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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JUNE 5, 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, June 5, 1997.

AGENDA

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

2:30 p.m. Property acquisition

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

3:00 p.m. Council questions and comments
3:30 p.m. Flagstaff annexation update
Review of regular meeting
4:00 p.m. LMC amendments/appeals process
5:15 p.m. Budget review
5:45 p.m. Other meeting comments or questions

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

6:00 p.m.
I ROLL CALL
I PUBLICINPUT

III COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

IV  WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF MAY 15, 1997
V  PUBLIC HEARING

An Ordinance approving the plat amendment to the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8 located
in the northeast quarter of Section 8, Township 2 south, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian, Park City, Utah



VI

Vil

VIII

Amendments to the Land Management Code amending Chapter 1, Section 13 to clarify the
conditional use review process; Chapter 1, Section 15 to change the minimum notice
requirements; Chapter 1, Section 16 to clarify the finality of action and appeals review
process; and Chapter 5 to clarify and update the duties and procedures of the Board of
Adjustment

Resolution adopting a revised budget for FY 1996-97, a tentative budget for FY 1997-98
and a tentative plan for FY 1998-99 for Park City Municipal and its related agencies and
tentatively adopting a pay plan for Park City Municipal Corporation exempt and non-exempt
employees for FY 1997-99

CONSENT AGENDA

Resolution declaring June 14, 1997 as Arbor Day in Park City, Utah

An Ordinance approving the plat amendment to the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8 located
in the northeast quarter of Section 8, Township 2 south, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian, Park City, Utah

NEW BUSINESS

Resolution adopting a revised budget for FY 1996-97, a tentative budget for FY 1997-98
and a tentative plan for FY 1998-99 for Park City Municipal and its related agencies and
tentatively adopting a pay plan for Park City Municipal Corporation exempt and non-exempt
employees for FY 1997-99

ADJOURNMENT

Posted: 6/2/97
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PARK CITY WORK SESSION NOTES

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
JUNE §, 1997

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

Toby Ross, City Manager; Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney; Nora Seltenrich, Special
Projects Manager; Mark Harrington, Assistant City Attorney; Rick Lewis,
Community Development Director; Pat Putt, Planning and Zoning Administrator;
Tom Bakaly, Finance Manager; Bob Stephens, Administrative Services Director;
Jerry Gibbs, Public Works Director; and Kurt von Puttkammer, Planner

Hank Rothwell, United Park City Mines Company (UPCM)
Absent: Hugh Daniels

1. Council questions and comments. Paul Sincock stated that he has spoken to staff
about the dying trees at the Gateway Tree Project and reported on the Earth Day celebration last
weekend, sponsored by Recycle Utah. Chuck Klingenstein commented that the Institute of Traffic
Engineers will be issuing new road standard guidelines and requested a copy. He added that the
Historical Society pointed out the absence of a designated planner for the Historic District and
suggested that this be considered. Ms. Kerr reported that there will be a County mayor/council
quarterly meeting on Monday, June 16 in Kamas. Ms. Kerr referred to a letter to the editor in the
Park Record about what the City is doing with regard to parking, traffic and circulation which made
her think that we’re at cross purposes. She referred to costs of a traffic and parking program and
transportation trends in the future, and yet there are projects, like the Park City Mountain Area
expansion in the process where the Land Management Code standards are applied and invite
additional traffic. Nora Seltenrich responded that the Planning Commission has talked a lot about
this and the Ski Area will provide additional parking spaces and transit improvements, although it
is not anywhere near what will be necessary on a peak day. She added that the City’s consultants
performed an analysis on the Ski Area. There was discussion about designated parking stalls in the
condominium projects.

2. Flagstaff annexation update. Toby Ross explained that this discussion is to
determine a schedule for this project. Hank Rothwell stated that he appreciates the opportunity to
be before Council today but is disappointed that Flagstaff doesn’t seem to have a higher priority.
He expressed his frustration that the local paper reported that they are not willing to play by the City



Page 2
City Council Work Session
June 5, 1997

rules, but in their opinion, they only want to play by City rules, which continue to change. They are
obligated by state law to actively negotiate with the City for one year and that expired June 1995.
The Council’s unanimous adoption of Resolution No. 10-97 and the Council’s failure to respond to
their comments of May 22, 1997, are indications to the applicants that the Council isn’t serious about
pursuing their application and they view this as a denial of their application for annexation. He
stated that the suggestion of an action by mid-July is unacceptable, but if that is the best Council can
do, they are willing to continue to meet with Council in the future, but are no longer willing to
negotiate exclusively with the City. Paul Sincock pointed out that mid-July was the only time all
Council members would be present and could take an action, but Council is willing to meet prior to
that in work sessions. The Mayor felt that Mr. Rothwell’s comments are unfair, because the Council
and staff worked very hard from the time of the Planning Commission decision to the state mandated
deadline. He added that prior to that time, members of the Council scheduled vacations and time
away from the City. He felt that the applicants should be flexible. Mr. Rothwell appreciated Mayor
Olch’s comments, but again pointed out their frustration. Paul Sincock expressed his willingness
to meet in work sessions and to direct staff to meet with Mr. Rothwell.

Shauna Kerr felt that rather than interrupting everyone’s schedule, asked what can
be accomplished. If the City and the applicants are so far apart that additional planning and
conversation are going to result in the same outcome, then is it not fair to the applicants, staff and
the Council to continue if nothing can be accomplished. She emphasized the importance of being
honest with the applicant as continuing could just be a time consuming process and if there are
impenetrable barriers that cannot be negotiated, she encouraged Council to be realistic. The Mayor
did not disagree but pointed out that from the time the Council adopted the resolution, there hasn’t
been any real dialog about differences or issues that could be narrowed to bring everyone closer
together which would be worthy of discussion. Ms. Kerr agreed but emphasized there should be
realistic time limits. The Mayor suggested that the City Manager and Mr. Rothwell meet. Mr.
Rothwell indicated that his goal is not to waste Council’s time either and he is happy to meet with
Toby Ross and review the issues. He pointed out that he has been in the process for three and a half
years and had a staff recommendation that was acceptable to the applicants and a Planning
Commission recommendation that was 95% there. Roger Harlan added that UPCM’s letter of May
22, 1997 was so far apart from Council’s position, that Ms. Kerr’s point is well taken. Personally,
he did not feel he would change his mind and noted that he was taken back with the short amount
of time demanded for a response. Mr. Rothwell pointed out that the last communication from the
City required his response by June 1 and he understood that June 1 was an critical deadline date.
Paul Sincock believed there are two or three alternatives that he has already communicated with the
City Manager that he would like explored and a little more discussion is necessary. Chuck
Klingenstein supported a meeting with the City Manager and it would be beneficial for him to
understand the motivations behind the letter and determine if there is something that can be
mediated. Toby Ross suggested a meeting with Mr. Rothwell to assess that and he will report if any
additional meetings would be appropriate.
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3. LMC amendments/appeals process. City Attorney Jodi Hoffman explained
that Council has a recommendation before them on the LMC amendments which Mark Harrington
will discuss and a protected memo outlining a history of the appeals process and a large range of
options. Mark Harrington pointed out that this is hopefully the last quick fix to the current LMC
before the rewrite. There are three major components, including the conditional use permit process.
The public comment section was burdensome and contrary to state law and it is recommended to
delete it. Other clean-up amendments of the section and the number of plans required were
discussed. With regard to Section 1.13, Mr. Sincock asked for clarification on the conditions the
Community Development Department can impose. Mr. Harrington explained that there are several
new sections that provides CDD administrative approvals but there are specific standards of review,
and these conditions would not be in addition to those specified. Mr. Sincock asked how one would
know that this referred to other conditions that were objectively set forth in the Code. Mr.
Harrington answered that it will be clear in the rewrite of the LMC; it is the intent to have each zone
section self-contained. Using the word “diligently” was discussed and Mark Harrington explained
that it is not the intent to delay an applicant and the alternative would be a designated time frame.
Ms. Kerr pointed out that the title report should indicate that it’s in the applicant’s name or there is
authorization for an agent. Mr. Harrington felt it was covered in another section but would clarify
this. There was discussion about consistently using the term, “home owners association” and
notifying condominium associations. Shauna Kerr pointed out language that if there is an approval,
a permit will be granted, and brought up the circumstance of issuance of a permit and subsequently
having an appeal filed. Mark Harrington responded that the appeal section covers this issue and Jodi
Hoffman noted that if there was a building permit issued and an appeal filed, there would be a stop
order. Inresponse to a question from Ms. Kerr, Mr. Harrington explained that an applicant receives
notice from the Planning Department when a submittal is complete. The wording, “substantial
completion” was explained and provisions under the Uniform Building Code were discussed.

Mark Harrington pointed out that the noticing requirements are simplified in the
noticing matrix. Second home owners complained that ten days was not sufficient, and in many
cases, the noticing has been increased to 14 days. He continued that Section 3 amendments reflect
requests for amendments resulting from the Sweeney Town Bridge Appeal. He noted that there must
be a comprehensive statement of the basis of the appeal; the 30 day requirement for the Council call-
up has been removed. People who received original notice of an application will receive mailed
notice if the project is appealed and there was discussion about the appearance of inviting public
input in a quasi-judicial matter. Mark Harrington explained finality of action being adopting written
findings; Mr. Sincock suggested adding execution by the Mayor. The Assistant City Attorney added
that reconsiderations are not limited by a duration of final action. There is mention of special
meetings to ensure circumventing standard meeting procedures; there has to be the minimal number
of Council members present at the original meeting at the reconsideration. Jodi Hoffman explained
that the draft intends that Council can consider a reconsideration from the time of a decision up to
the entry of the findings and another ten days.
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Shauna Kerr emphasized that she wanted to have the findings completed within a
defined period of time, because finality of action could be delayed by failure to adopt and execute
the findings by the presiding officer. Mark Harrington explained that the Planning Commission
discussed this but it didn’t want to be tied to a specific deadline as there hasn’t been a problem so
far. Jodi Hoffman noted the full workload of staff, often appeals are unexpected, and staff would
have to be directed what to push aside to meet a 15 day deadline, for example. She would expect
that Council would direct staff to get them completed in a timely fashion. Paul Sincock also felt that
a time limit should be set. Ms. Kerr added that findings are composed from the best recollections
of what occurred and the sooner they are reduced to writing, the more accurately they will reflect
occurrences. This may be the type of project that may have to come to the top of the priority list,
pushing something else aside. Ms. Hoffman questioned what the consequences would be if staff
missed the deadline; she noted that missing a deadline might undermine a decision by Council and
the courts do not require this process. Mr. Harrington suggested adding “reasonableness” language
so that if an applicant feels mistreated, this issue could be raised. He added that the Sandridge
Heights findings were delayed because the applicants’ lawyer was on vacation, so there may be other
circumstances other than staff delay. Ms. Kerr clarified her position as some aspect of a project is
likely to be stayed pending the final outcome of the appeal. She felt that the legal staff’s position
of finality of action when the findings are adopted as opposed to a decision at the appeal hearing was
confusing enough for applicants. Mr. Sincock recommended 15 working days as opposed to 15
calendar days. Ms. Hoffman indicated the potential delay of the findings by the petitioner and Ms.
Kerr suggested setting a time frame for a response. Chuck Klingenstein expressed concern about
imposing time constraints that may affect the City as there is no control over the other party. Ms.
Kerr interjected that the Council adopts the findings and they are sent out to the appellant(s) as a
courtesy and they have no ability to object to the Council’s findings. She added that there is no
mention of this in the ordinance. Jodi Hoffman agreed and explained that it is the intent that the
findings are agreed upon, which may result in a better project. She felt it good practice to complete
the findings as soon as possible, schedule on the next available agenda, and didn’t feel this practice
needs to be changed. Paul Sincock reiterated that he would like to see a specified time and allow
for exceptions. Mr. Ross pointed out that there should be consideration in the event there is no
meeting scheduled; there was discussion of 15 days which wouldn’t work for the Planning
Commission. Ms. Kerr pointed out that the Board of Adjustment meets when there is pending
business, and findings would have to be adopted at the next scheduled meeting. Mr. Harrington
explained that this Board could adopt findings the same meeting day.

Through illustrations, Ms. Hoffman explained that Council business falls into two
categories, original jurisdiction and appellate jurisdiction. With regard to appeals, matters that fall
within original jurisdiction drives a certain standard of review or de novo where new evidence is
taken. Examples of original jurisdiction include original plats, vacations of rights-of-way,
encroachments, call-ups, and height exceptions. The other types of appellate jurisdiction include
appeals of conditional use permits which are wide in range, Historic District Commission actions
including determination of significance and certificates of appropriateness for demolition, and any
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other Planning Commission action that involves interpretation of the Code. There is a range of
standards of review for appeals including de novo, which is a new review of the matter and new
testimony is considered, or the Council could use an error of law or arbitrary and capricious standard
where no new testimony is considered. The difference with the two is that each one is harder to
reverse. The arbitrary and capricious standard is the one desired from the court by the City. Ms.
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to others, and although she is not advocating that, there are benefits in doing so. The Board of
Adjustment and Takings Appeal Board appeals go directly to the District Court. Some jurisdictions
send more appeals to the Board of Adjustment, but that is not the case in Park City which is not
typical. Many jurisdictions vest administrative decision-making at the Community Development
Department level and appeals of those decisions go to the Board of Adjustment and then to the
District Court. The Mayor asked what the City Attorney would recommend. Ms. Hoffman
responded that she would prefer to have a professional land use hearings examiner, as it would be
less political for the Council and it wouldn’t vest authority in a lay board. She added that she doesn’t
have a level of confidence to funnel everything to the Board of Adjustment because members are not
J land use professionals. Ms. Hoffman discussed her positive experiences with a full-time employed
b hearings examiner in Tacoma, Washington. She continued that the reason that the Council receives
so many appeals is because the LMC is not as clear as it could be and the standard of review for
appeals could be clearly defined. There was discussion about the rewrite of the LMC and the current
difficulty in its interpretation. Roger Harlan discussed the Sweeny Town Lift appeal, and the
difficulty in predicting the emotional features of that process. Ms. Hoffman felt that there is
probablv no wav to amend the LMC to combletelv eliminate those situations. Mr. Harlan aereed that
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Ms. Hoffman answered that a time frame will be available on July 17. The City Attorney stated that
it is the goal to have it done by January, but an 18 month time frame would be more realistic. The
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the philosophy of the LMC, and Council’s input will determine the schedule and scope of work.

Rick Lewis, Community Development Director, emphasized that the public process
may identify community issues which may easily extend LMC adoption. Pat Putt emphasized that
staff knows the issues of the LMC where a consultant would have to be educated. Paul Sincock
noted that a professional editor may be worthwhile. Ms. Hoffman explained that staff will present
basic principles to the Council on July 17. Mark Harrington reiterated that whether a consultant is
involved or not, the public process will still have to unfold.

Ms. Hoffman again discussed the appeal standards of review and felt that the Council
had, for the most part, been applying the error of law standard unless neighborhood controversies
emerged and Council deviated because there wasn’t a written process. She emphasized that if the
LMC specifies that appeals are reviewed on an error of law standard, Council can’t change its mind.
Chuck Klingenstein pointed out that with this standard in place, the call-up process should be
omitted; Ms. Hoffman agreed. Paul Sincock expressed his concern about the impacts of a decision
on a portion of a larger undisclosed project. Ms. Hoffman suggested that there be provision that the

‘ Planning Commission consider development plans for related properties and to extent the applicant
did not provide that information, would constitute an error in review. Paul Sincock stated that he
could support an error of law standard.

Ms. Hoffman explained that the amendments to the LMC before Council clarifies
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discussed the 2% increase in compensation for Council and Ms. Kerr asked if there has been
additional input from employees on the pay plan. Bob Stephens explained that there have been some
procedural questions, but four meetings have been held with the employees on the pay plan and there
has been notice of the budget work sessions.

Mr. Bakaly discussed some changes to the resolution recommended for adoption
including an increase for streets maintenance and building maintenance so the funds will not be over
budget this year. There is an adjustment to the Municipal Building Authority budget, shifting more
funds this year for the construction of the new Public Works building; it is not increased funding for
the two year period.

With regard to the Capital Budget, Mr. Bakaly understood the Council desired to
increase the Sandridge parking lot project by $90,000, which would be appropriated from the Main
Street parking project and parking in-lieu fees. He explained that parking revenues will be allocated
toward the operating expenses of the program and those have not been slated for capital projects.
He added that $313,353 will be allocated to the affordable housing capital improvement project. In
accordance with state mandates, there will be a transfer of $1.5 million from the General Fund to
capital improvement projects; $500,000 of which will go toward open space acquisition.

With regard to the operating budget, $70,000 is budgeted for year-round service.
Jerry Gibbs explained that this is a proposal for service in the shoulder season and the specifics will
come back to Council. There was discussion regarding full-time bus drivers. Mr. Bakaly explained
that the Domestic Peace Task Force requested an additional $4,000 to the $16,000 grant amount and
the City agreed it would provide the additional funds if the County would match it, which it did.
This increased the City’s donation to $20,000 and because the grant amount is driven by a percentage
of the General Fund budget, the grant would increase to $23,000 next year. Because there is no
guarantee of the County’s participation next year, Mr. Sincock suggested that the base grant be
$16,000 which can be proportionately increased by the General Fund percentage, and in addition to
that, the City will match what the County contributes. The City Manager suggested budgeting the
full amount and having the grant contract clearly explain the allocation. Ms. Kerr felt that the
matching strategy provides the Domestic Peace Task Force some leverage in its request to the
County. Mr. Harlan requested information on how many Park City residents have been assisted by
the program. Mr. Bakaly explained the decrease in youth carry-forward funds in FY 1997-98 and
an error in the Fitness Center’s revenues.

S. Review of regular meeting. Planner Kurt von Puttkammer explained the requested
plat amendment for Thaynes Canyon. This subdivision was heavily debated several years ago and
there was a square footage restriction of 3,500 square feet. The owner is requesting building a three
car garage meeting the building pad and height limits, but not conforming with the square footage
requirements. The owner has discussed this with his neighbors who will sign off on the plans before
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a certificate of occupancy is issued. Mr. von Puttkammer added that he has been working with the
applicant since last September and the applicant has been diligent in proceeding with the application.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott
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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, June 5, 1997. Members in
attendance were Brad Olch, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul Sincock.
Hugh Daniels was excused. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Kurt von Puttkammer,
Planner; Tom Bakaly, Finance Manager; and Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney.

I 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.

I  COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Olympics - Roger Harlan reported that he read an Olympic publication and noted that
Park City was not identified, although 45% of the games will be here, and all the other venues have
been mentioned. The Mayor reported that he will be unable to attend the Olympic Organizing
meeting next week, and urged Council members to attend.

IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF MAY 15,1997

The Mayor asked if there are any omissions or corrections. Hearing none, he
requested a motion to approve. Paul Sincock, “I so move”. Roger Harlan seconded. Motion carried.

Hugh Daniels Absent
Roger Harlan Aye
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

V  PUBLIC HEARING
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1. An Ordinance approving the plat amendment to the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8

located in the northeast quarter of Section 8., Township 2 south, Range 4 East, Salt I.ake Base and
Meridian, Park City, Utah - See work session notes and staff report. Planner Kurt von Puttkammer

explained that the request is to amend the plat to increase the allowable square footage from 3,500
square feet to 4,000 square feet to add a garage to an existing house. With no further questions or
comments, the public hearing was closed.

2. Amendments to the L.and Management Code amending Chapter 1, Section 13 to
clarify the conditional use review process; Chapter 1. Section 15 to change the minimum notice
requirements; Chapter 1. Section 16 to clarify the finality of action and appeals review process; and
Chapter 5 to clarify and update the duties and procedures of the Board of Adjustment - See work
session comments and staff report. With no questions or comments from the Council or public, the
public hearing was closed.

3. Resolution adopting a revised budget for FY 1996-97, a tentative budget for FY
1992 98 and a tentative plan for FY 1998- 99 for Park Clty Mun1c1pal and its related aggncws—and

s mmuu-uﬁ‘ O

mmwrﬂ"ﬂ Tom Bakaly explamed that Council will not be adoptlng a pay plan thlS
evening, but rather considering an ordinance next week addressing the pay plan. See work session

notes and staff report. With no questions or comments, the Mayor requested a motion to continue
the public hearing to June 12. Chuck Klingenstein, “I so move”. Roger Harlan seconded. Motion

carried.

Hugh Daniels Absent
Roger Harlan Aye
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

VI  CONSENT AGENDA

Chuck Klingenstein, “Il move approval of the Consent Agenda for Items 1 and 2 as
outlined in the staff reports”. Shauna Kerr seconded.

Hugh Daniels Absent
Roger Harlan Aye
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye

Paul Sincock Aye
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1. Resolution declaring June 14, 1997 as Arbor Day in Park City, Utah - See attached
resolution.

2. An Ordinance approving the plat amendment to the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8

located in the northeast quarter of Section 8, Township 2 south, Range 4 East, Salt L ake Base and
Meridian, Park City, Utah - See staff report, work session notes, and public hearing commentary.

VII NEW BUSINESS

Resolution adopting a revised budget for FY 1996-97, a tentative budget for FY
1997- 98 and a tentatlve plan for FY 1998 99 for Park Clty Mumclpal and its related agenc1gs—and

@w& See staff report, work session notes, and pubhc hearmg commentary
Shauna Kerr, “I move approval”. Chuck Klingenstein seconded. Motion carried.

Roger Harlan Aye
Hugh Daniels Absent
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

VIIIT. 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 2:30 p.m. Members in
attendance were Mayor Brad Olch, Roger Harlan, Shauna Kerr, Chuck Klingenstein, and Paul
Sincock. Hugh Daniels was excused. Staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; Mark
Harrington, Assistant City Attorney; and Jodi Hoffman, City Attorney. Chuck Klingenstein, “I
move to close the meeting to discuss property acquisition”. Paul Sincock seconded. Motion carried
unanimously.

Roger Harlan Aye
Hugh Daniels Absent
Shauna Kerr Aye
Chuck Klingenstein Aye
Paul Sincock Aye

The meeting opened at approximately 3:25 p.m.
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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

Iy et

Jafiet M. Scott, City Recorder
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DATE: May 30, 1997 (June 5 meeting)
DEPARTMENT: Planning Department
AUTHOR: Kurt von Puttkammer, AIA
TITLE: 77 Thaynes Canyon Drive

TYPE OF ITEM: Consent

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:

Adopt the ordinance approving a modification to the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #3 Plat, thereby,
creating the First Amended Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8.

DESCRIPTION:

A. TOPIC

PROJECT STATISTICS

Applicant: Robert Raymond

Location: 77 Thaynes Canyon Drive
Proposal: Plat amendment

Zoning: Single Family Residential
Adjacent Land Uses: Single Family Residential
Project Planner: Kurt von Puttkammer, AIA

B. BACKGROUND

The proposed project consists of a plat amendment to the “notes” for Thaynes Canyon Subdivision
No. 8. The applicant has requested the maximum house size be increased from 3,500 square feet to
4,100 square feet (Exhibit “C”).

On July 16, 1992, the City Council approved the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision No. 8 with
several conditions. The original maximum house size was 4,000 square feet with no more than
1,200 of the maximum 4,000 square feet above the main level. Through the Council discussion
period, the maximum house size was decreased to 3,500 square feet. Much of the discussion |
during the Council review process focused on golf course issues and bike path access, not on
maximum house size.
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On April 9, 1997, the Planning Commission continued this project until the issues could be
resolved between the applicant and the concerned neighbors. Prior to the April 9 meeting, the
Planning Department has received an agreement between the applicant and two of the concerned
neighbors describing conditions the applicant must complete in order for the neighbors to support
the project (Exhibit “B”).

In addition, the Planning Department has received letters of support from the homeowners at 75
Thaynes Canyon Drive and 74 Thaynes Canyon Drive, as well as a consent letter from the
president of the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #1.

C. ANALYSIS

The Thaynes Canyon area consists of eight subdivisions of varying sizes, from 2 lots to 96 lots
(Exhibit “D”). Only Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #5, consisting of 4 lots, is restricted to a
maximum house size of 4,000 square feet. All other Thaynes Canyon subdivisions, except #5 and
#8, have no restriction on maximuljl house size.

The applicant’s request is limited to increasing the maximum house size, but does not include
modifying the building limits delineation from the approved plat setbacks or the building height
limitations.

D. PLANNING COMMISSIOiN ACTION

On May 14, 1997, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item. There was no
public comment at the hearing. The Planning Commission voted to forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council with findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of
approval as outlined in the staff report.

Proper legal notice was published a;nd notice was mailed to all property owners within 300" and
to all property owners within the original Park City Survey. Public input was described in the
background section of this report.

ALTERNATES

1. Approve the proposed ameridrnent, thereby, allowing the increase to the maximum square
footage allowed by the plat.

2. Deny the plat amendment reé:quest thereby retaining the original restriction.

3. Continue the item for furthcé:r discussion and input.
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS:
This proposed amendment will I'CSléllt in the potential for additional square footage to the two
houses in this subdivision and could potentially affect the views of the surrounding neighbors.

The applicant agrees to specific conditions of approval related to future building designs to
mitigate the potential adverse impacts.
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CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

If the plat amendment is not approved as proposed, the owner will be limited to a house size of
3,500 square feet. The applicant’s current building design (not yet approved) would need top be
modified to comply with the house size limitations.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Staff recommends that the City Council approve the proposed plat amendment based on the
following:

Findings of Fact

1.

2.

5.

The plat amendment affects lots #1 and #2 of the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision No. 8.

The proposed plat amendment increases the maximum house size from 3,500 square feet
to 4,100 square feet.

Significant public input in regards to visual impact has been received at the public hearing
and the applicant has agreed to specific conditions to mitigate any adverse impact to the

surrounding neighbors.

The new plat shall be known as the First Amended Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8
(Exhibit “A™).

The applicant has stipulated to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:

1.

There is good cause for the amendment in that the proposed maximum house size will
result in a size compatible with the surrounding houses, and any visual impacts will be
mitigated through additional landscaping.

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

Conditions of Approval:

L.

Prior to plat recordation, the City Attorney and City Engineer shall review and approve
the final plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and conditions of approval.

All Standard Project Conditions and Land Management Codes shall apply.

The proposed roof ridge line will be sloped downward at the same slope as the existing
roof on the East facing portion of the main structure.

Windows on the West side of the new garage shall be shuttered to restrict light emission
during hours of darkness.

A>
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5. Additional landscaping shall be provided behind the new structure and installed within 30
days of completion of the new garage and no later than the summer of 1997. Letters of
consent will be required from the two neighbors identified in exhibit “B” prior to
Certificate of Occupancy is issued.

6. This approval is valid one yéar from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has
not occurred within the one year time frame, this approval shall be considered null and
void. :

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTIQ N:

The Staff recommends that the Clty Council approve the proposed plat amendment.

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit A- Proposed plat map

Exhibit B- Agreement between applicant and concerned neighbors
Exhibit C- Proposed written amendment

Exhibit D- Location map :
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EXHIBIT “B”

April 9, 1997

Park City Planning Department |
445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah

Re: Request to increase maximum house size

Thank you for the notification of Mr. Raymond’s request for permission to make
modifications to his home at 77 Thaynes Canyon Drive that exceed the maximum
size agreed on in July 1992. Thxs request would increase maximum house size by
over 17% and maximum garage size by 50%. If approved as requested, it would
further reduce our remaining vw_w corridor by approximatety 60%.

In the event this project is apprqved, it is requested that the following conditions
be imposed:

1. The north haif of the new garage ridgeline be slanted downward at the same pitch
as the east-facing portion of the main structure, as portrayed by Mr. Raymond’s
revised drawings.

2. Windows on the fairway (qut) side of the new garage and the converted
previous garage be shuttered to restrict light emission during hours of darkness.

3. The backyard area behind the new structure be screened from view by mature
landscaping with evergreens of minimum 7-8 foot height. Such landscaping must
be suitable to cross-fairway neighbors, exercising reasonable judgment and
fairness, and be in piace within 30 days of completion of the new garage and no
later than the summer of 1997.

Tha.nk you for addressing our concern about the continuous erosion of our view

24/1@(//// '

Howard O. Myli

ﬁd the aboy, condmm/?and agree to conform to them.

Robert Raymond
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EXHIBIT “C” ;"

MAXIMUM HOUSE SIZE IN THAYNES CANYON SUBDIVSION

NO. 8 SHALL BE 3500 SQUARE FEET PLUS 600 SQUARE
FEET GARAGE ALLDWANCE. NO MORE THAN 1200 SQUARE
FEET OF THE MAXIMUM 3500 SQUARE SEET SHALL 3F

ABOVE THE MAIN LEVEL AND THE RCOF UNE SHALL COINCIDE
WITH THAT 1200 SQUARE FEET SO THAT NO MORE THAN
APBROXIMATELY ONE—HALF OF THE ROOF UNE SHALL B€E

AT THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ANC THE REMAINDER SHALL S€
SIGNIFICANTLY BELOW THE MAXIMUM AND COMMENSURATE
WITH THE SINGLE FAMILY JWELLING.

(B

MAXIMUM HOUSE SIZE IN THAYNES ZANYON SUBDIVSION

NC. 3 SHALL BE 410C SQUARE FEET PLUS 900 SQUARE
TEZT GARAGE ALLOWANCE. NC MORE THAN 1200 SOUARE
FIIT OF THE MAXIMUM 4100 SQUARE FES™ SmAL_ BE

ABOVE THE MAIN _EVEL AND THE RQOF LINE SHALL ZOINCIDE
W™= THAT 1200 SQUARE FEZ™ 30 THAT NO MORE THAN
AEPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF OF THZ ROOF LINE SHAL. 8F

AT THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT ANC THE REMAINDER SHALL BE
SIGNIFICANTL Y SELOW THE MAXIMUM ANC SOMMENSURATE
WiT= THE SINGLE FAMIL™ OWE_LING
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Ordinance No. 97-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE PLAT AMENDMENT
TO THE THAYNES CANYON SUBDIVISION #8
LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,

SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,

PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner, Robert Raymond, of the property at 77 Thaynes Canyon
Drive, located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 8, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Park City,
Utah, has petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, proper notice was sent and the property posted according to
requirements of the Land Management Code and state law; and

WHEREAS, on May 14, 1997 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to
receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and forwarded a positive recommendation of
approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on June 5, 1997 the City Council reviewed the proposed plat
amendment; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the plat
amendment;

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.
1. The plat amendment affects lots #1 and #2 of the Thaynes Canyon Subdivision No. 8.

2. The proposed plat amendment increases the maximum house size from 3,500 square feet
to 4,100 square feet.

3. Significant public input in regards to visual impact has been received at the public hearing
and the applicant has agreed to specific conditions to mitigate any adverse impact to the

surrounding neighbors.

4. The new plat shall be known as the First Amended Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8
(Exhibit “A™).

5. The applicant has stipulated to the conditions of approval (Exhibit “B”).

lof3
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SECTION 2. CON_CE LUSIONS OF LAW.

There is good cause for thé amendment in that the proposed maximum house size will
result in a size compatible with the surrounding houses, and any visual impacts will be
mitigated through additional landscaping.

Neither the public nor aniy person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment. :

SECTION 3. PLAT APPROVAL.

The plat amendment known as the First Amended Thaynes Canyon Subdivision #8, is hereby
approved as shown on Exhibit A, w1th the following conditions:

1.

Prior to plat recordation, tlie City Attorney and City Engineer shall review and approve
the final plat for complianceﬁ with the Land Management Code and conditions of approval.

All Standard Project Conditiions and Land Management Codes shall apply.

The proposed roof ridge lir:ne will be sloped downward at the same slope as the existing
roof on the East facing portgion of the main structure.

Windows on the West side of the new garage shall be shuttered to restrict light emission
during hours of darkness.

Additional landscaping shall be provided behind the new structure and installed within 30
days of completion of the riew garage and no later than the summer of 1997. Letters of
consent will be required from the two neighbors identified in Exhibit “B” prior to
Certificate of Occupancy is issued.

This approval is valid one yfear from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has
not occurred within the one year time frame, this approval shall be considered null and
void. :

20of 3
30



b SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon

publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5 th day of June, 1997.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
Mayor Bradley A. Olch
Attest:

Janet M. Scott, Deputy City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, Assistant City Attorney

MACDDAKVPACC\77THAYRE.ORD
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EXHIBIT “B”

April 9, 1997

Park City Planning Department
445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Box 1430
Park City, Utah

Re: Request to increase maximum house size

Thank you for the notification of Mr. Raymond’s request for permission to make
modifications to his home at 77 Thaynes Canyon Drive that exceed the maximum
size agreed on in July 1992. This request would increase maximum house size by
over 17% and maximum garage size by 50%. If approved as requested, it would
further reduce our remaining view corridor by approximately 60%.

In the event this project is approved, it is requested that the following conditons
be imposed:

1. The north half of the new garage ridgeline be slanted downward at the same pitch
as the east-facing portion of the main structure, as portrayed by Mr. Raymond’s
revised drawings.

2. Windows on the fairway (west) side of the new garage and the converted
previous garage be shuttered to restrict light emission during hours of darkness.

3. The backyard area behind the new structure be screened from view by mature
landscaping with evergreens of minimum 7-8 foot height. Such landscaping must
be suitable to cross-fairway neighbors, exercising reasonable judgment and
fairness, and be in place within 30 days of compietion of the new garage and no
later than the summer of 1997.

Thank you for addressing our concern about the contimuous erosion of our view

coprido /
2{/ E o4 /
Charles W. Layfon /" Howard O. Myli /

IWM the aboveyconditions and agree to conform to them.

Robert Raymofid







N N—
PARIN CTTY

1884

DATE: June 5, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Legal Department

AUTHOR: Mark Harrington

TITLE: Proposed Amendments to the Land

Management Code (“LMC”)

TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Conduct a work session
and public hearing on the proposed ordinance and provide staff
with direction on the appeals process.

DESCRIPTION:
A.  Topic.

The Park City Land Management Code (“LMC”).

B.  Proposal.

Recommend amendments to the LMC which clarify appeals process, statutory noticing
requirements, and the Board of Adjustment’s powers.

C.  Background and Analysis.

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed ordinance changes in work session at its
November 20, 1996 meeting and forwarded a positive recommendation on December 18,
1996 after a public hearing. Staff delayed bringing the amendments to Council because:
1) there was an appeal pending; and 2) there was state legislation pending this spring that
changed some of the noticing requirements. Because these issues have been a Council

Em




priority, they appear on the Council agenda ahead of staffs’ attempts to bring
comprehensive LMC revisions to the public discourse. The Staff has scheduled the
broader issue of comprehensive LMC revisions for a joint Planning Commission and City
Council work session in July.

A separate, protected memo shall be distributed to Council specifically addressing the
Council’s options to further revjse the appeals process. The memo is “protected” because
it includes prior attorney-client correspondence as attachments, which the Council has not
yet waived its privilege to. If Council wishes, it may move to “release” the protected
memo for public distribution at the meeting.

1. Appeals Process.

Largely as a result of the ski bridge decision, the City Council directed staff to amend
LMC § 1.16 to codify the City’s practice of adopting formal findings and conclusions of
law for all quasi-judicial matters. The Council also asked staff to establish specific time
lines so that to the extent the action occurs over two or more meetings, the process does
not drag out too long. Additionally, language clarifying the “finality” of actions and the
availability of “reconsideration” was asked for.

The proposed ordinance addresses all of the Council’s requests except for time lines. The
Planning Commission discussed this matter and recommended simply to codify the existing
practice and specifically requested no new deadlines. The Commission felt the existing
practice works fine and leaves them and the Council the necessary flexibility to handle a
variety of appellate/quasi-judicial matters. Accordingly, no specific time frames are
included in this draft. 3

The proposed ordinance does not yet incorporate or address concerns raised by Council
members after the Sandridge appeal. The Planning Commission had already forwarded
a positive recommendation on this draft prior to the Sandridge appeal. In essence, Council
has requested an opportunity to engage in an informed discussion regarding a wide variety
of options with regard to the manner by which we process appeals. The protected memo
prepared by legal staff is an attempt to provide the Council with background to inform that
discussion. Should the Council desire to codify any further policy changes regarding the
appeals process after Thursdays’ discussion, staff will prepare those amendments in
ordinance form and bring them back to the Council as soon as practicable.

2. Noticing.

The proposed amendments clean-up LMC § 1.13 (conditional use permits) and 1.15
(noticing) to conform with the noticing requirements prescribed by state statute. The
noticing was generally changed from 10 days to either 7 or 14 days, depending on the
action, to work better with the new publication schedule of the Park Record. Staff also
revised the notice matrix to reﬂect the new 300 feet noticing for plat amendments and to
assist staff and residents in determining what the necessary notice is for each particular

25




type of action. The amendments remove some conflicting and/or redundant notice
requirements and make some stylistic and form corrections for conditional use permits in
LMC § 1.13. Staff requests that the Council review these sections of the Code and suggest
any additional changes that it would like to recommend.

3. Board of Adjustment.

The Planning Commission and Staff recommend amending Chapter 5 of the LMC by
removing language that is inconsistent with Board’s power as defined by state enabling
legislation (i.e. removing phrases like “the Board shall exercise broad discretion”). The
amendments essentially cut and paste portions of the state code into the LMC. The
amendments also establish standards for special exceptions, as required by state law. (See
5.6(d)) These standards were drafted from Sait Lake City’s experience, and modified with
input from Planning Staff and the Planning Commission.

D.  Alternatives

1. Hold a work session and public hearing on the Ordinance. This is the
recommended action.

2. Modify the Ordinance. If after public input and discussion during the work
session, the Council desires further changes, it should direct staff accordingly.

E. Recommendation

Conduct a public hearing and work session on the ordinance.




ORDINANCE 97-____

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 1, SECTION 13 OF THE LAND
MANAGEMENT CODE TO CLARIFY THE CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW PROCESS;
AMENDING CHAPTER 1, SECTION 15 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE TO
CHANGE MINIMUM NOTICE REQUIREMENTS; AMENDING CHAPTER 1,
SECTION 16 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE TO CLARIFY THE FINALITY
OF ACTION AND APPEALS REVIEW PROCESS;; AND AMENDING CHAPTER 5 OF
THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE TO CLARIFY AND UPDATE THE DUTIES AND
PROCEDURES OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

WHEREAS, the City Coun;fcil has determined that a clearer, more accurate description
of the conditional use review procéss will benefit Park City; and

WHEREAS, the City Coun:cil has determined that a clearer, more accurate description
of the notice requirements and finality of City action will benefit the residents of Park City;
and

WHEREAS, the City Coun@cil has determined that Chapter 5 of the Land Management
Code will clarify the duties and pr(f)cedures of the board of adjustment; and

WHEREAS, Park City mus‘;t comply with relevant state law; and

WHEREAS, the City Counfcil has determined that the Board of Adjustment needs to
make decisions based on proper standards and guidelines.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDéAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PARK CITY, UTAH THAT: ’

SECTION 1. Amendment. Sectibn 1.13 of the Park City Land Management Code (“LMC”)
is hereby amended to read as follows:

1.1 DITIO £ REVIEW PROCESS. Although each zone district is an
attempt to segregate predominant land uses within identified residential, commercial, resort
lodging, and similar districts, there will be proposals that are generally compatible in land use
with other permitted uses in the zone;and.If properly and carefully planned, these uses, which
are different from the predominant use, or more intensive than permitted uses in the same zone,
may become compatible and appropriate for the zone in question. For example, the location and
nature of the proposed use, the character of surrounding development, thg traffic capacities of
adjacent and feeder streets, the environmental factors such as drainage, erosion, and soil stability,
all may dictate circumstances where a more intensive use may or may not be appropriate for the
zone. The conditional use procedure is intended to provide greater flexibility in land uses while

KALEGAL\MH\ORD\LMCCHANG.2
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at the same time, preserving the neighborhood characters and assuring compatibility between the
conditional uses, the uses on adjoining properties, and the City at large. The Community
I%%ﬁs nent Department wﬂl review all proposed conchtmnai uses and may nnpose ccndmons

purpese—e-f—preserﬁﬂg the character of the zone dlstrlct- and mﬁtgatmg to mmgate potentlal
adverse effects of the conditional use. Where the City and applicant cannot devise conditions that

eonditions-to-the-tise-eannot-be-devised-to satisfactorily mitigate the adverse effects of the
condmonal use, the Clty sha]l deny appheaften—fbr the conditional use permlt s-haH—be—demed

shaﬁ-befeﬁeweé The City shalL review all pmposed condttmnal uses accordmg to the followmg
procedure unless»a subfsequent; provision of this Code speﬁcally sets:forth an administrative

rocess; in which case that section shall control:

(@)  Pre-Application Conference. A-pre-applieation-conferenee-may-be-held Amapplicant
may request a pre-application conference with the Community Development Department
to determine discuss thenature-ofthe proposed conditional use and the generalnature-of
conditions that the City might be imposes. At the pre-application conference, the
Department and applicant shall review the application form, the materials and
information needed to complete the form, and the procedures used in reviewing the
conditional use.

(b)

!l_le pphgatlgg A
fe-l-lewmg—mfemﬁen—(seven—sets—are—requﬂed? &n apphcantf shall file sevemcopxe& @f a

completed condifional use application and seven copies of the ﬁ)llomng information:

(1)  amap of the site showing the existing conditions prior to the demolition of
any existing structures and any grading, showing north arrow and scale;

(2)  amap identifying the subject site in relation to adjoining public streets and the
neighborhood in which it is located with north arrow and scale;

(3) the boundaries of the site, and any easements of record or known prescriptive
easements;

(4)  topography with contours shown at intervals of not more than five feet;
(&3] vegetation type and location;
6) soil type and load carrying capacity information;

) 100 year flood plain and high ground water areas, known spring and seep areas
and ditches or canals;

KALEGAL\MH\ORD\LMCCHANG.2
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(10)
)

15
(16)

an

(©

all existing roads, feélces, irrigation ditches, and drainage facilities;

location of public utiflity facilities and easements;

site plan of the propésed conditional use showing building locations;
proposed road locatiéons and other circulation features;

proposed finish gradie;

proposed drainage, d;rainage works, retaining walls, and erosion control plans;

proposed location of all site improvements such as plazas, tennis courts, pools,
and similar improvements;

proposed easements for new utility services or relocated utility services;
proposed landscaping;

designations of propbsed ownership of areas shown on site plan as being part of a
condominium unit, common area, dedicated open space;

proposed intersectioréls with existing public streets;

general architecturaléconcept drawings of proposed buildings;
lighting plans, if any,

signage plans, if any;

proposed location of a common satellite receiving station; and

other 1nformat10n as may be useful or necessary for the meamngful rev1ew of the

€3]

termerit containing the following information:

a preliminary title report showing the title to the property, and-isting-alt the
encumbrances, covenants, easements, and other matters affecting thie title, and a
the legal description of the site;

KALEGAL\MH\ORD\LMCCHANG.2



copies of any covenants or easements whieh-are-referred-to mentioned in the title

\ @
& report;

3) a development schedule indicating phased development, if any, and the estimated
completion date for the project;

stamped and addressed envelopes for all property owners within three hundred
(300) feet of any: boundary of the subject property of the-perimeter-of-the-site with

their current malhng addresses as shown from the most recently available county
assessment rolls, previded except that if the subject property is a condoniinium
that the name and address of the regastered—agenf—fbr—teerMﬂmprejeet

homeowners association is sufficient in lieu of each owner;

(5)  ageneral description of the project, the prospective tenants or types-oftenants-of
| occupants, whether condominium ownership, time share ownership, or nightly
rental uses are proposed, and the proposed property management structure for
timeshare or nightly rental;

(6)  and other information that might be helpful to the Department in reviewing the
proposed use.

(d  Notice/Posting. Upon receipt of the a complete conditional use application and payment
b of all applicable fees, the Community Development Department shall eause provide
notice te-be-given to the public in accordance with the provisions of Section 1.15 of the
Code.

() Department Action. Once amapplieation-is-reecived the Community Development
Department receives a complete‘application, the staff will work diligently to review the

apphcatlon as qulckly as time and workload allows I-t—rs—reasonable—te—expeet—t-h&t—an

-
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projeeted-proeessing-time-frame. The Community Development Department and other

appropriate City departments or officials shall review the project and propose a
conditional use permit encompassing all conditions of development and approval. The
permit shall incorporate the site plans and arch1tectural plans for the pro; ect. 5l3he
jenied: fified-bv-theD

eo et mpubhc hearing on thie propose

to-be—rssued as prov1ded in the Bu11d1ng Code and tms Code uxrfeiss othermse
conditioned.

If the Commumty Development Department has not acted on an appllcatlon Wlnch, it has

Comm1s51on The developer may, at-any-timetn within 10 days of comple’uon of the
administrative review process, request that the Planning Commission review of the
C’ommumty Development I]epat:tment’s demswn and/or specific conditions of approval

by-the-Commission.

Standards for Review. No-eondrﬂenal—use—permrt—shal-l—bﬁswed- The City shall not issue
& conditional use permit unless the Community Development Department finds that the

apphcatlon complies with all requirements of this Code; that the use will be compatible
with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass and circulation; that the use is consistent
with the Park City Comprehensive General Plan, as amended; and that the effects of any
differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful planning. The Department
shall review each of the followmg items when considering a conditional use permit:

size and location of the site;

@) traffic considerations including capacity of the existing streets in the area;
(@) utility capacity;

@ emergency vehicle access;

(8) location and amount:of off-street parking;

(6) internal circulation s?stem;

@h) fencing, screening, and landscaping to separate the use from adjoining uses;

®) building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of buildings on the site;
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including orientation to buildings on adjoining lots;
6) usable open space;
(10) signage and lighting;

(11) physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale,
style, design, and architectural detailing;

(12) noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect people
and property off site;

(13)  control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
screening of trash pick-up areas;

(14) expected ownership and management of the project as primary residences,
condominiums, time interval ownership, nightly rental, or commercial tenancies;

review-shal-be-by-the Historie Distriet-Commissten. The Historic District Commission
shall‘conduct an architectural review of all proposed conditional uses in the Historic
Dlsmw Within-the-Historie-Distriet; Such proposed conditional uses and-permitted-tses
shall—-besﬁbjeet-te must comply w1th the Hlstonc Dlstnct Cormmsswn archltectural
guidelines promuiga ; i
by—reseluﬁen—as—a—prowded ina supplement to thls Code The Commumty Development
Départment shall conduct an architectural review of all proposed conditional uses in the
zones outside: the Historic District. Outside-theHistorieDistriet, Such proposed
conditional uses are-subjeet-to must comply with the General Architectural Guidelines

adepted-as-a-part-of-this-Code in Chapter 9. Gemphanee—wtth—fhe—arehﬁeetur&l-eﬂferm-ts—a
eondition-ef-approvat-of all-conditional-use-permits. The Planning Commission shall

review all architectural review appeals.

Sensitive Lands Review. If a proposed conditional use approvat is located within the
Sensitive Area Overlay Zone, additional requirements and regulations may apply. See the

Sensitive Lands Provisions.

Plat Approval. When a conditional use requires the recording of a eendominium record of

survey, planned unit development, or subdivision plat,-the-final-plat-shall-be-takento an
apphcant shall take the ﬁnal plat to the Planmng Commission for plat approval—eﬁl-y TFhe
apprev&l—mayebe—grmﬁed The Planmng Comrmssmn may forward a recommenda’aon to
the City Council at the same time as the conditional use approval.
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Transferability. A condltlonal use permlt is transferrable w1th the tltle to the underlylng
property so that tgned

the site on which the approval was granted

Expiration. Conditional use permits shall expire one year from the date of the Planning
Commission approval efthe-eendittonal-use, unless substantial construction activity has
commenced on the project. Substantial construction activity is shallibe evidenced by the
developer obtaining building permits for the project (or for the first phase of a phased
project). Permits-may-be-tssued-in-stages;but-tFhe issuance of a footing and foundation
permit is not evidence of substantial construction activity; unless the permits for the
remainder of the structure (or remainder of the phase, in phased projects) are paid fer
within six months of the issuance of the footings and foundation permit. Demolition
permits do not evidence substantial construction activity wetkfer-purpeses-ofextending-a
conditional-use-permit. Whether construction has commenced or not, the Planning
Commission may grant an extension of the conditional use permits for up to one
additional year when the applicant is able to demonstrate a legitimate need to delay the
start of construction, such as inclement weather, delays in financing, or similar factors.

ial of conditional use permits shall'be to-the City
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SECTION II. Amendment. Chapter 1, Section 15 of the Park City Land Management
Code (“LLMC”) is hereby amended to read as follows:

k15 NOTICE. Notice of amendments to the general plan, substantive amendments to the
Eand Management Code and zoning actions shall be given at least fourteen (14) days before the
cfate set for hearing. Notice of amendment or vacation of subdivision plats, amendment of a

réc \rd of survey, or of vacating or changing a street, when required, shall be given in accordance
; tate law. Notice of hearings before the City Council, Planning Commission, Board of
ustment, and Historic District Commission shall be providedin accordance with this section
an *thé attached Notice Matnx All'notice required by this section, unless otherwise specific edgm
tiis Code, shall be given at least seven (7) days before the date set for hearing and shall be given
asi eﬂows

(a) Posted Notice. The Community Development Department shall post notice on the
property affected by the application and in at least three other public places within the

City, stating that an application concerning the devetepmentefthat subject property has
been filed, and stating that more detailed information concerning the application is

available from the Community Development Department.

(b)  Published Notice. Published notice shall be given by publication in a newspaper having
general circulation in Park City. Published notice shall describe the action state-than-afn
applieationhas-been-filed affecting the subject property, er-than-an-appeat-oreat-up-has
beemrmade;-the-nature-of the-applieationoraetien, and the time, place and date set for

public hearing on the matter.

(c) Courtesy Notice. As a courtesy to property owners, the applicant shall provide the
Community Development Department with stamped and pre-addressed envelopes for

'Consult the “Notice Matrix” at the end of this section for the various notice
requirements.
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each owner of record of each parcel located entirely or partly within 300 feet from any
boundary of the subject property subjeet-te-the-applieation, together with a mailing list for
those owners. The addresses for adjacent owners shall be as shown on the most recently
avallable Summit county tax assessment rolls. exeeptif the:subject property is'a

’um, t—hat the narne and address of the reg-lstered—agent-fer-a-eendemmm

aettom;-and the t1me place and date set for publlc heanng on the matter Courtesy notlce
is not a legal requirement, and any defect in courtesy notice shall not affect or invalidate
any hearing or action by the City Council or any board or commission.

Proof that notice was given pursuant to either subsection (a) or (b), above is prima
facie evidence that notice was properly given. If notice given under authority of this section is
not challenged as provided for under State law within 30 days from the date of the hearing for
which the challenged notice was given, the notice is considered adequate and proper

d H Association istrati i ion:

(1)  Registration. Homeowners associations desiring notice of requests for building
permits within their boundaries must file written registration annually with the
Park City Building Department and pay an annual fee of fifty dollars ($50). This
registration shall be due by January 31 of each year.

The registration shall consist of the name(s), address including post office box,
and telephone numbers of at least three (3) authorized representatives of the
homeowners association and a notarized statement certifying that these
individuals are the authorized representatives of said association.

Any change(s) in the above information shall be forwarded in writing to the
Building Department within ten (10) days of the change.

2) Notice. Beginning January 31, 1990 prior to application for a building permit for
all new construction or major alterations, additions or repairs, variances,
conditional use permits or expansion of non-conforming uses in subdivision or
condominium developments registered with the City, the applicant shall file with
the City evidence of notification to the appropriate registered homeowners
association. Acceptable evidence of notification shall be the following: (a)
properly executed approval from the homeowners associations; (b) a signed return
receipt from a certified letter posted to the proper association representative;
and/or (c) the properly executed notice form, as approved by the City.

(3) NoNotice nguixgdﬁ. Minor alterations, additions or repairs, as defined by the
Land Management Code Section 12.3(b), shall not require notice to the
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homeowners association prior to permit issuance.

Minor changes to projects after permit issuance shall not require further notice to
the homeowners association.

Associations not registered with the City will not be included in the published list
of homeowners associations and may not receive notice of building permit
requests prior to their issuance.

(4)  City Not Party to Disputes. The City shall not become a party to disputes between

the permit applicant and the homeowners association and shall not delay the City's
permitting process because of such dispute.

“
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NOTICE MATRIX

ACTION: POSTED: MAILED: PUBLISHED:

Zoning and Rezoning 14 days prior to To owners of the Once 14 days prior to each
the hearing before  property and owners hearing before the Planning
the Planning within 300 ft. 14 days Commission and City
Commission. and  prior to the hearing Council.

City Council before the Planning
i Commission and City
Council (if individual
property).

Substantive 14 days prior to Once 14 days prior to the

Amendments to LMC  the hearing before ~  ----------- hearing before the Planning
the Planning Commission and City
Commission and Council.

City Council.

Procedural Once 7 days prior to the

Amendments toLMC  ----------- = -c-c-c-coo--- hearing before City Council.

Amendments to 14 days prior to Once 14 days prior to the

General Plan the hearing before ~  ----------- hearing before the Planning
the Planning Commission and City
Commission and Council.

City Council.

Master Planned 14 days prior to To owners within 300 Once 14 days prior to the

Developments the hearing before ft. hearing before the Planning
the Planning 14 days prior to the Commisison.

Commission. hearing before the
Planning
Commission.
Appeals from Historic 7 days prior to the To all parties who Once 7 days before the

District Commission
or Planning
Commission,
including City Council
Call-Up.

date set for the
appeal or call-up.

received mailed

notice for the original

Historic District
Commission or
Planning

Commission meeting

7 days prior to the

City Council meeting.

date set for the appeal or
call-up.
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ACTION:

POSTED:

MAILED:

PUBLISHED:

Conditional Use

14 days prior to

To owners within 300

Once 14 days prior to the

Non-conforming Use
Modifica-tions and

the hearing before
the Board of

ft., 14 days prior to
the hearing before

Approval the hearing before ft., at least 14 days hearing before the Planning
the Planning prior to the hearing Commission.
Commission. before the Planning
Commission.
Timeshare Same as CUP Same as CUP Same as CUP
‘:Conversions _
Variance Requests, 14 days prior to To owners within 300 Once 14 days prior to

hearing before the Board of
Adjustment.

Appropri-ateness of
Demolition (CAD)

property upon
refusal of the
Community
Development
Dept. to issue a
CAD; 14 days
prior to the
hearing before the
Historic District

ft.

14 days prior to the
hearing before the
Historic District
Commission.

Appeals to Board of Adjustment. the Board of
Adjustment. Adjustment.
(within 100 ft. if non-
conforming use)
Certificate of 45 days on the To owners within 300 Once 14 days prior to the

hearing before the Historic
District Commission.

days prior to hearing.

Commission.
Determination of Once 7 days prior Once 7 days prior to
Historic Significance tohearing. @~ ----------- hearing.
Historic District Once 7 days prior To owners of Once 7 days prior to
Design Review to hearing. adjoining property 7  hearing.

Annexations

Varies, Depending on Number of Owners and Whether Amending the Policy
Declaration so Verify with the Legal Department.




ACTION: POSTED:

MAILED: PUBLISHED:

Termination of
Project
Applications

Mailed Notice: To developer
and certified agent by
certified

mail 60 days prior to hearing

Lot Lines: Between
two lots without a plat
amendment.

If application is turned
down, then applicant
will be notified of right
to appeal to Planning
Commission and of
right to file a formal plat
amendment
application.

before the Planning
Commission.

To owners within 300
ft. at time of initial
application for lot line
adjustment. Need
consent letters from
adjacent owners.

Preliminary and Final
Subdivision Plat

7 days prior to the
hearing before the

To owners within 300
ft

Once 7 days prior to the ‘
hearing before the Planning J

Applications. Planning 7 days prior to the Commission.
Commission. hearing before the
Planning
Commission.
Condominium 7 days priortothe To owners within 300 Once 7 days prior to the
Applications; Record hearing before the ft. hearing before the Planning
of Survey Planning 7 days prior to the Commission.
Commission hearing before the
Planning
Commission.

Record of Survey
Amendments

To owners within 300
ft.

7 days prior to the
hearing before the
City Council. See
Notice Requirement
listed in Appendix A.
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ACTION: POSTED:

MAILED: PUBLISHED:

Petition with consent
of all Owners in Plat
to Vacate or Change a
Plat

(No public hearing before City Council necessary. Consent item only)

Petition without
Consent of all Owners
to Vacate or Change a
Plat; Vacating or
Changing a Plat
without a Petition
when written
objections are
received.

Vacating or Changing
a Street

To owners within 300
ft. 14 days prior to
the hearing before
the City Council.

Once 14 days prior to the
hearing before City Council.

See content Notice
Requirement listed
in Appendix A
(below).

G —— |

To owners within 300 Once a week for 4

ft. 14 days prior to consecutive weeks prior to
the hearing before the hearing before the City
the City Council. Council.

See content Notice
Requirement listed
in Appendix A.
(below).

Appendix A

published) shall include:

within 10 days of the date of notice;

Plat Amendment, Record of Survey Amendment, and Street Change Notice (mailed and

1. astatement that anyone objecting to the proposed plat must file a written objection to change

2. a statement that if no objection is filed, no public hearing will be held; AND

3. the date, time and place of the public hearing if objections are filed.




SECTION III. Amendment. Chapter 1, Section 16 of the Park City Land Management
Code (“LMC”) is hereby amended to read as follows:

1.16. APPEALS, REVHEW REC 0N
Decisions by the Historic District Comm1ssmn on archxtectural review in the Historic Dlstnct
may be appealed to the City Council. Decisions by the Planning Commission regarding
conditional uses, including small or large scale Master Planned Developments, may be appealed
to the City Council. Any person who submitted written comment on a proposal before the
Historic District Commission or Planning Commission, the owner of any property within three
hundred (300) feet of the boundary of the subject site, any €ity-official; board ‘or commission
iavingjurisdiction over the matter and the owner of the subject property shall have standing to
dor Commissions; exceptittie Board.of Adjustment, to the City
ar ddys of the final action: Appeals from-Commission-aetions
shall be by letter or petmon to the:qg'lty Recorder, to contain the name, address, and telephone
number of the petitioner, his or her relatlonshlp to the project or subject property, and must have
acomprehensive statement of all the reasons for the appeal requesting-review, including specific
provisions of the lawthis-Cede, if known, that are alleged to'be violated by the action taken.

appeal a dec1s10n of the any B

€)) Written Findings Required. The City Council, Planning Commission or Historic District
Commission (whichever has acted) shall prepare detailed written findings on any
application or appeal'that it denies: orapproves. These findings shall state the reasons for
denial orapproval; and the provisions of this Code or other City ordinances, or
guidelines, or applicable state or federal laws or regulations that would be violated by
approval, and/or the proposed conditions of approval to be imposed and the reasons why
those conditions were thought necessary.

(b)  Non-owner Petitions. Any person who submitted written comment on a proposal before
the Planning Commission or Historic District Commission, and the owner of any property
within three hundred (300) feet of the boundary of the subject site has the right to appeal
to the City Council any final decision of the Planning Commission or Historic District
Commission. The petition must be filed in writing with the City Recorder within ten (10)
calendar days of final actios prejeet-approval. The petition for the appeal shall state the
name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner and his agent, if any, the name of
the project, and a comprehiehsive statement of all the grounds for the appeal, ineluding
specific provisions of the law, if known, that are alleged. to be violated by theaction
taken: The Clty Counc11 wﬁtlx the consultatton oﬁtha appmlan%‘; shall set a date for the
appeal; el it days-fre ate 0
appeal—ls—ﬁw}ed-w':t-h—ﬂae—Reeerder The Clty Recorder shall notlfy the petltloner and the
owner of the project of the appeal date. The City Recorder shall obtain the findings from

the-Community-Development-Department, and all other pertinent information and

transmit them to the Council.

() Petitions by the Owner. The owner of any project has the right to appeal to the City
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(d)

(e)

®

Council any final decision of the Planning Commission or Historic District Commission
affecting that project. The petition must be filed in writing with the City Recorder within
ten (10) calendar days of final action prejeet-approvat. The petition for the appeal shall
state the name, address, and telephone number of the owner and his agent, if any, the
name of the project, and a comprehensive statement of all the grounds for the appeal,
including specific provisions of the law, if known, that: are alleged to be violated by the
actionitaken. The C1ty Counc1l w1th the consultatxon 0f the appeIIant, shall seta date for
the appeal 7k HIty - S
ef-appea-l—:s—ﬁ*ed—m-t-h—tl&e—G:ﬁ*—Reeerder The Clty Recorder shall notlfy the owner of the
project of the appeal date. The City Recorder shall obtain the findings from the
Community Development Department, and all other pertinent information and transmit
them to the Council.

Action on Petitions. The City Council may affirm, reverse, or affirm in part and reverse
in part any decision of the Planning Commission or Historic District Commission. The
City Council may remand the matter to the appropriate commission with directions for
specific areas of review or clarification. Council review of petitions of appeal shall be
limited to consideration of only those matters raised by the petition(s), unless the Council
by motion, enlarges the scope of the appeal to accept information on other matters.

City Council Call-up. Within fifteen (15) calendar days of final action on any project, the
City Council, on its own motion, may call any final action taken by the Planning
Commission or Historic District Commission or Community Development Department
up for review by the Council. The call-up shall require the majority vote of the Council.
Notice of the call-up shall be given to the Chairman of the Commission and/or
Community Development Director by the Recorder, together with the date set by the
Council for consideration of the merits of the matter. The Recorder shall also provide
notice as required by Section 1.15 of this Code. In calling a matter up, the Council may
limit the scope of the call-up hearlng to certain issues, and need not take pubhc 1nput at
the hearing. Fhe ] Y-S
up—er—t-he—pﬂer-aeﬂeﬂ-is-deemed—&ppre‘ved- The Clty Counml thh the consultatmn of the
wner, shall set a date for the call-up. The City Recorder shall notify the owner of the
oject of the call-up date: The City Rfecorden shall obtam the findings ﬁomthe
, ,nnnnmty Development Department, and all other pertment information and transmit
them to the Council.

Stay of Approval Pending Review or Appeal. Upon the filing of a non-owner petition or
a petition by the owner for review by the City Council of a Historic District Commission
or Planning Commission decision, any approval granted by the Historic District
Commission or the Planning Commission will be suspended until the City Council has
acted on the appeal. In the event the City Council votes to call-up an action taken by the
Historic District Commission, Planning Commission or Community Development
Department, any approvals granted by those entities shall be suspended until the Council
has acted on the call-up.
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(g)  Appeal from the City Council. The owner of any project, or any person aggrieved by the
approval of any project may appeal from the final action by the City Council affecting the J
project by filing a civil action in a court of competent jurisdiction. The decision of the
Council shall stand, and those affected by the decision may act in reliance on it unless and
until the court enters an interlocutory or final order stating the effectiveness of that

decision.
(h)
KALEGAL\MH\ORD\LMCCHANG .2 : J
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SECTION 1V. Amendment. Chapter 5 of the Park City Land Management Code
(“LMC?”) is hereby amended to read as follows:

5.1 ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD. In order to avail the City of the powers provided
in Chapter 9 of Title 10 of the Utah Code (1953, as amended), there is hereby created a Board of

Adjustment, which shall consist of five (5) members, one member of which shall be a member of
the Planning Commission. There shall also be one non-voting alternate to vote when a regular
member is absent. Members shall be appointed by the Mayor with the advice and consent of the
City Council. The Council may fix per diem compensation for the members of the Board of
Adjustment by resolution, based on necessary and reasonable expenses for meetings actually
attended. All members of the Board of Adjustment shall reside within the City limits, and are
deemed to have resigned if they move their residence from the City limits.

5.2. TERM OF OFFICE. Each member of the Board of Adjustment shall serve for a
term of five (5) years or until his successor is appointed and qualified provided that the term of
the members of the first Board so appointed shall be such that the term of one member shall
expire each year. Vacancies shall be filled in the same manner as the original appointment for
the balance of the unexpired term.

5.3 ABSE DEEMED RESIGNATION OR GR DS FOR REMOVAL. Any
Board member who is absent for two (2) consecutive regularly scheduled meetings, or a total of
four (4) regularly scheduled meetings per year may be called before the City Council and asked
to resign or be removed for cause by the €eunett Mayor, with the advice and consent of City
Council. Additionally, the Mayor, with the advice and consent of CltY‘ Councll , may temove any
membex: ofthe Board of Adjustment for cause if’ wntten charges are filed against the member
with the Mayor The Mayor shall prov1de the membcr with d pubhc hearing if the member
requests one.

5.4. ORGANIZATION.

(a) Chairman. The Board of Adjustment shall elect a Chairman and may adopt such rules for
its own proceedings as are deemed necessary.

(b)  Quorum. No business shall be conducted unless at least three members of the Board, not
counting the alternate, are present.

5.5. MEETINGS. Meetings of the Board shall be held at the call of the Chairman and at
such other times as the Board may determine. The Chairman of the Board of Adjustment or in
his absence, the Acting Chairman, may administer oaths and compel the attendance of witnesses
at such meetings, and all meetings shall be open to the public. The Board shall keep minutes of
its proceedings showing the roll call of votes upon all questions or, if a member is absent or fails
to vote, indicating such fact, and shall keep records of its examinations and other official actions,
all of which shall be filed in the office of said Board and shall be public record.
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5.6. HEARINGS BEFORE THE BOARD. The Board of Adjustments is created to

hear four (4) classifications of cases as follows:

(a)

(b)

(d)

Variance Applications. Whenever-an

! pmV1s1ons of th:
operty that is unique fo

Modifications of Non-Conforming Uses. The Board shall have the power to rule on all

requests for enlargements, modifications, or changes in the character of any non-
conforming use, and to have hearings to determine whether the use in question is in fact a
non-conforming use, as opposed to a violation of the ordinance or an allowable use
within the zone. Non-conforming uses are addressed in Chapter 12 of this Code.

e 'Would create a hardshxp on tha owner of the subject
at property.

Appeals. The Board shall hear and decide appeals where-any-party-with-standing-as
éeﬁned—m—Seeﬂm—l—l—#—eHhﬂ—eeée-aHeges from an apphcant or any other person or

adﬁzmxstermg or mterpretmg affzomng 0tdmaxice“ hlch allege that there is an error in any
order, requlrement dec151on or detemunatxon of the z‘amng ordmance made—by—t—he

the (pOWers of the cfﬁcxal’ 'ﬁtom whom the appeal ake he person or enmy makmg
tll appeal | has the burden of proving that : an error has been made. Only decisions of the
c mmumty Efevelopment Q)epartment appkymgthe Zoning ordinance may be: appealed to
the Board of Adjustment.. X person may not appeal; and the Board of Adjustmentimay
nut’ conslder; any zoning orﬂmance amendments ‘or appeals of conditional use permits or
/aster Planried Developments which shall be to the City Council. Appeals may: not be
ased to- waive or modify the terms or reqmrements of the zoning ordinance:

Special Exceptions. The Board may hear applications for special exceptions to the terms
of this Code which apply to variances, modifications of non-conforming uses, appeals
and other matters upon which the Board is required to pass judgment under this Code.
No application for a special exception shall be approved unless the Board of Adjustment
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shall determine that the proposed special exception is appropriate in the location
proposed based upon its consideration of the general standards set forth below:

(1)  The proposed use and development will be in harmony with the general and
specific purposes for which the Land Management Code was enacted and for
which: the regulations of the district were established:

@)  The proposed use and development will not substantially diminish or impair the
value of the property within the neighborhood in which:it is-located:

The proposed use and development will not have a material adverse effect upon
the character of the area or the public health, safety, and: general welfare.

(4)  The proposed special exception will be constructed, arranged and operated soas
to be compatible with the use and development of neighboring property in
accordance with the applicable district regulations.

(5)  The proposed use and development will not result in the destruction, loss or
damage of natural, scenic or historic features of significant importance.

(6)  The proposed use and development will not cause material air, water, soil ornoise
pollution or other types of pollution.

The Board of Adjustment may impose conditions and limitations as may be necessary or
appwpnate to prevent or minimize adverse effects upon ather property and other
memvements in the vicinity of the special exception or upon public fac111tles and

ervices. These conditions may include but are not limited to: conditions concerning use,
canstmctton, operation; character, location, landscaping, screening and other matters
relating to the purposes and objectives of this title.. Such conditions shall be expressly set
mrth_e motion granting the special exception.. V101at10n of any such condition.or
on:shall be a violation of this section and shall constitute grounds for revocation of
speclal exception.

(@  Any person or entity desiring a waiver or modification of the requirements of the zoning
ordinance as applied to a parcel of property that he owns, leases, or in which he holds
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(b)

©) Variances shall be granted dnly if all of the following conditions are found to exist:

(1)  literal enforcement of the zoning ordinance would cause an unreasonable hardship
for the applicant that is not necessary to carry out the general purpose of the
zoning ordinance;

(2)  there are special cirdumstances attached to the property that do not generally apply
to other properties in the same district;

(3)  granting the variance is essential to the enjoyment of a substantial property right
possessed by other property in the same district;

(4)  the variance will not substantially affect the general plan and will not be contrary
to the public interest; and

(5)  the spirit of the zonihg ordinance is observed and substantial justice done.
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@ The applicant shall bear the burden of proving that all of the conditions justifying:a
variance have been met.

(g)  Variances run with-theland. However, the:Board of Adjustment may condition a
variance by requiring the owner to obtain a building or other necessary permit within one
year of issuance of the variance, or the variance shall be null and void.

()  The Board of Adjustment and any other body may not grant use variances.

@ In/granting a variance, the Board of Adjustment may impose additional requirements on
the applicant that’ wﬂl :

()  mitigate any harmful affects of the variance; or

2) serve the purpose of the standard or requirement that is waived or modified.

5190 5.8. PERSONS ENTITLED TO APPEAR. At the hearing on any matter before

the Board of Adjustment, any person aggrieved or interested in the matter may appear in person
or through his attorney to testify on the matter. The applicant shall have the right to respond to
testimony offered in opposition to the application.

d is-talken: Decisions of the Board of
&dmstnent become effectlve at the meetmg in whlch the Board adopts written findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval, unless a different time is specifically designated
by the Board.
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512 5110. YVOTE NECESSARY FOR REVERSAL. The concurring vote of three _
members of the Board shall be necessary to reverse any order, requirement, or determination of ‘J
any such administrative official or board, or to decide in favor of the applicant on any matter
upon which it is required to pass under any such ordinance or to effect any variation in such
ordinance.

aggnevedby any dec1s1on of the Board of Adjustment may and maintain a plenary action
for relief therefrom in the District Court in Summit County provided petition for such relief is
presented to the court within thirty (30) days after the filing of such decision with the City
Recorder.
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SECTION VI. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall become effective upon

b publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 1996.
Park City Municipal Corporation
Bradley A. Olch, Mayor
Attestation by:

Jan Scott, City Recorder

Approved as to Form:

Mark D. Harrington, Asst. City Attorney
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PARIC CTTTY J)

DATE: June 5, 1997

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services

AUTHOR: Tom Bakaly, Finance Manager

TITLE: FY 1998 Budget (next year) & FY 1997 Revised Budget (current year)

TYPE OF ITEM: Legislative

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION:

1) Public Hearing: Open, hold and continue a public hearing on the budget for FY 1996-97
(Revised), 1997-98 (Budget), and 1998-99 (Plan). The final public hearing on the budget will
be on June 12, 1997.

2) Review the budget materials and adopt a resolution (attached) that does the following:

. Approves the recommended changes to the FY 1996-97 budget

. Tentatively adopts by the FY 1997-98 City Manager’s Recommended budget with
recommended changes as described in this report (Final adoption by resolution is
scheduled for June 12, 1997).

. Tentatively approves the FY 1998-99 City Manager’s Recommended plan with
recommended changes as the FY 1998-99 plan.

. Authorizes staff to file with the County the "Certified Property Tax Rate" {No Tax
Increase Rate} for FY 1998, after the county has provided the City with the data
necessary to determine the Certified Tax Rate [Actual tax rate will not be known until
at least the June 12, 1997 meeting].
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DESCRIPTION:

A. Topic: In accordance with Utah State Code, the City Council must adopt a budget
for each fiscal year. The attached resolution adjusts the FY 1996-97 budget (current)
and tentatively adopts the FY 1997-98 budget for next year.

B. Background: On May 1, 1997, the City Council received the City Manager’s
recommended budget that showed recommended changes to the FY 1996-97 (current)
budget, the proposed FY 1997-98 budget (next year) budget, and a recommended plan
for FY 1998-99. Also at that time, the City Council received a copy of the new budget
policies, a description of current resource/expenditure trends and detail about
individual departmental budgets. The budget summary pages attached to this report
depicting the City’s budget have been modified to reflect City Council adjustments
during budget review sessions.

The budget presentation for this year was focused on the recommended operating and
capital budgets for FY 1997-98. A new complete budget document was presented on
May 1, 1997 as is the practice during the first year of the two-year budget. Next year,
the City Council will focus on changes to the FY 1998-99 plan as opposed to receiving
an entire document. The following is the recommended schedule for the remainder of
the Budget Process:

June 5th 1) Public Hearing on budget
2) Budget changes overview, wrap-up and questions
3) Adoption of a resolution that does the following:
- Adopts the FY 1996-97 Amended Budget

Tentatively adopts the recommended FY 1997-98 budget

Tentatively adopts the FY 98-99 Plan

June 12th 1) Continuation of the Public hearing on the budget

2) Public Hearing on the Pay Plan and Mayor and City
Council member compensation. The budget for FY 1997-
98 recommends a 2% salary increase for the Mayor and
City Council members bringing their salaries to $16,680
and $9,825 respectively.
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3) Final adoption, by resolution, of both the FY 1997-98
Budget and the FY 1998-99 Plan.

4) Adoption of an ordinance approving the City’s pay plan,
including City Council, the Mayor and other City
officers.

C. _Analysis:

Since receiving the budget document on May 1, 1997, the City Council has heard
presentations from departments regarding the proposed changes to the current year’s
budget, and the FY 1998 budget and FY 1999 plan. The focus of these discussions for
the Operating Budget has centered on options that were presented by the operating
departments. Attached to this report is a summary of options that were included in the
recommended budget, as well as those that were not. The City Council had the
opportunity to ask staff why certain options were included and others were not.

The City Council has endorsed the revisions to the FY 1996-97 budget, the FY 1997-
98 budget and the 1998-99 plan as recommended by staff with the following changes:

Capital Budget:

The City Council changed the Capital Budget related to transportation and parking.

The City Council requested that funding for the Sandridge Parking lot (project #620) be
increased by $90,000. The Sandridge Parking lot project was increased by that amount
using existing funds from the Main Street Parking project (#481). The Main Street
Parking project has accumulated funds over the years for improvements to parking in
the Main Street area. This project (#481) has been identified in the CIP as the possible
project that would undertake parking structure improvement projects. The other
change that was made was to eliminate project # 668 which was a duplicate parking
structure project.

Staff is recommending three other changes to the CIP budget from what was
recommended by the City Manager.

The first change is to appropriate an additional $312,353 in revenue relating directly to
Affordable Housing to project #445. This was revenue that was not assigned to any
particular project in the May 1, 1997 document and should have been appropriated to
the Affordable Housing capital improvement project.

The second change is to increase the 5 Year CIP funding project (#648) by $1,500,000
and the Open Space Acquisition project (#547) by $500,000. These funds are
transferred from the General Fund in accordance with City policies concerning fund
balances.

3N
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The third change is increase annual funding for the Open Space Acquisition project
(#547) by $370,000. This appropriation will be funded by impact fee revenue.

The specific action taken by City Council relating to these projects is as follows:

1) Increase funding for the Sandridge Parking Lot Project from $125,779 to $215,779
Please note that $94,221 in Parking in lieu funds (project #651) will also be used for
the Sandridge Parking lot bringing the project total to $310,000.

2) Decrease the funding for the Main Street Parking Project by an additional $90,000
from an adjusted FY 1997 budget of $604,882 to $514,882

3) Reduce Project #668 - Swede Alley Project Structure from $8,400,000 to O
4) Increase Project #445 - Affordable Housing from $659,012 to $971,365

5) Increase Project #648 - 5 Year CIP Funding from $1,806,420 to $3,306,420 in FY
1996-97.

6) Increase Project #547 - Open Space Acquisition from $309,525 to $809,525 in FY
1996-97 and increase the annual appropriation for each year starting in FY 1997-98 by
$370,000.

Operating Budget: The City Council changes to the recommended Operating Budget
that was presented on May 1 1997 relate to transportation. In the recommended
budget, there was an option for Prospector Summer transit service that totaled $60,087.
During budget presentations, staff reduced that option by approximately $30,000. City
Council then requested year-around transit service. Since the option already addressed
year-around service in part, an additional $10,000 from the original option of $60,087
is needed to achieve year around service. Therefore, the total cost of the year-around
transit option would be $70,087.

In addition to the City Council changes, there are some changes recommended by staff.
For FY 1996-97 (Current Year) an additional $4,000 should be appropriated to the
Domestic Peace Task Force (DPTF). When their grant was awarded last year, City
Council agreed to match County funding up to $4,000. The DPTF has received the
County funding. For FY 1997-98, the grant funding for the DPTF should be increased
by $5,000 to reflect the match provision and the increase due to grant policy and the
increase in the General Fund. Increases for both years will be offset by a reduction in
the grant contingency amount. Therefore the percent of the General Fund assigned to
Special Services is 1.13% and the percent assigned to the contingency is .28%. This
action is a correction from what should have been presented on May 1, 1997 per the
City Council action and the grants policy. Please see the attached grants spreadsheet
for more information concerning grants. City Council will be discussing other grant




issues in detail on June 12, 1997 when the Grants Committee brings its
recommendations to the City Council.

Also, the Grant Carry-forward amount for youth from the current year to next year
should be reduced by $17,106 to reflect the fact that that money will be spent this year.

There are also some recommended changes by staff from what was presented on May
1, 1997. First, an additional $25,000 should be appropriated as a same level
adjustment to the Public Works Streets budget for FY 1996-97. This is needed for
additional Street Maintenance work due to the large amount of snow fall.

As was mentioned above, $2,000,000 should be transferred to the CIP for future
projects from the General Fund. This action is in compliance with State Law.

Due to a technical error, the revenue for the Fitness Center in the Recreation Fund was
counted twice and been adjusted downward by $71,460.

Lastly, as a point of clarification, City Council should be aware that approximately
$200,000 in additional funds from the Equipment Replacement Fund are scheduled to
be spent on vehicles relating to the recommended new positions. There is adequate
funding on an ongoing basis from departmental contributions to fund these vehicles.

The specific action taken by City Council relating to the Operating Budget should be as
as follows:

1) Increase Transportation Fund budget for year-around transit by $10,000

2) Increase the Domestic Peace Task Force Grant amount by $4,000 in FY 1996-97
and $5,000 in FY 1997-98. Decrease the Contingency Fund by $4,000 in FY 1996-97
and $5,000 in FY 1997-98.

3) Increase the Streets Maintenance budget by $25,000 in FY 1997-98.

4) Increase the General Fund Transfer to the CIP by $2,000,000.

5) Decrease Recreation Fund Fitness Center revenue by $71,460

6) Decrease Youth Carry-Forward funds by $17,106 in FY 1997-98.

Please see the attached budget sheets for a complete listing of the Operating and CIP budget.

D. Department Review: - Departmental review was provided in the form of presentations
during the budget review process that took place during the month of May.




ALTERNATIVES:

A. Approve the Request - Tentatively approve the budget as recommended on May 1, 1997,
and adjusted during City Council review (relevant spreadsheets attached).

B. Deny the Requested Changes - City Council could deny (in total or in part) the
recommended changes. The impact of such denial would need to be elaborated upon at the
June 5, 1997 City council meeting,

C. Continue the Item - June 19 is the last date that adoption can occur in order for us to
meet the filling dead lines with the State and County. A City Council meeting is not scheduled
for that date, so the budget is schedule for final adoption on June 12, 1997.

D. Do Nothing - Not an Option.

NIFI TS: Establishes the level of service that the City will provide for the
next year and authorizes expenditure of funds. The total FY 1997-98 budget is approximately
$31.2 million. The budget is balanced without a tax increase.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The specific impacts of not approving individual recommended changes have been discussed,
but could be elaborated upon further if necessary.

RECOMMENDATION:

The City Council should adopt by resolution (attached) the revised FY 1996-97 budget and
tentatively adopt the 1997-98 budget and the FY 1998-99 plan, on June 5, 1997, with final
approval scheduled for June 12, 1997.




Resolution No. 97

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A REVISED BUDGET FOR FY 1996-97,
A TENTATIVE BUDGET FOR FY 1997-98 AND A TENTATIVE PLAN FOR FY 1998-99
FOR PARK CITY MUNICIPAL AND ITS RELATED AGENCIES

WHEREAS, the Utah State law requires that city budgets be adopted by resolution: and;

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on June 5, 1997, and one is scheduled for June 12, 1997 at the
City Council's regularly scheduled meetings, complying with State law;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Park City, Utah that:

SECTION 1. REVISED BUDGET ADOPTED. The budget as outlined in the City Manager’s

Recommended budget presented on May 1, 1997 and with changes as summarized in the Attachments to this
resolution is hereby adopted as the Revised 1996-97 Operating Budget for Park City Municipal Corporation and
its related agencies.

TION 2, TENTATIVE BUDGET A NTATIVE P TED. The budget as outlined
in the City Manager’s Recommended budget presented on May 1, 1997 and with changes as summarized in the
Attachments to this resolution is hereby adopted as the tentative budget for FY 1997-98 and the tentative plan for
FY 1998-99 for Park City Municipal Corporation and its related agencies.

SECTION 3. CERTIFIED TAX RATE. The City's Finance Director is authorized, after the County has
provided the Certified Property Tax data, to compute the City's Certified Property Tax Rate for 1998 at a "No
Tax Increase Rate” and file said rate with the County

SECTION 4, EFFECTIVE DATE. This Resolution shall take effect June 5, 1997 for the FY 1996-97
revised budget and July 1, 1997 for the FY 1997-98 budget and 1998-99 plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of June, 1997

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch



BUDGET - EXPENDITURE SUMMARY ALL FUNDS

é

Jooeeeamnens o ACTUAL - =-oeememen=e\ [o-o-- 1997 BUDGET -----\ . /-----COUNCIL APPROVED-----\
1994 1995 199 ORIGINAL  ADJUSTED 1998 1999
BUDGET PLAN
14,479,757 16,439,051 15.141.500 13,425.512 16,357.086 11 GENERAL FUND 15.470,181  15.531.120
15.23 % 15.68 %
15.425 21 POLICE SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

H 3
7.911.516 11.934.746 14.322.355  2.167.766 13.565.792 31 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 2.908.821  10.814.390
34.19 % 398.8 3
5.800.524 6,334,504 6.940.488  5.825.837 7.654.457 51 WATER FUND 5.720.944  5.247.279
-1.80 % -9.93 %
1.302.093 1.405.987 1.592.419  1,619.330 1.640.300 54  RECREATION FUND 1.767.915  1.787.600
, 9.18 % 10.39 %
1.122.199 1.148.441 1.413.539  1.402.682 1.527.949 55 GOLF COURSE FUND 1.563.550  1.402,266
11.47 % -.03%
5.031.364 4.602.600 5.237.00t  3.791.350 5.788.134 57  TRANSPORATION & PARKING FUND 4.330.813  19.504.807
14.23 % 414.4 %
623.231 630,342 691,382 678.120  683.662 62 FLEET SERVICES FUND 733.291 735.784
8.14 % 8.50 %
1.109.071 2.485.859  2.900,405 452,998  2.979.138 63 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT FUND 656.746 656.746
44.98 % 44.98 3
1,433,129 1,667.251 2.024.987 1,734,420 2.230.104 64  SELF INSURANCE FUND 4 1.988.404  1.746.704
14.64 ¥ T

146.175  170.080 149,210 175,281  185.228 66 CIRCUIT COURT FUND
-100. % -100. %
67  CIRCUIT COURT FUND 180.334 163.568
% 3
365,746 355.308 352,959 356.226  358.758 71 DEBT SERVICE FUND 360.185 367,541
1113 3.18 %
714,716 170,667  160.447 7.434 74  SID-DEBT SERVICE FUND 6.434 6.434
% 1

260.534 75  SID-GUARANTEE FUND
3 %

10.514 10.514 83  TRUST FUND
3 3
20,310,060 47,355,350 50,926.692 31.629,522 52,993.467 TOTAL PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORP 35.687.618 57,964,239
12.83 % 83.26 %
91.357 98.396  105.5% 105.596 36 PARK CITY HOUSING AUTHORITY

3 %

91.357 98.396 105,59 105.596 TOTAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
% %

May 30, 1997 (8:54am) PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, UTAH
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BUDGET - EXPENDITURE SUMMARY ALL FUNDS

Joeeennmeeee oo ACTUAL- - - - ovevnenene [onoo - 1997 BUDGET - /-----COUNCIL APPROVED-----\

1994 1995 1996 ORIGINAL  ADJUSTED 1998 1999
BUDGET PLAN

675.158 482.096 893.779 4.011.171 35  BUILDING AUTHORITY 2.923,182 32.000

b4 %

2,246,483 7.925.246 2,411.047 2.344.719 10.965.311 73 MBA-DEBT SERVICE FUND 7.413.146  3.969.916

216.1 % 69.31 %

2,921,641 8,407,342 3,304,826 2,344,719 14,976,482 TOTAL MUNICIPAL BUILDING AUTHORITY 10,336,328 4,001,916

340.83 % 70.68

364.306 714,622 938.416 1.400.000 1.878.705 33  REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK 1.377.387 1.269.122

-1.62 ¢ -9.35 %

2.063.698 2.492.913 2.630.168  1.375.335 2.889.730 34  REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST 1,418,539 1,344,472

3.14 % -2.24 %

1.025.883 1,058,691 1,091,092 1.136.551 1.075.545 72 RDA-MAIN STREET-DEBT SERVICE 1.075.545  1.074,258

-5.37 % -5.48 %

3,453,887 4,266,226 4,659,676  3.911.886 5,843,980 TOTAL PARK CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 3,871,471  3.687.852

-1.03 % -5.73 %

46,776,954 60,127,314 58,996,790 37.886.127 73,919.525 TOTAL 49,895,417 65,654,007

31.70 % 73.29 %

NOTE: Precentages "%" Reflects the change from 1997 ORIGINAL BUDGET to the respective column

May 30, 1997 (8:54am) PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, UTAH




EXPENDITURE SUMMARY ALL FUNDS COMBINED

----------------------------------I-I------------------------lll-I--.------l-----I-----------------

L R ACTUAL------ cemenes SWAREES 1997 BUDGET ----- \ ---COUNCIL APPROVED----- \
1994 1995 1996 ORIGINAL  ADJUSTED 1998 1999
BUDGET PLAN

6.873.293 7.476.737 8.473.193  9.390,443 9.391.094 PERSONNEL 10,816,250 11,536.722
15.18 % 22.86 %
4,172,566 6.928.362 6,544,481  6.231.257 7.150.583 MATERIALS. SUPPLIES & SERVICES 7.422.314 7,298,151
19.11 % 17.12 %
4,053,179 2.032.262 5.288,040  7.536.539 28,791.610 CAPITAL QUTLAY 8.920.650 29.048,676
18.37 % 2854 %
2,523,746 8,056,182 2,837,320  3.000.617 3.239.6%4 DEBT SERVICE 3,637,726  3.632,177
21.23 % 21.05 %
469,986 CONTINGENCIES 425.000 445.000
-9.57 % -5.32 %
17.622,784 24,493,543 23,143,034 26.628.842 48,572,981 31,221,940 51,960,726
17.25 % 95.13 %
7,305,443 8,822,087 4.986.067  4.897.941 10.766.379 INTERFUND TRANSFERS 9,128,405  5.709.671
86.37 % 16.57 %
21.848.727 26,811,684 30.867.689  6.359.344 14.580.165 ENDING BALANCE 9,545,072  7.983.610
50.10 % 25.54 %
29.154,170 35,633,771 35,853,756 11.257.285 25,346,544 18,673,477 13,693,281
65.88 2164 %
46,776,954 60,127,314 58,996,790 37,886,127 73,919,525 TOTAL 49,895,417 65,654,007
31.70 % 73.29 %

70

NOTE: Precentages "%" Reflects the change from 1937 ORIGINAL BUDGET to the respective column

May 30, 1997 (8:40am) PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, UTAH




foroeeeamae ACTUAL- <= === cnme==\ fooo-- 1997 BUDGET -----\
1994 1995 199 ORIGINAL  ADJUSTED
5.614.752 5.986.919 6.238.946  6.799.279  6.799.279
4,802,574 5.876.268 6.334.699  4.853.000 5.823.000
821,783  915.216  953.758 919.000  919.000
424,645 449688 494,026 352.950  352.950
3.541.454 3.730.967 5.051.312  2.696.500 3.104.276
53.334 78.723 31,635 10.000  185.695
1.409.826  534.144 597604 809.996  931.460
2.141.259 2.064.379 2.324.875  2.569.650 2,570,650
1.604.518 1.616.131 1.814.933  1.869.934 1.839.934

1.790 1.118 -235

82.161 142,133  158.118 91.500 106,925
1.051.575 2.436.363 2.533,779 737.690  1,108.991
6.884 819 8.811.330 4.983.067  4.894 941 10,763,379
3.000 3.000 3.000
15.051 5.635.206  665.590 260.000 8.552.804
18.327.412 21.848,729 26.811.683 11,018,687 30.858.182

May 30, 1997 (8:41am)

BUDGET - REVENUE SUMMARY ALL FUNDS COMBINED

PROPERTY TAXES

SALES TAX

FRANCHISE TAX

LICENSES

PLANNING BUILDING & ENG FEES

OTHER FEES

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE

CHARGES FOR SERVICES

RECREATION

OTHER SERVICE REVENUE

FINES & FORFEITURES

MISCELLANEQUS REVENUES

INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS

INTERFUND CHARGES

SPECIAL REVENUES & RESOURCES

BEGINNING BALANCE

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, UTAH

/-----COUNCIL APPROVED-----\

1998
BUDGET

6.849.279
74 %

5.823.000
19.99 %

919.000
b4

352,950
b4

3.216.472
19.28 %

10.000
1

798.020
-1.48 %

2.569.650
H

2,048,189
9.53 %

617.937
5753 %

731.690
-.81%

9,125,402
86.43 %

3.000
b4

97.000
-62.6 %

16.733.828
51.87 %

1999
PLAN

6.899.279
1.47 %

5.703.000
17.51 %

919,000
b4

352.950
b4

3,404,522
26.26 %

10.000
4

9.976.486
1.131 %

2.569.650
4

2.139.334
14.41 %

622.754
580.6 %

731,690
-.81%

5.706.671
16.58 %

3.000
1

13.652.100
5,150 %

12.963.571
17.65 %

7/



i

1994 1995 1996

..... 1997 BUDGET -----
ORIGINAL  ADJUSTED

46,776,953 60,127,314 58.996.790

37.886.127 73.919.525

May 30, 1997 (8:41am)

) )

1998 1999
BUDGET PLAN
TOTAL 49,895,417  65.654,007

31.70 % 73.29 %

NOTE: Precentages ™%" Reflects the change from 1997 ORIGINAL BUDGET to the respective column

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, UTAH
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Park City Municipal Corporation - FY 1998 and FY 1999 Options

1998

Option Description Requestad Recommended Difference __ Rev._ Offset FTE Impact Requested Recommended awww.ia. Rev. Offset FTE impact Council Priority
Employee Recognition $691,861 $680,263 $11,598 ($131,382) 0.00° $861,774 $8586,705 $5,089 ($65.691) 0.00 #Valuing Employees
Finance Enhancements $50,793 $24,194 $26.599 $0 0.75 $52,832 $44,065 38,767 $0 0.50 g Financial Policy
General Plan Implementation/Construction k General Plan/Land
Mitigation/LMC $397,315 $189,441 $207,874 $0 3.50% $381,034 $247,429 $133,805 ($36,000) 1.00 §Management Code
General Plan Phase 1 (Coordinated with E
Transportation Planning and Implementation) $100,000 $50,000 $50.000 $o 0.00: $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $0 0.00 § Transportation Planning
GIS $192,705 $25,000 $167.705 $0 o‘oo. ., $90,219 $60,744 $29.475 $0 1.00  General Plan/Land Mgt. Code
intaret/Web Page $51,032 $51,536 ($504) $0 1.00 $50,672 $51,176 {$504) $0 0.00
Leisure Services Enhancements $375,431 $234,792 $140.639 $0 6.68 $3086.681 $223,042 $83,639 $0 0.00 :: Recreation Direction
Parks and Trails $136,269 $47 684 $88,585 $0 . $132,094 $46,684 $85410 $0 0.00 %Open Space/land Banking
Public Safety Enhancements $341,210 $231,841 $109,369 ($70.500) u.mo% $403,268 $317,314 $85,954 {$17.000) 2.00 £ Public Safety Enhancements
Public Works Enhancements $175,322 $148,930 $26,392 $0 4,50 $262,648 $228.330 $34.318 30 2.00 % Olympic Planning
Records Management $39,393 $98,417 ($59,024) $0 1.00 $39,393 $62,289 ($22,896) $0 1.00
Snyderville Basin Recreation Program $85,501 $52,878 $32.625 ($55.000) ‘.oo,, $207,922 $158,498 $51.424 {$150.000) 1.00 3 !mproved County Relationships
Special Events $113,290 $21,182 $92,108 $0 o,oc” f $81,790 $14,682 $67.108 $0 0.00 & Olympic Planning
Transportation Planning Implementation $337,865 $338,390 ($525) ($55,000) $265,865 $266,390 {$525) ($55.000) 0.00 ¢ Transportation Planning
Misceltaneous $120,584 $100.584 $20.000 {$25,000) $130,908 $130,908 $0 $0 0.00 & Various

Tota : $3,208,571 __ $2,295,130 $913,441 {$336,882) 26.1 $3,367,100 _$2,756,256 $610,844 {$323,691) 8.50

05/28/97, 02:09 ~°*

J
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL COPRPORATION

GRANTS FY 1998 - Adopted - June 5, 1997

)

Does not include Carry Forward from FY 1997 for Arts, Youth, or Contingency

GRANT $

%OFB

GRANTS | %OF BUDGET

_ CATEGORY/DESCRIPTION FY1997 (April 18) | GENEI - | GENERAL FUND |
SPECIAL SERVICES
Recycling $8,000 $8,000 6.27% $10,000
Chamber Bureau $65,000 $65,000 50.93% $75,000
Historical Society $34,621 $34,621 27.13% $40,000
Domestic Peace Task Force $10,000 $20,000 15.67% $23,000
Sub-total Special Services $117,621 1.10% $127,621 1.13% $148,000 1.13%
ARTS/CULTURE/HUMANITIES
Sub-total Arts $31,500 0.29% 32,753 0.29% 38,117 0.29%
YOUTH
Sub-total Youth $26,000 0.24% 27,106 0.24% 31,545 0.24%
RENT CONTRIBUTIONS M.
Sub-total Rent Contribution $45,992 0.43% 40,492 0.36% 40,492 0.31% [\
GRANT CONTINGENCY FUND $20,355 0.19% 26,143 0.23% 37,313 0.28%
TOTAL GRANTS - GENERAL FUND $241,468 2.25% 254,115 2.25% 295,734 2.25%
GENERAL FUND BUDGET W/O GRANTS $10,712,423 11,293,981 13,143,736
HOUSING
Sub-total Housing $260,000 260,000 280,000
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Sub-total Historic Preservation $175,000 175,000 175,000
TOTAL GRANTS - All FUNDS $676,468 $689,115 $750,467




RESOLUTION

DECLARING JUNE 14, 1997 AS
ARBOR DAY IIN PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, Park City is vitally interested in maintaining its
natural tree resources and other significant flora; and

WHEREAS, Park City is further interested in planting trees
and other significant flora so that the present generation can
leave an even more lush and healthy environment to future
generations than presently exists and,

WHEREAS, Park City recognizes the importance of
educating and involving our citizens in the care, planting and
nurturing of our arbor resources; and,

WHEREAS, Park City desires to be known as a ‘Tree City
USA’ and so join the ranks of those other cities demonstrating
their commitment to the arbor resources;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED AND
PROCLAIMED that in honor of these desires and to further

the aims enumerated above, Park City proclaims June 14, 1997
as the official Park City Arbor Day, and will proclaim
subsequent Arbor Days in each successive year.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of June, 1997.




PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION

Mayor Bradley A. Olch
Attest:

Janet M. Scott
City Recorder
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