
 

 
 
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
445 MARSAC AVENUE  
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060 
 
July 27, 2023 
 
The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on July 27, 2023, 
at 3:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to close the meeting to discuss advice of counsel and 
litigation at 3:00 p.m. Council Member Toly seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Doilney moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 4:05 p.m. Council 
Member Dickey seconded the motion.  

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
WORK SESSION 
 
Discuss Options for Centralized Communication and Waste Management for the 
Main Street Business District: 
Jenny Diersen, Sarah Pearce, and Troy Daley, along with Monte Coates and Ginger 
Wicks, Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA), were present for this item. Diersen indicated 
there were multiple waste providers on Main Street. The district was no longer called 
the Business Improvement District (BID), but the Main Street Business District. Because 
they eliminated BID, HPCA was focused on marketing. There would be centralized 
communication between the 280 businesses. 
 
Regarding waste management, City staff worked with the business district daily. Diersen 
reviewed the City negotiated a rate for all trash and cardboard bins in the district. The 
billing was tracked through Business Licensing, but the payments were verified through 
HPCA. A business license could be withheld if trash payments had not been made. 
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Additional services included recycling, glass, and food waste pickup. Diersen displayed 
options for the Council to consider. One was to procure a service provider to negotiate a 
trash hauler contract and coordinate communications between the City and the 
businesses in the district in the amount of $80,000, and the other was to hire a full-time 
staff for this position at $105,000. Diersen noted the staff position would be more of a 
regulatory position. 
 
Pearce thought there was great benefit to centralizing trash pickup with one hauler. This 
area had the highest concentration of businesses in the City and the service would help 
with maintaining the beauty of the City and the sustainability goals. Daley stated Public 
Works utilized the connectivity with HPCA in their work and with issues that arose in the 
district. He currently noted they were bidding out a trash compactor on Lower Main 
Street and extensive outreach with the businesses was necessary. Coates stated it was 
the desire of HPCA to maintain a good relationship with the City. Pearce indicated they 
would follow the procurement process in acquiring a service provider. Daley thought a 
service provider would be best. 
 
Council Member Gerber asked if a staff position meant the City would run HPCA. 
Pearce stated she could go through the procurement process so HPCA could operate 
as they currently did to provide the communication service for the City, or the City could 
hire someone internally for that. Council Member Dickey asked if HPCA would have a 
different resource who would do the marketing portion. Wicks stated they were using a 
Summit County Restaurant Tax grant for marketing. Council Member Dickey asked if 
Wicks would do the trash and communications as well as the marketing for HPCA if 
HPCA was awarded the service contract. Wicks indicated that would be a board 
decision, but currently there were several people managing social media and public 
relations. Council Member Dickey thought the $80,000 service provider contract would 
save the City money.  
 
Council Member Toly asked if the $25,000 that the business district hoped to collect in 
dues plus restaurant tax would all go for marketing. Wicks noted the tax could not go for 
a salary so they hoped the membership dues collected would help fund the marketing 
position. Council Member Toly asked if the board would have additional duties for this 
position beyond what the City identified. Diersen stated the service provider would have 
a contract with a defined scope of work. Coates hoped the person who handled trash 
would handle all the other outreach in the district. 
 
Council Member Gerber asked how HPCA would pay for an executive director. Wicks 
stated HPCA would be reorganized and that position would be eliminated. Council 
Member Gerber asked if the primary role of HPCA was managing members, to which 
Wicks affirmed. 
 
Council Member Dickey favored Option One. Council Member Gerber agreed and 
suggested a two-year contract to have consistency. She hoped the board could collect 
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more than $25,000 in membership dues. Council Member Doilney agreed with Option 
One for two years after the first year. Council Member Toly favored Option One as well. 
Pearce stated the contract would automatically renew unless the Council opted not to 
renew it. The Council agreed to that method. Wicks asked that if the Council decided 
not to renew, HPCA would receive advanced notice so they would have time to react. 
 
Discuss Regulations to Provide Retail Water Service Outside the Municipal 
Boundary: 
Jason Christensen, Water Manager, presented this item and stated the City code 
dictated when the City could offer water to non-residents. The current code no longer 
met state law. The City could no longer charge different rates to non-residents. There 
was a recent request to provide water service to properties adjoining the City boundary. 
In 2018, the properties requested water service and the City determined to provide the 
water service without requiring annexation. He asked if annexation should be a 
requirement for water service, and noted annexation would bring in additional revenue, 
but it would require the City to provide additional services such as police service and 
snowplowing. Annexation would result in having non-conforming structures. Providing 
water would help with fire prevention and would eliminate the risk of the City being 
called upon to provide emergency water service to small systems. He gave options for 
Council to consider and noted the Council had no obligation to provide water to non-
residents. 
 
Mayor Worel asked if the petitioners were responsible for the infrastructure, to which 
Christensen affirmed. He indicated they would dedicate the infrastructure to the City and 
the City would take over the maintenance of that infrastructure. 
 
Council Member Dickey asked how the cost of services compared to the additional 
revenue. Christensen thought currently police service was provided but snowplowing 
was not provided.  
 
Council Member Gerber asked if these were the only units that requested the water 
service. Christensen stated there were other units, but they had not requested the 
service. Council Member Gerber indicated she did not want to see further development 
in those areas, but she favored annexation of these properties. Margaret Plane, City 
Attorney, stated they would have to file an annexation petition and it would be a lot of 
work for the petitioners and staff. Council Member Gerber asked for a recommendation 
from the Water Department on what worked best. Christensen stated it was his 
preference to remove the annexation requirement.  
 
Council Member Doilney agreed he didn’t want to see sprawl in the area, but noted 
there was no way to get to the properties without going through Park City. The roads 
needed to be to the City standard so emergency vehicles could access those 
properties. He favored requiring the properties to annex into the City. 
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Council Member Toly agreed with Council Member Doilney and asked what those 
people said about annexing into the City. Brent Rose, representing the four families 
requesting to be served, stated the discussion with the Water Department had leaned 
towards getting service without the annexation requirement. Council Member Dickey 
stated he favored having them annex into the City but thought it might be considered on 
a case-by-case basis. Council Member Doilney thought this was an opportunity to make 
a policy decision that would benefit the City long-term. Council Member Dickey favored 
annexation in general, but asked if Council wanted a way to not make it harder for 
people. Christensen stated there were very few properties in this situation. There were 
undeveloped lots, but that was a different scenario. Council Member Gerber thought it 
was wise to ask the properties to bring their roads up to standard. If there were only a 
few properties, she favored annexation prior to providing water service.  
 
Mayor Worel asked if the property owners be able to access water service if they 
submitted an annexation petition and the City denied it. Margaret Plane stated 
annexation was a statutory process. If City code were modified to deal with the rate 
structure change and required the annexation, and then the petition was denied, the 
people would have no option for obtaining water. 
 
The Council agreed to require an annexation petition for new water service and remove 
the existing reference to the water rate difference. Christensen stated he would return 
with a code amendment. Council Member Gerber asked for language in the ordinance 
that would give consideration for water to properties that that didn’t meet annexation 
requirements. 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
I. ROLL CALL 

 
Attendee Name Status 
Mayor Nann Worel 
Council Member Ryan Dickey  
Council Member Max Doilney 
Council Member Becca Gerber 
Council Member Tana Toly   
Matt Dias, City Manager 
Margaret Plane, City Attorney 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 

Present  

Council Member Jeremy Rubell   Excused 
 
II. APPOINTMENTS 
 
1. Appoint Jennifer Lewis as a Member of the Board of Appeals and Rory Murphy 
as an Alternate Member of the Board of Appeals Effective upon Appointment: 
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Dave Thacker, Building Official, stated there were two vacancies on the board and the 
applicants who applied were very capable to carry out the duties. 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to appoint Jennifer Lewis as a member of the Board of 
Appeals and Rory Murphy as an alternate member of the Board of Appeals effective 
upon appointment. Council Member Doilney seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
III. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF  
 
Council Questions and Comments: 
Council Member Toly indicated she would recuse herself from New Business Item Two 
for ownership interest in the property. Council Member Doilney reviewed the 
construction plans for the SR248 improvements when school began. He asked people 
to be safe on the corridor. 
 
Mayor Worel thanked Jen McGrath and Rebecca Ward for the Bonanza Park Small 
Area community meetings. Over 200 people came and gave comments. She noted 
there was an online survey for people to voice their input. She indicated the Council 
would go on break and the next meeting would be on Tuesday, August 22nd.  
 
Staff Communications Reports: 
 
1. McPolin Farm Eco Plan: 
 
2. May 2023 Budget Monitoring and April Sales Tax Report:  
 
3. Park Silly Sunday Market Mid-Season Review: 
 
4. Renaming Round Valley Trailheads: 
 
5. Childcare Update:  
 
IV. PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON 
THE AGENDA) 
 
Mayor Worel opened the meeting for any who wished to speak or submit comments on 
items not on the agenda. 
 
Dell Fuller 84060, read a prepared statement regarding Lot #2 Willow Ranch 
subdivision that is attached to these minutes. 
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Mike Watts 84060 submitted maps of the wetlands of Willow Ranch which included the 
Limits of Disturbance. He thought the disturbance was in violation of the allowance. He 
listed some violations including drilling a well, moving plants, etc. 
 
Kate Nelli lived across from Lot 2 Willow Ranch, which was the Hall’s home. They 
planted trees in their backyard which blocked the mountain view of several neighbors. 
She felt the LMC was violated, but the City did nothing to stop the action. She requested 
the Hall’s remove the perimeter trees, have a Sensitive Land Overlay analysis 
conducted, and have the City monitor the project to ensure the proper permits were 
acquired. 
 
Stacey Sayers, 84060 lived on the adjoining property to Lot 2 Willow Ranch Subdivision 
and was concerned that the trees blocked her view. The master planned development 
(MPD) stated the view corridors would be protected and she asked that the City enforce 
this. She asked for a thorough review of the wetlands through a Sensitive Lands 
Overlay analysis. She also noted Lot 2 was very important to wildlife and many animals 
were on that lot. She asked the lot to remain native. 
 
Christopher Jerry Hall via Zoom stated the dispute was over views. They bought the 
home three years ago and the home was 20 years old. Landscaping had been going on 
for three years and City staff had been to the home for inspections. He had been in 
compliance and City staff had no concerns. They tried negotiating with neighbors and 
had made some concessions, including changing the types of trees and location of 
trees planted. 
 
Lane Fuller, 84060 read a prepared statement from Frode Jensen regarding the Lot 2 
Willow Ranch Subdivision property. This statement is attached to the minutes. 
 
Bob Theobald stated none of the trees were permitted on Lot 2. Just because other 
owners planted trees without permits didn’t mean the Hall’s could do it too. He thought 
there was sufficient evidence for an investigation. He distributed a handout and 
discussed a flexible ratio for square footage. He also indicated the Hall’s applied for a 
building permit that didn’t comply with the plat. 
 
Bob Sertner stated many in the City were concerned about property tax increases and 
explained how people could file an appeal. 
 
Kathi Ehlers eComment: “I strongly support the creation of an Arts and Culture District 
including a home for the Kimball Art Center!” 
 
Beth Bradford eComment: “I strongly support the creation of an Arts and Culture District 
including a home for the Kimball Art Center! Let’s make this happen for an organization 
that gives so much back to our community.” 
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V. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES 
 
1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from June 22, 2023, 
and July 6 and 11, 2023: 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to approve the City Council meeting minutes from June 
22, 2023, and July 6 and 11, 2023. Council Member Dickey seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
1. Consideration to Approve the Final Action Letter for the Appeal of the Planning 
Commission's Denial of the Washington School House Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for a Minor Hotel, Located at 543 Park Avenue: 
Lillian Zollinger, Planner, stated Council could amend the Final Action letter or action 
could be taken on the letter as written. 
 
Council Member Doilney moved to approve the Final Action Letter for the appeal of the 
Planning Commission's denial of the Washington School House Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for a minor hotel, located at 543 Park Avenue. Council Member Dickey seconded 
the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
VII.  NEW BUSINESS 
 
1. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Design Professional 
Services Addendum with Horrocks Engineers, Inc., in a Form Approved by the 
City Attorney, Not to Exceed $201,000 to Provide Right-of-Way Engineering 
Services for Homestake Roadway Reconstruction: 
Gabe Shields, Transportation Engineer, stated this work was anticipated to be 
completed in-house, but now a contractor would help complete the project. The street 
was challenging with parking on one side. They were currently designing the project and 
there were some properties that the City would need to partially acquire for the right-of-
way. This contract would do survey work, meet with some property owners and get 
appraisals on the properties so work could begin summer of 2024. 
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Mayor Worel opened the public input. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed 
the public input. 
 
Council Member Doilney thought this was a nice first step to creating better walkability 
in the heart of the community. 
 
Council Member Doilney moved to authorize the City Manager to execute a design 
professional services addendum with Horrocks Engineers, Inc., in a form approved by 
the City Attorney, not to exceed $201,000 to provide right-of-way engineering services 
for Homestake Roadway reconstruction. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
2. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2023-37, an Ordinance Approving an 
Extension of City Council's July 21, 2022 Approval of Ordinance No. 2022-26, an 
Ordinance Approving 949 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment, Located at 949 Empire 
Avenue, Park City, Utah: 
Spencer Cawley, Planner II, presented this item and explained there were four 
conditions of approval to the plat amendment and the applicant had difficulty completing 
those four requirements. Therefore, a one-year extension had been requested. 
 
Mayor Worel opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed 
the public hearing. 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to approve Ordinance No. 2023-37, an ordinance 
approving an extension of City Council's July 21, 2022 approval of Ordinance No. 2022-
26, an ordinance approving 949 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment, located at 949 
Empire Avenue, Park City, Utah. Council Member Dickey seconded the motion. 
RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
3. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Agreement with 
Tyler Technologies, Not to Exceed $527,200 in a Form Approved by the City 
Attorney, to Provide Integrated Financial Enterprise Resource Planning Software: 
Mindy Finlinson, Finance Director, indicated the current financial software was 
sunsetting in 2027. They issued an RFP for new software and awarded a contract to 
Tyler Technologies. She reviewed some of the features the product offered. She 
indicated the startup fee was $392,853 with an annual fee of $134,347. 
 



PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH  
July 27, 2023 
P a g e | 9 
 

Park City Page 9 July 27, 2023 
 

Mayor Worel asked if the Finance Department needed four years to get everything 
transferred. Finlinson stated the transfer would take up to two years, but they wanted to 
get started as soon as possible. Mayor Worel asked if updates would be included in the 
annual fee, to which Finlinson affirmed. 
 
Council Member Dickey asked if this would be a tool to communicate with the public. 
Linda Jager, Communications Manager, stated she had different communication 
software, but it could integrate with Tyler Technologies. Council Member Dickey asked if 
the software was the analytics tool the City was anticipating. Matt Dias, City Manager, 
stated this system would function at a higher level, was much more sophisticated and 
did have some customer platforms, but the City would also integrate additional 
analytical systems to have another level of transparency regarding power bills and how 
the City spent its money. 
 
Mayor Worel opened the public input. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed 
the public input. 
 
Council Member Dickey moved to authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement 
with Tyler Technologies, not to exceed $527,200 in a Form Approved by the City 
Attorney, to provide integrated financial enterprise resource planning software. Council 
Member Toly seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
4. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Agreement with 
HBME, LLC, Not to Exceed $220,000 for a Five-Year Term, in a Form Approved by 
the City Attorney, to Provide Financial Audit and Single Audit Services: 
Mindy Finlinson, Finance Director, presented this item and indicated the current contract 
with the City’s outside auditors had expired. An RFP was issued and a new service 
provider was selected. This contract would be for a five-year term. 
 
Mayor Worel opened the public input. No comments were given. Mayor Worel closed 
the public input. 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement 
with HBME, LLC, not to exceed $220,000 for a five-year term, in a form approved by the 
City Attorney, to provide financial audit and single audit services. Council Member 
Dickey seconded the motion. 
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RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
5. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Acquire the Tiny Homes 
Located at 7700 Marsac Avenue, in the Amount of $180,000, in a Form Approved 
by the City Attorney: 
Browne Sebright, Affordable Housing Program Manager, presented this item and stated 
the Fire District had two tiny homes on the Mine Bench property while they constructed 
the Silver Lake Fire Station. The station would be completed by the end of the year and 
they offered the homes to the City at a significant discount. Sebright indicated the 
homes could be used by some Public Works employees and would be allotted through 
a lottery process. A different long-term location would be considered.  
 
Council Member Gerber asked if four employees would be in each unit. Sebright 
indicated it would be one household per unit. Council Member Dickey asked who the 
CUP applicant would be, to which Sebright stated it would be the City. Council Member 
Gerber thought this was a good opportunity to get affordable units but noted this was 
not a great location. She asked what would happen if a better location was not found, to 
which Sebright stated they had a couple locations in mind, but they could sell the homes 
if there were no other appropriate locations. Mayor Worel asked if Sebright had 
feedback from the firefighters on how it was to live there. Sebright had not heard any 
feedback. Council Member Dickey agreed another location should be found. 
 
Mayor Worel opened the public input.  
 
Clive Bush eComment: “I stumbled on this agenda item for the “Purchase of Tiny 
Homes”, then after clicking on and reading the staff report understood the real topic to 
be whether dwelling units (temporary or otherwise) are allowed in the Recreational 
Open Space District. The staff report in its analysis correctly says that the ROS District 
prohibits dwelling units- then submits that the Conditional Use for Essential Municipal 
Public Utilities, Service, or Structures would overrule that prohibition? You can't make 
that leap of faith without considering what the Land Management Code says the uses 
and purpose of the Recreation Open Space District is: 15-2.7-1 Purpose: The purpose 
of the Recreation and Open Space (ROS) District is to: 1. establish and preserve 
districts for land uses requiring substantial Areas of open land covered with vegetation 
and substantially free from Structures, Streets and Parking Lots, 2. permit recreational 
Uses and preserve recreational Open Space land, 3. encourage parks, golf courses, 
trails and other Compatible public or private recreational Uses, and 4. preserve and 
enhance environmentally sensitive lands, such as wetlands, Steep Slopes, ridge lines, 
meadows, stream corridors, and forests. 5. encourage sustainability, conservation, and 
renewable energy. 15-2.7-2 Uses: Uses in the ROS District are limited to the following: 
ALLOWED USES. 1. Conservation Activity 2. Food Truck Locations. Adding dwellings to 
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ROS is a rule defying precedent not worthy of a government agency which opens the 
door for more misuse in the future. The third option of a rezone, one assumes, is a pre-
text to the much larger development proposal coming down the pipeline soon hereafter 
– this requires, among many other considerations - an appreciation of why development 
was clustered, wide open space cherished and hard fought limits on development below 
POD A won over by the community after 5 years and 34 public meetings against 
significant pressures to do otherwise.”  
 
Mayor Worel closed the public input. 
 
Council Member Gerber moved to authorize the City Manager to acquire the tiny homes 
located at 7700 Marsac Avenue, in the amount of $180,000, in a form approved by the 
City Attorney. Council Member Doilney seconded the motion. 

RESULT:  APPROVED  
AYES:  Council Members Dickey, Doilney, Gerber, and Toly 
EXCUSED: Council Member Rubell 

 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 

_________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 



CENTRALIZED COMMUNICATION & 

WASTE MANAGEMENT 

MAIN STREET BUSINESS DISTRICT



Overview

• A Business Improvement District (BID) for Main Street was created in 2007 

after Summit County’s decision to no longer provide commercial waste 

services. Despite a desire for coordinated services and communication 

between Main Street merchants and the City, there is no express 

authorization for the BID’s continuation under Utah law.

• With the expiration of the BID, HPCA is moving to a member-based 

association focused on marketing efforts

• PCMC needs a mechanism for centralized communications and waste 

management.



CENTRALIZED

COMMUNICATION

• Regular communication with 280 businesses 

• Coordination and collaboration daily on a myriad of initiatives, including 

Convention Chain Business and Vibrant Commercial Storefront regulations, 

infrastructure projects, parking and transportation plans/DLS zones, special 

events and filming, construction impacts, and safety 

• Seek feedback from businesses on various subjects and provide City with 

position papers

• 120 e-blasts annually

• 30 + committee meetings

• Manage HPCA web portal with City regulations and information

https://historicparkcityutah.com/members


WASTE MANAGEMENT



Single Hauler Contract (Republic)
Negotiated rate for all trash and cardboard bins in 

District

Shared bins
• Allocated to businesses by HPCA 

monthly 
• Ratio applied by business type volume 

(restaurants pay more than a gallery)
• New businesses are tracked through 

new business licenses from PCMC 
Finance Dept

• Allocation is sent to Republic who 
directly bills businesses

Individual bins
• Paid directly by business to 

Republic

Late Payment
• If the business is not paying 

the Republic bill, PCMC 
Finance withholds business 
license renewal 

Good Earth Weekly Service
• Contract managed directly by 

HPCA and Good Earth, thru 
franchise fee from Republic 
contract

• Handles recycling, cardboard
• Hauls off-site

Additional Waste Services

Individual Business Contracts
• Many businesses pay for 

additional services (glass and 
food waste) and individually 
contract/manage

• Bins are often kept in city 
ROW 

Momentum Consulting
• 2 year contract to help understand 

current waste issues, and propose 
potential future system

• Contract sets reduced rate for food 
waste and glass for HPCA businesses

PCMC Negotiated contracts

WASTE MANAGEMENT



1. PROCURE SERVICE PROVIDER 2. HIRE FULL-TIME STAFF POSITION

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

• ~$80,000; parking revs and 

enhanced business license fee

• One-year contract, with the 

option to renew. 

• ~$105,000 (salary & benefits)

• FT position, more regulatory

• Need time to manage the 

transition of staff 

responsibilities.

• May be a challenge to find a 

person to manage both comms 

and waste.

❖ Neither option includes any funding for marketing. 

❖ Both options consider partial funding from business license fees dependent on the 

outcome of the study. 



PCMC 13-1-25
MODIFICATIONS



What
1. Discuss modifications to PCMC 13-1-25 which states:

“It is the policy of the City to provide culinary water within the corporate 
limits of Park City. Those individuals or entities desiring connection to the 
Park City water system must petition the Park City Council for Annexation 
as a condition of water service. Those individuals and entities outside the
corporate limits of Park City currently connected to the water system and 
receiving water shall agree to abide by the terms and conditions of this 
Title and shall pay double the applicable rate charged for water provided 
inside the corporate limits of Park City. Upon annexation, they will receive 
water service at the normal rate.”



Why
1. Current Code Requirement does not meet State Law.  
2. A recent request to provide water service to several lots above Park 

Meadows, accessible only from Park City proper roads. 
3. Prior decision from 2018 to serve the majority of the Mountain Top 

subdivision, outside of Park City proper. 

 



Current Request



Current Request
Today’s conversation is focused on PCMC 13-1-25, and the request for 
water service is not directly before Council. However, the decision made 
will ultimately guide the outcome of the current water service request. 

 



Policy Information
• Generally, Annexation of Existing Development 

– Brings in additional revenue.
– Requires the City to provide additional services.  
– Results in LMC non-conforming structures. 



Policy Information
• Providing Water Service without Annexation

– Reduces barriers, making it more likely that water service 
is provided  

• When Water Service is provided it can.
– Improve fire fighting ability at the periphery of town. 
– Reduce risk to the aquifer from new or replacement wells. 
– Eliminate the risk of the City being called on to provide 

emergency water service to a small nearby system. 



Policy Options
Option 1: On a case-by-case basis, allow for new Water Service outside 
of the municipal boundary, without annexation petition, and under the 
same rate structure for all users.  [Public Utilities Recommendation]

Option 2: Require annexation petition for new Water Service and remove 
existing reference to water rate difference.
  
Option 3: Council may define additional options. 



Next Steps
Public Utilities will return at a future date during Regular Session and 
present for Council consideration a code change that complies with state 
law and follows Council direction tonight.

 



949 EMPIRE AVENUE
EXTENSION OF APPROVAL

PL-23-05712

July 25, 2023
City Council











949 EMPIRE AVENUE
• Condition of Approval 5: Demolition of garage.

• Condition of Approval 9: Permission and approval from neighbor to encroach

onto property for demolition.

• Condition of Approval 10: Enter into an encroachment agreement for the

portion of the garage that encroaches onto the front of the lot.

• Condition of Approval 11: Enter into an encroachment agreement for the

portion of the rock retaining wall that encroaches onto neighboring lot.



949 EMPIRE AVENUE

• The Applicant submitted a request for extension on June 15, 2023, and requests 

a one-year extension.

• The extension will allow the Applicant to complete the required Conditions of 

Approval.

• The Applicant is not requesting any modifications to the original proposal or

seeking exceptions from the LMC.

• Amendment results in a Lot Area of 3,030 square feet – Complies with  Pending 

Ordinance on Lot Combinations.



949 EMPIRE AVENUE

Review the proposal, hold a public hearing, and consider approving a one-year

extension for the 949 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment.



Enterprise Resource Planning 
Software Replacement Project





DATA INTEGRATION



DATA & INSIGHTS



DATA & INSIGHTS



KEY FEATURES FOR ORGANIZATIONS 

• Manage one app

• Create targeted push notifications 

• Send surveys and feedback forms 

• Provide interactive maps 

• Develop virtual tours 

• Offer two-way communication with citizens 

KEY FEATURES FOR COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

• Find information 

• View event calendars 

• Receive real-time notifications 

• Find public transportation options 

• Map community facilities 

• Manage profile preferences 

• Provide feedback and suggestions 

• Make payments 



PAYMENTS PORTAL



Summary

Terms: 

• One-time Implementation fees of $392,853 
• Annual Software Service fee of $134,347

Question:

Does Council support moving forward with Tyler Technologies as our 
Enterprise Resource Planning Software provider?



TINY HOMES AT MINE BENCH
ACQUISITION OF HOUSING UNITS

July 27, 2023



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
• Consider authorizing the Housing Team and 

Council Liaisons to negotiate with Park City Fire 
District to purchase the Wheelhaus tiny home 
units using the Affordable Housing Budget.



BACKGROUND
• The Park City Fire District began an expansion project of Fire 

Station 34 (Silver Lake) in February 2022

• During the expansion, PCFD requested temporary use of the 
Mine Bench property to provide fire services to Upper Deer 
Valley. 

• As part of the temporary use, PCFD installed two temporary 
400-square-foot Wheelhaus tiny home units to serve as living 
quarters for their firefighters.



BACKGROUND



ANALYSIS
• Once Fire Station 34 is complete, PCFD has no further use for 

the Wheelhaus units.

• As published on the Wheelhaus website, the current new 
purchase price is $175,000 per unit.

• PCFD representatives have offered to sell the units to the City 
for a total of $180,000 or $90,000 per unit so they can continue 
their temporary use for essential seasonal employees. 



ANALYSIS
• This pricing reflects the slightly used condition and is a 

significant discount on the new purchase price.

• Public Works has expressed a need for in-town housing options 
for their employees as weather-related work schedules make 
proximity to Park City limits crucial.

• The City submitted an application to the Planning Commission 
for approval of a CUP extension (PL-23-05733), tentatively 
scheduled for September 27, 2023.



RECOMMENDATION
• We recommend Council consider the following options:

1. Authorize the Housing Team and the Council Liaisons to negotiate with PCFD to 
purchase the Wheelhaus units relying upon the Affordable Housing Budget;

2. Continue with the Planning application to extend the Conditional Use Permit to 
continue the temporary installation of the Wheelhaus units;

3. Utilize the units within the City’s existing internal housing lottery to house 
Public Works employees (first priority) and other temporary essential City 
employees (second priority); and

4. Identify a long-term location more suitable for temporary and year-round 
occupancy.







Michael Watts 

Lot 2 Willow Ranch 
2750 Meadow Creek DR 

Park City, Ut 84060 

84060 

I have lived Park City since 1964 and at 3100 Crestline Drive, which is 
adjacent to Lot 2 Willow Ranch since 1988. I have been involved in the 
public input of the Master Plan Development and all corresponding Plat 
amendments for this lot. 

The CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT Dated May 26, 1999 States: 
"Willow Ranch subdivision is located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay 
District". The1999 Plat Amendment, allowed the LIMITS QF 
DISTURBANCE to go from 14,000 sq ft to 17,000. The staff recognized 
provisions of the LMC including the protection of wetlands and neighbor's 
view corridors, 

I believe there has been violations to the Plat: Specifically Plat note # 3 
and 21, along with the drilling of a water well. These violations are relating 
to excavation and tree planting without Sensitive Lands Overlay analysis, 
working without a MS4 storm water permit and without 404 wetland 
permits. 

Plat note 3 states: 
The total impacted area, including building footprint and additional fill shall 
not exceed 17,000 sq ft 

Plat note 21 states: 
Lot 2 Willow Ranch re plat exceeds 1 acre and shall meet the requirement 
of the municipal separate storm water system- MS4. A MS4 storm water 
permit is required to be obtained prior to any construction. 

The property owners have drilled a water well, located outside the plated 
limits of disturbance, as depicted on the Approved Plat. In doing this, the 
property owners failed to prepare and the City has failed to require a 
Sensitive Lands Overlay analysis as required by the LMC and for all the 
land within the Sensitive Lands Overlay District. The City has stated to me 
that they do not issue a permit for drilling a well. That is only done through 
the State division of water Right. The State Division states: The 



applicant is strongly cautioned that other permits may be 
required before any development of this application can 
begin and it is the responsibility of the applicant to 
determine the applicability of and acquisition of such 
permits. 

The property owners have violated the Platted Limits of Disturbance, 
applicable to development in the Estate District. In respect of preservation 
of open space, undeveloped land, view corridors and the drilling of a water 
well. 

The original Master Plan Development approval document in 1993 is clear 
that view corridors of neighbor shall be protected. The staff report for the 
1999 Plat amendment address and reinforces the fact that neighboring 
view corridors are to be protected. 
The City has ignored several formal complaints, which have been filed by 

adjacent land owners 

My question to you all is: Why is this being allowed to play out in this 
manner ????? 
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Perennial MS4 "Open Channel" 
Waterways - Tree Planting w/o -
LODA/SLO/MS4/Corps permits 
Violation - Plat Notes #3 and #21 









Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f.

Living Area 11,500   

First floor NA 5,764     5,956             5,956        1st Floor Grs. 5,651     1st Floor Grs. 5,398             -            

Demo Area (214)          M/A/NL* (530)       M/A/NL* (1,015)           -            

Pool Area Glass -            

Wall 0.50 ft. (247)          -          -                 -            

Net First Floor 5,956             5,495        1st Floor Net 5,121     1st Floor Net 4,383             -            

Second Floor NA 3,447     4,482             4,482        2nd Floor Grs. 3,770     2nd Floor Grs. 4,036             -            

Attic (APT) NA 925         Attic ?? (403)               Attic ?? (403)          M/A/NL* (434)       M/A/NL* (532)               -            

Wall 0.50 ft. (206)          -          -                 -            

Net Second Floor 4,372     4,079             3,873        2nd Floor Net 3,336     2nd Floor Net 3,504             -            

Total  Living Area 11,500   10,136   10,438           9,368        Total Floors Net 8,457     Total Floors Net 7,887             Wood Framd 9,830        

Garage Total 1,461     1,461     1,328             1,328        Garage 1,440     Garage 1,270             Garage Wd Fr. 605           

Decks 335 s.f. N/A

Net Sq. ft. 12,961   11,597   11,766           -                             10,696     Net + Garage 9,897     Net + Garage 9,157             -                      10,435      

Garage exemption (600)       (600)       (600)               (600)          Garage Exempt (600)       Garage Exempt (600)               

Home Square Feet ANSI 12,361   ANSI 10,997   LMC 11,166           LMC 10,096     Net, Net 9,297     Net, Net 8,557             10,435      

964          1,547               -              

10,261     10,104             10,435       

Summary Square Feet

Plat Note #13 - Home Maximum Sq. Ft. 9,300         

ANSI Methodology Plat Note #17 - Home & Barn Total  Max. Sq.  Ft. 9,800         

Home Square Footage Calculations

MLS Listings 11,500-12,000

County Website 12,361      

County ANSI 2021 Plan Gross 11,597      

County ANSI 2021 /Net Garage 10,997      

Independent Arch. 1999 ANSI Gross 11,166      

Independent Arch. 1999 ANSI/Net Demo/Walls 10,096      

Hall/Judd 1999 LMC Floor Area 10,261      

Hall/Judd 2022 LMC Floor Area 10,104      

Park City Building Permit 1999 Gross 10,435      

Park City Building Permit 1999 / Net Garage 9,830         

Scenario #1

Home Square Footage Calculations - Account Number 0289441 - 2750 Meadow Creek Dr. Park City, Utah

GRAMA 1999 Original Plan 

Grs.- Indepedant Architect

GRAMA 1999 Original Plan 

Adjusted Net- Indepedant 

Architect

GRAMA 2021 Remodel 

Plan - Assessor

Scenario #2 Scenario #3 Scenario #4 Scenario #7

Fee Schedule 1999 Original 

Plan

Fee Schedule 

1999

Scenario #6

Remodel Plan Applicant Architect 

Terry Judd

LMC Floor Area Gross 

Residential

LMC Floor Area 

Gross Residential

*Mech./Attic/ Non-

Livable

*Mech./Attic/ Non-

Livable

Scenario #5

1999 Original Plan - Applicant 

Architect Terry Judd

 County Website 

Building

LMC 15-15 Defined Terms  - 2023
Floor Area, Gross Residential. The Area of a Building, including all 
enclosed Areas, consisting of the Area of all floors located under a 
ceiling that is above Final Grade, measured in square feet. Unenclosed 
porches, Balconies, patios and decks, vent shafts and courts are not 
calculated in Gross Residential Floor Area. Garages, up to a maximum 
Area of 600 square feet1, are not considered Floor Area. Basement and 
Crawl Space Areas below Final Grade are not considered Floor Area. 
Floor Area is measured from the finished surface of the interior of the 
exterior boundary walls.

Willow Ranch Subdivision CC&Rs - Article I Definitions 
"Floor Area" shall mean the total of all floor surfaces 
surrounded by the exterior wall of any dwelling or 
habitable structure (or in the case of Equestrian Lots, also 
of any Barn), on all levels. Porches, patios, balconies and 
decks are not counted as Floor Area unless under roof and 
enclosed on three sides by walls of the Dwelling. The first 
600 square feet of attached garage space is not counted as 
Floor Area. The maximum Floor Area for each Lot is shown 
on Exhibits "F" to this Declaration.

LMC-November 5, 1992  Chapter 2 Definitions 2-7
Floor Area  . The Floor area is the area of a building that is enclosed by 
surrounding exterior walls , excluding a 600 square foot allowance for 
garage. It is the intent of this definition  to include lower levels into the 
floor area calculation which are not true basements. A true basement 
has all four walls underground. Therefore, a lower level will be counted 
into the floor area of a building it  is less than 80% underground or has 
an outside door (including garage door) visible from public right-of-way.  
If an entire  lower does not meet the criteria for exclusion from the 
floor area calculations, no part of the lower level may be excluded. 
Unenclosed porches, balconies, patios and decks will not be considered 
floor area. This definition is for planning purposes only and may conflict 
with other methods of calculation square footage such as the Uniform 
Building Code.

Prepared by bob theobald 7/26/2023 Page 1

https://www.homeinnovation.com/-/media/Files/Standards_Development/Square_Footage/2020_Z765/ANSI_Z765_-_DRAFT_20200207_-_no_cover_art.pdf


Landscaping –Trees - Well

Violations  
and 

Impacts to Neighbors 

Public Comment Exhibits
to

Planning Commission
July 26, 2023

and

City Council
July 27, 2023

Concerned Neighbors 
Grenney, Fuller, Jensen, Nelli, Sayers, Theobald, Watts, Zagari
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WILLOW RANCH - MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT (MPD) APPROVAL 1992/93

Wetlands - Open Space – View Corridors

Willow Ranch Subdivision is a unique development in Park City and environs. During the annexation and MPD 
approval process in 1992, the Developer, the Planning Commission and City Council recognized that these 
sensitive lands replete with wetlands, wildlife and open space needed protections. 

The Peterson Estate, approximately seventy acres, was wholly undeveloped and situated outside the city limits 
of Park City. A significant portion was extremely wet, characterized as swampy on an early map. The property 
with no less than 7 spring-fed and surface waterways was designated 81% wetlands subject to Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction. The property straddled the SR 224 entry corridor, encompassed a historic 
railroad grade, and was surrounded by three adjacent subdivisions – Ridgeview, McCloud Creek, and Park 
Meadows. It was clear (then and now) that any development would impact each of these neighborhoods. At the 
time, there was a fair amount of opposition to any kind of traditional single family residential development 
whatsoever on the site.

Peterson Estate/Willow Ranch was the first subdivision in Park City to impose/accept a 30-acre conservation 
easement on the property. As a result, the City took over stewardship of a significant portion of property. The 
developers voluntarily complied with the City’s newly-adopted Sensitive Lands Overlay Ordinance.(SLO). 
Willow Ranch is now within the designated SLO boundaries and subject to all restrictions and review 
requirements.

In 1992/3, the Corps Permit #199250275 set forth several development restrictions including Nationwide 404 
Permit #26  labeled: “IMPACTED HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA”. The specifically-permitted Areas 
including driveways were surveyed to ensure avoidance of wetlands, wildlife corridors, drainages and other 
sensitive areas. Plat Notes carry-over the Corps’ intent to limit development and protect wetlands throughout 
property. 2



• 1992/93 Willow Ranch Subdivision MPD  - Considered elements of the approval 
was protection of surrounding neighbor’s views of open space and mountains – 
Ridgeview and Park Meadows and McCleod Creek subdivisions.  

City Officials - 1992:

MPD Considered Elements

A complete set of MPD documents is available in the City archives.
3



Neighbor Objections – Current and MPD 

Neighbor #3 - 12/2/92

4



Sayers Watts Nelli

Zagari

Fuller

Theobald

Grenney

Jensen

5
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SLO Boundary ………..

Lot #2 Willow Ranch Sub.  Estate- SLO Zone 



15-2.21-3 Sensitive Lands Overlay Zone - Ordinance Provisions 

A. SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS. Any Applicant for Development must produce a 
Sensitive Lands Analysis performed by a Qualified Professional(s) that identifies and 
delineates all the following features and conditions:

1. SLOPE/TOPOGRAPHIC MAP. 
2. RIDGE LINE AREAS. 
3. VEGETATIVE COVER. 
4. DESIGNATED ENTRY CORRIDORS AND VANTAGE POINTS
5. WETLANDS, STREAM CORRIDORS, CANALS, AND IRRIGATION DITCHES. 
6. WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS. 

B. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND STUDY REQUIREMENTS. The Planning 
Department may require the Applicant to submit the following information, as 
applicable:  

1. VISUAL ASSESSMENT. A visual assessment of the Property from Vantage 
Points designated by the Planning Department, depicting conditions before and 
after the proposed Development, including the proposed location, size, design, 
landscaping, and other visual features of the project.

7

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-2.21-3_Sensitive_Lands_Overlay_Zone_-_Ordinance_Provisions
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1999 Plat Amendment 
Limits of Disturbance  
14,000  sq. ft. increase to 
17,000 sq. ft. 

Staff recognized SLO  
provisions of the LMC 
including protection of  
wetlands and neighbors’ 
view corridors
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#199250275 
Sheet 4/4

Lot #1 House and Lot #2 House and Barn areas 
and driveways- crosshatched and highlighted in 
yellow – NWP #26 to IMPACT wetland by 
placing fill raising pads creating “islands” above 
wetlands - Restrictions are restated on 1993 
Plat Note #2 and carried forward to all 
subsequent Plats. Other building areas are in 
upland areas. All building areas are platted with 
a LODA by survey or setbacks.

IMPACTED
HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA 
110’ X 110’ Typical Building Pad unless shown otherwise
NATIONWIDE PERMIT #26



Wetlands?? Wildlife Corridor

2021-20 Replat  Exhibit

6721

6718
6719

6717

6716?

6720

6722

Ditch/Berm-Upland
(MS4 Waterway)

6722
6721

6719 6720

6723

6724
6725

2021-20 Replat  Exhibit

12

1993 USACE Permit # 26  - Expired  1997 - Extended  to 2002
“IMPACTED  HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA 
110’ X 110’ Typical Building Pad unless shown otherwise”

1993 Plat: 120’ X 116.67’ = 14,000 Sq. Ft.
1999 Lot 2 Replat: Reconfigured to 17,000 Sq. ft.
No Corps Permit to Fill in Wetlands Outside LODA

IMPACTED
BARN BUILDING LIMITS AREA
60’ X 60’ Typical Building Pad 



IMPACTED
BARN BUILDING LIMITS AREA
60’ X 60’ Typical Building Pad 

Wetlands?? Wildlife Corridor

2021-20 Replat  Exhibit

Lot #2 Willow Ranch MS4 
Open Channel Waterways

6725

Aspens & pine trees screen views of residence 
Planted - 2005/6 -  No  Corps Permit to Fill Wetlands 
Violation  - 1993 & 1999 PN #2   2021 PN #3

1993 USACE Permit # 26  - Expired 1997 Extended to 2002
“IMPACTED  HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA 
110’ X 110’ Typical Building Pad unless shown otherwise”

1993 Plat: 120’ X 116.67’ = 14,000 Sq. Ft.
1999 Lot 2 Replat: Reconfigured to 17,000 Sq. ft.
No Corps Permit to Fill in Wetlands Outside LODA

6724
6721

6718
6719

6717

671?

6720

6722

6722
6721

6719 6720

6723
Elevation 
Contours



IMPACTED
BARN BUILDING LIMITS AREA
60’ X 60’ Typical Building Pad 

2021-20 Replat  Exhibit

Violation of Permit #26 - 1999 Plat 
Note #2 and 2021/23 Plat Note #3

1993 USACE Permit # 26  - Expired  1997 - Extended  to 2002
“IMPACTED  HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA 
110’ X 110’ Typical Building Pad unless shown otherwise”

1993 Plat: 120’ X 116.67’ = 14,000 Sq. Ft.
1999 Lot 2 Replat: Reconfigured to 17,000 Sq. ft.
No Corps Permit to Fill in Wetlands Outside LODA

Aspens & pine trees screen views    Planted - 2005/6 
No Corps Permit to Fill Wetlands  Violation  - 1999  Plat 
Note #2   2021 Plat Note #3

2023 Well – 14.47 feet
Outside LODA

14

Lot #1 House and Lot #2 House and Barn areas 
and driveways- crosshatched and highlighted in 
yellow – NWP #26 to IMPACT wetland by 
placing fill raising pads creating “islands” above 
wetlands - Restrictions are restated on 1993 
Plat Note #2 and carried forward to all 
subsequent Plats. Other building areas are in 
upland areas. All building areas are platted with 
a LODA by survey or setbacks.
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Well Rig -7/2023

Sayers

Watts

Zagari

Fuller

Grenney
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Well Rig -7/2023



Mature  40’-70’ aspens & pine trees  (2005/6) 
currently screen neighbors' views of residence

Neighbors’ Future Ground Level View
Open space, Meadow, Wetlands, 
Distant Trees & Skyline Ridges

Image 5/24/2022

Lowest Elevation –Wetlands?

Aspens & pine trees  screen views of residence 
Planted  2005/6 No Corps Permit to Fill Wetlands  

Perennial MS4 “Open Channel“ 
Waterways - Tree Planting w/o -
LODA/SLO/MS4/Corps permits
Violation - Plat Notes #3 and #21



Excavation and pine, aspen and orchard trees planted in wetlands w/o analysis & permits

Neighbors’ Current View 

Lowest Elevation -Wetlands

Aspen & pine trees screen views of 
residence - 2005/6  No Corps Permit 

Perennial MS4 “Open Channel“ 
Waterways - Tree Planting w/o -
LODA/SLO/MS4/Corps permits
Violation - Plat Notes #3 and #21

10/9/2210/9/22

18



Excavation and pine, aspen and orchard trees planted in wetlands w/o analysis & permits

Neighbors’ View of Lot 2 

Aspen & pine trees screen views of 
residence - 2005/6  No Corps Permit 

Perennial MS4 “Open Channel“ 
Waterways - Tree Planting w/o -
LODA/SLO/MS4/Corps permits
Violation - Plat Notes #3 and #21

Lowest Elevation -Wetlands

Excavator Fill Material

10/01/22

19
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5/15/23

Excavation and Fill - Tree 
planting resumes wood 
chips placed over wetlands 
vegetation .  

Perennial MS4 “Open 
Channel“ waterway in 
foreground
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Lot #2 Perennial MS4 “Open Channel“ 
Waterway - Looking Downstream to 
Mitigation- Enhancement Area

Mitigation/Enhancement Area 
Downstream from Lot #2 Perennial 
MS4 “Open Channel“ Waterway 

5/15/23

5/15/23



Neighbors’ Future View of Lot #2
(Landscaping 2005/6) 

Aspen & pine trees screen views of residence, open 
space, meadows, wetlands, mountains and skyline 

Trees Planted 2005/6  - No Corps Permit 

23



Violations
Home Exceeds Platted Maximum 9,300 Square Feet

2750 Meadow Creek Drive

Plat Amendment - Ordinance 2021 -20 
and

Building Permit # 21-1302 

Coincidental Incompetence
or

Complicit Deceit?

1

The information presented herein has been obtained from sources believed reliable including Park City Municipal Corporation, Summit County Assessor, Park City Board of Realtors Multiple 
Listing Service, and other public and private records. The information is intended to set forth the evidence and basis for complaints and requests to investigate potential violations by the 
Applicant/Owner of the subject property and officials of Park City Municipal Corporation. No representation is made regarding the accuracy of the information contained herein.



Planning  Staff Report

Subject:   Lot 2 Willow Ranch Replat First Amended Project #:      PL-21-04770

Author:    Alexandra Ananth, Sr. Planner

Date:        April 14, 2021

Type of Item:   Administrative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning  1) review the requested Plat Amendment,

2) conduct a public hearing, and 3) consider forwarding a positive recommendation for City Council’s consideration on April 29, 2021.

Description

Applicant:  Crescent Vertical, LLC [Christopher and Sarah Halla]

Location:    2750 Meadow Creek Drive

Zoning:       Estate (E)

Adjacent Land Uses:   Residential

Reasons for Review:   Plat Amendments require Planning  review and

recommendation and City Council review and action

Executive Summary

2750 Meadow Creek Drive is also known as Lot 2 of the Willow Ranch Subdivision in the Park Meadows neighborhood. The lot is just over 7-

acres and is improved with a single-family residence.

The lot is considered an equestrian lot and has a maximum house and barn size as noted in the CC&R’s and Plat Notes #3 and #4 of the 

current recorded Plat (Exhibit B). The applicant is proposing to change the current restrictions to allow for a total maximum of 9,800 square feet 

which may be used between the house and barn combined, but will stay within the original maximum allowed 1,800 square foot limit on 

the barn and the 9,300 square foot maximum allowed for the house. The proposed change allows the applicant to build a larger barn if the 

full 9,300 square feet is not used for the house. No changes are proposed to the original building envelopes shown on the plat for the barn or 

the house. The first 600 square feet of garage space is not included in the combined total square footage, which is consistent with the City’s 

Land Management Code and the Willow Ranch Subdivision CC&Rs. (emphasis added)

1Current Planning Commissioner Sarah Hall is an owner/member of Crescent Vertical LLC 

Amendment to Plat Notes: Flexible ratio of home to barn – Max. 9,800 sq. 
ft. Does not change limit of 9,300 sq. ft. applicable to house.



Amended/Restated Plat Notes

Lot 2 Replat 2021 

Limits of Disturbance
1993 Plat:  120’ X 116.67’ = 14,000 Sq. Ft.
1999 Lot 2 AMD: Reconfigured to 17,000 Sq. ft.
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Amended and Restated – Ord. 2021-20 Replat Violations



MLS Residential List View                                                                                                            8 Properties

Information is deemed to be reliable, but is not guaranteed. © 2022 MLS and FBS. Prepared by Bob Theobald on Sunday, November 13, 2022 4:59 PM.

MLS # Status Price Address Type Sub- 

Type

Area Subdivision Beds Baths Apx 

SqFt 

Total

Date 

Expire

Sold 

Date

List 

Price/ 

SqFt

SP/ 

LP

Ratio

Days On 

Market

Buildi

ng/ 

Unit #

Lot #

1

9978722 Expired $12,900,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Park 

Meadows 6 11 12,000 1,075 181

2

9981301 Expired $11,900,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Park 

Meadows 6 11 12,000 991.67 403

3

9975805 Expired $12,900,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Park 

Meadows 6 11 12,000 1,075 190

4

9987268 Expired $8,995,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Willow 
Ranch 6 8 12,000 749.58 548

5

9993137 Closed $8,000,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Willow 
Ranch 6 8 12,000 09/

16/
2013

749.58 0.889 428

6

11702835 Expired $9,000,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Willow 
Ranch 6 8 12,000 750 545

7

11808395 Cancelled $9,000,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Willow 
Ranch 6 8 12,000 750 417

8

12000737 Closed $6,720,000 2750
Meadow 

Creek Drive
S DT 09 - Park 

Meadows
Willow 
Ranch 6 8 11,500 08/

25/
2020

630.43 0.93 145

Park City Board of Realtors – Multiple Listing Service (MLS) – 

2750 Meadow Creek Drive - MLS Listing Activities 2009-2020

http://parkcityrealtors.com/
http://www.flexmls.com/copyright_notice.html?2


Source: Summit County Assessor - GRAMA 

Closed 9/16/2013



Building Information

Property Code RESIDENTIAL PRIMARY

Living Area 11500

Basement Area 0

No. Full Baths 2

No. Designer Bathrooms 2

Building Status % 0

Year Built 1999

Attached/Built-in Garage Area 1461

No. Half Baths 1

Source: Summit County Assessor 

Living Area 11,500
Garage Net*     861
Total Net     12,361

Plat Max       9,300

Excess       3,061

*Net: Plat, CC&Rs and LMC 
exempt 600 sf of garage 
from Total Square Footage



From: Travis Lewis <tlewis@summitcounty.org> 

Sent: Monday, March 13, 2023 11:03 AM

To: Bob Theobald <bob@theoski.com>

Cc: Matt Hone <mhone@summitcounty.org>

Subject: RE: Account Number 0289441

Good morning Mr. Theobald,

I have replied to your questions below in red.

Have a good day,

Travis M Lewis

Chief Deputy Assessor

Summit County Assessor’s Office

Telephone (435) 336-3245,  (435) 615-3245

mailto:tlewis@summitcounty.org
mailto:bob@theoski.com
mailto:mhone@summitcounty.org


From: Bob Theobald <bob@theoski.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2023 11:59 AM
To: Travis Lewis <tlewis@summitcounty.org>
Subject: Account Number 0289441

Hi Travis:

I received the attached drawing and MLS Listing from Maren Geary of the County records office as part of a 
GRAMA response last September 22, 2022. I understand you were the appraiser for this property – 2750 
Meadow Creek Drive, Park City – WLR-2-AM, Account Number 0289441.

I have a few questions:

• The drawing seems to indicate IT/GIS department involvement because of a notation which was highlighted 
in yellow. What was the extent of the GIS involvement, if any? GIS was used minimally, we rely heavily on the 
building plans.

• When the drawing is enlarged, it shows color-coded measurements with square footage by floor which 
totals 11,597 sq. ft. Can you please tell me the County’s standard measurement methodology - ANSI or 
other measurement methodology - inside or outside of exterior walls, etc? We use ANSI Standard of 
measurements for single family houses and townhomes (exterior measurements).

• The drawing shows an indoor pool measuring 15 ft. x 16 ft. How was it determined that there was a pool 
inside the home? The building plans showed a pool on them.

mailto:bob@theoski.com
mailto:tlewis@summitcounty.org


• Also, there is a section of the home that was to be demolished and is missing from the drawing. 
However, at the time of the appraisal in 2021, the demolition work had not yet begun/complete. I 
don’t have any information in the file that can refute or confirm that.

• After analysis of the above information, It appears that this drawing may be based on, or is in fact, 
the floorplans submitted for a building permit as listed on the County website 21-1302 / 
TEMP21- 1283 and issued on 10/1/2021. Did the Park City building department, or the property 
owner provide this floorplan to the County? We were able to view the plans from the Park City 
building department. Which allowed us to sketch the home in our APEX program.

• The 8 different MLS Listing events from 2009-2020 and the required Seller disclosures, appear to 
confirm the home to be in the range of 11,500 -12,000 sq ft. 

Travis, If you could find the time, I would like to review this drawing with you. What might be a good 
day/time? I would enjoy the drive to Coalville. FYI the drawing is based off the building plans 
only. No physical measurements have been made of it behind the locked gate. You are welcome to 
come to Coalville to talk anytime. I just wanted to let you know, I haven’t been inside the gate. I 
have only viewed it from the street, so my knowledge of the interior is strictly based off the plans.

Thanks for your help.
Best
Bob Theobald 
435-714-0301

Update: On 3/16/2023, Mr. Lewis personally reviewed and confirmed that all drawings, notations 
and calculations are accurate representations of his work and conclusions. Mr. Lewis expressed a 
willingness to discuss the issues with Park City officials and/or the owner. Upon request, Mr. Lewis 
will conduct a comprehensive measurement of the residence. (435) 615-3245 <tlewis@summitcounty.org> 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fproperty.summitcounty.org%2Feaglesoftware%2Ftaxweb%2Faccount.jsp%3FaccountNum%3D0289441%26doc%3DDOC2478S451&data=05%7C01%7Ctlewis%40summitcounty.org%7C5268b48275744e5b871708db219987ce%7C497f0086ed7845149cc43715b1894e4e%7C0%7C0%7C638140716045346663%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OgN8KEAeZK5UEUQs0TxeVue74qFH9wqQnbJdv3M8clU%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fproperty.summitcounty.org%2Feaglesoftware%2Ftaxweb%2Faccount.jsp%3FaccountNum%3D0289441%26doc%3DDOC2478S451&data=05%7C01%7Ctlewis%40summitcounty.org%7C5268b48275744e5b871708db219987ce%7C497f0086ed7845149cc43715b1894e4e%7C0%7C0%7C638140716045346663%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OgN8KEAeZK5UEUQs0TxeVue74qFH9wqQnbJdv3M8clU%3D&reserved=0
mailto:tlewis@summitcounty.org
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2022 Planning Department Stamp of “Approval” :

“Validity of Permit: The issuance of a permit or 

approval of plans, specifications and computations 

shall not be a permit for, or an approval of, any 

violation of the provisions of the Building Code, Fire 

Code, or any of the City’s Ordinances. Permits 

presuming to give authority or to violate or cancel the 

provisions of these Codes and Ordinances of the Park 

City Municipal Corporation shall not be valid. All 

plans approved are subject to field inspection and 

interpretation of the field inspectors or the Planning 

Director” (Emphasis Added)

Planning Director  - No authority to amend or 

waive Plat Notes #13, #17 and #19 - Ordinance 

2021-20 restrictions despite previous owner’s or 

City employee’s violations.



Demolished Source: Summit County Assessor 

Second Floor
3,447.3 sf

Attic
924.9 sf

First Floor 
5,763.8 sf

Garage
1,461.3 sf

Assessor  Grs. S F Net  S F

First Floor 5,764 5,764

Second Floor 3,447 3,447

Attic (Apt.) 925 925

Garage (Net: -600) 1,461 861

Total 11,597 10,997

POOL
240 sf

(16’ L x 15’ W x 8’6” D max.)
(6.8’ D avg = 1,632 c.f.  = 12,207 gal.)

Section Removed

12

? Attic ?

GRAMA Travis Lewis/Chief Deputy Assessor: We were able to view 
the plans from the Park City building department. Which allowed us 
to sketch the home in our APEX program. (2021 Permit Floor Plan) 



Bathroom

Bed

Fireplace

French Doors  
Balcony/Deck

UPPER LEVEL 
FLOOR PLANS 1999

Source: PCMC – GRAMA
1999 Plans

Not an Attic 
Over Garage

Closet/Vanity

13

Section Removed



GARAGE

French Doors  
Balcony/Deck

NORTH ELEVATION

Fireplace
Chimney

Source: PCMC – GRAMA
1999 Plans



IMPACTED
BARN BUILDING LIMITS AREA
60’ X 60’ Typical Building Pad 

P N #13  Max. Home Size:      9,300 sq. ft.
P N #17  Max. Home/Barn     9,800 sq. ft.
Home Square Footage
MLS Listings:       11,500 –   12,000 sq. ft.
County Tax Records:          12,341 sq. ft.
County 2021 Plan Grs.:        11,597 sq. ft.
County 2021 Plan Net:         10,997 sq. ft.
Ind. Arch. 1999 ANSI:           11,166 sq. ft.
Ind. Arch. 1999 ANSI /Net:  10,096 sq. ft.
Hall/Judd 1999  LMC :          10,261 sq. ft.
Hall/Judd 2022  LMC:           10,104 sq. ft. 
Permit 1999 Fee       9,830 - 10,435 sq. ft

2021-20 Replat  Exhibit

IMPACTED

HOUSE BUILDING/LANDSCAPE LIMITS AREA (LODA)
110’ X 110’ Typical Building Pad unless shown otherwise

1993 Plat: 120’ X 116.67’ = 14,000 Sq. Ft.
1999 Lot 2 AMD: reconfigured to 17,000 Sq. ft.

Planning Department Stamp of “Approval” :

“Validity of Permit: The issuance of a permit or 

approval of plans, specifications and computations 

shall not be a permit for, or an approval of, any 

violation of the provisions of the Building Code, Fire 

Code, or any of the City’s Ordinances. Permits 

presuming to give authority or to violate or cancel the 

provisions of these Codes and Ordinances of the Park 

City Municipal Corporation shall not be valid. All 

plans approved are subject to field inspection and 

interpretation of the field inspectors or the Planning 

Director” (Emphasis Added)

Planning Director  - No authority to amend or 

waive Ordinance 2021-20 restrictions despite 

previous owner’s or City employee’s violations.



On Fri, Nov 11, 2022 at 1:30 PM David Thacker <dave.thacker@parkcity.org> wrote: 
Hi Gerry, 

Thanks for the follow up, and sorry for the delayed reply. The concerns we have received related to the total square 
footage of the home and pool are not clear in the current set of plans. Specifically, the building plans do not have the 
total square footage of the building noted as it is proposed to be built. 

The approved plans have several areas not included in the square footage totals, and an amended page submitted 
(showing additional finished area) but not calculated. Additionally, the pool does not have clear dimensions on the 
plan. Per our previous conversation it was indicated this is not a pool but a hot tub. However, the originally submitted 
and updated pool plans all note this is a pool. 

We are asking for the following to move forward: 
1. A plan showing the dimensions of the pool (width, length, and depth). The pool plans indicate two areas of a pool. 
Please indicate what is proposed to be built 
2. A CUP application for a pool will be required based on Land Management Code regulations unless the plans are 
updated and approved as a hot tub. 
3. A licensed Utah State Architects stamped and signed set of plans showing the actual square footage of the structure 
including the pool area.

Is there a possibility to meet on Monday to discuss these items to clarify any questions and or clear up any confusion? I 
am available between 8-9:00 am or after 3:00 pm. Alternatively, I can be available on Tuesday or Wednesday if that is 
more convenient. 

Thanks, 
Dave Thacker 

Chief Building Official/Fire Code Official

16
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From: Gerry Hall <cgerardhall@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, December 15, 2022 12:24 PM

To: David Thacker <dave.thacker@parkcity.org>

Subject: Re: [External] 2750 Meadow Creek Trees

Hey Dave,

Just checking to see if there’s any updates. We are ready to submit the stamped plans.

Thanks

Gerry

Sent from

On Dec 19, 2022, at 10:22 AM, David Thacker <dave.thacker@parkcity.org> wrote:

Hi Gerry,

Thanks for the email. We are finalizing a cursory review today and will get back with you on Tuesday. Is

there a time that works for a call tomorrow?

Thanks,

Dave

On Mon, Dec 19, 2022 at 10:36 AM Gerry Hall <cgerardhall@gmail.com> wrote:

I’m available most of the day.

Sent from my iPhone
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Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f. Area s.f.

Living Area 11,500  

First floor NA 5,764    5,956          5,956      1st Floor Grs. 5,651    1st Floor Grs. 5,398          -          

Demo Area (214)       M/A/NL* (530)      M/A/NL* (1,015)         -          

Pool Area Glass -         

Wall 0.50 ft. (247)       -        -              -          

Net First Floor 5,956          5,495      1st Floor Net 5,121    1st Floor Net 4,383          -          

Second Floor NA 3,447    4,482          4,482      2nd Floor Grs. 3,770    2nd Floor Grs. 4,036          -          

Attic (APT) NA 925       Attic ?? (403)            Attic ?? (403)       M/A/NL* (434)      M/A/NL* (532)            -          

Wall 0.50 ft. (206)       -        -              -          

Net Second Floor 4,372    4,079          3,873      2nd Floor Net 3,336    2nd Floor Net 3,504          -          

Total  Living Area 11,500  10,136  10,438        9,368      Total Floors Net 8,457    Total Floors Net 7,887          Wood Framd 9,830      

Garage Total 1,461    1,461    1,328          1,328      Garage 1,440    Garage 1,270          Garage Wd Fr. 605         

Decks 335 s.f. N/A

Net Sq. ft. 12,961  11,597  11,766        -                        10,696    Net + Garage 9,897    Net + Garage 9,157          -                  10,435    

Garage exemption (600)     (600)      (600)            (600)       Garage Exempt (600)      Garage Exempt (600)            

Home Square Feet ANSI 12,361  ANSI 10,997  LMC 11,166        LMC 10,096    Net, Net 9,297    Net, Net 8,557          10,435    

964          1,547              -             

10,261    10,104            10,435       

Summary Square Feet

Plat Note #13 - Home Maximum Sq. Ft. 9,300       

ANSI Methodology Plat Note #17 - Home & Barn Total  Max. Sq.  Ft.9,800       

Home Square Footage Calculations

MLS Listings 11,500-12,000

County Website 12,361    

County ANSI 2021 Plan Gross 11,597    

County ANSI 2021 /Net Garage 10,997    

Independent Arch. 1999 ANSI Gross 11,166    

Independent Arch. 1999 ANSI/Net Demo/Walls 10,096    

Hall/Judd 1999 LMC Floor Area 10,261    

Hall/Judd 2022 LMC Floor Area 10,104    

Park City Building Permit 1999 Gross 10,435    

Park City Building Permit 1999 / Net Garage 9,830       

Scenario #7

Fee Schedule 1999 

Original Plan

Fee Schedule 

1999

Scenario #6

Remodel Plan Applicant 

Architect Terry Judd

LMC Floor Area 

Gross Residential

LMC Floor Area 

Gross Residential

*Mech./Attic/ Non-

Livable

*Mech./Attic/ Non-

Livable

Scenario #5

1999 Original Plan - 

Applicant Architect Terry 

Judd

 County Website 

Building

Scenario #1

Home Square Footage Calculations - Account Number 0289441 - 2750 Meadow Creek Dr. Park City, Utah

GRAMA 1999 Original 

Plan Grs.- Indepedant 

Architect

GRAMA 1999 Original Plan 

Adjusted Net- Indepedant 

Architect

GRAMA 2021 

Remodel Plan - 

Assessor

Scenario #2 Scenario #3 Scenario #4

LMC 15-15 Defined Terms  - 2023
Floor Area, Gross Residential. The Area of a Building, including all 
enclosed Areas, consisting of the Area of all floors located under a 
ceiling that is above Final Grade, measured in square feet. Unenclosed 
porches, Balconies, patios and decks, vent shafts and courts are not 
calculated in Gross Residential Floor Area. Garages, up to a maximum 
Area of 600 square feet1, are not considered Floor Area. Basement and 
Crawl Space Areas below Final Grade are not considered Floor Area. 
Floor Area is measured from the finished surface of the interior of the 
exterior boundary walls.

Willow Ranch Subdivision CC&Rs - Article I Definitions 
"Floor Area" shall mean the total of all floor surfaces 
surrounded by the exterior wall of any dwelling or 
habitable structure (or in the case of Equestrian Lots, also 
of any Barn), on all levels. Porches, patios, balconies and 
decks are not counted as Floor Area unless under roof and 
enclosed on three sides by walls of the Dwelling. The first 
600 square feet of attached garage space is not counted as 
Floor Area. The maximum Floor Area for each Lot is shown 
on Exhibits "F" to this Declaration.

LMC-November 5, 1992  Chapter 2 Definitions 2-7
Floor Area . The Floor area is the area of a building that is enclosed by 
surrounding exterior walls , excluding a 600 square foot allowance for 

garage. It is the intent of this definition  to include lower levels into the 
floor area calculation which are not true basements. A true basement 
has all four walls underground. Therefore, a lower level will be counted 
into the floor area of a building it  is less than 80% underground or has 
an outside door (including garage door) visible from public right-of-way.  
If an entire  lower does not meet the criteria for exclusion from the 
floor area calculations, no part of the lower level may be excluded. 
Unenclosed porches, balconies, patios and decks will not be considered 
floor area. This definition is for planning purposes only and may conflict 
with other methods of calculation square footage such as the Uniform 
Building Code.
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DATE:  July 26, 2023 

TO:  Mayor Worel, Chair Suesser, City Officials, and Interested Parties 

FROM: Bob Theobald 

RE:   Coincidental Incompetence or Complicit Deception? 

 

I believe there is sufficient evidence supporting probable cause necessary to begin an in-depth 

investigation into “Coincidental Incompetence” and/or “Complicit Deception” in the 

submission, acceptance, and processing of Plat Amendments in April of 2021 - Ordinance 2021-

20, a subsequent Building Permit on October 27, 2021, and several other consequential events.  

 

There is significant evidence of false and undisclosed information that was known both to the 

applicant Crescent Vertical LLC (Commissioner Sarah Hall), and, at the same time, known 

(should have been known) by City planning officials (Director Milliken and Planner Alex 

Ananth) regarding each of the processes and activities listed below. 

 

Is this the result of special privileges being extended to a City official? Or is it the result of the 

City’s repeated failure to correctly interpret the LMC and other applicable laws?  Or does the 

City simply prioritize expedience over diligence in processing land use matters? Evidence shows 

these events are NOT “simple oversights” or “casual mistakes”.  

 

I believe that both the Planning Commission and City Council have the authority and obligation 

to investigate whether there has been “Coincidental Incompetence” and/or “Complicit 

Deception”. In the event either scenario is found to be true, the continued service of 

Commissioner Hall and Planner Ananth should be seriously questioned. 

 

1. Plat Amendment - Ordinance 2021-20 – The Plat amendment was to put into effect a 

flexible ratio between Home and Barn Square footage. Undisclosed was the fact that the 

home exceeds the platted maximum 9,300 sq. ft. It should be recognized that Planner Ananth 

was responsible for the research and processing of the April 29, 2021 amendment to Plat 

Notes. Planner Ananth knew or should have known if the square footage of the existing home 

complied with the maximum of 9,300 sq. ft. as imposed by Plat Notes 13 and 17. 

 

Apparently, Planner Ananth did not diligently research the subject topic – square foot ratio 

between home and barn. In addition to asking the Owner, there were at least three readily 

available sources to help ascertain the square footage of the home. 

 

1) 1999 Original Building Permit Fee Schedule – 9,830 sq. ft. 

2) Multiple Listing Service – 12,000 sq. ft. 

3) Summit County Tax Assessor – 11,500 sq. ft. plus 841 sq. ft. of garage = 12,341 sq. ft. 

 

During the entire plat amendment process neither the Owner Commissioner Hall nor Planner 

Ananth declared or disclosed the actual square footage of the home. As provided in the link 

below, the Planning Commission and the City Council unwittingly granted an improper Plat 

Note Amendment for a home in violation of the Plat Notes.   

Agenda April 29, 2021  See page 4, Item 6. 

 

https://d3n9y02raazwpg.cloudfront.net/parkcity/ecdc4cd3-1952-11eb-a4b6-0050569183fa-01133467-6d34-44a8-a801-0746aa501208-1619483122.pdf
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The Chief Building Official, Dave Thacker, has determined the applicable square feet of the 

home to be 10,104 sq. ft. – the home remains in violation of the Plat.  

 

The home, alone, has consumed all the permitted buildable square footage on Lot #2. Therefore, 

no barn should be permitted.  

 

2. Improper and Invalid Building Permit for Home Remodel 

a. Conditional Use Permit – Pool requires a CUP. Why did Commissioner Hall not apply for 

a Conditional Use Permit? Why did Director Milliken or Planner Ananth not require a 

CUP? 

b. Maximum Home Square Footage – Available from at least three sources – favoring 

expedience over diligence or Complicit Deceit. 

 

3. LMC Amendments Hearings - Non-disclosure of conflict of interest – See letter dated 

February 27, 2023 -  Pending LMC Amendments.  The Planning Director and staff appears to 

have assisted in these processes by drafting favorable provisions, while having full 

knowledge without disclosure of the Complaint filed on 12/9/2022. The Complaint details 

the deficiencies of the incomplete and invalid Allowed Use Permit, the status of which was 

or may be significantly affected by the amendments. 

 

a) Recreation Facility Amendment 2/23/22 and 3/23/23 On February 23, 2022, 

and March 23, 2022, the Planning Commission considered a change in the 

definition of Private Recreation Facility for the specific purpose of adding 

Outdoor Pickleball Courts. At both meetings, Commissioner Hall proposed that 

pools and spas be removed from the definition of Private Recreation Facility 

without disclosure of a pool or spa under construction without CUP.  

 

“Commissioner Hall requested further information from Staff regarding the definition 
of Private Recreational Facilities on page 69 as it relates to allowed uses versus 
conditional uses. Commissioner Suesser agreed that those three items should be 
removed from that definition. Commissioner Hall asked whether a CUP was common 
for the installation of a pool. Commissioner Thimm presumed that this discussion 
centered only on pickleball courts. Director Milliken agreed but acknowledged that 
the confusion was that prior to making these amendments, pickleball courts fell 
under Private Recreational Facilities. Part of the LMC Amendments would involve 
amending the Private Recreational Facilities so that it would be clear that pickleball 
courts were no longer included in that definition.1 It was clarified that the only 
change was to remove pickleball out of that category; everything else would remain 
as is. Commissioner Hall disagreed and referenced the removal of playgrounds, spas, 
and picnic areas from the definition. She assumed that every time someone installed 
a hot tub, they were not getting a CUP.   Planner Sebright stated that they would 
clarify this in the next Staff Report. Commissioner Thimm expressed that this should 
only address pickleball courts and leave everything else unchanged.” 

 
1 N.B.: Planning Director Milliken was mistaken.  The proposed amendment to the definition of Private Recreational 
Facilities did not exclude pickleball courts from the definition. 
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• Planning Commission Minutes - 2-23-22 (See page 27) 

• Planning Commission Video 2-23-22  (See at 3:07:30 Minutes)  
 

 

In connection with the Commission’s meeting on March 23, 2022, Staff re-proposed the same 

definition of Private Recreation Facility that it had proposed in connection with the February 23, 

2022, meeting of the Commission.  The Commission considered the proposed definition. 

Commissioner Hall again proposed that pools be removed from the definition.  The minutes of 

the Meeting state the following on p. 34: 

 
“Commissioner Hall previously wanted to remove hot tubs and pools from the definition 
of Private Recreation Facility, and suggested it only include tennis courts, sports courts 
and outdoor pickleball courts. Acting Chair Suesser asked if pools should remain in the 
definition. Commissioner Thimm asked if the draft Ordinance contemplated a change to 
hot tubs or pools. Commissioner Hall referenced the language that previously included 
hot tubs, picnic areas and playgrounds as requiring a CUP. She suggested the removal of 
pools from this definition and that the definition only includes tennis courts, sports 
courts and outdoor pickleball courts. Acting Chair Suesser felt a pool was different from 
a hot tub or spa and should be more closely regulated. She suggested adding the word 
“swimming” to pools to distinguish it from a hot tub or spa. Commissioner Hall 
reiterated her suggestion of eliminating pools from this definition. Commissioner Thimm 
agreed with the addition of “swimming” in the definition. Commissioner Hall questioned 
whether a CUP should be or has been required for pools. Mr. Harrington stated that this 
has not been an issue and they have regulated the ones where there were complaints. 
He did not feel this should be changed but adding “swimming” might narrow it 
somewhat. Commissioner Thimm reiterated that the focus should be on pickleball courts 
rather than other changes in the Ordinance.”   
 
Thereupon, Commissioner Thimm moved that the Planning Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to the City Council for their consideration on April 7, 2022, 
concerning the Outdoor Pickleball Courts in Residential Areas Ordinance, to amend the 
Zoning District Use Tables to require a Conditional Use Permit for these outdoor courts, 
and to clarify definitions, as outlined in the draft Ordinance and as amended by the 
comments in tonight’s record.   The motion passed 5-to-1, with Commissioner Hall voting 
against.” 

 

• Planning Commission Minutes 3-23-22 (See Page 34) 

• Planning Commission Video 3-23-22 (See Pickleball 2:24:30 min. Pool 

at 2:57:30 minutes 

  

https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_1c8d413a766f25f7b4d07bbaf58a96d0.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=1&clip_id=2569
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_b2bf2f97b35942c083826b9369c9f928.pdf&view=1
https://parkcity.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=1&clip_id=2579
https://parkcity.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=1&clip_id=2579
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b) LMC Amendment - 15-5-5 Architectural Design Guidelines – Landscaping. 
1/11/23  Commissioner Hall did not disclosure her major landscaping program in 

progress without permit or SLO analysis The Amendments were scheduled for 

consideration and adoption by the Council in early March. They should have been 

reconsidered by the Planning Commission with the knowledge of Commissioner Hall’s 

ongoing landscaping activities. 

 
• Video - PC Landscaping Amendment 1-11-2023 (See 1:29:00 - 1:47:00 minutes)  

• Minutes - PC Landscape Amendment 1-11-2023 (See page 14) 

• Staff Report 2-8-2023 Page 3 N Landscaping - 4 Landscape Plan 

 

c)   Sensitive Lands Overlay Ordinance 1/25/23 – Commissioner Hall did not properly 

disclose property ownership in SLO zone. Prior to discussions, Commissioner Sigg 

disclosed that he owned property in a SLO designated area. Please advise where in the 

record Commissioner Hall made any disclosures. A video link is provided to the 1/25/23 

meeting.   

 
• Video - PC LMC Amendment SLO - 1-25-23 (see 1:57:00 min,) 

 

4. Landscaping without Permit, SLO analysis - See file Tree Planting Permit Failures – June- 

October – 2022 Emails - Letter dated March 15, 2023 

 

5. Well Drilling - Violation of LODA, SLO and LMC  See  Letter to City Officials - Well 

Authority – Impacts 7-12-23… 

 

See attached Exhibits. 

https://parkcity.granicus.com/player/clip/2712?view_id=1&redirect=true&h=a3df30a528e79c8226c88848deb9664f
https://parkcity.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=parkcity_d22f2c84f08409a2f77ccdae7ae34656.pdf&view=1
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1775204/Landscaping_Staff_Report_2.8.23_FINAL_REVIEW.pdf
https://parkcity.granicus.com/player/clip/2717?view_id=1&redirect=true&h=c45fff9ef71d99763ca4eb3e435d2d9e
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