PARK CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION NOTES
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
MAY 4, 2006

Present: Mayor Dana Williams; Council members, Marianne Cone; Candace
Erickson; Roger Harlan; Jim Hier; and Joe Kernan

Tom Bakaly, City Manager Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Patrick
Putt, Planning Director; Gary Hill, Budget Manager; Kent Cashel,
Assistant Public Works Director; Sharon Bauman, Analyst Il; Ken
Fisher, Recreation Manager; Linda Tillson, Library Manager; Lloyd
Evans, Chief of Police; Ron lvie, Chief Building Official; Eric DeHaan,
City Engineer; and Colin Hilton, Economic Development Department

1. Council questions/comments. In response to a question from Marianne Cone
regarding renovation plans for the Pace Barn and the pole barn across the highway
from the McPolin Farm, Mr. Putt advised that a determination of significance will have to
be made by the Historic Preservation Board for both buildings. Ms. Cone commented
on the Art Council's new website. Candace Erickson reported that construction has
started on the community park at the Racquet Club and the installation of the new
playground equipment in Prospector Park. The skate park project will begin shortly and
the locker room project at the Racquet Club is underway. She discussed the Historical
Society meeting, its expansion project and upcoming community events. Joe Kernan
stated that the Talisker task force meetings have concluded. Roger Harlan reported on
Ecumenical Prayer Day and the Park City Heights open house held during the week.
Mayor Williams discussed the annual home owner’s party to be held on July 22 in
Prospector to also celebrate the delisting by EPA this year. A group from Vancouver
visited City Hall today to obtain information on hosting an Olympics. Jim Hier stated
that he attended a special events meeting and a joint facilities meeting during the week.
The Mayor added that Vai Lealaitafea was named “Top Cop” by KNRS-570 AM Radio.

2. Budget overview. Gary Hill explained the features of the Executive Summary and
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price. Mr. Hill interjected that building activity typically reflects a healthy economy.
Another indicator is the City’'s bond rating and staff is currently working on obtaining a
higher rating.

Gary Hill explained that this is the second year of a two-year budget cycle, and the
changes to the plan approved last year will be presented. The 2007 budget represents
an approximate .69% increase over the 2006 budget. The recommended budget for
2007, excluding capital, is $34 million or-a 2.4% increase over the 2007 plan and a 4%
increase over the 2006 budget. The majority of the operating changes result from
personnel requests in the General Fund and the Transportation/Parking Fund
recommended by task forces. Some of the expenses in the Transit Fund are offset by
County revenue. There are career development reclassifications in this year's
recommended budget which are covered by individual departments by reducing other
line items.

The Budget Manager explained the variety of task forces formed to study job
classifications, the pay plan, bonuses, and the career development program. Kent
Cashel explained that many employee classifications are driven by seasonal demands
of the City and the make-up of the committee was represented by affected departments.
The charge was to look at temporary and seasonal positions for possible reclassification
and compliance with legal requirements. Data such as duration, number of hours per
week, and provision of benefits were collected and a decision tree was created to
analyze each position. He explained that they standardized position tities to regular,
seasonal or part-time non-benefited. Mr. Cashel continued that employment contracts
are typically recommended for short-term needs like project management or consuiting
services, but in some instances, positions evolve into a full time or long term need. The
number of employment agreements has grown at a rapid pace and the committee
identified decision points to properly classify positions. Temporary was defined as two
years or less consistent with the budget cycle. The group applied the existing pay plan
where applicable and contracts were brought under the same pay rate methodology.
Gary Hill stated that there are 27 contract employees and the task force recommends
that 13 of them become full-time regular positions resulting in an increase in full-time
equivalents. However, the budget impact is only a total of $4,300 because in most
cases, the contract employees were receiving benefits and salaries were supported by
the departmental budget. Mr. Cashel explained that every position will be processed
through this decision tree system.

He relayed that the full-time regular pay plan is examined every two years in tandem
with the budget cycle, but the temporary pay plan is not reviewed regularly. Fortunately,
the committee found matches in the regular pay plan with job descriptions and bench
marks for most temporary positions and if a bench mark is not available, there is an
internal equity process to set wages. This exercise resulted in a temporary pay plan
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linked to market pay. In response to questions from Councilmember Hier, Gary Hill
explained that part-time non-benefited employees are not full-time equivalents and
seasonal positions may work full time during a set duration of time:; both classifications
are included in the temporary pay plan. He explained a program where teaching golf
pros collect a portion of the fee charged for lessons which is the practice for tennis.
Impacts to changes in the pay plan by fund and department are identified and reflect
$180,000 for the General Fund and $201,000 for all Funds. Discussion ensued
regarding recruitment of bus drivers by way of pay and Mr. Cashel pointed out that a
combination of things attracts people to jobs. Joe Kernan felt that distinguishing types
of employment is helpful.

Gary Hill reported that the employee bonus task force compared our philosophy with
other communities and found that the majority of cities providing performance bonuses
don't distinguish between exempt and non-exempt employees. The recommendation is
to establish the same bonus range for all employees; currently set at 6% for exempt and
4% for non-exempt annually. Further, it is recommended that it be increased from 6%
to 7% while the City Manager is recommending 6%. With the new practice of awarding
bonuses only in the event expectations are exceeded seemed somewhat counter-
intuitive to reducing the bonus eligibility amount. It is hoped that this will prompt non-
exempt employees to better communicate accomplishments. Tom Bakaly added that
6% seems more consistent with national averages and it makes sense to offer same
standards to exempt and non-exempt employees.

Sharon Bauman, career development task force member, explained that last year
Council approved the professional development classification program. The group is
requesting an additional $25,000 for 2007 to fund temporary part-time help to assist
employees whose work loads are too full to participate in the career development
program. The other recommendation is to move the $20,000 budgeted for instant
bonuses from the General Fund to a contingency fund earmarked for bonuses; this has
no fiscal impact. In response to a question from Marianne Cone, Mr. Hill advised that
the balance for this line item isn’t rolled over, but rather re-appropriated. Ms. Bauman
pointed out that the number of instant bonus awarded to co-workers is growing and
relayed that the task force appreciates Council’'s and staff's support on the professional
reclassification program. In response to a question from Jim Hier, Mr. Hill stated that
the $25,000 is an estimate.

Ken Fisher explained personnel changes in recreation and a $60,000 adjustment for
tennis in 2006 which is offset with revenues due to growth in the tennis programs. In
2007, there will be a $15,000 reduction in the tennis budget due to the reorganization of
the department. In consideration of the resignation of Tennis Pro Warren Pretorius,
staff proposes hiring a head tennis professional and a tennis operations supervisor,
resulting in about a $15,000 savings. Mayor Williams asked questions relating to the
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budget for the operation of the new ice arena and Mr. Fisher responded that Stacey
Noonan will provide a detailed presentation at the next Council meeting. The City
Manager pointed out that the plan is to stay within the subsidy outlined in the inter-local
agreement and Ken Fisher added that projected revenues for ice have been collected.
Linda Tillson reported ihat the cataloger position was not recommended to be a full-time
regular position by the task force but is introduced as a budget option request for the
Library because of on-going needs.

Kent Cashel discussed the challenges in budgeting for regional fleet services when the
County’s budget calendar is not on the same cycle, often resulting in budget
adjustments because the numbers are estimates. He explained the popularity and
success of the Kimball Express service where the level of ridership is consistent with
winter numbers implying that it is widely used by locals. The next option reflects
increased dumping costs at the landfill and all municipalities will be charged. In
response to a question from Marianne Cone, Kent Cashel advised that as gas prices
climb, the County's portion increases for regional transportation. The dial-a-ride
program to Quinns is now operating but there is little demand at this point. This service
is being integrated with the senior mobility program to assign drivers. Mr. Cashel
detailed the operating reductions in the Water Fund and pointed out the tremendous
amount of tunnel maintenance needed. Mr. Hill explained that tunnel maintenance is
considered a capital improvement project and funds are placed in reserve.

Joe Kernan described the level of snow removal services for Priorities, 1, 2 and 3 and
asked if Council supports enhancing services by increasing the number of passes in
areas after a storm. He suggested that Priority 3 be omitted entirely and asked that
staff provide options and associated costs. Roger Harlan stated that he lives on a cull-
de-sac which is a Priority 3 but residents expect that their street to be cleared. Mayor
Williams suggested that this topic be discussed after the budget is adopted and
considered next year. Kent Cashel explained that priorities are based on traffic, health,
safety, and supporting the local resort economy. This discussion involves more than
finding funding but also conforming to the operating philosophy. Gary Hill added that
the difficulty is not necessarily calculating costs but formulating four or five scenarios
that reflects the change in philosophy. He warned against throwing out a number
prematurely and noted that the citizen service survey will provide more information.

Chief Lloyd Evans discussed budget adjustments in the Police Department which have
no fiscal impact. There was discussion about reimbursing the department for police
oversight of the transport of soils from Empire Pass. Ron lvie relayed that there are no
changes to his budget. Joe Kernan believed that a comparison of building and planning
fees to the actual costs of doing business would be helpful for members. Mr. lvie
explained that the fee structure and valuation process are a package and every year
fees are examined to ensure that they are consistent with national standards. Gary Hill
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indicated that he will provide more information. Patrick Putt spoke about the
reorganization in the Planning Department, defining long and short term planning tasks,
and the new Senior Planner position which will not require additional funds. Eric
DeHaan explained that his half-time support position will now be shared with Special
Events and Public Affairs. Colin Hilton stated that the overall operating requests for his
team result in a net decrease to the budget and primary adjustments relate to the
reorganization of the Special Events Department. Mark Harrington discussed two
career development promotions in the Legal Department which are covered by the
transfer of funds from other line items. Sharon Bauman continued that a technical
adjustment is needed for Council’'s personnel line item to budget for taxes on the cash
for benefits not taken.

3. Review of regular meeting. There was no discussion of agenda topics; see
regular meeting minutes.

Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
MAY 4, 2006

| ROLL CALL

Mayor Dana Williams called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, May 4, 2006.
Members in attendance were Dana Williams, Marianne Cone, Candace Erickson, Roger
Harlan, Jim Hier, and Joe Kernan. Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Mark
Harrington, City Attorney; David Maloney, Planner, Ray Milliner, Planner, and Brooks
Robinson, Planner.

] COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Call-up consideration of a Conditional Use Permit approved by the Planning
Commission on April 26, 2006 for Fire Station #31, 2360 Holiday Ranch Loop Road —
Roger Harlan, “| move that we have a call-up consideration of a Conditional Use Permit
approved by the Planning Commission on April 26, 2006 for Fire Station #31, located at
2360 Holiday Ranch Loop Road”. Jim Hier suggested that the forum be de novo and
Council member Harlan accepted that amendment to his motion. Marianne Cone
seconded. Motion unanimously carried. Members clarified that they will solicit public
input.

n PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda)

1. Voting equipment demonstration - Summit County Clerk Sue Follett requested
some space in the Marsac Building for a few hours on Monday morning for a
demonstration on the new Diebold voting machines. Council members expressed their
support and Mayor Williams thanked her for keeping them well-informed during her
tenure.

2. Pandemic Influenza Planning Summit — Katie Mullaly, Summit County Health
Department, explained that counties have received Federal funding for pandemic
influenza planning. She personally invited Council to attend a Planning Summit on June
12 and noted that she is also inviting local community organizations, churches,
businesses, and clinics.

v WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETINGS OF APRIL 13 AND
APRIL 20, 2006

Marianne Cone, “l move approval of the work session notes and minutes of the
meetings of April 13 and April 20, 2006”. Roger Harlan seconded. Motion unanimously
carried.

\' CONSENT AGENDA PUBLIC HEARINGS
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1. Ordinance approving the Empire Park Subdivision (lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 43 and 44

of Block 18 of the Snyder's Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 1201 Norfolk
Avenue, Park City, Utah — Planner David Maloney explained that approval will create
four lots of record. Roger Harlan commented on the challenges and negative impacts
of staging and construction in the Historic District. Mr. Maloney explained that three lots
will be vacant so there is area to work with on this particular site. Before building
permits are issued, construction mitigation is addressed. The Mayor opened the public
hearing and with no comments, closed the hearing.

2. Ordinance approving a Record of Survey Plat for the Parkwood Place
Condominiums, located at 801-817 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah — Ray Milliner
explained that the Planning Commission approved the master planned development
and the development agreement. Approval of the plat allows the owner to sell units
individually. The Mayor opened the public hearing. With no input, the public hearing
was closed.

3. Ordinance approving the Donnelly Subdivision, combining portions of Lots 48,
49, 50, 51 and 52 of Block 78 of the Millsite Reservation to the Park City Survey,
located at 41 Sampson Avenue, Park City, Utah — Planner Ray Milliner explained that
approval will accommodate the expansion of an existing historic home on the site. The
application meets all requirements of the Land Management Code and the Planning
Commission forwarded a positive recommendation. Mayor Williams opened the public
hearing and with no comments from the Council or the audience, closed the hearing.

4.  Ordinance approving the amendment to Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Red Cloud
Subdivision, Park City, Utah — Brooks Robinson stated this is an amendment to four of
the 30 lots in the Red Cloud Subdivision (aka Pod D Empire Pass). There were
concerns expressed by Wasatch County that the current alignment of the private road to
Red Cloud could encourage encroachment into Wasatch County. Talisker and UPCM
still own the four lots and are amenable to realigning the road a significant distance from
the County line and also instituting a one foot protection strip along the Park City side of
lots adjacent to the County line. The City has not received objections to this application
to date. Joe Kernan disclosed that both Royal Street and Talisker Corp are clients of
his. Jim Hier asked the definition of protection strip. Mr. Robinson explained that the
plat addresses its intent and specifies that no road may be constructed across the one
foot protection strip without the formal approval of Park City Municipal and Wasatch
County. The Mayor thanked everyone involved in the process and opened the public
hearing. With no public input, the hearing was closed.

Vi CONSENT AGENDA
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Jim Hier noted that the Resolution forming the Park City Heights Task Force also
requires appointments. The City Manager explained that the Resolution contemplates
the appointment of two Council members, three Planning Commissioners, and an ex
officio member from the Snyderville Planning Commission. Jim Hier advised that he,
Roger Harlan and Mayor Williams all desire to serve and other Council members
indicated an interest in attending meetings from time to time. Discussion ensued about
quorums and noticing requirements and the City Recorder advised that the task force
meetings have to be noticed in any event because it is a public body formed by
resolution. It was decided to leave the resolution as written. Jim Hier, “| move to
approve Consent Agenda ltems 1 through 6 with the provision the Roger and | are the
voting members on the Park City Heights Task Force”. Marianne Cone seconded.
Roger Harlan encouraged members to look at the situation at 1201 Norfolk. He will vote
in favor of the plat amendment but asked that his concerns regarding construction
mitigation be on the record. Motion carried unanimously.

1. Ordinance approving the Empire Park Subdivision (lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 43 and 44
of Block 18 of the Snyder's Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 1201 Norfolk
Avenue, Park City, Utah — See staff report, public hearing, and comments above.

2. Ordinance approving a Record of Survey Plat for the Parkwood Place
Condominiums, located at 801-817 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah - See staff report and
public hearing.

3. Ordinance approving the Donnelly Subdivision, combining portions of Lots 48,
49, 50, 51 and 52 of Block 78 of the Millsite Reservation to the Park City Survey,
located at 41 Sampson Avenue, Park City, Utah - See staff report and public hearing.

4. Ordinance approving the amendment to Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the Red Cloud
Subdivision, Park City, Utah - See staff report and public hearing.

5. Sidewalk dining lease for Java Cow Café & Bakery, located at 402 Main Street,
Park City, Utah - See staff report and public hearing.

6. Resolution forming the Park City Heights Annexation Task Force - See staff
report and discussion above where Roger Harlan and Jim Hier were appointed as

Council's representatives. ?&:},‘,:AN
PR
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Authorization to the Mayor to execute an Amendment t& th 5‘\1%‘1 ﬁgxﬁallej
Water Facilities Improvement District in a form approved by the Clty {Att migy — See staff
report. Candace Erickson, “l move to authorize the Mayor to executd.an Amendment to

Ay,

&




Page 4
City Council Meeting
May 4, 2006

the 1994 Deer Valley Water Facilities Improvement District in a form approved by the
City Attorney”. Roger Harlan seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

VIl PUBLIC HEARING

Tentative budget for fiscal year 2006-2007 for Park City Municipal Corporation
and its related agencies — See staff report and work session discussion. The Mayor
opened the public hearing.

Mike Sweeney, HMBA, announced that Budget Manager Gary Hill will be addressing
the executive or the full board to explain new business licensing fees as they relate to
special events.

The Mayor requested a motion to continue the public hearing on the budget. Roger
Harlan, “| so move”. Marianne Cone seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

IX ADJOURNMENT
With no further business, the regular 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 Dana Williams, Marianne Cone, Candace Erickson, Roger
Harlan, Jim Hier, and Joe Kernan. Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; and
Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Myles Rademan, Public Affairs Director; and Craig
Sanchez, Golf Director. Marianne Cone, “I_move to close the meeting to discuss
property, personnel and litigation*. Jim Hier seconded. Motion carried unanimously.
The meeting opened at approximately 4 p.m. Marianne Cone, “l move to open the
meeting”. Candy Erickson seconded. Motion unanimously carried.

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

Prepared by Janet M. Scott QZ@Q% i

ﬂnet M. Scott, City Recorder
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Staff Report

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Author: David Maloney

Subject: Empire Park Subdivision
Date: April 26", 2006

Type of Item: Plat Amendment

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a
public hearing and approve the Empire Park Subdivision, based on the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the attached ordinance.

Applicant: Gigaplex Inc.

Location: 1201 Norfolk Avenue

Zoning: Recreation Commercial (RC)

Adjacent Land Use: Low and Medium Density Residential, Institutional
(Library)

BACKGROUND

Planning Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council at the April
26, 2006 Planning Commission meeting.

This plat amendment request involves Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 44 and 43 of Block 18 of
Snyder's Addition to the Park City Survey. The applicant is also the owner of the
adjacent Lots 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, and 44, also of Block 18 of Snyder’s Addition to the
Park City Survey. These adjacent lots will remain as standard twenty five (25) feet by
seventy five (75) feet Old Town lots.

On December 8th, 2005, the City received a complete application to remove five (5) lot
lines and establish eleven (11) lots for the purposes of building single-unit housing. This
proposal included the adjacent Lots 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 and 44, mentioned above. This
proposed plat was not accepted by Staff as it resulted in lot lines bisecting existing
structures which is not in accordance with Chapter 7 of the Land Management Code
(Subdivisions / Plat Amendments).

The applicant amended the application on March 8th, 2006, so that the proposed plat
does not have property lines bisecting existing structures. The applicant would like to
remove some existing lot lines and add new lot lines in order to establish a lot for the
existing, non-complying, multi-unit housing complex, known as the Innsbruck, and to
create three (3) vacant lots for future single-unit housing development.
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ANALYSIS

The property is zoned Recreation Commercial (RC), which permits residential uses. The
vacant lots that are created through this plat amendment are the locations of proposed
single unit houses. Single-unit houses are permitted within the RC zone. Any future site
development on this property is subject to the Historic District Design Guidelines.

The plat amendment request involves the removal of the lot lines between Lot 1 and Lot
2, Lot 2 and Lot 3, Lot 3 and Lot 4, Lot 4 and Lot 5, and Lot 5 and 6, Lot 44 and Lot 43
of Block 18, Snyder's Addition to the Park City Survey. There are existing structures on
Lot 1, 2, 43, 44 and part of Lot 3. Proposed Lot A consists of existing Lots 1, 2, 43, and
44 and the southern half of Lot 3. Proposed Lot B consists of the northern half of Lot 3
and the southern half of Lot 4. Proposed Lot C consists of the northern half of Lot 4 and
the southern half of Lot 5. Proposed Lot D consists of all of existing Lot 6 and the
southern half of Lot 5.

The proposed plat amendment will to create four (4) lots of record, Empire Park Lots A,
B, C, and D, from eight (8) existing lots. Empire Park Lot A measures fifty (50) feet in
width along Norfolk Avenue and sixty two and a half (62.5) feet along Empire Avenue.
The depth of Lot A is one hundred fifty (150) feet, and the total area is eight thousand
four hundred thirty seven point five (8437.5) square feet. Proposed Lot B and Lot C are
twenty five (25) feet by seventy five (75) feet for a total area of eighteen hundred and
seventy five (1875) square feet. The proposed Lot D, furthest to the north, has
dimensions of thirty seven and a half (37.5) feet by seventy five (75) feet for a total area
of two thousand eight hundred and twelve point five (2812.5) square feet. The proposed
lot sizes are consistent with the requirements of LMC Section 15-2.16-5(A), which
requires a minimum of eighteen hundred and seventy five (1875) square feet for a lot
intended for a single-unit house.

The proposed Lot B, C and D will be accessed from Norfolk Avenue while the proposed
Lot A will be accessed from both Empire Avenue and Norfolk Avenue.

The multi-unit housing complex known as the Innsbruck sits on proposed Lot A. None of
the structures from this complex cross any of proposed Lot A’s property boundaries.
The structure complies with the setback requirement on the north side, between Lot A
and Lot B. The required setback is ten (10) feet (LMC 15-2.16-3G) and the proposed
setback is about twelve (12) feet. All other property lines surrounding Lot A currently
exist and therefore issues of setbacks are not addressed.

This plat amendment is beneficial to the City as the proposal will result in a legal lot of
record for existing structures, which currently are located atop property lines.

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW
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This application was reviewed at a Staff Review meeting in January, 2006. This report
was reviewed by the Planning Department, the City Engineer, and the Legal
Department prior to issuance in this packet.

NOTICING

The Planning Commission meeting for this application was legally noticed as required
by the Land Management Code. The noticing for this Planning Commission includes
publication in the Park Record, an on-site sign, and a courtesy letter to property owners
within three hundred (300) feet. No public input has been received at the time of this
report.

ALTERNATIVES

* The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City
Council based on the Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval found in the attached Ordinance; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to City
Council and direct Staff to prepare Findings to support this decision: or

e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion to a later date.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

There are no significant environmental or economic impacts associated with this plat
amendment request.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING RECOMMENDED ACTION

The proposed Empire Park Lots A, B, C, and D would not be established and existing
structures on the property would continue to bisect platted lot lines.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a
public hearing and forward a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the attached
ordinance.
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Ordinance No. 06-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE EMPIRE PARK SUBDIVISION (LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 43, and 44 OF BLOCK 18 OF THE SNYDER'’S ADDITION TO THE PARK CITY
SURVEY, LOCATED AT 1201 NORFOLK AVENUE PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 1201 Norfolk Avenue,
has petitioned the City Council for approval of a Subdivision; and

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

WHEREAS, on April 26, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive
public input on the proposed Subdivision and forwarded a positive recommendation of
approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed
subdivision; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Subdivision allows the property owner to establish four (4)
lots of record; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the Subdivision.

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact:

1) The property is within the RC zoning district.

2) The applicant owns Lot 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, and 44 of Block 18
of Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey.

3) This plat amendment is with regard to Lots 1 through 6 of Block 18 of the
Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey.

4) The applicant is proposing to remove the lot lines between Lot 1 and Lot 2,
Lot 2 and Lot 3, Lot 3 and Lot 4, Lot 4 and Lot 5, and Lot 5 and 6, Lot 44 and Lot
43 of Block 18, Snyder’'s Addition to the Park City Survey.

5) The applicant is proposing to create the Empire Park Subdivision which
includes Lot A, B, C and D.

6) Lot A measures sixty two point five (62.5) feet along Norfolk Avenue and fifty
(50) feet along Empire Avenue.

7) Lot A has a lot depth of one hundred and fifty (150) feet and a total area of
eight thousand four hundred thirty seven (8,437.5) square feet.

8) Lot B and C measure twenty five (25) feet by seventy five (75) feet with total
areas of eighteen hundred and seventy five (1875) square feet each.
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9) Lot D measures thirty seven and a half (37.5) feet for a total area of two

thousand eight hundred and twelve (2812) square feet.

10) All proposed lots meet the minimum lot size standards identified in the RC
zoning district.

11) The resulting side yard setback between the existing structures on the
proposed Lot A and Lot B is approximately twelve (12) feet.

12) Existing structures comply with the setback requirements of the RC zoning
district.

13) Planning Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council
at the April 26, 2006 Planning Commission meeting.

14) All discussion within the Analysis section is incorporated herein.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following

Conclusions of Law:

1) There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2) Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
plat amendment as there are no significant impacts associated with this proposal.
3) As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General
Plan and Land Management Code, specifically as it relates to Land Use (Chapter
V).

SECTION 3. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. The City Council hereby adopts the

following Conditions of Approval:

1) The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve of the final form
and content of the plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and
conditions of approval are a condition precedent to recording the plat.

2) No building permits shall be issued pnor to the final recordation of the plat at
the County Recorder’s Office.

3) The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year
from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one
year's time, this approval and the plat will be void.

4) A financial guarantee for public improvements shall be satisfactorily in place
prior to plat recordation, in an amount to be approved by the City Engineer and in
a form to be approved by the City Attorney.

6) Fire protection deemed satisfactory by the Fire Chief is required prior to the
issuance of building permits on Lots A, B, C, and D.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4"day of May, 2006.
Exhibit A: Existing Conditions (Survey)

Exhibit B: Proposed Plat
Exhibit C: County Plat Map

32



33



# Ly i B . .
- = - * YL . . v ;
R i {

PRSTEEEN Mhe-if H

ERtA e g ews Teowen T
.t.l:.i...rl...ri,v:q?fs

NYLLI oY NV VARGl

e e
ThG CEWARY maavia |
e i 8 SDSek

 Fut

L RS Y

AT

g SO i

1Y, o, JEYSULAED € gL 3 _INiNAYIE

P s Wiy
Wap e i

2 4w i
Y BHRIIE Leming A

¥ iy e 5w g
e

B T
a.Li

Fm R —

34



(M 6Gd

340N

€ NI 3NN3IAY

. e -
=T FE
. | :
e . i ¥
4 i R
G
H
"
- - —ff
!
i
. i \
£ () i 7 i
2 LY o "
- - 1%
HAAY ; o
: ;
g kY]

66,8¢ N} INNFAV  JHidW 3

!
{

"

PHASEJL -

[

4
4

Y8 (2002)
‘s, 1OE

0.

va

s e 5. e o i e g o g e

BAGE

tNTr
BOOK

€

O

UTAH

COUNTY,

pr—
i

35



City Council m
Staff Report W

Author: Ray Milliner

Subject: 801 Park Avenue

Date: April 26, 2006 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Type of Item: Administrative

SUMMARY: Staff requests that the City Council review the proposed record of survey
application, conduct a public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval outlined in the attached ordinance.

DESCRIPTION

Project Name: Parkwood Place Condominiums

Applicant; David Belz

Representative: Jeffery Kuhn

Location: 801 — 817 Park Avenue

Zone: Historic Residential (HR-1) Historic Residential Commercial
(HRC)

BACKGROUND

On February 6, 2006 the applicant submitted a Record of Survey Plat amendment
application for an 8 unit condominium project for the Parkwood Place Condominiums.
The property has frontage on both Park and Woodside Avenues and has two zoning
designations (HRC to the east and HR-1 to the west). The Commission approved a
Master Planned Development application for the property on April 30, 2005 and a
development agreement on December 14, 2005. The applicant has submitted an
application for historic design guideline review for the property that will be reviewed by
staff prior to the issue of a building permit.

The purpose of a condominium record of survey plat is to identify private, limited
common and common areas within the project. Recordation of a record of survey plat
enables the owner to sell individual condominium units. This record of survey plat
identifies 8 residential units.

ANALYSIS

The project is located at 801-817 Park Avenue, within the Park City limits. The property
is zoned HR-1, Historic Residential and HRC, Historic Residential Commercial, and is
subject to the 801-817 Park Avenue MPD. The proposed condominium locations are
consistent with the zoning districts and the approved MPD. The record of survey plat is
for the entire project. Primary access to the project is from Park and Woodside
Avenues. The plat is consistent with the approved MPD, in terms of size and location of
the buildings, proposed uses, and required parking. All conditions of approval of the
801-817 Park Avenue MPD approval continue to apply.
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Staff finds that the record of survey plat will not cause undo harm on any adjacent
property owners because the proposal meets the requirements of the Land
Management Code and all future development will be reviewed for compliance with the
approved Master Planned Development site plan and conditions of approval as well as
all requisite Building and Land Management Code requirements.

DEPARTMENT REVIEW

This request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on April 11, 2006, where
representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance. No additional
issues or concerns were identified.

NOTICE
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
April 12, 2006. Legal notice was published in the Park Record on April 5, 2006.

ALTERNATIVES

1. The City Council may approve the Record of Survey Plat for the Parkwood Place
Condominiums as conditioned, or

2. The City Council may deny the Record of Survey Plat for the Parkwood Place
Condominiums and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or

3. The City Council may continue the discussion on the Record of Survey Plat for the
Parkwood Place Condominiums.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff requests that the City Council review the proposed record of survey application,
conduct a public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, conclusions of
law, and conditions of approval outlined in the attached ordinance.

EXHIBITS

Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance
Exhibit B — Proposed Record of Survey plat
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Ordinance No. 06-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT FOR THE
PARKWOOD PLACE CONDOMINIUMS, LOCATED AT 801-817 PARK AVENUE,
PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as the Parkwood Place Condominiums,
has petitioned the City Council for approval of the record of survey; and

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

WHEREAS, on April 26, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive
public input on the proposed amended record of survey and forwarded a positive
recommendation of approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed
amended record of survey; and

WHEREAS, the proposed record of survey plat allows the property owner to create an 8
unit condominium project; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the record of survey.

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact:

1. The property is located in the Historic Residential Commercial (HRC) and Historic
Residential (HR-1) zones.

2. The HRC zone provides a transition in use and scale between the Commercial uses
in the Historic Commercial Business zone and the HR-1 zone.

3. The HR-1 zone is characterized by a mix of contemporary residences and small
historic homes.

4. The applicant is proposing an 8 unit development on a parcel 175’ wide and ranging

from 129’ to 138’ deep. Four units are proposed as commercial / residential facing

Park Avenue in the HRC zone and four units are proposed as residential in the HR-1

zone.

The entire site is approximately 23,043 square feet in size.

On May 11, 2005 the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned

Development application for the project.

7. On December 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a development
agreement for the property.

o o
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8.

9.

The location and design of the proposed structures is consistent with the approved
MPD site plan and design.
No additional units are created by this record of survey amendment.

10. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following
Conclusions of Law:

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

There is good cause for this Record of Survey.

The Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding condominium plats. )

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Record
of Survey, as conditioned.

Approval of the Record of Survey, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

The proposed record of survey plat is consistent with the approved 801-817 Park
Avenue MPD Development Agreement.

SECTION 3. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. The City Council hereby adopts the

following Conditions of Approval:

1.

4,

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the amended Record of Survey for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, as a condition subsequent to
plat recordation.

The City Attorney will review and approve the final form of the Condominium
Declaration and CCR'’s, as a condition subsequent to plat recordation.

The applicant will record the Record of Survey at the County within one year from
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year's
time, this approval for the plat will be void.

All conditions of approval of the 801-817 Park Avenue MPD continue to apply.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4" day of May 2006.
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City Council

Staff Report

Author: Ray Milliner 1581 4
Subject: 41 Sampson Avenue

Date: May 4, 2006 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Type of Item: Plat Amendment

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat
amendment, conduct a public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval in the attached ordinance. -

DESCRIPTION

Project Name: Donnelly Subdivision
Representative: Jonathan DeGray

Owner of Property: Tim Donnelly

Location: 41 Sampson

Zone: Historic Residential Low (HRL)
BACKGROUND

On July 2, 2003 the applicant submitted a plat amendment to combine portions of lots 48,
49, 50, 51 and 52 of Block 78 of the Millsite Reservation to the Park City Survey into one lot
of record, the plat amendment is for the purpose of renovating and building an addition to
an existing historic home.

The property is accessed from Sampson Avenue. The prescriptive Sampson Avenue
covers approximately 8 feet of the front of the site, and is supported by a retaining wall that
concurrently serves as a foundation wall for the existing historic home.

There is an existing shed that encroaches onto two other adjacent properties. The
applicant plans to remove this shed as part of the renovation of the historic house.

ANALYSIS

The property is located in the HRL zone. The proposed plat amendment will create a
single lot of approximately 7,422 square feet and a maximum building footprint of 2,447
square feet (the existing building has a footprint of approximately 850 square feet), with 10
foot setbacks in the front and rear and 10 feet each side with a total of 24 feet setbacks on
the sides. The maximum height for the zone is 27 feet above existing grade.

The retaining wall that supports Sampson Avenue and the front foundation of the existing
historic home is in disrepair, and the Chief Building Official has determined that it is in need
of replacement. Because the wall supports both the City's prescriptive right-of-way and
portions of the home, the applicant requested that the City Council consider sharing the
cost of rebuilding the wall. In June of 2005, the Council granted the request and
appropriated $55,000 to the capital improvement fund to share in the rebuild of the wall.
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Review and approval of all proposed rebuild plans for the wall (including the selection of a
contractor) will be done by the City Engineer, Planning Director and Chief Building Official.

To formalize the prescriptive Sampson Avenue right-of-way, the applicant is requesting that
the Council approve an access and utility easement along the front of the property.

Staff finds that there is good cause for the proposed plat amendment as it will enable the
reconstruction of the existing retaining wall that has been determined to be in disrepair.
Staff further finds that no member of the public will be materially harmed by the project as
any future development on the property will be within the parameters of the existing Land
Management Code, and International Building Code.

NOTICE
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300" on April 12, 2006. Staff has
received no comments from the public at the time of this writing.

ALTERNATIVES
1. The City Council may approve the Donnelly Subdivision as conditioned or amended,
or
2. The City Council may deny the Donnelly Subdivision and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision, or
3. The City Council may continue the discussion on the Donnelly Subdivision.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. If the existing
wall supporting both the house and prescriptive Sampson Avenue r-o-w were to further
deteriorate, there may be a significant fiscal impact to the City.

DEPARTMENT REVIEW

The Planning, Engineering and Building Departments have reviewed this request. The City
Attorney and City Engineer will review the piat for form and compliance with the LMC and
State Law prior to recording. The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting, where
representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance. No additional issues
were raised.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a
public hearing and approve it according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval in the attached ordinance.

EXHIBITS

Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance
Exhibit B — Proposed Plat Amendment
Exhibit C — Survey of Property
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Ordinance No. 06-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE DONNELLY SUBDIVISION, COMBINING
PORTIONS OF LOTS 48, 49, 50, 51 AND 52 OF BLOCK 78 OF THE MILLSITE
RESERVATION TO THE PARK CITY SURVEY, LOCATED AT 41 SAMPSON
AVENUE PARK CITY, UTAH

WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 41 Sampson Avenue, has petitioned
the City Council for approval of a Subdivision; and

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

WHEREAS, on April 26, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to receive
public input on the proposed Subdivision and forwarded a positive recommendation of
approval to the City Council, and

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed
subdivision; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Subdivision allows the property owner to combine portions of
five lots into one lot of record; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the Subdivision.

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as findings of fact:

1. The property is located in the Historic Residential Low Density (HRL) zone.

2. The HRL zone is a residential zone characterized by a mix of larger
contemporary residences and smaller historic homes.

3. The amendment will combine portions of lots 48, 49, 50, 51 and 52 of Block 78 of
the Millsite Reservation to the Park City Survey into one lot of record.

4. There is an existing shed on the property.

5. There is a historically significant home on the property.

6. There is a retaining wall on the property that supports Sampson Avenue and
provides the front foundation for the existing historic home.

7. In June of 2005, the Council appropriated $55,000 to the capitol improvement
fund to share in the rebuild of the wall.

8. The Sampson Avenue covers approximately 8 feet of the front of the site.

9. Access to the home is from Sampson Avenue.

10.The proposed lot size is 7,422 square feet.
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11. The maximum building footprint for a 7,422 square foot lot is 2,447 square feet.
12.No remnant lots will be created as a result of this application.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts the following
Conclusions of Law:

1.

There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code

3.

4.

and applicable State law.

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

As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

SECTION 3. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. The City Council hereby adopts the

following Conditions of Approval:

1.

6.

City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and content
of the plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and conditions of
approval is a condition precedent to recording the plat.

A non-exclusive public utility and public access easement shall be dedicated on
the plat for the existing Sampson Avenue prescriptive right-of-way.

Prior to the receipt of a building permit, the applicant shall submit an application
for review for compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines, and resolve
any existing encroachment issues.

No building permits shall be issued prior to the final recordation of the plat at the
County Recorder's Office.

The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one
year's time, this approval and the plat will be void.

No remnant lots are developable.

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
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City Council |
Staff Report [PARK CITY
Author: Brooks T. Robinson W

Subject: Red Cloud Plat Amendment
Date: May 4, 2006 PLANNING

DEPARTMENT

Summary Recommendations
The Planning Staff requests that the City Council open the public hearing on the

Amendment to Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud subdivision. Staff has provided
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval in the draft ordinance.

Topic

Applicant United Park City Mines / Talisker Corp.

Location Village at Empire Pass, Red Cloud subdivision

Zoning Estate (E)- MPD as part of the Flagstaff Master Planned
Development (MPD)

Adjacent Land Uses Deer Valley Resort ski terrain, unincorporated Wasatch
County

Background
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 approving the annexation and

development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff Mountain area. Ordinance 99-30
granted the equivalent of a" large-scale” master planned development (MPD) and set
forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of development;
development approval process; as well as development conditions and amenities for
each parcel.

54



The Development Agreement (DA) specifies that only 147 acres of the 1,655-acre
annexation may be developed. The remainder of the annexation area is to be retained
as passive and recreational open space.

Prior to construction, the applicant must receive site-specific MPD and final plat
approval from the City. The Planning Commission takes action on MPD applications
and forwards a recommendation to Council on subdivision plats.

Ordinance 99-30 also required that the applicant submit 14 specific technical reports for
review and approval by the City. The 14 studies, along with the Land Management
Code and the Development Agreement (99-30) form the standards under which any
MPD and preliminary/final plat will be reviewed.

On November 11, 2004, the City Council approved the Red Cloud subdivision for 30
single-family lots. Red Cloud was known as Pod D of the Flagstaff Mountain
Annexation.

The City received on February 24, 2006, a completed application for a plat amendment
affecting lots 1-4 and the private road adjacent to these lots. The developer, United Park
City Mines Company, still retains ownership of all lands within the plat amendment. The
plat amendment revises the location of the private road, Red Cloud Trail, shifting it
further north and away from the Wasatch County line (see Exhibit B). A one-foot
protection strip is also platted along the property line with Wasatch County.

On April 26, 2006, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this amendment
and forwarded a positive recommendation.

Analysis
Red Cloud is zoned Estate within the Flagstaff Mountain Annexation and Master

Planned Development (E-MPD). The four proposed iots range in size from 1.22 acres to
2.72 acres, which is similar to the previously approved lot sizes and the rest of the Red
Cloud subdivision. The owner/developer retains two parcels (A and B) that are adjacent
to Wasatch County. Each building lot has a building pad that will be field located based
on the requirements established in the Red Cloud subdivision. These lots are subject to
the original plat notes of the Red Cloud subdivision.

The plat also designates the 30-foot setback from property lines as required within the
Estate zone.

In conjunction with obtaining an encroachment permit for the private road from UDOT,
United Park City Mines consulted Wasatch County and the Commission suggested a
different alignment of the road away from the County border. The 1-foot protection strip
along the County line restricts road access without the formal approval of both Park City
and Wasatch County. The lot and home sizes remain substantially the same.
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Staff finds the proposed plat amendment complies with the requirements of Land
Management Code section15-7 Subdivisions.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No additional issues have

been raised.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also put in the Park Record. No specific input has been received by
the time of this report, although an adjacent property owner, Mayflower Stichting, has
previously appealed and/or objected to other aspects of this project.

Alternatives
e The City Council may approve the Red Cloud plat amendment with the conditions
stated, or modify the conditions, or

¢ The City Council may deny the Red Cloud plat amendment and direct staff to
prepare findings supporting this recommendation, or

* The City Council may continue the discussion to a later date.

Significant Impacts
Staff finds no significant fiscal or environmental impacts to this application.

Consequences of Not Taking Recommended Action
The plat would remain as is. Wasatch County has raised concerns about the location of
road as previously platted as it may be construed to provide access into Wasatch

County.

Recommendation

The Planning Staff requests that the City Council open the public hearing on the
Amendment to Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud subdivision. Staff has provided
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits
Exhibit A — Proposed plat
Exhibit B — Existing plat
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Ordinance No. 06-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE AMENDMENT TO LOTS 1, 2, 3, AND 4 OF THE
RED CLOUD SUBDIVISION, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud
subdivision have petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment to said
lots and the private road adjacent to said lots; and

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 26, 2006, to
receive input on the amendment to lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud subdivision;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 26, 2006, forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on May 4, 2006, the City Council approved the amendment to lots 1, 2, 3,
and 4 of the Red Cloud subdivision; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the amendment to lots
1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud subdivision.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The amendment to lots 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Red Cloud
subdivision as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact

1. The Red Cloud Subdivision Plat is located in the Estate (E) zoning district as part of
the Flagstaff Mountain Annexation and Master Planned Development (MPD).

2. The City Council approved the Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain
Development Agreement/Annexation Resolution No. 99-30 on June 24, 1999. The
Development Agreement is the equivalent of a Large-Scale Master Plan. The
Development Agreement sets forth maximum project densities, location of densities,
and developer-offered amenities.

3. The Flagstaff Mountain Annexation is approximately 1,655 acres. Mixed-used
development is limited to approximately 147 acres in four (4) development areas
identified as Pods A, B-1, B-2, and D. The remainder of the annexation area is to be
retained as passive and/or recreational open space.
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4. On November 11, 2004, the City Council approved the Red Cloud subdivision for 30
single-family lots. Red Cloud was known as Pod D of the Flagstaff Mountain
Annexation.

5. The City received on February 24, 2006, a completed application for a plat
amendment affecting lots 1-4 and the private road adjacent to these lots. The
developer, United Park City Mines Company, still retains ownership of all lands
within the plat amendment.

6. The plat amendment revises the location of the private road, Red Cloud Trail,
shifting it further north and away from the Wasatch County line (see Exhibit B). A
one-foot protection strip is also platted along the property line with Wasatch County.

7. The four proposed lots range in size from 1.22 acres to 2.72 acres, which is similar
to the previously approved lot sizes and the rest of the Red Cloud subdivision. The
owner/developer retains two parcels (A and B) that are adjacent to Wasatch County.

8. Each building lot has a building pad that will be field located based on the
requirements established in the Red Cloud subdivision. These lots are subject to the
original plat notes of the Red Cloud subdivision.

9. The plat also designates the 30-foot setback from property lines as required within
the Estate zone.

10.The proposed lot layout is in conformance with requisite Subdivision Code road
requirements and designs inasmuch as access is by means a street designed to City
standards; the proposed roads are designed to relate to the existing topography
without need for excessive grading; and secondary access is provided.

11. The subject lots front Red Cloud Trail. No other streets in Summit County are
named Red Cloud Trail, therefore confusion in street naming is not likely to occur.
12.The applicant stipulates to installing and maintaining all necessary street signs within

the subdivision.

13.The applicant has stipulated to installing all necessary street lights within the
subdivision.

14. Land Management Code Section 15-7-3-4(E) permits the creation of a protection
strip adjacent to a proposed street in such a manner as to deny access from an
adjacent property to such street. The 1-foot protection strip along the County line is
proposed on the subdivision plant which restricts road access without the formal
approval of both Park City and Wasatch County.

15. Staff finds the proposed plat amendment complies with the requirements of Land
Management Code section15-7 Subdivisions.

Conclusions of Law

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Flagstaff Annexation and Development
Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass Master Plan Development, Park City Land
Management Code, the General Plan and applicable State law regarding
Subdivision Plats.

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

4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
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Conditions of Approval

1.

2.

3.

All original conditions and plat notes of the Red Cloud subdivision approved
November 11, 2004, continue to apply.

City Engineer approval of a utility and infrastructure plan is a condition precedent to
the plat recordation.

Both utility lines and ski trails shall be routed in existing clearings and common utility
corridors to the greatest extent practical upon the City Engineer's approval.

The proposed over-length cul de sac that is Red Cloud Trail will have a secondary
emergency access from the end of Red Cloud Trail. The emergency access will
continue as a minimum 20-foot wide all-weather surface road. This emergency
access road and all connections and private road construction below SR-224 must
be installed prior to building permit issuance for any of the single-family homes
within the subdivision.

A Construction Mitigation Plan, including truck routing, is a submittal requirement for
each Building Permit and for the Red Cloud Subdivision infrastructure.

A financial security to guarantee the installation of public improvements is required
prior to plat recordation in a form approved by the City Attorney and in an amount
approved by the City Engineer. All street improvements are privately maintained.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of May, 2006.

Exhibits
Exhibit A — Record of Survey plat
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City Council W

Staff Report
Author: Jonathan Weidenhamer PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: Sidewalk Dining Lease
402 Main Street — Java Cow Café & Bakery
Date: May 4, 2006
Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendations:
Consider approving a lease for Java Cow Café & Bakery, located at 402 Main Street to
conduct sidewalk dining on City property.

Background:

Section 15-2.6-12 of the Land Management Code allows Outdoor Dining on “leased
public property” as an Administrative Conditional Use Permit. On May 24, 2004, the
City Council provided direction that they would like to continue sidewalk dining, but
preferred to continue to sign only annual leases. The lease under consideration is
consistent with the direction provided by City Council on May 24, 2004. The Council in
April of 2005 provided favorable consideration to extend the sidewalk dining season
from the 3™ weekend of April through the end of October.

Analysis:

The City did not receive any complaints regarding the sidewalk dining program
conducted in 2004 or 2005. Any seasonal lease the City enters would: regulate the time
and duration of the use, provide for consistency in look and materials, ensure the
aesthetic value of the Historic District by preventing visual clutter, prevent conflicts with
Special Events/MFL’s, mitigate for conflicting uses in the public right-of-way, ensure for
cleanly sidewalks, and provide an ongoing monitoring mechanism and revocation
provision for failure to comply with regulation.

Staff has prepared a draft lease template that would be executed with each individual
applicant prior to approving any Outdoor Dining on City Sidewalks (Exhibit A). At this
time staff has made a preliminary determination that application submitted by the Java
Cow Cafe & Bakery, located at 402 Main Street, meets the standards for outdoor dining
provided at LMC Section 15-2.6-12 as well as the proposed operational restrictions
(Exhibit C):

Java Cow Café & Bakery has an approved Administrative Conditional Use Permit for
Outdoor Dining on City Sidewalks (conditioned upon a current, approved lease). Their
Administrative Conditional Use Permit does not have an expiration date, and runs with
the land, or until City Council provides direction to not allow use of City-side walks for
outdoor dining. The site plan the application is attached as Exhibit B.
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Alternatives:

A) Provide direction to continue Outdoor Dining on City sidewalks; and approve the
lease for sidewalk dining for the Java Cow Café & Bakery as presented; or

B) Provide direction to not continue Outdoor Dining on City sidewalks; or

C) Provide direction to continue Outdoor Dining on City sidewalks, but modify the
lease language or operational restrictions and then provide direction to approve the
lease(s) as amended; or

D) Continue the hearing for more information or discussion.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends Alternative A.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Lease

Exhibit B — Site Plan

Exhibit C — Operational Restrictions
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Exhibit A

MAIN STREET SIDEWALK

OUTDOOR DINING LEASE

Java Cow and Bakery - 402 Main Street

This LEASE AGREEMENT is made and executed this 4th day of May, 2006, by and
between Park City Municipal Corporation, a municipal corporation and political
subdivision of the state of Utah (“Park City") and New Cow USA, Inc., a Utah LLC doing
business as Java Cow Café & Bakery, located at 402 Main Street, Park City, Utah
(“Tenant”)

The Parties agreé as follows:

1. PROPERTY. The property affected by this lease is generally described as the
sidewalk area directly fronting Tenant's restaurant located at 402 Main Street, and more
specifically described via site plan at Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein
by reference (hereinafter referred to as the “Premises”).

2. RENT. Tenant shall be solely responsible for payment of any and all costs
associated with Tenant's performance under this lease, including but not limited
to City additional business licensing fees, insurance, sales taxes and other
expenses.

3. TERM. The term of this Agreement shall commence on May 5, 2006 and shall
terminate on October 30, 2006, unless terminated earlier as provided herein.

4, USE OF PREMISES. Tenant may use the Premises only for the provision of
outdoor dining services in a manner consistent with Section 15-2.6-12(B)(1) of
the Park City Land Management Code and the terms of this Agreement.
Additional operational restrictions are attached hereto at Exhibit C, if applicable.
Park City makes no representations regarding the premises and tenant accepts
the premises “as is”.

5. IMPROVEMENTS TO THE PREMISES. Tenant shall not make any
improvements to the Premises without first obtaining Park City’s written consent.
Any improvements approved by Park City shall be completed at Tenant's sole
expense and removed at Tenant's sole expense upon expiration of this
Agreement.

6. SIGNS. No signs shall be permitted on the Premises except as specifically
approved pursuant to the Park City Sign Code and/or Tenant's Master Sign Plan.

7. INSURANCE. Tenant shall, at Tenant's sole expense, carry a policy of general
liability insurance in an amount of at least One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per
person and One Million Dollars ($1,000,000.00) per incident or occurrence. Park
City shall be named as an additional insured by endorsement on each policy.
Tenant's insurance is to be primary to Park City's and Park City’s insurance shall
be non-contributory. A certificate of insurance with a thirty (30) day cancellation
notice provision shall be provided to Park City on or before the lease
commencement date, and maintained continuously during the term of the lease.
Tenant may carry whatever other insurance Tenant deems appropriate. The
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10.

1.

12.

13.

parties agree that Tenant's sole remedy in the event of business interruptions,
fire, windstorm, or other loss from hazard shall be its own insurance and Tenant
will have no action against Park City. Park City is protected by the Utah
Governmental Immunity Act, and nothing herein is intended to waive or limit the
protection of the Act in behalf of either entity, but to the extent it is consistent with
this intent, it is the purpose of this provision to protect Park City for liability or
allegations arising out of the Tenant's use of the Premises.

HOLD HARMLESS. Tenant covenants and agrees to defend, indemnify, hold
Park City harmless from all claims, loss damage, injury or liability (hereafter
“Liability”) resulting from Tenant’ use and occupancy of the Premises to the full
extent permitted by law and/or the Utah Governmental Immunity Act, including
reasonable attorney's fees, but excluding any Liability resulting from acts or
omissions of Park City, its officers, employees or agents. Nothing herein shall be
construed as a waiver of any of the rights or defenses under the Utah
Governmental Immunity Act (Utah Code Ann. Sections 63-30-1, et seq), as
amended. The obligations hereunder shall be determined under principles of tort
law including, but not limited to, the Governmental Immunity Act.

ASSIGNABILITY. Tenant shall not assign or transfer any interest in this
Agreement without the prior written consent of Park City. Any assignment or
transfer without written approval is void.

PROFESSIONAL PERFORMANCE. Tenant agrees to perform services under
this contract at the highest professional standards, and to the satisfaction of Park
City.

APPLICABLE LLAW. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the state
of Utah.

FORCE MAJEURE. Any delay or failure of either Party to perform its obligations
under this Agreement shall be excused to the extent that it is caused by an event
or occurrence heyond its reasonable control, including act of nature, terrorism or
war.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Agreement constitutes the entire and only
agreement between parties and it cannot be altered or amended except by
written instrument, signed by both parties.

Executed the day and year first above written.
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Exihibit B
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Exhibit C
SIDEWALK DINING
OPERATIONAL RESTRICTIONS

The following operational restrictions shall apply to all leases for outdoor dining on Main
Street sidewalks:

1.

Site Plan - This plan shall be to scale and indicate: the proprietors’ building as it
relates to the exact locations of chairs, tables, stanchions, umbrellas, heaters, curb
(width of sidewalk), and any other existing public improvements (light fixtures, fire
department connections, parking meters, utility covers, etc.).

Details/ Spec Sheets — Shall be submitted for each piece of equipment proposed
with this application. This will include all tables, chairs, umbrellas, heaters, lighting
sources, and crowd barricades, etc.

Parameters of Permit - Sidewalk Dining is allowed from May 1until October 30,
from 8:00 am until 10:00 pm.

Violations - Ongoing Monitoring will be provided to ensure compliance with lease
parameters. A revocation provision will be included for lessee’s failure to comply.

Design Standards

1.

2.

SIZE. Sidewalk dining area shall be limited to the linear frontage a building has on
Main Street.

ADVERTISING. Additional signing or advertising is prohibited beyond what is
allowed by the Sign Code. Umbrellas, table tents, or any other equipment must be
free of branding or other promotion.

FURNITURE. All tables and chairs shall be metal and be either black or gray, and
have a powder coated finish.

STANCHIONS. Any necessary crowd control barricades must be equivalent to the
Crowd Controller TensaBarrier & Tape - Model 890 Standard, or T-Max, which has
been approved by the Preservation Planner and chosen for its minimal visual
intrusion, durability, and functionality. TensaBarrier poles shall be black and
powder coated, and the tape shall be black also.

UMBRELLAS. Umbrellas are prohibited from having any advertising or signing and
shall be in solid, primary colors. Umbrellas must be free standing and are
prohibited from extending beyond the dining area. Any umbrellas must meet
international building code and standards and shall not create any public hazard.
HEATERS. Any proposed heaters shall be reviewed at the time of initial
application. In most cases, additional heating elements may require additional
building permits.

LIGHTING. No additional electric lighting is permitted, including exterior building
lighting.

LANDSCAPING/ ATMOSPHERE. Any proposed landscaping or atmosphere
pieces shall be reviewed at the time of initial application, and shall not create any
public hazard or unnecessary clutter.
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.
15.

ADDITIONAL EQUIPMENT. To prevent unnecessary visual clutter, additional
equipment beyond those outlined in this section is prohibited. This includes server
or bus-stations, garbage receptacles, podiums, pedestals, etc.

LICENSING. The additional square footage of the dining area must be added to
the existing licensed area for the restaurant. The Applicant shall also adhere to
other applicable City and State licensing ordinances.

HEALTH & SAFETY. The Use shall not violate the Summit County Health Code,
the Fire Code, or International Building Code.

MUSIC. The use of outdoor speakers and music is prohibited unless expressly
allowed by Park City Municipal Corporation Special Events Director.

SPECIAL EVENTS. Operation of Sidewalk Dining during Special Events and
Master Festival Licenses is prohibited when the boundary of that Special Event
includes Main Street unless expressly allowed by Park City Special Events
Director.

MAINTENANCE. The dining area shall be cleanly and maintained in a neat and

orderly fashion.
STORAGE. All equipment and other associated materials must be removed from
the sidewalk and stored on private property overnight and during prohibited times.
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j| City Council
Staff Report

m@ e

= Author: Patrick Putt

B Subject: Resolution to create the Park City Heights

Annexation Task Force
Date: May 4, 2006 Planning Department
Type of Iltem: Legislative

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution to
establish the Park City Heights Annexation Task Force to review elements of the
General Plan including affordable housing, traffic, and underlying zoning and density for
the property as related to the Park City Heights Annexation Petition.

Background:
The Park City Heights Annexation Petition was accepted for consideration by the City

Council on March 10, 2005. On July 27, 2005 the Park City Planning Commission held
a public hearing on the annexation petition, at which time they expressed concerns
including: proposed density type and location, lack of clustering, location and amount of
open space, hillside development, traffic, and consistency with the resort community.
Other remaining annexation elements to be addressed include the designation of the
appropriate zoning and density for the proposed annexation area, and affordable
housing obligation.

Analysis:

Creation of a Task Force is consistent with review of other annexation proposals in Park
City. The Task Force would be empowered to review the aforementioned topics as they
relate to elements of the General Plan as well as application of underlying zoning and
density, and affordable housing. The proposed task force consists of two members of
the City Council appointed by the City Council, three Planning Commissioners
appointed by the Planning Commission, one ex-officio, non-voting Summit County
Planning Commissioner appointed by Summit County Planning Commission, and staff
support. The Task Force shall make a recommendation to the Planning Commission on
the annexation petition prior to the Planning Commission forwarding a recommendation
to the City Council.

The City Council should designate which specific Council members and their at large
member they wish to appoint at tonight's meeting. One of the Council members
appointed shall be designated Chair of the Task Force.

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution to
establish the Park City Heights Annexation Task Force. The Council should appoint
their members to fill two positions on this Task Force.
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Resolution No. 06-

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE
PARK CITY HEIGHTS ANNEXATION TASK FORCE

WHEREAS, the Park City Heights Annexation Petition was accepted for consideration
by the City Council on March 10, 2005 and

WHEREAS, on July 27, 2005 the Park City Planning Commission held a public hearing
on the annexation petition, at which time they expressed concerns including: proposed
density type and location, lack of clustering, location and amount of open space, hillside
development, traffic, and consistency with the resort community; and

WHEREAS, Other remaining annexation elements to be addressed include the
designation of the appropriate zoning and density and affordable housing obligation for
the proposed annexation area which shall be based on the policies and action items set
forth in the General Plan.

WHEREAS, creation of a Task Force is consistent with review of other annexation
proposals; and

WHEREAS, the intent of the City Council in forming this Task Force is to provide early
input to the Planning Commission and applicant on major components of the
application, without effecting the overall procedural requirements of annexation review
as required by the Land Management Code and state law.

WHEREAS, the other remaining annexation element to be addressed is the designation
of the appropriate zoning for the proposed annexation area,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council that the
IHC/USSA/Burbidge Annexation Task Force is established as follows:

SECTION 1. MEMBERSHIP. The membership of the Park City Heights Annexation
Task Force shall include two members of the City Council appointed by the City
Council, three Planning Commissioners appointed by the Planning Commission, and
one ex-officio, non-voting Summit County Planning Commissioner appointed by Summit
County Planning Commission. The Planning Department shall provide all staff and
administrative support as necessary.

SECTION 2. DUTIES. Park City Heights Annexation Task Force shall conduct a
review and provide a recommendation on the annexation petition to include the
Housing, Transportation, and Community Economy Elements of the general plan, as
well as designation of underlying zoning and density. The review and recommendation
shall occur prior to the Planning Commission forwarding a recommendation on the
annexation petition to the City Council.
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Chairperson. One of the appointed City Council members shall serve as chairperson of :
the Task Force. The Chairperson shall vote. J

Quorum. No business shall be conducted without a quorum at the meeting. A quorum
shall consist when a majority (at least 3) of the voting members is present. All meetings
must comply with the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act.

Voting. All actions of the Task Force shall be represented by a vote of the membership.
A simple majority of the members voting at a meeting shall approve any proposed
action.

SECTION 3. TERM. The Task Force shall dissolve upon final recommendation to the
Planning Commission on the proposed annexation petition, but in no event shall the
Task Force remain active past May 4, 2007, without subsequent City Council approval.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of May, 2006.
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DARK CITY|

City Council '
Staff Report W

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

Author: Thomas A. Daley, Sr., Deputy City Attorney

Subject: Amendment to 1994 Deer Valley Water Facilities Agreement
Date: May 4, 2006

Type of Item: Agreement

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council authorize the Mayor to execute the attached-
Amendment to the 1994 Deer Valley Water Facilities Agreement.

BACKGROUND

Since its first Development approval in the 1970's, Deer Valley has been working with
park city to develop water source capacity and water delivery infrastructure to support
development within the deer valley resort. As the preamble within the attached
Amendment sets out, Deer Valley and Park City have executed several agreements
toward that end. Those efforts culminated in the 1994 water facilities agreement
wherein deer valley and park city identified discrete infrastructure components needed
to serve water to deer valley development and further assigned to each party a pro rata
financial obligation toward each component. (A copy of the 1994 agreement is attached
for your convenience).

Since the execution of the 1994 agreement, Deer Valley has satisfied its agreed
contribution to the Chatham Crossing Pump Station and the Last Chance Pump Station.
It is also worth pointing out that although the 1994 Agreement identifies the “Boot Hill
Tank,” Park City actually intended to build the “Boot Hill Pump Station;" that pump
station is currently under design. Thus, with the completion of the Boot Hill Pump
Station, all infrastructure called for in the 1994 Agreement will have been completed.
(BY WAY OF BACKGROUND, Deer Valley Resort Company is a Utah limited
partnership and the owner and operator of Deer Valley Resort. Deer Valley Resort
Company is owned 75% by Royal Street of Utah, a Utah corporation, and 25% by Red
Gables Corporation, which is owned by Roger Penske. Royal Street of Utah, along with
Royal Street Land Company, are subsidiaries of Royal Street Corporation, which is the
parent company owned by the Stern family. Royal Street Development Company was
also a subsidiary of Royal Street Corporation which no longer exists).

ANALYSIS

The purpose of this amendment is to fully implement the terms of the 1994 Water
facilities agreement. this amendment does not purport to supersede all other
agreements governing the delivery of water to development within deer valley. With the
lump sum payment of $500,000 provided for in the attached Amendment, Deer Valley
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will have fully satisfied its obligation under the 1994 Agreement. Staff feels that this is
the most equitable and effective way of closing the 1994 deal.

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW

This Amendment was reviewed by the Public Works Director and Bob Wells on behalf
of Deer Valley Resort Company.

ALTERNATIVES

Authorize the execution of the Amendment.
Do not authorize the execution of the Amendment.
Continue the item.

CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING RECOMMENDED ACTION

Without execution of the attached Amendment, Park City will not, at this time, get the
contemplated financial benefit of the 1994 Agreement. This would leave staff to revisit
the litany of agreements and also the infrastructure constructed for the benefit of Deer
Valley in the hope of devising another equitable means to fulfill the parties’ intent.
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that City Council authorize the Mayor to execute the attached
Amendment.
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AMENDMENT TO THE 1994 DEER VALLEY WATER FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT
AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDMENT to the Deer Valley Water Facilities Improvement Agreement
is entered into this 4" day of May, 2006, by and between Park City Municipal
Corporation, a Utah municipal corporation (hereinafter “Park City"), Deer Valley Resort
Company (hereinafter “Deer Valley”), and Royal Street Land Company, a Utah
Corporation (hereinafter “Royal Street”), hereinafter referred to individually as “party” or
collectively as “parties.”

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Park City and Royal Street entered into an agreement on May 29, 1979
(hereinafter “The 1979 Agreement’), wherein Royal Street agreed to convey to Park
City certain water rights in the Spiro Tunnel and Royal Street agreed to construct a
pipeline to convey water from the Spiro Tunnel; and

WHEREAS, on December 20, 1979, Park City and Royal Street amended The 1979
Agreement (the "First Amendment to Agreement”), which amendment provided for
Royal Street to pay $264,121.52 to Park City in lieu of constructing the pipeline in the
Spiro Tunnel; and

WHEREAS, Royal Street subsequently assigned to Deer Valley its rights and duties
under The 1979 Agreement, as amended; and

WHEREAS, Park City, Royal Street and Deer Valley further amended The 1979
Agreement on November 20, 1986 (the “Second Amendment to Agreement”) which
amendment attempted to clarify the intent of the 1979 Agreement, as amended: and

WHEREAS, Park City, Royal Street and Deer Valley further amended The 1979
Agreement on November 17, 1988 (the “Third Amendment’), which amendment
attempted to clarify questions relating to water impact fees, to convey certain water
rights to Park City, and to restate The 1979 Agreement, as amended, in its entirety; and

WHEREAS, the Third Amendment also memorialized Park City's agreement to waive
the collection of water connection fees related to certain lots previously sold by Deer
Valley; and

WHEREAS, a 1993 engineering study determined that the infrastructure contemplated
by the Parties was inadequate to meet the future culinary and snowmaking
requirements of development within Deer Valley; and

WHEREAS, Park City, Royal Street and Deer Valley entered into an agreement on

March 31, 1994, entitled “Deer Valley Water Services Agreement,” (hereinafter “The
1994 Agreement”), which provided for the cost-sharing of certain water infrastructure
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(hereinafter the “Infrastructure”) to be constructed to serve both Deer Valley
development as well as other areas of Park City; and

WHEREAS, Deer Valley has satisfied its financial obligation to Park City for the
construction of portions of the Infrastructure; and

WHEREAS, the parties desire to further amend The 1994 Agreement to redefine both
Deer Valley's financial contribution to the Infrastructure and Park City's entitlement to
receive impact fees;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises, covenants and conditions
herein contained, the Parties agree as follows:

1. INFRASTRUCTURE

The Parties to this Amendment acknowledge and agree that The 1994 Agreement
obligated Deer Valley to pay a proportionate share of the total cost of the Infrastructure
as follows:

Chatham Crossing Pump Station 65%
Last Chance Pump Station 70%
Boot Hill Tank 35%

The Parties further acknowledge and agree that The 1994 Agreement obligated Deer
Valley to hire a professional engineer to design the Chatham Crossing Pump Station for
which Deer Valley would receive a $50,000 credit against its total financial contribution
to the design and construction of the Infrastructure.

The Parties, through this Amendment, hereby agree that Deer Valley shall pay to Park
City on or before May 31, 2006, a lump sum of $500,000, which payment will satisfy and
extinguish Deer Valley's remaining obligation to contribute to the cost of the
Infrastructure. Deer Valley further agrees to waive its right to a $50,000 credit against
said lump sum payment.

2. IMPACT FEES

The Parties to this Amendment acknowledge and agree that The 1994 Agreement
obligated Deer Valley to pay to Park City $200,000 as consideration for Deer Valley's
agreement to pay water connection fees for development on 437 lots within Deer Valley
for which payment of impact fees had previously been waived. The Parties, through
this Amendment, hereby agree that Park City is currently collecting such impact fees
directly from lot owners and Deer Valley is not entitled to receive and Park City is not
obligated to pay said $200,000. The Parties to this Amendment further agree that Park
City shall collect all impact fees, including but not limited to water connection and water
development fees, on all development within Deer Valley, which agreement expressly
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includes the 437 lots for which payment of water connection fees had previously been
waived.

3. DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, AND OWNERSHIP OF INFRASTRUCTURE

Park City shall hire all contractors and secure all bids in its sole discretion and shall
supervise the design and construction of the Infrastructure. Following its payment of
$500,000 under Paragraph 1 of this Amendment, Deer Valley shall have no further
financial obligation for the design or construction of the Infrastructure.

Park City shall at all times have exclusive ownership of the Infrastructure and shall be
solely responsible for the operation, maintenance, and repair of the Infrastructure.

4., ENFORCEABILITY OF PRIOR AGREEMENTS

The Parties to this Amendment understand and agree that this Amendment applies only
to those terms of prior agreements which are expressly identified. The Parties further
acknowledge and agree that all terms of any previous agreement between the Parties,
or to which the Parties are successors in interest or third party beneficiaries, which are
not expressly amended by this Amendment shall be unaffected by this Amendment and
shall remain in effect and be fully enforceable.

5. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

a. Binding Effect. The provisions of this Agreement shall be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns.

b. Assignment Limited. No assignment or other transfer of this Agreement or any
part thereof or interest therein shall be valid unless and until approved in writing by both
Parties.

C. Attorneys Fees. In the event that this Amendment or any provision hereof shall
be enforced by an attorney retained by a Party hereto, whether by suit or otherwise, the
fees and costs of such attorney shall be paid by the Party who is determined by a court
of competent jurisdiction to have breached or defaulted hereunder, including fees and
costs incurred upon appeal or in bankruptcy court.

d. Severability. If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any extent, be
determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be void, voidable, or unenforceable,
such void, voidable or unenforceable term or provision shall not affect the enforceability
of any other term or provision of this Amendment.

e. Inducement. The making and execution of this Amendment has not been

induced by any representation, statement, warranty or agreement other than those
herein expressed.
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f. No Third Party Beneficiaries. This Amendment shall not be deemed to create
any right in any person who is not a Party (other than the permitted successors and
assigns of a Party) and shall not be construed in any respect to be a contract, in whole
or in part, for the benefit of any third party (other than permitted successors and assigns
of a Party hereto).

g. Warranty of Authority. The individuals executing this Amendment on behalf of
the Parties hereby warrant that they have the requisite authority to execute this
Amendment on behalf of the respective Parties and that the respective Parties have
agreed to be and are bound hereby.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have entered into this agreement on the day and
year set out at the top of this Amendment.
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DEER VALLEY WATER FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT

THIE AGREEMERT | made and anleyad inte hie Ay oo

e IR - I FL | Dertween DA, CITY, a T;'I_.:n'!;iwm',:m:;'ip,;.‘
COIporation {hercinaftor CLLEYME L ODELR waLgy HESORT  compaxy
(hereinallay CINVERCT Aand ROY A STHERT  LAND COMEIANY Ul

Thrporatlion {(hereipaf: ey o KEoyal SQrrnetny
WITNESSET

MEERERS . Uity has autiorized CONstrictiog ang developmeny
IN Tiesor Valloy ae g Fliunned Gnit Development PUrsuant Lo she Lo
Management  Code ctnditioned upon  an AYrecmenlt by Roya] Striee
OVOY LG WATEY sorvioes and Macilit jee wiioh owas amendsd in o 1agw

{(Third Ame: dment and Kegtaterent of Agrosenene [EERRTe! May 29, 107

JRapLEE &

herairatier 91988 Agrecment 'y, and

WHEKKEAS, A4ccording to the 1988 AT CGmer Royal Sticer anu
DVRC arve obligal ed o construct ang CONVeY to Uity warer Facilis tag
Yoy the exteont Recossury o store ang RTANSmil o water (e Seryve
developmen in Deer valley, and

WHERFAS, i consideration of Lhe  constriuction and
transicr te Lhe City of the water (acilit ies and right.s reguired by
the 1988 Agreement , City agreced that neither Royal Street nor it
SUCCess0Ys or assigns would be required tgo bay Commection Foes for
coennaection Lo the wat er lines or facilitics of Lhe City. Royal
Street or DVREC s5tiil consy 0ls land appraoved tor A37 {Four Hundred
Thirty Seven) units which ig exempt. from Connect jon Fere the
lecalions of which are reflected on Exhibit A of Lthis Ayreement.,

arnd

WHERTAS, the engineering firm of Eckeff, Watson and
Preater (FEWPE) conducted an analysis ot the water demand and waler
Supply system tor Deer Valley in 1993 ang determined that the
system was inadequate to meet future culinary and Snow-making
reguirement.s and Tecommended improvements (o the systen including
the Chatham Crossing Pump Station, the Last Chance Pump Station and
the Boot Hill Tank, and

WHEREAS, theae recommended Lmprovements would benefic
areas of Park City in addition Lo propertics owned or assigned by
Royal Street; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the City to
Support. Lhe recommended improvement g by Paying that portion of the
cost of thege facilities attributable to the bPublic’s benefit;

NOW TIIEREFORE, in congideration of the mitual promises,
covenants and conditions herein contained the partics agree as

“follows:

1l of 3

78



1. DVRC will pay a nroportionate share of the total CosL of
water facilitieg aceording ta tLhe tollowing schedule .

Chathan Crossing Pump Stat ion 5%

Last Chance gamp Sration TS

oot HILTL Tank 45y

a. IWHO will retain 4 prafessional Brngineer to design tie
Chatham Crossing Pump Stdtion Yo the approval of the City' s Public

Works Director and City Engineer. ‘the cost of these professiong]
services i1s estindied to be SH0,000 (Fifty Thousand Doliars) and
Lhe total cost will be deduct nd from DVRC’ s obligat ton,

Ao In consideration of the City’s obligat lons hereunder, pype
and Royal Street waive Lhe exemption {rom connection fees hargained
tor under the 1988 Agrcemenr and shall pay such fees for the 437
{Four Hundred Thirty Seven) units sLill under DVRC's  control,
Hereafrer DVRC, Royal Street and HUCCessors or assigng will pay all
cuslomary water fees and charges for those 437 (Four Hundred Thirey
Bseven) units.  Un consideration of this waivaer DVRC will YaEcelve &
$200,000 (Two Hundred Thousand Dollar) credit toward itg oerligation
to pay for the Chatham Crossing Pump Stat.ion.

4., DVRC will assist the City in acquiring casements or
rights-of-way necessary Lo install the Chatham Crossing Pump
Station.

5. City will own and Supervise construction of al) of the
proposed facilities cited above and will lwe golely responsible for
the timing of construction and selection of contLractors. The cost
of any outside professional services such  as  conatruction
supervision will be included in the cost ol the project and will be
proportionately shared according to schedule above.

6. City will fund the Chatham Croesing Pump Station and
finance NVRC's share of the cost over five years al esix percent
interest with principal and interest payments made annually. A
formal note with security satisfactory to the City Attorney shall
be executed prior to commencement of construction,

7. This Agreement is, and shall be binding upon and inure to
the benefit of the parties hereto and Lheir respective successors
and assigns.

8. The text herein shall constitute the entire Agreement
between the parties, This Agreement may be amended by the mutual
written consent ¢f the parties hereto. If any provision, or any
portion thereof, contained in this Agreement is held
unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable, the remainder of this
Agreement, or portion thereof, shall be deemed severable, shall not
be affected and shall remain in full force and effect.
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PARK CITY MUNTCIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor EEZafzy'ET"
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Anita L. sheldon, City Recordey

Approved as to form:
Jodi'Hoffman, City AEEBfnny/
DELR VALLEY REGORT COMPANT

Y

Bob wheaton, President _*

ROYAT, STRLET LAND COMPANY

Robert w. Wellg Presidant '
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City Council
Author: Gary Hill | W
Subject: FY 2006 Revised Budget, FY 2007
Budget

Date: May 4, 2006 Budget, Debt, & Grants
Type of Item: Discussion/Legislative
Description:

Topic:

FY 2006 Revised Budget and FY 2007 Budget

Background:
On May 1%, staff delivered the City Manager's Recommended Budget (Tentative Budget) to
City Council. Public hearings are currently scheduled for May 4™, 18", 25™, June 1%, 8", and

15™. Discussion/action is slated for these dates as follows, barring changes as needed.

May 4" — Budget Overview (Revenues, Expenditures), Operating Budget Requests

May 18" — Capital Irnprovement Projects (Longterm/Citywide needs, new projects)

May 25" — Capital Irprovement Projects (cont.), Regional Collaboration & Economic
Development, Business License Fees.

June 1% - City Service Fees, Adoption of the Tentative Budget

June 8" - Outstanding Issues

June 15" - Final Adoption of Budget

Analysis:

On May 4™, staff will focus on the City's proposed operating budget. Topics for discussion
will include the following:

1) Operating Budget Preparation Process

2) Overview of Proposed Operating Budget

3) Committee and Task Force Recommendations

4) Department Budget Requests (presented by Functional Teams)

Operating Budget Preparation Process
The budget is a financial plan created to determine the resources which are required to meet

service-level expectations and workload needs for the upcoming fiscal year(s). This is
accomplished through a multi-step process in which managers, teams, and the City
Manager weigh Council goals and priorities together with citizen expectations and available
resources. Per City policy, these recommendations are brought to City Council at one time
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each year for discussion during the budget process. Staff has been meeting with Council

liaisons Jim Hier and Joe Kernan for several months and focused mainly on a review of

revenues.

Following the Council Visioning Session in January,
the Budget Department in January/February. Self-
their requests before they are submitted to the Bu
Manager to determine the most appropriate way t

managers submit operating requests to
managed teams are required to prioritize
dget office. Teams then meet with the City
0 meet service levels. A summary of all

requests made by departments this year is included in the Supplemental section of the

Budget Document (Volume |: Executive Summary)

Overview of Proposed Operating Budget

The FY 2006 Adjusted Budget reflects a 0.69% increase from the FY 2006 Ori
and an overall 10.5% decrease from FY 2005-actual expenses (
actuals are higher than the FY 2006 Budget primarily due to the unusually large debt
expense incurred by the City in retiring the Municipal Building Authority

2005.

The FY 2007 Recommended Budget increases to $34,342,030, w

4% from the FY 2006 Adjusted Budget and 2.4%
Council last year. Much of this increase occurs b

General and Transportation Funds. These chan
contract employees becoming Full-Time Re

Force recommendations.

hich is up approximately
above the 2007 Plan that was approved by
ecause of the changes in personnel in the
ges are associated with temporary and
gular employees per Temporary Employee Task

Table 1 shows Citywide expenditures by Major Object. The FY 2006 Adjusted Budget

reflects a marginal increase in personnel expenses of 1.3%,
Budget. Pay plan changes combined with staffing increases
and the Quinn’s Recreation Complex are the major reason for the 6% increase in personnel
expenditures in the FY 2006 Adjusted Budget from the actual expendi
expenditures for transit and the Recreation Com
additional revenue. FY 2007 also shows an incr

classification changes.

from the FY 2006 Original
for expanded county transit

tures in FY 2005. The
plex personnel have been largely offset by
ease in Personnel due to the employee

Expenditure Summary by Major Object - All Funds
FY 2007
FY 2003 FY 2004 FY2005 FY2006 Orig FY2006 Adj Recommended Bud
Personnel 13,220,378 13,900,853 14,557,489 15,249,823 15,448,504 16,735,904
Materials, Supplies, &
Services 7,855,397 7,985,878 8,687,590 10,467,927 10,497,847 10,814,475
Capital Outlay 7,000,983 12,049,935 15,957,858 33,521,134 74,637,142 12,994,880
Debt Service 8,490,187 6,534,377 13,678,940 6,526,355 6,538,355 6,216,651
Contingencies 298,426 22,515 575,000 562,114 575,000
Actual Budget 36,865,371 40,493,558 52,881,877 66,340,239 107,683,962 47,336,910
Budget Excluding Capital 29,864,388 28,443,623 36,924,019 32,819,105 33,046,820 34,342,030
Interfund Transfers 11,906,096 14,054,357 29,203,184 22,098,649 22,417,706 9,490,285
Ending Balance 50,584,608 52,435,708 79,321,857 23,126,495 25,655,581 25,771,483
62,490,704 66,490,065 108,525,041 45,225,144 48,073,287 35,261,768
Grand Total 99,356,075 106,983,623 161,406,918 111,565,383 155,757,249 82,598,678

Table 1 - Expenditure Summary
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The following pie charts show the distribution of budgeted operating expenses in FY 06

Adjusted and FY 07 Recommended Budget. Personnel continues
operating expense for the City, followed by Materials, Supplies an

to be the principal
d Services.

FY 2006 Operating Expenses

Materials,
Supplics, &
Services
38.55%

Materinfs, Supplies, & Services

Contingency
2.13% Contingency

2.06%

Dept. Capital Outiay
2.83%

Outl
2.64

O Personnel B Dept. Capital Outlay {1 Contingency O Materials, Supplie

Figure 2 — Operating Expenses

Personnel increases occur in the General and Transportation Fun

Dept. Capital

FY 2007 Recommended Operating Expenses

ay
%

s, & Services

ds in FY 2006 Adjusted

Budget. The increases in the Transportation and Parking Fund are tied to expanded county
transit and have a revenue source from Summit County. The Recreation and Tennis
departments have also request increases to their personnel budgets in the FY 2006

Adjusted Budget. The table below shows personnel changes by fund for FY 2006 and 2007.

Total Personnel Options by Fund

| FY 2006 Adjusted Budget | FY 2007 Recommended Bud

Fund 11 General Fund $ 940231 % 343,605
Fund 12 Quinn's Recreation Complex $ - $ 35,410
Fund 51  Water Fund $ - $ 10,434
Fund 55 Golf Fund 5 - $ ShH
Fund 57  Transportation and Parking Fund $ 104,658 ] § 712,105
Total $ 198,681 ] $ 1,101,503

Figure 3 — Personnel Requests

Most departmental Full-Time equivalent (FTE) increases have been offset with reductions in
department personnel or materials, supplies, and services budgets. Public Works is the
department seeing the largest increase in FTE's. Much of this is due to expanded county

transit, which is offset by County funds.

FY 2006 | FY 2006 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2007
Fund FY 2005 | Original | Change | Adjusted | Plan | Change | Budget |
General Fund 193.31 19434 06 19494  194.34 0.48 194.82
Quinn's Recreation Complex 4.75 4.75 7 1 8
Water Fund 15 15 15 16 16
Golf Fund 16.96 14.86 14 .86 14.86 (2.14) 12.72
Transportation and Parking Fund 43.35 50.85 4.5 55.35 51.85 13.29 65.14
Fleet Services Fund 7.25 875 8.75 8.75 8.75
TOTAL 275.87  288.55 5.1 293.65 292.8 12.63  305.43

Figure 4 — Change in FTE’s
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The remaining Operating Budget changes relate to Materials, Supplies, and Services and
are largely driven by adjustments to the Transit and Water Funds.

Total Materials, Supplies, & Services Options by Fund

LFY 2006 Adjusted Budget | FY 2007 Recommended Bud

Fund 11 General Fund $ 13,0001 $ (10,296)
Fund 12 Quinn's Recreation Complex $ 11,920 $ 25,900
Fund 51  Water Fund $ - h) (390,290)
Fund 55  GolfFund $ - 3 188
Fund 57 Transportation and Parking Fund 3 5,000 $ (153,282)
Total § 29,9201 $ (527,780)

Figure S — Materials, Supplies, & Services Requests

Large decreases in materials, supplies, and services budgets are requested as part of this
proposed budget in the Water and Transit departments. Transit's requested to decrease
$153,000 of their materials budget to offset some of the personnel budget increases which
were resulted from the Temporary Pay Plan Committee’s recommendations. The Water
Department was able to request a decrease of $390,000 from their materials, supplies, and
services budget after reducing the scope of the Spiro Water Treatment project.

Committee and Task Force Recommendations

Temp Classification Task Force:

An employee task force was assembled by the City Manager to look at various issues
surrounding employee designations as they apply to temporary and contract employees.
The intent was to review the City's current employee designations to ensure that all
positions were properly classified based on average hours/week, job description, and
whether or not the position received benefits. The task force also looked at immediate and
long-term issues involving industry practices, legality, equity, cost, etc.

The task force’s findings suggested that the City’s employee designations needed to be
updated and a defined process for classifying an employee to one of these designations be
implemented. The task force recommended that the four employee designations of Full-time
Regular, Part-time Regular, Full-time Temporary, and Part-time Temporary be consolidated
into three: 1) Full-time Regular (FTR), 2) Part-time Non-benefited (PTNB), and 3) Seasonal.

Figure 6 — Recommended Changes to Employee Classifications

Employee Classifications

Current Proposed
Full-Time Regular Full-Time Regular

Part-Time Regular Part-Time Non-Benefited
Full-Time Temporary | |Seasonal
Part-Time Temporary

The task force generated guidelines and a decision tree to assist managers in placing
employees into one of the three designations. The task force also fashioned principles to
guide the usage of employment agreements (ie: contract employees). The decision trees
designed by the task force are attached to this staff report.
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Those recommendations resulted in shifting employee designations for much of the City's
staff. Most Temporary positions became Part-time Non-benefited, while some became
Seasonal. Part-time Regular positions also became Part-time Non-benefited.

While none of the changes mentioned thus far have a budget impact, the task force does
recommend a change in designation for a number of Bus Driver (5 temporary positions and
4 contract positions) from Temporary to Full-Time Regular. Those changes will result in a
budget impact of $232,963 to the Transit Fund beginning in FY 2007. This increase
represents additional budget for employee benefits. Simply put, Park City’s transit system
has evolved from seasonal to full-time. Staffing should thus shift as well from seasonal to
full-time employees.

The task force also looked at contract employee designations and produced
recommendations fcr an administrative policy regarding the circumstances under which an
employment agreement should be utilized. A recommendation was made that the Pay Plan
Committee re-evaluate existing employment agreements using these new guidelines.

Pay Plan Committee:

The Pay Plan Committee was reconvened by the City Manager in an off year with the
specific purposes of reviewing the outdated Temporary Employee Pay Plan. As with the
regular (Exempt and Non-Exempt) pay plan, this document sets the wages for the City's
part-time and seasonal work force. For a variety of reasons, the Temporary Pay Plan had
not been adjusted in a comprehensive way for ten years. The committee’s task was to
match bring the temporary positions in line with the market as reflected by the regular pay
plan.

The Pay Plan Committee recommendation, as outlined above, results in a budget impact of

$201,370 in FY 2007. The impact is due to the change in pay ranges as the Temporary Pay ,
Plan grades were adjusted to mirror the Non-Exempt Pay Plan (thus creating the Part-time J
Pay Plan). The chart below shows budget impacts by fund and department.

Temp. Pay Plan

Fund |Option Acronym Department 06 Adj. 07 Budget
11 Temp Pay Plen TPLN Budget $ - $ 1,606
11 Temp Pay Plen TPLN Finance $ $ 934
11 Temp Pay Plen TPLN Human Resources | $ - $ 7,247
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Legal $ - $ 4,210
11 Temp Pay Plzn TPLN Library $ - $ 10,275
1 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Police $ - 3 9,151
1 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Public Affairs $ - $ 1,561
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN I.T. $ - $ 5,267
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN City Recreation $ - 3 24,006
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Tennis $ - 3 2,595
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Street Maintenance | $ - $ 59,336
11 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Parks & Cemetery | $ - $ 58,541
Fund 11 Tota! $ 184,729
12 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Ice Facility 3 - $ 6,076
51 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Water Operations | $ - $ 10,434

55 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Golf $ - $ -
55 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Golf Maintenance | $ - $ 132

57 Temp Pay Plan TPLN Transit $ - $ -
TOTAL $ $ 201,371

Figure 7 - Budget Impact of Part-time Pay Plan Adjustments
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A new addition to the Pay Plan is the “Lesson Pay Ranges” on the Part-time Pay Plan.
These ranges would be used, for example, by the golf department to pay golf pros for the
hours they spend giving golf lessons. Unlike other pay grades and ranges, though, lesson
pay range rates can only be applied when teaching a lesson for which there is an offsetting
lesson fee that is (at least) equal to the lesson rate plus all applicable payroll taxes and/or
administrative costs. As this is current practice, there is no budget impact.

Going forward, the Temporary Pay Plan will be referred to as the Part-time Pay Plan to
match the new employee designations and will set pay levels for the City’'s Part-time Non-
Benefited and Seasonal workforce.

Employment Agreements:

As previously mentioned, the Temporary Classification Task Force suggested that the Pay
Plan Committee also review existing employment agreements in the context of newly
recommended guidelines. The Pay Plan Committee did so, arid found a handful of contract
positions in the City that do not meet the qualifications for use of an employment agreement.
These positions were recommended for reclassification to Full-time Regular. With few
exceptions, departments were able to offset the budget impact of these reclassifications with
existing contract services budget. The total budget impact of this recommendation is $4,393.

Employee Bonus Task Force:

As outlined in the City's Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual, Full-Time Regular
employees are eligible to receive a performance bonus. Exempt employees are eligible to
receive up to 6% annually, and Non-exempt employees are eligible for up to 4%. As part of
an ongoing effort to encourage employee performance for exceeding expectations, the City
Manager created an employee task force to examine the City's performance bonus program.

The task force compared Park City's bonus program with that of the Wasatch Compensation
Group, Colorado Association of Ski Towns, and various communities along the Wasatch
Front. The survey showed that with very few exceptions, bonus eligibility for employees was
the same for both exempt and non-exempt employees and Park City’s bonus percentage
was on the high end of those surveyed. The task force therefore recommended that exempt
and non-exempt employees be eligible to receive the same bonus percentage at am amount
of 7%. The Tentative Budget includes a recommendation that all Full-Time Regular
employees be eligible for 6%. The City Manager considered reducing exempt employees to
4% and achieving equity that way when compared to non-exempt employees. However,
reducing performance bonus percentages for exempt employees would not achieve the goal
of the performance bonus program which is to communicate performance evaluations and
reward performance that exceeds expaectations.

The potential cost of this increase could range from $68,000 (if historical averages of payout
continue) to $104,000 (if all employees qualified for a full bonus) This does not include
additional costs as people move toward working level or take into account the 2% increase
in salaries next year that was approved in the 2007 Plan to keep with marked fluctuations of
other cities. However, since employee bonuses are expected to be covered within existing
departmental budgets, there is no budget impact for this recommendation. However, the City
Manager recommends that, as a precautionary measure, $100,000 be shifted (as a zero-
sum base level adjustment) from the general contingency line to salary contingency.
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Department Budget Requests

On May 4™, Self-managed Teams will present their operating options to Council during work
session. Following is a brief summary of those options by team. A detailed listing of those
options is included in the Supplemental section of the Budget Document (Volume |
Executive Summary).

Recreation/Library/Golf/ice Facility: Operating requests total $89,740 in FY 06 Adjusted
and $88,077 in FY 07 Recommended budget. Significant requests include career
development reclassifications for three Recreation Coordinators and one Office Assistant |
(consistent with Council-adopted policy), an additional Rec Instructor Vil due to increased
lesson demand, and a materials, supplies, & services request for the Ice Facility.

The bulk of operating requests from this team occur in the Tennis Department. There are
two main changes in the Tennis operating budget. First, demand for Tennis lessons has
been increasing greatly, and Tennis has requested about $60,000 in both FY 06 Adjusted
and FY 07 Budget to keep up with demand. Revenues offset the direct operating costs.
Second, Tennis will be reorganizing their department, removing the Tennis Director and
Assistant Head Tennis Pro positions and replacing them with a Head Tennis Pro and Tennis
Operations Supervisor. The changes result in a budget savings of about $15,000 in FY
2007.

Public Works: Operating requests total $109,658 in FY 06 Adjusted and $238,987 in FY
07. Significant requests were made for expanded county transit, Quinn’s fields service level
increase, County dump fees, Dial-a-ride transit service to Quinn’s, and a water operations
budget decrease.

Public Safety: Operating requests total $12,886 in FY 06 Adjusted for enhanced service
during the Talisker soil removal project. All other requests are completely offset with
currently budgeted expenditures.

Engineering/Building/Planning: Operating Requests for this team total -$24,158 in FY
2007, but two depariment reorganizations are represented in their budget options. The
Planning Department will receive a new Senior Planner in FY 2007. This is offset by a
reduction in the Department’s contract services and consulting lines. The -$24,158
represents the reduction of 25% of the Engineering Analyst | position due to the Special
Events reorganization (see Figure 8 below).

H.R./Budget/Finance: Operating requests total $27,110 in FY 07 for increase to temporary
part-time budget to backfill career development job sharing opportunities. Under this
program, if someone wants to pursue a career development opportunity consistent with
Council policies, but needs workload help to pursue additional responsibilities, this fund will
help temporarily backfill workload demands. This program was recommended by the Career
Development Task Force.

Public Affairs/Special Events/l.T./Econ. Development: Operating requests for this team
total -$4,199 which results from the Special Events Dept. reorganization. This reorganization
converts the Special Events Analyst Il to an Analyst Il and the Public Affairs Office Assistant
to an Analyst I. Those reclassifications are offset with roughly $45,000 of personnel budget
in Special Events. Then 25% of the budget for the Public Affairs Analyst | is moved from
Public Affairs to Special Events. Finally, the Engineering Analyst | position (which is
currently budgeted 130% to Engineering) is redistributed 50% to Engineering, 25% to Public
Affairs, and 25% to Sipecial Events. While the budget impact of the reorganization to the
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Public Affairs/Special Events/IT/Econ Development team is -$4,199, due to the decrease in
Engineering’s budget the total citywide budget impact of the Special Events reorganization is
a net decrease of $28,652 in FY 2007. However, on an actual expenditure basis,
expenditures will be even less because the Special Events Manager position will be
vacated. Staff recommends keeping the manger position in the budget but vacant to cover
contracts and provide for future flexibility.

Special Events Reorganization - Staffing Changes

Before Reorganization After Reorganization

Special Events Special Events

Special Events Manager Special Events Manager (vacated)
Analyst || Analyst Il}

.25 Analyst | (shared w/ Pub. Affairs)
.25 Analyst | (shared w/ Engineering)

Public Affairs Public Affairs
Contract Office Assistant .75 Analyst | (shared w/ Special Events)
.25 Analyst | (shared w/ Engineering)
Engineering Engineering
Analyst | .5 Analyst | (shared w/ Spec. Events & Pub. Affairs)

Figure 8 — Changes in staffing for the Special Events Reorganization

Legal: Legal requests two career development reclassifications which are offset and have
no budget impact.

City Council/City Manager: Operating requests total $10,368 in both FY 06 Adjusted and
FY 07 to account for City Council dental and payroll taxes paid on wages received in lieu of
benefits. There is an additional request for a professional development reclassification
which is offset with existing resources.

Non-Departmental: One request in FY 07 for $20,000 to fund the instant bonus program.
This will not actually increase the budget as the funds will be transferred from the general
contingency to the personnel contingency similar to the performance bonus
recommendation. This request was a recommendation of the Career Development Task
Force. Per Council adopted policy, employees can receive an instant bonus from other
employees up to $100 for exemplary one-time performance. By centralizing these funds,
employees will not be discouraged by department budget constraints to give instant bonuses
when warranted. All instant bonuses are reviewed by the City Manager or his designee to
ensure appropriateness.

A. Department Review:
Budget, Debt, and Grants and the City Manager reviewed this report. All departments and
some task forces reviewed concepts of this report.

Alternatives:

A. Hold a Public Hearing on operating budget requests and provide direction about
budget issues
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B. Continue the Item: Time will be available in future budget meetings to address any
outstanding issues. Council could choose to give additional direction at that time.

C. Do Nothing J

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS: The City's budget must be balanced. Staff recommends that Council
provide policy direction on budget issues. Any unresolved issues should be discussed by June
8" so that the Final Budget can be prepared for adoption on June, 15.

RECOMMENDATION: The City Council should follow the budget presentation schedule
described above and provide direction concerning budget policies and issues if needed.

Attachments:

A - Part-time Pay Plan

B - Temporary Classification Task Force Decision Trees
C - Operating request Summary
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2006 - 2007

PART TIME PAY PLAN

(updated 3/21/06)

Grade Position Pay
Grade 1 $6.89 ~9.13
80100 Work Study |
83010 Golf Cart Servicer
80105 Clerk - General
80270 Library Aide
83500 Recreation Aide
80110 General Officer Clerk |
83810 Official/Referee |
80200 Intern |
83510 Recreation Worker |
Camp Counselor |
Child Care Worker
Facilities Assistant
Jr. Lifeguard
Pool Maintenance
83560 Recreation Instructor
Assistant
84710 Custodian |
84010 Parks |
Grade 2 $7.65 - 10.14
80120 General Office Clerk Hl
80260 Library Clerk
83020 Golf Course Ranger
83520 Recreation Worker 1!
Camp Counselor Il
Lifeguard
Front Desk Clerk
83570 Recreation Instructor |
84720 Custodian li
83820 Official/Referee Il
80210 Intern il
Grade 3 $8.42-11.20
80160 General Office Clerk i
80215 intern Il
80230 Library Assistant
81120 Parking Enforcement Officer
83040 Golf Course Starter
83530 Recreation Worker i
84210 Streets |
84740 Building Maintenance |
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83580

Recreation Instructor ll

84020 Parks Il
83250 Recreation Front Desk Clerk
Grade 4 $9.18 - 12.46
80125 Office Assistant |
80240 Senior Library Assistant
83540 Recreation Worker IV
83590 Recreation Instructor I
84530 Water Laborer |
85000 Bus Driver
84750 Building Maintenance il
Grade 5 $10.20 - $13.74
80130 Office Assistant Il
85010 Bus Driver Il
81140 Reserve Police Officer
Trainee
83550 Recreation Worker V
83600 Recreation Instructor IV
84540 Water Laborer Il
82100 Crossing Guard
84220 Streets |i
New Parks i
Grade 6 $11.22 - 15.01
81150 Reserve Police Officer
83551 Recreation Worker VI
Program Director
83610 Recreation Instructor V
83080 Assistant Golf Pro
84280 Mechanic Assistant
84550 Water Laborer il
80140 Office Assistant Il
84250 Streets Il
82050 Dispatcher
Grade 7 $12.24 - 16.45
87010 Technical Specialist
83300 Hockey Coordinator
83350 Skating Coordinator
80420 Accounting Clerk lil
Grade 8 $13.77 - 18.78
86030 Project Manager
80250 Cataloging Librarian
Grade 9 $15.30 — 22.22
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82130 Special Events Police Officer
86010 Building Inspector
83611 Recreation Instructor VI
New Parking Adjudicator
Grade 10 $17.34 - 25.07
86020 Senior Building Inspector
86035 Project Manager Il
87020 Technical Specialist i
Grade 11 $21.42 - 28.56
* When Regular Non-exempt
Pay Plan Grade 11 catches
up with market, Part-time
Grade 12 will be eliminated.
81500 Accountant
Grade 12 $22.00 - 30.00
83100 Tennis Pro

83630

Recreation Instructor VIi
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Lesson Pay Ranges*

Lesson

Range 1 $30.00 - 40.00
No Positions

Lesson

Range 2 $40.00 — 50.00
No Positions

Lesson

Range 3 $50.00 — 60.00
Golf Lesson 1

Lesson

Range 4 $60.00 - 70.00
Golf Lesson 2

Lesson

Range 5 $70.00 — 80.00
Golf Lesson 3

Lesson

Range 6 $80.00 - 90.00
Golf Lesson 4

Lesson

Range 7 $90.00 - 100.00

Golf Lesson 5

*Lesson Pay Range rates can only be applied when teaching a lesson for which there is
an offsetting lesson fee that is (at least) equal to the lesson rate plus all applicable
payroll taxes and/or administrative costs.

Any additions/changss to the Lesson Pay Ranges must be approved as a part of the

Pay Plan.
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Position Classification Decision Tree
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Employment Agreement Decision Tree
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Operating Request Summary

- [  Fund FY'06 Adj FY'07 Rec. |
11 Options $ 88,188 $ 137,193
11 Temp Pay Plan & Contract Changes $ - $ 189,122
Total $ 88,188 $ 326,315
12 Options* $ 11920 $ 63,859
12 Temp Pay Plan $ - $ 6,076
Total $ 11,920 $ 69,935
51 Options $ - $ (390,290)
51 Temp Pay Plan $ - $ 10,434
Total $ - $§ (379,856)
55 Options $ - $ -
55 Temp Pay Plan & Contract Changes $ - $ 137
Total $ - $ 137
57 Options* $ 109,658 §$ 766,716
57 Temp Pay Plan $ - $ -
Total $ 109,658 $ 766,716
62 Options* $ - $ 207,893
Temp Pay Plan $ - $ -
- Total $ - § 207,893
Grand Total $ 209,766 $ 991,140

* Includes interfund transfers
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