Dick Peek seconded.  Motion unanimously 
carried.  The City Council again met in closed session between the work session and 
the regular meeting.  Liza Simpson, “I move to close the meeting to discuss property 
and litigation”.  Cindy Matsumoto seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.  Liza 
Simpson, “I move to open the meeting”.  Alex Butwinski seconded.  Motion unanimously 
carried.   
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The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting at least 24 
hours in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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Analysis: 
Within the proposal, czb acknowledges the difficulty communities have coming to 
agreement on balanced growth strategies.  The proposal emphasizes that CZB has the 
experience with asking communities the difficult questions and “creating a client and 
community relationship where emotional resilience to handle hard tradeoff discussions 
can constructively occur.”   Charles Buki’s ability in working with communities to make 
implementation strategies, his knowledge of Vision 2009, and his expertise in balanced 
growth and housing, made him the top candidate for this project.  
  
Part of the exercise to balance the frame the hard tradeoff discussions between 
balanced growth and redevelopment includes a series of facilitated meetings between 
the City Council and Planning Commission.  This contract amendment will allow for up 
to 5 joint meetings. The four meetings held so far have been instrumental so far in 
gaining clarity, specifically:  
 

• Completion of the General Plan is a priority; 
• Neighborhood level approach to redevelopment strategies is necessary.  Each 

neighborhood should have different goals, implementation strategies and 
projects, thus balancing a broader “portfolio” or balanced approach for the entire 
community; 

• Redevelopment is inevitable and the City should take a pro-active role in shaping 
preferred outcomes to ensure our sense of community and to maintain 
competitiveness in the destination tourism market; 

• That a specific neighborhood plan for Bonanza Park is the top priority. 
 
We originally anticipated 2-3 meetings to complete this process.  A fourth meeting was 
held on September 29, 2011, and staff recommends including flexibility in the CZB 
contract to allow a fifth meeting if necessary.   
 
The cost per meeting, including preparation of presentations, written summaries, 
background meetings with staff, surveys and interviews with Council, Planning 
Commission and affected stakeholders is $6,000. Inclusion of an additional 20% is 
necessary to cover reimbursables such as hotel, lodging and airfare. Therefore to allow 
for five meetings the contract amount is for $36,000.  
 
Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by the City Manager and the Legal Department. All 
issues have been appropriately resolved. 
 
Alternatives: 
A. Approve the Request: 
This is the staff’s recommendation. 
 
B. Deny the Request: 
 
C. Continue the Item: 
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D. Do Nothing. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
The consultant would not return to finalize our redevelopment role at the Park City 
Mountain Resort base area. 
 
Significant Impact: 
The Joint meetings facilitated to date have been instrumental in gaining consensus on 
the role the City should play in redevelopment. 
 
Recommendation: 
Authorize the City Manager to amend a contract for the Balanced Growth Management 
Study with CZB, LLC (Charles Buki) in the amount of $36,000 for a total amount of 
$74,583.  
 
Attachments: 
Exhibit A -  Scope of Services – bullet 6 is the amendment 
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Exhibit A: Scope of Services 
 

1. Growth trends 
o Review the Growth trends as provided by the Park City Planning 

Department from 1990 to present. 
o Utilize the data from Park City to project future Growth trends from 

present – 2050 
o Project growth trends from influences outside the City Boundary 

from present to 2050. 
2. Identify Growth Trends that will Impact the City’s Core Values.  This portion of 

the Report must be very thorough.  The report should rate the threat and timing 
of the trend.  Identify positive and negative trends.   

3. Create Balanced Growth Strategies to address the identified growth trends that 
will impact the City’s Core Values.  The Balanced Growth Strategies must be 
specific to provide guidance to the City on implementing the strategies.  
Balanced Growth strategies must be in compliance with Utah Law.   

4. One area of focus within the Trends and Balanced Growth Strategies should be 
focused on primary and secondary home owners.  Park City’s demographics 
have been changing from a majority primary homeowner to majority secondary 
homeowners.  Over the past ten years the amount of primary homeowners has 
stayed almost constant at approx. 7000.     

5. With each recommended strategy identify the benefits, shortcomings, and cost 
associated with the strategy.  

6. The consultant will facilitate public meetings with the City Council and Planning 
Commission with the goal of informing the current General Plan updates and 
Neighborhood redevelopment planning.  This exercise is intended to gain clarity 
from elected and appointed officials on “implementing” the community visioning 
exercise originally conducted by czb through defining their position on 
redevelopment as part of the Balanced Growth General Plan exercise. There 
may be up to 5 meetings. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: 2011 Election Poll Worker Appointments 
Author:  Sharon Bauman,  Election Official 
Department:  Executive  
Date:  October 13, 2011  
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Approve appointment of 2011 Election Poll Workers as recommended for the Municipal 
General Election on November 3, 2009. 
 
Topic/Description: 
Pursuant to Utah Code Section 20A-5-602, at least 15 days before the election date, 
City Council shall appoint poll workers and alternates for each consolidated voting 
precinct.  Poll workers must be registered voters at least 18 years old or 17 years old 
who will be 18 years old by the date of the regular municipal election, and reside within 
Summit County.  The City Council may not appoint any candidate’s parent, sibling, 
spouse, child, or in-law to serve as a poll worker in the voting precinct where the 
candidate resides.  The persons appointed shall serve as poll workers for each voting 
precinct, or as an alternate. 
 
Poll workers will receive compensation for their services at a rate established by 
Summit County which is currently $10.00 per hour.  There are no changes in 
consolidated voting precincts and the polling locations for Consolidated Voting Precincts 
2 and 3 will again be in the Park City High School, Eccles Center lobby.  
 
Poll Worker appointments are recommended as follows: 
 
Consolidated Voting Precinct 1 – Marsac City Hall 
Precinct # 1 Deer Valley 
Precinct # 2 Old Town S 
Precinct # 3 Old Town N 
Ruth Gezelius, Carol Sletta, Jeff Smith, Joyce Smith; Tania Knauer, Alternate 
 
Consolidated Voting Precincts 2 and 3 – Park City High School, Eccles Center Lobby 
Precinct # 3 Prospector 
Precinct # 4 Thaynes Canyon 
Precinct # 33 Sidewinder 
Precinct # 5 Park Meadows S 
Precinct # 6 Quarry Mountain 
Precinct # 35 Park Meadows N 
Gerd Holmsen, Emily Elliott, Linda Dolan, Rich Dolan; Mary Demkowicz  
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Pursuant to Utah State Code §20A-5-602(3), the Election Official shall prepare and file 
a list containing the name, address, voting precinct, and telephone number of each 
person appointed and this list shall be available in the Executive Department for 
inspection, examination, and copying during business hours.   
 
Background: 
Park City has benefited each municipal election from continued support of citizens who 
serve as poll workers/election judges and Park City sincerely appreciates the time and 
service of these citizens on election days. 
 
Analysis: 
The Election Official has verified that each person recommended to serve as a poll 
worker meets the qualifications outlined in the state code.   
 
Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by the City Attorney and City Manager. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve the Request: 
This is staff’s recommendation. 
B. Reject One or More Officials and Direct Replacement: 
Could be done if necessary. 
C. Continue the Item: 
The appointment must be made no later than 15 days prior to an election. 
D. Do Nothing: 
Not an option 
 

Significant Impacts: 
In the event poll workers were not appointed, the election would be impacted to such an 
extent it could not be held. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
Poll workers are a necessary component for the conduct of the City’s primary and 
general municipal elections.  
 
Recommendation: 
Approve poll worker appointments as recommended. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:  Resolution proclaiming October 25, 26 and 27, 2011 
   As “Cares Enough to Wear Pink Days”  
Author:  Jan Scott 
Department:  Executive Department 
Date:  October 13, 2011 
Type of Item:  Legislative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Adopt the Resolution proclaiming October 25, 26 and 27, 2011 as “Cares Enough to Wear Pink 
Days” in Park City, Utah. 
 
Background: 
Heidi Hewitt, Park City Chapter President, contacted the Mayor’s Office requesting that a 
Resolution be considered and adopted by the City Council.  By wearing pink on October 25, 26 
and 27, in conjunction with the Park City Fire District, Pink Heals hopes to create awareness for 
ALL cancers that affect women.  All funds raised by Park City Pink Heals stays in the 
community to help local victims and survivors. 
 
Ms. Hewitt will be in attendance with Eric Gomm, Vice President.  For more information about 
the national Pink Heals movement see www.pinkfiretrucks.org 
 
Department Review: 
City Manager and City Attorney. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve: 
This is staff’s recommendation. 

B. Deny: 
Not recommended. 

C.  Modify: 
 Modifications can be made by Council. 
D.  Continue the Item: 
 Not practical because of the timing of the event. 
E. Do Nothi 
 Not recommended. 

 
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Resolution proclaiming October 25, 26 and 27, 2011 as “Cares Enough to Wear Pink 
Days” in Park City, Utah. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Subject:                  Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash 
Author:  Max J. Paap 
Department:           Sustainability   
Date:  October 13, 2011 
Type of Item: Administrative – Master Festival License 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Review the Master Festival License application, conduct a public hearing, and approve 
the license for the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash, as conditioned, on October 15, 
2011 to be held at South City Park.  
 
Description: 

Topic: 
Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash  
 
Background: 
Greg Schirf, on behalf Schirf Brewing and the Wasatch Brewery submitted an 
application to hold a community celebration commemorating the 25th Anniversary of 
Schirf Brewing. This one day event would program the Gazebo area which is the 
same space utilized by the Children’s Fair, 4th of July, and Miner’s Day that take 
place at the South end of City Park.  The organizer expects attendance maximum to 
be around 500 – 750.  The space would be programmed from 11:00 am to 6:00 pm 
on Saturday, October 15, 2011.     
 
Analysis:  
This application is being reviewed as a Master Festival License due to the request 
for amplified music, attraction of large crowds, and use of City property. 
 
The Wasatch Brewery first opened its brewing operations at 1450 Iron Horse in 1986 
and two years later, the Park City Redevelopment Agency sold vacant property at 
250 Main Street to him in order to construct the Wasatch Brew Pub.  This 
partnership with PCMC has been incredibly successful and the Brew Pub has been 
an anchor tenant and primary drivers for both residents and destination tourism.  
Celebrating 25 years is a major milestone and recognizes the importance of this 
business to the community. 
 
The organizer has met with Special Events staff to go over any logistical challenges 
or other issues The following areas were scrutinized by the Events Team when 
creating findings supporting consideration of the recommendation to approve this 
event.  
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City Park Activities 
The event organizers would begin to take over South City Park at 9:00 am to 
facilitate the build out the green space between the BBQ area and the music 
pavilion.  Planned activities are live music, an inspired selection of food, various 
adult and children’s games, and a variety of Wasatch beers.  Admission is free.    
Music will be oriented towards Deer Valley Drive to minimize sound impacts to the 
neighborhood.  The event is scheduled to be finished no later than 6:00 pm.      
 
Parking 
Parking for the anticipated crowd of 500-750 can be accommodated with the public 
parking in City Park, the Mahwhinney lot and street parking along Park Avenue.  The 
applicant currently has a parking request for use of the private lots at PCMR which 
would also be available as a satellite parking option with Park City Transit.  
Attendees will also be encouraged to use alternative means of transportation such 
as walking, carpooling, and biking.     
 
Department Review: 
Police, Sustainability, Streets, Parks, and Legal departments have reviewed the 
application for the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash and their comments have 
been incorporated into the report. 

 
Alternatives: 
Approve the Request:  
Approve the Master Festival License allowing the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash  
as described.  This is staff’s recommendation. 
Deny the Request:  
Deny the Master Festival License, preventing the addition of the Schirf Brewing 25th 
Anniversary Bash to Park City’s schedule of events. 
Continue the Item:  
The City Council may continue the discussion in order to receive additional information. 
 
Significant Impacts: 
Park City has held many similar events to the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash.  
Impacts that could be caused by parking inventories are of some concern.  By actively 
addressing those Public Safety impacts should be kept to a manageable level.  
  
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
The Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash would not take place on public property. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and approve a Master 
Festival for the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash on October 15, 2011 based on the 
following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval. 
 
Findings of Fact: 

1.  The Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash will be held on Saturday, October 15, 
2011.  The event will last from11:00 am to 6:00 pm and will occur at South City 
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Park.     
2.  Parking for the anticipated crowd of 500 - 750 people can be accommodated 

within the existing public parking lots in and around the venues.  The organizers 
have contacted PCMR for additional parking.  The conduct of the Schirf Brewing 
25th Anniversary Bash will not substantially interrupt or prevent the safe and 
orderly movement of public transportation or other vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic in the area of its venue. 

3.  The events associated with the Schirf Brewing 25th Anniversary Bash will not 
require the diversion of so great a number of police, fire, or other essential public 
employees from their normal duties as to prevent reasonable police, fire, or other 
public services protection to the remainder of the City. 

4. The event will be held at South City Park.  The concentration of persons, 
vehicles, or animals will not unduly interfere with the movement of police, fire, 
ambulance, and other emergency vehicles on the streets or with the provision of 
other public health or safety services. 

5. There is no other Master Festival or Special Event license that has been granted 
for October 15, 2011.  The 25th Anniversary Bash will not substantially interfere 
with the logistics and venue for any event for which a license has already been 
granted and with the provision of City services in support of other such events or 
governmental functions. 

 
6. The size of the crowd and nature of the event will not create an imminent 

possibility of violent disorderly conduct likely to endanger public safety or cause 
significant property damage. 

7. The applicant has been working with City Staff and applicable departments to 
address all event concerns.  The Applicant demonstrates an ability and 
willingness to conduct the event pursuant to the terms and conditions of this 
Chapter and has not failed to conduct a previously authorized event in 
accordance with the law or the terms of a license, or both.  

 
Conclusions of Law: 

1. The application is consistent with the requirements of the Park City Municipal 
Code, Title 4, Chapter 8. 

 
Conditions of Approval: 

1. The applicant, at its' cost, shall incorporate such measures as directed by Staff in 
order to ensure that any safety, health, or sanitation equipment, and services or 
facilities reasonably necessary to ensure that the event will be conducted with 
due regard for safety are provided and paid for by the applicant. 

2. Applicants shall provide proof of liability insurance in the amount of two million 
dollars ($2,000,000) or more as may be required by the Special Events Manager 
or the City Attorney's Office, and shall further name Park City Municipal 
Corporation as additional insured. All Applicants shall further indemnify the City 
from liability occurring at the event except for any claim arising out of the sole 
negligence or intentional torts of the City or its employees. 

3. All amplified music/sound may not begin prior to 11:00 am and shall cease by 
6:00 pm on Saturday, October 15, 2011 in South City Park.   
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4. The applicant will work with City Staff to orient the music/demonstration stage so 
as to minimize sound impacts to the neighborhood and the applicant shall 
monitor the following:  
(A) The program manager, or his/her designee, shall provide on-site 
management for the event.  
(B) A sound technician shall provide on-site monitoring for the event with music, 
amplified or otherwise, and any amplified event.  
(C) The program manager shall be responsible to ensure that the sound system 
maintains the sound at an A-weighted sound level adjustment and maximum 
decibel level of 90, as measured twenty-five feet (25') in front of the stage.   

5. All plans for tents, fireworks, stages, signs and other temporary structures shall 
be submitted to the Building Department for review and permitting by October 11, 
2011. 

 
 
Attachments 
Exhibit A- Applicant’s Summary of Activities 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:  Resolution Commemorating the Wasatch Brewery 
   25th Anniversary in Park City, Utah 
Author:  Jan Scott 
Department:  Executive Office 
Date:  October 13, 2011 
Type of Item:  Legislative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Adopt the Resolution commemorating the Wasatch Brewery’s 25th Anniversary. 
 
Background: 
Owner Greg Schirf requested a proclamation from the City Council memorializing this special 
occasion as part of his Master Festival License application to host a free community celebration 
at City Park on Saturday, October 15, 2011.   
 
Greg was instrumental in changing the liquor laws to allow breweries to operate in the state of 
Utah which triggered the proliferation and popularity of micro-breweries in Salt Lake City years 
ago once it became legal.  The Wasatch Brewery first opened its brewing operations at 1450 
Iron Horse in 1986 and two years later, the Park City Redevelopment Agency sold vacant 
property at 250 Main Street to him in order to construct the Wasatch Brew Pub.   
 
Analysis: 
It should be pointed out, although obvious to anyone who is familiar with Greg’s wit and humor, 
that he authored the proclamation.  Staff simply added pictures and graphics as his message 
couldn’t be better delivered. 
 
Department Review: 
City Manager, Special Events Manager, and City Attorney. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve: 
This is staff’s recommendation. 

B. Deny: 
Not recommended unless the MFL is denied for some unforeseen reason. 

C.  Modify: 
 Modifications can be made by Council. 
D.  Continue the Item: 
 Not practical because of the timing of the celebration. 
E. Do Nothing: 
 Not recommended. 

 
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Resolution commemorating the Wasatch Brewery’s 25th Anniversary.   
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 50 Shadow Ridge Drive 
 Shadow Ridge Condominiums- 

Second Amended plat  
Author: Kirsten A. Whetstone, AICP  
Date: October 13, 2011 
Project Number:  PL-10-00938 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Plat Amendment 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing, consider any input and 
consider approving the Shadow Ridge Condominiums Second Amended plat based on 
the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval stated in the attached 
ordinance.  
 
Topic 
Applicant:  Shadow Ridge Condominiums Owners Association 
Zoning: Recreation Commercial (RC) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Condominiums, Park City Mountain Resort and parking lots, 

single family home.  
Reason for Review: Amendments to condominium plats require Planning 

Commission review and recommendation to City Council 
with final action by the City Council. 

 
Proposal 
The Second Amended Shadow Ridge Condominium plat application requests five (5) 
changes to the current plat. 
 
The first change is a request to divide existing Unit 4119 into 4 separate units, namely 
Unit 4119A, 4119B, 4119C and 4119D (see Exhibit A- sheet 1). The existing Unit 4119 
is a 6,217.4 sf non-residential condominium Unit designated as private area and located 
on the first floor and Level A of the Shadow Ridge Condominiums building. Unit 4119 is 
currently physically divided into four spaces and utilized by four (4) separate tenants. 
The plat amendment would create four private units from one existing private, non-
residential unit and would allow separate ownership of each unit. No new floor area is 
created and there are no exterior changes to the building proposed with this plat. 
 
The second change is to combine existing Unit 4119A, a 110 sf non-residential 
condominium unit located on Level A (lower level) and directly below Unit 4119D, with 
proposed Unit 4119D (2,761 sf) (see Exhibit A- sheet 2). Unit 4119D would then consist 
of 2,871 sf (110sf plus 2,761 sf).  
 
The third change is to convert from private area to common area four (4) smaller 
existing units, namely Units 4120, 4121, 4122, and 4123. These units are located on the 
first floor. These Unit areas are currently being used for common area for circulation, 
lobby, check-in desk, closets, and restrooms and would continue to be owned and 201



maintained by the HOA and utilized for common area uses (see Exhibit A- sheet 1 and 
Exhibit B).  
 
The fourth change is to convert from private area to common area the condominium 
units 4004, 4005 and 4006. These units are located on the lower level A and are 
already currently utilized as common area for the Shadow Ridge condominium 
association (see Exhibit A- sheet 2 and Exhibit B). 
 
The fifth change is to show the location of the 90 existing parking spaces within the 
limited common area on the two lower levels (see Exhibit A- sheets 2 and 3).  
   
The plat amendment does not change the allowed uses within the building.  Only 
support commercial use is permitted in the Condominium, as allowed by the RC Zone. 
No residential units are being amended and the floor area of the building does not 
change. There are no exterior changes as part of this plat amendment. No common 
area or limited common area is being converted to private area; however, 3,621 sf of 
private non-residential area on the Level A (Units 4004, 4005, 4006) is being converted 
to common area and 887.5 square feet of private area on the First Floor (Units 4120, 
4121, 4122, and 4123) is being converted to common area.   The total amount of 
square footage being converted from private area to common are is 4,508.square feet. 
No changes are proposed or required to the existing 90 underground parking spaces, 
however the location of the striping of the parking stalls is being indicated in that limited 
common area.  
 
On September 28, 2011, the Planning Commission voted to forward to City Council a 
positive recommendation on the Shadow Ridge Condominiums second amended plat. 
 
Background  
Shadow Ridge Condominiums are located at 50 Shadow Ridge Drive adjacent to the 
Park City Mountain Resort. The property is located in the Recreation Commercial (RC) 
zoning district.  
 
The Shadow Ridge Condominiums project was approved as a Conditional Use Permit 
on December 3, 1979. The CUP included 15,000 sf of non-residential uses, identified in 
the CUP only as “commercial uses”. The residential units were approved as part of the 
CUP as a “condominium/hotel”.  
 
The original Shadow Ridge Condominiums plat created 56 residential units on 4 floors; 
convertible space on the first floor (10,980 sf) and convertible space on the lower level 
(9,770 sf); 30,000 sf of limited common parking area (the actual spaces were not 
designated on the plat); limited common area for decks, balconies, and other common 
area for circulation, access, entry, lobby, etc. The first plat was approved by City 
Council and recorded at Summit County on May 1, 1980.  
 
In June of 1984 a first amended plat was approved and recorded at Summit County on 
June 21, 1984. The first amended plat created from the convertible space, eight non-
residential condominium units (units 4116 to 4123) on the first floor and six non-
residential condominium units (units 4001 to 4006) on the lower level. These units were 
all designated as private area for non-residential uses. There were no changes to the 56 202



residential units. Approximately 10,000 sf of support commercial area was 
condominiumized in the first floor in Units 4116, 4117, 4118, and 4119. Approximately 
5,000 sf of support commercial area was condominiumized on Level A. The remaining 
units were used for back of house uses. The first amended plat also amended notes 
regarding assignment of limited common areas to various units.   
 
The Shadow Ridge Condominium building was constructed in 1981. The property is 
subject to the Shadow Ridge CUP and the First Amended Shadow Ridge Condominium 
plat and recorded Declaration of Condominium, the First Supplement to the Declaration 
of Condominium of the Shadow Ridge Condominiums, and the Bylaws and Articles of 
Incorporation of the Shadow Ridge Condominiums Owners Association.  Shadow Ridge 
Condominiums are not part of the Park City Mountain Resort Master Planned 
Development. 
 
Currently, there are 56 existing residential condominium units ranging in area from 
1,072 sf to 1,824 sf. The support commercial area is divided into 11 units ranging in 
area from 41.6 sf to 6,217 sf. The building also includes limited common area for 
exclusive use of the residential units, support commercial units, common area for use 
by the HOA and occupants, and 90 parking spaces in a two level underground parking 
structure. Access to the parking structure is off of Empire Avenue with the main 
condominium entrance and check in area accessed from Shadow Ridge Drive.  
 
Planning Commission recommendation 
On September 28, 2011, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and 
voted to forward a positive recommendation on the proposed Shadow Ridge 
Condominium second amended plat.  
 
Current application 
On March 25, 2010, the City received an application for the Second Amendment to the 
Shadow Ridge Condominiums plat. The plat amendment is a request to divide existing 
Unit 4119, a 6,217.4 sf non-residential condominium unit, into 4 separate non-
residential units, namely Unit 4119A (985 sf), 4119B (732 sf), 4119C (1,636 sf) and 
4119D (2,761 sf).  
 
The application includes additional amendments, as described above, to convert private 
area to common area for use by the owners. No additional floor area or new residential 
units are created with the plat amendment. No additional parking is required. No exterior 
changes to the building are proposed.   
 
The project was approved with 67 parking spaces per the Land Management Code at 
the time of approval. Ninety (90) spaces were constructed. The current Land 
Management Code requires 2 parking spaces for each unit greater than 1,000 sf and 3 
spaces per 1,000 sf of commercial space (support commercial and common areas do 
not require parking).  The current LMC would require 112 parking spaces for this 
project, (2 spaces per unit) unless a parking reduction is granted by the Planning 
Commission at the time of approval of a Master Planned Development. At the time of 
CUP approval it was determined that 67 parking spaces were required.   
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Analysis 
Zoning for the subdivision is Resort Commercial (RC).  The applicable purposes of the 
RC zone include the following: 

 Allow for the development of hotels and convention accommodations in 
close proximity to major recreation facilities.  

 Allow for resort-related transient housing with appropriate supporting 
commercial and service activities. 

 Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural open 
space and minimize site disturbance, and impacts of development and 
minimize cost of municipal services. 

 Limit new Development on visible hillsides and sensitive view areas. 
 Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing 

types.  
 Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and to adjacent 

areas. 
 Minimize architectural impacts of the automobile. 
 Promote the Development of Buildings with designs that reflect traditional 

Park City architectural patterns, character, and Site designs. 
 Promote Park City’s mountain and Historic character by designing projects 

that relate to the mining and Historic architectural heritage of the City, and 
 Promote the preservation and rehabilitation of Historic Structures. 

 
The proposed amendments are consistent with the purpose statements of the RC zone 
in that the use as residential condominiums is unchanged, there is no additional floor 
area created, and private area on Level A is being converted to common area for the 
use of the owners and guests. There are 90 parking spaces in an underground parking 
structure. There are no exterior changes to the building. The use is in close proximity to 
the Park City Mountain resort promoting pedestrian access and the resort amenities. 
 
The plat amendment is not changing the building height, setbacks, floor area, parking,  
or making any exterior changes. The building complies with the rear 10’ setbacks and 
the 20’ front setbacks of the Recreation Commercial (RC) zone, with the exception that 
all decks and balconies extend into the 20’ front yard area by 2’ to 4’. These decks and 
balconies were permitted as an exception in the setback area with the Conditional Use 
permit. The building height is 40’ feet from existing grade (prior to construction) and in 
compliance with the height permitted with the Conditional Use permit, however the 
building is non-complying with respect to the current 35’ building height of the RC zone, 
as mansard roofs do not qualify for the 5’ height exception in the current LMC. 
 
The 1979 Conditional Use permit was approved with 15,000 square feet of non-
residential area. The approval does not specify whether or not the non-residential area 
was support commercial or commercial space. In 1982, the Planning Director at the 
time, William C. Ligety, wrote a letter stating a proposed small-scale liquor outlet would 
be permissible within the Shadow Ridge Condominium project because it was a support 
commercial use. Ligety states, “Located within the Recreation Commercial (RC) Zone 
district, Section 4.10.2.2 of the Land Management Code allows retail commercial 
activities that are secondary to and compatible with residential uses.” (Exhibit E)  
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The current Land Management Code allows Office and Commercial use as a 
Conditional Use within the RC zone as support use to primary Development or Use, 
subject to provisions of the LMC Chapter 15-6, Master Planned Development. The 
commercial areas within the Shadow Ridge condominium building are restricted to 
support commercial uses as allowed by the RC zone.  
 
The current proposal is a request to divide up one of the existing non-residential 
condominium units into four separate units and does not create new support 
commercial space. Current uses are support commercial such as a ski shop, a 
conference room, a catering kitchen, conference room, spa and exercise area, and 
vacant lease space that has been used for real estate and property management 
offices. All uses are required to have a business license. At the time of business license 
review, actual uses are reviewed by Planning, Building, and Finance for compliance 
with the RC zone requirements.  
 
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as the commercial areas can be 
individually sold and maintained. The plat amendment does not change the type of 
commercial uses that are allowed. The plat amendment also accurately reflects the 
uses and ownership on the first and lower levels by converting private areas to common 
area to allow HOA ownership and control of those areas utilized by the owners and 
guests. The amendment does not change the exterior of the building. The plat also 
formally designates parking spaces with the limited common parking garage area.  
 
Department Review 
The plat amendment application was taken before the Development Review team on 
April 13, 2010 and August 10, 2010. Issues were raised regarding the types of uses 
allowed, the parking, and the configuration of private and common area within the 
building. A revised plat was submitted on March 4, 2011 that addressed these issues.     
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was published in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received any public input at the time of this report. 
  
Future Process 
Approval of this application by the City Council would constitute Final Action that may 
be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 15-1-18. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing, consider any input and 
consider approving the Shadow Ridge Condominiums Second Amended plat based on 
the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval stated in the attached 
ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A- Proposed plat 205



Exhibit B- Existing plats 
Exhibit C- Existing conditions survey 
Exhibit D- Applicant’s letter 
Exhibit E- 1982 Planning Director letter regarding commercial uses 
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Ordinance 11- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE SHADOW 
RIDGE CONDOMINIUMS RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT LOCATED AT 50 SHADOW 

RIDGE DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Shadow Ridge 
Condominiums, located at 50 Shadow Ridge Drive, have petitioned the City Council for 
approval of plat amendments to the Shadow Ridge Condominium plat amending non-
residential Units 4119, 4004, 4005, 4006, 4120, 4121, 4122, and 4123 and amending 
associated common and limited common areas within the plat; and 

 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the 

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 28 

2011, to receive input on the proposed amendments to the Shadow Ridge 
Condominiums plat; 

 
WHEREAS, on September 28, 2011, the Planning Commission forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on October 13, 2011, the City Council held a public hearing on the 

proposed amendments to the Shadow Ridge Condominiums plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Second 

Amended Shadow Ridge Condominiums plat. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 

findings of fact. The Second Amended Shadow Ridge Condominium plat as shown in 
Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, 
and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 50 Shadow Ridge Drive.  
2. The property is subject to the 1979 Shadow Ridge Conditional Use permit.  
3. The proposed plat amendment amends Shadow Ridge Condominium Units 4119, 

4004, 4005, 4006, 4120, 4121, 4122, and 4123 and amends associated common 
and limited common areas within the plat. These are non-residential private units. 

4. Shadow Ridge Condominiums plat created 56 residential units on 4 floors; 
convertible space on the first floor (10,980 sf) and convertible space on the lower 
level (9,770 sf); 30,000 sf of limited common parking area (spaces were not 
designated on the plat); limited common area for decks, balconies, and other 
common area for circulation, access, entry, lobby, etc. The first plat was approved 207



by City Council and recorded at Summit County on May 1, 1980 
5. The plat amendment is not changing the building height, setbacks, floor area, 

parking configuration, or making any exterior changes. The building complies with 
the rear 10’ setbacks and the 20’ front setbacks of the Recreation Commercial (RC) 
zone, with the exception that all decks and balconies extend into the 20’ front yard 
area by 2’ to 4’. These decks and balconies were permitted as an exception in the 
setback area with the Conditional Use permit. The building height is 40’ feet and in 
compliance with the height permitted with the Conditional Use permit, however the 
building is non-complying with respect to the current 35’ building height of the RC 
zone, as mansard roofs do not qualify for the 5’ height exception in the current LMC. 

6. In June of 1984 a first amended plat was approved. The plat was recorded at 
Summit County on June 21, 1984. The first amended plat created, from the 
convertible space, eight commercial condominium units (units 4116 to 4123) on the 
first floor and six commercial  condominium units (units 4001 to 4006) on the lower 
level. These units were all designated as private area for non-residential uses.  

7. On January 22, 2010, the Shadow Ridge Condominium owner’s association voted to 
approve the proposed plat amendments. 

8. On March 25, 2010, the City received a completed application for a condominium 
record of survey plat amendment requesting these amendments to the First 
Amended Shadow Ridge Condominium plat.  

9. On March 4, 2011, the City received a revised plat. 
10. There is no change to any residential unit and no change in the overall building floor 

area. No exterior changes are proposed with this plat amendment. 
11. Ninety (90) parking spaces exist within the parking structure and the plat 

amendment identifies these spaces within the limit common area on the lower levels. 
No additional parking is proposed.  

12. The project was approved with 67 parking spaces per the Land Management Code 
at the time of Conditional Use approval. The current Land Management Code 
requires 2 parking spaces for each unit greater than 1,000 sf and 3 spaces per 1,000 
sf of commercial space (support commercial and common areas do not require 
parking).   

13. The current LMC would require 112 parking spaces for the 56 units, unless a parking 
reduction is granted by the Planning Commission at the time of approval of a Master 
Planned Development. At the time of CUP approval it was determined that 67 
parking spaces were required for the units. 

14. No additional floor area or new residential units are created with the plat amendment 
and no additional parking is required. 

15. The commercial areas within the Shadow Ridge condominium building are restricted 
to support commercial uses. The current proposal is a request to divide up one of 
the existing commercial condominium units into four separate units and does not 
create new support commercial space. 

16. At the time of business license review, proposed uses within the Shadow Ridge 
condominium building will be reviewed by Planning, Building, and Finance for 
compliance with the Building and Fire Codes and the RC zone requirements.  
 

 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment. 
2. The record of survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 208



applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment. 
4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 

content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and 
the conditions of approval. 

2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the 
date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, 
this approval for the plat amendment will be void, unless a complete application 
requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an 
extension is granted by the City Council. 

3. All construction requires a Building Permit and approvals from the Building and 
Planning Departments. 

4. The commercial areas within the Shadow Ridge condominium building are restricted 
to support commercial uses as provided in the Recreation Commercial (RC) zone.  

5. Any change of use requires a business license with review by the Planning, Building, 
and Finance Departments.  

6. All conditions of approval of the 1979 Shadow Ridge Conditional Use Permit and the 
1984 First Amended Shadow Ridge Condominium plat continue to apply. 
 

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon 
publication. 

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of October 13, 2011. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      

________________________________ 
Dana Williams, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
____________________________________ 
Jan Scott, City Recorder 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
__________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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City Council may continue the discussion to a date certain or uncertain to allow Staff 
to respond to any additional concerns or issues raised at the City Council hearing. 
 
 

Significant Impacts: 
Approving the Fee Schedule change to Section 1 of the Fee Schedule will allow the 
Planning Department to charge a fee for the service of determining the Non-Conforming 
and Non-Complying Status of structures.  
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
If Council decides to forgo taking action it would delay the ability of the Planning 
Director to make determinations of Non-Conforming and Non-Complying status.  
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that City Council hold a public hearing and adopt the City Fee 
Resolution for Section 1.  
 
Attachments: 
 A – Fee Resolution excerpt with new fees highlighted.  The entire Resolution will 
be attached to the executed Resolution. 
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Resolution No.   -11 
 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING SECTION 1, CONSTRUCTION AND 
DEVELOPMENT RELATED FEES, ADDING A PLANNING SERVICE AND FEE 

AND REPLACING AND REPEALING 
RESOLUTION NO. 15-11 IN ITS ENTIRETY 

   
  WHEREAS it is necessary to update the fee resolution to reflect 
new applications types and their associated fees; and 
 
  WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on October 13, 2011, to 
receive public comments on the user fee amounts, 
 
  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of 
Park City, Utah, as follows: 
 
  SECTION 1. FEE SCHEDULE AMENDMENTS.  The Park City Fee 
Schedule is hereby re-adopted with changes as outlined in Exhibit A 
 
  SECTION 2.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This resolution shall take effect 
upon adoption.   
 
  PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of October, 2011. 
 
     PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
     _____________________________________ 
     Mayor Dana Williams 
 
Attest: 
 
__________________________________ 
Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
 
 
Approve as to form: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  227



 
EXHIBIT A - EXCERPT 
PARK CITY FEE SCHEDULE (REVISED OCTOBER 13, 2011) 
SECTION 1. CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED FEES 
 
1.1  PLANNING FEES 
 
1.1.1 Plat/Subdivision * 
  Plat Amendment      $750 per application 
  Subdivision      $250 per lot/parcel  
  Administrative lot line adjustment   $300 per application 
  Extension of Approval     $300 per application 
 
  Condominium 
  Condominium or timeshare conversion  $450 per unit 
  Record of Survey     $450 per unit 
  Amendment to Record of Survey   $100 per unit affected 
  Extension of Approval     $300 per application 
 
1.1.2 Master Planned Development (MPD) Process * 
  Pre-Master Planned Development   $1,000 
  Application includes one formal staff review and Planning Commission review of 

compliance with General Plan that includes a public hearing. If applicant files for 
formal Master Planned Development the $1,000 will apply toward the application 
fee.  

  Master Planned Development   $500 per unit equivalent   
  Modification to an MPD    $300 per unit equivalent 
 
1.1.3 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) * 
  Planning Commission Review   $1,000  per application 
  Steep Slope Review     $1,000 per application 
  Administrative Staff Review    $250 per application 
  Extension or Modification    $300 per application 
 
1.1.4 Zone Changes *     $1,500  
 
1.1.5 Board of Adjustment * 
  Special Exception     $750 per application 
  Variance      $750 per application 
1.1.6 Architectural and Design Review 
  Historic District/Site 
  New residential construction <1000 sf  $200 per application 
  New residential construction >=1000 sf  $750 per application  
  Commercial review     $200 per unit equivalent for 

the first 10 units $15/ue after   
  Non-Historic District/Site 
  New Residential - SF/Duplex     $200 per application 
  Multi-Family/Commercial    $100 per unit equivalent up 

to 10 units then $15/ue after 
  Residential Additions     $100 per application 
  Commercial Additions     $100 per unit equivalent up 

to 10 units then $15/ue after 
 
1.1.7 Historic Review * 228



  Historic Design Review < 1000 sf   $200 
  Historic Design Review >=  1000 sf   $750 
  Determination of Significance    $300 
  Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition  $300 
 
1.1.8 Land Management Code Review *   $2,000 per application 
 
1.1.9 General Plan Amendment *    $2,000 per application 
 
1.1.10 Sign Review 
  Master Sign Plan Review    $250 
  Amendment to Master Sign Plan   $100 
  Individual sign permit               $100 ($99.00 plus 1% state 

tax) 
  Sign permit under master sign plan    $100 ($99.00 plus 1% state 

tax) 
  Temporary Sign Permit               $50 ($49.50 plus 1% state 

tax) 
 
1.1.11 Annexation *              $5,000 
  Annexation Fiscal Impact Analysis   $1,550  
  plus actual cost of City approved consultant fee 
  Modification to Annexation Agreement  $4,150 
 
1.1.12 Appeals Fees * 
  Appeals to Board of Adjustment   $500 
  Appeals to City Council    $500 
  Appeals to Historic Preservation Board  $500 
  Appeals to Planning Commission   $500 
 
1.1.13 TDR – Development Credit Determination  $100 
 
1.1.14 Determination of Non-Conforming Status  $100 
  Modification of Non-Conforming Status  $300 
  Determination of Non-Complying Status  $100 
  Modification of Non-Complying Status  $300 
 
1.1.15 Refund of Withdrawn Planning Applications 
In the case of a withdrawal of an application, the associated fees shall be refunded, less 
the actual cost for professional services rendered by City staff. 
 
1.1.16 Reactivation Fee 
For projects that have been inactive by the applicant for more than six months a 
Reactivation Fee of  50% of orig. application fee will be assessed 
 
1.1.17 Attorney or Other Professional Services 
Reimbursement for actual expense incurred 
 
* Projects under these classifications will be assessed the additional cost of the property 
posting and courtesy mailing as required by Land Management Code regulations at the 
time of submittal.  
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