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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JULY 31, 1997

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, July 31, 1997.

AGENDA

Work Session - To be held in Work Session Room - Main Level

3:30 p.m. Council questions and comments
4:00 p.m. Lighting standards

4:30 p.m. Sign Code amendments

5:00 p.m. Review of regular meeting

Paid parking plan
Other meeting questions/comments

Regular Meeting - To be held in City Council Chambers - Lower Level

6:00 p.m.

I

<« 2 H =

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC INPUT

COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF JULY 3, 1997
PUBLIC HEARING

An Ordinance approving an amendment to Lot 5 and the northerly 16' of Lot 6, Block 20 of
t[IjlfaEark City Survey and one metes and bound parcel, known as 158 Main Street, Park City,

CONSENT AGENDA



An Ordinance approving an

endment to Lot 5 and the northerly 16' of Lot 6, Block 20 of

the Park City Survey and one metes and bound parcel, known as 158 Main Street, Park City,

Utah

|

VII RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS

1. Acceptance of resignation o

2. Reappointment of Carol L

David Chaplin and Sally Roberts from the Library Board

arson and Mark Maziarz for terms expiring July 2000; and

appointment of David Alston for a term expiring July 2000 and appointment of Barbara
Fontaine for a term expiring July 1999 to the Library Board

VIII NEW BUSINESS

1. Authorization to staff to enter into a contract with Mackay Kim, Inc. to demolish the old
sewer treatment plant and remove the materials to an offsite location in a base contract
amount of $48,900 and not to exceed $80,000 for special site conditions

2.  Presentation on paid parking plan in the Historic District Core:

(@ Public input

(b) Authorize staff to enter into a contract not to exceed $266,952 for the purchase of 31
pay and display meters, 10,000 mag striped cards, card processing software, and hand

held data terminal

IX ADJOURNMENT

PAREK
Si

{ CITY COUNCIL MEETING
UMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
AUGUST 7,1997

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Park City Council will net hold its

regularly scheduled meeting on Th
Fe and Taos, New Mexico from Au,
resort communities.

sday, August 7, 1997. The City Council will be visiting Sante
t 6, 1997 to August 10, 1997 as part of its annual City trip to

Posted: 7/28/97
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JULY 31, 1997

Present: Mayor Brad Olch; Council members, Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Chuck
Klingenstein; Shauna Kerr; and Paul Sincock

Toby Ross, City Manager; Jodi Hoffman; City Attorney; Jerry Gibbs, Public Works
Director; Lloyd Evans, Chief of Police; Frank Bell, Special Events Manager; Myles
Rademan, Public Affairs Director; Meg Ryan, Planner; Alison Kuhlow, Planner;
Brian Anderson, Parking Manager; Hope Bleecker, Transportation Director

1. Council questions and comments. Hugh Daniels asked Council to reconsider
scheduling the town meetings after the election. Paul Sincock believed it may be more appropriate.
Myles Rademan suggested scheduling the Deer Valley meeting during the holidays and the others
after the election and Council agreed. In response to Mr. Belz’s request for Council reconsideration
of the Town Bridge SID, Mr. Daniels suggested placing the special improvement district discussion
on a future agenda. Ms. Hoffman explained that SIDs are created to finance public improvements.
Chuck Klingenstein asked if the public had to own the improvement and accept liability. Ms.
Hoffman added that there probably could be agreements covering liability and long term
maintenance, but Park City would always be named in the event of a lawsuit. The City Attorney
continued that during the MPD process, the Council made it clear that the Town Bridge SID should
be privately owned and did not want the power of government to coerce people unwilling to pay into
the program, to do so. Chuck Klingenstein stated that he doesn’t want a lot of staff time devoted to
this until a broad philosophical discussion takes place and Mr. Daniels agreed. In response to
questions from Hugh Daniels, Jerry Gibbs explained that the Brew Pub lot will be striped after Arts
Festival. The Public Works Director explained the extent of the 10 O’ Clock Whistle’s repairs
which will occur probably in the fall.

Shauna Kerr again mentioned the park benches on the entry corridor still lacking slats
of wood; she felt that the City should complete them so that they can be used the remainder of the
summer. She stated that she has received complaints from people about too many occupants in units
at Aspen Villas, and explained that the manager at Holiday Village Apartments has turned down
groups of applicants who used Aspen Villas as a reference which didn’t check out. Ms. Kerr asked
what the City has been doing and/or willing to do. Ms. Hoffman responded that she has talked with
Peter Cooke about the situation who has indicated that he may hire a night manager to monitor
occupancy. Aspen Villas is subject to a Section 42 tax credit provision regarding limitations on
aggregation of income in any one unit. Chuck Klingenstein disclosed that he began looking into this
a few weeks ago and Aspen Villas will be implementing a unified verification process. If Aspen
Villas needs more information, Ms. Kerr suggested they contact Joann Richardson of Holiday
Village. She added that Ms. Richardson indicated the desirability of having a police officer living
there. Ms. Hoffman assured Council that she would follow-up on this matter.
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Frank Bell reported
Roger Harlan commented on the t
information distributed on the Olyn
Park City has been asked to be a part
indicated her interest but felt that ot}
requested that the trees be pruned
seemed to run well, he noticed that
than the Lewis Bros. buses. Mr. Gi
than the City’s buses. Mr. Klingenst
have to run quietly in neighborhoc
construction. Paul Sincock noticed
level of the China Bridge Parking
cleared for Arts Festival and the spe:
noted that there will be a field trip to
the units are completed. Roger Harl:
on Marsac Avenue.

Lighting standards.
this has been a project since July 199

that the Franklin Quest Golf Tournament was a success and
sublicity Park City received on ESPN. Ms. Kerr referred to
1pic environmental efforts and Myles Rademan explained that
ner in this, but nothing has been budgeted at this time. Ms. Kerr
1er entities should financially participate. Chuck Klingenstein
on the entryway. Although the Franklin Quest Tournament
the noise emanating from City buses was considerably louder
bbs noted that those vehicles are considerably more expensive
tein felt that if mass transportation is to be successful the buses
yds. He complimented the new Public Works facility under
a mobile home and the Texas Reds trolley parked on the top
Structure. Chief Lloyd Evans explained that the lot will be
cial parking arrangement with Texas Reds. The City Manager
the new City employee housing project on Park Avenue when
an encouraged the police to continue to monitor the truck traffic

See following staff report. Planner Meg Ryan explained that
36. The Planning Commission held two public hearings in June

and forwarded a positive recommendation to the Council to amend Chapters 9 and 13 of the LMC.

The objectives of the amendment is
lighting. A public hearing before

1

to provide for uniform, low glare, controlled, energy-efficient
the Council is schedule for August 21. Currently the LMC

regulates parking lot lighting, but it 1
illustrations in the new iteration of

eeds to be addressed more comprehensively and there will be
Code. Ms. Ryan displayed a slide show illustrating trespass

e
of light and controlling light with e%gy efficient shielded fixtures. The Planning Commission felt
that regulating residential lighting could be the next phase. Roger Harlan questioned entirely lighting

a playing field and not having light ¢
can’t vouch for the accuracy of the §
long way in the past few years in re

In response to a ques|
Meg Ryan felt that residential hill
communities that address this lighti

*manate in the surrounding area. Ms. Ryan responded that she

lide of the playing field, but noted that technology has come a

creational sports lighting.

tion from Chuck Klingenstein about lighting in residential areas,

side properties could pose a lighting problem, and there are
g at this level. This was debated at the Planning Commission

and enforcement was addressed. Ms. Ryan explained that in newer subdivisions at the MPD stage,
staff requests that lighting be addressed in the CC&Rs. Paul Sincock suggested that staff provide
the proposed language to applicants|to insert in their covenants. Ms. Kerr discussed the problem of
homes on lighting timers, especially|in Deer Valley. Hugh Daniels felt that residential lighting needs
to be addressed at some point and suggested regulating all future development. Ms. Kerr discussed
the change in the Park City sky over the past several years. Enforcement and amortization were
discussed. Ms. Ryan explained that change of use, tenant, or an electrical permit would trigger
compliance with the ordinance. The lighting at Dans was discussed. Ms. Kerr expressed her
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concern that there would be more lighting fixtures in commercial development and therefore, more
clutter. Ms. Ryan agreed that it would affect large parking lots, but didn’t feel this scope of
development would be likely within the City limits and this ordinance will target smaller businesses.
Paul Sincock discussed the problem with Christmas lights on houses year-round, and it was pointed
out that the ordinance only addresses commercial lighting. Hugh Daniels pointed out the number
of historical electrical fixtures in town, which should be exempted from being retrofitted in
consideration of preservation efforts. He emphasized that he wants to provide the opportunity for
historic structures to maintain their historic lighting. Paul Sincock suggested that historic lighting
standards use clear bulbs, coated bulbs, or less wattage. Ms. Kerr recommended a correction in a
paragraph heading in the draft ordinance. In addition to watts, Mr. Sincock recommended that the
ordinance also use the terminology of lumens to measure output. Ms. Ryan explained that pole
height is determined on a case-by-case basis.

3. Sign Code amendments. See following staff report. Planner Alison Kuhlow
explained that the public hearing is scheduled for August 21. The Sign Code amendments were
initiated by staff in October 1995, and over the past two years have been through the public hearing
process and distributed to members of the community. In April 1996 the City Council held a work
session and staff was directed to make changes but soon after, this project was postponed because
of other priorities. Ms. Kuhlow added that a local sign company, the Chamber/Bureau, and others
have received the draft document.

She explained the goals of the legislation as to set forth explicit parameters which will
enhance the appearance of the community by allowing businesses to clearly identify themselves; to
encourage aesthetically pleasing signs which compliment the building architecture; and to give the
business community clear direction on what is permitted. Ms. Kuhlow stated that she reformatted
the Code so it is more user-friendly and attempted to clarify text. She showed examples of signage
through illustration of slides and explained that display boxes are a new sign type and the size of
flags will be regulated at a maximum of 24 square feet. Ms. Kuhlow discussed free standing signs
which are currently allowed at 30 square feet; it is proposed to reduce them to 20 square feet. There
was discussion about the method of measuring signs and calculating the square footage with the
height and the width of the sign panel. Paul Sincock pointed out that for signs that do not fit the
rectangular format exactly, an applicant may be penalized for calculated but unused square footage.
Ms. Kuhlow explained that signs area is measured from a rectangle, circle, or square form. Roger
Harlan expressed his concern that signs will be diminished to the point that it is a hardship for
operators and patrons of businesses. He pointed out that Dans Foods had a valid argument when
their sign on the building was too small although the sign was subsequently remedied. The Mayor
pointed out that the Top Stop sign in relation to the Top Stop building is more generous than the
Dans sign in consideration of scale.

Projecting and hanging signs were discussed. Hugh Daniels understood that the Code
does not regulate signs on private plazas. Ms. Kuhlow explained that a sign plan is requested
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through the MPD process. Hugh Daniels felt that this section in the Code needs to be clarified so
that businesses in private plazas realize that a sign plan will be reviewed under a MPD application
and that they are not exempt. Ms. Kerr suggested removing the private plaza exception as the goals
of sign regulation should be applied consistently. Mr. Daniels asked if staff would select the
geometric figure rendering the most or least square footage for sign area. Meg Ryan interjected that
staff would attempt to make the best| determination but that could be reconsidered at the applicant’s
request. Window signs and neon signs will be regulated by the sign code. Ms. Kuhlow added that

subdivision signs have been include
an identity. Paul Sincock noted that
asked if the base was included in the
the lettering to be placed on the bag

1 as it is felt that signs help direct people and provide areas with
they will be decreased from 45 square feet to 10 square feet and
+ calculation. Ms. Kuhlow indicated that it is, as it encourages
e. There was discussion about snow obscuring the monument

sign. She explained that umbrella si
and canopy signs are addressed ur
window can be obscured by a sign.
area and approved building signs, m;
and calculation of sign area.

gns couldn’t display suppliers’ names, i.e., Coca Cola, Cizano,
ider awnings. She commented that not more than 30% of a
Ms. Kuhlow identified issues of discussion including total site
aster festival signage, subdivision signs, flags, MPD sign plans,

Hugh Daniels and |
festival section of the code and felt i

Shauna Kerr discussed the 3,000 patron figure in the master
hat it should be changed to 1,000 which more accurately reflects
the capacity of venues in the community. Hugh Daniels commented on preserving the illumination
of historic signs. He felt that seasonal lighting zones should be more clearly identified. Mr. Daniels
commented on amortizing signs that are extremely expensive for a period of only two to five years.
He pointed out that with regard to illumination, it was decided not to amortize it as non-conforming
and asked how many serious non-conforming situations exist. Hugh Daniels also discussed vehicles
with advertising parked on public streets, and felt that businesses located in the Historic District
should be exempted. He noted that he has a number of issues with regard to flags and would
withhold those comments until the next work session. He felt that freestanding signs with posts
could come down from 10 feet to eight feet, but had concerns about those with bases reduced to six
feet and being able to read them with snow windrows. He felt the square footage of wall signs needs
to be discussed and was not sure that campaign signs should be six feet high. He felt the master
festival sign plan makes sense but heeds more detail like describing Building Department review.
Ms. Kerr suggested that those details be included in the master festival license portion of the Code.
Mr. Daniels believed that the appeals section was inconsistent with some other sections of the Code.
Chuck Klingenstein felt that the allowable square footage for different size buildings are not
proportionate. He also suggested applying the formula to different projects to confirm the concept
and suggested that the verbiage “complete application” be defined in the section. Ms. Kerr felt it
was more of a requirement that can pe clarified than a definition. Mr. Klingenstein added that in the
master festival signage section, there are no standards for review. In response to a question from
Paul Sincock, Ms. Kuhlow stated that she has received some preliminary input from Frank Bell.
Roger Harlan reiterated that signs need to be in good taste and well designed but not too small that
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they can’t be read. He supported legislation that would not diminish the signs too severely. There
was discussion about compiling a list of non-conforming signs.

4, Paid parking plan. Hope Bleecker and Brian Andersen gave a detailed presentation

on the paid parking plan, which was repeated during the regular meeting. See regular meeting
minutes.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott
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I ROLLCALL

Mayor Brad Olch called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, July 31, 1997. Members in
attendance were Brad Olch, Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and
Paul Sincock. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Meg Ryan, Planner; Jerry Gibbs, Public
Works Director; Hope Bleecker, Transportation Director; Brian Andersen, Parking Manager; and
Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney.

II PUBLIC INPUT

The Mayor invited the public to comment on any matter of City business not
scheduled on the agenda. Hearing none, the public input session was closed.

III COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

In response to a question from Chuck Klingenstein, the City Manager explained that
the remodel of the Council Chambers includes the basic audio visual system in the bid, which is far
superior to any equipment in the building. The new system will be a noticeable improvement.

IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF JULY 3, 1997

Shauna Kerr, “I move approval of the Minutes”. Chuck Klingenstein seconded.
V  PUBLIC HEARING
rdi roving ap ame to Lot S and the northerly 16' of lo
20 of the P. i € metes and b arcel, known as 15 in Street, P i
Utah - See staff report. Meg Ryan stated that the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this

item and has forwarded a positive recommendation to the Council. With no comments or questions
from the Council or the public, the public hearing was closed.

VI CONSENT AGENDA
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Ordinanc

Utah -
Motion unanimously carried.

VII RESIGNATIONS AND Al

EPLANCE O IC i
- Roger Harlan, “w

Sincock seconded

TOVi
20 of the Park City Survey and one 1
Shauna Kerr, “I move to ag

e 16' of Lot 6, Bloc
T l Ll 158 Main S Park Ci
pprove the Consent Agenda item”. Hugh Daniels seconded.

PPOINTMENTS

th__e_gnaums__fl)_ay_d_ghaphn&nd_s.ailxﬁghma” Paul
As liaison to the Library Board, Council member

i . Motion ggmjm%ly carried.
Harlan stated that it has been his pleasure to have worked with these individuals and there is a limit

of two terms which both have served.
2. Reas o) 1 n for 000;
appointment of David Alston for a 1; July 2 appoi f Barbara Fontaine for
term expiring July 1999 t @:nga;_d Roger Harlan ‘Lmove to reappoint Carol Larson
k tD Vi who i cator

I't

ing July 2000

£$48.900 ex

QQ&UD&Q&JM&QJ - In response to a questlon frorn

Chuck Klingenstein regarding seeding the site, Mr. Gibbs stated that when the site is graded 12" of

topsoil will cap the area which will

the site; the Public Works Directg
Klingenstein, “I move that we authori

olish 1d sewer
Harlan commented that he is pleaseg

2. Presentation on paid
that staff has spent the greater part o
the request of the Council. This w|

be reseeded. Paul Sincock asked if there were any tailings on
r responded that he wasn’t aware of any problems. Chuck
t con c im, Inc. t

mjgg_r_emu_dle_ma_t_e_ugls” Paul Sincock seconded. Roger
| that this project is proceeding. Motion carried unanimously.

parking plan in the Historic District Core. Hope Bleecker stated

f the year developing fee models and researching equipment at
as the result of a trip to Aspen, Colorado in May 1996, where

Council investigated its parking system, and the recommendation from Wilbur Smith & Associates

in its study. The report, completed
especially during peak times, in th
additional spaces for the downtown 4
to provide additional customer spag

in late 1995, recommended a more managed parking system,
e downtown area. The study identified the goals of creating
rea, increasing the turn-over, and managing the employee traffic
es for the Main Street area. Ms. Bleecker continued that staff
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has spent additional time reviewing the program, researching employee data, and developing revenue
models. The decision before the Council is whether or not to accept a paid parking program for
implementation in December 1997. She emphasized that the initial phase of the program would
include issuance of $20 of free time on smart cards to locals, which is the same marketing approach
that Aspen, Colorado used.

Ms. Bleecker continued that the zonal system for paid parking includes all of Main
Street and there is also a Zone 2 option, including Swede Alley, for placement of meters. In
identifying the paid parking zones, the most convenient parking spaces located adjacent to businesses
are part of Zone 1, and would probably yield the highest rates per hour as opposed to spaces located
in a more remote areas, like the Brew Pub lot, Levels 1, 2 and 3 of China Bridge Garage, and most
of Swede Alley. The areas north of 5th Street and in the Galleria parking lot, the Flag Pole lot, and
the Gateway Center would be part of Zone 3. The more remote spaces include the north and south
lots adjacent to City Hall, Level 4 of the China Bridge Garage and the Sandridge lot. Eighteen 30
minute spaces have been identified on Main Street which would be used as free parking for short-
term use, i.e., dropping film off, picking up gifts and miscellaneous uses, which would be located
on the west side. There are an additional 20 30 minute spaces located in Swede Alley and there are
several delivery zones which can be used all day. The Transportation Director added that the
delivery section of the Code has not been finalized and there is no action before the Council tonight
on the operational use of delivery zones. Staff is beginning to publicize its recommendation and will
involve delivery providers.

Ms. Bleecker stated that the initial research on development identified the areas of
commuters and the number of commuters. The research took place in July to verify the winter model
conducted by Wilbur Smith. Eighty percent of the businesses were surveyed by telephone to
determine the total number of commuting employees, their commuter patterns, and origin. She
explained that there is a fairly even split in the total number of employees between large offices,
offices and lodging, restaurants, and merchants for a total of 1,008 employees. She emphasized that
as a parking program develops, research will be on-going so that an effective car pool program can
be implemented. It was important to look at the total amount of traffic entering the area and
interpellate from the survey results, the peak number of cars between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m.
The Wilbur Smith model illustrates a fairly consistent occupancy of more than 600 employee cars
during the winter from 12 p.m. to 8 p.m. The telephone survey determined that there is a gross
impact of approximately 701 employee cars in the area at 12 p.m. Over 60% of people entering the
area in the summer time drive alone and that number probably creeps up slightly in the winter. Ms.
Bleecker added that if paid parking is to be implemented by December 1997, staff is recommending
the same level of transportation service. Frederick Harris is conducting a study on transportation and
there may be some modifications on transit, but staff is recommending the same subsidy as
programmed in the 1997 budget. Ms. Bleecker stated that the initial phase of the parking plan does
not include commuter bus service or service extending outside the Park City area unless it is
approved by Council as recommended in the study which will be presented in September.
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Ms. Bleecker noted

at staff has reviewed several options and are presenting four

options to the Council. Program A involves time limits, the existing enforcement program, with the
delivery zone concept. This scenarip maintains Ampco System Parking’s existing contract which

would be extended to a three year te

. There are very few time limitations that would change. She

explained this would achieve a revised delivery policy. It accommodates employee parking, but does
not achieve the additional reduction in traffic and parking congestion which Council has set as a

goal. There will not be increased us

supporting the program, which would

transit support.

She explained that Pr¢
2 and 3. Zone 2 would be time restri
be free 24 hour parking. The Miner

ride. Ms. Bleecker explained that Pr

and some peak season accessibility fi

a car pool program would not be nee

during the peak season period, but Pz
congestion of Swede Alley. It woul
slight disincentive to force addition;

during the peak season period. She
and it is estimated that it would net

Ms. Bleecker addr

accommodation. It maintains 200 sp

Building and in the new Sandridge p

Street, 164 spaces would be paid p;

Under this scenario a longer four ho
merchants. Zone 2 would be char

obtain hang meters at a discounted
Street. However, discounted tokens
Program C achieves a break-even ba
net a minimum of $173,000. The cr
peak season customer accessibility W
She continued that more people
accommodation. This program con
support the employees seeking acces
transit service to the Miners Hospita
reiterated that this program achieves

The Transportation |
which is measured slightly above t

of transit by employees or a break-even financial balance by
1 cost $65,000 a year. This program does not require additional

bgram B is the Main Street only plan with free parking in Zones
cted with a total of 20 free 30 minute spaces and Zone 3 would
s Hospital could be used for employees who want to park and
pgram B achieves the creation of the short term delivery zones
pbr Main Street. It accomplishes employee accommodation and
ded. There would be some improved utilization of Main Street
ogram B would not reduce congestion, and would increase the
dn’t encourage transit use as meters on Main Street are only a
al utilization of remote lots which are currently underutilized
stated that this program does not generate significant revenue
a deficit of approximately $85,000.

essed the third program, called the moderate employee
aces of free parking in the remote areas adjacent to the Marsac
arking lot. There would be a park and ride program. On Main
arking at $1 per hour and 18 free 30 minute parking spaces.

parking time could be considered which is supported by the
ed at $.50 per hour. Locals and employees would be able to
rate of 20%, which would apply to Zone 2 only, not to Main
will be available to merchants for marketing their businesses.
lance for the seven month period and it is forecasted that it will
eation of the delivery and the short-term zones occurs and the
vill increase because the turn-over on Main Street will increase.

will take the bus and it achieves moderate employee
templates a car pool program for the China Bridge Garage to
5 from outlying areas of Park City. This will require five minute
| lot, for employees to enter the Old Town area. Ms. Bleecker
revenue generation and encouragement of alternative transit use.

Director stated that the fourth and final scenario is Program D
he market rate. The program has been developed in order to
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determine the range of revenues generated with different options. Fee schedules will not be decided
this evening, and the programs can be “cut and pasted” to achieve specific goals. She explained that
the purpose of exploring this scenario is to illustrate that it more than likely covers the 20 year debt
cost on additional parking facilities. The 20 year debt service on a 20 year bond for a 200 space
garage totals $336,000. The projections for this particular scenario illustrate that based on revenue
modeling, it would achieve in excess of approximately $677,000 per year. Ms. Bleecker stated that
this is an all-paid system and the revenues could be adjusted, however some permitted systems
would be necessary for the remote lots for employees. The market rate for a space is approximately
$.50 per hour and $40 per month for employees. There is a slight chance that decreased utilization
can result, however, in an all-paid system, it is necessary to track employees with hand tags with a
nominal or market rate charge. Those areas would be in Zone 3; Zone 4 would be retained as free
spaces. This plan achieves the short term zones, the delivery option, and peak season customer
accessibility. Good utilization during the peak periods would occur, the use of the Miners Hospital
lot and car pool program would be maximized under this program. This does not achieve employee
accommodation because in an all-paid scenario without commuter service or extensive van pool and
car pool service in the initial year, Ms. Bleecker predicted that it would fail. The program requires
substantial local transit flex route additions and a very expensive car pool program which should be
heavily marketed.

Ms. Bleecker explained that Council has to decide if paid parking should be
implemented December 1, 1997. In the event paid parking should be implemented, the subsequent
decision is where the meters will be placed. She pointed out that the purchase of 31 meters is
actually $272,440 as opposed to $266,952 shown on the agenda. Ms. Bleecker explained that staff
is proposing purchasing a spare meter so the total request under Program B would require 18 parking
meters and a total authorization request of $207,695.

The Mayor invited questions from the Council. Hugh Daniels understood that when
the operational plan is developed, the needs of lodging guests and residents living on Main Street
will be addressed. Shauna Kerr added that it should contain a residential parking system so there
isn’t a spill over. Ms. Bleecker assured Council that this would be addressed and referred to her staff
report. It is proposed to have three residential permit parking zones in the Historic District. Main
Street would be one zone, Old Town west of Main Street would be another up to Sampson Avenue
and down to 12th Street. The area located on the east side of the Marsac Building would also be
regulated to mitigate spill-over from any paid parking scenario. In response to a question from Paul
Sincock, Brian Andersen indicated that the hanging meters can be programmed for different zones.
In response to a question from Roger Harlan about the unit cost of meters decreasing with a higher
quantity. Mr. Anderson clarified that meters cost $800 to $900, but the total expenditure includes
smart cards, credit card processing, software, the reloading mechanism for debit cards, and the hand-
held data collection system for credit cards.

(a) Public input. The Mayor invited the public to comment on the proposal.
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Mike Jorgansen com
three and a half hours on Main Stre
clarified that he does have availabl
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Brian Anderson reiterated that the cg
costs of the card readers and all of th
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but strongly disagree with Swede A

plained that his mother received a parking ticket after spending
et. He added that there is no bus service at his house, but staff
e bus service. He stated that 31 meters at a cost of $272,440
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dayor pointed out that Mr. Jorgansen’s $70,000 figure was
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tee. He clarified that the company has guaranteed that it will
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enting the Historic Main Street Association and the Restaurant
Council members. He stated that he worked with Ms. Bleecker
e he represents do not object to metered parking on Main Street
lley or China Bridge. They believe it should be free four hour

parking. He proposed that if the M.

in Street proposal is approved, there should be a task force with

Ms. Bleecker, a member from the Council, and a member from the Chamber/Bureau to study the

feasibility of a parking structure.

e felt that it is appropriate to bring a decision back to Council

in May about a parking structure after Main Street is tested. Mr. Hooker felt that $270,000 is a high

cost for a test with the long range pl
project which would relieve the enti
that the task force should meet mg

of $600,000. He believed there could be a bond for the garage
re problem, maybe without even installing the meters. He felt
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2, first serve. Ms. Kerr felt there may be a perceived equity issue
irs while others can park longer. Mr. Hooker clarified that there
at parking trends can be tracked. Paul Sincock pointed out this

remark. Mr. Hooker explained that employees can not afford
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to pay for metered parking. The task force would have an ample opportunity to study the facts as
this proposal has only been contemplated for a year and if it is determined that a parking garage can
be built, it should be the obligation of the Council to make a decision based on that information. Mr.
Hooker believed that $600,000 could be raised from parking revenues from an additional garage and
there is a lot less hassle with two parking structures. He suggested that long term parking be looked
at if employees have to work two shifts, and suggested a loading zone or short term parking across
the street from the Post Office. His group has considered one way up Main Street with parking on
both sides which would avail 20 more spaces. For the benefit of Ms. Kerr, Steve Hooker noted that
one-way hasn’t been endorsed by the Association, but it could be investigated further with a task
force. It is his observation that people are scared to death to talk about parking structures. It is
expensive to build parking structures, but growth is expensive and Park City is not going to stop
growing. He pointed out that the Main Street business district is the main focus of Park City and the
parking needs to be protected and provided. Mr. Hooker stated that the input he has had from six
to seven offices on Main Street is that they will not renew their leases if paid parking goes into
effect. Paul Sincock expressed his confusion over the comment that office employees don’t want
to pay anything but a paid permit system for employees was okay. Mr. Hooker stated that if a permit
system is priced appropriately, it wouldn’t be a problem, but people are worried about paying $100
per month. Mr. Harlan asked for an explanation of the rationale of the merchants supporting four
hour free parking in Swede Alley. Mr. Hooker explained that a space on Main Street in front of a
store should be paid as it should turn as quickly as possible; the longer term parking in Swede Alley
could be identified as employee parking and other areas would be four hours free parking. The
merchants are fearful that if the entire area is metered, the local shopper will not come to Old Town.
Shauna Kerr stated that the local will have the opportunity to purchase the hang meter at a
discounted rate, resulting in more incentive to come to Main Street. Mr. Sincock asked if the
increased enforcement has made a difference in the turn-over on Main Street. Mr. Hooker responded
that that question really needs to be addressed to a retailer.

Mark Clapper, salon operator, stated that many of his clients are in his salon for over
two hours and some are there for four hours. Most of his patrons are not “turn and burn”. The
proposal will heavily affect him. Mr. Clapper supported paid parking on Main Street and hoped
there could be a balanced reached on the Swede Alley situation. He asked if any Council member
is a merchant on Main Street. Hugh Daniels responded that he is not a retailer, but has run a lodging
business on Woodside for 15 years and has been the general manager of a lodge at the top of Main
Street for three years. Paul Sincock added that he and his wife operated a travel agency at the base
of Main Street for two or three years and the biggest complaint from patrons was that they couldn’t
find parking to pick up tickets. Mr. Clapper believed that local clients will quit coming to his salon
because of the parking issue; two hours is too short and he could support four hours. In response to
a question from Mr. Clapper regarding transit service in the Basin, the Mayor explained that this
service will be explored.
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He explained that the Wasatch Fr¢
Sincock asked what rate would be
be too much. However, he added
tried. Toby Ross understood Mr. A
winter but not in the summer and 3
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to move his business to Prospector Square. Mr. Anderson feared this will dramatically affect a
complimentary mix of businesses on Main Street. Roger Harlan pointed out the diversity in the Salt
Lake area and the many paid parking lots. There was discussion about businesses validating parking.

Jerry Saldarini stated that she represents the employees of Main Street. She relayed
that she can walk to work but many live in outlying areas. They can’t afford to live in Park City, and
$40/month is a lot for those making only $6 to $8/per hour. Ms. Saldarini felt that paid parking will
make employees look elsewhere for a job. Mr. Sincock asked if $10/month was too much; Ms.
Saldarini indicated that would be acceptable. Mr. Sincock emphasized that 70% of downtown
spaces are taken up by employees and 60% of the cars are single occupancy cars. He believed that
if there is a charge for parking, there is an incentive to car pool. Ms. Saldarini pointed out
conflicting schedules and reiterated that $40 is too much. Ms. Kerr believed the right number is one
that people are willing to pay and an amount that would encourage car pooling. She continued that
it isn’t her goal to find every employee a parking space, but to get every other employee out of his
car because that delays the eventuality of needing to build a parking garage and creating more traffic
congestion. Ms. Kerr commented that it isn’t a matter of collecting the fees and parking the cars,
it’s changing behavioral patterns. She added that if a parking structure has to be built, it should be
for guests.

Brooks Bloomfield urged Council to focus on the locals as the community grows at
least equally as the tourists and the importance of a resort town is to retain the town atmosphere. He
realized that the parking issue is complicated and believed a lot of good work has been
accomplished. However, he urged Council to focus on the community and not just the tourists.

Jeff Nethery, Branch Manager for Ampco Parking, stated that Ampco conducted a
survey of a downtown office building which had a shortage of parking. The building was chiefly
commercial but has restaurants and retail on the main level. He noted that the survey included
questions about availability of parking and parking rates which are $10/a day or $55/per month.
About 80% of the respondents of the survey indicated that their number one concern was the
availability of visitor parking and most people felt that the rates were acceptable. Mr. Nethery noted
that it means something to the customer to pay for parking but if that customer cannot find a parking
space, he is lost. A paid parking plan creates utilization of the parking area and disburses use
throughout the zones. He emphasized that no one enjoys paying for parking, and that is a given, but
it is a necessary function to create turnover and to create disbursement within a certain parking zone.

Peter Tomai pointed out that there are diversity of interests and opinions and it will
be impossible to please everyone. He stated that parking has been a problem for years and Main
Street is experiencing unprecedented economic health; it is a jewel which needs to be preserved. He
feared metered parking as an experiment on Main Street as the cost of those meters is a cost
approaching the cost of creating additional parking by constructing a parking structure. Mr. Tomai
stated that he is constructing two parking structures in Park City and it doesn’t cost $30,000 per stall
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to build stacked parking. He believe
to the Mayor that he is building a
expensive because it is not stacked a
that this doesn’t include the cost of t|
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garage for The Lodges at Deer Valley for 280 cars, which is
nd the numbers are coming in at $14,000 per stall. He indicated
he property. Mr. Tomai continued that he is building 493 stalls
ver Lake, with a substantial excavation cost and the costs of the
$20,000 per stall. He believed there at many questions and
ito a decision. He felt that the heightened enforcement has been
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rm parking for turn-over. Mr. Tomai encouraged car pooling
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y. Mr. Tomai stated that there would be less spaces in Swede
tnown now. In trying to answer them in an incremental fashion
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sector. Paul Sincock emphasized that in order for paid parking to work in a parking structure, there
has to a comprehensive paid parking plan, otherwise the structure doesn’t work either. Mr. Tomai
argued that that isn’t true if parking enforcement policies are extended to additional areas. He felt
that monitoring trends and promating programs like car pooling can be accomplished more
effectively with a paid parking garage and if the City is going to make an investment, it should be

to enhance the supply not just a sc
a supply. He discussed the merits o
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irking regulations over the past ten years, recently it has been
wn that it works. Ms. Shaftner stated the two hour limit is too
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ment as she understood the recommendation is to include both
al. Paul Sincock asked if paid on Main Street for four hours is
at she is not opposing paid parking on Main Street, but paid
forcement will have the same result as meters. She didn’t feel
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it would cost much to have people mark tires as opposed to the cost of the meters and the cost of
educating everyone who lives here how to use the system. Shauna Kerr stated that enforcement has
accomplished something but she witnessed a merchant wiping off a tire mark. Ms. Kerr added that
the only way to get merchants and employees off of Main Street is to make them pay. Ms. Shafiner
stated that she doesn’t have all of the answers, but an expenditure of $300,000 is a very expensive
experiment. Ms. Kerr explained that she isn’t looking at this as an experiment but as the future.
Park City has changed over the years and meters on Main Street are probably part of our destiny and
not necessarily an experiment. She emphasized that she is not looking at this like the valet parking,
and if she approves this, she is fully committed to paid parking; this is not a paid parking experiment.
Ms. Shaftner argued that the Council members don’t have businesses on Main Street and won’t
suffer the consequences. She has a lot invested in the street, and it is difficult when she can’t do
anything about it. Ms. Shaftner believed every avenue should be explored and a parking structure
hasn’t been studied as fully as the metered parking.

Peter Tomai suggested taking down license plate numbers if a car is not moved within
three parking places, instead of marking tires; there are creative answers to problems. He pointed
out discussion about making Main Street a pedestrian mall and other types things that may make the
parking meters a complete waste. Ms. Kerr asked if he saw our future as bringing more cars into the
area. Mr. Tomai responded that that is a loaded question; the state of Utah is spending millions of
dollars annually to promote tourism and felt that that should be stopped before bringing guests to
Park City that can’t be accommodated. Ms. Kerr stated that the Council spent a lot of time
deliberating on Flagstaff and the same employees pleading not to allow development and more cars
because open space is valued, are the same employees asking for a garage to park more cars, which
is ironic. Mr. Tomai warned that is a dangerous generalization and stereotyping people. He doesn’t
align himself with either of those groups and is not professing bricks and mortar, but is professing
fiscal responsibility. He reiterated that the Main Street core is a jewel, and may be worth subsidizing
parking in some form through a long term bond obligation. Main Street should be economically
viable because everyone is a stakeholder.

Mayor Olch questioned what will be accomplished by building a new garage, which
will require a lot of Swede Alley space, packing more cars in the area, and charging people to pay
the debt obligation. He didn’t understand the distinction of the Council arriving at some paid
parking solution versus building a garage which would be paid parking. Mr. Tomai pointed out the
distinction is the expenditure of funds that does nothing to expand the resources and the other is an
expenditure of funds that creates a resource and a potential profit. Mr. Olch emphasized that the goal
of the Council is to monitor the number of cars in the canyon, and the impact of getting cars into a
garage has many implications for the rest of the community. Mr. Tomai believed that to be a valid
point as there is a perceptual problem about parking by virtue of the traffic generated on Main Street,
particularly in the winter, with people cruising Main Street for a parking space. He continued that
it is a tremendous education process now to find available parking.
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provides about 283 spaces which are not as convenient for employees and Mr. Daniels stated that
he would consider another level of the China Bridge Parking Structure for employees. He believes
that if Council postpones a decision on paid parking now that it will be having the same discussions
a year later and\or continuing to look at it. Mr. Daniels predicted that there will be year-round paid
parking and increased rates and that it is inevitable for our future. Many cities have faced the same
situation. Mr. Daniels discussed his concern for adjacent Old Town neighborhoods and stated that
it is important to complete a comprehensive plan. There is time to make adjustments during the
implementation of the paid parking plan. Mr. Daniels believed there will be a parking structure in
the future, but 18 months ago, the Council supported planning, increased enforcement, and now paid
parking. He emphasized that 300 spaces even at $14,000, without the land, is $4.2 million and
before he could take that step, an extreme need would have to be demonstrated. In a recent meeting
with residents and businesses from other parts of the community, as a part of the transportation
study, there was no one who wanted new parking. He believed we need to move ahead with the 31
meters, as there is an economy of scale, and eventually, the City will need them. Not all employees
will have spaces, but a large amount can be provided, but they won’t be as convenient as they once
were.

Chuck Klingenstein stated that he knew this wasn’t going to be an easy decision and
the traffic situation in town was impetus for him to run for City Council. He believes that it is time
that Council take some action; he supports this proposal wholeheartedly and agrees with Ms. Kerr
about exhausting every avenue before considering a parking garage. Mr. Klingenstein agreed that
the majority of the people at the community transportation meeting didn’t want a structure built. He
believed that Park City has reached its structural limits with regard to streets. He noted paid parking
in town is not a new concept as there are private lots who charge for parking, and the Park City
Mountain Resort and Deer Valley Resort will be charging. It is shocking to realized that at a peak
70% of the parking is being used by employees. The plan includes car pooling programs, and
although there are people who would like this handled by the private sector, Mr. Klingenstein noted
that all successful car pool programs have been run publicly. He believed that the City may build
a parking structure which is being studied now, but he doesn’t know how big it needs to be, and
would hate to see Swede Alley covered with a parking structure. Mr. Klingenstein noted that there
may be more locals on Main Street if they could find a parking space. He emphasized that this is
not a test, it has been a Council priority and a community priority for a long time. Paid parking is
going to help some people make a decision about paying, car pooling, or using the mass transit
system and there will be changes in habits from the top down. .

Mayor Olch stated that he agrees with all of the Council members’ comments and
reiterated that there is some flexibility for solutions to employee parking as this is the most critical
issue in the plan. He encouraged the public to work with the staff on options. A good point brought
up this evening is that this is the future and beyond the Olympics. The Mayor noted his pride in the
Council as a progressive and forward-thinking group and appreciated the merchants who have
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DATE: July 21,1997

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department
AUTHOR: Megan B. Ryan
TITLE: Amendment to Lighting Standards in Chapter 9.5.

(g) and (i) and Chapter 13.2 (c) of the Land
Management Code
TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Discuss staff’s recommendation on the
proposed amendments to the standards for commercial and parking lot lighting in
Park City. A public hearing is scheduled for this item on August 21, 1997.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic.
The following are proposed amendments to Chapter 9 and Chapter 13 of the Land

Management Code in regards to lighting standards. The objective of these amendments is
to provide for uniform, low glare, controlled, energy efficient light sources in our
mountain community. These amendments will meet one of the City Council’s 1996 top
priorities.

B. Background.
Process to date:

The proposed amendments were discussed with at the Planning Commission level on the
following dates:

1. Work Session - meeting of April 23.

2. A public hearing was held on May 14, 1997. No public testimony was given.

3. A second public hearing was held on June 25, 1997. No public testimony was given.
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Staff researched ordinances from Flagstaff, AZ., and Myrtle Beach. S.C., Lake Tahoe,
CA., Juneau, AK, Vail, CO, San Diego, CA., Sedona, AZ and Carmel, CA. Staff is happy
to share this information with any Council members. A limited amount of information
has been attached as Exhibit B for your reading pleasure. The Dark Sky Association can
be reached on the Internet at http://www.darksky.org for a complete catalogue of
information.

IV.  What Sections are we changing and are we consistent?

Staff is proposing language in this Section that will be consistent with lighting standards
in the proposed revisions to the Municipal Sign Code and the lighting standards that are
found in Section 540 in the Park City Design Standards - Construction Specifications and
Standard Drawings. The proposed standards also reflect the lighting standards as
suggested in the Park City Design Guidelines. (See Exhibit D) Staff will add graphic
illustrations of the luminaire and shielding standards when this Section of the Land
Management Code is reformatted in the next year. Our intent is to preserve the night sky
through regulations that are easy to read and easy to implement.

V. What input did the Planning Commissioners forward?

In general the Commissioners supported the changes. Several suggestions were made by
the Planning Commissioners in regard to the inclusion of the following:

1. regulations for residential lighting,

2. the issue of non-conformance, and;

3. additional criteria of review for light trespass on and off the property line.

Staff has considered all the following suggestions and has the following response:

1. Residential lighting - The regulations involved with single family residential lighting
standards would be difficult to enforce with our current code enforcement staff of one
or even two officers. If we were able to hire one code enforcement officer that was
specifically designated to this job it may be a feasible alternative. Staff acknowledges
the importance of minimizing residential lighting particularly on hillsides but feels at
this time that we do not have the manpower to practically execute such regulations. As
Chapter 9 is currently written it applies to all buildings in Park City and the section
requiring shielding could be enforced on a complaint basis. We have only applied this
to commercial structures in past practice. We will also encourage new subdivisions to
incorporate lighting language in their Homeowner’s CC& R’s.

2. Non-Conformance - The Planning Commission suggested that we make the ordinance
retroactive in the sense that all non-conforming projects would have to comply. The
legal requirements in order to do this require an amortization schedule and a complex
notice system. Although staff agrees that this step would get us much closer to the
desired effect, we currently do not have the manpower to enact and administer such a
program. We could enact this standard but we would not be able to follow through on
it. Staff has suggested instead, in this ordinance that we get at compliance over time by
requiring any change of use to comply with the new standard. With the recent
development and redevelopment rate in the commercial districts it is likely that ample
opportunities will occur to bring non-conforming lighting into compliance.

3. Light trespass measurements. - Summit County is currently proposing to enact as part
of their ordinance a measurement tool for light trespass off the property line. Their
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ordinance calls for measurements to be taken from 70’ away from the fixture. No light
trespass should be visible from this point. The staff does not support this criterion
because we don’t believe we|can practically implement this. We believe by regulating
the fixture, the light source and the wattage or output that we won’t have excessive
light spillover.

4. The staff internally raised concerns over making sure that the new regulations provided
for fixtures in the Histori¢ District that perhaps emulated older fixtures. Most
manufactures can provide reflective elements that will direct the light downwards even
if a portion of the bulb is exposed. Staff also believes that with the wattage and light
source the allowance on unique fixtures in the Historic District should be allowed. A
section to that effect has been included in the proposed changes.

VI. What are the Changes?
The proposed changes apply to Sections 9.1, and 9.5 (g) and (i) and 13.2 (c) of the Land
Management Code. On Sectiong 9.1 and 9.5 (g) the proposed amendments follow the text
of the existing code. Staff has significantly altered the format and order of Section (i) and
has provided the existing code|first and the rewrite second. Section 13.2 (c) is
provided last.

CHAPTER 9. ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

Proposed Addition:
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It is also the intent of
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promotes the reduction of light pollution that interferes with enjoyment of
the night sky.

9.5

(g) Skvlights and Solar Panels. Skylights and solar panels must be
designed to fit flush with the roof surface, or up to a maximum of
two feet above the roof’s surface. No reflective materials may be |
used unless thoroughly shielded to prevent reflection into adjoining |
or nearby properties. '

Proposed Addition: |
Lighting directed upwards, or resulting in direct illumination of ;
skylights is prohibited. |

|
|
|

Existing Code:

(1) Lighting. With the exception of Americans with Disabilities Act lighting
requirements and street lighting (regulated separately under Section 540 of the
following design standards shall apply when exterior lighting is proposed and/or
required:

1. Shielding. Exterior lighting shall be shielded and directed downward so
that the light source (the actual bulb) is not visible from beyond the

m property line on which the structure is located. Exterior lighting shall not

project above the horizontal plane of the building.

2. Color. Warm lighting colors are required. The blue-white colors of |
florescent and mercury vapor lamps are prohibited. Lamps emitting a ‘
color temperature in excess of 5,000 degrees Kelvin are prohibited. !

3. Parking Area Lighting. In parking lots, a minimum foot candle of 1.0 at
the perimeter and between light sources, and a maximum of 5.0 foot
candles under light fixtures are required. The height of light fixtures shall
be in proportion to the building mass and no more than 14 feet high.
When all businesses are closed, only a minimum of security lighting shail
be maintained. Shielded spotlights may be used when highlighting trees,
artwork or other special landscape features. Lighting fixtures affixed to
structures for the purposes of lighting parking areas shall be prohibited.

|
|
|
4. Advertising. The operation of searchlights or similar sources for
advertising, display or any other commercial purpose is prohibited.
!
J
t
|
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Proposed Changes:

(1) Lighting.
Section 1. Purpose. The functional objectives in providing exterior area lighting
are to illuminate areas necessary for safe, comfortable and energy efficient use.
Lighting standards generally applied and recommended by the [luminating
Engineer’s Society of North America may not necessarily be in accord with
preserving the dark quality of the night sky in Park City.

Section 2. Conformance with applicable codes. All outdoor electrically
powered illuminating devices shall be installed in conformance with the
provisions of this Code, the Building Code, the Electrical Code, and the Sign
Code under the appropriate permit and inspection.

Section 3. Definitions. As used in this Code, unless the context clearly indicates,
certain word and phraseg used in this chapter shall mean the following:
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3.1. “ Installed” means the attachment, or assembly fixed in place, whether or not

connected to a power so

3.2. “Light Source” me
emits measurable radian

3.3. “Luminaire” means

arce, of any outdoor light fixture.

ans a single artificial point source of luminescence that
[t energy in or near the visible spectrum.

a complete lighting unit consisting of a light source and

all necessary mechanical, electrical, and decorative parts.

3.4. “Footcandle” mean
surface. The measureme

s a unit for measuring the amount of illumination on a
nt is candlepower divided by distance.

3.5. “Horizontal Footcandle (hfc)” means a unit of illumination produced on a

surface, all points of whj
candle.

ch are one (1) foot from a uniform point source of one (1)

3.6 “Average Footcandle (afc)” means the level of light measured at an average

point of illumination be
can be made at the grg
surface.

3.7. “Cutoff-type Lumiz
reflectors, or refractor p
is less than ninety (90) d

3.8. “Partially Shielded

tween the brightest and darkest areas. The measurement
und surface or at four to five feet above the walkway

1aire” means a luminiare with elements such as shields,
anels that direct and cut off the light at a cutoff angle that
egrees.

* means luminaries that are constructed so that no more

than ten percent of the light rays are emitted by the installed fixtures at angles

above the horizonta

| plane as certified by a photometric test report.




3.9 “Fully Shielded” means outdoor light fixtures shielded or constructed so that
no light rays are emitted by the installed fixtures at angles above the horizontal
plane as certified by a photometric test report.

3.10. “Filtered” means any outdoor light fixture which has a glass, acrylic, or
translucent enclosure of the light source. Quartz glass does not meet this
requirement.

3.11. “Outdoor Light Fixture” means electrically powered illuminated devices,
outdoor lighting or reflective surfaces, lamps and similar devices, permanently
installed or portable, used for illumination or advertisement. Such devices shall
include but are not limited to exterior lights for:

multifamily buildings over four units

hotel, commercial and light industrial structures;

recreational areas;

parking lot lighting;

landscape lighting for commercial, hotel, multi-family over four units and

light industrial developments;

billboards and other signs (advertising or others)

street lighting;

outdoor product display area lighting;

9. building overhangs and open canopies (including gas stations);

\m 10. underground parking garage entryways and:
m 11. pedestrian thoroughfares.

nHwe

el

Pole Lights

Horizontal & No Cutoff Causes
Vertical Cutoff Light Trespass

Shielded Spct

m:mr/cc97/Chapt9-fin.doc



m:mr/cc97/Chapt9-tin.doc

Section 4. Approved Materials and Methods of Construction or

Installation/Operation.
prevent the use of any de

operation not specifically
alternate has been approv
proposed alternate provid

A. provides at least appr
requirement of this C
B. is otherwise satisfacty
has been designed
C. or approved by a regi

The provisions of this code are not intended to
sign, material or method of installation or
prescribed by this Code, provided any such
ed. The building official may approve any such
ling that he/she finds that it:

oximate equivalence to that applicable specific
ode

ory and complies with the intent of this Code; or

stered professional engineer and content and

function promotes the intent of this Code.

Section S. Submissions

of Plans and Evidence of Compliance with Code.

Sec. 5.1. Submission Contents. The applicant for any permit required by any

provisions of the laws
involving outdoor lighti

of this jurisdiction in connection with proposed work
ng fixtures shall submit (as part of the application for

permit) evidence that the proposed lighting fixtures and light source will comply
with this Code. The submission shall contain but shall not necessarily be limited

to the following, all or
required elsewhere in {
required permit:

A. plans indicating thg
illumination devices,
and electrical details;

part of which may part or in addition to the information
he laws of this jurisdiction upon application for the

¢ location on the premises, and the type of
fixtures, lamps, supports, reflectors, installation

B. description of illuminating devices, fixtures, lamps, supports,

reflectors, and other ¢
limited to, catalog ¢
section where require
C. photometric data, syl
showing the angle of
request a point by po

Section S.2. Lamp or K
the type of light source
change request must be
for approval, together w

levices and the description may include, but is not
uts by manufacturers, and drawings, (including
d);

ch as that furnished by manufacturers or similar
' the cut off or light emission. The staff may also
int light plan if necessary.

ixture Substitution. Should any outdoor light fixture or
therein be changed after the permit has been issued, a
submitted to the Community Development Department
ith adequate information to assure compliance with this

Code, which must be received prior to substitution.
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Section 6. Shielding. All non-exempt outdoor lighting fixtures shall have
shielding as required by Table 6 of this Code.

6.1 Historic District Shielding Exemption. Fixtures in the HR-2, HTO, HCB,
and HRC Zoning Districts that replicate a historic fixture shall be permitted to be

installed without partial shields with the approval of the Community Development

Director. Refractors that direct the light downward shall be installed if the bulb is
exposed. Wattage and light source requirements as outlined below apply to all
zones throughout the City.

Table 6. Permitted Light Sources, Shielding and Maximum wattage requirements.

“X” denotes the requirement.

Light Source Fully Shielded  Partially =~ Wattage

Shielded (Maximum
per fixture)

Amber High Pressure Sodium' X 75

(Color Corrected)

Metal Halide® X 1000

Low Voltage/Halogen® X 50

Fluorescent* X 75

Other Sources * As approved by the Community Development
Director

' This is the standard light source for Park City and Summit County unless otherwise
noted in a specific section. Fully shielded fixtures are preferred but not required with this
light source. Other sources are only permitted as noted. Wattages outlined are the
maximum and can be decreased under the building permit review process depending on
the number and location of the fixture on each project. In no case shall the levels be
reduced to levels below the [lluminating Engineering Society (IES) minimum standards.

*Metal Halide sources shall be permitted only for recreational sport field or ski area uses
and installed only in fully enclosed luminaries. Metal Halide lights shall also be filtered.
*Low voltage/Halogen sources are permitted in landscaping lighting only

*Fluorescent sources shall only be used for exterior lighting upon approval of the
Community Development Director in specific cases where safety or hardship issues are

demonstrated.
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Section 8. Area Lightin
stand alone or wall mot

(18) as measured from t

plane being lit by the fix

Section 9. Landscape Lighting. The primary function of landscape

lighting is to provide illu

buildings.

9.1 Pathway lighting. Tw

with louvers and ten-foo

Bollard lights may be loy
The intent of pathway lig
pedestrians along the paf

intersections should be il
permitted on the ground
9.2 Highlighting, backlig
Lights must be partially
property. A maximum fd
candles. Up-lighting is p
9.3 Moonlighting. Low
buildings to give the effe
and partially shielded. A|
horizontal foot candles.

Section _10. Recreation
night time visibility an
playing fields, tennis co
under Table 6 of this
exceptions:

(70) feet above natur
10.2. All fixtures used f{
in Section 3 of this (
capability, so as to
10.3. Recreational light
completion of the las

be used for lighting of @
sales or rental, recreati
goods, provided all the f

Section 7. Gas Station Canopies. Gas station canopies may not exceed an
average light level of thi
exceed sixty (60) foot ca

Section of the Code with the following conditions and

10.1. The height of outdoor recreational posts shall not exceed seventy

Section 11. Outdoor Display Lots. Any light source permitted by this Code may

rty (30) foot candles and the maximum point should not
ndles within the area directly underneath the canopy.

g - Building Canopy and Soffit, Wall Mounted. Area,
inted fixtures shall not be mounted above eighteen feet

he top of the fixture to the adjacent grade or horizontal
ure.

mination for pathways, steps, and entrances to

vo types of lights are selected: Three-foot bollards
l, pole mounted, down-directed luminaries.

w voltage or up to 50-watt incandescent bulbs.
thts is to provide pools of light to help direct

h, not to fully illuminate the path. Steps and path
luminated for safety. A maximum foot candle

is 3 horizontal foot candles or less.

thting. Only low voltage systems are permitted.
shielded and light must not be directed off the

ot candle permitted at 10’ is 0.6 horizontal foot
rohibited.

roltage systems may be placed in trees or on

ct of moonlight. Lights must be down-directed
maximum foot candle permitted at 10’ is 0.25
Up-lighting is prohibited.

al Lighting. Because of their unique requirements for
d their limited hours of operation, baseball diamonds,
urts and ski area runs may use the light source permitted

al grade.
or event lighting shall be fully shielded as defined
lode, or be designed or provided with sharp, cutoff
linimize up-light, spill light and glare.

ing shall be turned off within 30 minutes of the
t game. Lighting shall not be utilized past 11 p.m.

utdoor display lots such as but not limited to, automobile
bnal vehicle sales, building material sales, and seasonal
ollowing conditions are met:
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11.1. All fixtures shall be fully shielded as defined in Section 3 of this
Code.

11.2. Display lighting shall be turned off within 30 minutes of closing of
the business. Any lighting used after 11 p.m. shall be used as security
lighting. Security lighting shall be required to be motion sensitive and
not permanently illuminated.

Section 12. Prohibitions. The following light fixtures and light sources are
prohibited: Mercury Vapor Lamps, Laser Light sources, Unshielded Floodlights or
Spotlights, and Searchlights.

Section 13. Other Exemptions.

13.1. Nonconformance. All other outdoor light fixtures lawfully installed prior to
and operable on the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter are
exempt from all requirements of this Code. There shall be no change in use or
lamp type, or any replacement or structural alteration made, without conforming
to all applicable requirements of this code.

13.2. Fossil Fuel Light. All outdoor light fixtures producing light directly by the
combustion of natural gas or other fossil fuels are exempt from the requirements
of this Code.

Section 14. Temporary Exemption.

14.1 Requests. Any person may submit a written request to the Community
Development Director for a temporary exemption request. A temporary exemption
request shall contain the following information:

A. Specific exemption or exemption request;

B. Type and use of outdoor light fixture involved;

C. Duration of time for requested exemption;

D. Total wattage;

E. Proposed location on site;

F. Description of event or reason for need of exemption;

G. The Community Development Department staff may require such other data as
deemed necessary.

14.2. Approval; Duration. The Community Development Department shall have
ten business days from the date of a complete submission of the temporary request
to act, in writing, on the request. The Community Development Department shall
approve the request if it finds that the exemption is necessary for public safety,
security or other public necessity and the exemption does not materially subvert
the purpose of this Chapter. If approved, the exemption shall be valid for not
more than thirty days from the date of approval. The approval shall be renewable
by the Community Development Director upon consideration of all the
circumstances and provided a finding of public safety/necessity is made, and no

m:mr/cc97/Chapt9-fin.doc



intent to circumvent th
exemption shall be valid

e intent of this chapter is present. Each such renewed
for not more than thirty days.

[ the request for a temporary exemption is denied, the
est, in writing, may appeal the decision to the Planning
10) days of the denial as provided for in Chapter 3 of this

14.3. Denial/Appeal. I
person making the requ

Commission within ten
Code.

Chapter 13, Off- Street Parking

Section 13.2 (c)

EXISTING:

Lighting. Lots shall be
away from any adjoining

illuminated with standards arranged so as to reflect light
> residential buildings.

PROPOSED:

Parking Lot Lighting.
Amber colored high pre

corrected light sources
fixtures affixed to strug
prohibited. Light levels
using a cut-off luminair

ssure sodium or amber colored low pressure sodium color
are the light sources permitted for this use. Lighting
tures for the purposes of lighting parking areas shall be
should be designed with minimum trespass off-site by
e that is fully shielded with no light distributed above the
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horizontal plane of the 1

1. Maximum Light Di

lminaire.

tribution. For uniformity in lighting and prevention of
shadows, an average hoEizontal foot candle (hfc) of three, (3), over the site is the
maximum allowed. Lighting pole height, or luminaire mounting height, should be

related to the size of

respect to other lighting
2. Pole Height. Lumina

20" as determined by tk
height shall only be px

Development Departme
be considered approprig
in close proximity to re
warrant the use of taller
3. Wattage. The lumin
The lamp for 18 and 20
fixtures mounted on W
stained or painted in ear
brown or earth tone. Laj

he parking lot, building mass, location of the site with
sources, and surrounding land uses.

ire mounting height shall be in the range of 14', 16’, 18’ or
1le Community Development Department. The maximum
ermitted at the review and approval of the Community
nt with specific findings. In general, higher poles would
te for large parking lots exceeding 200 stalls that are not
sidential areas. Topography or other site features may also
poles.

aire for 14 and 16 foot poles shall not exceed 100 watts.
foot poles shall not exceed 200 watts. Wood fixtures and
rooden poles are encouraged. They should be naturally
th tones. If metal poles are used they should be black, dark
ndscape planting at the base of poles is encouraged.

4. Underground Parking Garage Entrvways. Light sources within the first

thirty feet of an open
sodium color corrected

5. Submission requit
necessarily be limited tq

garage entryway shall be amber colored high pressure
light sources with partially shielded fixtures.

rements. The submission shall contain but shall not
» the following, all or part of which may part or in addition




to the information required elsewhere in the laws of this jurisdiction upon
application for the required permit:

A. plans indicating the location on the premises, and the type of
illumination devices, fixtures, lamps, supports, reflectors, installation
and electrical details;

B. description of illuminating devices, fixtures, lamps, supports,
reflectors, and other devices and the description may include, but is not
limited to, catalog cuts by manufacturers, and drawings, (including
section where required);

C. photometric data, such as that furnished by manufacturers or similar
showing the angle of the cut off or light emission. The staff may also
request a point by point light plan if necessary.

D. Department Review
The Community Development Department and Legal Department have reviewed this
draft ordinance.

PUBLIC INPUT

Two public hearings have been held at the Planning Commission. A hearing is scheduled
before the City Council on August 14, 1997.

No input was given at either of the Planning Commission meetings. The notice for both
hearings for these proposed amendments was noticed in the Park Record 14 days prior to
the public hearing.

Two phone calls have been received from residents, one from Kevin Damen and one from
David Berry. Both were interested in learning about the proposed amendments and Berry,
an Aerie lot owner, specifically wanted the Commission to consider regulating obtrusive
lights on hillside residences.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:

The proposed amendments will hopefully clarify the existing confusion in the current

application of the lighting standards and.

e The enforcement time will not be increased through neither these changes nor the
building permit review process.

e Property owners will incur additional expense by having to retrofit any unshielded
light sources or fixtures that do not accommodate high pressure sodium bulbs.

e New developments will not incur any additional costs and will actually recoup costs
over the long run by using energy efficient, low maintenance light sources.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Without taking the recommended action as the buildout of the city occurs the ability of
visitors and residents to see the night sky will diminish. With the recommended action we
may be able to preserve at least one element of the mountain community in which we
live.
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ALTERNATIVES
A. Leave the amendments|as currently drafted.
B. Modify the proposed changes.

C. Rethink the ordinance entirely.

RECOMMENDATION:
Discuss at Work Session and direct staff as to any changes modifications or redirection of
the proposed changes.

EXHIBITS - (Under Separate Cover)

Exhibit A - Summit County Draft Lighting Ordinance
Exhibit B - Night Sky Information
Exhibit C- Excerpts on lighting from the Park City Design Standards - Construction

Specifications and Standard Drawings and the Park City Design Guidelines.
Exhibit D - Minutes from 1997 Planning Commission meetings
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DATE: July 31, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department

AUTHOR: Alison Kuhlow

TITLE: Revisions to Title 12, Signs, of the Park City Municipal Code
TYPE OF ITEM: Work Session and Public Hearing

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:
Discuss Staff’s recommendations on the proposed amendments to Title 12, Signs, of the Municipal
Code. A Public Hearing is scheduled for this item on August 21, 1997.

A. Topic:
Proposed amendments to Chapter 12 of the Municipal Sign Code.

B. Background:
In October 1995, the staff initiated the proposed amendments to the Sign Code. Over the course of

the last two years, a public review process was conducted at the Planning Commission level. Three
public hearings were held on the subject and the Main Street Merchants and the business community
were all contacted by staff. In April of 1996, the City Council held a work session on the proposed
amendments. Direction on several items were given to staff. In May of 1996, the ordinance was
tabled until high priority scale projects had been completed. Please see Exhibit A for minutes of
these past meetings.

C. Analysis:
Objective:
The purpose of the Sign Code is threefold:
1) To set forth explicit parameters which will enhance the appearance of the community by
allowing businesses to clearly identify themselves;
2) To encourage aesthetically pleasing signs which complements the building architecture;
and,
3) To give the business community very clear direction on what is permitted.

The proposed amendments were initiated with these parameters in mind. After the April 18, 1996
City Council Meeting, Staff re-evaluated certain elements in the proposed code, clarified definitions




and reorganized the format for a morg

changes.

t “user friendly” approach. The draft before you reflects these

QOutlined below is a summary of the major changes made to the ordinance since this was last brought

before the Council.

(1) Section 12-4-1 Total Sign Area
The total area of all permanent sign

square teet. Staff believed the standat
was devised and proposed at the City

Linear frontage of a building X .66
shall not exceed twenty (20) squar

Council commented at the meeting
building’s allowable sign area, which
per facade or less. Therefore, Staf
flexibility between the common buil

The proposed calculation read as fol
Each building tenant shall have a
Jacade. In no case, shall the com
Sformula.

Linear frontage of building X

Master Planned Developments shal
of MPD approval, for addition sign ¢
Sign Plan to the Planning Depa
Commission shall review the Masté
sign area.

This tormula allows a consistent sign
facade in proportion to the length of
the formula breakdown in regards to

Requirements

s on a building facade is currently limited to forty-five (45)
rd was difficult to apply and negotiate so the following formula
y Council’s April 18, 1996 Work Session.

= total square footage permitted, with a condition that sign area
e feet of sign area per facade.

r that the formula seemed to restrictive, limiting size on a
is currently forty-five square feet, down to twenty square feet
f has devised a new calculation which allows for the most
ding frontage lengths of twenty-five feet to fifty feet.

lows:
maximum sign area of fifteen (15) square feet per building
bined sign square footage per facade exceed the following

(.75 = maximum square footage permitted per facade

1 submit a request to the Planning Commission, at the time
yrea. During this request the applicant shall submit a Master
rtment specifying sign location and size. The Planning
r Sign Plan and approve or deny the request for additional

area for each tenant, and keeps the total sign area per building
he building. Staff has included as an exhibit a chart showing
various building lengths (Please see Exhibit C).

(2) Section 12-4-4 Location on Building

A suggestion was made to allow sg
keeping sign location restricted to the
as stated in the Historic District G
carefully located so they do not do
pedestrian and slowly moving vehic
the first floor design of the building

(3) 12-4-10 Hlumination
The Guidelines proposed comply wit
this month by the Planning Departm

cond floor signs on historical buildings. Staff recommends
lower floor to be consistent with the existing sign code policy
pidelines. Guideline Number 36 states that “Signs must be
minate the building they are trying to identify. Due to the
le orientation of Main Street sign should be incorporated into

9

h the proposed lighting standards presented to the City Council
ent.




(4) Chapter 9 Permitted Sign Regulations
Statf has revised the Code into a new format. The format is inclusive in that all regulations that

apply to a particular type of sign are placed it in one section. This will help the user tind what they
are looking for more clearly.

Several new types of signs have been added and the existing sign types have been clarified. Below
are listed what the specific regulations regarding height and size for each sign type. The highlighted

sign types indicate new types of signs.

SIGN TYPES AND SIZES
TYPE OF SIGN EXISTING PROPOSED
APRIL IR 1004 ILILY 301007

Awning/Canopy 20% of awing/canopy 20% of awning/canopy 20% of awning/canopy
Campaign 3 S.F./side 3S.F /side 3S.F./side
[Changeable Copy See Note ' See Note ' See Note !
Construction 36 S.F. 24 SF. 24 S'F.
Directory 36 S.F. 20S.F. 15 S.F./6'"
"Display Boxes None None 6 S.F.
[Entrance/Exit 3S.E/S 3SF/5 3S.F/8
Flags None 24 S F. 24 S'F.
Free-Standing 45 S.F. 208.F/5 20SF./6
Hanging/Projecting 18 S.F. 8 S.F. 12SF

uminous Tube (Neon) See Note ' See Note ' See note '
Menu/Event 2 S.F. 2SF. 2SF
Real Estate 3SF 3S.F 3SF.
Subdivision 45S.F? None 10 S.F./6'
Umbrella None 5" Letters 5" Letters
Wall 45 S.F. Linear footage of facade x | Linear footage of facade x

.66 .66
iWindow no more than 50% 1 S.F. each, no more than 1 S.F. each, no more than
of total window 30% of total window 30% of total window

Yard 3S.F./side 3S F./side 3S F/side

(5) Chapter 12 Master Festival Sign Plan

This section was developed to address signs associated with Master Festivals and other special
events that occur in Park City. This does not at this time address the Olympics and any special
regulations that may need to be implemented. Staff anticipates working with Frank Bell, Olympic
Coordinator, in amending the Sign Code to add further language addressing the Olympics in the
coming years.

" All other size requirements set forth in this Code must be adhered to.

2 . . .. . . c
- Free-standing directory boxes are limited to a maximum height of 6

} Permitted only as part of subdivisions of 50 lots or more or master planned developments




D. Items of Discussion

(1) New Formula

Staff would like input from the Cou
building facade. There are three alte

(a) Keep the sign area allowg
or 36 square feet per build
regardless of the number of
under the current code has th
5% of the building face.

(b) Adopt the recommend fq

hcil members on the new formula for maximum sign area per
rnatives of which currently exist.

d in the current code, which is 45 square feet per building face
ing face if used in conjunction with a Free-Standing Sign,
business occupying a building. The Planning Commission,
e ability to grant an exception that would allow no more than

rmula presented in the April 18, 1996 City Council Meeting,

which states that the maximum area of all permanent signs on the building face shall be

calculated by the following f]

MAXIMUM TOTAL SIGN

ormula:

AREA=Linear frontage of building facade X .66

Additionally, the maximum area of all permanent signs shall not exceed twenty (20) square

feet per building face, or ten
monument sign.

In the case of a multi-tenant
grant additional sign area on
but in no case may the total s

(c) Adopt the formula propa

(1) Sizes of Signs
Are the revised sizes and heights apj

(2) Subdivision Signs
Should there be specific criteria in t}

E. Department Review:
The Community Development and I

F. Public Input
In 1996, the Planning Commission|

revisions and encouraged the staff
Merchants Association to review the
a sign committee formed by the Assg
changes to the Code. Staff worked
Merchants generally support the curn
pre-application conferences to famili
As a result of these discussions, Staff
about sign permit applications.

(10) square feet if used in conjunction with a free-standing or

mixed use, or retail buildings, the Planning Department may
1 building face with more than fifty (50) feet of linear frontage,
gn area exceed 5% of the building face to which it is attached.

sed in the current revisions.

propriate for each sign type?

he Code to address these? Should there be a uniform type?

Legal Departments have reviewed the proposed amendments.

held three public hearings during their review of the Code
to solicit public input. Staff also met with the Main Street
proposed changes. Subsequent meetings between members of

iciation and the Planning Staff took place to discuss additional

with these groups to rework the proposed amendments. The

ent draft and in addition recommended that the staff emphasize
arize applicants with the design standards and review process.

will revise the business license brochure to include information

M:cdd/aek/97/cc/sign.rev




The Park City Board of Realtors was also notified of the pending revisions and a draft was sent to
the Prospector Square Property Owners Association.

In the last month, Staff has again distributed copies of the latest Sign Code revision to the Chamber
of Commerce, local sign companies and various City Departments. No comments were made at the
time this report was written.

Staff has scheduled a Public Hearing to address the proposed amendment tot the Sign Code for the
August 21, 1997 City Council Meeting

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Department requests that the City Council review the proposal and give Staff input on

the issues discussed above.

Exhibits

Exhibit A - Minutes from 1996 meetings
Exhibit B - Proposed Sign Code

Exhibit C - New Formula Breakdown

MACDDAAEK\I99\CC\SGNCDE.REV
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City Council Meeting
April 18, 1996

anyone regarding this matter. Ms. Kerr telt it would be helpful to look at new buildings. In response
to a question from Don Bloxom. Mr. Lewis indicated that the square footage of these buildings are
close to 2.000 square feet, depending on the lot.

With no further comments, the public input session was closed.

I

COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Senior Center luncheon - Toby Ross advised Council that the seniors will be hosting

a luncheon on May 2 at noon.
v

Roger Harlan corre

MINUTES OF WORK SESSION NOTES AND MEETING OF APRIL 4, 1996

cted a name in the minutes. Roger Harlan, [ move acceptance

of the Minutes as amended™. Shauna Kerr seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

V  PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. An ordinance approving a record of survey for the Mountainview Condominiums and

amending the amended Park City
Deer Valley Drive, Park City, Utah

ts 5.6, 24 23, Block 66. located at 267 and 26
- Planner Kirsten Whetstone explained that there is an existing

duplex at 267-269 Deer Valley Driye which sits on four lots. Approval would condominiumize two
units and at the same time will create one legal lot for the structure. With no comments or questions,

the public hearing was closed.

2. An ordinance appr
Portions of Lots 24, 2
934 Lowell Av Park Ci

to create a single lot for the const
ownership in the area in response
neighbors. With no comments or

3. Ordinance repealing
and replacing it in its entirety - Pla
further clarify existing regulations
Code. There are definitions for n¢
to 20 square feet on a building faca
permitted. With these amendm
construction and directory signs h

ving a ndment to t er’ ition to t i
27. Block 29, to be Wi Resubdivision locat
Jtah - Kirsten Whetstone explained that this is a lot combination
ruction of a single family house. Ms. Whetstone explained the
to a question from Ms. Kerr. There has been no input from
questions, the public hearing was closed.

y Title 12, Si ode, of the Munici ode of ity, Ut

nner Janice Lew explained that the revisions suggested by staff
and add language for signage not previously addressed by the
w signage, and amended size requirements from 45 square feet
de. This includes a formula which calculates the square footage
ents, free-standing, window, projecting, hanging, temporary
ave been down-sized. Staff is proposing a change to the review

process for requests to increase the amount of signage on multi-tenant and mixed use buildings

which could be approved by thg
Commission. Lighting plans will

> Planning Department as opposed to going to the Planning
be considered during the review process for sign proposals and

spot and flood lights are prohibited. There is also language to address seasonal lighting. There is
a reduction to the monument height to five feet, as well as proposing limitations to where these signs
can be constructed. Ms. Lew clarified that they would be limited to basically commercial zones.

There is now language and criteria

addressing flags and umbrellas. and subdivision temporary signs.

The Mayor invited the public to comment.

EXHIBIT A:
AT

y

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
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Bill Coleman. resident and businessman. relaved that he didn't feel that the business
community was aware of how massive the changes are and it has been downplayed. Although this
would make statf’s job easier, Council needs to examine the economic impacts. The Planning
Commission modified a couple of the sections, and business groups in town have reviewed the
ordinance. Mr. Coleman stressed that the Sign Code was designed for Main Street and it didn’t take
into considerations businesses north of the 7-11. He believed that the biggest problem is the sign
reduction and the Planning Commission recommended leaving the 45 square foot maximum. He
added that this ordinance is poorly written and doesn’t take into consideration existing signage and
there is a huge economic impact to bring signage into conformance. Mr. Coleman didn’t believe that
businesses will be aware that thev have to move their signs and felt that the illumination section
could be more creative. He didn’t feel that monument signs should be eliminated in the RDM Zones.
He complained that he has to put a sign five feet from his window at his Main Street building
resulting in a waste of space in his office and creating an economic hardship. He feit that the
seasonal lighting deadline should be extended to April 15 and the five foot sign height seems
impractical with the amount of snow. It is his understanding that you can’t have a sign on your car
and park it in the Main Street right-of-way which would be difficuit to enforce and is “silly”. Mr.
Coleman continued that it may be good to limit subdivision monument signs, but it would be better
to standardize them. He criticized the resulting “Dan’s” sign which defeats common sense. He
again emphasized the importance that the ordinance deal with all parts of town: this is not a
housekeeping matter and the non-conformance language should be stricken. Mr. Coleman concluded
that this is an overreaction to problems that really don’t exist.

Janice Lew stated that it may be helpful for her to meet with Mr. Coleman. With no
further comments or questions, the Mayor invited the Council to comment.

Hugh Daniels stated that he does support a strict sign code, but is concerned about
over-regulation, increased staff workload, and the tinancial impact to businesses. He felt that 45 feet
to 20 feet seems extreme and a 4.5 x 4.5 configuration is not a big sign, particularly on a large
building. There is a 3% exception which is a step in the right direction, but there is a faimess flaw
as it relates to a one lot building and two lot building on Main Street. He pointed out that a one story
50 foot wide building with 3% would be allowed a 30 square foot sign, however, if a building is less
than 30 linear feet, the maximum would result in a 20 square foot sign. He agreed with Mr. Coleman
that there are two different areas in town. Mr. Daniels was not sure if signage is as big a problem
as staff perceives it. He continued that Council is constantly talking about traffic and circulation and
he would not want it harder for motorists to find businesses. Businesses need some reasonable
signage to get people into their doors. and successtul businesses are good for our community. With
regard to illumination, he did not want the ability to light Historic District signs in an historic
manner. He appreciated the Assistant City Attorney’s comments with regard to content of signs.
Monument signs have been decreased by 45% and height by 30% as are frontage signs and he
reiterated his comments about people not circling to find a business. Projecting signs have been
reduced by 55% to eight square feet and this is a huge decrease. Mr. Daniels felt that the City would
be jeopardizing many good signs on Main Street. He understood the concerns with logo tlags but
pointed out that if the U. S. Ski Team flew its flag, it would be counted as signage, but if that same
flag were in front of First Security Bank, it would be allowed as supporting an organization and not
considered advertising. He felt that flags are going to be a problem in prohibiting and noted that
America’s Opening has many tlags but that could be tied to a master festival license. Mr. Daniels
stated that he does not have a problem with the size of the flag or tflagpole but the pole now has to

EXHIBIT A: CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
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be brown. black or bronze. He asked if the tlagpole would have to be replaced and tlagpoles are

costly items as are interior halyards
has five flags at the corner of Heber

He stated that the City has anodized aluminum flagpoles and
Avenue and Deer Valley Drive and believed that only three are

allowed. Mr. Daniels agreed with Nir. Coleman that the replacement ot non-conforming signs is a

big expense to the community, inc

luding leased signs. Mr. Daniels stated that he continues to be

supportive of a strong sign code, but this has not been thought through clearly. Paul Sincock agreed.
Ms. Kerr pointed out that there is grovision for directional signage for entertainment centers with
more than 3.000 seats. Since there is no situation like that here, but the Performing Arts Center will

be coming on with 1,200 seats, sug
the definition of umbrella is not con
clarified. Mr. Harlan discussed the

gested that there be provision for that number. She added that
rect, and the setbacks of the frontage protection zone should be
lack of dealing with non-conforming signs in the current code

and felt that the City would be criticized if it started to enforce the sign code. He also felt that the

economic impacts of replacing sig
monument signs, and particuiarly
neighborhood. He discussed the ¢
maybe bringing a uniformity of des
conforming sign. Staff has not be
achieving conformance with new r
staff has not been entorcing it when
Shauna Kerr felt that rather directin
applications meet the code. Mr. Kl

ns would be substantial. Roger Harlan discussed subdivision
v the Prospector Park sign which indicated a pride in the
»xpense in replacing signs, and not removing certain signs. but
gn. Janice Lew explained that notice would be given of a non-
en providing notice or enforcing non-conformance, but rather
evisions. Mr. Harlan felt that there would be questions of why
it has been on the books, and why is it now going to be enforced.
g staff to put more effort into enforcement to make sure that new
lingenstein agreed with many of the comments and felt that the

45 square feet is working and that there may be language to clarify determinations based on scale.

He echoed Commissioner Calder’s

The Mayor reported
will be continued as well. Hugh

ordinance repealing Title 12, Sign Code, of the Munici

comments that enforcement is a problem already.

that there will be a work session on May 2 and the public hearing
Daniels, “ ve that w i i ing on t
ode of P ity, Ut replacing i

in its entirety to May 2". Shauna Kerr seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

4, thorize staff to a

pply for $638.850 in FTA Section 5311 grant funds toward the
W@M@ﬂw - Hope Bleecker
explained that the City will be submitting a grant application to fund the purchase of the trolley and

38,8501 311 grant the

A

oW,

diesel coaches. The Mayor invited the public and the Council to comment. Hearing none, the public

hearing was closed.
VI CONSENT AGENDA
Shauna Kerr, “1.mg

Klingenstein seconded. Discussion
was clarified. Motion carried unar

1 ordi

eer Valle

e approving a recor

ding t d Park Citv Surve

rive, Park Ci tah - See public hearing and attached staff report.

ve approval of th agend ", Chuck
F:nsued regarding Item 3, and the bid amount for Staker Paving

inview Condominium
lock 66, located at 267 and 269

f survev for the M
ots 5. 6. 24 and 2
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TITLE 12 -

SIGN CODE

CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND SCOPE

12-1-1
12-1-2

PURPOSE AND SCOPE
INTERPRETATION

CHAPTER 2 - DEFINITIONS

CHAPTER 3 - PERMITS

12-3-1
12-3-2
12-3-3
12-3-4
12-3-5

PERMITS REQUIRED
PRE-APPLICATION PROCESS
APPLICATION

PERMIT FEES

REVIEW PROCEDURES

CHAPTER 4 - SIGN STANDARDS

12-4-1
12-4-2
12-4-3
12-4-4
12-4-5
12-4-6
12-4-7
12-4-8
12-4-9
12-4-10
12-4-11

TOTAL SIGN AREA REQUIREMENTS
AREA OF INDIVIDUAL SIGNS
INDIVIDUAL LETTER HEIGHT
LOCATION ON BUILDING
SETBACK REQUIREMENTS
PROJECTION AND CLEARANCE
MASTER SIGN PLANS

SIGN MATERIALS

COLOR

ILLUMINATION

CONTENT

CHAPTER 5 - UNSAFE AND UNLAWEFUL SIGNS

12-5-1

12-5-2

ABATEMENT OR REMOVAL OF UNSAFE, DANGEROUS, NON-

MAINTAINED OR ABANDONED SIGNS
VIOLATIONS OF SIGN CODE

CHAPTER 6 - NONCONFORMING SIGNS

12-6-1
12-6-2
12-6-3
12-6-4
12-6-5
12-6-6
12-6-7

REMOVAL OF NON-CONFORMING SIGNS

NOTICE

AMORTIZATION

NON-CONFORMING BILLBOARDS

ALTERATION OF NON-CONFORMING SIGNS
REPAIR OF DAMAGED NON-CONFORMING SIGNS

REMOVAL OF SIGNS BY THE BUILDING OFFICIAL AND COST

ACCESSED AGAINST OWNERS

CHAPTER 7 - PROHIBITED SIGNS

EXHIBIT B:
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[2-7-1 OFF-PREMISE S
12-7-2  PROHIBITED S

CHAPTER 8 - NON-REGU]
12-8-1 SIGNS EXEMPT

CHAPTER 9 - PERMITTE]
12-9-1 ON-PREMISE SI
12-9-2 TYPES OF SIGN

CHAPTER 10 - TEMPORA
12-10-1 POLICY

IGNS
ONS

LATED SIGNS
D SIGN REGULATIONS
GNS

S ALLOWED

RY SIGNS

12-10-2 TYPE OF PERMITTED TEMPORARY SIGNS

CHAPTER 11 - BANNERS
12-11-1 BANNERS ON C

CHAPTER 12 - MASTER K

12-12-1 REQUIREMENTS

ITY LIGHT STANDARDS

ESTIVAL SIGN PLAN

12-12-2 MASTER SPONSOR BANNERS

12-12-3 KIOSKS

CHAPTER 13 - APPEALS
12-12-1 APPEAL PROCE

CHAPTER 13 - VIOLATIO
12-13-1 PENALTY

DURE

N OF TITLE

=&

FROM PERMIT REQUIREMENTS
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1996 Proposal

Building | Total | Maximum | With 5% The code proposed at the April 18, 1996
Facade | 66% area of  |Exception City Council Meeting Proposed the following
Length permanent | formula.
12] 7.92 7.92 None
15| 9.9 9.9 | None | The maximum area of all permanent signs
181 11.88 11.88 | None | on the building face, including Window
51113.86 13.86 | None Sign, Wall Signs, Projecting Signs and
4| 15.84 1584 | None | Hanging Signs shall be calculated by the
25| 16.5 165 | None | following formula:
ig 1175882 ‘179'882 ‘ EZ;: ; MAXIMUM TOTAL SIGN AREA=Linear
' : frontage of building facade X .66
33]21.78 20 None
36]23.78 20 [ None Additionally, the maximum area of all
37.5 24.75 20 _ | None permanent signs shall not exceed twenty
39]25.74 20 None (20) square feet per building face, or ten
42127.72 20 | None | (10) square feet if used in conjunction with
45| 29.7 20 None | a free-standing or monument sign.
48| 31.68 20 | None ' .
s0| 33 20 | 675 In the ca.se’of a multi-tenant, mixed use, or
55] 36.3 20 7425 retail bulldlngg.,. the Elanmng Departrngnt
e may grant additional sign area on a building
60| 39.6 20 | 8t ) . .
o5 | 429 20 o772 face with more than fifty (50) feet of Imgar
. frontage, but in no case may the total sign
70, 46.2 20 | 94.5 area exceed 5% of the building face to
751.49.5 20 | 101.25 which it is attached.

5% exception is based on a building
height of 27

EXHIBIT C: FORMULA
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1997 Proposai

Each building tenant shall have a maximum sign area of fifteen (15) square feet per building
facade. In no case, shall the compined sign square footage per facade exceed the following
formula:

Linear footage of building X {75 = maximum square footage permitted per facade. J
Master Planned Developments shall submit a request to the Planning Commission, at the time
of MPD approval, for addition sign area. During this request the applicant shall submit a Master
Sign Plan to the Planning Department specifying sign location and size. The Planning
Commission shall review the Master Sign Plan and approve or deny the request for additional
sign area.

Tﬁe table below demonstrates the|formula break down in regards to various building lengths.
Building Total | Number || Total signarea | What each tenant
Facade Length | 75% | of Tenants per facade will have

25 | 18.75 1 15 15

25 1 18.75 2 18.75 9.38

25 11875 | 3 18.75 6.25

27 12025 | 1 15 5

30 1225 | 1 15 L5

33 12475 1 1 5 15

36 27 l 15 13

37.5 28.13 1 15 15

37.5 28.13 2 28.13 14.06

37.5 28.13 3 28.13 9.38

39 29.25 1 15 15

2 315 1 15 5 >

45 33.75 1 15 15

48 36 1 15 15

50 37.5 1 15 15

50 37.5 2 30 15

50 37.5 3 37.5 12.5

50 37.5 4 37.5 9.38

60 | 45 L 15 15

70 | 52.3 L 15 L5

75 | 56.25 1 15 15

75 56.25 2 30 15

75 56.25 3 45 15

75 56.25 4 56.26 14.06

100 75 1 15 15

100 75 2 30 15

100 75 3 45 15

100 75 | 4 60 15

100 75 | 5 75 15

EXHIBIT C: FORMULA
*
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JULY 3, 1997

Present: Mayor Brad Olch; Council members, Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Chuck
Klingenstein; Shauna Kerr; and Paul Sincock

Toby Ross. City Manager; Jodi Hoffman; City Attorney; Myles Rademan, Public
Affairs Director; Nora Seltenrich, Special Projects Manager; Bob Stephens,
Administrative Services Director

Tom Clyde, counsel for Island Outpost

1. Council questions and comments. In response to a question from Roger Harlan
regarding negotiations on the Mountain Top water line easement, the City Manager relayed that Mr.
Rossman is ill and unavailable. Mr. Ross indicated that he will be meeting with Mr. Rossman’s
daughter about the issue. Mr. Daniels suggested that Soaring Wings be contacted so that its bus is
parked correctly at the Library and Education Center. He added that the road work at SR224 and
Thaynes Canyon Drive has on-going a long time with no progress. He reported that the Summit
County Olympic Committee has several subcommittees who met last week including logistics,
public safety, communications, legacy, and cultural committees. There will be a newsletter on the
progress of these various groups and there is a plan to send 20 Utah 7th graders to Nagano as a part
of an essay project. At the end of the Nagano ceremonies, Salt Lake will have a five minute window
to introduce the 2002 Winter Olympic Games and after that CBS will go live to Park City for a two
hour show. Mr. Daniels brought up the interest of the Salt Lake Council jointly visiting cities with
the Park City Council like Calgary or Atlanta. If Council is interested in these trips, he felt staff
should be given some direction.

Mr. Ross discussed the length of the closed session and topics of the joint Planning
Commission meeting scheduled next week. A public hearing on parking is also contemplated at 6
p.m. which may be somewhat controversial. Council agreed to meet as early as 1 p.m.

Myles Rademan noted that he sent invitations to the recent Olympic forums held in
Park City last week and would be happy to follow up on a joint trip. There was discussion about the
City trip to New Mexico.

Nora Seltenrich reported that the Park City Mountain Resort received a Large Scale
Master Plan approval from the Planning Commission last Wednesday and to date there have been
no appeals submitted. This project will be before the Council because of the height exception. In
response to concerns raised earlier by Council regarding salaries for building officials, Bob Stephens
reported that the City has hired another building inspector and added that ads will be run at both the
senior and entry levels.

L
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2.

Island Outpost deve
has a draft of the agreement that wi
taking action, the technical correctw

August 1. Mr. Ross pointed out Mr

Review of regular n

neeting:

lopment agreement. Toby Ross pointed out that the Council
| require some revisions. However, if Council is comfortable
ons could be made. The agreement needs to be approved by

./ Daniels’ concern about the City paying all of the soft costs and

explained that we would pay only a proportional share of the soft costs and that will be clarified in
the final document. There is language on Page 5 of the agreement that needs to be clarified about

time limitations before and after th

Mr. Ross continued

:

Olympics.
1
1that the chief issue for the Council is the participation in the

parking structure. The City is a 48!% partner in the parking and all of the parking is shared with
regard to use based on the strategy that in the summer, there is more demand for the City and in the
winter, the hotel. In the event parking is not met, the Golf Course Hotel could go under the driving

range for additional parking. The p
the soft costs. The parking structure

cart storage which involves the Cij
incorrect to assume that the condomi

be a shortage of parking. Mr. Ross

the hotel will be using the golf cours

of July, the hotel would not be full.
improved that exists today with par

Tom Clyde, attorne

property is to provide 25 spaces an
substantial improvement. Paul Sing

hotel guests and golf course patrons
$600,000. Mr. Ross pointed out the
is anticipated this fall and there will

king structure is about a $2.2 million project, including all of
is the most expensive feature, followed by the pro shop and the
ty’s participation. Roger Harlan pointed out that it may be
nium owners will use the units more in the winter and there may
explained that the condominium area has its own parking, but
e hotel parking. He felt that even on a big weekend like the 4th
He continued that the parking situation should be substantially
king.
y for Island Outpost, commented that the obligation on the
d out of this agreement there is shared use of 210 which is a
sock discussed discouraging free parking by people other than

Mr. Clyde estimated the impact fees to be paid to the City at
proposed alterations to the third and ninth holes. Construction
be temporary pro shop and parking area. There was discussion

about allowing the Fire District to use the pro shop for fire suppression practice.

There was discussion about Council adopting the agreement “in substantially the
same form” and staff obtaining the ai)propriate exhibits, as the agreement must be revised by August
1. Ms. Kerr emphasized that she wants to enter into the agreement “ in the form” with the exhibits
attached. Mr. Daniels agreed that the exhibits are important and although the concept of the
agreement is sound, he would prdfer to have a complete document. Ms. Hoffman stated that
approval “in substantially the same form” would not result in any substantive change. Preservation
of the trees was discussed. There was consensus among Council members to schedule this on the
July 17 agenda for adoption. There was discussion about the lease with White Pine. The City
Manager explained that it is hoped that the pro shop will be large enough to accommodate a year-
round goif operations office. Bob ;Tohnston emphasized that the City will now be responsible for

(WS}
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costs, and as a result, the White Pine lease will increase and this issue needs to be worked out with
the tenants. Mr. Johnston felt that the temporary space will work out in the interim for White Pine,
but the real issue will surface when the permanent building is occupied.

Impact fees. Toby Ross indicated that there has been no input received regarding
impact fees.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JULY 3, 1997

I  ROLL CALL

Mayor Brad Olch called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, July 3, 1997. Members in
attendance were Brad Olch, Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and
Paul Sincock. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney; and Lloyd
Evans, Chief of Police..

II PUBLIC INPUT

The Mayor invited the public to comment on any matter of City business not
scheduled on the agenda. Hearing none, the public input session was closed.

III COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Swearing-in of Police Chief Lloyd Evans - The Mayor stated that it is a real honor

for him to swear a new Chief of Police and Lloyd Evans took the oath of office. The audience was
invited to attend a reception to celebrate Chief Evans’ appointment.

IV  WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF JUNE 12, 1997 AND MINUTES OF
MEETING OF JULY 19, 1997

Hugh Daniels, “I_move approval of the Minutes of June 12 and June 19 (as
corrected)" . Shauna Kerr seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

V  PUBLIC HEARING

Continuation of hearing on an Amendment to Title 11, Chapter | ct Fees. o
the Park City Municipal Code - The Mayor noted that this matter has been discussed on several

occasions and a public hearing has been held previously. With no comments or questions from the
Council or the public, the public hearing was closed.

VI NEW BUSINESS
1. Amendment to Title 11, Chapter 13, Impact Fees. of the Park City Municipal Code -

Shauna Kerr, “I move approval of the amendment to Title 11, Chapter 13, Impact Fees”. Hugh
Daniels seconded. Motion unanimously carried.
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City Council Meeting
July 3, 1997
2. onsideration of Island Outpost Development Agreement - Shauna Kerr, “I move to

ontinue to the July 17 meeting so that we can finalize the agreement and have all of the exhibit
attached”. Paul Sincock seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

VIIT ADJOURNMENT
With no further business, the meeting of the City Council was adjourned.
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION

The City Council met in closed session at approximately 3 p.m. Members in
attendance were Mayor Brad Olch, Hugh Daniels, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein,
and Paul Sincock. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Mark Harrington, Assistant City
Attorney; and Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney. Shauna Kerr, “] move to close the meeting to discuss

litigation”. Hugh Daniels seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

The meeting opened at approximately 4:45 p.m.

k ok ok Kk ok ok ok ok ok ok

The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting 24 hours
in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott

Janet M. Scott, City Recorder
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DATE: July 21, 1997
DEPARTMENT: Planning Department
AUTHOR: Megan B. Ryan
TITLE: 158 Main Street

TYPE OF ITEM: Plat amendment

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends that the City Council
conduct a public hearing and consider the Planning Commissions positive
recommendation, as conditioned, for the proposed plat amendment to combine Lot 5 and
the northerly 16” of Lot 6, Block 20 and a metes and bound parcel of the Park City
Survey.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic.

Applicant: Jerry Saldarini
Location: 158 Main St.

Zoning: HR-1 - Residential
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential
Date of Application: April 29,1997

B. Background.
The applicant owns a historic structure at 158 Main Street. The owner wishes to add a

small addition to the rear of the house. Upon submitting the designs for review for
compliance with the Historic District Design Standards the applicant was made aware

that the existing structure was built over two platted lots. A rear piece of property, under a

metes and bounds description is also under the same ownership.

The applicant is requesting to amend the plat to combine the two lots and one parcel in
order to clean up the ownership and to proceed with the possibility of an addition. The



proposed addition consists of one bedroom and a garage and will be reviewed and
approved through the HDC demgn process pending the outcome of this plat amendment
request. '

C. Analysis
The plat amendment will allow for an addition to the structure that increase the viability

of the historic structure and will correct the legal description of the parcels in question.
Staff has reviewed the information submitted and supports the amendment for the reasons
stated above.

D. Department Review
The Community Development Department and City Attorney’s office have reviewed this

application for compliance with the Land Management and Utah State Codes.

PUBLIC INPUT

The project was posted and notlced on June 10, 1997 to all property owners within 300’.
At the Planning Commission hearmg two comments were given in regards to the
rationale behind the city request for a ten-foot snow storage easement.

The staff explained that on each%subdivision and plat, particularly in Old Town, the
request is made so that City crews can potentially put snow in these areas. The vacant
areas available for snow storage have diminished with the City’s buildout and each
reasonable opportunity for storage areas is negotiated in an effort to hold down the
skyrocketing costs of snow remgval in Old Town. It should also be noted that the
easements typically coincide with the front yard setbacks, areas that are by code to be
unobstructed. In this case the apphcant has not agreed to a snow storage easement on the
front of her property.

ALTERNATIVES ‘

A. Adopt the ordinance as propased or with modifications.

B. Deny the proposed ordinance.

C. Continue the item for further: dlscussxon and/or additional input from Staff.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:

The proposed amendment will create one large parcel that is approximately 41°x 80°.

This does create a lot size that could accommodate a duplex structure under the zoning
regulations. The existing historic structure however could only be removed if a Certificate
of Demolition was approved. The applicant is not proposing to replace the structure but
instead upgrade and add to it in order to maintain its viability. The historic structure could
not be converted into a duplex as it stands today.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT ‘I_j AKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

If the amendment did not occur the structure could not be added on to and the legal record
would remain as currently platted in two lots and one parcel.

XY
{3




RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing and consider adopting

the proposed plat amendment to combine Lot 5 and the northerly 16’ of Lot 6, Block 20

and a metes and bound parcel of the Park City Survey based on the following:

Findings:

1. The property is located in the HR-1 zoning district.

2. The plat amendment will combine the existing two parcels and one contiguous metes

and bounds parcel into one lot.

3. A historic home exists on the site.

4. A utility easement with the Snyderville Sewer Improvement District exists on the rear

of the metes and bounds parcel.

Conclusions of Law:

L. There is good cause for the amendment as the combination will allow for an addition

to a historic home and will correct the legal description of the lots.

2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat

amendment.

Conditions:

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer’s approval of the subdivision for compliance
with State law, the Land Management Code and these conditions of approval, is a
condition precedent to plat recordation.

2. The utility easement as recorded 8/2/83, as entry No. 209044 in Book 268 at page
372, Summit County Recorder’s Office with the Snyderville Sewer Improvement
District shall be reflected on the plat.

3. The plat must be recorded prior to issuance of a final building permit for the historic

structure on the site.

4. The plat must be recorded within one year of this approval or this approval is null and

void.

(5) No remnant portion of a lot or parcel created by this lot combination is a separately
buildable lot.

EXHIBITS

Location Map

EXHIBIT A - Proposed Replat
EXHIBIT B - Existing Plat
EXHIBIT C - Site Plan

EXHIBIT D - Proposed Ordinance
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Exhibit D

ORDINANCE NO. 97-_

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO LOT 5 AND THE
NORTHERLY 16’ OF LOT 6, BLOCK 20 OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY AND
ONE METES AND BOUND PARCEL KNOWN AS 158 MAIN STREET, PARK

CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as 158 Main Street petitioned the
City Council for approval of a amendment to the final plat; and

WHEREAS, proper natice was sent and the Planning Commission held a public
hearing to receive input on the proposed amendment on June 25, 1997; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City to approve the amendment, and

WHEREAS, there is good cause for the revision as the reconfiguration does not
adversley affect the development parameters for site; and

WHEREAS, neither thé public nor any person will be materially injured by the
proposed plat revision. 1

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Park
City, Utah, as follows:

SECTION 1. The amendment ﬁo Park City Survey, Lot 5 and the northerly 16” of Lot 6,
Block 20 and a metes and bound parcel, is approved as shown on the attached Exhibit A
with the following findings, conclusions and conditions:

Findings:

1. The property is located in the HR-1 zoning district.

2. The plat amendment will combine the existing two parcels and one contiguous metes
and bounds parcel into one lot.

3. A historic home exists on the site.

4. A utility easement with the Snyderville Sewer Improvement District exists on the rear
of the metes and bounds parcel.

Conclusions of Law:

l. There is good cause for the amendment as the combination will allow for an addition
to a historic home and will correct the legal description of the lots.

2. Neither the public nor any person will be materiaily injured by the proposed plat
amendment. ‘

Conditions:

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer’s approval of the subdivision for compliance
with State law, the Land Management Code and these conditions of approval, is a

&\



condition precedent to plat recordation.

The utility easement as recorded 8/2/83. as entry No. 209044 in Book 268 at page

372. Summit County Recorder’s Office with the Snyderville Sewer Improvement

District shall be reflected on the plat.

The plat must be recorded prior to issuance of a final building permut for the historic

structure on the site.

4. The plat must be recorded within one vear of this approval or this approval is null and
void.

5. No remnant portion of a lot or parcel created by this lot combination is a separately
buildable lot.

9
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SECTION 2. This ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

DATED this the 31st day of July 1997.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Bradley A. Olch, Mayor

ATTEST:

Jan Scott, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, Assistant City Attorney
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DATE: July 31, 1997
DEPARTMENT: Public Works
AUTHOR: Jerry Gibbs/John Lind
TITLE: Old Sewer Treatment Plant Demolition
TYPE OF ITEM: Award of Contract
UM Y MMENDATIONS:

Public Works recommends entering into a contract with Mackay Kim, Inc., to demolish the Old Sewer
Treatment Plant located on Holiday Ranch Loop Road in an amount not to exceed $80,000. The material will
be hauled to an offsite location and the area backfilled to natural grade.

DESCRIPTION:
A. Topic. Old Sewer Treatment Plant.

B. Background. The Old Sewer Treatment Plant was used until 1976. Since the closure, the area has been
used for storing soils, landscaping materials and trash containers by the Parks Department; and as a staging area
for Christmas tree mulching and for spring clean-up. Residential and commercial growth is occurring within
the surrounding area. Our current City activities are becoming less acceptable to our neighbors. The plant
building is fenced but still attracts young individual and their spray paint cans. Enterprising individuals painted
“nice fence” on the building within 48 hours of the fencing being completed.

C. Analysis. The project was formally advertised to demolish the plant building, clarifiers, filters and other
concrete appurtenances. A prebid meeting was held. Nine Contractors submitted bids. The bids requested a
price for demolition onsite and an alternate to dispose of the material offsite. At the bid opening a
misunderstanding occurred with the amounts bid for offsite disposal. About half of the contractors showed it as
an additional cost. The other half showed it as a total price for demolition and haulage. Each bidder was able to
clarify their bid. The table shows the total cost for demolition onsite (Column B) and the total cost to demolish,
haul off and fill to natural grade (Column C).
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-A- Contractor -B- Demolition & Bury Onsite | -C- Demolition & Disposal Offsite

(1) Penhall Company $72,230.00 $100,230.00

(2) Pappas Brick & Stone $123,327.00 $178,327.00

(3) 8CI, Inc. $105,999.00 $105,999.00

$175,000.00* No bid

(4) Jesoco, Inc.

(5) Holmes & Holmes Industrial,
Inc.

$117,646.00 $196,246.00

(6) Daley Excavators $58,790.00 $71,745.00

(7) Nelson Trucking, Inc. Bid error

$58,900.00

(8) Mackay Kim, Inc.

(9) Grant Mackay $57,500.00

*recycle concrete

$105,000.00

The bids range from $45,000 to $200,000 depending on the contractor and the alternative chosen. The low
bidder in each category is willing to start immediately. The project will take no longer than sixty (60) calendar
days to complete.

The building demolition includes two digesters. They were pumped out when the plant was closed. If any
material is remaining, it will require special handling and disposal. Staff is recommending Council
authorization to include the budgeted amount.

D. Department Review. The City Attorney’s office has previewed the contract documents. Public Works has
reviewed the project.

ALTERNATIVES:

A. Authorize staff to enter into a contract with Mackay Kim, Inc. to demolish the Old Sewer Treatment
Plant structures, remove the materials offsite to a landfill and fill the site to natural grade.

B. Authorize staff to enter into a contract with Nelson Trucking, Inc. to demolish the Old Sewer Treatment
Plant, bury onsite and backfill to natural grade.

C. Reject all bids.

Delay demolition until 1998 and re-bid.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:
Approval of either Alternates A or B will remove an unsightly eyesore from the area. The site will be more
suitable to use for other City projects. Leaving the demolished materials buried onsite (Alternative B) may
possibly cause future grading and site work problems. Rejecting all bids and/or postponing will leave the area
unsightly and may increase costs for 1998.

The project is within budget for either Alternatives A or B. Council authorized the project in the CIP program
(account number 31-42076) at a funding level of $80,000.

N UEN F NOT TAKIN ACT : Additional costs for demolition
in 1998 and leaving the area unsightly for another year.

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize staff to enter into a contract with Mackay Kim, Inc. to demolish the old
sewer treatment plant and remove the materials to an offsite location in a base contract amount of $48,900 and *
not to exceed $80,000 for special site conditions.



DATE: July 31, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Public Works 7‘,65’ 52
AUTHOR: Hope E. Bleecker, Transportation Director
Brian Andersen, Parking Operations Manage ~
TITLE: Parking Fee Schedule Options for the Main Street Core
TYPE OF ITEM: Work Session Discussion

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Review options presented in this analysis of parking policy and
fee schedule for the Main Street Core. Provide direction to staff regarding parking policy and
implementation schedule.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic. Paid Parking Fee Schedule and Implementation Plan.

B. Background.
The City Council reviewed two options for a paid parking plan in March 1997. The Council endorsed the

concept of paid parking at that time and agreed that staff should present options to affected merchants and
restaurants and return with a plan of implementation following the review. The Council agreed with the
following specified objectives of the program:

» Create Additional Space Capacity and Maintain Effective Turnover on Main Street during
peak seasons (approximately 7 months per year).

> Decrease Traffic Congestion by Encouraging Alternative Transit Modes.

> Implement a Self-Supporting Program and Channel Net Revenues into Additional
Transportation and/or Parking Facilities.
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Following the March 27 presentation of the Main Street Core Paid Parking project, presentations were made J
to the Chamber of Commerce, the Lodging Association, the Main Street Merchants, the Restaurant
Association, and several individual stakeholders.

Existing Conditions ;
The Wilbur Smith Parking Study observed summer and winter parking conditions in 1996. The study

concluded that off-peak conditions which occur in May, June, September, and October, are in balance or
slight surplus and require only enforcement of existing time limits. Study of peak summer conditions
revealed that during July 1- September 4, the system experiences deficits of up to 100 spaces during peak mid-
day and evening hours. Observance of the peak winter season, which occurs between December 20 and
March 20, yielded deficits of up to 300 spaces for average daytime use, and 900 spaces during the evening
hours. These numbers are based on Wilbur Smith Associates’ observance of evening traffic and parking
conditions which were compared to recommendations from the Urban Land Use Institute for shared parking
conditions such as those found on Main Street. The space deficits referenced in the parking study defined the
number of auto users who would find it more convenient to drive to Main Street and either have found other
means to get to the Historic District or have foregone the trip entirely.

Benefits of Paid Parking

The concept of paid parking is being introduced because it would cause an increase in parking utilization in
remote areas and greater use of the existing transit system as well. The number of new spaces that can be
created by implementing parking fees is a function of the increased turnover which results when a driver
equates value to a parking space and the increased utilization of typically unoccupied remote areas such as
the Marsac lots. Paid parking allows managed allocation of more appropriate spaces to daily users while ?
“freeing” convenient spaces for shoppers. Actual space numbers are not easily defined without historical data
on a paid system. However paid parking does allow greater access to be realized by increases in awareness
of existing transit opportunities, coupled with increased turnover which naturally creates more available
spaces.

Existing Employee Parkin ct

Pursuant to a review process with local associations such as the Chamber and the Main Street Merchants, the
transportation staff conducted surveys of Main Street employers in order to forecast the impact of employee
regulation during the winter and summer months. In order to determine the number of employee vehicles in
the Main Street Area, 80% of all Main Street businesses were surveyed. A net number of peak period
employee cars was identified. The estimated net impact of parking spaces used by employees between the
hours of 12 p.m. and 8 p.m. in the winter time equals approximately 600. The number of employee cars
which occupy the area during the peak summer months between the hours of 12 p.m. and 8 p.m. equates to
approximately 350. Both winter and summer estimates include the automobiles of the Marsac building
employees. During the winter season, single occupant employee vehicles are parked in the China Bridge
Garage and on Swede Alley. Some employees still park on Main Street and “shuffle” their cars every 2 hours,
leaving only 30% of all remaining parking available in the Main Street Core for customer parking (only 258
spaces). The results of the Transportation Department survey confirm that management of employees in the
downtown area would have a positive impact on the amount of available customer parking.
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C. Analysis

Pursuant to the public information process, it is now necessary for the Council to:

1) Clarify the goals associated with paid parking;
2) To evaluate the impacts of paid parking on employees; and
3) To direct staff to implement a fee schedule.

There are four proposed options which range from maintaining the status quo, to a program of aggressive
revenue generation under a system of all paid parking lots.

Assumptions:
> Revenue Forecasts -

>

> Deliveries -

The revenue forecasts presented for each option are based on historical
data of parking utilization. Because duration will lessen and turnover
will increase when pay requirements begin. the forecasts for programs
B-D are estimated to be slightly conservative.

Approximately 40 resident cars will park for free in Zones 2 & 3.
Employees, guests, and customers are assumed to incur market rates
posted. This would assume that a party of 3 carpoolers would split the
difference among themselves for the market rate of a space in a
designated carpool garage or lot.

Fee schedules associated with the various options do not account for
discounts of 20% below the market rate for locals and employees who
would purchase in-car meters. The financial impact of a local discount
program is uncertain. However, since turnover and duration under
existing time limit conditions will improve with a paid system and will
generate more revenue than represented in the summary tables,
forecasting is assumed to already account for the 20% market rate
discount.

The degree to which employees are subsidized would result in a change
in the profit margins of each scenario. The policy decision on whether
to subsidize employee parking will require additional revenue
forecasting. The additional policy decision to allow free or discounted
permits to hotel guests staying on Main Street with rental cars would
need to be factored into a new equation as well.

Delivery trucks shall be permitted in designated loading zones on the
west side of Main Street until 12:00 noon. Following the 12:00 noon
deadline, deliveries would be limited to zones in Swede Alley if they
were unable to pay for a parking space in the paid area.
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Winter Season Fees -

Summer Season Fees -

Suspension of Fees -

ar Meters -

Residential Parking-

The winter fee schedule shall be in effect during the months of
December-April. This equals a total of 151 revenue days. A
policy decision to adjust the time period during which paid
parking rates would be in effect would require additional
forecasting in order to determine financial and other significant
impacts.

The summer fee schedule shall be in effect for July and
August- a total of 62 revenue days. A policy decision to adjust
the time period during which summer paid parking rates would
be in effect would require additional revenue forecasting in
order to determine financial and other significant impacts.

The current plan is to retain a relaxed level of enforcement
between the hours of 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. during September,
October, November, May, and June. Free parking on Main
Street should be openly publicized during the off-seasons as a
marketing tool for slow sales periods. A policy decision to
charge during the off-season would require additional revenue
forecasting in order to determine financial and other significant
impacts.

In-car meters would be available to anyone who wished to
purchase a meter. The meter would offer 20% rate discounts in
Zones 2 & 3 only. The availability of free 30-minute zones on
Main Street, the anticipated demand for parking on Main
Street, and the availability of convenient parking in Zone 2 will
result in a recommendation to allow meters on Main Street at
the non-discounted market rate.

Special accommodations passes for Old Town Resident
Street Parking for events, parties, etc. will be issued at the
discretion of the Transportation Director.

The number of free permits issued per dwelling in the Old
Town area shall be limited to 3 total permits per dwelling unit,
available only if off-street parking does not exist. Residents are
restricted to the individual zone in which the permit is issued.
Special conditions may apply to areas in which cars may be
parked, i.e. zone limitations for Main Street residents or street
restrictions when snow removal is in effect. One additional
pass may be issued per dwelling unit at the discretion of the
Transportation Director.
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General Enforcement

Employee Permits

Enforcement of residential areas shall occur when the paid
parking is in effect. between the hours of 10 a.m. and 8 p.m.

A full level of advertised enforcement shall occur during and
beyond the hours during which paid parking is in effect.
During the off-season, the number of officers would decrease
and enforcement would be conducted according to existing
time limits during all shoulder season days between the hours
of 10 am. and 6 p.m.

There are a variety of employee options that can be considered under paid parking.

»

Employee Carpool

If free lots are a necessity, single occupant employee vehicles
could be limited to free Zone 3 unregulated lots. There is
probably enough space throughout Zone 3 to accommodate
peak demand in winter, as many employees will seek
convenient access through carpool, and many will be able to
pay the discounted rate for parking. In the free lots, no space
guarantee should exist; Reserved spots for employees would
result in decreased utilization - empty spaces that could
otherwise be used by customers or guests.

Single occupant employee cars could be tracked with hang tags
in exchange for a subsidized fee on a monthly/annual basis.
Employees could share lots with customers parking throughout
Zones 2 and 3. No space guarantees would exist; Again,
reserving lots for employees with space guarantees poses the
threat of empty spaces and decreased utilization.

Single occupant employee cars could be tracked with hang tags
and given free parking throughout Zones 2 & 3 to prevent
parking on Main Street; This would defeat managed parking,
the Miner’s Hospital Park and Ride, or use of a carpool
program.

Impacts of aggressive or moderate employee regulation
result in different outcomes depending on the fee schedule
selected. The impacts of employee regulation and subsidy
should be carefully considered before this program is
implemented.

Employee carpool programs would be applicable under
Programs C & D. Rideshare network services would be made
available through the Transportation Department, and would
require special operating and capital dollars payable from the

-
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> Transit Service
> Tickets and Fines

parking fund. Funds for carpool management are included in
program budgets C & D. Carpool networking should be
established, and it should require no less than 3 participants
who would receive guaranteed parking in the China Bridge or
the Gateway Garage. Additional incentives and penalties
related to honor use and frequency of individual carpool
success should be established.

Transit service increases are limited to the existing transit service area
only. No commuter routes, significant extensions of existing transit,
or major service additions are programmed in the budget for the
1997/98 season. Following the selection of a fee program, transit
service would be refined to address local needs, but significant
recommendations would occur in 1997/98. Moderate additions of
service hours and year-round transit are already programmed in the FY
98 operating budget within the transportation fund.

During the first year of the program, no increases in ticket fines or fees
are recommended. Overtime violations and failure to pay a meter
would result in a $10 fine. In the event that this fine schedule is not
aggressive enough to maintain desired levels of space availability, it is
recommended as an initial approach which can be adjusted at a later
date. Tow-away zone signage for delivery and carpool spaces would
be employed and strictly enforced.

Program A- Existing System-Time Limits
*includes establishment of enforceable delivery zones until noon.

> Zone 1- Main Street

> Zone 2- Swede Alley

> Zone 3-Swede Alley

Significant Impacts

(182 spaces) would be regulated at the existing 2 hour time limitations.
Delivery zones would be included in the code.

(565) would be regulated at the existing 4 and 24 hour time limitations.

(200 spaces) would be regulated at the existing 24 hour time
limitations.

This scenario would create enforceable delivery zones in the parking code, which are currently not available
under the existing system. Approximately single occupant vehicles would continue to occupy maximum
amounts of existing parking spaces during the peak periods. This scenario does not achieve the necessary
utilization of forcing employees out of Zone 2 and into Zone 3 during the peak periods, which would result
in a lack of required customer parking space on Main Street and in Swede Alley. The existing system requires
an approximate subsidy of $65,000 per year. A summary sheet of this program is attached.

-




Program B- Main Street Metered
Free Lots Zones 2 &3

*includes creation of 30 minute free spaces and delivery zones

> Zone 1 - Main Street, (164 spaces) would be regulated at $1 per hour with corresponding 4
hour time limits. Summer charges would be reduced to 50 cents per hour. The pay
requirements would cease at 8 p.m. Main Street is the only area where time limits would be
enforced. Eighteen spaces would function as delivery zones until noon and would then
function as free 30-minute parking thereafter, forcing deliveries to either pay for a space, or
to use delivery zones in Swede Alley.

> Zone 2 - Swede Alley, the Brew Pub lot, the first three levels of the China Bridge
Garage, the Gateway Center, and the Flagpole Lot (565 spaces). Parking would be
enforced between the hours of 10 a.m.- 8 p.m. according to existing time limitations. A total
of twenty free 30-minute spaces would be established.

> Zone 3 - Free 24 hour lots would include North Marsac, China Bridge Level 4,
Sandridge (200 spaces). These lots would be limited to free 24 hour free parking.

Significant Impacts

This program would lose approximately $80,000 per year because of the expense of the machines coupled
with the higher level of enforcement and staff time necessary to manage the program. Peak season customer
accessibility on Main Street would occur as a result of increased utilization. In order for this program to
break even, meters would need to function beyond the specified peak seasons. Obviously the program would
not generate revenue for additional parking facilities or transportation programs.

This fee schedule is supported by the Main Street Merchants on a 7-10 month collection period. It would not
achieve significant reduction in traffic congestion and would pose minimal impact on relieving congestion
within the Main Street Core. Alternative transit use would not increase significantly. No carpool support
would be necessary. A summary table of this program is attached.

Program C- Moderate Employee Accommodation
Paid Parking Zones 1 & 2

*establishes delivery zones, carpool spaces, and free 30-minute short term zones.

> Zone 1 - Main Street (164 spaces) Main Street pricing would be $1 per hour. Delivery zones and
Eighteen free 30-minute spaces would be established in this area.

> Zone 2 - Swede Alley, the Brew Pub lot, the first three levels of the China Bridge Garage, the
Gateway Center, and the Flagpole Lot (565 spaces). Zone 2 pricing would be regulated at the cost
of 50 cents per hour in these areas. Twenty free 30-minute spaces would also be established. Car pool
spaces would be established in the garage for Main Street employee carpool. Permits would be issued
at the market rate unless a decision was made to make parking in these areas free for carpoolers.
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Employees not participating in the carpool program would buy hang meters and would receive the
20% discount available to all parkers unless a decision was made to subsidize their parking.

> Zones 3 & 4 - Free lots regulated for 24 hour periods include upper North Marsac, China
Bridge Level 4, Sandridge, and Miner’s Hospital Park and Ride Lot (280 spaces). This would
ensure that 280 free parking spaces would be available for employees and shoppers, during all hours.
The City would be required to sponsor an internal program of parking management. There is a level
of sensitivity to the Marsac employee issue. In response to this issue the City should use the
Sandridge lot for its employees, which more than other lots in Zone 3.

ignificant 1 ct

This scenario achieves peak season customer accessibility, good utilization of remote lots during the peak

periods, reduction in congestion, encouragement of alternative transit use, and revenue generation of

approximately $173,000 or less per year depending upon the level of employee subsidy. These revenues could

be used for partial subsidy of additional parking facilities within the Main Street core. (Twenty-year debt

service on a 200 space facility would require approximately $335,000 of income per year). A summary of

Program C is attached.

Program D Aggressive Revenue Generation
Paid Parking Zones 1,2,&3

*establishes delivery zones, carpool spaces, and free 30-minute free spaces

> Zone 1 - Main Street (164 spaces) Main Street parking would be $2 per hour. Delivery zones and
Eighteen free 30-minute spaces would be established in this area.

> Zone 2 - Swede Alley, the Brew Pub lot, the first three levels of the China Bridge Garage, the
Gateway Center, and the Flagpole Lot (565 spaces). Zone 2 pricing would be regulated at the cost
of $1 per hour in these areas. Twenty free 30-minute spaces would also be established. Carpool
spaces would be established on the first level of the China Bridge Garage and in the Gateway Center.
Permits would be issued at the market rate unless a decision was made to make parking in these areas
for carpoolers free of charge. No duration limitations would exist. Employees not participating in
the car pool program would buy hang meters and would receive the 20% discount available to all local
residents unless a decision was made to subsidize their parking.

> Zone 3 - North Marsac, China Bridge Level 4, Sandridge (200 spaces). This fee schedule would
require 50 cents per hour for all shoppers and permitted parking at the cost of 25 cents per hour for
all employees ($2 per day). Employees would be issued special tags with no space guarantees. Some
car pool spaces could be established in this area as well.

> Zone 4 - Miner’s Hospital (80 spaces). This fee schedule would establish a park and ride facility
with reserved permitted free parking for Main Street employees during business hours.

Significant Impacts
This is an aggressive schedule designed on the premise that additional revenue is needed for parking facilities.

Depending on the level of employee subsidy, this program would generate potential for significant revenues
of between $500,000 and $675,000 per year.
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The market rate for on-street parking during peak conditions is closer to $1.50 per hour, although the winter
Park City market would likely tolerate the proposed $2 and $1 fee schedule in Zones 1 & 2 respectively. The
schedule of $2 per hour is unrealistic for the summer months and would have to be reduced. The merchants
would oppose this schedule. It would fail without proper commuter transit options and affordable parking
rates for employees. Employees wishing to drive to work in single occupant vehicles would potentially pay
$6-$7 per day in Zone 2 at the 20% discount. During the peak season. approximately 300 employees would
be forced onto alternative transit. A summary of the proposed Program D is attached.

D. Department Review.

These alternatives have been reviewed by the City Manager and the Public Works Director.

A ATIVES:
A. Select a Fee Schedule and Finalize by August 31.

This alternative requires the Council to select one of the fee schedules or to review slight
modifications to the presented options B-D. The Council would also provide further direction to staff
regarding employee parking management and subsidy. Slight modifications to an existing program
can be developed and returned to the Council for further review with the goal of adopting a resolution
no later than August 31. Slight modifications would include revisions of the time schedule,
specifications of rate for an employee permit system, or fee schedule reductions for summer time.

B. Delay Selection of a Fee Schedule beyond August 31.

This alternative would be chosen if significant modifications to the program were needed or if the
Council decided that extensive public hearings on the matter of paid parking were necessary. Staff
would then prepare additional options beyond those presented in this report. If the delay were to
exceed 30 days, implementation of paid parking would be postponed to or beyond July 1, 1998, and
the existing time limit enforcement would continue until next summer.

C. Maintain Status Quo.

This alternative would leave the existing system time limits in effect, as specified in Program A. Staff
would recommend modifications in the parking code relative to the delivery ordinance, and would
rebid the existing enforcement contract on a three year term.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:

Alternative A- Requires the Council to comment on employee parking subsidy and
management, as well as the overall goals associated with the program.
Negative financial impacts are associated with Program B because of the costs
related to program management, maintenance, and equipment versus the
forecasted revenue income. Programs C-D are self-supporting. Slight
modifications (fee schedule dates, employee permit costs, etc.) can be
addressed easily. If only slight modifications to an existing program are
needed, a final program can be developed and reviewed by the end of August
and staff can be authorized to move forward with winter implementation.




Alternative B- Requires staff to research additional options and opens the process up
to additional public hearings. Bids for capital equipment would be
rejected and costs of the program would likely increase. Staff would

subsequently seek additional authorization to extend the existing i

enforcement contract through July 1, 1998.

Alternative C- This alternative would maintain the existing utilization and space
availability. This program would require a net subsidy of
approximately $65,000 per year. Staff would subsequently recommend
a three-year contract with an enforcement contractor.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Policy development of a paid parking proposal is a critical step in meeting Council goals. If a policy decision
is reached, staff will be able to further refine recommendations now being adopted on comprehensive long-
range transportation strategies. Paid parking is a proven tool in affecting space availability and traffic
circulation issues. If a program is not adopted by the winter time, the adverse traffic patterns experienced on
Main Street throughout peak summer and winter periods will continue.

RECOMMENDATION:

Select a fee schedule or request modifications and additional information on the schemes presented in this
staff report. Identify requirements associated with employee accommodation. Develop a consensus with
respect to fee schedule and implementation of a paid parking program.




- Program A
& Time Limitations with Delivery Zones

Time Limits
Zone Area Spaces (Hrs)
1 Main Street 182 2
(182 spaces)
Swede . 183 4 and 24
Brew Pub 57 : 4
China 1 82 24
2 China 2 81 24
(565 spaces) China 3 82 24
Gateway 40 24
Flagpole Lot 40 24
China 4 77 24
3 No.Marsac = 43 24
(200 spaces) Sandridge 80 : N/A
5-Year Cost
- ‘ 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 5-Yr Total
1) Enforcement Revenue* $66,950 $68,959 $71,027 $73,158 $75,353  $355,447
2) Total Capital/Contract Cost * $128,750 ' $140,689 $144,909 ' $683,552

(5613000 {

L?s) Annual Loss

*3% inflation rate factored annuaily

Summary

Achieves:

creation of delivery zones
strong employee accommodation

Does Not Achieve:

additional reduction in traffic/parking congestion
peak-season customer accessibility and accommodation
encouragement of aiternative transit use

break-even financial balance

revenue support for addition parking facilities

increased utilization of Zone 3

Requires:

annual operating funding

Does Not Require:

transit support
carpool/vanpool program




Program B
Main Street Metered

Metered Limits
Zone Area Spaces = 30-min. Rate (Hrs)
1 Main Street 164 18 $1/hr 151 days 4
(182 spaces) ' . $.50/hr 62 days
~ Swede 163 20 4 and 24
" Brew Pub 57 “4and 24
China 1 82 - - T
2 China 2 81 Free 24
(565 spaces) China 3 82 -
Gateway 40 4and 24
Flagpole Lot 40 24 |
China 4 77
3 No. Marsac 43 Free 4 and 24
(200 spaces) - Sandridge 80
4 Miner's 80 Free 4 and 24
(80 spaces)
5-Year Cost
1998 7999 2000 2001 2002 5-Yr Total
1) Estimated Revenue” © $187,733 | $193,365 $199,166 $205,141 . $211,295 $996,700
2) Projected Contract Cost ©$233,000 : $239,990 $247,190 = $254,605 $262,244 | $1,237,05
3) Capital Cost ($190,000, 10-yrs, 6%) $76,815 $28,815 $28,815 . $28,815 $28,815 = $192,07
4) Total Projected Operating/Capital $300.815 | $268,805  $276,005  $283.420 $291.088 | $1.429,103
5) Annual income (Loss) ($122,082)  ($75,440) ($76,839)  ($78,279) ($79,763) = ($432,403)

ltems 1 & 2: includes 3% inflation adjustment beginning 1999

Item 3: includes projected 1st-Yr Startup Costs of $45,000, includes enforcement vehicle, tokens, signage
Item 3: includes projected 10-Yr Capital Costs of $190,000, includes17 meters, smart cards

“from enforcement and paid parking

Summary

Achieves: creation of delivery and short-term zones
employee accommodation

improved utilization during peak season periods
break even financial balance in 1999

some peak-season customer accessibility for Main St. spaces

Does Not Achieve:
encouragement of alternative transit use
significant revenue or additional facilities

reduction in congestion (Swede Alley congestion increases)

Does Not Require: transit support

carpool/vanpool program




Program C

N Moderate Employee Accommodation

Metered Limits
Zone Area Spaces 30-min. Rate (Hrs)
1 Main Street 164 18 $1.00/hour 4
(182 spaces)
Swede 163 20
Brew Pub 57
China 1 82
2 China 2 81 . $.50/hour* 24
(565 spaces) China 3 82 ’
. Gateway 40
Flagpole Lot 40
China 4 77
3 No. Marsac 43 Free 24
(200 spaces) Sandridge 80
4 Miner's 80 . Free 24
(80 spaces) '
*racommend 20% discount on in-car meters and discount or free carpoclivanpool.
5-Year Cost
. _ 1998 1999 2000 - 2001 2002 5-YrTotal
M) Estimated Revenue** $517,691 $533,222 $549,218  $565,695 $582,666 $2,748,492
2) Projected Program Cost $298,000 ' $306,940 | $316,148 $325,633  $335,402 $1,682,122
3) Capital Cost ($281,000, 10-yrs, 6%) $128,179 $43,179  $43,179  $43,179  $43,179 $300,895
4) Total Projected Operating/Capital $426,179 $350,119 = $359,327 $368,812 $378,581 $1,883,017
5) Annual Income $91,512 $183,103 $189,891 $196,883 $204,085  $865,475

ltems 1 & 2: includes 3% inflation adjustment beginning 1999
Item 3: inciudes projected 1st-Yr Startup Costs of $80,000, which inciudes enforcement vehicle, tokens, signage, in-car meters
ltem 3: includes projected 10-Yr Capital Costs of $281,000, which includes 31 meters, smart cards, rideshare software

*from enforcement and paid parking

Summary

Achieves:

creation of delivery and short-term zones

peak-season customer accessibility
moderate employee accommodation

good utilization during peak season pericds

reduction of traffic congestion

some encouragement of aiternative transit use

revenue generation

Does Not Achieve:

strong employee accommodation

Requires:

transit support to Miner's lot

carpool/vanpoo! program

.




Program D

Aggressive Revenue Generation

Metered Permit

Zone Area = Spaces 30-min.  Rate Rate
1 Main Street 164 18 : $2.00/hour
(182 spaces)
Swede 163
Brew Pub 57
China 1 82
2 China2 . 81
(565 spaces) China 3 82
Gateway 40
Flagpole Lot 40
~ Chinad 77
3 ' No. Marsac 43
(200 spaces) : Sandridge ' 80
4 Miner's 80
(80 spaces)

Limits
(Hrs)

No Limit

24

24

*racommend 20% discount on in-car metsers and discount or free carpool/vanpool.

5-Year Cost

1998 = 1999 2000 2001

2002  5-YrTotal ',

Estimated Revenue**

$1,021,688 | $1,052,339 $1,083,909 $1,116,426 $1,149,919 §$5,424,28d

$323,000 @ $332,690 @ $342671 = $352,951

- $363,539 1 $1,714,851

1)
2) Projected Program Cost
3)

Capital Cost ($281,000, 10-yrs, 6%) $144,179 | $44,179 $44,179  $44,179

$44,179  $320,894

4) Total Projected Operating/Capital $467.179

5) Annual Income (Loss)

$554,509

376,869 | $386,850 ' $397,130
675,470 - $697,069 | $719,296

[
p
4
k

. $407,718 $2,035,745
- [

5742,201  $3,388,535 |

items 1 & 2: includes 3% inflation adjustment beginning 1999
ltam 3: includes projected 1st-Yr Startup Costs of $100,000, which includes enforcemant vehicle, tokens, signage, in-car meters
Item 3; includes projected 10-Yr Capital Costs of $281,000, which includes 31 meters, smart cards, rideshare software

*from enforcement and paid parking

Summary

Achieves:

creation of delivery and short-term zones

peak-season customer accessibility

good utilization during peak season periods

reduction in congestion

encouragement of alternative transit use

significant revenue support for additional support programs

Does Not Achieve:

emplioyee accommodation

Requires:

substantial local transit/flex route additions
carpool/ivanpool program




Law Office of
Bruce Margolius, P.C.

588 Main Street, Box 3039
Park City, Utah 84060
(801) 649-9337

July 23, 1997

Dear Mayor and City Council Members:

Please excuse the informality of this note. I understand that paid
parking will be on your agenda for July 31 and, since I will be out of town, I
wanted to make some quick comments.

First, I support paid parking as a method of paying for more parking
spaces. | am, however, opposed to using it as a rationing device. The
reasons for this have been covered at some length in discussions [’ve
attended, so I think you know what they are. If they’ve slipped your minds,
the simple answer is fairness.

Second, as a business owner [ need convenient access to my office. I
am willing to pay for parking, but not if it is not convenient. I don’t need a
reserved space, but [ need an assurance that my permit will give me access
to come and go on even the busiest days.

Third, as long as City Hall is located in Old Town, there can be no
special treatment for any of you or your employees. Some of your staff
make a practice of making exceptions to rules for themselves and their
associates. If this is seen to happen with respect to parking — and many
citizens will be looking — you will undermine the legitimacy of the program.

Finally, serious attention must be given to the costs of administering
the paid parking program. Ifit can’t be run in a manner that generates a
revenue stream for additional spaces, then the experiment should be
abandoned. Paid parking can be part of a solution if it is handled well. It
can also be an unpleasant, pointless exercise if it is handled poorly. It’s up
to you.

Respectfully,
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DATE: July 23, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

AUTHOR: Brian J. Andersen, Parking Operations Manag& daﬂ,
TITLE: 1997 Pay-and-Display Parking Meter Purchase
TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Authorize staff to enter into agreements with the
Schlumberger Electronic Transactions for the purchase of 31 pay-and-display multi-space

parking meters to support the 1997 paid parking program.

DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic. Contract Authorization of Pay-and-Display Parking Meter Purchase.

B. Background. Asrecommended in the Wilbur Smith parking study of the Historic Main
Street Core, dedicated enforcement was enacted in November 1996, which increased parking
space utilization during the past winter season. The next step proposed in the study is the
implementation of paid parking, which will improve utilization of both prime and less desirable
locations by managing parking demand. Paid parking can also generate revenue which can be
used to fund car pool programs, transit improvements, and/or additional parking areas. A bold
new on-street pay-and-display system (the first in North America) was very successfully
implemented in Aspen, Colorado using multi-space meters instead of the stand-alone type found
in most U.S. cities. A similar use of multi-space meters for our Historic Main Street Core could
be accomplished with 31 multi-space meters as opposed to 350 conventional stand-alone meters.
Pay-and-display meters would prove advantageous for Park City’s snow-covered streets, as
individual space stripes are unnecessary for parallel spaces and numbers are not required for
angled spaces.

C. Analysis. Six bidders responded to a May 3, 1997 bid for 31 pay-and-display meters, The
bids were evaluated based on several factors: responsiveness; experience; aesthetics; flexibility
of options, including mounting and power; maintenance track record; price; and security record.
Installation was factored in based on each bidder's recommended mounting and power options.
The six bidders were CSI, Canadian Parking Equipment (CPE), Duncan, Metric, Schlumberger,




ALTERNATIVES:
A) Award Extended Pay-and-Displ id with the Mo lified Bidder for 31

Meters. Based on track record, aesthetics, and flexibility, Schlumberger emerges as the
most qualified bidder. Main Street and Swede Alley would require 17 and 8 meters
respectively, and an additional 6 meters are recommended in lieu of “honor boxes” in the
China Bridge garage. The following benefits to the paid parking plan would result:
coordination with the rest of the system, better audit capability and collection security,
aesthetic appeal, payment convenience, receipt generation, enforcement and labor
efficiency, and piggybacking and short-payment elimination. The contract with
Schlumberger would not exceed $266,952 for purchase of 31 pay-and-display meters,
10,000 reloadable magstripe cards, card processing software, and a handheld data
terminal for credit card processing. City pre-installation costs are estimated at $5,450.

Award Pav-and-Display Bid with the Most Qualified Bidder for 25 Meters Coverin
Main and Swede Only. A total of 17 meters would be required to cover Main Street,
with an additional 8 meters for Swede Alley. The contract amount with Schlumberger for
25 meters, 10,000 reloadable magstripe debit cards, card processing software, and a
handheld data terminal for credit card processing would not exceed $233,800. City pre-
installation costs are estimated at $4,850.

Delay Implementation for An Additional Season, Under this scenario, all current bids

would be rejected and a new bid would be issued next year, allowing more time for
consideration.

D) Do Not Implement a Paid Parking Program. Continued enforcement of time

restrictions with no fee schedule would be the approach of this option.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: Metered parking will add hardware to an already sensitive historic
area. Staff feels that the use of the pay-and-display meter configuration with a light pole mount
where possible will minimize the visual impact to the Historic Main Street Core. An additional
benefit of the pay-and-display system is increased efficiency to current enforcement efforts,
eliminating the spinning and wiping of tires to eliminate chalk.

CON UENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION: Increases in
utilization may not occur beyond the current enforcement efforts. This may result in continued
congestion and under-utilization of parking in the Historic Main Street Core.

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize staff to award the bid to Schlumberger, the most qualified
bidder, for 31 pay-and-display meters to regulate on-street parking on Main Street and in Swede
Alley and to regulate off-street parking in Swede Alley where necessary. The bid amount for 31
pay-and-display meters, 10,000 reloadable magstripe cards, card processing software, and a
handheld data terminal for credit card processing from Schlumberger shall not exceed $272,440.
Meter installation would be completed 60 days following contract execution.

Additionally, staff requests authorization to create a parking-specific account code budget.
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and Ventek. A City selection committee evaluated the bids and concluded that the Schlumberger
bid had the best overall score according to the following factors: great responsiveness, excellent
track record, appealing design, flexibility in both mounting and power options, and total cost of
equipment purchase and installation. Selection committee results are shown in the following
table:

BID EVALUATION TABLE
ltem Poims | CSI | CPE | Duncan | Metric | Schiumberger | Ventek
RESPONSIVENESS 20 18 14 11 16 19 14.5
EXPERIENCE 20 20 5 8 15 20 20
AESTHETICS 20 15 7 6.5 9 17.5 12
FLEXIBILITY 20 12 6 7 10 20 12
MAINTENANCE RECORD 10 10 10 5 8 10 10
COST (based on table below) 5 4 0 1 2 5 3
SECURITY RECORD 5 S S 3.9 4.6 5 5

The following bid amounts include training, shipping, and spare parts requirements and are
categorized as in the bid documents—a basic number of 25 meters with an optional 6 additional
meters:

BID AND INSTALLATION COST TABLE

Costs CSI CPE Duncan | Metric | Schlumberger | Ventek

Bid Amounts—25 Meters $ 176,750 | § 471,927 | § 247,345 | 8§ 133,476 | § 211,817 | § 204,788
Bid Amounts—6 additional | 8 33,000 | § 117,000 | § 53,939 | § 24,000 | § 38640 | § 43,100
City Install-25 Meters $ 40850 18 40850 | 8 125000 | 3 125,000 | § 4850 | 8§ 40,850
City Install-6 additional § 660013 66008 660038 660035 600 | § 6,600

D. Department Review. The pay-and-display bid evaluation was reviewed by the Public

Works Director, Transportation Director, Public Affairs Director, Planning Department, and the
Parking Operations Manager.







