
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING      
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 30, 2006 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of Park City, Utah will hold 
its regularly scheduled meeting at the Marsac Municipal Building, City Council 
Chambers, 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah for the purposes and at the times as 
described below on Thursday, March 30, 2006. 
 
Closed Session – Executive Conference Room 
2:30 p.m. Property, litigation and personnel 
 
Work Session – City Council Chambers  
3:30 p.m. Analysis of Main Street business uses 
4:00 p.m. Joint meeting with Planning Commission - General Plan amendments - 

Kearns/Bonanza commercial redevelopment area 
• Staff presentation 
• Public input 
• Direction  

5:40 p.m. Council questions/comments 
5:50 p.m. Break 
 
Regular Meeting – City Council Chambers 
6:00 p.m. 
 
I ROLL CALL 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF MARCH 16, 2006 
 
V CONSENT AGENDA PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 1. Resolution adopting the Entry Corridors Transit/Transportation Strategic Plan 
 
 2. Ordinance approving the Edwards Subdivision which will combine Lots 29 and 
the southerly half of Lot 28, Block 31 of the Park City Survey into one lot of record, 
located at 208 Norfolk Avenue, Park City, Utah 
 
 3. Second Addendum to Park City Municipal Corporation Master Festival and City 
Services Agreement with the Kimball Art Center 
 
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
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 1. Resolution adopting the Entry Corridors Transit/Transportation Strategic Plan 
 
 2. Ordinance approving the Edwards Subdivision which will combine Lots 29 and 
the southerly half of Lot 28, Block 31 of the Park City Survey into one lot of record, 
located at 208 Norfolk Avenue, Park City, Utah 
 
 3. Authorization to the City Manager to execute the Second Addendum to Park City 
Municipal Corporation Master Festival and City Services Agreement with the Kimball Art 
Center, in a form approved by the City Attorney 
 
 4. Authorization to the City Manager to enter into an agreement, in a form approved 
by the City Attorney, with Archer Construction for Racquet Club locker room 
improvements in the amount of $128,271 
 
VII NEW BUSINESS 
 
 Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lots 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and one-half of Lot 12 
of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 1021 Park Avenue, Park 
City, Utah 
(a) Staff and applicant presentations 
(b) Public hearing 
(c) Decision 
 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
A majority of City Council members may meet socially after the meeting.  If so, the 
location will be announced by the Mayor.  City business will not be conducted.  
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special 
accommodations during the meeting should notify the City Recorder at 435-615-5007 at 
least 24 hours prior to the meeting.  
 
Posted:  03/27/06 
See:  parkcity.org 
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Note: This future meeting schedule is TENTATIVE and subject to change. 
PARK CITY COUNCIL TENTATIVE MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
April 2006 
 6 No meeting 
13 Closed session - property 

Tour of Utah MFL – August 12, 2006 
Affordable housing resolution – work/public hearing/action 

 Park City Food and Wine Classic MFL – Main Street – July 7 – hearing/action 
 Park City Rugby Fundraiser MFL – August 19 – City Park – hearing/action 

LMC amendments Chapter 1: General Provisions; Chapter 3: Off-Street Parking; 
Chapter 4: Supplemental Regulations; Chapter 6: Master Planned 
Developments; Chapter 7: Subdivision General Provisions; Chapter 8: 
Annexations relating to changes in the Utah State Code and to modify the use of 
the term Community Development Department and Community Development 
Director 

 Award of contract – food and beverage concession for golf course - Craig 
20 Art Advisory Board update - work 

Wasatch Back Relay MFL – June 24, 2006 – public hearing/action 
Ordinance approving plat to combine three Old Town lots into two lots of record, 
located at 1161 Park Avenue – Ray 
Ordnance approving the Creekside subdivision plat, creating two lots of record, 
located at 2360 Holiday Ranch Loop Road – Jon 
Corps of Engineers 575 funding agreement for Prospect 

27 
 
May 2006 
 4 Budget work session and public hearing 
11 No meeting 
13 Community Clean-up Day 
18 Budget work session and public hearing  
25 Budget work session and public hearing 
29 Memorial Day – offices closed 
 
June 2006 
 1 Budget work session and public hearing and tentative adoption 
 8 Budget work session and public hearing 
15 Budget work session, public hearing and final adoption 
22 
29 
 
July 2006 
 6 
13 
20 
27 
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August 2006 
 3 
10 
17 
24 
31 
One year review of Ordinance No. 05-49, outdoor display of merchandise – August 
2006 
One year review of land use associated with purchase of Aerie Drive/Deer Valley Drive 
property – August 2006 
 
Pending Items: 
Bernolfro Family annexation petition - Kirsten 
Main Street real estate office mix – Jon 
Mosquito Abatement District update - John Yassi, District Director 
Eagle Pointe V annexation public hearing/action - Brooks 
Amendment to LMC creating Community Transition Zone and amending Chapter 6 
Master Planned Developments creating unit equivalent multiplier for (I) occupancy 
buildings 
KPCW lease 
General Plan update 
Regional bus service SLC  
Conveyance of easement from Iron Mountain & Associates 
Briefing on parking regulations and event parking permits for Sundance – Fall 2006 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:   Analysis of Main St. Business Uses 
Date:   March 30, 2006 
Department:  Planning/Economic Development/Budget 
Author:   Ben Davis, Jonathan Weidenhamer, Seth Atkinson, Bret 
Howser 
Type of Item:  Informational 
 
Recommendation: This item is informational 
 
Topic -  Analysis of Main St. Business Uses  
 
Background  
In 2002, the City Council initiated an Economic Strategic Plan Work Program.  One of 
the focus areas targeted in this Plan was an analysis of the commercial mix of the Main 
Street corridor.  Three basic types of commercial uses are found on Main Street: 
Restaurant, Retail, and Office.  Residential/ lodging has been excluded from this study.  
The analysis in 2002 investigated general trends by comparing these three types of 
uses from 1997 - 2002, by: 
 
 1.  Total Square Footage (business licenses)  
 2.  Total Number (business licenses)  
 3.  Street Frontage (exposed linear feet)  
 4.  Sales and Resort Tax (‘94-‘02)   
 
As the comparisons were made, Real Estate Offices were separated from General 
Office Use, and vacant spaces were included where possible - Again, 
residential/lodging was not included in the study. Timeshare sales have been counted 
as real estate offices. The area surveyed included all commercial businesses on Main 
St., Swede Alley, and Heber Avenue.   
 
At the January 2006 City Council Visioning session direction was provided to begin a 
Market analysis in order that the City begin to understand what commercial mix is the 
most supportive of our Resort economy.  One first step towards that market assessment 
is to update the 2002 study on the commercial mix on Main Street.  We have updated 
the survey to determine what, if any impact real estate offices have on Main Street and 
the city’s economic base.  Attached as an exhibit is Aspen’s ordinance prohibiting 
offices in spaces that front their Main Street. This survey focused on the businesses 
with Main Street frontage.   
 
Preliminary findings 
 
Square Footage  
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1998-2002 - The available number of square feet has increased by 15,267 s.f. (341,892 
in 1998 to 357,159 in 2002).  Over that time restaurant use increased 17,335 s.f. and 
retail decreased 27,125 s.f..  Over that same period, office use increased 24,910 s.f. (an 
increase in percent of total available commercial square footage from 13% in 1998 to 
17% in 2002), specifically with Real Estate Offices growing 16,594 s.f. (also a 4% 
increase). 
 
2006 Update - Square footage has decreased since the 2002 survey was completed.  
Currently there is about 20,000 square feet less then there was available in 2002.  (see 
next note as a possible explanation). 
 
 
# Licensed  
1998-2002 - The number of total business licenses issued has remained relatively 
constant over the period of study, with 1998 and 2002 having exactly the same number 
of licensed businesses (244).  Although total square feet of restaurants have increased, 
the total number licensed has remained consistent, with 60 in 1998 and 58 in 2002.  
The trend indicated here is the loss of 5% of retail licenses (12), and replacement with 
office uses (14), specifically real estate offices (11 - or a 4% gain). 
 
2006 Update - Overall business licenses on Main Street have declined slightly.  
Although our current calculations have 194 business licenses, down from 246 in 2000, 
several businesses did not have information available and were not included in the 
study. The scope of the study is more focused in 2006 then it was in 2002, leaving off 
Swede Alley and Heber Avenue accounts for a small drop in the number of issued 
licenses.  Taking both factors into account, there has been a slight decline in the 
number of permits issued, but the total licenses have remained steadily in the 220-230 
range.   
 
Street Frontage  
2002 - A field survey was completed in October 2002 measuring the amount of linear 
feet of street frontage per type of business use.  Although unable to compare to past 
years, this analysis offers a glance at current perception of what uses are predominantly 
visible to Main Street pedestrians.  The results indicate out of 4,059 total linear feet, 
47% is retail, 35% is restaurant, 7% is vacant, and 11% is office (9% real estate related, 
2% general office).  
 
2006 Update - The findings made from the March 2006 study show that the 
approximate percentages of the land uses have remained relatively constant.  35% 
restaurant uses, 56 % retail (an increase in 9% from 2002), 8.4% office (2.4% general 
office, 6% real estate office), and 0.6% vacant (a decrease of 6.5% from 2002). The 
number of real estate offices with Main Street frontage have declined from 12 in 2002 to 
8 in 2006 (a drop of 3% of the total mix). 
 
Sales/Resort Tax (1994-2002) - A significant increase from 1995 - 1997 was observed, 
and can be attributed at least partially to the development of lower Main Street.  Since 
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then, trends seem to indicate a general leveling of sales tax and revenues.  No 
significant decrease has been observed.  There has also been a large spike at the 
beginning of 2002 which is directly attributable to the Olympics.  To better understand 
general trends, the numbers for fiscal year 2003 will be studied as they become 
available. 
 
2006 Update - The Budget Department has compiled sales tax information in the Main 
Street area for the years of 1998 through 2006.  This information can also be broken 
down into various business types, one of which is retail.  The retail data shows steadily 
increasing sales tax, with a large jump during the Olympic year.  Using square footage 
totals provided by the Planning Department, a sales tax per sq. ft. rate was calculated 
for each of the years for the retail business type.  By applying this rate to the sq. footage 
of real estate offices, an estimate can be made on forgone retail sales tax revenue.  A 
similar rate was also calculated for linear retail store frontage feet.  By applying this rate 
to real estate frontage, an estimate was made for forgone revenue based on store 
frontage property.  The Budget Department has put together a range of forgone sales 
tax revenue by having real estate businesses in place of retail in the Main Street area.  
The range is between $29,000 and $49,000 annually.     
 
 
Summary 
This update is the beginning step of a larger City Council goal of completing a Market 
Analysis.  Over the spring and summer we will begin to quantify our existing commercial 
mix and then begin discussions on the appropriate commercial mix that supports a 
balance of resort and local economy for a sustainable future. 
  
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – #’s 
Exhibit B - Updated City Council Minutes from 11/14/02 
Exhibit C – Aspen’s ordinance on offices on Main Street
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Commercial uses on Main St - 1998 – 2002                         

                              

                              

                              

  98   99   2000   2001     2002         

  Licensed SF Licensed SF Licensed SF Licensed SF   Licensed 
# store 
fronts SF 

Street 
Frontage 

Linear 
ft@ 

Linear 
Street 

Frontage  
total 
%@ 

Restaurant 60 133736 57 136830 60 136830 59 152119   58   151071 1423 35 
Retail 127 157444 117 145220 115 145220 115 136024   115   130319 1906 47 
General Office (no R.E.) 50 44332 56 52494 59 61738 49 55606   53   52648 78 2 
Office - real estate related 7 6020 10 8211 12 15928 13 13508   18 12 22614 377 9 
Vacant                         275 7 
total  244 341892 240 343087 246 362798 236 357617   244   357159 4059 100 
                              
                              
                              
                             
 @ based on field survey 10/02 - Linear feet of street frontage on Main St.                     
                              

  2003   2004   2005         2006         

  Licensed SF Licensed SF Licensed SF       Licensed 
# store 
fronts SF 

Street 
Frontage 

Linear 
ft@ 

Linear 
Street 

Frontage 
total 
%@ 

Restaurant 61 159902 54 155431 48 140718       50   145585 1350 35 
Retail 108 135797 101 129498 94 129752       95   128817 2167 56 
General Office (no R.E.) 40 39962 34 40861 38 42462       34   37898 93 2.4 
Office- real estate related 14 21053 15 24634 16 26764       15 8 22764 230 6 
Vacant                         25 0.6 
Total 223 356714 204 350424 196 339696       194   335064 3865 100 
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2002 Street Frontage by Use (% )
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Sales Tax Info 
Main Street Totals    -SIC 52-57 

& 59 
  

Total # of Businesses: 162   
    
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

*Sales Tax $'s (All 
business types) 

 
$548,201.46  

 
$564,412.55 

 
$581,987.34 

 
$629,237.06 

 
$804,483.10 

 
$648,410.78 

 
$655,638.01 

 
$694,136.95 

 
$740,039.00  

*Sales Tax $'s (Retail)  
$207,468.96  

 
$218,271.47 

 
$223,835.57 

 
$234,341.77 

 
$364,312.06 

 
$226,107.88 

 
$236,477.17 

 
$258,829.17 

 
$277,669.90  

$'s/SqFt  $  
1.32  

$  
1.50 

$  
1.54 

$  
1.72 

 $  
2.80 

$  
1.67 

$  
1.83 

$  
1.99 

 $  
2.16  

**Forgone Rev(sf)  $  
7,932.75  

$  
12,341.46 

$  
24,550.70 

$  
23,271.54 

 $  
63,218.36 

$  
35,054.16 

$  
44,984.31 

$  
53,388.80 

 $  
49,068.66  

$'s/frontage ft  Data Not Available     $  
191.14 

 Data Not Available    $  
128.14  

***Forgone Rev(frontage)      $  
72,059.63 

    $  
29,471.19  

 *Includes Local Option and Transit Tax. 2006 figures based on Bud Dept estimates.  
 **Calculated using Tax Dollars per retail square foot rate applied to square footage of real estate businesses on Main St  
 ***Calculated using Tax Dollars per frontage linear foot rate applied to frontage linear feet of real estate businesses on Main St  

 
 

Main Street Retail
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$100,000
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Exhibit B 
City Council Work Session 
November 14, 2002 
 
 
2. Analysis of Main Street uses.  Rick Lewis explained that this is part of the 
economic development strategic plan which is being developed with the HMBA and the 
Chamber.  This is a status report and not a final report and Mr. Lewis displayed a 
computer assisted presentation.  During the period of 1998 through 2002, there has 
been a 21% decrease in square footage of retail replaced by an increase of real estate 
(4%) and restaurants (13%).  Total office use increased by 25,000 square feet (13% to 
17%); real estate office space increased from 6,000 to 22,600 square feet over the five 
year period (2% to 6%).  In 1998, there were seven real estate business licenses on 
Main Street and in 2002, 18 licenses.  He continued that there has been a 12% 
decrease in retail business licenses over the period and a slight decrease in 
restaurants.  In response to a suggestion from the HMBA, a measurement of linear feet 
of real estate store fronts was analyzed.  There is about 4,000 linear feet on Main Street 
and Heber Avenue, of which 177 linear feet or 9% is real estate while 82% represents 
restaurants and retail.   
 
  
Mark Christensen stated that one of the questions frequently asked is the amount of 
sales tax generated on Main Street compared to other areas.  His calculation includes 
sales, resort and transit tax; it does not include taxes collected by Summit County.  
Through illustration of a chart, he explained that in 1994 Main Street  represented about 
8% and in 1997-98 it peaked to16% where it has remained constant.  Restaurants 
represent about 49% while retail generates about 42%.  In response to a question from 
Peg Bodell about Town Lift revenues, Mr. Christensen responded that he believes those 
numbers are reflected in the recreation category.  He discussed quarterly sales tax 
numbers indicating an increase in 1997-98, leveling off in 2000-02, and spiking in 2002.  
Restaurants are the highest generators of sales tax with office use the lowest.  Mr. 
Christensen discussed differences with business mix and sales tax revenues on upper 
and lower Main Street and specifically lodging trends.  He emphasized that this 
information is not a detailed analysis but information regarding trends.  Mayor Williams 
expressed his interest in finding information about the loss of potential sales tax 
revenues because of the number of professional offices on Man Street.  Mr. 
Christensen believed that the work involved in this report can be used for further 
analyses and helpful to the HMBA in developing its strategic plan.  In response to a 
question from Kay Calvert about the effects of paid parking, Mark Christensen indicated 
when paid parking came on line in 1997-98 there is a slight increase in sales tax 
revenues.  The Mayor pointed out that who knows how much higher sales tax could 
have been if paid parking weren’t in place.  Peg Bodell felt it would be helpful to know 
what retail Main Street is missing compared to successes in other resort communities.  
Jim Hier suggested that Mr. Christensen be available to assist the HMBA in providing 
information for its strategic plan.    
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Exhibit C – Aspen’s ordinance prohibiting real estate offices on their Main Street 
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CITY COUNCIL    
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subject:   Park Bonanza Planning Area 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS- PARK BONANZA PLANNING 
AREA 

Date:   March 30, 2006 
Type of Item:  Joint Work Session with the Planning Commission 
Author:   Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends the City Council and Planning Commission 
continue the discussion on the Park Bonanza Planning Area (see below for a description of 
the area) that began at the March 16 joint meeting, conduct a public comment session to 
receive preliminary input from property owners within the study area or other affected 
entities, and provide staff direction on next steps. 
  
BACKGROUND:  
Staff requests input from the Council, Planning Commission, and property owners on the 
proposed General Plan amendments outlined in the attached discussion draft (Exhibit A).  
 
The purpose of this meeting and the attached Discussion Draft of General Plan 
amendments is to provide an opportunity for the property owners to address the City 
Council and Planning Commission and for the later to comment on their vision at an early 
stage in the planning process. At the March 16th meeting, the Council and Commission 
requested an opportunity for the property owners to comment on this topic earlier in the 
process than outlined in the original flow chart.  
 
ANALYSIS 
A formal public participation process will be an important element to gain input from other 
City Departments, stakeholders, property owners, and the general public, and staff will 
formulate such a process. A public open house will be scheduled in the near future. 
Additional analysis and details will be provided as the draft is further refined and ultimately 
presented for adoption by the City Council.     
 
Developing a strategy for redevelopment of the Park Bonanza area, namely the area 
bounded by Park Avenue, Deer Valley Drive, Bonanza (including those properties fronting 
both the east and west sides of the street), and Kearns has been an area of interest of the 
City’s for the last couple of years. With the expected departure of the lumber yard/building 
supply store and consolidation of other properties under common ownership there are 
opportunities to look at this area in a broader context instead of simply as a General 
Commercial and Industrial zoning district.  
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The Planning Commission has reviewed a number of pre-application submittals for Master 
Planned Developments in the area and has approved and seen constructed several 
redevelopment projects. In the past, the City has been approached by several property 
owners within the Park Bonanza Planning Area for assistance in developing a master plan 
or facilitating a planning process to develop a strategic plan for a comprehensive 
redevelopment of this area. 
 
On January 10, 2006, several City Department staff met to brainstorm ideas regarding 
redevelopment of this area (Exhibit B). The outcome of that meeting was to 1) get early 
direction from the Planning Commission and the City Council and review a draft of General 
Plan amendments, 2) collect additional information about the district (ownership, land uses, 
utilities, transportation, economic, etc.), and 3) begin a dialogue regarding appropriate next 
steps in the planning process.   
 
PARK BONANZA PLANNING AREA DISCUSSION DRAFT: 
The discussion draft is a basic outline of Park City General Plan amendments that act as 
the framework for development and redevelopment. As indicated in the discussion draft, 
very little specific direction exists in the current Park City General Plan regarding this area 
of town, in terms of addressing current redevelopment issues.  At the direction of the 
Planning Department a consultant has drafted language to specifically identify and describe 
this district as a Planning Area, as well as provide language that will incorporate this area 
into all appropriate General Plan Elements with specific objectives, descriptions, and policy 
statements.  
 
The draft identifies the boundaries of the Park Bonanza Planning Area and provides a 
general description of the district as well as identifies at a broad level those issues facing 
the district and objectives for the district. Staff would expect these issues, policy 
statements, and objectives to be further discussed, debated, and refined through the public 
participation process. Adoption as General Plan amendments is a goal of this portion of the 
planning process for the Park Bonanza Area. Specific Land Management Code 
amendments would follow to align the LMC with the Park City General Plan.     
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
The following are the discussion items outlined at the March 16th meeting.  Planning Staff 
suggest the City Council and Planning Commission discuss and provide feedback/direction, 
and request input from the property owners, on the following: 
 
1) Planning area boundary- does it incorporate all of the properties it should? Are there 

properties that should not be included? Which ones? 
• At the March 16th meeting there were a number of comments about expanding 

the boundary to the south as well as comments regarding property on the east 
side of Bonanza Drive. The Council was generally in agreement with the 
proposed study area boundary. 
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2) Has the Park Bonanza Area been adequately described and characterized? Is there 
additional information that should be included? What additional specific information 
should be included in these proposed General Plan updates? 

• The Council discussed this item and suggested that the area should be unique 
and different in character from Main Street, and should not directly compete with 
Main Street. 

• There was a suggestion that there be a statement that development in this area 
will not create negative impacts on other Districts. 

 
3) Have the issues and objectives been adequately presented? What additional specific 

information should be researched and included? The following are proposed in the 
current draft and some Council input was received, but additional input from Council, 
Planning Commission, and property owners would be helpful: 
 

• Facilitate redevelopment of the Area by coordination of land use, economic 
development, and transportation plans. 

• Incorporate uses that contribute to the overall success of the District. 
• Consider amendments to the Land Management Code consistent with the 

objectives for this Planning Area and with the overall General Plan. 
• Housing, shops, services can be served by transit. 
• Supplemental parking for other areas of town. 
• Identify a project where City resources can be contributed to assist with overall 

benefits to the Park City community. 
• Local businesses will be strongly encouraged, with national brands providing 

visibility and stability in the product mix. National brands that bring office, 
distribution, and retail consistent with the active Park City lifestyle should be 
encourage, when bringing community benefits similar to brand shops and 
restaurants (exceptional architecture, imbedded employee housing, etc.). 

• Amendments to the Open space definition to allow hard-scapes (plazas, 
walkways, seating areas, etc.) to be included in the open space calculations  

• Maintain Frontage Protection Zone setbacks, allow parking structures beneath 
grade to occupy space between 30’ and 100’ along Kearns, provided no direct 
entrances or exits to the boundary streets. 

• Determine an appropriate open space requirement for redevelopment of housing. 
• In order to facilitate the desired mix of housing, shops, restaurants, etc. 

modifications to the LMC may be necessary in terms of building heights, 
setbacks, parking (in terms of shared parking strategies), maximum building area 
(20,000 sf), allowances for housing, etc. 

• Park Bonanza District plays a key role in the long term growth management 
strategy of Park City. Redevelopment of the district will allow for current and 
future needs of Park City residents and tourists. Need to understand economic 
development issues. 

• By facilitating redevelopment the City can allow for additional uses in the area 
without significant increases in traffic demands.  
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• By encouraging a range of housing opportunities a reduction in demand for this 
use outside the City may be possible, thus reducing extension of City Services to 
outlying areas, such as transit to minimize traffic demands. 

• A mix of housing is contemplated, not just employee housing. 
• Intent of plan is that redevelopment embrace change and reorganization and 

distribution of land uses need to meet the other goals of the General Plan. 
• Maximizing the development potential of each parcel, without consideration of 

the effect on transportation, adjacent land uses, and the overall intent to 
exchange the viability of the entire City is not the intent of the plan. 

• Re-development and intensification of uses has a high potential to create 
additional traffic. Intent of this element is to accommodate change and some 
growth but not at the expense of increased traffic or reduction in service levels on 
streets and at intersections. 

• Examine the opportunity to provide an intermodal transportation facility in the 
District and understand the challenges. 

• Efforts should be made to reduce intersections (curb cuts) with the major 
boundary streets. 

• Discussion of round-abouts, realignment of roads, installation of additional traffic 
signals, location of bus stops and bus pullouts, bike routes, pedestrian flow, Rail 
Trail connections, etc. 

• Utility conflicts need to be considered. 
 

4) The draft includes revisions to the Community Character, Open Space, Land Use, 
Growth Management, Transportation, Environmental, and Housing Elements of the 
General Plan. Do you have specific comments about any of the proposed amendments 
to these Elements? (See above for highlights of the draft.) 

5) Staff specifically requests direction from the City Council on the next steps and what is 
envisioned as the final product, i.e. planning principles for the area as was done for 
Quinn’s Junction Study, or Master Plan document such as the Park Avenue 
Neighborhood Plan, or strategic plan, etc. 

6) Staff specifically requests direction from the City Council on what the City’s role will be 
in the development and redevelopment of this area. 

 
EXHIBITS: 
Exhibit A- Discussion Draft   
Exhibit B- Outline from the January 10, 2006, meeting with Staff 
Exhibit C- Timeline  
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Exhibit A 
 
Park City General Plan 2006 Update 
Park Bonanza District Planning Area 
 
Background 
The Park City General Plan is a policy document that forms the basis of the zoning and 
development regulations within the Park City limits and provides land use planning 
direction for those areas within the Park City Annexation Declaration area.  The current 
General Plan has been under on-going updates on most of the elements of the plan 
since the 1997 General Plan was adopted.   
 
The area encompassed by the designation of the Park Bonanza district has been 
considered in the General Plan within descriptions of other planning areas and in the 
separate Transportation element of the General Plan. Very little specific direction exists 
for the Park Bonanza District Planning Area.  
 
In the case of the Park Bonanza District Planning Area, The General Plan would be 
amended to include specifically identify the district as outlined below ands to include the 
district in all the appropriate General Plan Elements.  
 
General District Description 
The Park Bonanza District is the oldest commercial district outside of the historic Main 
Street area.  As a planning area, the boundaries of the district are Bonanza Drive to the 
East, Park Avenue to the west and Kearns Boulevard to the north and Deer Valley Drive 
to the south.  The district includes those properties along both sides of Bonanza from 
Iron Horse Drive to Kearns.   
 
The area is currently a broad mix of land uses from resort commissary and parking, to 
shops and restaurants, banking, public works buildings and the former lumber yard.  
Other uses include storage area, small art and consignment shops, banks and real 
estate offices.  The one, in town, movie theater is within the area as well as one of the 
two main grocery stores.  The area is currently zoned General Commercial (GC) and 
Light Industrial (LI). 
 
The area includes housing along Kearns Boulevard and within the Rail Central project.  
Portions of the area are referred to the North of Main Area (NoMa) by a large 
percentage of the business and property owners in the area. NoMa functions as a joint 
marketing vehicle and forum for NoMa members to discuss business development.  
 
District Issues 
Because the Park Bonanza District includes such a broad array of uses and provides 
services to the community at large, the District is an important part of the commercial 
life of Park City.  The District is under pressure from competing commercial projects 
outside of the city, exemplified by the closure of the lumber yard last year.  Movie 
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theaters and restaurants in themed mall atmospheres have developed near the junction 
of the interstate and the state highways that form the entry corridor to Park City.   
 
Local restaurants and shopping continues to be an active part of the district, despite 
commercial competition from the junction areas. The cost of rental space in the district 
is less than the Main Street area, and parking is generally available.  
 
The District is central to the daily flow of traffic to the resort areas and to the Main Street 
area.  Four of the City’s six stop lights are located on the District Boundaries.  Many 
intersections and driveways affect the flow of traffic in the District and to the resort areas 
and Main Street. 
 
Several of the buildings and developments have undergone redevelopment in the past 5 
years, including the Rail Central Project, the theater complex, and the Centura 
Emporium project.   These projects represent significant efforts by the private sector to 
provide community level services in this area.  
 
District Objectives 
The overall objective for the Park Bonanza District is to facilitate the redevelopment of 
the district by coordination of land use and transportation plans, incorporation of uses 
that contribute to the overall success of the District.   This facilitation includes 
consideration for modification of the current City zoning regulations, consistent with the 
intent of this section and the overall Park City General Plan. Facilitation also includes 
identifying the opportunities to contribute to the overall quality of life for all of Park City. 
Housing, shops and services that can be served by the existing transit system, parking 
areas that can serve the demands of the district plus provide supplemental parking for 
the resorts and Main Street are examples of the current range of opportunities 
presented within the district.  Facilitation includes identification of project where City 
resources can be contributed to assist with overall benefits to the Park City community. 
 
The District will primarily continue to serve the needs of the residents and 
visitors to Park City, consistent with changing consumer demands for services, 
restaurants, shopping and housing. Local businesses will be strongly 
encouraged, with national brands providing visibility and stability in the product 
mix.  Further descriptions of the objectives for the area are found in the individual 
Plan Elements that follow.  
 

Note: The following section of this report is formatted in bullet format to 
introduce the planning concepts for each of the General Plan elements 
relating to the Park Bonanza Planning Area.   Each of the items in this 
section of the report will be expanded, researched as necessary and 
finally edited for adoption and amendment of the General Plan. 
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General Plan Element I.  Introduction 
No changes required 
 
 
General Plan Element II.  Park City Direction 
No changes required. The planning direction for the Park Bonanza District is consistent 
with the stated goals. 
 
General Plan Element III.  Community Character 
Amend the  Community Character Element as follows: 
 

• Include the Park Bonanza District within the Developing Area Policies section of 
this Element. The current planning direction for the District is consistent with the 
current Developing Area Policies.  

 
General Plan Element IV.  Open Space 
Open space in this area is established through the provisions in the Land Management 
Code for the General Commercial (GC) and Light Industrial (LI) zones.  Under basic 
zoning, the open space on a parcel is determined by the setbacks from the property 
line.  Properties along Park Avenue, Kearns Boulevard and Deer Valley Drive are 
subject to the provisions of the Frontage Protection Zone which requires additional 
Front Yard setbacks and a Conditional Use Permit approval for development within 100 
feet of the Right of Way along these streets.  Bonanza Drive is not currently subject to 
the Frontage Protection Zone requirements. In addition to the aesthetic importance of 
Open Space in this area, Open Space along roads provides a critical function for snow 
storage for snow storage and for adequate room for sidewalks, bus zones and 
walkways. 
 
Additional Open Space is required for larger project that are approved under the Master 
Development Plan (MPD) section of the Land Management Code.  
 
To meet the objectives for the Park Bonanza District, the Open Space Element would 
be amended as follows: 
 

• Open Space requirements would remain as in the current code to maintain equity 
between all GC and LI zoned properties whether in the District or in other 
Planning Areas.  A further definition of Open Space would be created to allow 
“hardscapes” plazas, walkways, seating areas, fountain areas, etc, to be included 
in the Open Space calculations.  

 
• The Frontage Protection requirements of a 30 foot setback from Park Avenue, 

Kearns Boulevard and Deer Valley Drive would be maintained.  The Separate 
Conditional Use process for development within 100 feet of the Right of Way 
along these roads would be modified such that a separate Conditional Use 
Permit would not be required for projects proposed as an MPD and the Open 
Space requirements are met. Parking that was completely below grade, except 
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for Open Space plaza spaces on the exposed level, could be considered 
between the 100 foot and 30 foot setback area in an MPD and without entrances 
and exits on Park Avenue, Kearns or Deer Valley Drive.  

 
• Within MPD's setbacks between buildings can be reduced to the minimum Fire 

Code requirements and Open Space combined in the most appropriate area.  
Snow storage must be considered in determining the appropriate amount and 
location of Open Space. 

 
• A suitable open space requirement for redevelopment of housing would need to 

be determined. 
 
General Plan Element V. Land Use 
 
 The current array of land uses within the GC and LI districts continue to be appropriate 
uses within the Park Bonanza District. In order to facilitate the desired mix of housing, 
shops, restaurants and commercial uses, modifications to the Land Management Code 
would be necessary. 
 
Some variation of building heights is allowed under the MPD provisions of the Land 
Management Code.   
 
The amount of parking in the district appears to be appropriate – that is, there are only a 
few situations where too much parking ( Payless Drugs and Park City Plaza) is found, 
and some areas where parking and circulation is less than adequate (Iron Horse Drive, 
Rail Central). 
 
Commercial buildings would be limited to a maximum of 20,000 square feet per tenant 
to allow for some national retail uses. Larger retailers can provide economic support for 
the district through name recognition, marketing strength and merchandising efforts.  
Local retailers, shops, galleries and restaurants can benefit from the draw of the larger 
merchant, while the local shops provide the needed local identity to the district.  
 
The mix of local versus regional / national commerce (retail, restaurant, commercial, 
etc) would vary according to the particular type of use.  For example, national scale 
retail that directly competed with existing local business would be discouraged.  Brand 
shops, particularly those that appeal to an active outdoor lifestyle would be allowed and 
encouraged if they provided community scale benefits such as exceptional architecture, 
imbedded employee housing etc.  Outdoor lifestyle brand  stores (The North Face, 
Patagonia, etc) should not be encouraged if they compete directly with local retailers 
that carry the line. National and regional restaurant brands are allowed and encouraged 
under the community benefit terms as national brand shops.   
 
National brands that bring office, distribution and retail consistent with the active Park 
City lifestyle should also be encouraged to participate in the District, when bringing 
community benefits similar to brand shops and restaurants. 
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The Land Use Element would be amended as follows: 
 

• Building heights could be allowed up to 40 feet on the interior areas of the 
Planning District to achieve the goals of coordinated, usable open space, 
additional sun exposure for streets and public areas, and mountain view 
protection.  Height increases are not appropriate adjacent to existing housing 
areas, nor lined along the perimeter streets. 

 
• Setbacks could be modified as discussed in the Open Space Elements 

 
• Parking would remain as specified in the Land Management Code for land uses.  

Some consideration for pass-by and multiple use parking would be allowed for 
projects that blend commercial uses to reduce individual trips.   

 
• A mix of local and national shops and restaurants would be encouraged.  Large 

tenants would be limited to 20,000 square feet.  
 

• A range of housing would be allowed within the district. Housing would be 
reviewed under the Housing element of the General Plan. 

 
General Plan Element VI.   Growth Management 
 
The Growth Management Element describes the planned capacity of Park City for 
developments and provides planning direction for the potential annexation areas as well 
as neighborhoods within the City limits. The Park Bonanza District plays a key role in 
the long term growth management strategy.  First, redevelopment of the district will 
allow for current and future needs of Park City residents and tourists to be served within 
the current developed areas, moving some of the potential demand from undeveloped 
areas, such as Quinn’s Junction.  Second, by facilitating re-development the City can 
allow for some additional uses in the area without significant increases in traffic 
demands. Third, by encouraging a range of housing opportunities in the district, a 
reduction in demand for this use outside the City is possible.  This focus of housing in 
the City limits reduces the need to extend City Services, such as transit, to outlying 
areas in order to minimize traffic demands.  
 
It should be recognized that the district cannot be the target of all required employee 
housing projects that will come forward in the future.  However, encouraging employee, 
affordable and attainable housing in this area allows for a population located patronizing 
the local shops of the area. Other housing types and prices are needed to encourage 
the young professional, local empty-nesters and artists to the area. 
 
Such housing, shops, and development mixes are flexible experiments.  Projects should 
be allowed to proceed if they can show compliance with all the district objectives and 
criteria.  
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Certain areas of the Planning areas are underutilized in terms of types of use and the 
size of the uses within each parcel.  Examples include the former Anderson Lumber 
site, and the Munchkin parking and commissary site for Park City Mountain Resort.  
Other areas are overused from there original intent due to lack of parking, inadequate 
circulation and land uses that are no longer adequately sized for the use.  Examples of 
this situation occur along Woodside Road and Munchkin Road.  
 
It is the intend of this plan for the Park Bonanza District that redevelopment embrace 
change and a reorganization and distribution of land uses to meet the other goals of the 
plan. Maximizing the development potential of each parcel, without direct consideration 
on the effect on transportation, adjacent land uses and the overall intent to exchange 
the viability of the entire City is not the intent of this plan.  
 
Growth of some land uses in this district can be very important in limiting sprawl of 
outlying areas by encouraging infill in the Park Bonanza District.  Each proposal to 
develop in the district must be evaluated against all the elements in the Plan including 
this portion of the Growth Management Element.  
 
The Growth Management Element should be modified as follows: 
  

• Incorporation of existing and projected amounts of commercial and housing in 
the district to allow for calculation of potential impacts of re-development on this 
and other elements of the General Plan. 

• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Growth Management element 
 
General Plan Element VII  Transportation 
 
The Park Bonanza District forms the hub of the major transportation corridors within 
Park City. It is the only Planning Area surrounded by existing transit routes on all sides. 
It is also on of the few areas with major frontage on the 2 main routes in and out of town 
– Highway U-224 (Park Avenue) and Highway U-248 (Kearns Boulevard). With this 
situation, a careful balance of change, growth and design are required to meet the 
transportation requirements for the future and reduce the current set of conflicts in the 
area. 
 
Changes in the area land use will change traffic patterns and timing.  Re-development 
and intensification of uses has the high potential to create additional traffic.  It is the 
intent of this element of the plan to accommodate change and some growth but not at 
the expense of increased traffic.  
 
The location of the district, central to resort and Main Street transportation flows, 
creates a strong opportunity to locate a more inter-modal transportation center and 
parking area. With frontage on both U 248 and Bonanza Drive,  direct transit access is 
possible to the resorts and Main Street.  An intermodal facility accessed from Park 
Avenue or Deer Valley Drive is discouraged due to current traffic and turning 
movements.  An intermodal facility in this district allows for shared parking uses, 
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possible remote parking support for the resorts and Main Street.  For this reason, City 
participation is encouraged to facilitate the facility planning, construction and operations.  
Careful coordination is necessary between street design, transit and intersections and 
signalization.  
 
Every effort should be made to reduce intersections with the road surrounding the 
project area.  Minor roads should be combined and directed to acceptable intersection 
locations. Individual drive and parking accesses should be discouraged and considered 
for elimination during re-development planning. 
 
It is possible that that an additional signal may be warranted in the future between Park 
Avenue and Bonanza on Kearns Boulevard.  This signal must be electronically 
coordinated and synchronized with the existing signal system.  To the degree possible,  
north exiting traffic should be routed through this intersection. 
 
Round-abouts have been considered over the past 10 years as a solution to intersection 
difficulties along Bonanza Drive. Redevelopment planning can allow for the round-
abouts to be considered seriously.  The round-abouts have the potential to reduce 
intersection conflicts and eliminate the need for additional signalization and driving /turn 
lanes. Adequate geometry is essential to accomplishing successful roundabouts in the 
planning area and will require close cooperation with adjacent property owners and the 
City. 
 
Bus pick-up and drop off areas conflict with traffic flow along Bonanza and Kearns.  
Planning of land uses along Bonanza and Kearns needs to consider pick up areas off of 
transportation lanes.   
 
Inadequate space for bicycles exists along Bonanza Drive.  Adequate space should be 
provided or a separate bicycle route planned on internal connector streets in the District. 
 
Bonanza Drive presents a significant obstacle to the termination of the Rail Trail and the 
connection of the Rail Trail to the remainder of the Park City trail system.  The City and 
adjacent property owners need to cooperate to resolve this conflict. Tunnels under 
Kearns should be considered if roadway and utility conflicts can be resolved. 
 
The Transportation Element should be modified as follows: 
  

• Incorporation of the most recent traffic and intersection studies for the area. 
 

• Change the Transportation Element to avoid a reduction from current daily and 
hourly Levels of Service (LOS). Do not allow intersection Levels of Service to 
reduce below current levels.   

 
• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Transportation element.  
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General Plan Element VIII  Environmental 
 
Redevelopment of the District as planned has the potential to reduce land use sprawl, 
reduce the potential for remote junction commercial development and over-extension of 
transit services to remote locations. 

• No changes required. The planning direction for the Park Bonanza District is 
consistent with the stated goals. 

 
General Plan Element IX  Housing 
 
The redevelopment of the Park Bonanza District presents some positive opportunities to 
meet housing demand in an in-fill process and reduce (however slight) the demand to 
develop outlying properties. 
 
This is especially true for meeting employee housing demands and the desire for resort-
urban lifestyles for young professionals and empty-nesters.  
 
Care must be taken to balance the housing types, prices and locations of these types of 
housing to avoid prejudicing an area with a certain type of housing.  
 
Additional housing in the area should not be encourages to the extent that the other 
elements in the General Plan are negatively affected, particularly the Transportation 
Element. 
 
The Housing Element of the General Plan would be modified as follows: 

• Coordination with the Growth Management Element for the assessment of 
existing and projected amounts of housing in the district.  

• Incorporation of the preceding description for the Housing element 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
This review draft of the planning for the Park Bonanza District Planning Area for the 
Park City General Plan has been prepared to highlight key elements of the analysis to 
date and the potential changes to the General Plan and the Land Management Code.  
 
The information presented in this review draft is designed to provide an opportunity to 
comment at an early stage of the planning process.  Additional analysis and detail will 
be provided as the draft is refined and ultimately integrated into the various Element of 
the General Plan for adoption by the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
The major questions the draft raises for the Planning Commission and City Council are: 
 

1. Are the Objectives of the proposed Planning Area coordinated with overall City 
Council and Planning Commission goals?  Are the Objectives clear enough to 
allow for the more detailed planning text in individual General Plan Elements to 
be refined? 
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2. Is the balance between redevelopment, sprawl control and minimum reductions 

in traffic Levels of Service (LOS) clearly identified? 
 

3. Are the benefits of in-fill re-development coupled with the obligations of the 
developers identified? 

 
We will continue to work within the review draft framework and City Council and 
Planning Commission comments.  The analysis of commercial space, housing and 
property ownership is on-going.. 
 
Process for Public Input 
 
The public will have several opportunities to comment on the revisions to the General 
Plan at the Planning Commission and City Council level through the Public Hearing 
process.  Because this area is a blend of experienced developers and residents, special 
consideration needs to be taken to carefully balance the input of the residents and other 
stake holders.  A public input session will be scheduled to allow for resident and 
stakeholder input, prior to the public hearing process.  
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Exhibit B 
 
Planning for the NOMA / West of Bonanza Area 
Staff Meeting 
January 10, 2006 
 
 
 
• Define the area:  boundaries 
 
• What are the City’s goals/roles for this area 

o Planning Commission input 
o Council input 
o Staff input 
o Public input 

 
• Do we have the appropriate tools to accomplish these goals/roles 

o Comp Plan 
o Zoning 
o Do we need an RDA 
o Can the City offer incentives 
 

• What impediments or fatal flaws exist to redevelopment 
o Road network 
o Fragmented land ownership 
 

• Who are the stakeholders & what is their role 
o Ownership map 
 

• What opportunities exist through redevelopment 
o Parking opportunities 
o Affordable housing 
o Pedestrian access 
o Retail Mix 
o Transit terminus for a park & ride lot at Richardson Flats 
 

• Next steps in developing a plan 
o Open house 
o Charette 
o Staff time 
o Consultant 
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Exhibit C 
Draft Flow Chart- Timeline for Park Bonanza District Planning 
 
January 2006 
Council Visioning- General discussion regarding the Park Bonanza District  
 
City Department stake holders initial meeting (Planning, Engineering, Building, 
Economic Development, Public Works, Public Affairs)- Park Bonanza District Study 
Area Boundary and agreement that input from City Council and Planning Commission is 
necessary.  
 
March 2006 
Consultant on board to develop a framework for redevelopment by reviewing and 
proposing amendments to applicable elements of the Park City General Plan.  
 
Joint Meeting- Planning Commission and City Council, in a work session format, further 
discuss redevelopment of the District from a “big picture” perspective using draft of 
General Plan amendments as a discussion piece.  
 
Joint Meeting- Property owners, Planning Commission, City Council in a work session 
format to gain preliminary feedback early in the planning process. 
 
Follow-up meeting with City Department stake holders, using direction from the 
Planning Commission and City Council joint meeting, to discuss potential components 
of the Plan and discuss the citizen participation process. Identify all stake holders. 
Identify City roles. 
 
Collect information, as needed, on existing property ownership, land uses, utilities, 
roads, trails and sidewalks, economic/ socio economic factors, etc. 
 
April 2006 
Continue to collect above information and begin to formulate redevelopment strategies. 
Test the General Plan amendments against the redevelopment strategies. Revise 
General Plan amendments and/or redevelopment strategies as necessary. Other plan 
components are formulated as necessary. 
 
Begin public participation process with open houses for Park Bonanza district property 
owners and for general public to discuss and provide input on redevelopment strategies 
(guidelines and policies) and proposed General Plan amendments.  Provide updates to 
Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
May 2006 
Follow-up meeting with stake holders (City Departments, utilities, etc.) to review and 
provide input on redevelopment strategies (guidelines and policies), various plan 
components, and General Plan Amendments. Public participation continues at Planning 
Commission meetings, as formal public hearings. 
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July 2006 (or August 2006) 
Provide final documents for adoption by City Council.    
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PARK CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION NOTES 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 16, 2006 
 
Present: Mayor Dana Williams; Council members, Marianne Cone; Candace 

Erickson; Roger Harlan; Jim Hier; and Joe Kernan 
 

Planning Commission members Charlie Wintzer, Michael O’Hara, Jim 
Barth, Andrew Volkman, Jack Thomas; and Diane Zimney 
 
Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Polly 
Samuels-Mclean, Assistant City Attorney; Phyllis Robinson, 
consultant; and Ray Milliner, Planner 
 
Bruce Erickson, Stantec consultant; Morgan Bush and Randy Probst, 
IHC/USSA annexation group 

 
 1. Joint Work Session with Planning Commission: 
 

General Plan.  Kirsten Whetstone explained that the planning staff has 
developed a strategy for redevelopment in the Park Bonanza Area, which has been 
identified as an area of interest by the Council and Commission for years.  There are 
also opportunities for partnerships and it is contemplated that the General Plan 
amendments would establish the framework for a more comprehensive redevelopment 
strategic plan.  Staff is looking for feedback on the boundaries of the area, which 
includes the area bounded by Park Avenue on the west, Deer Valley Drive to the south, 
Kearns Boulevard to the north and Bonanza Drive to the east.  The area would also 
include properties fronting on Bonanza where there are challenges with transportation 
and intersections, etc.  She continued to explain that the primary zoning is general 
commercial with some light industrial.  Staff believes that early input from the Council 
and the Planning Commission is valuable in this process and determined that additional 
information needs to be gathered for the Area regarding property ownership, land uses, 
parking, utilities, transportation, traffic, economic development, etc.  Ms. Whetstone 
recommended that the first step be reviewing the General Plan to more specifically 
address redevelopment.  Public input will be solicited at an open house after direction is 
provided by elected officials.  The amendments will need to be adopted formally by both 
the Planning Commission and the City Council.  There may be subsequent Land 
Management Code amendments needed and additional work to formulate economic 
development strategies.   

 
She reviewed the topics of discussion outlined in her staff report and asked if the end 
product is documenting planning principles, a master plan, or a strategic plan.  The draft 
has been prepared to highlight key elements of the analysis to date and identifies the 
potential amendments to the General Plan and LMC.   
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Polly Samuels-McLean encouraged members to disclose any potential conflicts of 
interest relating to the Area.  Planning Commissioner member Charlie Wintzer stated 
that he owns property on Ironhorse Drive and Andrew Volkman disclosed that Frontier 
Bank, his employer, owns two lots in the Area.  Council member Joe Kernan relayed 
that he has a number of recycling contracts for businesses in the area.   
 
Jim Hier asked for clarification on the logic of including so many properties to the east.  
Ms. Whetstone explained that the boundaries relate to transportation issues including 
the number of curb cuts, which were displayed on a map.  Marianne Cone expressed 
confusion about including Prospector properties.  Consultant Bruce Erickson further 
clarified the reasons these properties were included are because some have excess 
parking, while others do not have sufficient parking for the site.  The original intention 
was to include all of Prospector, but it was decided that that may be too ambitious, 
recognizing that Bonanza needs to be addressed first.  The idea is that if zoning is 
changed, heights, setbacks, and open space along Bonanza to the west could be fairly 
applied to the east side of the street.  He added that certain properties in Prospector 
would be considered for purposes of amending the General Plan however the zoning is 
anticipated to remain the same.  The Mayor suggested that the Snow Country Condos 
on Deer Valley Drive would be a good candidate for redevelopment.  Marianne Cone 
agreed and Jack Thomas interjected that he felt the Area boundaries are appropriate.   
 
Kirsten Whetstone explained that there is residential to the west, east, and south.  Jim 
Barth asked why Prospector/Sidewinder/Kearns is not included and Bruce Erickson 
explained that the strategy is to examine transportation in the context of a 
comprehensive redevelopment plan and the transportation element of the General Plan 
will more adequately address transportation issues on Kearns.  Andrew Volkman asked 
if any density is assigned to parking lots in Prospector and Bruce Erickson pointed out 
affected parcels.  Charlie Wintzer suggested that those lots not be included in the study 
Area since they have restrictions with regard to shared parking, etc. and it may confuse 
the issue.  He agreed with Mayor Williams about the Snow Country Condos, which 
potentially becomes an island surrounded by City Park and the study Area and perhaps 
that should be addressed.  Bruce Erickson explained that the plan is to relate Snow 
Country with the park and Park Avenue because of it is residential nature, rather than 
being included in the redevelopment district.   
 
Kirsten Whetstone continued to explain that this Area is the oldest commercial district 
outside the Main Street core.  It is a mix of land uses from resort commissary, parking, 
shops, banking, storage, restaurants, art gallery, etc. and includes housing on Kearns 
Boulevard and the Rail-Central Project.  Four out of six traffic signals are located on the 
boundaries of the Area and many intersections and driveways affect traffic flow.  
Several buildings have been renovated over the past five years, i.e., Albertson’s and the 
Rail-Trail Project, including the Emporium shopping center on Kearns Boulevard.   She 
emphasized that the objective is to facilitate redevelopment, coordinate land use and 
transportation plans, and incorporate uses that contribute to the overall success of the 
district.  However, millions of dollars worth of infrastructure improvements are needed.   
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Jim Hier expressed concerns about enhancing a commercial area that directly 
competes with Main Street and felt there should be a stated objective.  Mayor Williams 
pointed out the difficulty in contemplating and/or controlling competition and pointed out 
that the art gallery on Iron Horse already competes with the galleries on Main Street and 
there are existing uses that will be grandfathered.  Michael O’Hara suggested using 
incentives to shape Area uses.  Roger Harlan felt that the success of the Area will affect 
Main Street, which makes a transportation link between shopping areas even more 
important.  Joe Kernan acknowledged the increase of commercial uses in the 
community and the County but stated that it may be needed to serve the growing 
population.    
 
Bruce Erickson stressed that the character and look of the Area will be different than 
Main Street and the fundamental objective is to prevent sprawl of land uses to Kimball 
Junction while consolidating transportation goals.  Jim Hier felt that this should be 
stated.  Kirsten Whetstone discussed the possibility of creating a direct transit link to 
both shopping districts.  Bruce Erickson explained that the transportation element of the 
General Plan establishes criteria with respect to how supplemental parking works and 
how it affects the overall transportation plan.  The transportation element focuses on 
levels of peak hour traffic and the number of intersections and may be worthy of further 
study.   Mr. Erickson clarified that transportation and parking need to be tested before 
establishing a supplemental parking requirement and no change is recommended at 
this time.   
 
Candace Erickson disclosed that she is married to consultant Bruce Erickson.  She 
noted that she shares the same feelings about providing parking and would rather leave 
it in the General Plan as an option for property owners.  Michael O’Hara suggested 
creating a separate redevelopment element.  Mr. Erickson replied that that was 
considered, but the group felt that the element would not be specific enough to address 
each area, which really needs to be studied independently.  Mr. O’Hara asked how the 
sexually oriented business ordinance will be applied and Bruce Erickson relayed that a 
fundamental change to the underlying zone is not anticipated.  Mayor Williams stated 
that he supports the open space direction which relates to pedestrian circulation and 
plazas.   
 
There was discussion about garnering public input.  Jim Hier suggested that the open 
house be held for land owners so that concerns and ideas can be incorporated to then 
be presented to the general public.  Charlie Wintzer stated that land owners need to be 
involved sooner; it could be a stakeholders meeting as opposed to an open house.  
Bruce Erickson indicated that the overall success of the district depends on alignment 
with Council goals.  Tom Bakaly suggested taking public comments from owners at 
another scheduled joint work session.  Jim Hier felt the draft should be distributed 
before meeting with owners; he would like to hear from owners before finalizing 
objectives.   Council concurred and Marianne Cone interjected that this process may 
save staff time in the long run.   
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Candace Erickson stated that she understands the concept of a 20,000 square foot 
base for a commercial use like a restaurant, but there should be a limit on the number of 
buildings this size to avoid proliferating national chains.  In response to a question from 
Council member Harlan, Mr. Erickson explained that 20,000 is a best guess.  The idea 
here is to establish a careful mix of successful businesses to sustain the district, 
acknowledging that a commercial project like Redstone is not desirable.  There was 
discussion about the benefits of reviewing this point with business and property owners 
and potentially scheduling a joint work session on March 30.   
 
 Housing Policy.   Ms. Robinson explained that in October, the IHC/USSA Task 
Force forwarded a positive recommendation to the Planning Commission for a proposed 
new zoning district for the annexation area, titled the Community Transition (CT) 
District.  The CT District includes a specific provision addressing affordable housing.  
The proposed CT Zone includes an additional housing requirement to be applied to 
developments that seek to exceed the base density of one unit per twenty acres.  She 
relayed that the density proposed in the annexation triggers the following housing 
requirements: 
 

• The base density of the CT District may increased up to one (1) unit per acre 
provided that additional standards are incorporated including an additional 5% 
affordable housing commitment beyond that required by the City’s Affordable 
Housing Resolution in effect at the time of application.  The Planning 
Commission may consider alternative housing uses for the additional 5% 
affordable housing commitment. 

 
• The base density of the CT District may be further increased to three (3) units per 

acre provided that all density bonus requirements are met including an additional 
5% affordable housing commitment beyond that required by the City’s Affordable 
Housing Resolution in effect at the time of application and the initial 5% 
commitment required to achieve the 1 unit per acre density. 

 
Formal adoption of the LMC amendment creating the CT District is pending final action 
before Council.  Ms. Robinson stated that the Planning Commission’s final 
recommendation on the annexation is pending the development of an Annexation 
Agreement between the City and the applicants.   
 
Ms. Robinson explained that in mid-February the Applicant submitted an alternative 
proposal for addressing its affordable housing obligation that differs significantly from 
both the requirements of the City’s Affordable Housing Guidelines and Standards and 
the task force recommendations.  The applicant’s proposal raised questions that are not 
addressed under the current housing resolution.  Because the CT Zone relies upon the 
underlying housing guidelines and standards of Resolution No. 17-99, staff requested 
direction from the Planning Commission prior to today.  Specifically, staff raised the 
following housing policy issues at the March 8, 2006 Planning Commission work 
session on the IHC/USSA/Burbidge Annexation Petition. 
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• Should there be consideration given in the calculation of affordable housing 

requirements that differentiates between commercial and institutional uses? 
 

• Should there be consideration given for the dedication of commercial space 
within the Medical Office Building for use by community-based nonprofit 
organizations. 

 
• How should we apply the housing guidelines and standards in the case of 

existing entities, specifically USSA? 
 

• Recognizing that the Applicant is not a residential developer, would we be willing 
to consider a fee in lieu payment in fulfillment of a portion of the Applicant’s 
housing obligation.  And, if so, to what extent?   

 
She explained tht there was no formal recommendation made by the Planning 
Commission as to policy options.  The Planning Commission recommended that these 
issues be further discussed at the joint work session and indicated their willingness to 
consider alternatives, especially as they relate to the non-profit elements of the 
proposal. 
 
She posed the following questions to members of the group: 
 
1.  Would Council support the addition of an Institutional Category with an employee 
generation base mitigation rate of 10 percent?  
 
2.  Would Council support a deferral of the employee housing obligation under the 
proposed conditions?   
 
3.  Would Council support a deferral of the employee housing obligation for space 
committed to community-based organizations and/or related community services under 
the same conditions as outlined in Number 2 above? 
 
4.  Should Council not support staff’s recommendation in Number 2 above, staff 
requires direction on how to treat the relocation of USSA, an existing entity for purposes 
of employee generation calculations.  
 
5.  Does Council support USSA’s request should athlete’s housing be developed? 
 
6.  Does Council support the concept of the development of an Assisted Living Facility 
on the medical campus as one method of fulfilling the housing obligation of the 
annexation? 
 
7.  Recognizing that IHC is not a residential developer, would Council be willing to 
consider a fee in lieu payment in fulfillment of a portion of the Applicant’s housing 
obligation? If so, under what circumstances or to what extent?  
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She added that the applicant’s proposal would result in the construction of 66.82 
affordable housing unit equivalents. This would include both assisted living on-site and 
deed restricted permanent housing within the Park City School District. This represents 
an affordability commitment by the applicant equivalent to approximately $80,000 per 
unit, or the amount necessary to bridge the gap between the average 2005 sales price 
of market rate two and three bedroom units between 800 and 1,400 square feet 
(excluding luxury unit sales) and the maximum mortgage amount affordable to the Park 
City work force wage.   
 
Roger Harlan pointed out the potential of increasing staff’s workload in finding solutions 
for applicants and felt that developers should formulate creative ways to fulfill their 
housing obligations.  Jim Hier stated that viewing assisted living as a type of affordable 
housing is a mistake.  The City is addressing an affordable housing policy and an 
assisted living policy is not contemplated at this point.   Assisted living facilities could 
create affordable housing requirements and to consider it as a substitute for affordable 
housing is not appropriate.  The Mayor agreed but pointed out that he is willing to look 
at a reduction in the number of units based on providing subsidies, i.e., assisted living 
providing subsidies for the needy.  Jim Hier supported the concept outlined in the staff 
report where the base component is affordable housing.  Considerations for reductions 
could be considered by the Planning Commission regarding the two additional 5% 
increments of affordable housing.   There was discussion with regard to reducing the 
housing obligation for institutional uses from the base by 20%.  Tom Bakaly understood 
that members of Council are willing to look at assisted living and senior housing as 
affordable housing types.  Mayor Williams clarified his position being that an assisted 
living center on its own should not qualify as affordable housing unless there are 
benefits or assistance passed on to residents.  Jim Hier added that it is feasible that 
space in the center could be used as affordable housing in helping to meet that 
requirement.  Andrew Volkman believed that aside from offering subsidies to residents, 
the assisted living center needs to be a care facility or it starts to look like residential 
development.   
 
Ms. Robinson understood that the in-lieu-of fee is the least preferred option among 
Council members.  Candace Erickson stated that the only way she would consider it is if 
there is immediate delivery of housing by purchasing it, or if a contribution is made 
toward the construction of an approved affordable housing project.  Jim Hier added that 
an in-lieu-of fee should only apply to the bonus amounts and not the base affordable 
housing requirement.  Ms. Erickson urged staff to maintain an inventory of housing 
stock that may be an appropriate fit.  In response to a question from Joe Kernan about 
location, Phyllis Robinson stated that the current policy identifies preference to housing 
within the City limits or the Park City School District boundaries.   
 
Morgan Bush, IHC, interjected he explained the hospital’s challenging restrictions with 
regard to uses at the Planning Commission meeting.  IHC cannot use patient funds from 
a not-for-profit hospital and divert them to for-profit development or housing.  He asked 
what mechanisms are in place that IHC could utilize, given its not-for-profit status, to 
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create the sticks and bricks units preferred by the City.  Council member Hier expressed 
his surprise at IHC’s confusion about affordable housing requirements as he recalled 
this discussed in annexation task force meetings.  He encouraged the applicants to 
explore legal remedies or look at modifying its policies.  The Mayor suggested the 
option of joint-venturing with another not-for-profit and Mr. Bush indicated that this 
approach is open.  He added that the City is a non-profit.   
 
Mayor Williams relayed a recent experience at a hospital with one of his children and 
now personally believes that current available medical services do not meet the needs 
of the community.   
 
 3. Council questions/comments.  Marianne Cone commented on a potential 
sound garden project and the Mayor complimented the success of the half pipe event at 
PCMR.   
 
 4. Sign Code – direction on temporary portable signs.  Ray Milliner explained 
that as written, one off-premise sign per business is allowed within private plazas.  He 
explained that staff is seeking direction as there was confusion expressed by business 
owner Mike Sweeney about whether off-premise signs could be allowed on private 
property in all commercial areas.   
 
Mr. Sweeney stated that signs are not allowed in public rights-of-way so Main Street will 
not be impacted by making it narrower.  As a merchant, he wants to see crowded 
sidewalks and there are very slow months.  Every retail or service business should be 
allowed to take advantage of portable signs subject to the no public right-of-way 
limitation and he pointed out the benefits for businesses in the Main Street Mall to be 
able to display signs on the front lawn.  There were no complaints about the trial of 
temporary portable signs and he urged Council to allow these types of signs throughout 
Park City’s commercial districts subject to the requirements set forth in the Sign Code.  
He suggested simply deleting the word “plaza” and replacing it with “property”.   
 
Council member Roger Harlan emphasized the importance of protecting the ambience 
of Park City and the Sign Code strictly regulates clutter.  He stated that he is not 
convinced that making the Code less restrictive is a move in the right direction.  
Marianne Cone relayed that she checked her notes from meetings on the Sign Code 
and could find nothing supporting allowing portable temporary signs in all commercial 
districts.  Ms. Erickson expressed concerns about unanticipated loop holes, 
acknowledging that the Main Street Mall is a location where it could work.  Joe Kernan 
stated that he doesn’t like television screens in business windows.  Temporary signs on 
sidewalks or the streets are not appropriate but it seems to work well in plazas.  Ray 
Milliner explained for the benefit of Jim Hier that there are no time limits on the display 
of temporary signs.  Mr. Hier recalled that the purpose for amending the Code was to 
allow temporary portable signs to help identify businesses located in plazas; he does 
not support any modification to the Sign Code.   
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Mike Sweeney stated that he didn’t feel signs will be proliferated because each 
business can only display one sign.  There are only about 48 businesses on Main Street 
that have available private property and not all of them will take advantage of the 
allowance.  This is not dissimilar to the display of outdoor merchandise.  Mr. Sweeney 
emphasized that signs should be allowed in all commercial districts.  Merchants need 
every advantage available in order to make a profit or break even.  He is not worried 
about the clutter because there won’t be many businesses taking advantage of it and 
the Council always has the prerogative to change the Code.  Deciding to not provide a 
trial is premature.   
 
Jim Hier stated that he is concerned about making a change at this time.  Mike 
Sweeney asked how many signatures are needed on a petition to urge Council 
members to change their minds.  Mayor Williams pointed out the lack of merchants in 
attendance and added that the intent of allowing a portable sign is to advertise the 
name of the business and he can see no reason to allow sandwich signs on Main Street 
where pedestrians can see the business.  The Mall is an exception, but the open space 
in the front of the building could almost be considered a plaza.   Mr. Hier advised that if 
the Main Street Mall meets the definition of a plaza, the display of portable signs should 
be allowed.   
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING      
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MARCH 16, 2006 
 
I 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, March 16, 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; Polly 
Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney; Ken Fisher, Recreation Director; Ray Milliner, 
Planner; and Brooks Robinson, Planner. 
 
II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 

Resolution honoring the parents of the Park City athletes participating in the XX 
Winter Olympic Games – The Mayor expressed his pleasure in introducing Olympic 
Gold Parents Cyndi Sharp, Bill Ligety and Andrea Mancuso and relayed the thrill in 
seeing local kids achieve gold medal success.   

 
Bill Morolt, USSA, stated that the ideal of Olympianism is unique in the U S because 
parents, volunteers and communities create the Olympic movement.  As the President 
and CEO, he stated that the USSA is a professional organization but is dependent on 
community support to offer our youth the opportunity to be great.  He described the 
Ligetys and Ms. Mancuso as wonderful parents and because of them, Park City has two 
21 year olds that have won Olympic gold medals.   
 
Rob Clayton, Headmaster of Winter Sports School, thanked the Council for recognizing 
parents in the community and their important contributions to the successes of their 
children and witnessing Olympic dreams come true.  There are some things that only 
family can provide and this is an AAA community for youth.  Parents drive the programs 
that facilitate these results.  He hopes to live up to their legacy with his own three girls.   
 
The Mayor presented flowers, gifts and specially designed gold medals to each parent 
and read the resolution into the record.   
 
III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 
 
The Mayor invited the public to comment on any matter of City business not scheduled 
on the agenda.   
 
 1. Kudos on new parking structure - Ken Davis, HMBA, thanked the City on behalf 
of Main Street merchants for completing the parking structure, which is a significant for 
businesses and visitors.  He acknowledged the outstanding efforts of Colin Hilton and 
Dave Gustafson.   
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 2. Build-Green program – Norm Anderson, Park City Homebuilders, reported that 
members have been working with the City, Summit County, and Wasatch County on a 
build-green program.  He distributed information to the City Council members.   
 
 3. Play Magazine – Recreation Manager Ken Fisher distributed the new Play 
Magazine which was jointly produced with Basin Recreation.   
 
IV WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF MEETING OF MARCH 2, 2006 
 
Jim Hier corrected a reference in the Minutes that he was in attendance when he was 
absent and will be abstaining from voting.  Marianne Cone, “I move we approve the 
Minutes of March 2, 2006”.  Roger Harlan seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
   Marianne Cone  Aye 
   Candace Erickson  Aye 
   Roger Harlan   Aye    
   Jim Hier   Abstention 
   Joe Kernan   Aye 
 
V PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 1. Continuation of hearing on Ordinance approving a plat amendment to the Snow 
Top Subdivision to amend plat notes #4 and #5 regarding the location of building pads 
and limits of disturbance on all lots within the subdivision, located on Snowtop Court, 
Park City, Utah – Ray Milliner explained that approval will allow the property owners and 
the Planning Department flexibility in determining the location of the building pads for 
the site.  The Planning Commission recommends approval as outlined.  The public 
hearing was opened and with no comments closed. 
 
 2. Ordinance approving the combination of Lots 4 and 5 of the Walter-Daniels 
Subdivision, located at 633 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah – Mr. Milliner explained 
that the application is to remove a lot line in order to facilitate an addition to an existing 
historic home on the site.  Staff recommends approval as outlined in the staff report.  
The Mayor opened the public hearing and with no input, the hearing was closed.   
  
 3. Ordinance approving the 827 Woodside Avenue Replat which will combine Lot 7 
and the southerly half of Lot 8, Block 11 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey 
into one lot of record – Jonathan Weidenhamer explained that the Planning Commission 
forwarded a positive recommendation on March 1.  There is an historic home on the lot 
and approval will clean up lot lines.  The Mayor opened the public hearing and there 
were no comments from the audience.  The public hearing was closed. 
  
 4, Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lots 4, 27, 28 29 and portions of Lots 5 
and 6 of Block 3 of the Park City Survey, located at 315 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah – 
Ray Milliner explained that the application is to combine the lots into three lots of record 
for the purpose of constructing new single family homes.  Staff recommends approval 
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as presented.  In response to questions from Councilmember Cone, Mr. Milliner 
explained that the Historic Preservation Board would not review this project unless there 
was an appeal filed of staff’s design review.  The structure will be moved about 25 feet 
and neighbors testified at the Planning Commission meeting.  Comments focused on 
new construction not the plat and there will be an opportunity for public comment during 
the HPB meeting or steep slopes review by the Planning Commission.  The Mayor 
opened the public hearing.  Hearing no public input, the Mayor closed the public 
hearing. 
  
 5. Ordinance approving an amendment to the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout 
at Deer Valley, located at 6601 Royal Street West, Park City, Utah – Ray Milliner 
explained that approval will accommodate the construction of an ADA unit in the 
clubhouse.  There is no increase in density and staff’s recommends approval as 
outlined in the staff report.  The Mayor opened the public hearing, and hearing no input, 
closed the hearing. 
  
 6. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lot 4 and portions of Lots 5, 28, and 29 of 
Block 3 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 915 Park Avenue, 
Park City, Utah – Ray Milliner explained that a combination will facilitate the expansion 
of the existing historic home on the property and staff recommends approval as 
described in the Ordinance.  In response to a question from Marianne Cone, Mr. Milliner 
stated that a determination of historic significance will be conducted on the shed.  The 
Mayor opened the public hearing, and with no commented rendered by the audience, 
closed the public hearing. 
 
 7. Ordinance approving the first amended Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase II 
planned unit development plat, 2691, 2683 and 2687 Eagle Cove Drive, Park City, Utah 
– Planner Brooks Robinson explained that this Ordinance will adjust the platted duplex 
lots at Eagle Mountain.  It is recommended to slightly rotate Units 70 and 71 and to 
move Units 108 and 109 to the north across Eagle Cove Drive which is a private road.  
A new trail alignment has been identified and Planning Commission forwards a positive 
recommendation from its March 8, 2006 meeting.  Roger Harlan recalled a City Council 
meeting several years ago where residents from The Cove addressed Council with 
significant concerns about the stability of the soil.  Mr. Robinson noted that one of the 
conditions of the subdivision and for this particular project is that the relocated unit must 
tie into the underground drain system.  Mayor Williams invited the public to comment 
and hearing no input, closed the public hearing.   
 
 8. Ordinance approving the Settlers Ridge Condominium Record of Survey Plat, 
located at 564, 566, and 568 Deer Valley Drive, Park City, Utah – Brooks Robinson 
explained that this project was constructed several years ago; there are ten units and 
twenty parking spaces.  There is a condition of approval addressing a gravel parking 
space which encroaches on City property.  The Planning Commission forwards a 
positive recommendation from its March 8, 2006 meeting.  One member of the public 
spoke at that meeting about property management issues, i.e., potential parking in his 
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driveway.   The Mayor opened the public hearing, and hearing no comments, closed the 
hearing.   
 
VI CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Joe Kernan, “I move we approve the Consent Agenda Items 1 through 9”.  Jim Hier 
seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
 
1. Resolution honoring the parents of the Park City athletes participating in the XX 
Winter Olympic Games – See Communications from Council and Staff. 
 
 2. Ordinance approving a plat amendment to the Snow Top Subdivision to amend 
plat notes #4 and #5 regarding the location of building pads and limits of disturbance on 
all lots within the subdivision, located on Snowtop Court, Park City, Utah – See staff 
report and public hearing. 
 
 3. Ordinance approving the combination of Lots 4 and 5 of the Walter-Daniels 
Subdivision, located at 633 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah - See staff report and 
public hearing. 
  
 4. Ordinance approving the 827 Woodside Avenue Replat which will combine Lot 7 
and the southerly half of Lot 8, Block 11 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey 
into one lot of record - See staff report and public hearing. 
  
 5. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lots 4, 27, 28 29 and portions of Lots 5 
and 6 of Block 3 of the Park City Survey, located at 315 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah - 
See staff report and public hearing. 
  
 6. Ordinance approving an amendment to the Record of Survey Plat for the Lookout 
at Deer Valley, located at 6601 Royal Street West, Park City, Utah - See staff report and 
public hearing. 
  
 7. Ordinance approving a subdivision of Lot 4 and portions of Lots 5, 28, and 29 of 
Block 3 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, located at 915 Park Avenue, 
Park City, Utah - See staff report and public hearing. 
 
 8. Ordinance approving the first amended Cove at Eagle Mountain Phase II 
planned unit development plat, 2691, 2683 and 2687 Eagle Cove Drive, Park City, Utah 
- See staff report and public hearing. 
 
 9. Ordinance approving the Settlers Ridge Condominium Record of Survey Plat, 
located at 564, 566, and 568 Deer Valley Drive, Park City, Utah - See staff report and 
public hearing. 
 
VII ADJOURNMENT 
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With no further business, the regular meeting of the City Council was adjourned.  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 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:  Kent Cashel, Deputy PW Director 
Subject:  ENTRY CORRIDORS TRANSIT- 
   TRANSPORTATION STRATEGIC 

 PLAN. 
Date:  March 20th, 2006 
Type of Item: Legislative 
 
Summary Recommendations: Pass the attached resolution adopting the Entry Corridors 
Transit-Transportation Management Strategic Plan. 
 
Description: 

 
Background: 
In 2000-01 the City assisted the County in planning and developing an Olympic transit 
system.  Following the 2002 Olympics the City and County executed a transit 
agreement whereby the City provides transit services to the County.   
 
In 2005 City and County Staff met at an all day “Transportation Summit” to discuss and 
formulate action items to be included in Summit County’s Snyderville Basin 
Transit/Transportation Plan.  City Council reviewed and commented on this plan at its 
October 27th, 2005 meeting.  
 
On February 2nd, 2006 Council authorized Staff to execute a Letter Of Intent (LOI) to 
partner with Summit County on regional transit/transportation issues. Council also 
reviewed and commented on the draft Entry Corridors Transit/Transportation 
Management Strategic Plan.  Staff has incorporated all comments received at that 
meeting into a final strategic plan (contained in the table below).  
 
Staff formed a cross functional team to begin implementation of the Entry Corridors 
Transit\Transportation Management Strategic Plan. The Entry Corridors Transportation 
Management Team (ECTMT) is made up of the following members: 
 
    Eric Dehaan  Engineering 
    Myles Rademan Public Relations 
    Patrick Putt  Planning 
    Alison Butz  Special Events 
    Phil Kirk  Police 
    Colin Hilton  Economic Development & Cap. Projects 
    Matt Twombly Pedestrian & Alternative Modes 

Public Works 
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    Eric Nesset  Transit 
    Seth Atkinson Budget & Grants 
    Kent Cashel  Program Coordinator 
 
Staff is requesting that Council pass a resolution formally adopting the Entry Corridors 
Transit\Transportation Management Strategic Plan. 
 
Analysis: 
Staff developed the Entry Corridors Transit\Transportation Master Plan using an 
approach similar to the planning steps taken with Economic Development, Water, 
Environmental, and Affordable Housing strategic plans.  The final strategic plan is found 
in the attached Resolution. 
 
If Council adopts the strategic plan, the Entry Corridors Transit\Transportation 
Management Team will identify actions and projects consistent with the plan and return 
to Council for discussion and approval when appropriate. 
 
Department Review: 

This report has been reviewed by the City Managers Office, Legal, Planning, 
Engineering, Transit, Economic Development, Special Events, Budget Debt & 
Grants and Police.  
 

Alternatives: 
 
A. Approve the Request: 

Pass the attached resolution adopting the Entry Corridors Transit – Transportation  
Management Strategic Plan. This is Staff’s recommendation. 
 

B. Amend the Request: 
Council could amend the strategic plan and pass the resolution adopting the Entry 
Corridors Transit – Transportation Strategic Plan. 

 
C. Deny the Request:  

Council could deny the request. 
 

D. Continue the Item: 
Council could continue the item. 
 

E. Do Nothing: 
Council could do nothing. 
 

Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
The ECTMT has been formed and is busy developing and implementing action items 
contained in the draft strategic plan reviewed by Council on February 2nd, 2006. Formal 
adoption of a strategic plan is critical to ensure that Staff actions are congrous with 
Council vision concerning Entry Corridor Transit-Transportation Management.   
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Recommendation: 
Pass the attached resolution adopting the Entry Corridors Transit-Transportation 
Strategic Plan. 
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Resolution No.  
 
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE ENTRY CORRIDORS TRANSIT\TRANSPORTATION 
STRATEGIC PLAN  
 
WHEREAS, the City depends upon the transportation corridors comprised of SR-224 
from the roundabout in Old Town north to the City boundary and SR248 from US 40 to 
its junction with SR-224 (ENTRY CORRIDORS) to move its goods, services and 
people. 

 
WHEREAS, population growth in and around the City will continuosly increase the 
volume of vehicular traffic on the Entry Corridors and require efficient and effective 
management of transportation demand and road capacity. 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that it is in the public’s best interest to 
have a strategic plan to communicate the City’s plans to manage transportation on the 
Entry Corridors 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined it is in the public’s best interest to have a 
strategic plan to guide decision making regarding City-owned parcels with development 
potential. 

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

 
SECTION 1.  STRATEGIC PLAN.  Park City adopts the following “The Entry Corridors 
Transit\Transporation Strategic Plan”. 

 

Entry Corridors Transit\Transportation Management Strategic Plan  

Mission Statement: 
To provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods while seeking to preserve and 
enhance Park City’s unique community, economy and natural environment. 
 
Objectives: 
 

o Gain a thorough understanding of volumes 
and travel patterns that make up current 
and future traffic conditions along the Entry 
Corridors. 

 
o Adopt regional solutions to regional 

transportation issues through interagency 
cooperation and involvement. 

 
o Involvement of citizen and business 

communities in development and 
implementation of strategies to address 
transportation issues. 

Strategies/Policies: 
 

o Pursue formal agreements to cooperate 
with regional entities on transportation 
issues. 

 
o Develop and implement an ongoing traffic 

monitoring program. 
 
o Utilize travel demand management (TDM) 

strategies to mitigate peak hour travel 
volumes. 

 
o Expand public transit where appropriate. 
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Entry Corridors Transit\Transportation Management Strategic Plan  

 
o Ensure current capacity of Entry Corridor 

roads are utilized effectively before 
expanding roads or related infrastructure. 

 
o Ensure that land use and planning 

decisions balance traffic impacts of 
development and road capacity while 
providing for mitigation of those impacts. 

 
 

 
o Ensure that the City’s General Plan reflects 

the objectives, strategies and action items 
of this strategic plan. 

 
 
o Ensure that all capital expenditure plans 

utilize achievable revenue and expense 
assumptions. 

 
 
 

o Facilitate development and promotion of 
park and ride, van pool, rideshare and 
alternative mode programs.  

 
o Facilitate improved special event traffic 

planning, coordination and communication. 
 

o Work with local business community to 
facilitate the development and 
implementation of a regional transportation 
management association (TMA). 

 
o Facilitate regional efforts to secure Federal 

and State financial assistance to fund 
necessary transit & road projects. 

 
 

o Develop processes and procedures to 
ensure the traffic impacts of all 
development and annexation proposals are 
carefully analyzed and understood. 

 
o Develop processes and procedures to 

ensure all development and annexation 
proposals are contingent on full mitigation 
of the development’s or annexation’s traffic 
impacts on the City’s road network.  

 
o Utilize financial instruments (e.g., bonding) 

when appropriate to balance expenditures 
with revenue resources and cash flow 
timing. 

 
o Develop and implement an ongoing multi-

media communication plan to inform and 
educate the public on regional 
transportation issues, transportation 
management efforts and the role each 
individual plays in an effective 
transportation management program. 

 
o Coordinate transportation planning efforts 

with General Plan update. 
 
 

  
 

SECTION 2.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Resolution shall take effect upon adoption. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of March, 2006. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Planner:   Jonathan Weidenhamer 
Subject:   208 NORFOLK REPLAT 
Date:   March 30, 2006 
Applicant: Jonathan DeGray for the Edwards 
Zone: Historic Residential – (HR-1) 
 
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the 
proposed Plat Amendment, conduct a public hearing, and consider approving the 
application.      
 
BACKGROUND 
The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the March 22, 2006 meeting.  A Public 
hearing was held.  No public comment was received.  The Planning Commission voted 
unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council. 
 
The applicant proposes to combine lot 29 and the southerly half of lot 28, Block 31 of 
the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 2,812.5 square feet (Exhibit A).  The 
property has an existing structure which exists along the lot line between lots 28 and 29. 
The current home has a footprint of approximately 568 s.f.  The maximum footprint 
allowed for a 2,812.5 square foot lot is approximately 1,201. At this time the applicant 
has submitted plans to demolish the existing home and construct a new home on the 
vacant lot and a half. 
 
ANALYSIS 
The property is zoned HR-1, Historic Residential.   The proposed plat creates a lot of 
approximately 2,812.5 square feet.  A staircase from the property to the north half of lot 
28 (214 Norfolk Avenue) encroaches a few inches onto the southerly half of lot 28.  The 
applicant owns both pieces of property and will grant an encroachment agreement to 
allow the stairs across the new lot line. 
 
NOTICE 
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300'. Staff has received no 
comments from the public at the time of this writing.   
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City 
Engineer will review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and State Law prior 
to recording.  The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on December 13, 
2005, where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.   
 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
The new home will probably require an excavation in Norfolk Avenue for a sanitary 
sewer lateral.  This construction if it occurs will be inconvenient to the neighborhood. 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed Plat Amendment, conduct 
a public hearing, and consider approving the application according to the findings of 
fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in the attached ordinance.   
 
EXHIBITS 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A –Subdivision Plat & Existing Conditions detail 
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Ordinance No. 06-  
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE EDWARDS SUBDIVSION WHICH WILL 
COMBINE LOTS 29 AND THE SOUTHERLY HALF OF LOT 28, BLOCK 31 OF THE 
PARK CITY SURVEY INTO ONE LOT OF RECORD.   
  

WHEREAS, the owners of Lot 29 and southerly half of lot 28 of Block 31 
of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey, known as 208 Norfolk Avenue, have 
petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and  

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

WHEREAS, on March 22, 2006 the Planning Commission held a public 
hearing to receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and forwarded a 
recommendation to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, on March 30, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing to 
receive public input on the proposed plat amendment and voted to approve the 
application; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed plat amendment allows the property owner to 
remove one lot line and create one legal lot of record and 

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

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  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 (HR-1). 
2. There is an existing non-historic single family home on the property. 
3. The applicant proposes to combine lot 29 and the southerly half of lot 28, Block 

31 of the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 2,812.5 square feet.   
4. The property has an existing structure which exists along the lot line between 

lots 28 and 29.  
5. The current home has a footprint of approximately 568 s.f.  The maximum 

footprint allowed for a 2,812.5 square foot lot is approximately 1,201.  
6. At this time the applicant has submitted plans to demolish the existing home 

and construct a new home on the vacant property.  
7. A staircase from the property to the north half of lot 28 (214 Norfolk Avenue) 

encroaches onto the southerly half of lot 28.  The applicant owns both pieces of 
property and will grant an encroachment agreement to allow the stairs across 
the new lot line. A condition of approval will reflect this. 

8. The new home will probably require an excavation in Norfolk Avenue for a 
sanitary sewer lateral.  This construction if it occurs will be inconvenient to the 
neighborhood. 

9. The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the March 22, 2006 meeting.  
A Public hearing was held. No public comment was received.  The Planning 
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Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the 
City Council. 

10. The City Council reviewed this item at the March 30, 2006 meeting.  A public 
hearing was held.  The City Council voted to approve the plat amendment. 

11. The increased building footprint created by this amendment is consistent is 
consistent with the build out on the street and in the HR-1 District. 

 
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 

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

amendment. 
4. 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. The City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval 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. 

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

3. The owner of 208 Norfolk Avenue shall sign an encroachment agreement in a 
form approved by the City Engineer  to the benefit of the owner of 214 Norfolk 
Avenue to resolve the encroachment of a stairway prior to plat recordation. 

4. A note shall be added to the plat stating that no remnant lot is separately 
developable. 

 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect 

upon publication. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of March, 2006. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Author:  Alison Butz 
Subject:  Art Festival MOU and City Services Agreement 
Date:  March 30, 2006 
Type of Item: Administrative- Master Festival License 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Review the Second Addendum to Park City Municipal Corporation Master Festival and City 
Services Agreement with the Kimball Art Center and authorize the City Manager to execute as 
attached in a form approved by the City Attorney.    
 
Description: 

Topic: 
Second Addendum to Park City Municipal Corporation Master Festival and City Services 
Agreement for the Park City Arts Festival. 
 
Background: 
In 2003, the City Council approved a Service Agreement and Master Festival License for 
the Park City Arts Festival.  The previous agreement was for three years, 2002, 2003 
and 2004.  The agreement was written so it can renew automatically for an additional 
three years.  The Kimball Art Center and Council modified the terms of the agreement in 
2005 and allowed for the ability to extend the agreement for an additional year after 
reviewing the success of the 2005 Festival.   
 
At this time the Kimball is not proposing any significant changes from the 2005 Festival 
other than eliminating the Friday Evening Opening Event.  In 2005, the Kimball opened 
the Festival on Friday evening and in conjunction with their Gallery Stroll, to allow the 
artists to sell their wares.  Due to setup concerns from the Main Street Merchants, both 
the City and the Kimball feel additional logistics and planning need to occur in order to 
ensure the Friday Evening Event success and may address that element in future 
agreements. 

 
Analysis 
The proposed financial components of the services agreement are similar to the total 
amount provided to the Kimball in 2005.  Please see below. 

 
Financial Components of Services Agreement 

 2005 2006 
Police $11,995 $13,400 
Transportation $3,230 $17,921 
Parking $17,483 $0 

Special Events and 
Facilities Department
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Barricades $2,602 $0 
MFL Fees $50 $0 
Main Street Cleaning $0 $1,852 
Building Department Fees $1,140 $0 
Electronic Signs $0 $960 
SubTotal $36,500 $34,133 
VIK Contributions $8,000 $10,500 
Total $44,500 $44,633 

 
As discussed during the contract review for the Sundance Film Festival, the Council will 
review a new Festival Facilitation Fee for business licenses during the Spring budget 
process.  This fee, if approved, will cover City service expenses for Police traffic control, 
transportation, Main Street cleaning, and electronic signs.  Applying cost of the potential 
enhanced City services to the Arts Festival results in a total of $44,633 in waived costs 
that may be covered by a new revenue source.    
 
The Kimball is interested in discussing a longer agreement with the City to secure Main 
Street as the venue for the Park City Kimball Arts Festival.  Staff will return to Council 
with a longer term agreement for review during the early Summer of 2006. 
 
Significant Impacts 
The Table above highlights the financial aspects of the agreement. In the past fee 
waivers have been issued to the Kimball for similar services so the commitments from 
the City are included within the recommended FY2006 budget. 
 
Consequences of not taking recommended action: 
If Council does not approve the Master Festival License, Arts Festival would not have 
valid approval from Park City Municipal Corporation to operate. 
 
     Alternatives 

     1. Approve the Master Festival License and Service Agreement for the Park City    Arts 
Festival. 

     2. Modify the parameters of the Master Festival License and Service Agreement for the 
Park City Arts Festival. 

 3. Deny the Master Festival License and Service Agreement, thereby prohibiting the 
Park City Arts Festival. 

           4. The City Council may continue the hearing for more information and discussion.  
 
Recommendations 
Review the Master Festival License and Service Agreement with the Kimball Art Center 
and authorize the City Manager to execute a Service Agreement with the Kimball Art 
Center as attached in a form approved by the City Attorney. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A - Second Addendum to Master Festival License and City Services 
Agreement 
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SECOND ADDENDUM TO PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
MASTER FESTIVAL LICENSE AND CITY SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 

THIS SECOND ADDEMDUM is made and entered into in duplicate this 31st day 
of March, 2006, by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, a Utah 
municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of Utah (“City”), and the 
KIMBALL ART CENTER, a Utah non-profit corporation (“Kimball) to amend the Master 
Festival License and City Services Agreement signed and executed by the Parties on 
June 24, 2003. 

 
WITNESSETH; 
 
WHEREAS, the parties entered into a City Services Agreement on June 24, 2003 

(hereinafter “Original Agreement”); and 
 
WHEREAS, both parties to the Original Agreement desire to amend certain 

elements of the Original Agreement, including term and the parties’ obligations for the 
2006 Festival; and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises made herein and other 
valuable consideration, the parties hereto now amend certain sections of the Original 
Agreement as follows: 
 
1. AMENDMENTS TO ORIGINAL AGREEMENT.: The following shall supersede and 
replace the responding sections of the Original Agreement: 

 
A.   PRINCIPLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES. 
 

1.2 Supplemental Plans.  This Agreement outlines the terms for the 
respective duties and obligations of Park City and Kimball with respect 
to the Use Areas and the other items covered by this Agreement.  The 
parties agree that implementation of the specific terms outlined in this 
Agreement will require the development of supplemental 
implementation and operational plans (referred to herein as the 
"Supplemental Plans") with respect to those functions of the Use 
Areas, that may change with each annual Festival.  The Supplemental 
Plans and any modifications are incorporated herein and a material 
part of this agreement.  The Supplemental Plans for the 2006 Festival 
will be prepared in anticipation of the 2006 Festival.  Supplemental 
Plans for the future Festivals will follow Supplemental Plans for the 
2006 Festival unless changes will promote the efficient and successful 
operation of the Festival.  Failure to agree on changes to existing 
Plans will result in use of the prior years Existing Supplemental Plans.  
Any substantial changes, as determined by City Staff, shall require an 
amendment to this agreement and City Council approval. 
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B.  LEASE OF USE AREAS DURING USE PERIODS. 
2. Term.  Kimball hereby agrees to hold the 2006 Festival in Park City.  

Accordingly, this Agreement shall be effective from March 31, 2006 
through November 30, 2006.  The City reserves the right to renew this 
Agreement for the 2007 Festival following the City’s review of the 
economic impact of the 2006 Festival.  If the City, in its sole discretion, 
decides to renew this Agreement for the 2007 Festival, it shall provide 
written notice to Kimball on or before November 30, 2006 of its intent 
to renew. 
 

B. PARK CITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES. 
 

6. City Services. 
 
6.1 Basic City Services.  At no additional cost to Kimball Art Center, 

Park City will provide the following City Services: 
 
  (a) The Kimball shall be entitled to a credit of 880 hours of specific 

Festival police as determined by the Police Chief’s use of roving 
enforcement patrols of the Festival and for traffic mitigation. The 
scope of such enforcement services shall be included in each 
annual Supplemental Plan; 

 
  (b) 220 hours of enhanced transportation on Park City’s existing routes 

along with the additional ground crew, mechanics and set-up/take 
down time; 

 
  (c) Enhanced Main Street restroom cleaning; and 

 
  (d) Two (2) electronic signs for the duration of the Festival. 
 
E.   FINANCIAL. 
 

10. Service Contract.  Subject to budget appropriation, the City hereby 
agrees to make the following contribution to Kimball towards the cost of 
the Festival: $10,500 Value in Kind contribution of Additional City Services 
for the 2006 Festival.   

 
2. OTHER TERMS. All other terms and conditions of the Original Agreement 

shall continue to apply. 
 
3.        EFFECTIVE DATE. The terms of this Second Addendum to the Lease shall be 

effective beginning March 31, 2006. 
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4.        ENTIRE ARGEEMENT. This Second Addendum is a written instrument pursuant 
to the Original Agreement between the parties and it cannot be altered or 
amended except by written instrument, signed by both parties. 

 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be 
executed the day and year first herein above written. 
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DATE:   March 30, 2006 
DEPARTMENT:  Public Works 
AUTHOR:   Pace Erickson, Operations Manager 
TITLE:   Racquet Club Locker Room Remodel   
TYPE OF ITEM:  Administrative  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS:   Accept the Racquet Club Locker Room Remodel 
bids and authorize staff to enter into an agreement with Archer Construction for Racquet 
Club Locker Room improvements in the amount of $128,271. 
 
Topic: Racquet Club Locker Room Remodel Contracts 
 
Background:  
Park City Municipal Corporation purchased the Park City Racquet Club in 1987 for 
$450,000.  Soon after its purchase, City Council began to ask for public input as to its 
future.  A task force was assigned to determine the current status of the Racquet Club 
and develop a capital improvement strategy.  The task force found that tennis was the 
number one draw and would be the most financially viable program at the Racquet 
Club.  However, public input suggested the facility needed more amenities in order to fill 
a greater community need.  Designs were finalized and renovation of portions of the 
building began in 1989 which included: Larger locker rooms, expanded restaurant 
space, new check in area, lap pool, gymnasium, aerobics / dance room and staff office 
space.   
 
In 2003 City Council approved a structural upgrade and new roof for the facility.  
Approximately $530,000 was expended to completely remove the old roof, improve the 
underlying structural integrity of the building and install new materials over the tennis 
courts.  Additionally, a new pool, main water feed line and other interior and exterior 
improvements have been made in order to better serve the community.  While the 
Racquet Club has seen its fair share of improvements, much of the remaining plumbing 
is the original plumbing from when the building was built and the locker rooms are now 
over sixteen years old.  The partitions, tile and grout are deteriorating at an accelerated 
rate and most of the lockers are rusting on the inside becoming unsightly. 
 
Analysis:   
Structural Analysis 
 
Through research and analysis by Architect Rod Coles and Engineer Chuck Lush, it 
was determined that the best course of action would be to replace all of the original 
galvanized piping with copper pipe, update the restrooms and showers to meet current 
building and ADA codes as well as replace all of the tile, fixtures, flooring, partitions and 
lockers. This project will be funded through RAP Tax and City CIP funds.  
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Timing 
Timing is critical to completing the locker room remodel as a portion of the funding is 
through RAP tax funds and in order to have the locker rooms ready for the busy 
summer season.  The RAP tax funds expire in April 2006. 
 
Budget 
 Currently there is $32,887 committed to the project in RAP tax grant funds account 31-
43385-7319-000-469 and sufficient funding to cover the remaining $98,384 of the 
project located in the Racquet Club Improvements fund 31-43385-7319-000-475 and 
the building improvements fund 31-42153-7319-000-000. 
   
Bid Tabulation 
 
Contractor Bid Schedule A Bid Schedule B Total Bid 
Archer 
Construction 

$129,878 ($1,607) $128,271 

Big – D 
Construction 

$193,900 $14,325 $208,225 

J&R Development $203,000 $3,000 $206,000 
Richins Bros. 
Const. 

No bid No bid No bid 

 
 
As this is a remodel and it is not known what obstacles and or issues we may encounter 
during construction.  Any Items which may require a change order will be assessed as 
to value and need in terms of the entire project.  If these items are truly necessary in 
order to keep the structural integrity of the facility intact or for preservation of public 
health and safety; items such as new lockers, ceiling tiles, floor covering etc. may be 
eliminated from the project in order to remain within budget.  
 
D.  Department Review: The Public Works, Building, Recreation, Legal, Budget and 
Grants departments have reviewed the staff report and proposal. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
A.  Award the Contract to the Lowest Responsive Bidder on both schedules A & 
B: Accept the Racquet Club Locker Room Remodel bids and authorize staff to enter 
into an agreement with Archer Construction for Locker Room Remodel in the amount of 
$128,271.  This is staff’s recommendation. 
  
B.  Award the Contract to the second low bidder:  Staff does not recommend this 
action. 
 
C.  Re-bid the Contract: Staff does not recommend this action.  
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D.  Do Nothing:  Staff does not recommend this action. 
 
CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING THE RECOMMENDED ACTION:  
 
City Council has identified Racquet Club improvements as a number two priority.  With 
that in mind, it is critical to the continued operation of the Racquet Club and future of the 
recreation Programs at the Racquet Club to continue to complete necessary locker 
room improvements to better meet the needs of patrons who utilize the facilities at the 
Racquet Club. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Accept the Racquet Club Locker Room Remodel bids and authorize staff to enter into 
an agreement with Archer Construction for Racquet Club Locker Room improvements in 
the amount of $128,271 (Bid Schedules A & B) 
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  CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of this 30th day of March, 2006, 
by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, P O Box 1480, Park City 
UT 84060, a municipal corporation of the state of Utah (hereinafter “City”), and Archer 
Construction , Inc.  which is a (check one)    ___ corporation ___ partnership ___ sole 
proprietorship ___ limited liability company (hereinafter “Contractor”). 
 

PURPOSE:  For the project known as the Racquet Club Remodel of Existing 
Locker Rooms  (hereinafter “Project”), which consists of see Scope of Work.  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, 
the parties hereby agree as follows: 
 
SECTION  1.  SCOPE OF WORK.  Contractor shall furnish all labor, materials and 
equipment to complete the Project, consisting of the work described in the Information 
for Bidders as the Basic Bid, and the following additive alternates:________________, 
as specifically set out in the contract specifications, which is made a part hereof by 
reference, herein called the “Project.” 
 
The Project will be bound by the specifications referenced herein, according to the 
Advertisement for Bid, the Information for Bidders, the General Project Requirements 
and Specifications provided by City, the Bid of the Contractor, Bid Bond, Drawings, 
Notice of Award and Notice to Proceed, collectively referred to as the Contract 
Documents, all of which are incorporated herein by reference  and on file in the  Public 
Works  Department. To the extent that this Agreement conflicts in any way with a 
proposed form agreement which may have been submitted as part of the bid 
specifications, this Agreement shall control. 
 
If any of the work performed by Contractor in any phase of the Project does not meet 
City standards as outlined in the bid documents and specifications, then Contractor 
shall immediately repair or correct the work at no additional cost to City. 
 

A.  SUBCONTRACTORS.  No part of this contract shall be subcontracted by 
the Contractor without prior written approval by City through the Project 
Manager/Engineer.  The Contractor shall be fully responsible to the City for the 
acts and omissions of its Subcontractors and of persons either directly or 
indirectly employed by them, as it is for the acts and omissions of persons 
directly employed by it. 

 
The Contractor shall, within ten (10) days of submittal of request for final 
payment, include an affidavit showing satisfactory evidence that all claims of 
subcontractors, laborers and materialmen who supplied services or materials to 
the Project have been fully paid, discharged, or waived.  The Contractor shall 
submit lien waivers for each pay release.   
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If the City reasonably believes that Contractor has failed to pay Subcontractors, 
materialmen, or laborers for work on the Project within a reasonable time of when 
payment is due, then City may, after having notified the Contractor, either pay 
unpaid bills or withhold from the release of Contractor's payment bond for this 
Project, a sum of money deemed reasonably sufficient to pay any and all such 
lawful claims until satisfactory evidence is furnished that all liabilities have been 
fully discharged and a ten percent (10%) fee for administering such claims.  

 
B. STANDARDS OF WORKMANSHIP.  Contractor shall demonstrate 
workmanship equal to or better than current industry standards for this Project.  
Where Park City specifications exist (for example, asphalt, concrete, irrigation, 
sprinkling system and landscaping), they shall provide the benchmark for 
determination of acceptability. 

 
C.  INSPECTION AND TESTING.  All materials and equipment used in the 
construction shall be subject to inspection by the Project Manager/Engineer.  If 
laws, ordinances, rules or regulations of any public authority having jurisdiction 
require any work to specifically be inspected, tested or approved by someone 
other than Project Manager/Engineer, the Contractor shall give the Project 
Manager/Engineer timely notice of readiness.  Inspections, tests or approvals by 
the City or appropriate authorities will not relieve the Contractor from obligations 
to perform the work in accordance with the requirements of the Contract 
Documents and/or provisions.  The Project Manager/Engineer and other 
designated persons will at all times have access to the work.  All work shall 
ultimately be inspected for final acceptance by the Project Manager/Engineer 
within a reasonable time upon receipt of notice from the Contractor that work is 
complete and ready for final inspection. 

 
During construction, the work will be inspected and observed by the Project 
Manager/Engineer or his designated representative.  All work that is deficient or 
does not meet specifications shall be removed and replaced with proper material 
at Contractor's expense. 

 
D. WARRANTY.  Contractor warrants that all materials and supplies used in 
the construction of the Project shall be new, except as otherwise agreed to in 
writing by the City's Representative.  All materials, equipment, parts and labor 
and any necessary corrections to the Project shall be guaranteed for a period of 
one (1) year following the date of substantial completion of the Project under the 
terms of the performance bond. 

 
SECTION 2.  PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT BONDS.  Contractor shall furnish to 
the City payment and performance bonds satisfactory to the City guaranteeing 
Contractor's payment and performance, in the amount, for each separately, of one 
hundred percent (100%) of the Contract Amount. 
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SECTION 3.  INSURANCE.  Unless otherwise specified in the bid documents, the 
Contractor shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreement, insurance 
against claims for injuries to persons or damage to property which may arise from or in 
connection with the performance of the work hereunder by the Contractor, their agents, 
representatives, employees, or subcontractors. 
 
The Contractor shall provide a Certificate of Insurance evidencing: 
 

A.   Automobile Liability insurance with limits no less than five hundred thousand 
dollars ($500,000) combined single limit per accident for bodily injury and 
property damage. 

 
B.   Commercial General Liability insurance written on an occurrence basis with 
limits no less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) combined single limit per 
occurrence and two million dollars ($2,000,000) aggregate for personal injury, 
bodily injury and property damage.  Coverage shall include but not be limited to:  
blanket contractual; products/completed operations; broad form property 
damage; explosion, collapse and underground (XCU) if specifically requested; 
and employer's liability. 

 
C.   Professional Liability (Errors and Omissions) insurance written on an 
occurrence basis with limits no less than one half million dollars ($500,000) 
combined single limit per occurrence. 

 
D.   Workers Compensation insurance written on an occurrence basis with limits 
no less than one half million dollars ($500,000) combined single limit per 
occurrence. 

 
The City shall be named as an additional insured on the insurance policies and a copy 
of the endorsement naming the City as an additional insured shall be attached to the 
Certificate of Insurance.  The City reserves the right to request certified copies of any 
required policies. 
 
The Contractor's insurance shall contain a clause stating that coverage shall apply 
separately to each insured against whom claim is made or suit is brought, except with 
respect to the limits of the insurer's liability. 
 
SECTION 4.  CONTRACT AMOUNT, ACCEPTANCE OF WHOLE, ADDITIONS.   City 
shall pay Contractor the total sum of One Hundred Twenty Eight Thousand Two 
Hundred Seventy One Dollars  ($128,271)  (“Contract Amount”) for all work and 
materials expended to complete this Project, which shall include the cost of all bonds, 
insurance, and all charges, fees, permits (including water and sewer fees, unless 
waived), expenses or assessments of whatever kind or character that are or may be 
necessary to complete this Project, including any additive alternates listed within the 
Scope of Work described in Section 1.   
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SECTION 5.  PERMITS AND FEES.   As set out in Section 4 above, the Contract 
Amount includes the price of all normally applicable fees and permits.  The City may, at 
its discretion, arrange for the waiver of certain fees, permits and expenses. 
 
SECTION 6.  TERMS OF PAYMENT.  The City shall pay for services provided 
hereunder according to and in an amount not to exceed that detailed in the attached 
payment schedule (Attachment A) and only   upon Contractor's request on forms 
approved by and submitted to the Project Manager.  The City shall make payment 
within thirty (30) days thereafter. Requests for a more rapid payment may be considered 
if a discount is offered for early payment.  At no time shall the aggregate amount of 
money paid to the Contractor in proportion to the Contract Amount be greater than the 
proportion of the work performed at that point to the total Project work.  No payment 
shall be made for any service rendered by the Contractor except for services set forth 
and identified in this Agreement.  The City reserves the right to withhold payment in 
whole or part from the Contractor for non-compliance with the provisions of the Contract 
Documents. 
 

A. RETAINAGE.  The City may, in its sole discretion; (1) retain five percent 
(5%) of the value of all work done and materials or equipment supplied as part 
security for the fulfillment of the Agreement by the Contractor; or (2) retain the 
final payment of up to five percent (5%) of the total project amount.  As work 
nears completion and solely at the City's discretion, the City may reduce the 
retainage to an amount more in line with the work remaining.  The City reserves 
the right to retain all amounts previously withheld or due, including any liquidated 
damages, until all services specified herein are complete.  Any money withheld 
pursuant to this section shall be placed in an interest bearing account and the 
interest shall also be payable to the Contractor upon final payment. 

  
Before final payment is made, the Contractor must submit evidence satisfactory 
to the City that all payrolls, material bills, subcontracts and all outstanding 
indebtedness in connection with the Project have been paid for.   
 
The City may withhold a reasonable amount of the payment bond sufficient to 
cover any outstanding indebtedness or monies owed or claimed by any person 
who supplied work or materials to the Project plus ten percent (10%) of such 
indebtedness as the City's cost of administering such claims until Contractor 
supplies a release satisfactory to the City, signed by all persons who have 
supplied labor or materials to the Project or, at the City's option if no claim is 
made, until 105 days after the date on which any person performed the last of the 
labor or supplied the last of the material for the Project and upon written request 
from the Contractor.  
 
 
The Contractor shall supply to the Project Manager/Engineer within a reasonable 
time after his request a signed statement verifying all the suppliers, 
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subcontractors and other persons who have supplied labor or materials to the 
Project. 

 
B.   FINAL PAYMENT.  Acceptance by the Contractor of the final payment 
from the City shall release the City of all claims, demands and liability of the 
Contractor, its officers, agents, employees and subcontractors, whether 
communicated or not by the Contractor, except with respect to those matters 
referred to in writing delivered to the Contractor and approved in a signed writing 
by the Project Manager.  

 
SECTION 7.  COMPLETION TIME.  The work on this Project shall commence within 
ten days of receipt of the Notice to Proceed and shall be completed by    35 working 
day (not necessarily consecutive after Notice to Proceed)  .   Work stoppage due to 
inclement weather conditions and other factors must be approved in writing by the 
Project Manager.   Inclement weather shall not otherwise constitute cause for delay.  
Unless otherwise agreed by the City by Change Order, no damages shall become due 
to Contractor for City caused delay.  A Change Order for delay will generally be 
accepted for delay so excessive and unreasonable that it is beyond the scope of the 
Contract or delay attributed to direct, active or willful interference by the City.  The 
Change Order must be based upon actual damages sustained by the Contractor which 
are directly attributed to the delay. 
 
In the event that Contractor fails to complete all of the work required herein within the 
time limit set out above, then for each partial or complete day during which the work 
remains uncompleted thereafter, the Contractor agrees to pay the City One Hundred 
Dollars ($100.00), (NOTE: liquidated damages clause must be agreed to by Contractor, 
if no mutual agreement, then no liquidated damages) which the parties believe, due to 
the difficulty of actually assessing the damages the City will suffer in the event of such a 
delay, is a fair estimate of the loss the City will suffer.  The parties agree that the daily 
liquidated damages provided for herein is reasonable and fair, and is not a penalty.  
TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE IN THIS AGREEMENT. 
 
SECTION 8.  ADDITIONAL WORK/CHANGE ORDERS.  The City may enlarge or 
reduce the work to be performed by Contractor hereunder by written notification to 
Contractor, including changes to the plans and specifications.  The City shall pay 
Contractor for any additional work so requested, and shall reduce the payment to the 
Contractor for any reduction in labor, materials, overhead and profit margin resulting 
from the reduction in the work.  Except as the City shall so notify the Contractor in 
writing, it is understood and agreed by the parties hereto that no money will be paid to 
the Contractor for any new or additional labor or materials furnished unless a written 
modification is agreed to in a document signed by both parties. 

 
The value of any work covered by a change order or of any claim for increase or 
decrease in the contract price shall be determined by one or more of the following 
methods in order of precedence listed below: 
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A.   An agreed lump sum; or in the event the parties cannot agree; then 
 
 
B.   The unit rate for the work bid by the Contractor, if applicable, or in the 
event there was no such rate bid; then 

 
C.   The actual cost for: (1) labor; (2) materials; (3) supplies; (4) equipment; (5) 
direct overhead (not to exceed 5% of the sum total of items 1-4, unless approved 
by the City); and (6) other services necessary and approved by the City to 
complete the work.   In the event of a net increase in the Contract Amount for a 
change order as a whole, the City shall allow a payment to the Contractor of an 
additional ten percent (10%) of the actual cost of the work, not including direct 
overhead or bond costs, to cover the cost of general overhead and profit.  The 
Contractor may also charge the City for actual cost of the net increase in bond 
costs as a result of the overall change to the Contract Amount.  The City 
specifically reserves the right to request documentation, including but not limited 
to payroll stubs, bond bills, and invoices, to validate the Contractor’s calculations.   

 
SECTION 9. DISPUTES.  Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, any disputes 
concerning a question of fact arising under this Agreement which is not disposed of by 
Agreement shall be decided by the City.  The decision of the City shall be final and 
conclusive unless, within thirty (30) days from the date of receipt of such decision, the 
Contractor shall mail or otherwise furnish the City a written signed appeal addressed to 
the Project Manager/Engineer.  In connection with any appeal proceeding under this 
clause, the Contractor will be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer evidence 
in support of its appeal.  Pending final decision of a dispute hereunder, the Contractor 
will proceed diligently with the performance of the contract and in accordance with the 
City's decision.  The decision of the City shall be final and conclusive, but shall not be 
arbitrary or unreasonable.  Although this Contract has been drafted by the City, the 
Contractor expressly agrees that any ambiguity herein shall be resolved in favor of the 
City. 
 
SECTION 10.  DEFAULT, REMEDY AND TERMINATION.  The City may terminate this 
agreement upon the occurrence of one or more of the following events:  
 

A.   If Contractor or any Subcontractor should substantially violate any of the 
provisions of this contract;  

 
B.    If Contractor substantially fails to perform any part of this Agreement; 

 
C.   If Contractor repeatedly fails or becomes unable to perform the services 
under this Agreement as required herein, or substantially fails to provide services 
under this Agreement for a period of seventy-two (72) hours;  
 
D.   If Contractor (1) shall become insolvent in a bankruptcy sense; (2) shall be 
generally not paying its debts as they become due, or within a reasonable time 
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thereafter; (3) shall suffer, voluntarily or involuntarily, the entry of an order by any 
court or governmental authority authorizing the appointment of or appointing of a 
custodian (as that term is defined in 11 U.S.C. '101[10]), receiver, trustee, or 
other officer with similar powers with respect to it or any portion of its property 
which remains undismissed for a period of ninety (90) days; (4) shall suffer, 
voluntarily or involuntarily, with or without judicial or governmental authorization, 
any such custodian, receiver, trustee, or other officer with similar powers to take 
possession of any part of its property which third party remains in possession for 
an excess of ninety (90) days; (5) shall suffer, voluntarily or involuntarily, the filing 
of a petition respecting an assignment for the benefit of creditors which is not 
dismissed for a period of ninety (90) days; (6) shall be dissolved; (7) shall 
become the subject of any proceeding, suit, or action at law or in equity under or 
relating to any bankruptcy, reorganization or arrangement of debt, insolvency, 
readjustment of debt, receivership, liquidation, or dissolution law or statute or 
amendments thereto to be commenced by or against it or against any of its 
property which remains undismissed for a period of ninety (90) days; (8) shall 
voluntarily suspend substantially all of its business operations; (9) shall be 
merged with, acquired by, or otherwise absorbed by any individual, corporation, 
or other business entity or organization of any kind except for any individual 
corporation or other business entity or organization which is controlled by, 
controlling, or under common control with the Contractor; or (10) shall take action 
for the purpose of any of the foregoing, 

 
After serving ten (10) days written notice on the Contractor and its surety of its intention 
to terminate the services of Contractor, and if within ten (10) days after serving such 
notice, the violation is not corrected to City's reasonable satisfaction, the City then may 
take over the work and prosecute it to completion by contract or by any other method it 
may deem advisable at the expense of the Contractor.  The Contractor and the bonding 
company shall be liable to the City for any reasonable cost occasioned by the City in 
excess of the amount agreed for the service herein. 
 
The Contractor shall be entitled to a hearing before a City hearing officer upon the issue 
of termination if it submits a written request therefore within seven (7) days of the 
service of the notice of the City's intent to terminate.  The Contractor shall be entitled to 
be heard at such hearing on the issue of termination.  The Contractor shall not bring an 
action against the City, its officers, agents or employees arising out of or relating to the 
termination of this Agreement before the decision is issued by the City's hearing 
officer(s).   
 
Waiver of any default shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any subsequent default.  
Waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall not be construed to be modification of 
the terms of this Agreement, unless stated to be such in writing, signed by the City's 
authorized representative. 
 
The Contractor shall continue the performance of this agreement to the extent not 
terminated under the provisions of this section. 
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The rights and remedies of the City provided in this clause shall not be exclusive and 
are in addition to any other rights and remedies provided by law or under this 
agreement. 
 
SECTION  11.  HOLD HARMLESS INDEMNIFICATION.  The Contractor clearly and 
unequivocally agrees to indemnify and to hold the City and its agents, employees, and 
officers, harmless from and shall process and to defend at its own expense any and all 
claims, demands, suits, at law or equity, actions, penalties, losses, damages, or costs, 
of whatsoever kind or nature, brought against the City arising out of, in connection with, 
or incident to the execution of this Agreement and/or the Contractor's performance or 
failure to perform any aspect of this Agreement; provided, however, that if such claims 
are caused by or result from the concurrent negligence of the City, its agents, 
employees, and officers, this indemnity provision shall be valid and enforceable only to 
the extent of the negligence of the Contractor or others; and provided further, that 
nothing herein shall require the Contractor to hold harmless or defend the City, its 
agents, employees and/or officers from any claims arising from the sole negligence of 
the City, its agents, employees, and/or officers.  The Contractor expressly agrees that 
the indemnification provided herein constitutes the contractor's waiver of immunity 
under Utah Code Section 34A-2-105 for the purposes of this Agreement.  This waiver 
has been mutually negotiated by the parties.  The provisions of this section shall survive 
the expiration or termination of this Agreement.  No liability shall attach to the City by 
reason of entering into this Agreement except as expressly provided herein. 
 
SECTION 12.  CONTROLLING LAW.  These general conditions shall be construed in 
accordance with and enforced under the laws of the State of Utah.  Any action of law, 
suit in equity, or judicial proceeding for the enforcement of the Agreement, or any 
provisions thereof, shall be instituted and maintained only in any of the courts of 
competent jurisdiction in Summit County, Utah. 
 
SECTION 13.  ASSIGNMENT.  The Contractor shall not assign nor transfer any interest 
in this agreement without the prior written consent of the City, provided however, that 
claims for compensation due or to become due the Contractor from the City under this 
agreement may be assigned to a bank, trust company, or other financial institution 
without such approval.  Written notice of any such assignment shall be promptly 
furnished to City. 
 
SECTION 14.  SAFETY AND TRAFFIC CONTROL.  Contractor shall take all 
reasonable precautions to protect the safety of pedestrians, school children, motorists, 
and others who may use or come near to the Project site, including but not limited to 
compliance with the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 
 
SECTION 15.  SAFETY AND PROTECTION OF THE WORK.  Contractor shall be 
responsible for initiating, maintaining and supervising all safety precautions and 
programs in connection with the project work.  Contractor shall provide reasonable 
protection to prevent damage, injury or loss to employees on the Project work and all 
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other persons who may be affected thereby, materials and equipment, whether on or off 
the site, and other property at the work site or adjacent thereto, including trees, shrubs, 
lawns, walks, pavements, roadways, structures and utilities not designated for removal, 
relocation or replacement in the course of construction.  In addition, the Contractor shall 
give all notices and comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, rules, regulations and 
lawful orders of any public authority bearing on the safety of persons or property or their 
protection from damage, injury or loss. 
 
The Contractor shall erect and maintain, as required by the existing conditions and 
progress of the work, all reasonable safeguards for safety and protection, including 
posting danger signs and other warnings against hazards, setting safety regulations, 
and notifying owners and user of adjacent utilities. 
 
The Contractor shall promptly remedy all damage or loss to any property referred to in 
this Section caused in whole or in party by the Contractor, any subcontractor, sub-
subcontractor or anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them, or by anyone for 
whose acts any of them may be liable and for which the Contractor is responsible, 
except for acts or omissions by the City or anyone directly or indirectly employed by it, 
or by anyone for whose acts it may be liable, and not attributable to the fault or 
negligence of the Contractor.  Contractor shall remove from the site all cuttings, debris, 
equipment and unused material. 
 
SECTION  16.  UNENFORCEABLE CONTRACT, WAIVERS.   In the event that any 
provision of this contract shall be ruled invalid and unenforceable, the remaining 
provisions shall be valid and binding upon the parties.  One or more waivers by either 
party of any provision, term or covenant shall not be construed by the other party as a 
waiver of a subsequent breach of the same provision by the other party. 
 
SECTION 17.  ENTIRE AGREEMENT.  This contract represents the entire integrated 
agreement between City and Contractor and supersedes all prior negotiations, 
representations or agreements, either written or oral.  This agreement may be amended 
only by written modification signed by both parties. 
 
SECTION 18.  COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.  Contractor will commence work as 
required by the specifications within ten calendar days after receiving the NOTICE TO 
PROCEED. 
 
SECTION 19.  UTILITIES.  The right is reserved to the owners of public utilities and 
franchises to enter upon the street or work site for the purpose of making repairs or 
changes of their property that may become necessary by the work.  The City shall also 
have the privilege of entering upon the street or work site for the purpose of repairing 
culverts, storm drains, water system repairs or adjustments and any and all other 
necessary City work. 
 
The Contractor takes the whole risk, responsibility and expense with respect to the 
location of utilities, and in working with utility owners about locating, moving, repairing, 
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and modifying utilities.  All utility locations shown on the plans and specifications are 
approximate and are marked on the plans, if at all, only for convenience.  The City 
makes no representation about the location of any such utilities, and Contractor is 
encouraged to contact utility companies and owners about the location of all utilities that 
may be impacted by or impact the Project work. 
 
SECTION 20.  HOURS AND DAYS OF WORK.  All work performed by the Contractor, 
its subcontractors, materialmen, agents and employees shall be performed during work 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday unless otherwise specified in 
a Conditional Use Permit or Construction Mitigation Plan.  In individual Construction 
Mitigation Plans, the Building Official may further reduce the hours or days of work for 
Special Events or as other circumstances may reasonably warrant.  When work is 
prohibited, no exterior construction, excavation or delivery of supplies and concrete are 
allowed.  Interior work, however, may be allowed Monday through Sunday, with no 
limitation on hours for the following types of construction: 
 

A.    Interior work on individual single-family home construction or addition 
projects not involving materials or supply deliveries 

 
B.    Construction of decks, patios, landscape walls less than 4 feet in height, 
and fences on individual single-family lots 

 
C.    Non-mechanized exterior painting on individual single-family residences 

 
D.    Non-mechanized landscaping on individual single-family residences  

 
E.    Survey work not involving grading or use of power equipment to cut 

vegetation. 
 

Extended Hours Special Permit. The Building Official may authorize extended 
hours for construction operations or procedures which, by their nature, require 
continuous operation or modify or waive the hours of work on projects in 
generally isolated areas where the extended hours do not impact upon adjoining 
property occupants.  In such cases, the Building Official shall issue a Special 
Permit identifying the extended hours.  Contractor shall display the special permit 
on site. 

 
Special Event Regulations.  The Building Official and/or Police Chief may, at 
their discretion, restrict construction activity, including governmental or special 
improvement agencies, in order to assure the public safety during special events 
within the City.  Special events shall include, but not be limited to the Art Festival, 
Film Festival, ski events, and holiday events.  

 
SECTION 21. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLANS.  Contractor shall submit a 
Construction Mitigation Plan to be approved by the Community Development 
Department, for all building permits.  The Community Development Department may 
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waive this requirement for minor remodels, additions and interior construction where the 
impact on adjacent property is minimal.  This plan shall be written and shall address, to 
the satisfaction of the Community Development Department. 
 

A.   Hours and Days of Operation.  The Construction Mitigation Plan shall 
specify the daily construction start and finish times.  Construction activity 
occurring outside of the times specified in Section 11-14-6 of the Park City 
Municipal Code may only be allowed by Special Permit issued by the Building 
Official or the City Engineer.  

 
B.   Parking. The Construction Mitigation Plan shall include a parking plan.  
Construction vehicle parking may be restricted at construction sites so as to not 
block reasonable public and safety vehicle access along streets and sidewalks.  
Construction parking in paid or permit only parking areas require the Public 
Works Department review and approve a parking plan.  The plan shall also 
include anticipated temporary parking, e.g. delivery vehicles, large equipment 
parking.     

 
C.   Deliveries. The Construction Mitigation Plan shall identify proposed 
delivery locations and routes.  Deliveries of construction materials and supplies 
including concrete may be regulated as to time and routing if such deliveries will 
cause unreasonable noise, parking, or access issues.  In order to reduce the 
number of delivery trips to construction sites, the stockpiling of materials on or 
near the site may be required.  In the case of multiple construction sites in close 
proximity, a common materials storage and staging site may be required. 

 
D.   Construction Phasing. Due to the narrow streets, small lot configuration, 
topography, traffic circulation, weather, construction parking and material staging 
problems, projects in the Historic District and other areas of the City may be 
required to be phased if more than one project is under construction in close 
enough proximity to create public safety or nuisance problems. In cases where 
phasing is deemed necessary by the Community Development Department, the 
first project to receive a building permit shall have priority, however, the Building 
Official shall have the authority to phase projects as necessary to assure 
efficient, timely and safe construction. 

 
E.   Trash Management and Recycling.  Construction sites shall provide 
adequate storage and a program for trash removal.  

 
F.   Control of Dust and Mud on Streets.  A program for the control of dust 
or other airborne debris shall be required. Provision must be made to eliminate 
the tracking of mud on streets and a program shall be required to remove any 
such mud daily. 

 
G.   Noise.  Construction activity shall not exceed the noise standards as 
specified in Section 6-3-9 of the Park City Municipal Code.  
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H.   Grading and Excavation.  Because of the truck hauling involved in 
grading and excavation, restrictions on trucking routes as well as the hours of 
operation may be necessary to mitigate the adverse impacts from such 
operations.  Destination and total cubic yards of excavated material shall be 
noted. 

 
I.   Construction Sign Requirements.  A sign, indicating the name of the 
party responsible for the Project shall be posted in a location where such sign is 
readable from the street or driveway to the construction site.  The sign shall not 
exceed 12 square feet in size, six feet in height and shall not exceed a letter type 
of 4".  Information on the sign shall include, at a minimum: 

 
1. Name, address and phone number of contractor; 
2. Name, address, and phone number of person responsible for the 

project; and 
3. Phone number of party to call in case of emergency. 

 
No additional fee is required for this sign. 

 
SECTION 22.  TOILET FACILITIES AND CONTAINERIZED TRASH SERVICE 
REQUIRED.   
 

A.   The Contractor shall obtain and maintain on the site a container of suitable 
size and design to hold and confine trash, scraps, and other construction related 
refuse created or accumulated on the site.  All such construction refuse shall be 
maintained in a closed container at all times, until transferred to the landfill.  
Containers may be placed in setback areas, provided that the placement of the 
container does not obstruct the view of motorists on adjoining streets and thereby 
create traffic hazards.  Contractor shall not permit accumulated debris, litter, or 
trash on the construction site to blow or scatter onto adjoining properties, 
including the public street or to accumulate on the site outside of the container, or 
on transit to the landfill or dump.  The owner or contractor shall service the 
container as frequently as needed to prevent trash from over-flowing. 

 
B.    The Project site shall have permanent toilets, or an approved temporary 
toilet facility positioned in a location approved by the Building Department, at the 
rate of one toilet per fifteen on-site employees (1-15 employees = one toilet, 16-
30 employees= two toilets and so on). 

 
SECTION 23.  OBEY LAWS.  Contractor shall obey all laws, ordinances and 
regulations of the United States, the State of Utah, and Park City in performing this 
Agreement. 
 
SECTION 24.  NONDISCRIMINATION. 
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A.   The City is an equal opportunity employer. 
 
B.   In the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor will not discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for employment on the grounds of race, creed, 
color, national origin, sex, marital status, age or the presence of any sensory, 
mental or physical handicap; provided that the prohibition against discrimination 
in employment because of handicap shall not apply if the particular disability 
prevents the proper performance of the particular worker involved.  The 
Contractor shall ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are 
treated during employment without discrimination because of their race, creed, 
color, national origin, sex, marital status, age or the presence of any sensory, 
mental or physical handicap.  Such action shall include, but not be limited to:  
employment, upgrading, demotion or transfers, recruitment or recruitment 
advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation, 
and programs for training including apprenticeships.  The Contractor shall take 
such action with respect to this Agreement as may be required to ensure full 
compliance with local, state and federal laws prohibiting discrimination in 
employment. 

 
C.   The Contractor will not discriminate against any recipient of any services 
or benefits provided for in this Agreement on the grounds of race, creed, color, 
national origin, sex, marital status, age or the presence of any sensory, mental or 
physical handicap. 

 
D.   If any assignment or subcontracting has been authorized by the City, said 
assignment or subcontract shall include appropriate safeguards against 
discrimination.  The Contractor shall take such action as may be required to 
ensure full compliance with the provisions in the immediately preceding 
paragraphs herein. 

 
SECTION 25.  THIRD PARTY RIGHTS.  Nothing herein is intended to confer rights of 
any kind in any third party.  No member, officer, or employee of the City shall have any 
interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds thereof. 
 
SECTION 26.  PROJECT MANAGER/ENGINEER.  The Project Manager/Engineer for 
this Project is Rod Coles Architects Studio ,  or such other person designated by the 
City Engineer or Public Works Director to the Contractor orally or in writing.   
 
SECTION 27.  PARTIES' REPRESENTATIVES.  For purposes of notice required or 
desired by the parties, or communication involving the services under this Agreement, 
such notice or communication shall be deemed to have been given when personally 
delivered or mailed, or sent by facsimile transmission certified mail, postage pre-paid, to 
the parties at the following addresses: 
 
Contractor:   Kevin Merritt   , or such other person designated in writing by the 
Contractor's chief administrative officer, at the Contractor's address set out first above;  
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Park City:  Project Manager/Engineer, at the address set out first above for the City, or 
when given to such other person as either of the above representatives shall designate 
in writing.  The designation of any address may be changed by notice given in the same 
manner as provided in this paragraph.   
 
SECTION 28.  SEVERABILITY.  Should any part of this Agreement for any reason be 
declared invalid, such decision shall not affect the validity of any remaining provisions, 
which remaining provisions shall remain in force and effect as if this Agreement had 
been executed with the invalid portion thereof eliminated, and it is hereby declared the 
intention of the parties that they would have executed the remaining portion of this 
Agreement without including any such part, parts, or portions which may, for any 
reason, be hereafter declared invalid.  If any provision of this Agreement is held invalid 
or unenforceable with respect to particular circumstances, such provision shall 
nevertheless remain in full force and effect in all other circumstances. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have entered into this agreement on the day and 
year set out at the top of this Agreement. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

      
 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 
Author: David Maloney 
Subject: 1021 Norfolk Avenue – Plat Amendment 
Date: March 30, 2006 
Type of Item: Plat Amendment - Legislative 
 
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission recommends City Council deny the attached ordinance 
according to the Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law incorporated herein. 
     
Applicant: Todd Ford on behalf of Connie and Chad Bilbrey 
Location: 1021 Norfolk Avenue  
Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) 
Adjacent Land Use: Low and Medium Density Residential, Institutional (Library) 
 
BACKGROUND  
The application was received on November 2, 2005. The applicant proposed to 
subdivide the property known as Lot 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, half of Lot 12 and portions of Lot 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 of Block 16 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey into 
five (5) legal lots of record, identified on the proposed plat as Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. 
There is an existing historic house and garage located on the south side of the property 
and the remainder of the land is vacant.  The Historic Preservation Board determined on 
August 19, 2004 that the detached garage located on the property is not historic. The 
applicant is proposing to demolish the garage and relocate the historic house further to 
the south of the property. The proposed plat amendment would create one (1) lot for the 
relocated historic house, and four (4) additional lots that are intended to be developed 
into single-family houses. Four (4) Historic District Design Review Applications were 
submitted to the City; however, they cannot receive approval prior to the recordation of 
this plat.  
 
The application was first heard by the Planning Commission on January 25, 2006. The 
Planning Commission discussed concerns that the proposed 5 units of housing would 
be a substantial increase to the existing density of the land as currently only two single 
family houses could be built in addition to the existing historic house on the property. 
The Planning Commission directed Staff and the applicant to study the options for this 
property and consider reducing the density of the proposal. The applicant believes that 
the proposed density is appropriate and has not amended the proposal since the 
January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting. Staff prepared a thorough analysis of 
the density of this sector of Old Town, including the impacts on housing density of the 
proposed plat amendment. 
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The application was continued at the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting 
to February 22, 2006. The February 22, 2006 Planning Commission meeting was 
moved to March 1, 2006. The application was continued at the March 1, 2006 meeting 
to March 8, 2006 so that the density study could be completed. 
 
The application was brought back to the Planning Commission on March 8, 2006 when 
the Planning Commission voted in favor for a motion to recommend the City Council 
deny the plat amendment proposal based on concerns regarding the proposed density 
on site. 
 
ANALYSIS 
The property consists of five (5) platted lots and small remnant portions of six (6) other 
lots. There is an existing historic house on the south side of the property spanning three 
(3) platted lots. Currently there are two (2) vacant platted lots that are buildable. The 
proposed plat amendment will result in four (4) vacant buildable lots. The movement of 
the historic house and the establishment of four (4) vacant lots results in an increase in 
the number of buildable lots from two (2) to four (4).  
 
Pursuant to LMC Section 15-7.1-6(B) the Planning Commission forwards a negative 
recommendation to City Council based on the premise that the result of the proposed 
plat amendment and subsequent build out of the property would be a one hundred 
percent (100%) increase in the number of buildable lots. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to City Council 
for denial of this proposed plat amendment in accordance with the Findings of Facts 
and Conclusions of Law outlined below; 
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

1) The property is located within the HR-1 zoning district. 
2) The dimensions of the entire property are approximately 137.5’ x 80’ for a 

total of 10,800 sq. ft. 
3) The minimum HR-1 lot size is eighteen hundred and seventy five (1875) 

square feet. 
4) The applicant is proposing to create five (5) legal lots of records (Lots 1 to 5). 
5) There is an existing historic house on the south side of the property spanning 

three (3) platted lots.  
6) There is an existing non-historic garage, to be demolished, located on what 

would be Lot 1. 
7) There are currently five (5) platted lots on the property, plus remnant pieces 

of six (6) lots. 
8) The proposed plat amendment results in an increase in the number of platted, 

buildable lots on the property, given the location of the existing platted lots 
and the historic house. 

9) There are two (2) platted, vacant lots that are currently buildable. 
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10) The proposal would increase the number of platted, vacant lots to four (4). 
 

Conclusions of Law: 
 

1) There is not good cause for this plat amendment based on the increase in 
number of buildable lots. 

 
Exhibit A: March 8, 2006 Planning Commission Report 
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Exhibit A: March 8th, 2006 Planning Commission Report 
 
Planning Commission    
Staff Report 

      
 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 
Author: David Maloney 
Subject: 1021 Norfolk Avenue – Plat Amendment 
Date: March 8, 2006 
Type of Item: Plat Amendment 
 
SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed plat amendment 
and attached density study, conduct a public hearing and forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval outlined in the attached draft ordinance. 
     
Applicant: Todd Ford 
Location: 1021 Norfolk Avenue  
Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) 
Adjacent Land Use: Low and Medium Density Residential, Institutional (Library) 
 
BACKGROUND  
The application was received on November 2, 2005. The applicant is proposing to 
subdivide the property known as Lot 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, half of Lot 12 and portions of Lot 21, 
22, 23, 24, 25, and 26 of Block 16 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey into 
5 legal lots of record, identified on the proposed plat as Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. There is an 
existing historic house and garage located on the south side of the property and the 
remainder of the land is vacant.  The Historic Preservation Board determined on August 
19, 2004 that the detached garage located on the property is not historic. The applicant 
is proposing to demolish the garage and relocate the historic house further to the north 
of the property. The proposed plat amendment will create one lot for the relocated 
historic house, and four additional lots that are intended to be developed into single-
family houses. Three Historic District Design Review Applications have been submitted 
to the City; however, they cannot receive approval prior to the recordation of this plat.  
 
The application was first heard by the Planning Commission on January 25, 2006. The 
Planning Commission discussed concerns that the proposed 5 units of housing would 
be a substantial increase to the existing density of the land as currently only two single 
family houses could be built in addition to the existing historic house on the property. 
The Planning Commission directed Staff and the applicant to study the options for this 
property and consider reducing the density of the proposal. The applicant believes that 
the proposed density is appropriate and has not amended the proposal since the 
January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting. Staff has prepared a thorough 

79



analysis of the density of this sector of Old Town, including the impacts on housing 
density of the proposed plat amendment. 
 
The application was continued at the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting 
to February 22, 2006. The February 22, 2006 Planning Commission meeting was 
moved to March 1, 2006. The application was continued at the March 1, 2006 meeting 
to March 8, 2006 so that the density study could be completed. 
 
ANALYSIS 
The dimensions of the proposed lots are as follows; Lot 1 = 37.5’ x 78.30’, Lot 2 = 25’ x 
78.30’, Lot 3 = 25’ x 78.30’, Lot 4 = 25’ x 83.30’ and Lot 5 = 25’ x 83.30’. Each lot meets 
the minimum lot size standard (1875 sq. ft.) for residential lots within the HR-1 zoning 
district [15-2.2-3(a)].  
 
There is an existing house that sits on the subject property, which will be relocated to 
the proposed Lot 1 as part of this proposed plat amendment application. The house will 
be situated approximately 5 feet from the adjacent property to the south and 3 feet from 
the vacant lot to be identified as Lot 2. The front yard setback is proposed to be 10 feet 
and the rear yard setback is 29 feet. These setbacks are in compliance with the HR-1 
setback requirements as written in LMC 15-2.2-3(e)–(i). The building footprint for this 
house located on the proposed Lot 1 is approximately 880 sq. ft which is within the 
maximum allowed foot print for a lot of this size (approximately 1220 sq. ft.) as per LMC 
12-2.2-3(d).  
 
Snow shedding has been addressed through two measures. The owner of 1021 Norfolk 
Avenue has accepted the potential for future damages to the existing historic structure 
from the house that sits on 1019 Norfolk Avenue, directly to the south of the proposed 
Lot 1 (see Exhibit D). Furthermore, there is currently an attempt to establish a snow 
shed easement agreement between the property owners of 1021 and 1019 Norfolk 
Avenue, owned by Shawn Johnson. These measures have satisfied the requirements of 
LMC 12-2.2-3(j) as it relates to snow shedding from the southernmost lot on to the lot to 
the south of it. 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW 
This application was reviewed at the November 17, 2005 Staff Review meeting. 
Representatives from the Planning and Engineering, Building, Legal, Public works 
departments as well as representatives from local utility organizations were in 
attendance. The issues discussed related to the recordation of the plat and the 
sequence of events that would be satisfy legal requirements. It was determined that the 
garage would have to be demolished and the existing historic house would have to be 
moved prior to the recordation of the plat and the construction of houses on the 
proposed newly configured lots that are vacant. Furthermore, the Planning Department 
reviewed the density of the surrounding neighborhood of the subject property, following 
the January 25, 2006 meeting, so to inform the Planning Commission about the existing 
and proposed housing density along Norfolk Avenue and within the adjacent 
neighborhood. 
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NOTICING 
This application has been noticed in the Park Record, a sign has been posted on the 
property and letters have been sent to property owners within 300 feet of the subject 
property, in accordance with the noticing requirements outlined in the LMC 15-1-2. 
 
Input was received from Shawn Johnson, property owner of 1019 Norfolk Avenue. His 
concern was with regard to the establishment of a snow shedding agreement. Mr. 
Johnson would like to establish a snow shed agreement between him and the owner of 
1021 Norfolk Avenue to address snow shedding issues between the existing house at 
1019 Norfolk Avenue and the existing historic house at 1021 which is proposed to be 
moved to Lot 1 of the proposed new plat.  
 
A letter was received by the Planning Department on February 7, 2006 from Mary Ann 
and Scott Petler who own the house at 1024 Empire Avenue (please refer to Exhibit B). 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
Planning Commission can decide to approve the plat amendment as conditioned, 
approve the plat amendment with different conditions, or deny the plat amendment. 
 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
There are no significant impacts associated with the approval of this plat amendment. 
 
CONSEQUENCES OF NOT TAKING RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Without the approval of this plat amendment application, the applicant would not be able 
to relocate and renovate the historic house to the proposed Lot 1. Furthermore, the 
applicant would not be able to create the four proposed vacant lots where four single 
family houses are proposed. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to City 
Council according to the Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of 
Approval as found in the attached ordinance. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
 
The property is located within the HR-1 zoning district. 
The dimensions of the entire property are approximately 137.5’ x 80’ for a total of 

10,800 sq. ft. 
The applicant is proposing to create 5 legal lots of records (Lots 1 to 5). 
Lots 2 through 5 are proposed to have 25’ of frontage along Norfolk Avenue. 
Lot 1 is proposed to have 37.5’ of width and 78.30’ of depth. 
There is an existing non-historic garage located on what will be Lot 1. 
The garage is to be demolished as part of this plat amendment. 
There is an existing historic house on the property that will be relocated to Lot 1. 
The proposed relocation of the historic house meets all LMC requirements for the HR-1 
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zone. 
The relocation of the historic house to Lot 1 is in compliance with the maximum footprint 

dictated by LMC 12-2.2-3(d). 
The owner of the property agrees to sign a snow shed easement agreement with the 

owner of 1019 Norfolk Avenue. 
The discussion in the Analysis section is incorporated herein. 
 
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. 
 3. As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General Plan 
and Land Management Code. 
 
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 prior 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. 
5) Snow shed agreements for Lot 1 and 1019 Norfolk Avenue in a form approved by 
the Chief Building Official must be recorded with the plat. 
6) No remnant lot is separately developable. 
 
EXHIBITS: 
 
Exhibit A: Existing Conditions 
Exhibit B: Proposed Plat with Existing Conditions 
Exhibit C: Proposed Plat 
Exhibit D: Letter of Snow Shed Acknowledgement 
Exhibit E: Letter from Neighbor 
Exhibit F: Density Analysis 
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Ordinance No. 06- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SUBDIVISION OF LOTS 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 & ONE 
HALF OF LOT 12 OF THE SNYDER’S ADDITION TO THE PARK CITY SURVEY, 
LOCATED AT 1021 PARK AVENUE PARK CITY, UTAH 
  
WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as 1021 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 March 8, 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 March 30, 2006 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed 
subdivision; and  

 
WHEREAS, the proposed Subdivision allows the property owner to establish 5 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 located within the HR-1 zoning district. 
2. The dimensions of the entire property are approximately 137.5’ x 80’ for a total of 
10,800 sq. ft. 
3. The applicant is proposing to create 5 legal lots of records (Lots 1 to 5). 
4. Lots 2 through 5 are proposed to have 25’ of frontage along Norfolk Avenue. 
5. Lot 1 is proposed to have 37.5’ of width and 78.30’ of depth. 
6. There is an existing non-historic garage located on what will be Lot 1. 
7. The garage is to be demolished as part of this plat amendment. 
8. There is an existing historic house on the property that will be relocated to Lot 1. 
9. The proposed relocation of the historic house meets all LMC requirements for the 
HR-1 zone. 
10. The relocation of the historic house to Lot 1 is in compliance with the maximum 
footprint dictated by LMC 12-2.2-3(d). 
11. The owner of the property agrees to sign a snow shed easement agreement with 
the owner of 1019 Norfolk Avenue. 
12. The discussion in the Analysis section is incorporated herein. 
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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. 
3. As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General 
Plan and Land Management Code. 
 

    
   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 prior 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. 
5. Snow shed agreements for Lot 1 and 1019 Norfolk Avenue in a form approved by 
the Chief Building Official must be recorded with the plat. 
6. No remnant lot is separately developable. 

 
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of March, 2006. 
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December 19, 2005 
 
 
David Maloney 
Planning Department 
Park City Municipal Corporation 
445 Marsac Avenue 
PO Box 1480 
Park City, UT 84060 
 
 
RE: 1021 Norfolk Avenue Snow Shed Acknowledgement 
 
Dear David, 
 
The owners and representatives of 1021 Norfolk Ave. acknowledge that in times of 
heavy snow, the roof of the existing home located on Lot 6 may shed snow by natural 
gravity onto Lot 7. It is further acknowledged that the owner of Lot 6 shall do everything 
in their power to limit this snow shedding including appropriate snow melt systems. This 
is particularly important as the home on Lot 6 is located within the three-foot side yard 
setback. It is further acknowledged that the owner of Lot 7 shall not be responsible for 
removing the snow shed from the roof of the home on Lot 6, nor shall the owner of Lot 7 
be responsible for damages caused by snow shedding from the roof of the structure on 
Lot 6.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Todd Ford 
 
Jack Johnson Company 
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Exhibit E: received via e-mail February 7, 2006 
 
David, 
 
Can you please forward this letter onto the Planning Commissioners? 
Thanks, 
Mary Ann Petler 
 
To:  Park City Planning Commissioners 
From:  Mary Ann and Scott Petler, Homeowners, 1024 Empire Ave. 
Re:  Plat amendment for 1021 Norfolk Avenue 
 
Before attending the Jan. 25th Planning Commission meeting, I was not aware that the 
future lot density of the above mentioned property was in question.  We thought the 
Commissioners were only going to vote on whether to approve the plat amendment as 
proposed by the planning department. 
 
After attending the meeting and hearing that the Commissioners were not all in favor of 
the proposed plat amendment, we want to urge the Planning Commission to favorably 
recommend subdividing the Norfolk Ave. property to three lots (or less).  We believe 
that, even though the zoning allows for up to five lots, the neighborhood doesn't need 
the increased density and an additional four lots will not provide a benefit to the City or 
to our neighborhood. 
 
One of the Commissioners brought up the issue of five versus three driveways.  He said 
that the additional driveways would detract from appeal of the road, limit snow storage, 
and provide less on-street parking.  I would also like to add that houses built on larger 
lots generally have two-car garages.  Fewer houses built on larger lots would provide 
more parking (inside and out), making street parking and traffic on Norfolk less of an 
issue.  Less cars parked on the street provides better through way for cars, snow 
removal vehicles, and pedestrians. 
 
Our home is already surrounded on each side by two non-conforming houses.  We 
realize that the applicant has the right to develop the property but we believe that 
developing four additional houses on the property is excessive is will not be an asset to 
the neighborhood.  We know that the Commissioners were not inclined to support 
moving the existing structure, but we would fully support moving the existing house to 
the north side of the property, the lower height of this house and larger set-back would 
balance the very large non-conforming structures to both our south and  north sides on 
Empire Ave.  
 
Also, we would like to ask that any development below our house be required to install 
underground utilities (power, phone, and cable) from the pole to the houses.   
 
Scott and Mary Ann Petler 
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Exhibit F: Density Analysis 
 
Density Analysis – North Old Town (Library Area)   
 
Date of Study: February 28th, 2006 
Author: David Maloney, Planner             

         PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 
Area of Study: 
 
The area of this study includes Old Town blocks between 9th Street on the south and 
13th Street on the north and between Woodside Avenue on the east and Empire Avenue 
on the west. The study area also includes the northern terminus of Norfolk Avenue, just 
beyond the Library. This study excludes Block 7 where the City Library is located as 
there are no housing units on this Block. Specifically, the study area includes; half of 
Blocks 29, 28, 27, all of Blocks 15, 16, 17, 18, and a portion of Block 19 (up to the end 
of Norfolk Avenue just north of the Library), Blocks 12, 9, 8, and the western half (along 
Woodside Avenue) of Blocks 3, 4, 5 and 6. Each of the subject Blocks are in the 
Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey (See Figure 1.0). 
 
Purpose: 
 
The purpose of this analysis is to determine the current density of the north end of Old 
Town, specifically along Norfolk Avenue, in order to provide background information to 
Staff and the Planning Commissioners. Understanding the current density will assist the 
Planning Commission in review of the development proposals in the area. The study is 
being conducted based on a request from the Planning Commission during the review 
of a proposal to replat an area of Block 16 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City 
Survey that would result in increased density from what is existing. 
 
Methodology: 
 
The density of this neighborhood is determined by identifying the number of housing 
units on each of the above mentioned Blocks, or portions of Blocks then by dividing this 
number into the total area (in acres) of the Blocks. The number of housing units was 
determined by an initial drive-by of each of the blocks followed by an analysis of the 
2005 plat maps identifying the respective areas. Furthermore, the number of units per 
condominium was derived from an existing inventory of housing units compiled by the 
Economic Development group in December of 2004. The total area of the Blocks is 
determined by the number of platted Old Town lots which are 25 feet by 75 feet, or 1875 
square feet in area. The number of lots on the block is then multiplied by 1875 to 
determine the square footage of the block. The square footage value is then divided by 
43,560 which will produce the acreage value. The number of units on the block is then 
divided by the number of acres to determine the density of housing units per acre. 
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A single family house, a condominium unit, and a suite in a guest lodge are considered 
to be one (1) unit for the purpose of this study, while dormitory beds are one quarter 
(25%) of a unit. 
 
The density of each block within the study area is determined, along with the overall 
density of the neighborhood, the average density of all blocks, the median density and 
the current density of Block 16, where a development proposal has been submitted. 
 
The density along Norfolk Avenue is calculated by first determining the number of 
platted Old Town lots (each 25 feet by 75 feet) and then counting the number of housing 
units, including single family houses, condominium apartment units, and dormitory beds 
(counted as 0.25 of a unit). The total area of the lots along the street is then converted 
into a value in acres. The total number of units along the street is then divided by the 
acreage to calculate the number of housing units per acre of land. 
 
Analysis:  
 
Figure 1.0 

Location 
# of 
Lots 

Total 
Area 

Non-Condo 
Units 

Condo 
Units 

Total 
Units 

Total 
Density 

Block 3 16.0 30000 11 0 11 16 
Block 10 32.0 60000 20 2 22 16 
Block 15 32.0 60000 20 0 20 15 
Block 29 16.0 30000 9 0 9 13 
Block 4 16.0 30000 6 2 8 12 
Block 9 32.0 60000 14 0 14 10 
Block 16 32.0 60000 15 4 19 14 
Block 28 16.0 30000 12 0 12 17 
Block 5 16.0 30000 6 0 6 9 
Block 8 32.0 60000 6 12 18 13 
Block 17 32.0 60000 14 24 38 28 
Block 27 16.5 30938 6 6 12 17 
Block 18 44.0 82500 4 82 86 45 
Block 19 13.0 24375 7 4 11 20 
Block 26 22.0 41250 12 38 50 53 
Norfolk 
Avenue 93.0 174375 42 79 121 30 
Proposed 
Norfolk 93.0 174375 46 79 125 31 
Proposed 
Block 16 32.0 60000 19 4 23 17 

 
 
Conclusions: 
 

• Total Density of Neighborhood = 21 units / acre 
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• Average Density of Blocks = 20 units / acre 
• Median Density of Neighborhood = 16 units / acre 
• Existing Density of Block 16 = 14 units / acre 
• Proposed Density of Block 16 = 17 units /acre 
• Density along Norfolk Avenue = 30 units / acre 

 
Summary: 
 
The proposed plat amendment at 1021 Norfolk would increase the density of Block 16 
from 14 housing units per acre to approximately 17 housing units per acre. The 
proposed increase in density would result in a housing density that is about 19% lower 
than the total existing neighborhood density. The proposed increase in density is 1 unit 
of housing more dense than the median housing density for all the blocks in the 
neighborhood, but 3 units less dense than the average housing density of the blocks in 
the neighborhood. The density along Norfolk Avenue is currently 30 units per acre and 
the proposed plat would increase this density to 31 units per acre. The majority of the 
density along Norfolk Avenue is associated with condominium units concentrated north 
of 12th Street. Overall the density of the neighborhood increases significantly on the 
north side of 12th Street as this is where the majority of the medium density, multi-unit 
housing developments are located. 
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