
 

 
 

 
 
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING   
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,  
December 4, 2014  
 
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, December 4, 2014. 
     
 
Study Session 
1:45pm Community Futures Dialogue       PG 3 
3:45pm Break 
 
Work Session 
3:50pm Council Questions and Comments and Manager’s Report   PG 7 
4:00pm Special Events Discussion       PG 8 
4:30pm Historic District Grant program      PG 25 
5:00pm Blue Ribbon Commission related to Council Commission   PG 61 
5:30pm Courchevel Sister City Program Discussion     PG 65 
5:55pm  Break 

 
   Regular Meeting 

6:00 pm 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 

 
III. PUBLIC INPUT (Any matter of City business not scheduled on the agenda) 
 
IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES FROM THE NOVEMBER 20, 2014 COUNCIL 

MEETING         PG 87 
 
V.  CONSENT AGENDA (Items that have previously been discussed or are perceived 

as routine and may be approved by one motion.   Listed items do not imply a 
predisposition for approval and may be removed by motion and discussed and 
acted upon) 

  
1. Consideration of the annual Summit Land Conservancy monitoring contract in the 
amount of $30,391.58 in a form approved by the City Attorney.       PG 93 
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2. Consideration of the authorization of the annual insurance premiums to fund the 
City’s insurance placements for the 2015 calendar year.         PG 107 

 
3. Consideration of authorization for the City Manager to execute the First Amendment 
to the Professional Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with 
URS Corporation for services related to the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the 
Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the Prospector Drain) Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC) for an increase to the contract in an amount not to exceed $21,450 
               PG 111 

 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 

1. Consideration of the Subdivision Plat Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase II located 
at 510 Payday Drive, Park City, Utah, pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law and 
conditions of approval in a form approved by the City Attorney       PG 115 

(a) Public Hearing  
(b) Action 

 VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consideration of the Main Street Parking Initiative and Water Fee Schedule 
Resolution amendment           PG 265 

(a) Public Hearing 
(b) Action  

 
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. Wireless 
internet service is available in the Marsac Building on Wednesdays and Thursdays from 4 p.m. 
to 9 p.m.     Posted: 12/01/2014  See: www.parkcity.org 
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Park City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 

Author:  Phyllis Robinson, Public Affairs Manager 
Subject:  Community Futures Study Session    
Date:  December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Study Session 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends that the Council discuss its current priorities in context of its stated 
future desired outcomes, rank priorities and develop a set of indicators to measure 
impact of alternative action plans. This study session is a precursor to the 2015 Council 
Retreat. 
 
Background: 
As part of the 2014 Council Retreat, the Mayor and Council described its dreams for 
Park City.   
 
Park City would be a complete town, a place where residents can downsize and still 
stay in the community and our children and grandchildren have job and opportunity to 
return. Residents would have access to adequate medical care, education, 
representation, and safe places to live.  Park City would be an active leader in 
sustainability, recognized as a place with unique, seamless and affordable 
transportation options and where you don’t need a car.  We would be a think-tank 
community that supports and nurtures creativity and has energy for shared ideas.  
We would be a visually appealing community conscious of the aesthetics of 
decisions and adapting to growth around us through collaboration with our 
neighbors. We would preserve our small town identity and Main Street would keep 
its local look and feel. 
 
Park City Council also identified its 2014-15 priorities.  
 
2014 Top Priorities 

• Middle Income, Attainable and Affordable Housing 
• Increase citizen involvement through outreach/gov’t holistic decision making 
• Historic Preservation: Main Street preservation plan and keep national historic 

site designation 
• Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Plan/Lower Park Avenue Master Plan. 

Transportation: Congestion Reduction; Local and Regional Plans 
 
2014 High Priorities 

• Increase Green Building Standards 
• Open Space Acquisition 
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• Water Conservation 
• Community wide renewable energy policy and action plan 
• Plan for Safe, Clean Soils 
• Treasure Hill Resolution 
• Regional Collaboration 
• Broadband/fiber 

 
Study Session Purpose: 
In August 2014 Council held a midyear review on the priorities it established at the 
Council Retreat in February 2014. At the midyear review, staff provided information on 
what has been accomplished to date and what was anticipated to occur.  One of the 
items on the midyear review agenda was a forward looking exercise to consider how 
our priorities align with our dreams. This discussion, the Community Futures Dialog, 
was deferred due to time constraints. This study session is a facilitated conversation for 
Council to consider our envisioned future state and to back cast against our present 
stated priorities. This Study Session is a precursor to the 2015 City Council Retreat.  
 
The value of focus: Council identified 13 priorities during its 2014 City Council Retreat. 
One consideration is that by establishing too many priorities do we run the risk of 
limiting ourselves to incremental accomplishments versus systemic progress. As we 
prepare for the 2015 Council retreat staff is asking Council to consider focusing on the 
two or three areas in which we need to make significant progress in the next few years.  
 
This doesn’t mean that it is all we will work on, but rather it will bring high focus to things 
we need to “get right” in order to continue to make progress in many areas. Last year, 
for example, the City Council did not identify business incubation as one of the 13 
Priorities – but staff still worked with the Park City Project/Pando Labs and with Summit 
County this business incubation supporting effort.  Likewise, water quality wasn’t 
identified as a City Council priority in the past few years, yet the City opened a new 
water treatment plant, performed some cutting-edge testing of different types of 
distribution cleaning technologies, and signed a Stipulated Compliance Order to work 
with the Environmental Protection Agency and the Utah Department of Environmental 
Quality on Judge and Spiro Tunnel Discharge.  
 
 
Study Session Discussion Topics: 
The study session will focus on bringing clarity, focus and prioritization to Council 
priorities. In preparation for the study session staff has identified three discussion areas: 
Clarity, Priority and Indicators for Council to consider in advance of and during its study 
session discussion. 
 
1. Clarity. The better that staff understands what Council’s desired outcome of each 

priority - the Why – the more effective we can be in designing programs and 
approaches to advance Council’s priorities in the short term and develop plans for 
long term solutions. For example, understanding Council’s motivation in prioritizing 
Middle Income, Attainable and Affordable Housing, is important to ensure that our 
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efforts will have the desired impact. Designing programs to promote a local 
workforce for economic competitiveness may suggest a different housing mix for 
Park City, than one promotes community vibrancy and diversity, or emphasizes 
congestion reduction and/or air quality improvement by reducing the commuter 
traffic stream.  

 
Discussion Questions 

 
a.  What is the desired outcome underlying each priority in the near term (two to 

three years) and long term (15 – 20 years)?  
 

b. Based on the Why, are there some existing priorities that could be recast into 
more descriptive outcome -focused statements rather than action or program-
focused in order to provide clarity of vision?  An example might be “Regional 
Collaboration” – rewording it to be “Strong, Mutually Respectful Regional 
Relationships”  

 
c. Do we have direct or indirect control of the outcome?  For example, the City 

has a greater ability to affect how the City-owned properties in Lower Park 
Avenue look and feel in 20 years than we do on properties that the City does 
not own.  Likewise, while the City can influence the outcome of the 
Community Carbon Footprint 20 years in the future, we have nearly complete 
control over the Municipal Carbon footprint 20 years in the future.  

 
2. Priority. Council has a broad set of 13 priorities that touch on many aspects of the 

community.  Some priorities have more fully developed programmatic aspects and 
are on a success trajectory. Are there two or three priorities that if we don’t address 
them DIFFERENTLY than we are addressing them today, it could have long term 
negative impact on the community or limit on our ability to achieve other objectives? 

 
Discussion Questions 

 
a. Which priorities do we already know the Outcome that we want in 20 years 

AND we already have the “recipe for success” (we already have the tools & 
how to use them).  Open Space might be one example.   

Outcome: preserving the open space we have; and b) acquire 20 more 
parcels of open space (one each year). 
Recipe for Success:   

• ½ of the Additional Resort Communities Tax 
• New voter approved bond, if we need it 
• Partnerships with land conservancies 
• Partnerships with other jurisdictions 

 
b. For which priorities do we NOT know the specific outcome we want to 

achieve in 20 years OR do not already have the “recipe for success?” 
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c. Can we identify a short list of priorities and commit to organizational high 
focus over the near term in order to increase its impact and our chance of 
success?  

 
3. Indicators. Multiple criteria can be applied when considering proposed 

projects/actions to move Park City along its path towards achieving an identified 20-
year outcome. Currently we consider the impact (positive, neutral or negative) upon 
our four Council Goals: World Class, Historic, Multi-Seasonal Resort Destination, 
Preserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economy and Cultural Opportunities, and Responsive, Cutting-Edge and 
Effective Government.  
 
Discussion Question 
 Are there other indicators,  cost, impact, or time to implement being a few 
examples, that would help in ranking one project/action over another for each 
prioritized outcome?  

 
Next Steps: 
This study session is a prelude to the 2015 Council Retreat. Based on the outcomes of 
the study session, staff will identify one or more paths forward that could be taken to 
further Council priorities. Between this study session and the 2015 Council Retreat, staff 
will also detail how each project/action meets or does not meet the criteria established 
by City Council.  These scenarios will be presented to Council for consideration and 
discussion during its retreat.  
 
DEPARTMENT REVIEW:  
This report was reviewed by the City Attorney’s and by the City Manager. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff recommends that the Council discuss its current priorities in context of its stated 
future desired outcomes, prioritize those outcomes and identify set of indicators to 
evaluate proposed alternative action plans. This study session is a precursor to the 
2015 Council Retreat. 
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To:   Honorable Mayor/Members of City Council 
Management Team 

 
 
From:  City Manager’s Office 
 
MANAGER’S REPORT – December 4, 2014 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Sundance Parking Rates – submitted by Brian Andersen 
 
Based on debrief meetings held by Event’s staff, the following changes are 
recommended to the parking management plan for the 2015 Sundance event.   
All changes will be enacted by the City Manager as designated in the Park City 
Fee Schedule. 
 
The changes are: 
 

1) Begin charging from the event booths on Thursday, January 22, 
2015.  This corresponds with the day parking is scheduled for removal on 
both sides of Main Street, and the event is starting on this day.  Booths will 
be located at the top and bottom of China Bridge and in the Flag Pole lot. 
 

2) Increase the guaranteed parking permit for China Bridge Level S2 from 
$350 to $450.  The raised amount is based on having no price increases 
for several years, adding an extra day, and congruence with the HPCA 
proposed changes to the regular permit program. 
 

3) Increase the booth entry fee from $20 to $25. Charges would begin 
Thursday, January 22, 2015 (one day earlier that last year) and would run 
through Monday, January 26, 2015.  The fee would remain $10 per entry 
beginning Tuesday, January 27, 2015 through the end of the festival.   

 
4) Enact the Special Event increased parking fines beginning Tuesday, 

January 20, 2015 for Main Street and on Thursday, January 22, 2015 for 
all other areas.  The event fines are $150 for obstructing traffic or buses 
and ADA, $75 for all other violations. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Event Thresholds 
Author:  Jason Glidden 
Department:  Sustainability 
Date:  December 4th, 2014 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Staff is seeking City Council’s affirmation on their goals related to Special Events.  Staff 
recommends Council direct staff on scope and timeline of related next steps and action 
items to implement those goals. 
 
Topic/Description: 
The purpose of this staff report is to affirm Council goals discussed at a Study Session 
on October 9, 2014 and seek direction and support to implement next steps staff is 
proposing in order to achieve those stated goals: 
 

• Reduce event impacts on residential neighborhoods; 
• Create a tool for evaluating and prioritizing events; 
• Increase community participation in event planning and debriefing; and 
• Effectively and efficiently utilize City resources. 

 
City Council should also consider this conversation in the context and implication of 
broader community sustainability goals and see Events as a microcosm of the balance 
of supporting local business and our continued quality of life and experience. While 
events have a major economic impact on the local (and State) economy they stress our 
transportation, parking, and natural resources systems in addition to our small town feel.   
 
We believe the trend of growing both the number of participants (size) and amount of 
special events and the resulting impacts is similar and indicative of other pressures 
stemming from growth. Staff intends to continue to analyze this  
“threshold” concept (how much is too much?) on a broader system level (transportation, 
land use planning, economic development, environmental) and return to Council with a 
focused discussion on projected growth, impacts, carrying capacity and ultimately what 
does it mean to “keep Park City, Park City”? 
 
Background: 
On October 9, 2014, staff facilitated a study session with Council to discuss Special 
Events in Park City.  During that conversation, Council members expressed concerns 
regarding the impact of events on the Park City community.  Discussions centered on 
finding a “balance” between the positive economic outcomes that events bring to the 
community, and the negative impacts such as traffic and parking congestion.  Additional 
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dialog focused on the growth of community gatherings that have morphed into large-
scale events, which has begun to deter local residents from attending. 
 
City Council also discussed possible tools that could be utilized to mitigate event 
impacts and help to decrease “event fatigue” in the Park City area.  These discussions 
focused on increasing community involvement, and finding a balanced way to evaluate 
and prioritize the event calendar based on location, timing and size of each event. 
 
Lastly, Council discussed resources that the city utilizes to regulated, organize, 
promote, and facilitate events in Park City.  Council requested that staff return with a 
clearer picture of the level of support that the City provides for events.  Staff plans to 
return to Council in early 2015 with that information. The analysis will include direct 
financial and fee waiver analysis in addition to amount of city services. 
 
Analysis: 
Staff reviewed the comments provided during the study session, and has developed a 
list of recommended next steps to address the concerns raised by Council.  Staff 
believes that currently there is a lack of tools to deny events beyond issues related to 
public safety.  A matrix of recommended next steps is provided below along with a brief 
description and proposed completion date. These projects will help to reach the stated 
goals above while paving the way for the City to have the ability to say no to events that 
do not help build the community through positive economic benefits and minimal 
negative impacts.  
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROPOSED 
COMPLETION 

DATE 

Special Event 
Advisory Committee 

Creation of a group of community 
stakeholders that will provide 
feedback on events including: event 
prioritization, event funding, and 
debrief information.  Participants of 
this group would include: Chamber, 
HPCA, Lodging Association, 
Restaurant Association, resort 
representatives, and two at-large 
community members.  Similar to 
RAB, appointments would come 
from Council through an application 
&  interview process 

Feb-15 
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Event Prioritization 
Process 

Finalize process for prioritizing 
events based on a number of 
weighted criteria.  

Feb-15 

Code Changes on 
Event Type 

Propose changes to Municipal Code 
that will create new event type that 
will realign event types based on 
impacts caused.  Each event type 
would have different requirements 
such as: insurance, application 
deadlines, and permit fees. 

Feb-15 

Resident Notification 
Requirements 

Create list of public notification 
requirements for events causing 
localized impacts on  residential 
areas or business districts 

Feb-15 

Event Venue 
Guideline Sheets 

One page sheets that would outline 
City owned venues and provide 
guidelines specific to that venue.  
Items included would be: General 
type of event activity, parking 
availability, hours of operations, 
public transit availability, and other 
general restrictions.  

Mar-15 

Reorganization of 4th 
of July Event 

Rework 4th of July event to reduce 
impacts on the community and 
create an event that will continue to 
draw local residents to the event. 

Jul-15 

 
 
 
Issues for Discussion 

1. Do we have the right goals? 
a) Reduce event impact on residential neighborhoods; 
b) Create a tool for evaluating and prioritizing events; 
c) Increase community participation in event planning and debriefing; and 
d) Effectively and efficiently utilize City resources. 

2. Do you want staff to come back to Council with Code Changes to give the City 
ability (authority) to not permit an event beyond public safety and welfare? 
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Department Review: 
Economic Development, Building, Public Safety, Planning, City Manager, Legal, and 
Special Events departments have reviewed this report. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve: 
Affirm staff’s recommendation to move forward on proposed next steps.  
B. Deny: 
Council could direct staff not to proceed with proposed next steps. 
C.  Modify: 
Council could modify proposed next steps and Council direction. 
D.  Continue the Item: 
Council could choose to continue the item and request that staff bring additional 
information back to Council. 
E. Do Nothing: 
Council could take no action.  This would provide not direction to staff. 

 
Significant Impacts: 
 

+ Balance betw een tourism 
and local quality of life

- Reduced municipal, 
business and community 
carbon footprints

+ Preserved and celebrated 
history; protected National 
Historic District

+ Well-maintained assets 
and infrastructure

+ Varied and extensive 
event offerings

+ Shared use of Main Street 
by locals and visitors

+ Streamlined and f lexible 
operating processes

+ Unique and diverse 
businesses

+ Entire population utilizes 
community amenities 

+ Ease of access to desired 
information for citizens 
and visitors

+ Multi-seasonal destination 
for recreational 
opportunities

+ Community gathering 
spaces and places

+ Vibrant arts and culture 
offerings

  

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective 

Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economic & 

Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Negative Very Positive Positive

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended 
Action Impact?

Assessment of 
Overall Impact on 
Council Priority 
(Quality of Life 
Impact)

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort 

Destination

(Economic Impact)


Very Positive

Comments: 

 Funding Source: 
Special Events and Economic Development. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
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Staff will lack direction on next steps to take to improve special events and reach 
Council-stated goals. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff is seeking affirmation on direction, scope, and timeline of action items related to 
special events. 
 
EXHIBITS 
 
Exhibit A - Draft Event Type Determination Sheet 
Exhibit B - Draft Event Prioritization Sheet 
Exhibit C - Draft Event Venue Guideline Sheet 
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EVENT NAME
EVENT DATE

1 2 3

Attendance 0-199 200-499 500+

Public Use Free Access Limited Access Closed to Public

Property Event Space Private Property Public Property

Traffic Impact
very little - increased 
beyond normal flow

moderate - partial 
road closure, 

very high - multiple full 
road closure 

Impact on Public 
Parking 0-25 spots 26-100 spots over 100 spots

Noise Impact none Under 65 db Over 65 db

Cost of city 
service/fee 

waivers $0-$499 $500-$15,000 Above $15,000

Transit Regular 
Enhanced with 

current resources
Enhanced with additional 

resources

Jurisdiction Single Two Multiple

Risk 
Managnement 

Impacts Low Medium High

Duration 1- 5 hours 1 day multiple days

TOTAL 0
TOTAL POINTS

1 to 17
18 to 24

25  and aboveMASTER FESTIVAL

EXHIBIT A-EVENT TYPE DETERMINATION SHEET

SMALL SCALE COMMUNITY EVENT/ 
SPECIAL EVENT

13



EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 
Wasatch 

Citizens Series 
Rail Trail Snow 

Shoe 
Sundance TAO @ theLift

2014 FIS 
Freestyle 

World 
Championship

2014 
Freeskiing  
Grand Prix 

Full Moon 
SnowShoe

Tubbs Romp-
to-Stomp

Gallery Stroll

Mountain 
Trails 

Foundation / 
Round Valley 

Round-up

Points 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL SCORE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

Haiti Ability Ski 
Challenge

Red,White, 
Snow

Young riders 
Bike Swap

The Rush at 
Round Valley

Running With 
Ed

PCHS 
Memorial 5K

Friday Skate 
Jams

Midweek Mtn 
Bike Race 

Series

Avalanche 
Benz Cup

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

Childerens Fair
Park Silly 
Sunday 

Market (PSSM)

PC Ski Town 
LAX

Share the 
Road

Press Camp 
(DV) 

RUN Events Ragnar Relay
Savior the 

Summit
MTB Race 

Series

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

YBDIO
Sundance 

Outdoor Film 
Festival 

Chamber 
Music Series in 

City Park 

Back Alley 
Bash

Fire Cracker 
Baseball 

Tournament 
4th of July 4th Rugby

PC Adult 
Soccer

PC Food and 
Wine

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

Triple Crown
Pioneer Day 
Celebration

Dealer 
Camp(DV)

Classic Car 
Show

Big Stars 
Extreme 
Soccer

Arts Fest
Jupiter Peak 

Steeple
Tour of Utah

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

PC Marathon
NAC Summit 

Challenge 
PC Women's 

Classic Softball
Farm to Table

Point 2 Point 
Mtn Bike Race

Miner's Day
Mid Mountain 

Marathon
Scarecrow Fest

Park City Cross 
Country Half 

Marathon

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

Pink Half 
Marathon

Plaza Palozza / 
Silver Star Café 

Stien's Concert 
Series 

IDIDARACE 
Halloween on 

Main

White 
Pine/TUNA 

Relay 

Utah High 
School Cycling 

Leage Race

Park City Cross 
Country Half 

Marathon
Red Rock Relay 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT B-Special Events Grading 
Criteria 

 

Points 

Economic Impact ( Graded by SE Staff & JV-Chamber)

Lodging ( 1 - little or no activity) 1 - 20
Restaurant Sales ( 1 - little or no activity) 1- 10
Retail Sales(  1 - little or no activity) 1- 10

Consistent with Park City brand (i.e., high altitude training; outdoor 
recreation; art/culture ( 1 - not consistant) 1- 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more economic impact) 50

Community Impact ( Graded by SE Staff ) 

Enhancement to local quality of life ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10

Enhancement to visitor experience ( 1 - no enhancement) 1- 10
Meets restrictions re: local use vs destination visitor use of venues ( 
1 - Mostly Local) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Higher score equals more enhancement to 
community) 30

Mitigation of  Impacts ( Graded by Ops Review)  
Limited use of PCMC resources (1- large amount of resources 
required 10 - little resources required) 1- 10
Limited traffic/congestion/street closures( 1- large amount of 
resources required 10 - little resources required) 1 - 10

Total Possible Points ( Lowerer score means larger impact to Staff 
time and public) 20

TOTAL SCORE

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHBIT C 

North City Park –  North Sullivan Road 
 
 
   
 
                USE SPACES  

1. Two (2) Sand Volleyball courts 
2. Two (2) Tennis courts 
3. One (1) Standard Pitch ( cannot be use if # 4 is booked)   

a. Rugby 
b. Football 
c. Lacrosse 
d. Multiple Grass Volleyball courts 
e. Other similar uses 

4. One (1) Softball field ( cannot be use if # 3 is booked)   
5. One (1) Full Basketball Court 
6. Recreation Center and Bathrooms  
7. Two (2) Sand Volleyball courts 
AMENITIES 
- 2 restrooms  

o Portable restrooms required for Events w/ 500 + 
attendees 

PARKING 
-  130 Onsite public parking spaces  

         
EVENT EXAMPLES 
- Park City Rugby Tournament 
- Component of 4th of July & Miners Day celebration 
- Grass Volleyball Tournament 
- Lacrosse Tournament 
- Component of Larger Softball Tournament 
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Miner’s Hospital –Gazebo – Picnic Area at  City Park –  Sullivan Road 

USE SPACES 
1. Miner’s Hospital – Three (3) rentable spaces (floors)

a. 49 persons maximum occupancy per floor
b. 150 persons maximum occupancy with entire

building rental
c. 3 restrooms ( not open to the public)

2. Gazebo and grass area
3. Picnic and grass area
4. Restrooms

AMENITIES 
- 2 restrooms 

o Portable restrooms required for Events w/ 500 +
attendees 

PARKING 
- 130 On-site public parking spaces in park 
- 57 adjacent to this area    

EVENT EXAMPLES 
- Park City Municipal Employee Party 
- Children’s Fair 
- Component of 4th of July & Miners Day 
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Skateboard Park and Mawhinney Parking –  South Sullivan Road 

USE SPACES 
1. Restrooms
2. Skate Park
3. Mawhinney Parking Lot – 72 spaces

AMENITIES 
- 2 restrooms 

o Portable restrooms required for Events w/ 500 +
attendees 

PARKING 
- 130 On-site public parking spaces in park 
- 15  adjacent to this area 
- 72 spaces in Mawhinney Lot     

EVENT EXAMPLES 
- Skate Series  
- Component of 4th of July & Miners Day 
- Tour de Suds  

Event 
Type 

Iconic & 
Contracted MFL SE SSC 

Hours 
used 10 16 0 0 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Historic District Grant Program 
Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 

Thomas Eddington, Planning Director 
Department:  Planning Department 
Date:  December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Administrative 

Summary Recommendations: 
Staffs recommends City Council review the recommended changes to the Historic 
District Grant Program and adopt a policy for the administration of the program.   

Topic/Description: 
Since 1987, the Historic District Grant program has operated continuously with the 
support of City Council and the Historic Preservation Board (HPB).  The Historic 
Preservation Grant program was originally housed in the Capital Improvement Project 
(CIP) and funded with the Main Street and Lower Park Avenue (LPA) RDA funds as 
directed by Council and included in the RDA resolutions.  With recent changes to the 
government accounting rules (GASB), the City can no longer fund capital improvement 
projects with CIP funds for projects or assets the City does not own.  This includes the 
Historic Preservation Grant program.   

Background: 
The Historic District Grant Program began with over $500,000 in Redevelopment Funds 
for rehabilitation and historic preservation incentives in 1987.  Matching grants are 
awarded to property owners to assist in maintaining and preserving their historic 
commercial and residential structures.  Currently, the City’s funds may be utilized to 
fund exterior improvements only.  All work must comply with the Design Guidelines for 
Historic Districts and Historic Sites.   

The Historic Preservation Grant program was originally housed in the Capital 
Improvement Project (CIP) and funded with the Main Street and Lower Park Avenue 
(LPA) RDA funds as directed by Council and included in the RDA resolutions.  The 
majority of historic preservation grants are awarded within the RDA boundaries.  
Occasionally some historic preservation grant applications were received from property 
owners outside the RDAs.  To provide for this, Council allocated some general fund 
(GF) transfer funding in the CIP for these applications.  

With recent changes to government accounting rules (GASB), the City can no longer 
fund capital improvement projects with CIP funds for projects or assets the City does 
not own.  Historic Preservation Grants fall into this category.  In order to continue the 
Historic Preservation Grant program, as part of the FY2014 budget process (adopted in 
June 2013), the Finance and Budget Managers moved funding for the program into the 
operating budget.  At that time, the amount remaining in the CIP from the GF transfer 
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was $47,000.  This was the total amount available to be drawn down or carried forward 
into future years (the total amount available from the GF was $47,000).  When the 
budget was moved to operating, that amount was entered into the operating budget as 
an annual amount.  Meaning rather than a total of $47,000, the program now has an 
annual amount of $47,000 per year for properties in the general fund area (City limits) 
but not eligible for funding in an RDA.  

The Grant Program budget also now includes two (2) non-departmental operating 
budgets for both the Main Street and Lower Park Avenue (LPA) RDA.  The direction 
which has been provided by City Council was that Historic Preservation Grants are a 
high priority for the City and the RDA.  As part of the FY2015 budget, Council approved 
funding for the Grant Program within the LPA RDA at $50,000 per year and the Main 
Street RDA at $30,000 per year.  It was recommended that total annual expenditures 
within the RDA’s could exceed the budgeted amount only after approval by City Council.  
Any adjusted budgeted amount within the RDA would be approved as part of the year-
end budget adjustment process.  If the total amount of the awards (within the 3 GL 
codes) goes over the Council-approved allocated budget then it needs to go back to 
Council for approval.  Normally, we adjust the budget at the end of the fiscal year where 
we provide a public hearing.  The total annual budgeted amount available to the Historic 
District Grant Program is as follows: 

Lower Park RDA* $50,000 
Main Street RDA* $30,000 
City Wide (General Fund) $47,000 
Total $127,000 

*Amount in excess of budget to be approved by Council as determined available in the
Lower Park or Main Street RDA. 

City Council held a work session on October 9, 2014, to discuss changes to the Historic 
District Grant program (see minutes, Exhibit A).  During the October work session, City 
Council brought up several points related to staff’s suggestions: 

• City Council wanted the grant program to be a “first come, first serve” program.
They found that reviewing grants on a quarterly basis would make the grant
program too competitive and would not benefit historic preservation efforts.

• Staff had recommended that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) be limited to
awarding up to $15,000 as this was consistent with contract awards; however,
City Council found that the HPB should be able to award up to $25,000.

• Staff had recommended the grant program provide greater funding to primary
residents compared to secondary residents to incentivize homeownership in Old
Town.  City Council was divided as to the percentage amounts and whether or
not this was necessary.  They found that the purpose of the grant was not to
incentivize primary residents in Old Town, but preserve the historic structures.

• City Council directed staff to review the Grant Program with the HPB prior to City
Council adopting a policy.
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Currently, the grant program is “on hold” until City Council adopts a policy to administer 
the program.   

Analysis: 
Staff met with the HPB to discuss changes to the Historic District Grant Program on 
November 5, 2014.  The following outlines these proposed changes to the policy: 

Historic District Grant Application Process 
1. Grant Application

Applicants typically complete the grant application (Exhibit A) following a Historic 
District Design Review (HDDR) approval.  Staff and the HPB discussed the following 
changes to the grant application: 

Cost of Proposed Work 
Staff recommended adding language to the grant application requiring the applicant 
to submit three (3) construction bids for the proposed work.  Staff found that by 
doing so, the HPB could evaluate the cost of the proposed work based on three (3) 
bids.  Staff believed this would prevent the City from providing grant funds to the 
highest bidder, but provide grant funds due to a reasonable cost estimate of the 
proposed work.   

The Historic Preservation Board did not agree to requiring three (3) bids.  They 
found that this could be an additional expense to the property owner, extend the 
project schedule, and would likely discourage applicants from applying for Historic 
District Grants. 

Eligible Improvements 
The Historic Preservation Board agreed with staff that additional eligible 
improvements should be added to the Historic District Grant program.  These 
included: 

• cladding repair
• architectural ornamentation
• weatherization of historic windows and doors
• abatement of hazardous materials
• stabilization/preservation of industrial mine structures.

In regards to the mine structures currently protected by the Historic Sites Inventory 
(HSI), the grant fund would only help fund work on those mine structures located on 
privately owned property.  There are a few aerial tramway towers located on private 
residential property.  Past work completed by the Park City Museum was financed 
with abatement funds.  Going forward, any work completed by the Park City 
Museum will be conducted through a special service contract.   

The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) also expressed interest in covering the 
architectural fees for completion of Physical Conditions Reports and Historic 
Preservation Plans that are required as part of the Historic District Design Review 
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(HDDR) application.  The Board found that the additional expense of the Physical 
Conditions Report and Preservation Plan increases the already costly price of 
rehabilitating the historic structure.  The HPB believed these reports could be 
completed prior to the HPB grant hearing, and the HPB would reimburse the 
applicant for the cost of the Physical Conditions Report and Historic Preservation 
Plan.  The amount to be reimbursed for each individual report would be up to 
$1,500. 

Ineligible Improvements 
The Historic Preservation Board agreed with staff that the following improvements 
should be added to the list of ineligible items on the Historic District Grant program.  
These included relocating/moving historic structures horizontally on the lot, 
HVAC/Mechanical Systems Upgrades, and any restoration work covered or funded 
by insurance.   

Painting and roofing are considered the responsibility of the homeowner, but may be 
considered under specific circumstances.  Staff and the HPB agreed to continue 
reviewing these improvements on a case-by-case basis.    

2. Applicant Eligibility
Currently, any property owner of a historic property is eligible for the grant program.
During the April 10, 2014, joint HPB-City Council work session, the HPB and City
Council discussed the possibility of limiting the availability of grant funds based on
primary and secondary ownership for residential properties.  Over the last year, over
half of the grants awarded were for second homeowners.

Staff had recommended: 
• Houses lived in by primary residents (those houses in which the homeowner

or a renter lives in full time) be awarded up to fifty percent (50%) of their
construction costs, while homes which are used as secondary-home or
nightly rental (i.e. not lived in by primary residents) be awarded up to thirty-
five percent (35%).

• This will allow the City to reward primary residents in the City’s Historic
District while also supporting their ability to maintain and preserve their
historic properties.

• Commercial properties would continue to be eligible for up to fifty percent
(50%) of construction costs regardless of ownership.

• During the October 9, 2014, work session, some members of City Council
recommended that the percentage be raised greater than 50% for primary
residents.

The HPB was supportive of granting additional funds to primary residents over 
secondary residents.  The HPB recommended that primary residents continue to 
receive up to 50% and secondary homeowners receive up to 40% of reimbursement 
costs.  Commercial property owners would continue to receive up to 50% of 
reimbursement costs. 

28



The HPB also proposed to increase the amount of grant funds awarded should a 
property owner improve the historic designation of the property.  The HPB 
recommended awarding an additional 10% to property owners committed to 
renovating a significant structure in order to elevate its status to Landmark.  Planning 
staff will work with the Historic Preservation Board to set required criteria for these 
unique cases.  Further, following the renovation, Planning staff will return to the HPB 
with a Determination of Significance (DOS) in order to adopt the change. 

3. Historic Preservation Board Review & Hearing
Grant funds are awarded based on the extent of the proposed work and historical
significance of the property.  The HPB generally does not review the applicant’s
financial need for the grant, unless it is specifically shared by the property owner.
There is no limit to the amount of grant funds awarded; however, up to fifty percent
(50%) of eligible preservation work may be granted.  Grant applications are currently
reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) on a “first come, first serve”
basis.

Staff had proposed that City Council adopt a policy requiring the Historic 
Preservation Board to award grants up to $15,000, which is consistent with the City’s 
contract policy; however, no single award would exceed $15,000 without the 
approval of City Council.  City Council found that $15,000 was too small of an 
amount and recommended that the amount be increased to $25,000.  During the 
November 5, 2014, meeting, the HPB requested that the amount be increased to 
$45,000.  The HPB did not want to draw out the grant application process for the 
applicant or add to City Council’s workload.  Any grant amount exceeding $45,000 
would require City Council approval.   

In discussing this with the Budget Manager, staff finds that it would be appropriate to 
limit the amount to $25,000.  Staff had recommended limiting the amount of 
individual grants in order to sustain the allocated funding.  Further, the purchasing 
policy specifies different limits at which point Council must approve contracts (over 
$15,000 for items not anticipated in the current budget and $25,000 on all other 
contracts).  The concept behind the consent agenda is to allow Council the quickly 
review a recommendation from staff or an appointed board.  Staff finds that this will 
consume additional time on the part of the applicant; however, it should not be time-
consuming for City Council as they regularly review and approve contracts through 
the consent agenda.  Finally, this will allow the Historic District Grant Program to be 
consistent with the city’s contract policy. 

It is expected that HPB grant recommendations will typically be approved as part of 
the City Council consent agenda.  Total annual expenditures within the RDA’s may 
exceed the budgeted amount of $45,000 only after approval by City Council.  These 
amounts within the RDA would be approved as and adjusted as part of the year-end 
budget process. 
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4. Completion of Work, Grant Payout, and Lien Agreement
Our recordkeeping suggests that work often commences on awarded properties
several months after the grant is awarded.  Currently, there is no expiration date set
to the grant funds, and staff has encountered instances where grant monies were
awarded several years ago, yet the work has not yet begun.  Staff had
recommended that the Building Permit be pulled within 45 days of the grant hearing;
however, the HPB found that 90 days was more appropriate.  The work must be
completed within two (2) years of pulling the Building Permit.

Upon completion of the work and final inspections, the grant applicant submits proof 
of payment to the Planning Department for disbursement of funds.  Following the 
grant payout, the City requires that the applicant enter into a lien agreement.  This 
agreement states that the applicant shall not apply for a demolition permit for the 
building for which the grant is awarded for ten (10) years following the grant award, 
unless the building is structurally unsound or substantial changes have occurred.  
The grantee also warrants that the building remains in the grantee’s ownership for at 
least five (5) years; the City shall release the note and deed of trust five years from 
the date of payment, or recapture the amount of the grant, plus interest, if the 
building is sold: 

• Within the first year, 100% of the grant
• Within the second year, 80% of the grant
• Within the third year, 60% of the grant
• Within the fourth year, 40% of the grant
• Within the fifth year, 20% of the grant

In exchange for the City's contribution, the Grantee agrees to provide the following 
minimum services to the community: 

• Maintain the architectural significance of the structure;
• Retain and/or restore the historic character of the structure;
• Preserve the structural integrity of the structure; and
• Perform normal maintenance and repairs.

Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by the Planning, Budget, and Legal Departments. 

Alternatives: 
A. Approve:  City Council may adopt the Historic District Grant Program policy 

as amended; or 
B. Deny:  City Council may deny the Historic District Grant Program Policy; or 
C.   Continue the Item: City Council may continue the discussion on the Historic 

District Grant Program policy, or 
E. Do Nothing: City Council may choose to do nothing. 
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Significant Impacts: 

+ Balance betw een tourism 
and local quality of life

+ Reduced municipal, 
business and community 
carbon footprints

+ Preserved and celebrated 
history; protected National 
Historic District

+ Fiscally and legally sound

+ Multi-seasonal destination 
for recreational 
opportunities

+ Enhanced conservation 
efforts for new  and 
rehabilitated buildings

+ Shared use of Main Street 
by locals and visitors

+ Well-maintained assets 
and infrastructure

~ Entire population utilizes 
community amenities 

+ Streamlined and f lexible 
operating processes

+ Community gathering 
spaces and places

  

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective 

Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economic & 

Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Very Positive Very Positive Positive

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended 
Action Impact?

Assessment of 
Overall Impact on 
Council Priority 
(Quality of Life 
Impact)

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort 

Destination

(Economic Impact)


Positive

Comments: 

Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
By not adopting the recommended changes to the Historic District Grant policy and 
application process, the City will not be able to continue to fund legally the grant 
program due to the changes in the government accounting rules (GASB).  No 
preference will be given to primary homeowners over secondary homeowners. 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends City Council review the requested changes to the Historic District 
grant program and adopt an application process and policy for the administration of the 
program.  Council should also review the Historic District Grant Program Eligibility 
criteria. 

Exhibits: 
Exhibit A — 10.09.14 City Council Minutes  
Exhibit B — 11.5.14 HPB Staff Report + 
Minutes Exhibit C — Proposed Policy 
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Historic Preservation Board
Staff Report
Subject: Historic District Grant Program 
Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 

Thomas Eddington, Planning Director  
Department:  Planning, GI-12-00190
Date:  November 5, 2014 
Type of Item: Policy Review 

Summary Recommendations: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review recommended changes to the 
Historic District Grant program and provide direction regarding the application process and 
policy for the administration of the program.  Staff also recommends that the HPB review the 
proposed policy and forward a positive recommendation to City Council.   

Topic/Description: 
Since 1987, the Historic District Grant Program has operated continuously with the support of 
City Council and the Historic Preservation Board.  This program began with over $500,000 in 
Redevelopment Funds for rehabilitation and historic preservation incentives.  Matching grants 
are awarded to property owners to assist in maintaining and preserving their historic commercial 
and residential structures.  Currently, the City’s funds may be utilized to fund exterior 
improvements only.  All work must comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and 
Historic Sites.   

The Historic Preservation Grant program was originally housed in the Capital Improvement 
Project (CIP) and funded with the Main Street and Lower Park Avenue (LPA) RDA funds as 
directed by Council and included in the RDA resolutions.  The majority of historic preservation 
grants are awarded within the RDA boundaries.  Occasionally some historic preservation grant 
applications were received from property owners outside the RDAs.  To provide for this, Council 
allocated some general fund (GF) transfer funding in the CIP for these applications.  

With recent changes to government accounting rules (GASB), the City can no longer fund 
capital improvement projects with CIP funds for projects or assets the City does not own.  
Historic Preservation Grants fall into this category.  In order to continue the Historic Preservation 
Grant program, as part of the FY2014 budget process (adopted in June 2013), the Finance and 
Budget Managers moved funding for the program into the operating budget.  At that time, the 
amount remaining in the CIP from the GF transfer was $47,000.  This was the total amount 
available to be drawn down or carried forward into future years (the total amount available from 
the GF was $47,000).  When the budget was moved to operating, that amount was entered into 
the operating budget as an annual amount.  Meaning rather than a total of $47,000, the program 
now has an annual amount of $47,000 per year for properties in the general fund area (City 
limits) but not eligible for funding in an RDA.  

The Grant Program budget also now includes two (2) non-departmental operating budgets for 
both the Main Street and Lower Park Avenue (LoPA) RDA.  The direction which has been 
provided by City Council was that Historic Preservation Grants are a high priority for the City 
and the RDA.  As part of the FY2015 budget, Council approved funding within the LoPA RDA at 
$50,000 per year and the Main Street RDA at $30,000 per year.  It was recommended that total 
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annual expenditures within the RDA’s could exceed the budgeted amount only after approval by 
City Council.  Any adjusted budgeted amount within the RDA would be approved as part of the 
year-end budget adjustment process.  If the total amount of the awards (within the 3 GL codes) 
goes over the Council-approved allocated budget then it needs to go back to Council for 
approval.  Normally, we adjust the budget at the end of the fiscal year where we provide a public 
hearing.  The total annual budgeted amount available to the Historic District Grant Program is 
as follows: 

Lower Park RDA* $50,000 
Main Street RDA* $30,000 
City Wide (General Fund) $47,000 
Total $127,000 

*Amount in excess of budget to be approved by Council as determined available in the Lower Park or
Main Street RDA. 

City Council held a work session on October 9, 2014, to discuss changes to the Historic District 
Grant program (see minutes, Exhibit A).  During the October work session, City Council brought 
up several points related to staff’s suggestions: 

 City Council wanted the grant program to be a “first come, first serve” program.  They 
found that reviewing grants on a quarterly basis would make the grant program too 
competitive and would not benefit historic preservation efforts. 

 Staff had recommended that the HPB be limited to awarding up to $15,000 as this was 
consistent with contract awards; however, City Council found that the HPB should be 
able to award up to $25,000. 

 Staff had recommended the grant program provide greater funding to primary residents 
compared to secondary residents to incentivize homeownership in Old Town.  City 
Council was divided as to the percentage amounts and whether or not this was 
necessary.  They found that the purpose of the grant was not to incentivize primary 
residents in Old Town, but preserve the historic structures. 

 City Council directed staff to review the Grant Program with the HPB prior to City Council 
adopting a policy.   

Currently, the grant program is “on hold” until City Council adopts a policy to administer the 
program.   

Analysis: 
Historic District Grant Application Process 
1. Grant Application

Applicants typically complete the grant application (Exhibit A) following a Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) approval.  Grant funds are awarded based on the extent of the
proposed work and historical significance of the property.

The applicant must include the following in their grant request: 
 Project description 
 Cost estimate, including breakdown of estimated costs for proposed eligible 

improvements 
 Schematic, conceptual drawings (or an approved set of HDDR drawings) 
 Photos of the existing conditions 
 Brief history of the structure (generally provided by the HSI Form) 
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Staff has added language to the grant application requiring the applicant to submit three (3) 
construction bids for the proposed work.  Staff finds that by doing so, the HPB can evaluate 
the cost of the proposed work based on three (3) bids.  This will prevent the City from 
providing grant funds to the highest bidder, but provide grant funds due to a reasonable cost 
estimate of the proposed work.   

Discussion: 
 Currently, applicants submit cost estimates from contractors for the proposed 

work.  Staff recommends adding language to the grant application requiring three 
(3) bids to be submitted so that the HPB can grant funds based on the lowest or 
most reasonable bid.  Does the HPB agree? 

Historic District Grant Program Eligibility 
Currently, the Grant Program funds the following improvements, as seen on the Grant 
Application (Exhibit A): 

 Siding 
 Masonry repair 
 Cornice repair 
 Historic retaining walls 
 Windows 

 Exterior trim 
 Porch repair 
 Foundation work 
 Exterior doors 
 Structural stabilization 

These improvements are vital to the health and integrity of our historic structures; however, 
many structures face additional challenges such as meeting energy conservation standards 
and abating hazardous materials.   

For this reason, Staff recommends adding the following criteria to our list of eligible 
improvements:   

 Cladding repair  
 Architectural ornamentation  
 Weatherization of historic windows and doors 
 Abatement of hazardous materials 
 Stabilization/Preservation of industrial mine structures 

The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) has expressed interest in architectural fees for 
completion of Physical Conditions Reports and Historic Preservation Plans that are required 
as part of the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application.  The Board found that the 
additional expense of the Physical Conditions Report and Preservation Plan increase the 
already costly price of rehabilitating the historic structure.   

Currently, the grant program requires that work not be completed prior to the grant hearing.  
Historic Preservation Plans and Physical Conditions Reports are completed prior to the 
applicant submitting their HDDR.  By awarding grant funds for this work, it may require that 
the applicant submit two (2) separate grant applications—one for the Preservation Plan and 
Physical Conditions Report and a second for grant eligible construction work.  

In terms of the mine structures currently protected by the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI), the 
grant fund would only help fund work on those mine structures located on privately owned 
property.  There are a few aerial tramway towers located on private residential property.  
Work completed by the Park City Museum would be funded through a special services 
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contract.  A special services contract was utilized for the removal of vegetation around the 
aerial tramway towers earlier this summer.   

Discussion: 
 Does the HPB want to amend the grant application to help finance 

Preservation Plans and Physical Conditions Reports?   
 Does the HPB want to include any additional work to the eligible improvement 

list?

Our Grant Application also lists the following improvements as ineligible: 
 Interior remodeling 
 Repair of non-original features 
 Interior paint 
 Signs 
 Additions 
 Landscaping/concrete flatwork 

Staff advises that the list of ineligible improvements also contain: 
 Relocating/moving historic structures horizontally on the lot 
 HVAC/Mechanical Systems Upgrades 
 Any restoration work covered or funded by insurance  

Discussion: Does City Council find that other items should be considered in these 
lists of ineligible improvements?

Currently, painting is not eligible for grant funds unless it is essential to protecting the 
existing wood siding and ensuring a longer lifespan for the structure; is part of a 
comprehensive siding replacement proposal; or will significantly enhance the character of 
the structure.  Though painting is considered the responsibility of the homeowner, there 
have been instances where the homeowner has expressed a hardship and grant funds were 
awarded for paint.  1149 Park Avenue, for instance, received funds in 2013 to remove 
asbestos siding, install new wood siding, and paint the new wood siding as part of their 
comprehensive siding replacement project. 

Similarly, roofing material is also regarded as the responsibility of the homeowner.  As noted 
in the grant application, maintenance items such as roofing may be considered under 
specific circumstances.  In the past, roofing expenses have been covered by the grant 
program if the current roofing material is inappropriate; the historic material is exposed 
and/or in obvious disrepair; the historic material is significantly visible from the public right-
of-way; and the roofing is a significant design element for the historic structure.  Failing roof 
structures, however, are typically classified as structural stabilization. 

Discussion: Does the HPB agree that painting and roofing should be the 
responsibility of the homeowner, unless a hardship or special condition is 
expressed? 

Applicant Eligibility 

Currently, any historic property owner is eligible for the grant program.  During the April 10, 
2014, Joint HPB-City Council work session, the HPB and City Council discussed the 

Historic Preservation Board - November 5, 2014 Page 24 of 5035



possibility of limiting the availability of grant funds based on primary and secondary 
ownership for residential properties.  Over the last year, over half of the grants awarded 
were for second homeowners. 

Staff recommends that: 
 Houses lived in by primary residents (those houses in which the homeowner or a 

renter lives in full time) be awarded up to fifty percent (50%) of their construction 
costs, while homes which are used as secondary-home or nightly rental (i.e. not lived 
in by primary residents) be awarded up to thirty-five percent (35%). 

 This will allow the City to reward primary residents in the City’s Historic District while 
also supporting their ability to maintain and preserve their historic properties.   

 Commercial properties would continue to be eligible for up to fifty percent (50%) of 
construction costs regardless of ownership. 

 During the October 9, 2014, work session, some members of City Council 
recommended that the percentage be raised greater than 50% for primary residents. 

Discussion: 
 Does the HPB find that primary homes (those houses in which the homeowner 

or renter lives there full-time) should be awarded a greater percentage than 
second homes or nightly rental (not lived in by a primary resident) should?

 What percentages would the HPB recommend to City Council? 
 Should commercial buildings be treated the same as second homeowners or 

nightly rental (not lived in by a primary resident), or should they be eligible for 
a larger percentage? 

2. Historic Preservation Board Review & Hearing

Once completed, the grant application is then reviewed by the HPB.  The HPB may choose
to award the amount recommended by staff, or a greater or lesser amount.  Staff
recommended City Council adopt a policy permitting the HPB to award individual grants up
to $15,000; however, no single award is to exceed $15,000 without the approval of City
Council.  It is expected that HPB grant recommendations will typically be approved as part of
the City Council consent agenda.  The sum of the individual grant amounts would be within
the allocated budget for the Lower Park Avenue RDA, Main Street RDA, and City-wide
(General Fund); however, the amounts within the RDA would be approved as, and adjusted,
as part of the year-end budget process.

City Council recommended that the policy permit the HPB to award individual grants up to 
$25,000.  It is expected that the HPB grant recommendations will typically be approved as 
part of the City Council consent agenda.  The sum of the individual grant amounts would be 
within the allocated budget for the Lower Park Avenue RDA, Main Street RDA, and City-
wide (General Fund); however, the amounts within the RDA would be approved as, and 
adjusted, as part of the year-end budget process. 

Grant applications are currently reviewed on a “first come, first serve” basis.  At the October 
9, 2014, City Council meeting, staff recommended that the HPB review grants on a quarterly 
basis; however, City Council found that this made the grant program too competitive.   

Based on City Council’s discussion on October 9th, staff recommends that the HPB be 
permitted to award grants up to the amount of $25,000 before having to forward a positive 
recommendation to City Council. 

Historic Preservation Board - November 5, 2014 Page 25 of 5036



Discussion: 
 Does the HPB have any questions regarding this new process due to 

government accounting laws? 
 Does the HPB want to set a cap for the maximum grant award amount?  If so, 

what amount would the HPB like to see? (Refer to chart below.) 

3. Completion of Work, Grant Payout, and Lien Agreement
Our recordkeeping suggests that work often commences on awarded properties several
months after the grant is awarded.  Currently, there is no expiration date set to the grant
funds, and staff has encountered instances where grant monies were awarded several years
ago, yet the work has not yet begun.  Staff recommends that:

 The applicant must obtain a building permit no more than forty-five (45) days from 
the date the grant is awarded by the HPB and that work must be complete within 
twenty-four (24) months after the start date, in order to quicken our process, ensure 
timely pay-outs of awarded grants, and prevent grants from expiring.   

 Any work that deviates from the established scope of work shall be disallowed and 
the grant revoked.   

Trends
As discussed during the HPB-City Council joint work session in April, there has been a 
growing demand for grants in Old Town.  Over the past year, many of these grants have 
exceeded $20,000, which has put a strain on the availability of grant funding.  In April, the 
HPB awarded a grant that will be funded by monies allocated during the FY2015 budget.   

The following charts show the increased demand for grants as real estate demands increase 
in the historic district following the recession: 

Since 2009, the amount of funds awarded annually through the Historic District Grant 
Program has steadily increased.  The chart below depicts the number of individual 
grants and the amounts awarded since 2009. 
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Lien Agreement 

Upon completion of the work and final inspections, the grant applicant submits proof of payment 
to the Planning Department for disbursement of funds.  Following the grant payout, the City 
requires that the applicant enter into a lien agreement.  This agreement states that the applicant 
shall not apply for a demolition permit for the building for which the grant is awarded for ten (10) 
years following the grant award, unless the building is structurally unsound or substantial 
changes have occurred.  The grantee also warrants that the building remains in the grantee’s 
ownership for at least five (5) years; the City shall release the note and deed of trust five years 
from the date of payment, or recapture the amount of the grant, plus interest, if the building is 
sold: 

 Within the first year, 100% of the grant 
 Within the second year, 80% of the grant 
 Within the third year, 60% of the grant 
 Within the fourth year, 40% of the grant 
 Within the fifth year, 20% of the grant 

In exchange for the City's contribution, the Grantee agrees to provide the following minimum 
services to the community: 

 Maintain the architectural significance of the structure; 
 Retain and/or restore the historic character of the structure; 
 Preserve the structural integrity of the structure; and 
 Perform normal maintenance and repairs. 

Next Steps 
Staff plans to meet with City Council on Thursday, December 4th for a follow-up work session 
and policy discussion.  Staff recommends that HPB attend.   
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Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by the Planning, Budget, and Legal Departments.  

Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
By not adopting the recommended changes to the Historic District Grant policy and application 
process, the City will not be able to continue to legally fund the grant program due to the 
changes in the government accounting rules (GASB).  In addition, preference will not be given 
to primary homeowners over secondary homeowners. 

Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the proposed changes to the Historic 
District Grant program and make recommendations to City Council regarding the proposed 
process and policy for administration of the program.   

Exhibits:
Exhibit A – Draft Minutes from 10.9.14 City Council work session 
Exhibit B – Current Grant Application 
Exhibit C – Proposed Grant Application 
Exhibit D – Land Management Code (LMC) Title 15-11-19 (A) 
Exhibit E – Proposed Historic District Grant Policy 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES- DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,  
October 9, 2014  
P a g e | 3
as asking Chris Merritt, SHPO Compliance, Archaeology from Utah State History to come speak 
to the Council as well as look into fencing options to allow people to look in but not endanger 
themselves. Council member Simpson stated that she agrees with Council member Peek. She 
would like to have a robust conversation with the property owners on a case by case basis to 
map out a path to preservation.  

Council member Beerman inquired if staff is going to follow up on the annexation agreement 
issues that have not been addressed. Also inquired if there is any progress to stabilizing the 
Comstock mine, Grahn stated that it was found that it is not in within the City’s boundaries so 
staff discussed the item with the County and they stated they will look into it but staff did not feel 
it was a high priority. Harrington discussed the annexation agreement stating that staff was 
unaware of the discrepancies until this point but staff is working with the United Mines Company 
to get this completed. Council member Matsumoto discussed the interlocal agreement that is on 
the agenda this evening and inquired if this could be rolled into the environmental preservation 
clause. Harrington stated that the interlocal agreement would be able to cover this issue.  

 Council member Henney inquired about the expense costs for stabilizing the structures. Grahn 
stated that it will be on a case by case basis. Council members Peek and Matsumoto agreed 
with Council member Henney that we need to move to the next steps. Mayor Thomas thanked 
staff for the hard work. Spoke to stabilizing the structures and feels that staff and the community 
could put together a committee to evaluate the stabilization without bringing in consultants, etc. 
Council agreed to continue to look deeper at this issue. 

Historic Grant Program discussion 
Planner Grahn spoke to the Grant Program from inception to today. Spoke to the current budget 
of $127,000. She outlined staff’s proposal stating the Historic Preservation Board could award 
up to $15 000 in grants with any grants over $15,000 being forwarded with a positive 
recommendation to Council for approval. Spoke to the application process and the eligible and 
ineligible improvements. Council member Peek discussed the cost of foundation and house 
mover’s be added to the eligible list. Council member Matsumoto stated that she feels that the 
cap of the $15,000 on the HPB is making things too restrictive. Council member Beerman 
agreed with Matsumoto and would like to raise the cap. Nate Rockwood, Capital Budget, Debts 
and Grants Manager stated the set amount of $15,000 follows the procurement policy in the 
budget documents but can be increased at Council’s discretion. Council member Matsumoto 
inquired about the funds that Grahn outlined. Rockwood stated that the cap is the total cost the 
HPB can award, there is more funding available that the HPB could request from Council. 
Harrington spoke to other options available to use the CIP transfers.   

Council member Peek spoke to the horizontal movement to correct survey encroachments. 
Council member Simpson inquired about the quarterly review. Grahn stated staff felt it would 
provide the HPB a way to weigh the projects. Hope Melville, HPB member, spoke to the 
quarterly review process stating she felt it would turn people away.  

Grahn spoke to the applicant eligibility to reward full-time residents. Council member Peek 
stated that this is a grant program to preserve the structure and feels it incorrect to penalize a 
second home owner who brings in taxes to the City. Council member Beerman feels that it is an 
opportunity to accomplish two Council goals of preservation and full-time residents. He feels the 
incentives would be great. Council member Matsumoto stated she agrees with Beerman. 
Council member Simpson stated that she is sympathetic to Beerman and Matsumoto but would 
like to see the properties preserved. Council member Henney stated that he does not see this 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES- DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,  
October 9, 2014  
P a g e | 4
as a motivator to get people to live in Old Town. Council member Simpson suggested HPB 
weigh in on this and bring back to Council. John Kentworthy spoke about two applications that 
have gone in front of the HPB. Melville spoke to the historic process and feels the grants help 
keep the work professional. Council directed staff to take the recommendations to the HPB to 
review and send a recommendation back to Council.  

Transportation Master Plan discussion  
Kent Cashel, Transportation Manager and Brooks Robinson, Transportation, discussed the 
Transportation Master Plan. Cashel spoke to the report card that staff has conducted. Spoke to 
the goals set to achieve the desired results. Discussed the emphasis including increased 
mobility but reduce car travel as well as reducing environmental impacts. Robinson spoke to the 
goals with a multimodal system to complete streets, transit simplicity, regional transit, mobility 
and accessibility trails, maintaining the paved roads, safety and quality of life, sustainability, 
planning to support development growth and using management systems and the demands on 
the systems. Cashel spoke to the Transportation Model to include: existing traffic, land use, 
growth, mode share and the transportation system. Discussed the results of the report card to 
include the high single occupant vehicles, transit time ratio to bike and drive time is too low and 
estimated petroleum use and greenhouse gas emissions.  

Mayor Thomas spoke to the daunting task of transportation planning. He is very excited to get 
into this model even though it is daunting. Council member Beerman feels that we need to look 
at the goals again and come at this with an aggressive approach. Council member Simpson 
stated that she is in favor of the goals and feels that to accomplish the goals quickly it will be a 
very painful, fast paced approach. Mayor Thomas stated that if there is critical mass goals can 
be accomplished fast. He spoke to the conveniences that will be taken away with these goals to 
include paid parking, and the comfort of your own vehicles.  Cashel stated that we need to be 
careful to not move too quickly. Mayor Thomas stated that walking the walk is a good thing; 
mixed use is a good thing, as well as density can all help with these goals. Council member 
Beerman inquired if staff could back to Council with an evaluation of accelerating the items. 
Council member Peek stated that he is in favor of accelerating the goals without sacrificing the 
tourists experience. Mayor Thomas spoke to the growth of negative impacts. Cashel spoke to 
the way the goals were set. Stated that the goals were lined up with the growth of the 
community. Council member Simpson inquired about the time frame staff would be able to bring 
this item back, suggesting February for a study session/work session to give direction. Staff 
agreed.

Regular Meeting 
6:00 pm 

I. ROLL CALL- ROLL CALL- Mayor Jack Thomas called the regular meeting of the City 
Council to order at approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, August 
7, 2014.  Members in attendance were Jack Thomas, Andy Beerman, Dick Peek, Liza Simpson, 
Tim Henney and Cindy Matsumoto. Staff members present were Matt Dias, Acting City 
Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Marci Heil, City Recorder; Thomas Eddington, 
Planning Director; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Heinrich Deters, Trails and Open Space; Nate 
Rockwood, Capital Budget, Debt and Grants Manager; 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
There were no communications or disclosures from Council or Staff.  
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Park City Municipal Corporation 
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HISTORIC DISTRICT  
GRANT PACKET 

INFORMATION GUIDE AND APPLICATION  
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Park City Municipal Corporation 
445 Marsac Avenue  PO Box 1480  Park City UT 84060  (435) 615-5060  (435)-615-4906-fax  www.parkcity.org 

HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT PROGRAM 
INFORMATION GUIDE   

In 1987 the Park City Historic District Commission and City Council identified the preservation of Park 
City’s historic resources as one of their highest priorities. The Grant Program has operated continuously 
since that time with the full support of subsequent City Councils and Preservation Boards.

How does the Grant Program work?   
Grants are available for historic residential 
or commercial structures in Park City. The 
purpose of the grant is to assist in offsetting 
the costs of rehab work.  Grants are to be 
used toward specific rehabilitation projects.   

When does the review process take 
place?  The Historic Preservation Board will 
review applications and will award grant 
funds on a monthly basis.  Funds shall be 
awarded to projects that provide a 
community benefit of preserving and 
enhancing the historic architecture of Park 
City.   Applications must be submitted to the 
Planning Department by the 10th of each 
month in order to be considered for review 
at the following month’s meetings.   

What must be included in the 
application?  
Historic District Grant Application form 
Written Scope of Work & Specifications 
Submittal of cost estimate 
Breakdown of estimated cost of the 

scope of work 
Drawings as they apply to specific work 
Color Photographs of existing conditions 
Brief History of structure  

Application forms are available in the 
Planning Department and online and 
include more detailed information. 

What types of improvements are 
eligible?  Listed below are some examples 
of eligible and non-eligible improvements.   
Improvements should be completed in com- 
pliance with The Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation.  

Eligible Improvements include, but are not 
limited to: 
siding  exterior trim 
windows exterior doors 
foundation work cornice repair 
masonry repair porch repair 
structural stabilization  

*retaining walls of historic
significance/steps/stairs  

Maintenance items, such as exterior 
painting and new roofing, are the 
responsibility of the homeowner, but may be 
considered under specific circumstances. 

Non-Eligible Improvements include but are 
not limited to: 
interior remodeling interior paint 
additions  signs  
repair of non-original features 
interior lighting/plumbing fixtures 

* landscaping/concrete flatwork

Are there special terms of the program?  
Grant recipients are required to sign a 
Historic Grant Program Agreement, Trust 
Deed, and Trust Deed Note, on the affected 
property.  If the property is sold within five 
years, grant funds are repaid at a pro-rated 
amount, plus interest.  

Disclaimer:  This guide is intended to provide general 
information.  Codes are subject to change at any time and 
up-to-date versions of applicable codes and documents are 
available in the Building and Planning Divisions.   
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SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

1. Completed Historic District Grant Application form.
2. Written Project Description describing the proposed scope of work and

specifications.   Include a detailed scope of work, as well as the anticipated start
date and completion date.

3. Submittal of a Cost Estimate for the proposed work.
4. Breakdown of Estimated Costs of the proposed eligible improvements (pages

3 & 4).
5. Schematic, conceptual Drawings as they apply to the proposed project. This will

include site plans, elevations, and floor plans
NOTE:  Your project will require design review and approval by the Park City Planning 
Department.   At the time of application for the building permit, detailed construction plans 
prepared by a licensed architect, engineer and/or building contractor will be required.      

6. Color Photographs of existing conditions.  Include a general view of the building
and setting; the front; perspective view showing front façade and one side, and
rear façade and one side; detailed view of affected work area.

7. Brief History of the structure including, but not limited to, prior owners or
occupants.

GRANT APPLICATION PROCESS 
Listed below is a brief description of the grant application process:  
1) Prepare grant application (the Planning Staff can advise you during this

step so that you submit a thorough application)
2) Submit grant application to the Planning Department by the 10th of the

month. The Staff will present it to the Historic Preservation Board for
review and consideration the following month.

3) The HPB will review the application and may:
a) approve the project;
b) approve the project subject to conditions that will be enforced by

the Planning Staff; 
c) remand the application to the applicant for further details or

revisions; or 
d) deny the project .

4) Finalize work with the Planning Department Staff and submit plans for a
building permit; 

5) Sign the Grant Program Agreements;
6) Obtain a building permit and arrange for inspections by the building

inspectors as the project progresses;
7) Upon completion of work and final inspections, submit proof of payment

to the Planning Department for disbursement of funds.  You must provide
proof that your contractor(s) have been paid in full.  This is a matching
funds grant and provides reimbursement to you.

Planning Department Staff are available to answer your questions as 
you go through this process.   
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SAMPLE – BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED COSTS  

This sample is included to assist you in completing the breakdown of estimated costs 
on page 6 of this application.   

WORK CLASSIFICATION OWNER  CITY ESTIMATED 
PORTION PORTION TOTAL COST 

Eligible Improvements 
Excavation $    500 $    500 $  1,000 
Doors (exterior)       425       425        850 
Windows    1,000    1,000     2,000 
Siding      1,500    1,500     3,000 
Total Cost  $ 3,425 $ 3,425 $  6,850 

Non-Eligible Improvements 
Total  (no breakdown required) $10,500 
TOTAL COST $17,350

If you have questions about the eligibility of your proposed work, please contact the Planning 
Department at 435-615-5060.    

What types of improvements are eligible?  Listed below are some examples of eligible and 
non-eligible improvements.   Improvements should be completed in compliance with The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  

Eligible Improvements include, but are not limited to: 
masonry repair porch repair *structural stabilization

*siding exterior trim windows
exterior doors foundation work *cornice repair

*retaining walls of historic significance/steps/stairs

Maintenance items, such as exterior painting and new roofing, are the responsibility of the 
homeowner, but may be considered under specific circumstances. 

Non-Eligible Improvements include but are not limited to: 
interior remodeling   interior paint additions 
signs      repair of non-original features 
interior lighting/plumbing fixtures  * landscaping/concrete flatwork 

The award of grant funds does not preclude the requirement for design review.  If you are 
proposing extensive rehabilitation, you may be required to present your application to the 
Planning Department for review and approval.    
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Park City Municipal Corporation 
445 Marsac Avenue  PO Box 1480  Park City UT 84060  (435) 615-5060  (435) 615-4906-fax  www.parkcity.org 

HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT APPLICATION 
RESTORATION AND REHABILITATION WORK   

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD DATE SUBMITTED __________ 
Awarded _________ BUILDING PERMIT   __________ 
Denied  _________ FUNDS RELEASED __________ 

Any owner of an historic residential or commercial structure in Park City may 
apply.  The matching grant will be used toward specific rehabilitation projects.  
Application must be submitted to the Planning Department by the 10th of the 
month in order to be presented to the Historic Preservation Board for review the 
following month.  Please fill out this application completely and accurately.  If you 
are uncertain of the status of your property, please contact the Planning 
Department.  

I. PROJECT INFORMATION 

Name: _______________________________________________________________ 

Address/Location: ______________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Legal Description:  Tax  ID________________________________________________ 
Subdivision & Lot #, or Survey, Lot & Block #   ________________________________ 

II. APPLICANT

Name:  _______________________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address: ________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

Phone #: _______________ Fax #: _______________ E-mail  ___________________ 

If you have any questions regarding the requirements on this application please contact 
a member of the Park City Planning staff (435) 615-5060. 
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III. BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED COSTS

Applicant: Address of Historic Property: 

___________________________ ____________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Scope of Work     Owner’s  City’s  Estimated  
Portion Portion Total Cost 

______________________________________________________________________  
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________ 

Total Estimated Cost ________________________________________________ 

(attach copies of  bids and attach additional sheets as necessary) 
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V. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY 

This is to certify that I am making an application for the described action by the City and that I am 
responsible for complying with all City requirements with regard to this request.  This application should 
be processed in my name and I am a party whom the City should contact regarding any matter pertaining 
to this application.  

I have read and understood the instructions supplied by Park City for processing this application.  The 
documents and/or information I have submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.  I 
understand that my application is not deemed complete until a Project Planner has review the application 
and has notified me that it has been deemed complete. 

I will keep myself informed of the deadlines for submission of material and the progress of this 
application.  I understand that a staff report will be made available for my review the week prior to any 
public hearings or public meetings.  This report will be on file and available at the Planning Department in 
the Marsac Building. 

I further understand that additional fees may be charged for the City’s review of the proposal.  Any 
additional analysis required would be processed through the City’s consultants with an estimate of 
time/expense provided prior to an authorization with the study.   

Signature of Applicant: __________________________________________________ 

Name of Applicant (please print)  __________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address __________________________________________________ 

Phone ____________________________________ Fax _____________________________  

E-mail  _____________________________________________________________________ 

Type of Application  ______________________________________________________________ 

AFFIRMATION OF SUFFICIENT INTEREST 

I hereby affirm that I am the fee title owner of the below described property or that I have written 
authorization from the owner to pursue the described action.  

Name of Applicant (please print)  __________________________________________________ 

Mailing Address    __________________________________________________ 

Street Address/Legal Description of Subject Property:  

____________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Signature _________________________________________ Date______________________________ 

1. If you are not the fee owner, attach another copy of this form that has been completed by the fee owner, or a copy
of your authorization to pursue this action. 
2. If a corporation is fee titleholder, attach copy of the resolution of the Board of Directors authorizing this action.
3. If a joint venture or partnership is the fee owner, attach a copy of agreement authorizing this action on behalf of
the joint venture or partnership.  
Please Note:  This affirmation is not submitted in lieu of sufficient title evidence.  You will be required to submit a title 
opinion, certificate of title, or title insurance policy showing your interest in the property prior to final action.  
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HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT
INFORMATION GUIDE

In 1987, the Park City Historic District Commission and City Council identified the preservation of Park 
City’s historic reseources as one of their highest priorities.  The Grant Program has operated continiously 
since that time with the full support of subsequent City Councils and Preservation Boards.   

How does the Grant Program work? 
Grants are available for historic residential or commercial structures listed on the Park City 
Historic Site Inventory (HSI).  The purpose of the grant is to assist in offsetting the costs of 
rehabilitation work.  Grants are to be used toward specific rehabilitation projects.  

Primary residents (either the homeowner or a full time renter) may be awarded up to fifty 
percent (50%) of total eligible construction costs, while homes which are used as a secondary-
home or nightly rental may be awarded up to thirty-five percent (35%) of total eligible 
construction costs.  Commercial property owners are eligible for up to fifty percent (50%) total 
eligible construction costs. 

When can you apply for a grant?  
Grant applications must be submitted before the rehabilitation work has begun and prior to the 
issuance of a building permit.  Applications can be submitted at any time; however, applications 
are reviewed quarterly by the Historic Preservation Board (HPB): January, April, July, and 
October.  Applications should be submitted at least one (1) month prior to the HPB meeting. 

When does the review process take place? 
The Historic Preservation Board will review applciations and will award grant funds on a 
quarterly basis.  Funds will be allocated on a case-by-case basis and awarded to projects that 
provide a community benefit of perserving and enhancing the historic architecture of Park City.  
The Historic Preservation Board may award grants up to $15,000.  Grants exceeding $15,000 will 
require the Historic Preservation Board to forward a positive recommendation to City Council.  
City Council will then review the grant application as part of their consent agenda. 

What must be included in the application? 
Completed Historic District Grant Application.   
Written Scope of Work & Specifications 
Submittal of cost estimate including three (3) bids 
Breakdown of estimated cost of the scope of work 
Drawings as they apply to specific work 
Color photographs of existing conditions 
Brief history of the structure 

Are there special terms to the Grant program?
Grant recipients are requried to sign a Historic Grant Program Agreement, Trust Deed, and Trust 
Deed Note that is tied to the affected property.  If the property is sold within five years, grant 
funds are repaid at a pro-rated amount, plus interest. 

What items are eligible for grant funds?  
See the eligibility chart listed on the following page that outlines examples of eligible and non-
eligible improvements.  All improvements should be completed in compliance with The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  
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SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
1. Completed Historic District Grant Application form.

2. Written Project Description describing the proposed scope of work and specifications.  Include a
detailed scope of work, as well as the anticipated start date and completion date.

3. Submittal of a Cost Estimate for the proposed work, including three (3) bids.

4. Breakdown of Estimated Costs of the proposed eligible improvements (pages 7).

5. Schematic, conceptual Drawings as they apply to the proposed project.  This will include site plans,
elevations, and floor plans

NOTE: Your project will require design review and approval by the Park City Planning 
Department.  At the time of application for the building permit, detailed construction plans 
prepared by a licensed architect, engineer and/or building contractor will be required. 

6. Color Photographs of existing conditions.  Include a general view of the building and setting; the
front; perspective view showing front façade and one side, and rear façade and one side; detailed
view of affected work area.

7. Brief History of the structure including, but not limited to, prior owners or occupants.

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Listed below is a brief description of the grant application process: 

1. Prepare grant application (the Planning Staff can advise you during this step so that you submit a
thorough application).

2. Submit grant application to the Planning Department.  Grants will be reviewed by the Historic
Preservation Board (HPB) on a quarterly basis: January, April, July, and October.

3. The HPB will review the application and may:
a) approve the project;
b) approve the project subject to conditions that will be enforced by the Planning Staff;
c) remand the application to the applicant for further details or revisions; or
d) deny the project

4. The HPB may award the project up to $15,000.  Should the grant award be greater than $15,000, the
HPB will need to forward a positive recommendation to City Council.  City Council will then review
the grant application on their consent agenda approximately three (3) weeks after the HPB hearing.

5. Finalize work with the Planning Department Staff and submit plans for a building permit;

6. Obtain a building permit and arrange for inspections by the building inspectors as the project
progresses;

7. Upon completion of work and final inspections, submit proof of payment to the Planning
Department for disbursement of funds.  You must provide proof that your contractor(s) have been
paid in full.  This is a matching funds grant and provides reimbursement to you.

8. Sign the Historic Grant Program Agreement, Trust Deed, and Trust Deed Note that is tied to the
affected property.  If the property is sold within five years, grant funds are repaid at a pro-rated
amount, plus interest.
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SAMPLE—BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED COSTS 
This sample is included to assist you in completing the breakdown of estimated costs on page 6 of this 
application.  Please note you will need to provide three (3) separate bids for the proposed work.  

SCOPE OF WORK OWNER 
PORTION 

CITY 
PORTION 

ESTIMATED 
TOTAL COST

Eligible Improvements 
Foundation Work 

Excavation 
House Lifting 
Bracing the House 

$1,000 
$2,000 
$3,000 

$1,000 
$2,000 
$3,000 

$2,000 
$4,000 
$6,000 

Doors (Exterior) 
Materials 
Labor 

$425 
$100 

$425 
$100 

$850 
$200 

Windows 
Materials 
Labor 

$1,000 
$500 

$1,000 
$500 

$2,000 
$1,000

Siding 
Asbestos Removal 
Wood Siding Restoration 
New Materials 
Paint 

$2,250 
$1,000 

$500 
$500 

$2,250 
$1,000 

$500 
$500 

$5,000 
$1,000 
$1,000 
$1,000

Total Cost $12,275 $12,275 $24,550

Non-Eligible Improvements 
Total (no breakdown required) $10,500
TOTAL COST $35,050

If you have questions about the eligibility of your proposed work, please contact the Planning 
Department at 435-615-5060. 
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ELIGIBILITY GUIDE 
To qualify for a grant: 

The building/structure must be identified on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory. 
Grant recipients must own the residential or commercial structure for at least five (5) years after 
the grant funded work is completed.  Grant recipients who sell or move out of their homes 
before the five years have elapsed will be required to return the grant on a pro-rated basis. 
Work must commence no more than thirty (30) days from the execution of the grant and must 
be completed within twenty-four (24) months after the start date.  

Eligible improvements include: 
Cladding repair 
Siding 
Masonry repair 
Cornice repair 
Architectural ornamentation 
restoration/repair 
Exterior trim repair 
Restoration of historic retaining walls 
Restoration/repair of historic windows and 
doors 
Weatherization of historic windows and 
doors 

Porch repair/restoration 
Foundation repair/restoration (new 
foundations may be raised or lowered no 
more than 2’ from their original floor 
elevations) 
Structural stabilization 
Abatement of hazardous materials 
Stabilization/Preservation of Industrial Mine 
Structures 

Non-eligible improvements include: 
Interior remodeling 
Repair of non-original features 
Interior paint 
Signs 
HVAC/Mechanical System upgrades 
Additions 

Landscaping/concrete flatwork 
Relocating and/or moving historic 
structures to a new site or location on the 
existing site 
Any restoration work covered/funded by 
insurance 

Maintenance items are the responsibility of the homeowner but may be considered under specific 
circumstances such as: 

Painting:  
Is essential to protect the existing wood 
siding and ensure a longer lifespan for the 
structure; 
Is part of a comprehensive siding 
replacement proposal; 
Will significantly enhance the character of 
the structure. 

Roofing: 
Currently has an inappropriate material; 
Has historic material that is exposed 
and/or is in obvious disrepair;  
Is signficantly visible from the public right-
of-way;  
Is a significant design element for the 
historic structure. 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
445 MARSAC AVE ° PO BOX 1480
PARK CITY, UT 84060
(435) 615-5060 

HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT APPLICATION
For Office Use Only

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD PROJECT PLANNER APPLICATION #

APPROVED DATE RECEIVED

AMOUNT EXPIRATION

DENIED BLDG PERMIT

PROJECT INFORMATION

NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

TAX ID: OR
SUBDIVISION: OR
SURVEY: LOT #: BLOCK #:

APPLICANT INFORMATION

NAME: 

MAILING
ADDRESS:

PHONE #: (           )         - FAX #: (           )         -
EMAIL:

APPLICANT REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

NAME:
PHONE #: (           )         -
EMAIL:
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Application#:  Applicant Name:  Property Address: 

BREAKDOWN OF ESTIMATED COSTS

SCOPE OF WORK OWNER’S 
PORTION 

CITY’S  
PORTION 

ESTMATED 
TOTAL COST 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY 

This is to certify that I am making an application for the described action by the City and that I am responsible for complying with all 
City requirements with regard to this request. This application should be processed in my name and I am a party whom the City
should contact regarding any matter pertaining to this application. 

I have read and understood the instructions supplied by Park City for processing this application. The documents and/or information 
I have submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.  I understand that my application is not deemed complete until a 
Project Planner has reviewed the application and has notified me that it has been deemed complete. 

I will keep myself informed of the deadlines for submission of material and the progress of this application. I understand that a staff 
report will be made available for my review three days prior to any public hearings or public meetings. This report will be on file and 
available at the Planning Department in the Marsac Building.

I further understand that additional fees may be charged for the City’s review of the proposal. Any additional analysis required would 
be processed through the City’s consultants with an estimate of time/expense provided prior to an authorization with the study. 

Signature of Applicant:

Name of Applicant: 
PRINTED

Mailing Address: 

Phone: Fax:
Email: 
Type of Application: 

AFFIRMATION OF SUFFICIENT INTEREST

I hereby affirm that I am the fee title owner of the below described property or that I have written authorization from the owner to 
pursue the described action. I further affirm that I am aware of the City policy that no application will be accepted nor work 
performed for properties that are tax delinquent. 

Name of Owner: 
PRINTED

Mailing Address: 

Street Address/ Legal Description of Subject Property:

Signature:  Date: 

1. If you are not the fee owner attach a copy of your authorization to pursue this action provided by the fee owner.
2. If a corporation is fee titleholder, attach copy of the resolution of the Board of Directors authorizing the action.
3. If a joint venture or partnership is the fee owner, attach a copy of agreement authorizing this action on behalf of the joint

venture or partnership
4. If a Home Owner’s Association is the applicant than the representative/president must attaché a notarized letter stating they

have notified the owners of the proposed application. A vote should be taken prior to the submittal and a statement of the
outcome provided to the City along with the statement that the vote meets the requirements set forth in the CC&Rs.

Please note that this affirmation is not submitted in lieu of sufficient title evidence. You will be required to submit a title opinion, 
certificate of title, or title insurance policy showing your interest in the property prior to Final Action. 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation
15-11-4

(C) Utah State Division of History.

(D) Park City Historical Society.

(E) American Institute of Architects 
(AIA).

(F) The National Alliance of 
Preservation Commissions.

(G) American Planning Association 
(APA)

(Amended by Ord. Nos. 06-35; 09-23)

15-11-9. PRESERVATION 
POLICY.

It is deemed to be in the interest of the 
citizens of Park City, as well as the State of 
Utah, to encourage the preservation of 
Buildings, Structures, and Sites of Historic 
Significance in Park City.  These Buildings, 
Structures and Sites are among the City’s 
most important cultural, educational, and 
economic assets.  In order that they are not
lost through neglect, Demolition, expansion 
or change within the City, the preservation 
of Historic Sites, Buildings, and Structures 
is required.  This section is intended to 
provide an incentive for identification and 
preservation of Historic Buildings, 
Structures or Sites that may occur within the 
Park City Historic District, as well as those 
that may be located outside the Historic 
District.

(A) HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
PLAN.  The Planning Department is 
authorized to require that Developers 
prepare a Historic Preservation Plan as a 

condition of approving an Application for a 
Building project that affects a Historic 
Structure, Site or Object.  The Planning 
Director and the Chief Building Official, or 
their designees, must approve the Historic 
Preservation Plan. 

(B) GUARANTEE REQUIRED.  The 
Planning Department is also authorized to 
require that the Applicant provide the City 
with a financial Guarantee to ensure 
compliance with the conditions and terms of 
the Historic Preservation Plan.

(C) TERMS OF GUARANTEE.  The 
Guarantee shall be similar in form to other 
Guarantees required by this title and shall 
consist of an Escrow deposit, a cash deposit 
with the City, a letter of credit or some 
combination of the above as approved by the 
City, including but not limited to a lien on 
the Property.

(D) AMOUNT OF THE 
GUARANTEE.  The amount of the 
Guarantee shall be determined by the Chief 
Building Official, or his designee.  The 
Building and Planning Departments shall 
develop standardized criteria to be used 
when determining the amount of the Historic 
preservation Guarantee.  Such amount may 
include additional cost or other penalties for 
the destruction of Historic material(s).

(E) EFFECT OF NON-
COMPLIANCE.  If the Developer does not 
comply with the terms of the Historic
Preservation Plan as determined by the Chief
Building Official and the Planning Director, 
or their designees, the City shall have the 
right to keep the funds of the Guarantee, 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation
15-11-5

including the ability to refuse to grant the 
Certificate of Occupancy and resulting in the 
requirement to enter into a new Historic 
Preservation Plan and Guarantee.  The funds 
of the Guarantee shall be used, in the City’s 
discretion, for Historic preservation projects 
within the City.

(F) RELEASE OF GUARANTEE.
The Guarantee shall not be released prior to 
the issuance of the final Certificate of 
Occupancy or at the discretion of the Chief 
Building Official and Planning Director, or 
their designees, based on construction 
progress in compliance with the Historic 
Preservation Plan.

(Amended by Ord. Nos. 09-09; 09-23)

15-11-10. PARK CITY HISTORIC 
SITES INVENTORY.

The Historic Preservation Board may 
designate Sites to the Historic Sites 
Inventory as a means of providing 
recognition to and encouraging the 
Preservation of Historic Sites in the 
community. 

(A) CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATING 
SITES TO THE PARK CITY HISTORIC 
SITES INVENTORY.

(1) LANDMARK SITE.  Any 
Buildings (main, attached, detached, 
or public), Accessory Buildings, 
and/or Structures may be designated 
to the Historic Sites Inventory as a 
Landmark Site if the Planning 
Department finds it meets all the 
criteria listed below:

(a) It is at least fifty (50) 
years old or has achieved 
Significance in the past fifty 
(50) years if the Site is of 
exceptional importance to the 
community; and 

(b) It retains its Historic 
Integrity in terms of location, 
design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling and 
association as defined by the 
National Park Service for the 
National Register of Historic 
Places; and

(c) It is significant in 
local, regional or national 
history, architecture, 
engineering or culture 
associated with at least one 
(1) of the following:

(i) An era that 
has made a significant 
contribution to the 
broad patterns of our 
history;

(ii) The lives of 
Persons significant in 
the history of the 
community, state, 
region, or nation; or 

(iii) The distinctive 
characteristics of type, 
period, or method of 
construction or the 
work of a notable 
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Part I: Historic District Grant Program 

The Historic District Grant Program awards matching grants to assist property owners in maintaining and 
preserving their historic commercial and residential structures.  Grant funds are applied to exterior 
improvements only, and all work must comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and 
Historic Sites.  The policy outlines the many ways property owners and the City can work together to 
preserve Park City’s historic sites and structures.  

A. Goals 
1. Offset the costs of rehabilitation work in the City’s two (2) National Register Historic Districts
2. Provide funding to projects that provide a community benefit through historic preservation
3. Inspire greater preservation of Park City’s historic sites and structures

B. Objectives 
1. Inspire citizen involvement and appreciation for the historic preservation of Park City’s sites and

structures.
2. Encourage the preservation of historic sites and structures in the City’s two (2) National Register

Historic Districts.
3. Promote projects that preserve and enhance the historic architecture of Park City.
4. Further projects that meet the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites

C. General Rules 
1. The applicant must apply for a Historic District Grant prior to the start of any construction work.

The application must include a written scope of work and specifications, cost estimate, drawings
as they apply to the specific work, color photographs, and a brief history of the structure.

2. The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) will review grant applications on a “first come, first
serve”.  The HPB may award grants up to $25,000.  Those grants exceeding $25,000 will require
the HPB to forward a positive recommendation to City Council; these recommendations will be
reviewed as part of the City Council consent agenda.

3. Any total grant awards greater than the budgeted amount allocated for the Lower Park Avenue
and Main Street RDAs will be approved and adjusted as part of the year-end budget process.

4. Upon completion of the work and final inspections, the grant applicant will submit proof of
payment to the Planning Department for disbursement of funds.

5. Following receipt of the grant funds, the grant recipient will sign a Historic Grant Program
Agreement, Trust Deed, and Trust Deed Note on the affected property.  If the property is sold
within five (5) years, grant funds are repaid at a pro-rated amount plus interest.

D.  Eligibility 
1. Applicant Eligibility

a. Houses lived in by primary residents (those houses in which the homeowner or a renter
lives full-time) may be awarded up to fifty percent (50%) of their construction costs,
while homes which are used as secondary homes or nightly rental (i.e. not lived in by
the primary resident) may be awarded up to thirty-five percent (35%).  Commercial
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property owners will be eligible to receive up to fifty percent (50%) of their construction 
costs. 

2. Eligible Improvements
a. Improvements shall be completed in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s

Standards for Rehabilitation and include exterior work such as siding, windows,
foundation work, masonry repair, structural stabilization, exterior trim, exterior doors,
cornice repair, porch repair, retaining walls, as well as historic steps and stairs.  The
Historic Preservation Board may identify additional eligible improvements (such as
Physical Conditions Reports and Preservation Plans, etc.) as necessary; these
improvements shall be noted on the Historic District Grant Application.
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Update: Blue Ribbon Commission Mayor/Council  
   Compensation Recommendations 
Author:  Matthew Dias, Assistant City Manager 
   Phyllis Robinson, Communications & Public Affairs Manager 
Date:  December 4, 2014  
Type of Item: Work Session 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
City Council should consider an update on the five (5) recommendations provided by 
the Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on Mayor/Council Compensation.  
 
Background/Update: 
In March 2014, the Mayor and Council accepted the following BRC recommendations: 
 
1. Increase the Mayor’s total compensation by utilizing a new, weighted compensation 

methodology.  
 This recommendation was implemented in on July 1, 2015, as part of the 

FY2015 budget process. 
 

2. Increase Council’s total compensation by utilizing a new, weighted compensation 
methodology.   
 This recommendation was implemented in on July 1, 2015, as part of the 

FY2015 budget process. 
 

3. Explore setting limits on campaign expenditures, especially for Mayoral elections. 
 

4. Create an annual “Everything You Need to Know to Run for Public Office” training 
for individuals interested in seeking public office. 

 
5. Create a new committee of Park City residents with long community tenure and 

deep ties to our civic history and community affairs. 
 

 In addition, Council directed staff to research the concept of term limits for the Mayor 
and Council.  

 
Analysis: 
Since taking action to implement the first two recommendations in July 2014 as part of 
the FY2015 budget process, staff has been working to assess and implement the 
remaining three (3) recommendations and (1) additional item.  An update is outlined 
below. 

 
3. Explore setting limits on campaign expenditures, especially for Mayoral elections. 
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Staff has determined that Cities are not permitted to limit campaign spending 
by individuals running for publicly elected office, as this violates the First 
Amendment’s protection of speech. 
 
After further review and analysis, cities are not permitted to limit campaign spending 
by individuals running for publicly elected office, as this is a violation of the First 
Amendment’s protection of speech. The Supreme Court views campaign spending 
limitations as “limitations on core First Amendment rights of political expression” 
which are subject to “exacting scrutiny.”  These limitations on speech are only valid if 
the government has a substantial interest in restricting the speech and if the law that 
under review is tailored to fit that interest.  Limitations on the amount of money that 
candidates for elected office can spend have not survived the Court’s test.  
Therefore, it is almost certain that any attempt to limit campaign spending will be 
found to be unconstitutional. Furthermore, the City may also not entice candidates to 
voluntarily restrict campaign spending in exchange for public funding of their 
campaigns.  The City can, however, encourage candidates to voluntarily pledge not 
to exceed a chosen spending limit. 
 
• Given the First Amendment concerns, Staff recommends no further action 

on this recommendation. 
 

4. Create a “Campaign Academy” for individuals interested in seeking public office.  
 
This recommendation by the BRC based on findings from the community survey 
conducted as part of its analysis. The major factors cited for not running for office 
was the amount of time required, lack of job flexibility that would allow for so much 
time off, and the inability to take a pay cut. Respondents in the 30 – 49 age cohort 
also cited that while money was not a motivating factor in choosing to run, most 
could not afford to forego their full time salaries.  This group also cited a lack of 
financial resources and networks necessary to fund campaigns, being uncomfortable 
with asking people for support, and a general lack of knowledge on how to get 
started in the process. 
 
Several years ago, Park City and the Park Record conducted a “How to Run for 
Public Office” session.  While focused primarily on running for a local office, 
information included serving on local boards and commission as well as running for 
a state-wide office. Approximately 35 people attended the session. The Park Record 
is interested in collaborating with the City on a similar effort in late February/early 
March 2015. 
 
This would be considered an introductory session.  Staff recommends a subsequent 
meeting in mid-March that would bring together current and former elected officials 
to speak directly with candidates interested in running for office on issues such as 
raising campaign funds, time commitments, and networking.  The filing deadline for 
2015 municipal elections is July 1 – July 15.    
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Staff recommends initiating this process in late winter/early spring 2015. Staff will 
return to Council in fall 2015 with a recommendation as to whether this should be 
a regular offering and at what time interval (e.g., annual, biennial, every five 
years.) 

 

5. Create a new committee of Park City residents with long community tenure and 
deep ties to our civic history and community affairs. 

 
While not directly related to running for public office, the BRC also suggested that 
we find ways to engage long- tenured community members to bring a broader 
community context to decision making as our community continues to evolve. 
Several years ago, staff held a community gathering at the Egyptian Theater to 
discuss the first Main Street Master Plan presented by Gene Moser and Gene Carr. 
This was followed by a community panel with Jan Wilking, Harry Reed, Rich 
Martinez and Lloyd Evans. There was no purpose other than sharing the past to 
inform the future.  
 
Newer members of the community appreciated hearing the difficulties of governing 
Park City in the 1970s and 1980s. From a community engagement perspective, staff 
believes this process of “story telling” helps to bind together our past and provide 
context for newer residents who see a well-funded community that delivers high 
levels of service to residents and businesses.  
 
• If Council wishes to pursue “Back to the Future” programming, staff 

recommends creating a community working group to discuss approaches, 
facilitate an initial gathering, and evaluate interest in making this a more 
regular occurrence.  While the City can facilitate the kick-off meeting, 
ongoing programming may fit better within a community-based 
organization. 

 
 Is Park City Municipal permitted to set term limits for the mayor and Council?  

 
The City is permitted to set term limits for locally elected officials.   
 
In addition to the five (5) recommendations above, Council also had a robust 
conversation with the BRC regarding the pros and cons of setting term limits for the 
Council and Mayor positions.  As a result, staff was directed to conduct additional 
research and offer a potential recommendation to Council. 
 
As mentioned, the City is in fact legally permitted to impose term limits on elected 
City officials, such as the Mayor and Council.  However, additional research 
indicates that term limits might face fierce opposition at the State Legislature and not 
necessarily achieve the goals and outcomes proponents seek. 
 
Looking back, the Utah State Legislature took action in 2003 to overturn an 8-year 
old term limits law.  This was done under threat of a citizen referendum.  At the time, 
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only 15 state legislatures across the country had term limits laws.  Staff is unaware 
of any other local jurisdiction with term limits in Utah, and would be concerned that 
actions in Park City could spark a broader debate, for which the Legislature could 
hold Park City responsible.  In addition, staff consulted with some of the City’s 
legislative contacts who also deemed the measure not advantageous to improving 
Park City’s standing at the Legislature. 
 
By way of additional research, staff did uncover that term limits for elected city 
officials appear to be a more common feature of larger cities.  For example, nine of 
the ten largest cities in the United States have imposed some form of term limits on 
either the mayor or council or both.  Furthermore, 51 percent of U.S. cities with a 
population exceeding 250,000 impose term limits on their mayors. 
 
Proponents and detractors have offered up a consistent list of purported benefits 
and drawbacks associated with the adoption of term limits for elected officials.  A 
sample list of supposed benefits and drawbacks are as follows: 

 
Benefits Drawbacks 
1. Increases competitiveness in elections 
due to fewer incumbents. 

1. Erodes experience in government. 

2. More opportunities and diversity in 
those who serve. 

2. Creates easier targets special interests. 

3. Curbs influence of lobbyists with career 
officials. 

3. Prevents reelection of popular leaders. 

5. Generates fresh ideas from new 
representatives. 

4. Conflicts with democratic will of voters. 

  
• Despite speculation, staff was unable to locate evidence that supports 

the notion that term limits generate a more representative or responsive 
electorate.  Because of this, staff cannot recommend that term limits will 
accomplish the desired goals.  No further action is recommended. 

 
 
Department Review: This report was reviewed by the Sustainability, Legal and 
Executive Departments. 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
City Council should consider an update on the five (5) recommendations provided by 
the Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on Mayor/Council Compensation.  
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Subject: Courchevel Sister City Check-In 
Author: Matthew Dias, Asst. City Manager 
Department: Executive 
Date: December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Informational 

 
Summary Recommendations: 
After reviewing the background and history of the Courchevel Sister City relationship, 
Staff recommends City Council specify its level of future support for the municipal 
relationship and high school exchange program.  In addition, staff requests Council 
direction in order to respond to Courchevel’s invitation for the Mayor to travel to 
Courchevel during winter 2015 in order to reaffirm the Municipal aspects of the 
relationship that have grown stagnant.  A formal invitation is being tendered by the 
Mayor of Courchevel, yet the dates have not yet been finalized. 

 
Topic/Description: 
History of the Sister City relationship, the status of the high school student exchange 
program, and a request for direction on the invitation for the Mayor to visit Courchevel 
with the student exchange program during winter 2015. 

 
Background: 
After World War II, President Eisenhower encouraged the creation of the Sister City 
programs in the U.S. as a way to connect with people from around the world and 
promote understanding and peace, education, trade, economic development, 
governmental best practices, and arts and culture.  Today, these activities remain strong 
across the country and in Utah, including a variety of international and domestic support 
organizations that help support and foster the mission of the Sister City program.  
Thousands of U.S. cities currently participate, and about 25 or more of those are from 
Utah alone.  For addition information on Sister City programs, see: 
 

• SisterCities International 
• Utah Sister Cities Coalition 

 
Park City, City Council passed “a resolution of good will to the people of Courchevel, 
France” in 1984, which created a sister city relationship between the two municipal 
jurisdictions.  Over the years, there have been numerous visits by citizens, business 
leaders, students, teachers, and public officials between Courchevel and Park City.  A 
quick summary of previous Council resolutions and minutes are included at the end of 
this report for historical reference.   
 
Courchevel had deeply cultivated a relationship with Park City for a number of years, 
mostly due to our historic and natural setting and capability to become a premier ski 
resort destination in the U.S and abroad.  In addition, the potential for an interconnected 
ski area in Park City and within the Wasatch Range, which is a very similar construct to 
the Courchevel experience, was particularly enticing given the potential benefits of 
parallel cultures (lodging, dining, education, government, regulation, recreation, etc).  
For reference, Courchevel is currently the largest interconnected ski area in the world. 
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The original relationship between the two entities was spearheaded by staff at the Park 
City Ski Area and the Park City, City Council.  At that time, a large contingency from 
Courchevel visited Park City in 1985 and were hosted with great fanfare amongst the 
community.  During the celebration, a ski run was named after Courchevel at Park City 
Mountain Resort.  After the visit, and even with the best intentions, many of the 
programs had difficulty getting started due to visa restrictions and liability issues.  Most 
of those issues have been mitigated due to organizations such as Sister Cities 
International.   
 
In spite of the visa and liability issues, one program that remained active and robust was 
the student exchange program conducted out of the high school.  In 2010, however, the 
program suffered a small hiccup as the State of Utah passed a law to limit “dangerous 
extracurricular activities.”  Local interpretation by the school district resulted in the 
discontinuation of the ability for Park City Municipal to formally sponsor the Courchevel 
student exchange program, yet it did not necessarily preclude continued municipal 
cooperation and exchanges.  Despite this, a group of concerned citizens advocated for 
the continuation of the student exchange program and were able to maintain the 
experience for students.   
 
There are many other community supporters, with past and present knowledge of the 
municipal and student exchange aspects of the program, its history, and community 
benefits, including former Mayor Brad Olch, former Summit County Council Member 
Sally Elliot, PC High School Principal Bob O’Connor, and various others.  
 
Tina Quayle, for example, has led the student exchange program for the last several 
years and currently has the most extensive relationship with the City of Courchevel.  In 
addition, she was part of the Park City group that hosted the original Courchevel 
delegation that visited Park City in 1985 to celebrate the Sister City declaration signed in 
1984. She was also chosen to represent Park City at the 1992 Albertville Winter 
Olympic Games, where Courchevel was a host venue for many of the winter events, 
similar to Park City in the 2001 Salt Lake City Winter Olympics. 

 
Analysis: 
Courchevel is located in the French Alps and is part of Les Trois Vallées, which is the 
largest linked ski area in the world.  It is best known for its massive size, superior guest 
experiences, and its interconnectivity.  In years past, the Mayors of Park City and 
Courchevel have hosted numerous student and diplomatic exchange groups for city 
tours, orientations, and receptions (though this has waned in recent years).  Up until the 
2010 legislation, City involvement had become relatively minimal ($400 every other 
year), while trip costs for Park City students can average around $1,000/week, which 
are raised via fundraising and donations.  PCMC no longer has any financial 
involvement in the program, nor staff assistance.    
  
The Park City School District currently has two French Dual Immersion elementary 
schools.  Students moving up through the dual immersion schools are predicted to be 
proficient and fluent in French by the time they enroll in 9th grade.  This will allow the 
current student exchange program, with PCHS students spending a portion of the 
school year in Courchevel while students from Courchevel attending at PCHS, to grow.  
 
The Park City School District would like to continue with and grow the student exchange 66

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Les_Trois_Vall%C3%A9es


program and would be interested in sharing the responsibility of the Sister City program 
with Park City Municipal and other community partners. 
 
The group currently spearheading the relationship (Tina Quayle, Bob O’Connor, etc) is 
requesting increased involvement by City officials for better coordination with City staff 
and community members in order to reinvigorate some of the aspects of the municipal 
relationship and community involvement.   
 
Staff believes that coordination assistance is well within our municipal mission, yet 
requires direction on the extent of support and level of staff engagement. 
 
Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Council specify its level of support for the existing Courchevel Sister 
City municipal and high school exchange program, and respond to the invitation for 
Mayoral travel in order to reaffirm the municipal aspects of the relationship. 
 
Department Review: 
Executive, Economic Development, Budget, and Legal Departments. 

 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
Without additional direction and commitment from the City, volunteers may become 
discouraged and the high school and municipal program could falter or, ultimately, fail.  
This would deprive our students and community members of potentially valuable life and 
business experiences.  In addition, the Mayoral travel invitation has real implications for 
the future prospects (positive or negative) of this relationship moving forward.  
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Michael Kovacs 
 

From:  sally elliott [sallycousinselliott@gmail.com] 
 

Sent:  Sunday, October 10, 2010 9:57PM 
 

To:   Bill Ligety; Brad Olch; Jim Lea; Dana Williams; Malone, Bill; Bob Richer; Myles Rademan; 
mylesrad@gmail.com; Larry Warren; Carol Murphy; Carol Murphy; Ann MacQuoid; 
kenmartz@hotmail.com; Shirley Smith; Shauna Kerr; Bob Wheaton; Bob Wells; Susan Galusha; Liza 
Simpson; Liza Simpson; Candy Erickson; Cindy Matsumoto; Cindy Matsumoto; Joe Kernan; Joe 
Kernan; Alex Butwinski; Andy Bernhard; Nan Chalat Noaker; Dave Thomas; Tonja Hansen; Tim Vetter; 
Jenni Smith; Leslie Thatcher; randy barton; Ray Timothy; Lisa Kirchenheiter; Lisa Kirchenheiter; Anne 
Bransford; Chris Robinson; John Hanrahan, MD; Claudia McMullin; Dave Ure; Kim Carson; Kim 
Carson; Tom Bakaly; Bob Jasper; Sue Galusha; Michael Kovacs; Michael Kaplan; Jackie Hunden; 
Evan Sachs; John Gleason; Sue Gleason; Bernard Rizzolo; Nadja Newhall; Larry Newhall; Patton 
Murray; Tina Quayle 

 

Subject: Courchevel -Sister  City Club 

I've gone back to my old notes about our Sister City relationship with Courchevel and  propose to 
you that we restructure  the clu b based upon my reading of the by-laws and the way we put things 
back together  in 1998. 

 
For those of you who are new to this discussion, the Sister City relationship  between  Park City 
and Courchevel began in 1 984 when Courchevel was a well-established ski resort and Park City 
was beginning  to be recognized  on the international  scene.   We were very flattered by the offer 
and a number of influential Park City pioneers went to Courchevel to  cement the relationship. 

 
Since that time, we supported the Olympics in Albertville, France and they came to support  our 
Olympic efforts.   Every two years (give or take a few) we have done youth exchanges  between 
Park City High School students  and Courchevel students (though  there's no High School  there) 
and we've had many wonderful  par1ies on both sides of the Atlantic.  Our students go to 
Courchevel  with their season  passes and local chaperones and ski in France during the Presidents’ 
Holiday week.  In the summer, their students come here and visit the same families who hosted 
them.  They participate in a ll the things we love to do in the summer in Park City and then they go 
off on a camping  trip in Utah's National Parks. 

 
The Park City School  District, Chamber  Bureau , our three wonderful  resorts and Park City 
Municipal  have been our institutional  supporters, w i th many community  volunteers (mostly 
parents and teachers  of students)  doing the "heavy lifting". 

 
Sue Galusha who teaches at Park City High School  has been the President of the Club for many 
years, but she no longer teaches  French and State law has prohibited  the School  District  from 
sponsoring the exchange.   While I  understand the liability  issues, it has now become impossible 
for us to adver1i se the Courchevel  exchange in the school system  and we must use the local media 
to inform students and parents of the opportunity (Leslie,  Randy and  Ann m ay  have 
your ear?).   I know how difficult State law can be and I'd like to change it, but that i s always 
problematic.  The result  is, however,  that the "school gag order" might keep some of our children 
from participating in this very worthwhile opportunity to make international friends at minimal 
expense (about $1 ,000 per student  for a week of skiing in France!!). 

 
A part of the informal compact that i s essential to continuing the relationship is the unique 
arrangement our ski areas have made with Courchevel.  Anyone who di splays a season ski pass 
from a nyone of our three sk i resor1s i s a utomatically offered  free skiing in Courchevel  and vice 
versa.  Are you guys willing to continue that?  Are you a l so willing to suppor1 the summer 
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activiti es of the Courchevel high school  students in Park City with acti viti es at your resorts?  Tonja  and 
Tim , please forward  to Mike Goar.  I don't have an ema il address  for him. 

 
When we re-stru ctured  the Si ster Cit y Board, according  to our By-Laws,  in 1 998 we had nine Board 
M embers  and 4 ex officio members, as follows: 

 
Ex Officio: 
Mayor of Pa rk C i ty---Honorary President 
Canyons 
Deer Valley 
P a rk City Mountain  Resort 

 
Board M embers: 
Chamber  Burea u----Secretary 
Pa rk Cit y Hi gh School  French Teach er 
Travel  Agent---al ways Shirley  Smith, in the past 
Public Rel a ti ons---either Park Record or KPCW representati ve 
Institutional  Knowled ge----someone w ho understands the past 
Treasurer---whi ch we don't need beca use the Chamber has taken care of that and we don't have or need 
money 
President 
Vice-President 
Business Communit y 

 
Since parents participate when their children  are involved, and some of us participate because  we 
believe in the relationship, we need to establish a commitment on the pa1i of Park City M unicipal, the 
Chamber Bureau , the School District, Deer Valley, Park City Mountain  and Canyons.   Parents will 
volunteer  if you "big guys" are willing to commit. 

 
I  wi ll be ha ppy to do interviews on the radio and write press  releases.  Though I'd l ove to go this year as 
a chaperone,  my grandsons are coming to bang bumps with me and I'd really rather be with them.  I'd love 
to pass this torch on to those of you who are younger and will be willing to carry forward . 

 
What do you say? 

 
 
 

Sall y Elliott 
2690 Sid ewinder Dr. 
P ark City , UT 84060 
home/ work:  435-649-571 2 
mobil e:  435-640-3759 
sa ll ycousi nselliott@gma il.com 
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Resolution No.l-84 

RESOLUTION 

 

A RESOLUTION OF GOOD WILL TO THE PEOPLE AND CITY 
OF COURCHEVEL, FRANCE 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Courchevel, the largest ski 
area in the world, has selected Park City, Utah as its 
Sister City; and 

 
lliEREAS, the City of Courchevel and Park City 

share the strength and beauty of the mountains, the love of 
skiing, and the enthusiasm for life necessary to make a 
successful resort community; and 

 
WHEREAS, a close association with a community that 

is at once so similar and so different from our own, offers 
a unique opportunity to expand our horizons, sharpen our 
insights, and gain a new perspective on ourselves and a 
broader understanding of others; and 

 
WHEREAS, an educational, recreational, cultural, 

and commercial exchange with the people of Courchevel will 
be mutally beneficial by developing new friendships that 
enrich the lives of all who are associated \vith the program; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council 

of Park City, Utah that the City of Courchevel, France is 
hereby accepted as our Slster City, a tv1in sister, and the 
good will of the people of our mountain village is extended 
to the people of your mountain village, with \vhom we hope to 
have a long relationship. 

 
DATED this 5th day of January, 1984. 

 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 
 
 
 

C. r 
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DECLARATION 

 
DECLARATION DE BONNE VOLONTE A L'EGARD DE LA POPULATION 

ET DE LA VILLE DE COURCHEVEL, FRANCE 
 
 

CONSIDERANT QUE, la ville de Courchevel, le plus 
grand domaine skiable du monde, a choisi Park City, Utah 
comme ville jumelle, 

 
CONSIDERANT QUE, les villes de Courchevel et Park 

City ont en commun la puissance et la beautedes montagnes 
envi1onnantes, l'amour du ski et l'enthousiasme quotidien 
nlcessaire au succs d'une station de ski, 

 
CONSIDERANT QU'UNE association troite avec une 

communaute"' qui est a la fois si semblable et si difflrente 
de la notre, nous offre une occasion exceptionelle d' largir 
notre horizon, d'approfondir nos connaissances, et 
d'acque'rir une nouvelle perspective de nous-m mes et une 
meilleure compr hension des autres, 

 
CONSIDERANT QUE, des echanges culturels, 

scolaires, commerciaux ou de loisir avec la population de 
Courchevel seront mutuellement b4nfiques en de'veloppant de 
nouvelles amitils qui vont enrichir la vie de tous ceux qui 
seront associts ce projet, 

 
POUR TOUTES CES RAISONS IL A ETE DECIDE par le 

conseil municipal de Park City Utah que la ville de 
Courchevel, France, est offici lement acceptle  comrne notre 
ville jumelle et que la bonne volont{des gens de nos 
montagnes est tendue aux gens de vos montagnes, avec qui 
nous esperons entamer une tres longue relation. 

 
En ce cinquierne jour de Janvier, 1984. 

 
LE CONSEIL MUNICIPAL DE PARK CITY 
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A RESOLU'DON  WELCOMJNG TffE SISTER-CITY YOUTH EXCHANGE 
OF COURCHEVEL, FRANCE TO PARK CITY, UTAH 

 
 
 
 

WHEREAS, on January 5, 1984, Park  City officially  declared its resolution  of good will 
to the people  and tl1e  city of Courchevel,  France; and 

 
WHEREAS, the value  of developing a sister-city relationship is to offer the opportunity 

to broaden our horizons by gaining a new perspective on ou rselves  by understanding others; and 
 

WHEREAS, educational, recreational, cultural, and conunercial  exchanges with the people 
of Courchevc]  are mut ually  beneficial by  cultivating new  friendships that enrich  the lives of  all who 
are associated wiLh sucl1 programs,  especially  our youth; and 

 
WHEREAS,  the Board of Directors of  the Park City Sister-City  Committee and the 

Courchevel Summer Studen t Exchange Committee  have organized  a yout], exchange for fifteen studcnLs 
and three chaperons from July 25  to August  16, 1989; 

 
NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE IT RESOLVED  that  the Mayor and the  City Council 

wholeheartedly  welcome ou r  Courchevel  visitors; wish them  a  productive  and  en joyable stay;  and 
encourage  the com muni ty l.o  extend Lhc  friendliness Park City is known for to our guests; 

 
BE IT  FURTHER RESOLVED that  Park City appreciates our Sister-City Committee's 

successf ul efforts in promoting continued good relations  with Courchevel;  and also thank  the hosting 
families for  their hospi tality and generosity. 

 
PASSED  Al'{D ADOPTEDi this third d ay of August,  1989. 

 
TfON 

 
 
 
 

Mayor Hal . Tay 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
NOVEMBER 10, 1983 

 
existing ordinance have been changed, although there are new 
classifications which may alter assessment fees which may 
have been previously determined at a different rate because 
of classification limitations. The Mayor invited the public 
to comment. Hearing nothing, the Mayor declared the public 
hearing on the proposed business license ordinance closed. 

 
PUBLIC INPUT 

 
Presentation Re ardin the "Sister Cit " Exchan e 

Pro ram" w1t ource eva , ranee - . o y  ee , cSSl.-s-tant 
Mar eting Director of the Park City Ski Resort discussed the 
active exchange program with Courcheval, France. It is the 
intention.of the program to conduct an exchange, involving 
resort employees, students, and citizens of Park City and 
Courceheval.  Ms. Beck introduced Raoul Andrews-Sudre, who 
is Courceheval's representative. Unlike Park City, 
Courceheval is comprised of four towns at different 
elevations. The city and the ski resort operate as one 
entity; the Mayor is also the Director of the resort. 
Messr. Andrews-Sudre expressed his excitement over the 
program and emphasized that Park City was not randomly 
selected. Main resorts were examined in the United States, 
but the three main reasons for designating Park City as a 
sister city were (1) the history of Park City, (2) the 
character of Park City, and (3) the potential of the ski 
inter-connect. It was felt that Park City has the potential 
of becoming the number one resort in the United States, 
identical to Courceheval's reputation in Europe. Discussion 
ensued regarding exchanging ideas for a concert/convention 
center and planning procedures. The Mayor pointed out the 
importance of including both resorts in Park City in the 
program. The Council expressed their enthusiasm and support 
of the program, and thanked Ms. Beck and Messr. 
Andrews-Sudre for their presentations. 

 
The Mayor invited the public to comment on any 

matter of City business. Hearing nothing, the public input 
session was closed. 

 
MINUTES OF MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 1983 

 
Tom Shellenberger corrected the Minutes to reflect 

that under the ordinance vacating a portion of Samson 
Avenue, that the third line should read "No part" rather 
than "Any party" affected by the vacation. . .  r. 
Shellenberger further corrected the minutes under the 
Mountain Fuel easement business to reflect that the easement 
was reduced by eight feet. Bob Wells, "I move aaproval of 
the Mintues, as corrected". Helen Alvarez secon ed. Motion 
carried. 

 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS AND PETITIONS 

 
l. Liquor Consent Letter from Fritz White (New 

Management)of Utah Coal and Lumber - and - 
 

2. Class "B" Beer License Request for Gorilla's Games 
and Grub Located at the Silver Mill House at the Resort - 

 
Bill Coleman, "I move to atprove the lituor 

consent letter for Utah Coal and Lum  er and the C ass "B" 
beer license for Gorilla's Games and Grub".  Tom 
Shellenberger seconded. Motion carried. 

 
3. Acceptance of Thaynes Canyon #6 Subdivision - Mike 

Vance, the Community Development Director explained that 
this is a two-lot subdivision located at Thaynes Canyon 
Drive. It has been built for two years, but Mr. Vance has 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
JANUARY 5, 1984 

 
4. Appointment of Council Liaison to Museum Advisory 

Board - and - 
 

 
 

ORDINANCES 
 

l. 
Time, and 

 
ord nance reflects the continued practice of holding 
meetings at 5 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building, with 
afternoon work sessions convening at 1 p.m. The Mayor 
entertained a motion for approval. Al Horrigan, "I so 
move". Bob Wells seconded. Motion carried. 

 
2. An Ordinance Ado tin the 

Masonic Hi m rovement str ct -  om 
Clyde, explaine that this has been before the Council at 
various stages of the process, creating the District. The 
ordinance needs to be amended (Paragraph (a) of Section 5, 
on Page 3 stricken). With that amendment, the City Attorney 
recommends approval. With the approval of the ordinance, 
the assessment of $1,165 will be levied on each of the 451 
connections within the District. There have been no 
objections reported to the Board of Equalization concerning 
the assessment from the property owners. Tom Shellenberger, 
"I move we awrove the ordinance adopting the assessments on 
the Greater asonic Hill Improvement District". Jim Doilney 
seconded. Motion carried. 

OLD BUSINESS I 
 
 
 
 
 

Motion 
 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. A Resolution of Good Will to CorheYel+=FJance -   
Our Sister;cit- Tne Mayor recommended a mot on to approve. 
i140:Coleman, I so move". Jim Doilney seconded. Motion 
carried. 

 
2. A Resolution Authorizinthe Issuance and Sale of 

Water Develo ment Fee Revenue Bon s to Finance the Cit 's 
Portion o t e Greater ason c Water an , ump ng 
Stations, and Water Lines in the Amount Not to Exceed 
$325,000 - Tom Clyde explained that this tank is part of the 
Masonic Hill water system. The tank being built has a 
million gallon capacity. The City has joint ventured this 
tank under the arrangement that the City will be receiving 
half the capacity for a third of the cost. The benefit to 
the DistriGt is the lower financing rates. The City's share 
of the tank is $325,000, which covers the tank, our portion 
of the interest on the interim warrants, bond closing fees, 
and bond guarantee funds. The revenue bond is based on 
water development fees only, and does not pledge water 
connection fees or user fee, and will be paid out over a 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
JANUARY 19, 1984 

 
"B" Beer License for the Corner Store". 
seconded. Motion carried. 

 
 
 
 
Bill Coleman 

 
Bob Wells 
Tom Shellenberger 
Al Horrigan 
Bill Coleman 
Jim Doilney 

 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 
Abstention - for reason 
of business relationship 

I 
 

5. Re uest from Cowbo 
The Chie o o  ce, ran e ,  commente t at t s 

request was previously denied by Council a few months ago. 
Since that time the new management of the Cowboy Bar have 
improved the operation, and the Police Department have had 
no enforcement problems with the establishment. Chief Bell 
recommended approval of the liquor consent letter. Bob 
Wells, "I so move". Tom Shellenberger seconded. Motion 
carried. For several months, the City Council have approved 
liquor consents, but State approval has been denied because 
of their allocation formula. Discussion ensued regarding 
the liquor license distribution formula (one liquor license 
per 6,000 people based on state-wide population, excluding 
private clubs). It is the intention of the Council to be 
represented with Chief Bell at the next Liquor Commission 
meeting on January 27, to establish better rapport with the 
Commission, and emphasize Park City's liquor enforcing 
efforts. 

 
COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS FROM COUNCIL 

 
l. Re ort  from            the 

Sister-City s t to  ourc eve ,  ranee  B   o eman 
poiBd out   the parallels between the Courchevel layout and 
Park City when comparing Deer Valley, Park West, Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, and Park City elevations.   Mr. Coleman 
pointed out that the State of Savoie assists in aiding 
Couchevel, so that the socialistic type system obviously 
contrasts with the operation of ski resorts in the United 
States, and private enterprise.  The Mayor of Courchevel 
expressed  the  goals  of the sister-city program  as  (1) 
commercial benefits and exchange,  (2) business  concept 
exchange,  and  (3) exchanging of  people.  Mr.  Coleman 
commented on the excellent hosting on the part of the people 
of Courchevel.  A delegation from France will be visiting 
Park City   in March.   From a planning standpoint, Bill 
Ligety, Planning Director, pointed out that that Courchevel 
is not a place where a lot of construction is occurring, and 
the planning scheme has been realized. 

 
2. Museum Advisory Board - Tom Shellenberger, Council 

liaison to the Museum Advisory Board, reported that the 
Board met for the first time on Tuesday January 10. Pat 
Smith, Director, is working on the first exhibit which will 
reflect the first 100 years in Park City. 

 
RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS 

None before Council. 

ORDINANCES 
 

None before 

Council. NEW BUSINESS 

 
 

13 
75



 

 

 

PAGE 3 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
APRIL 5, 1984 

 
banners, what organizations, adequate and appropriate 
lead time for requests, types of events). Ms. MacQuoid 
stated that Laguna Beach, a resort community, also 
frequently uses banners for  advertising events. 
However, they have an ordinance in place and she has 
made arrangements to provide the Council with a copy. 
She emphasized that it is not her intention to utilize 
the banner as a permanent marquee, 

 
Frank Harris   Representing Park City 
Performances, added that "This is the Place" should 
prompt additional consideration since it is Park 
City's Centennial show. Also, since Main Street will 
be torn up this summer, the banner advertising the 
show is a good way to prompt people to visit Main 
Street. 

 
Bill Coleman felt selected banners should generate 

the most information to the broadest spectrum. He stated 
that he felt that the two requested periods in April are 
reasonable, but the 4th of July slot should not be granted 
at this time. He also felt that banners should not be hung 
for long periods of time; it defeats their effectiveness, 
and they aren't particularly attractive. 

 

 
 

Bob Wells requested that the Planning staff make a 
recommendation regarding banners. 

 
Frank Harris   Commented that if there are costs 
incurred with putting banners up and taking them down, 
that they would be willing to pay the costs. 

 
COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS FROM COUNCIL 

 
Jim Doilney reported that next week the City will 

receive a presentation from the Community Education Task 
Force. 

 
Bill Coleman expressed the appreciation of the 

Mayor and other delegates from Courchevel. The visit was a 
complete success. Mr. Coleman also passed on Jim Murphy's 
thanks to the City's for its cooperation in the Utah Special 
Olympic events. 

 
Bob Wells welcomed Mayor Green back. 

 
Mayor Green discussed the State Ethics Act and how 

it relates to elected officials' disclosure statements. The 
disclosure statements of  the City Council have been 
submitted and follow these minutes as a part of the record. 
All disclosure statements of employees, board and commission 
members will be submitted to the Mayor and made part of the 
public record, and filed in the City Recorder's Office. 

 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION REPORT 

 
Al Horrigan reported that the Council meet with 

the Housing Authority to discuss the inducement resolution 
for Doilney Construction, and general employee housing 
ideas. In closed session litigation matters were discussed 
(water issues)along with personnel matters and sale of City 
property. 

 
RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AUGUST 9, 1984 

 
There is $200 million available; cities in the State are 
competing for the money along with the University Board of 
Regents. He further discussed formula for distribution and 
stated that he will keep the public informed on this matter. 

 
5       Courchevel Del ati-on - Bill Coleman welcomed the 

high school studentsrom  ourchevel, France who have 
arrived in town. This visit is one of the activities of the 
"Sister City Program", which has been a tremendous success. 

 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION REPORT 

 
Bob Wells reported that in closed session the City 

discussed the proposal to purchase City property known as 
the Monroe property (across from the Copperbottom Inn). The 
appointments to the Historic District Commission were 
discussed and it was the consensus of the Council that it be 
appropriate to personally interview candidates. The hotel 
site, north of the Marsac Building was also reviewed. 
During open work session the schedule for the Comprehensive 

0 Plan and future meeting scheduling were discussed. 
RESIGNATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS 

(0 
0 
CD 
<t 

 
 
 
 

2. Reappointment of Historic District Commission and 
Appointment to Fill Unexpired Term of Nina Macheel - The 
Mayor entertiined a motion to table. Bill Coleman, "I so 
move". Bob Wells seconded. Motion carried. 

 
ORDINANCES 

 
 

The City Attorney explained that this should have 
been on the agenda a month ago when the annexation and zone 
change approval were passed. The legal description and 
ordinance has just been prepared, and adoption is in order 
as a housekeeping matter.  It should be noted that the 
master plan development process will limit the development 
to 50 units and ensure that density in the future. Tom 
Shellenberger, "I move approval of the ordinance chan ing 
the zoning map of Park City". Bill Coleman secon ed. 
Motion carried. 

 
Tom Shellenberger 
Al Horrigan 
Jim Doilney 
Bill Coleman 
Bob Wells 

 
Aye 
Abstention 
Aye 
Aye 
Aye 

 
2. An Ordinance Desi natina Truck Route for Access 

to the Silver Lake Area an Esta lishing the Penalties for 
Violations - Petitions have been received from the Marsac 
Avenue residents and from the Deer Valley Road residents 
which prompted this proposed ordinance.  During work 
session, however, the Council arrived at alternatives which 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
DECEMBER 13,  1984 

 
Jim Murtht - The transportation services would amount 
to $3,   5   .60 .     Police services would total $2 ,500 . 
Street banners for both games, without isolating, would 
be $200.    Street flag installation amounts to $3,820. 
Signs and maps, $2,934;   and bus stop signage 
installation, $360;  for a total of $13,066.50 .  Based 
on Chamber/Bureau projections, $2,369,000   would be 
raised in revenues for Park City. 

 
The Mayor invited the public to comment on the 

public hearing. Mayor Green assured Mr. Murphy and his 
staff that the City will do everything possible to make the 
games a success. With no further statements, the public 
hearing was closed. 

 
PUBLIC INPUT 

 
The Mayor ask that the public comment on any 

matter of City business. 
 

Jim Berry - Fire Chief of the Park City Fire Protection 
District, stated that during the recent renovation of 
their fire station, he discovered a long overdue award 
to the Mayor. Chief Berry presented Mayor Green a 25 
year service certificate from the Utah State Firemen's 
Association. 

 
MINUTES OF MEETING OF DECEMBER 6, 1984 

 
Tom "Shellenberger, "I move we  approve the 

Minutes". Al Horrigan seconded. Motion carried. 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Bill Coleman disclosed that he will be abstaining 
from voting on Items 4, 11,  and 13,  because of client 
involvement related to these items. 

 
Mike Vance, the Community Development Director, 

called the Council's attention to the numerous plats 
scheduled on the Consent Agenda, in an effort to have them 
recorded before the end of the year. In an attempt to 
cooperate with developers, some of the plats have been 
placed on the agenda, even though there are very minor 
unresolved problems. Those matters will be taken care of by 
Mr. Vance before the plats are recorded. However, the 
Community Development Director asked that the Council table 
Items 6, 7, 8, and 18, because the Planning Commission has 
not approved the· plats, and it is not appropriate for 
Council to override the approval process. Item 14   should be 
withdrawn entirely. 

 
The City Manager emphasized that the plats are 

thoroughly reviewed by the Community Development Director 
and the Assistant City Attorney.  Approvals are contingent 
on payment to the City of property taxes, and plan review 
fees. 

 
The Mayor entertained a motion to table Items 6, 

7, 8, and 18;  and withdraw Item 14 . Al Horrigan,  "!......2.£ 
move". Jim Doilney seconded. Motion carried. 

 
1. A Proclamation Honoring Courchevel France  and 

Designating January 5th as Sister City Dar in Park Cityf 
Utah - Since it has been a year since our irst message o 
good will, and the resulting exchange of visits has been a 
success, Bill Coleman felt it appropriate to write and send 
Courchevel another proclamation in recognition of our 
continuing frien ship. 
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ROLL CALL 

 
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
FEBRUARY 5, 1987 

 

 
 
Mayor Taylor called the regular meeting of the 

City Council to order at approximately 6 p.m. on Thursday, 
February 5, 1987 at the Marsac Municipal Building. Members 
present were Hal Taylor, Jim Santy, Kristen Rogers, Ann 
MacQuoid, and Tom Shellenberger. Jim Doilney was excused. 
Staff present were Arlene Loble, City Manager; Jim Carter, 
City Attorney; and Bob Stephens, Personnel Director. 

 
PUBLIC INPUT 

 
 

Inc.      s.   atmore  exp a ne   t at    ster    t es 
_.-,.,n=t..,..ernational is an organ'ization that was the brain child of 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower who decided 30 years ago as 
an outcome of World War II, that the United States needed to 
work on fostering better relations with countries overseas 
to ensure peace. As a result, he arrived at the idea of 
cities in the United States "adopting" cities overseas as 
their "sister city" to promote good will and international 
awareness among all people. It has since grown, and there 
are now over 1,000 cities in the United States participating 
in the program. 

 
Park City, as most know, is the sister city of 

Courchevel, France and chosen by SCI to be the recipient of 
a grant as one of 20 pilot cities in the United States to 
participate in the Practical Trainee Worker Exchange. It is 
quite a honor to be chosen as many cities were interested. 
The purpose of the exchange is to expand on youth programs 
and extend to those between the ages of 18 and 25, an 
opportunity to visit a sister city, live or acquaint 
themselves with a host family, and obtain solid work 
experience in their field.  She introduced the young 
citizens from France who are working and living in Park City 
and the exchange participants who will be going to France in 
the next few months. 

 
Ms. Patmore further clarified for Council that 

this particular grant application for Park City was written 
by Tony Mitchell, former School District Superintendent who 
was involved with the selection of Park City's exchangees. 
After review, it was determined that Park City's project was 
a worthwhile one to fund. This particular grant ($2,250) is 
earmarked to fund the travel of the Park City exchange 
participants. In the future, SCI is looking to expand their 
base of grant monies for young professional people for those 
up to 35 years old (i.e., city government, local businesses, 
ski resort industry). SCI is also developing reciprocal 
monies for exchangees from foreign countries where funding 
is difficult to provide for their youth. It is hoped that 
SCI will continue to receive future grants and Ms. Patmore 
encouraged Park City to apply next year for youth exchange, 
young worker exchange grants, and anything that would help 
spark the growth of international awareness which may result 
in economic benefits, There is funding available now for 
high school exchangees and the deadline for such application 
is April 7. 

 
The Mayor thanked Ms. Patmore and expressed his 

enthusiasm for the program. He then invited the audience to 
comment on any matter of City business. Hearing none, the 
public input session was closed. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

 
None before Council, 
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Page 3 
City Council Meeting 
June a,   1989 

 
5. courcbevel sister-City Club Reception - Ann MacQuoid 

reported that a reception will  e held at the Barking Frog on 
Monday evening at 5 p.m, open to anyone interested.  Peregrine 
Travel is organizing a winter ski trip to Courchevel.  The 
Committee is hosting 16 kids from Courchevel who will be staying 
in homes in Park City. A VIP package is being coordinated to host 
sister-city visitors in November.  French classes are also being 
offered through this group. 

 
VII REPORTS  FROM  COMMISSIONS  AND  BOARDS 

 
None. 

 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business, the regular meeting of the city 

Council was adjourned. 
 

MEMORANDUM  OF   CLOSED   SESSION 
 

The city Council met in closed session to discuss a 
personnel matter at approximately 4 p.m., as advertised on the 
agenda. Members in attendance were Kristen Rogers, Ann MacQuoid, 
Ray Johnson, Jim Santy, and Brad Olch.  Staff present were Jerry 
Gibbs, Acting City Manager; and Jim Carter, City Attorney.  The 
meeting opened at approximately 5 p.m. 

 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by Jan Scott Freeman 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

,   . 
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Page 5 
City Council Meeting 
July 27, 1989 

 
 

ourchevel Exchange - Ann MacQuoid commented that this 
week 15 teenagers from Park City's sister city Courchevel, France 
would be arriving in Park city.  She suggested that the week of 
July 30 through August 7 be designated Courchevel week in Park 
City.  Ms. MacQuoid then invited the Council and any interested 
parties to attend a family picnic at Rotary Park on August 6 at 
6:00 p.m. All of the Courchevel students will be there with their 
host families and it would be a good opportunity to meet and 
welcome them to Park City. 

 
Planning Charrette - Myles Rademan reported on the 

upcoming Planning Charette.   He met earlier with the Economic 
Development Committee of the Chamber, who has appointed a steering 
committee for the Charette and would like one of the Councilmembers 
to be a part of that.  Jim Santy agreed to represent the Council 
on that committee.  Mr. Rademan explained that there are now 12 
people who are going to sit on the Charette team and agreed to get 
a list of those people for the Council. 

 
Colorado Field Trip - Mr. Rademan also reported that 

there are approximately 30 people who are going on the Colorado 
field trip and that the response from the people in Colorado is 
overwhelming.  Mr. Rademan advised the Council to let him know if 
there is anything particular they wanted to learn on the Colorado 
field trip, and he'll have it set up. 

 
VI  REPORTS FROM COMMISSIONS  AND  BOARDS 

 
Planning commission Meeting of July 26, 1989 - Eric 

DeHaan reported that the Planning Commission met Wednesday, July 
26th. The Commission took a field trip to the Silver Lake area in 
Deer Valley where they also visited a vacant lot that is currently 
ROS zoned at the intersection of Royal Street and Royal Street 
West.  Deer Valley is attempting to transfer one unit of density 
onto what was earlier ROS and hopes to obtain approval from the 
Planning Commission and City council for that transfer.  Part of 
the discussion might center around them giving the City, as ROS 
zoning, the school parcel on Deer Valley Drive North. 

 
They also reviewed a preliminary approval for Royal Plaza 

which is a two-story underground parking structure and two 
buildings located in the Silver Lake Subdivision.  Deer Valley 
hopes to begin and complete the construction of the two-story 
underground parking structure in the Mariposa parking lot this 
summer. The Knoll Estates Subdivision plat was also approved at 
the meeting. 

 
Mr. Olch asked when we might expect to have the road 

widened the Guardsman Connection Road. Mr. DeHaan explained there 
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Page 2 
City Council Meeting 
August 3, 1989 

90 - The pay plans are adopted annually in conjunction with the  .. 
budget. Pay ranges in  grades are based on  salary survey 
information provided by the external market and adjustments are 
made accordingly each year.  It is the Council's philosophy to 
compensate equal pay for equal work and provide merit increases as 
incentives, rather than across-the-board cost-of-living raises. 
This resolution reflects that philosophy, and staff recommends 
approval. 

 
2. Approval of temporary outdoor sales permit for Valline 

Gallery, 1101 Park Avenue. for a sidewalk sale on August 5 and 6, 
1989 The  applicant has  complied with  the  City's business 
licensing provisions, and staff recommends approval. 

 
3.   Deer Valley Concert Series Master Festival Licenses for 

the Temptations on september 1; Carole King on August 9; and Stevie 
Ray Vaughn on August 22. 1989 - Since these activities are beyond 
the scope of Deer Valley's business license, these concerts are 
individually licensed through the master festival license 
ordinance. None of these concerts should attract crowds of more 
than 4,000 which is well within the manageable capacity of Deer 
Valley. No  fee waivers are requested, and staff recommends 
approval. 

 
4. Approval of temporary outdoor sales permit for Herman's 

Sporting Goods. 1800 Park Avenue, on August 4. 5 and 6, 1989 - 
staff recommends approval. 

 
5. Approval of a resolution welcoming the sister-city Youth 

Exchange of Courchevel, France to Park city, Utah - The local 
sister-city committee has been reorganized this pas  year with 
Amanda Peterson as the Chairman. The committee has been successful 
in soliciting interest in the newly formed Courchevel Club and 
arranging an exchange of fifteen Courchevel youths and three 
chaperons.  ..sally  Elliott, Chairman of the courchevel 
summer Student Exchange Committee certainly deserves a special 
thanks. A resolution welcoming our visitors and acknowledging the 
efforts of the sister-city committee is appropriate. 

 
6. Approval of street closure of Main Street for Leukemia 

Society parade on saturday, August 12 from 8 a.m. to 10 a.m. - See 
public hearing commentary. 

 
7. Approval of sidewalk sale on August 11. 12. 13, 1989 for 

the following businesses: 
 

Jans Mountain Outfitters, Resort center and Park Avenue 
Valline Gallery, Park Avenue 
Albertson's, Park Avenue 
Patchwork Parlor, Holiday Village Mall 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
NOVEMBER 11    1990 

 

I ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Brad Olch called the regular meeting of the city 
Council to order at approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal 
Building on Thursday, November 1, 1990. Members in attendance were 
Sally Elliott, Ray Johnson, Bob Richer, and Brad Olch.   Ruth 
Gezelius and Jim Santy were absent and excused.  Staff present was 
Toby Ross, city Manager; and Rick Lewis, Community Development 
Director. 

 
II PUBLIC INPUT 

 
Sister  ity Program - Japan -     Ivory, stated that he 

has just returned from working in osaka, Japan in the Mayor's 
Office.  He urged Council to consider a sister-city relationship 
with a city in the Nagano area. Mayor Olch felt that the community 
would be very responsive to this suggestion.  Ms. Elliott informed 
Mr. Ivory that a Park City Sister Cities Board of Directors has 
been formed and it would be appropriate that they be contacted. 

 
III MINUTES OF MEETING OF OCTOBER 18, 1990 

 
Sally  Elliott  corrected  G&R  Disposal  to  G&F. 

Johnson, 11 I move approval of the minutes. as corrected 11  • 

Elliott seconded.  Motion carried. 

 
 
Ray 

Sally 

 

Sally Elliott 
Ruth Gezelius 
Ray Johnson 
Bob Richer 
Jim Santy 

Aye 
Absent 
Aye 
Aye 
Absent 

 

IV COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 

1. Curb-side recycling.  Sally Elliott report that G&F 
Disposal has agreed to provide service in the Park Meadows area for 
three more pick-ups free of charge. 

 
2.  Animal control.  Ms. Elliott stated that after meeting 

with the County Commission, it was its recommendation that Park 
City assist with the funding of an animal shelter. 

 
3.  Royal street traffic concerns.  Bob Richer stated that he 

was contacted by Jeff Smith of the American Flag Homeowners 
Association.  Discussion ensued regarding the delay in responding, 
and it was pointed out while this was taken under advisement, there 
were telephone conversations and meetings before a written response 
was provided. Allowing skateboarding and rollerblading on the road 
was also debated. 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
NOVEMBER 8, 1990 

 

I ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Brad Olch called the regular meeting of the City 
Council to order at approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal 
Building on Thursday, November 8, 1990. Members in attendance were 
Sally Elliott, Ruth Gezelius, Ray Johnson, Bob Richer, Jim Santy, 
and Brad Olch. staff present were Toby Ross, City Manager; and Jim 
Carter, City Attorney. 

 

II PUBLIC INPUT 
 

Mayor  Olch  reported 
Osguthorpe Dairy yesterday.  He 
any matter of City business. 
session was closed. 

 
 
that the City closed on the 
invited the public to comment on 
Hearing none, the public input 

 

III MINUTES OF MEETING OF NOVEMBER 1, 1990 
 

Sally Elliott, "I move approval".  Bob Richer seconded. 
Motion unanimously carried. 

 
IV COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 

 
1.  Courcheve-l  -ub   Sally Elliott announced  that the 

meeting of the Courchevel Club will be at 5:30 p.m. at Alex's 
Restaurant on November 14 and the public is welcome. 

 
2. Recycling Center - Myles Rademan reported that the 

foundation has not been poured for the new building and it is hoped 
that the building be "internalized" for the winter and outdoor bins 
placed behind the building.  Although progress has been stalled, 
Mr. Rademan felt that a commitment has been made by the volunteers 
involved. 

 
3.  War Memorial Plague - Myles Rademan reported that the 

World War I plaque will be removed from Z-Place and taken to the 
County Courthouse and housed with the other plaques from this 
building, which was formerly the War Veterans Memorial.   Mr. 
Rademan related that there was pressure from Senator Hatch's 
office, local veterans, and the County commission to relocate the 
plaque.  Ruth Gezelius added that she hoped that in the future, if 
there is an appropriate place in Park City, that the veterans would 
consider bringing this plaque back to the community. 

 
V REPORTS FROM COMMISSIONS AND BOARDS 

None.· 

VI CONSENT AGENDA 
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Page 2 
City Council  Meeting 
February  10, 2000 

 
III  COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 

 
Shauna Kerr stated that-she will be chaperoning high school students to our Sister 

City_, Courchevel France. She suggested  that the Miners Hospital be used as a hospitality house for 
Courchevel visttors during the Olympics. Peg Bodell reported on the Interagency Meeting held this 
week  and  the  success  of  the  Leadership 101  session.  Rick  Lewis  noted  that  the  Planning 
Commission concluded  its review of the Environmental Element of the General Plan which will be 
forwarded  to the City Council.  The City  Manager advised  special meeting dates and meetings of 
interest. 

 
IV  WORK SESSION NOTES AND MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JANUARY 27, 

2000 
 

Hearing  no omissions or corrections, the  Mayor  requested  a motion  to approve. 
Shauna  Kerr, "I so move".  Peg Bodell seconded. Motion carried. 

 
Peg Bodell   Aye 
Roger Harlan   Aye 
Candace Erickson   Aye 
Fred Jones   Absent 
ShaunaKerr  Aye 

 

v  PUBLIC HEARING· 
 

Continuation ofhearing- Petition to vacate a portion of Ontario Avenue and a request 
for a plat amendment to combine seven  full and five Partial  lots into four lots of record: Ontario 
Avenue right-of-way  adjacent to Lots 1 - 5, Block 60, Park City Survey and Lots 2732. Block 55.     
Park City Survey  located in the Southeast quarter  of Section  16.Township 2 South, Range 4 East, 
Salt  Lake  Base  and Meridian  - Kevin  LoPiccolo referred  to the discussion in work  session  and 
offered  to answer any questions of Council. The Mayor invited  the City Council and the public to 
comment. 

 
Tony Rampton, attorney for Leslie Miller, stated  that he met with Mark Harrington 

and suggested some language  to be inserted  in the findings  and conditions; he is comfortable with 
the application. Mr. Harrington referred to the amended  version  which was distributed to Council 
today, affecting  Findings of Fact No. 17 and Conditions of Approval  Nos. 9 and 11. In response to a 
question  from Roger Harlan, Mark Harrington explained that the current proposal for the width of 
the access road is 20 feet and the drive would have to be reconstructed in the future to meet  the 
City's specifications for additional service to Block 52.  Mr. Rarnpton thanked the City Council  and 
staff for working with his clients.  With no further comments, the Mayor closed the public hearing. • 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES- DRAFT 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,  
November 20, 2014  
 
Closed Session 
To discuss Property, Personnel and Litigation      
 
Study Session 
Economic Development and Park City Project Update 
Brad Dixon and Jeremy Lund, Park City Project Developers, discussed the Park City Project as 
being a business-based approach for creating and fostering businesses in Summit County.  
Council member Henney inquired how they plan to incorporate affordable housing in with this plan 
as well as the broadband aspect. Mayor Thomas inquired about the current anchors in the 
community and what needs to be incorporated to become a full-throttle community. Council 
member Matsumoto stated that she would not want to do anything that would be detrimental to the 
resort community and felt that the best way to go is to have a small business in Park City that will 
feed off of the brand of Park City, fears that it will grow so large and become an industrial area. 
Council member Beerman stated that he would like to continue to focus on the quality of life to 
draw people here. The challenge of affordable housing with a resort community is that many of the 
jobs cannot and do not pay well enough to live in Park City, he would like to see businesses 
brought in that would provide middle class income. Council member Simpson touched on the 
discussions of incubation spaces to help bring businesses in where the housing allows. Foster 
spoke to the adaptation of this project in conjunction with the Council’s goals. Council member 
Peek spoke to the broadband portion as well as the incubation space. Dixon stated there is a link 
with the Universities as well as bringing in like-minded business people in as mentors, to help 
collaborate and innovate other people. Lund spoke to the mentor piece of the puzzle creating a 
sense of place on the micro-scale with incubation hubs. Spoke to the Park City Angle Network that 
was started two years ago focusing on a small business incubator as a seed for economic 
development. Discussed how they can partner with the City and County to help get this program 
up and running. Matt Abbott stated that staff is in a consistent process of weekly and monthly 
meetings with the Project, and County to see how they can all work together. Council thanked 
Dixon and Lund for the hard work they have accomplished in a short amount of time.  
 
Work Session 
Council Questions and Comments and Manager’s Report 
Council member Matsumoto attended the Recycle Utah meeting, looking forward to a great 
partnership. Stated she read an interesting article in Time Magazine regarding incentivizing mass 
transit riders to eliminate parking problems in Dubai. Wished everyone a Happy Thanksgiving.  
 
Council member Simpson had nothing to report.  
 
Council member Peek attended the leadership meeting enjoying the new group and format. 
Attended the HPB where they had two applications for setbacks with one approval and one denial.  
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Council member Beerman commented on the Marsac Munch-out stating that he felt they gave 
Sharon a great send off. He attended the leadership group event and spoke to Ski Utah regarding 
Mountain Accord.  
 
Council member Henney stated that he and Beerman visited the US-40 tunnel with Heinrich 
Deters, Trails and Open Space, where they watched the interesting process of placing bridge 
pieces. Attended the HPCA meeting where they discussed outdoor dining decks and peak 
parking.  
 
Mayor Thomas also attended the leadership class and is impressed and excited to see where this 
goes. Attended a COG meeting where they discussed sustainability and the PAAB where they 
discussed not having enough money to spend on Art.  
 
Boards and Commissions Discussion 
Matt Dias and Karen Anderson, Executive department, discussed the proposed changes to the 
Boards and Commissions selection process. Dias outlined the proposed changes including 
staggering terms, no phone interviews and keeping an active roster. Council member Simpson 
stated that she feels that the no phone interviews is a good recommendation but feels that if the 
person being interviewed is known by the Council then they could make an exception. She then 
inquired about the expiration dates stating that she understands the consistency factor and would 
like to keep this consistent; however, she feels moving the term expiration date to the end of 
September so that the interview process is not competing with the budget process would be a 
better solution. Dias stated that he feels that this last year was an anomaly.  
 
Council member Matsumoto felt that if the boards were staggered it would allow candidates to 
apply for different boards if they are not selected for one. Council member Peek also agreed that 
the terms should be moved off the budget time and would prefer not to hold phone interviews but 
would allow Skype interviews. Council member Beerman agreed with staggering and no phone 
calls. He then inquired about the Recreation Advisory Board members’ resident requirement, 
inquiring if they should be allowed to finish their term even if they have moved out of the City. 
Council member Simpson stated that she felt that if the boards are spending money they need to 
be tax payers. Council member Henney agreed with staggering and no phone interviews as well 
as the active roster list. Mayor Thomas worried about the active roster list stating he felt it could 
preclude the rest of the community from applying. Harrington stated that the goal of an active 
roster is to add to community involvement. Council member Matsumoto discussed the wording on 
the Historic Preservation Board requirements of “at least 1” outside member of the community.  
 
Staff will bring a manager’s report back to Council next week clarifying the actual language in the 
code related to the HPB. Council concurred that the interview process will begin earlier in the year, 
staff will maintain the active roster incorporating Harrington’s suggestions, as well as staggering 
the terms and discouraging the phone interviews.  
 
Park City Chamber of Commerce | Convention & Visitors Bureau Winter 2014/2015 Preview 
Bill Malone and Kathy Miller outlined the Summer Recap and what awaits for the Winter. Miller 
showed the Council the commercials that will be running on multiple networks in many cities as 
well as digital campaigns and magazine articles. Council thanked the Chamber for their hard work.  

 
   Regular Meeting 

 
I. ROLL CALL- Mayor Jack Thomas called the regular meeting of the City Council to order 
at approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, November 20, 2014. 
Members in attendance were Jack Thomas, Andy Beerman, Dick Peek, Liza Simpson, Tim 
Henney and Cindy Matsumoto. Staff members present were Diane Foster, City Manager; 
Matt Dias, Assistant City Manager; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Marci Heil, City Recorder; 88



Karen Anderson, Executive; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Tricia Lake, Assistant 
City Attorney. 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 
 
There were no communications or disclosures from Council or staff.  

 
III. PUBLIC INPUT (Any matter of City business not scheduled on the agenda) 
 
Eric Nelson stated that he is here representing Karen Coleman who is ill and cannot attend 
tonight and has been having problems for 5 month regarding her property. Karen owns a piece of 
property at 555 Main as well as a 25x25 parcel behind the Main Street parcel. There is an 
encroachment by the City on the property due to the trash compactor unit as well as a sidewalk, 
sprinkling system as well as landscape maintenance. There is also a power transformer on city 
property which requires a 20 foot setback that encroaches onto her property 17 ½ feet. This piece 
of property would be ideal to add on 1500-2000 square feet of building space to her property. The 
piece of property in today’s market would be worth $400,000. They are requesting the City help 
resolve the issue with the power company so she can use this property. 
 

IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES FROM THE OCTOBER 30 AND NOVEMBER 13, 2014 
COUNCIL MEETING 

 
Council member Beerman moved to approve the minutes 

 from the October 30 and November 13, 2014 City Council meetings 
Council member Henney seconded 

Approved unanimously  
 
V.  CONSENT AGENDA (Items that have previously been discussed or are perceived as 

routine and may be approved by one motion.   Listed items do not imply a 
predisposition for approval and may be removed by motion and discussed and 
acted upon) 

  
1. Consideration of a Contract authorizing the City Manager to execute a Construction 

Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with Tunnel Radio of America Inc. for 
installation of Tunnel Communications Equipment in an amount of $236,967.00 

 
2. Consideration to authorize the City Manager to execute an agreement, in a form approved 

by the City Attorney, to assent to the assignment of the 1995, 1994, and 1987 water 
agreements to Vail 

 
Council member Simpson moved to approve the consent agenda 

Council member Beerman seconded 
Approved unanimously  

  
VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consideration of the 1185 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment located at 1185 Empire Avenue, 
Park City, Utah, pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval in 
a form approved by the City Attorney. 

 
Planner Whetstone stated that this item is amending the title of the current ordinance.  
 
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were made. Mayor Thomas closed the 
hearing.   
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Council member Matsumoto moved to approve the 1185 Empire Avenue Plat Amendment 
located at 1185 Empire Avenue, Park City, Utah, pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of 

law and conditions of approval in a form approved by the City Attorney 
Council member Simpson seconded 

Approved unanimously  
 

2. Consideration of the Subdivision Plat Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase II located at 
510 Payday Drive, Park City, Utah, pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law and 
conditions of approval in a form approved by the City Attorney 

 
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were made. Mayor Thomas closed the 
hearing.   

Council member Peek moved to continue the Subdivision Plat Thayne’s Creek Ranch 
Estates Phase II located at 510 Payday Drive, Park City, Utah to December 4, 2014 

Council member Matsumoto seconded 
Approved unanimously 

 
3. Consideration of Land Management Code Amendments regarding 1) zoning regulations for 

Pet Service Uses in the General Commercial (GC) and Limited Industrial (LI) zoning 
districts, and associated definitions (Chapters 2.18, 2.19, and 15).  

Planner Whetstone stated that staff is requesting minor amendments to the LMC regarding pet 
services and allowed uses. The planning commission reviewed the proposed changes and has 
forwarded a positive recommendation. Whetstone stated that Summit County has discussed the 
option of commercial kennels but the final draft minutes of the discussion have not been released, 
Whetstone inquired if the Council wanted to discuss the kennel option or wait to see what the 
County has decided as the City falls under the County’s animal control ordinance. Council 
concurred skipping the kennel discussion at this time.  
 
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were made. Mayor Thomas closed the 
hearing.   

Council member Simpson moved to approve the Land Management Code  
Amendments regarding 1) zoning regulations for Pet Service Uses in the General 

Commercial (GC) and Limited Industrial (LI) zoning districts, and  
associated definitions (Chapters 2.18, 2.19, and 15). 

Council member Beerman seconded 
Approved unanimously 

 
4. Consideration of an Ordinance Of Park City, Utah Repealing Municipal Code Of Park City 

Sections 8-6-1, 8-6-3, 8-6-4, And 8-6-5 Pertaining To Firearms; And Amending Municipal 
Code Of Park City Section 8-1-14 Pertaining To Firearms And Dangerous Weapons 

 
Tricia Lake, Assistant City Attorney, stated that the City Attorney’s office received a letter from the 
Second Amendment Foundation challenging Park City’s code as it relates to State Law. After 
further review it was found that they City code did indeed need to be updated. Lake confirmed that 
the discharge ordinance will remain intact as it is consistent with State law.  
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Council member Peek moved to approve an Ordinance Of Park City, Utah Repealing 
Municipal Code Of Park City Sections 8-6-1, 8-6-3, 8-6-4, And 8-6-5 Pertaining To Firearms; 

And Amending Municipal Code Of Park City Section 8-1-14 Pertaining To Firearms And 
Dangerous Weapons 

Council member Henney seconded 
Approved unanimously  

 
5. Consideration of a Service Agreement in support of the effort to encourage the State to 

improve transportation funding in a form approved by the City Attorney in the amount of 
$2,000 

Matt Dias, Assistant City Manager, stated that this coalition kicked off this week in Farmington 
along with a letter to the Mayor, municipalities will contribute 1/3 of the funding and the other 2/3 
will be from private sectors. 
 
Council member Beerman moved to approve the Service Agreement in support of the effort 

to encourage the State to improve transportation funding in a form approved by the City 
Attorney in the amount of $2,000 

Council member Simpson 
Approved unanimously  

 
 VII. ADJOURNMENT  
 

Council member Simpson moved to adjourn the meeting 
Council member Henney seconded 

Approved unanimously  
 
CLOSED SESSION MEMORANDUM 
The City Council met in a closed session at approximately 2:00 p.m. Members in attendance 
were Mayor Jack Thomas, Andy Beerman, Dick Peek, Cindy Matsumoto and Tim Henney. Staff 
members present were; D i a n e  F o s t e r ,  C i t y  M a n a g e r ,  Mark Harrington, City 
Attorney; Matt Dias, Assistant City Manager; Tricia Lake, Assistant City  Attorney/Prosecutor; 
Ann Ober, Community Relations; Clint McAffee, Water Manager; Heinrich Deters, Trails and 
Open Space; Tom Daley, Deputy City Attorney, Jim Blankenau, Sustainability. Council 
member Beerman moved to close the meeting to discuss Property, Litigation and 
Personnel. Council member Simpson seconded. Motion carried. 

Council member Simpson moved to open the closed session. Council member Peek 
seconded. Motion carried 
 
The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting at least 24 hours in 
advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting. 
Prepared by Marci S. Heil, City Recorder. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Summit Land Conservancy Monitoring Contract Renewal 
Author:  Heinrich Deters; Trails and Open Space Program Manager 
Department: Sustainability 
Date: December 4, 2014  
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Council should review and approve the renewal of the annual Summit Land 
Conservancy monitoring contract for $30,391.58 (Attachment I) 
 
Topic/Description: 
Professional Service Contract Renewal 
 
Background: 
Since 2009, the City has contracted with Summit Land Conservancy (SLC) for annual 
monitoring services on City Open Space. Section 2 (Term) of the existing multi-year 
contract with Summit Land Conservancy provides for the ability to ‘extend by mutual 
written agreement of the Parties.’ The parties, PCMC and SLC, have agreed to this 
condition via email. The proposed contract notes a one-year term, ending December 31, 
2015. Any expenditure above $25,000 needs to be approved by City Council. 
 
Analysis: 
Providing for independent third party monitoring services on public open spaces is 
consistent with Council’s goal of preserving and enhancing the natural environment. 
 
In 2013-14, SLC expressed concern over the existing funding process represented by 
these contracts, as it is subject to budgetary and political subjectivity. During these 
discussions, Council reiterated their desire to fund monitoring, while staff and the 
Conservancy explore funding avenues, which will meet the long term stewardship goals 
of all parties. Furthermore, Council directed staff to ensure that any costs associated 
with future easements be included as part of the new transaction. 
 
This renewal is the second extension of the multi-year monitoring contract that was 
awarded to Summit Land Conservancy in 2009. There is no cap on the number of 
extensions within the contract language. Costs associated with this contract extension 
are consistent with the previous agreement terms. SLC’s monitoring costs are based on 
a flat fee of $15.24/acre. SLC monitors approximately 2,000 acres of open space per 
this agreement. 
 
Services provided include annual monitoring visits and ongoing reporting per Section 4 
of the agreement, as well as, ongoing research and process of grantor requests, review 
of easement terms and investigation/notification of possible violations. Additionally, the 
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Conservancy and City staff meets formally once a month and correspond on a regular 
basis per ongoing items.  
 
Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by City Manager, Sustainability and Legal. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve the Request: 
Authorize the City Manager to execute the renewal with Summit Land Conservancy 
in the amount of Thirty Thousand Three Hundred Ninety One Dollars and Fifty Eight 
Cents ($30,391.58)   Staff’s Recommendation. 
B. Deny the Request: 
Without approval, annual monitoring by a third party may not be completed.  
C. Continue the Item: 
If the Council needs more information the item can be continued. 
D. Do Nothing: 
This option would have the same result as denying the request. 
 

Significant Impacts: 
None  
 
 

+ Accessible and world-class 
recreational facilities, parks 
and programs 

+ Well-maintained assets and 
infrastructure

+ Safe community that is 
walkable and bike-able

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended Action 
Impact?

Assessment of Overall 
Impact on Council 
Priority (Quality of Life 
Impact)

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort 

Destination
(Economic Impact)


Very Positive



Responsive, Cutting-Edge & 
Effective Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economic & Cultural 

Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

(Select from List) (Select from List) Positive

Comments: 

 
 
Recommendation: 
Council should review and approve the renewal of the annual Summit Land 
Conservancy monitoring contract for $30,391.58 (Attachment I) 
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1 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

(MINOR SERVICE) 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into in duplicate this _____ day of _______, 20__, 

by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, a Utah municipal corporation, 

(“City”), and Summit Land Conservancy, a Utah not for profit organization (“Service Provider”). 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the City desires to have certain services and tasks performed as set forth below 

requiring specialized skills and other supportive capabilities; and 

WHEREAS, sufficient City resources are not available to provide such services; and 

WHEREAS, the service provided to the City carries minimal insurance risk; and 

WHEREAS, the Service Provider represents that the Service Provider is qualified and 

possesses sufficient skills and the necessary capabilities, including technical and professional 

expertise, where required, to perform the services and/or tasks set forth in this Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions, covenants, and performance 

contained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. SCOPE OF SERVICES.

The Service Provider shall perform such services and accomplish such tasks, including the 

furnishing of all materials and equipment necessary for full performance thereof, as are 

identified and designated as Service Provider responsibilities throughout this Agreement and 

as set forth in the “Scope of Services” attached hereto as “Exhibit A” and incorporated 

herein (the “Project”).  Fees shall be calculated pursuant to the Fee Schedule, attached hereto 

and incorporated herein as “Exhibit B”.  The total fee shall not exceed Thirty Thousand 

Three Hundred Ninety One Dollars and Fifty Eight Cents ($30,391.58)  

2. TERM.

The term of this Agreement shall commence on the date of execution on this Agreement and 

shall terminate on December 31, 2015, unless extended by mutual written agreement of the 

Parties.

Attachment I- Professional Service Contract
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3. COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT. 

 

A. No payment shall be made for any service rendered by the Service Provider except 

for services identified and set forth in this Agreement. 

 

B. For all “extra” work the City requires, the City shall pay the Service Provider for 

work performed under this Agreement as subsequently agreed to by both parties in 

writing. 

 

C. The Service Provider shall submit to the City Manager or her designee on forms 

approved by the City Manager, an invoice for services rendered during the pay 

period.  The City shall make payment to the Service Provider within thirty (30) days 

thereafter.   

 

4. REPORTS AND INSPECTIONS. 

 

A. The Service Provider, at such times and in such forms as the City may require, shall 

furnish the City such statements, records, reports, data, and information as the City 

may request pertaining to matters covered by this Agreement.   

 

B. The Service Provider shall at any time during normal business hours and as often as 

the City may deem necessary, make available for examination of all its records and 

data with respect to all matters covered, directly or indirectly, by this Agreement and 

shall permit the City or its designated authorized representative to audit and inspect 

other data relating to all matters covered by this Agreement.  The City may, at its 

discretion, conduct an audit at its expense, using its own or outside auditors, of the 

Service Provider‟s activities, which relate directly or indirectly, to this Agreement. 

 

5. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR RELATIONSHIP. 

 

A. The parties intend that an independent Service Provider/City relationship will be 

created by this Agreement.  No agent, employee, or representative of the Service 

Provider shall be deemed to be an employee, agent, or representative of the City for 

any purpose, and the employees of the Service Provider are not entitled to any of the 

benefits the City provides for its employees.  The Service Provider will be solely and 

entirely responsible for its acts and for the acts of its agents, employees, 

subcontractors or representatives during the performance of this Agreement. 

 

B. In the performance of the services herein contemplated the Service Provider is an 

independent contractor with the authority to control and direct the performance of the 
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details of the work, however, the results of the work contemplated herein must meet 

the approval of the City and shall be subject to the City‟s general rights of inspection 

and review to secure the satisfactory completion thereof. 

 

6. SERVICE PROVIDER EMPLOYEE/AGENTS. 

 

The City may at its sole discretion require the Service Provider to remove an employee(s), 

agent(s), or representative(s) from employment on this Project.  The Service Provider may, 

however, employ that (those) individuals(s) on other non-City related projects. 

 

7. HOLD HARMLESS INDEMNIFICATION. 

 

A. The Service Provider shall indemnify and hold the City and its agents, employees, 

and officers, harmless from and shall process and 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 Service 

Provider‟s defective 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 Service 

Provider; and provided further, that nothing herein shall require the Service Provider 

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 Service Provider expressly agrees that the indemnification provided 

herein constitutes the Service Provider‟s limited waiver of immunity as an employer 

under Utah Code Section 34A-2-105; provided, however, this waiver shall apply only 

to the extent an employee of Service Provider claims or recovers compensation from 

the City for a loss or injury that Service Provider would be obligated to indemnify the 

City for under this Agreement.  This limited waiver has been mutually negotiated by 

the parties, and is expressly made effective only for the purposes of this Agreement.  

The provisions of this section shall survive the expiration or termination of this 

Agreement. 

 

B. Service Provider does hereby remise, release, forever discharge and covenant not to 

sue PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, its agents, servants, employees, 

officers, successors and assigns, and/or heirs, executors and administrators, and also 

any and all other persons, associations and corporations, whether herein named or 

referred to or not, and who, together with the above named, may be jointly and 

severally liable to the Service Provider, of and from any and all, and all manner of, 
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actions and causes of action, rights, suits, covenants, contracts, agreements, 

judgments, claims and demands whatsoever in law or equity, including claims for 

contribution, arising from and by reason of any and all KNOWN AND UNKNOWN, 

FORESEEN AND UNFORESEEN bodily and personal injuries or death, damage to 

property, and the consequences thereof, which heretofore have been, and which 

hereafter may be sustained by the Service Provider or by any and all other persons, 

associations and corporations, whether herein named or referred to or not, from all 

liability arising out of, in connection with, or incident to the execution of this 

Agreement 

 

C. No liability shall attach to the City by reason of entering into this Agreement except 

as expressly provided herein. 

 

8. INSURANCE. 

 

The City agrees to waive insurance requirement upon Service Provider‟s agreement to hold 

the City harmless pursuant to Paragraph 7 (B) above.  Service Provider hereby acknowledges 

that their insurance policy is the primary coverage for the services to be provided under this 

contract.   

 

9. TREATMENT OF ASSETS. 

 

Title to all property furnished by the City shall remain in the name of the City and the City 

shall become the owner of the work product and other documents, if any, prepared by the 

Service Provider pursuant to this Agreement (contingent on City‟s performance hereunder). 

 

10. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS. 

 

A. The Service Provider, in the performance of this Agreement, shall comply with all 

applicable federal, state, and local laws and ordinances, including regulations for 

licensing, certification and operation of facilities, programs and accreditation, and 

licensing of individuals, and any other standards or criteria as described in this 

Agreement to assure quality of services. 

 

B. The Service Provider specifically agrees to pay any applicable fees or charges which 

may be due on account of this Agreement. 

 

C. If this agreement is entered into for the physical performance of services within Utah 

the Service Provider shall register and participate in the E-Verify, or equivalent 

program.  The Service Provider agrees to verify employment eligibility through E-
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Verify, or equivalent program, for each new employee that is employed within Utah, 

unless exempted by Utah Code Ann. § 63G-11-103.        
 

11. NONDISCRIMINATION. 

 

A. The City is an equal opportunity employer. 

 

B. In the performance of this Agreement, the Service Provider 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 Service Provider 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 Service Provider 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 Service Provider 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 

Service Provider shall take such action as may be required to ensure full compliance 

with the provisions in the immediately preceding paragraphs herein. 

 

12. ASSIGNMENTS/SUBCONTRACTING. 

 

A. The Service Provider shall not assign its performance under this Agreement or any 

portion of this Agreement without the written consent of the City, and it is further 

agreed that said consent must be sought in writing by the Service Provider not less 

than thirty (30) days prior to the date of any proposed assignment.  The City reserves 

the right to reject without cause any such assignment. 
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B. Any work or services assigned hereunder shall be subject to each provision of this 

Agreement and property bidding procedures where applicable as set forth in local, 

state or federal statutes, ordinance and guidelines. 

 

C. Any technical/professional service subcontract not listed in this Agreement, must 

have express advance approval by the City. 

 

D. Each subcontractor that physically performs services within Utah shall  submit an 

affidavit to the Service Provider stating that the subcontractor has used E-Verify, or 

equivalent program, to verify the employment status of each new employee, unless 

exempted by Utah Code Ann. 63G-11-103.       
 

13. CHANGES. 

 

Either party may request changes to the scope of services and performance to be provided 

hereunder, however, no change or addition to this Agreement shall be valid or binding upon 

either party unless such change or addition be in writing and signed by both parties.  Such 

amendments shall be attached to and made part of this Agreement. 

 

14. MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION OF RECORDS. 

 

A. The Service Provider shall maintain books, records and documents, which 

sufficiently and properly reflect all direct and indirect costs related to the 

performance of this Agreement and shall maintain such accounting procedures and 

practices as may be necessary to assure proper accounting of all funds paid pursuant 

to this Agreement.  These records shall be subject at all reasonable times to 

inspection, review, or audit by the City, its authorized representative, the State 

Auditor, or other governmental officials authorized by law to monitor this 

Agreement. 

 

B. The Service Provider shall retain all books, records, documents and other material 

relevant to this Agreement for six (6) years after its expiration.  The Service Provider 

agrees that the City or its designee shall have full access and right to examine any of 

said materials at all reasonable times during said period. 
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15. POLITICAL ACTIVITY PROHIBITED. 

 

None of the funds, materials, property or services provided directly or indirectly under the 

Agreement shall be used for any partisan political activity, or to further the election or defeat 

of any candidate for public office. 

 

16. PROHIBITED INTEREST. 

No member, officer, or employee of the City shall have any interest, direct or indirect, in this 

Agreement or the proceeds thereof. 

 

17. MODIFICATIONS TO TASKS AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

 

A. All work proposed by the Service Provider is based on current government 

ordinances and fees in effect as of the date of this Agreement.   

 

B. Any changes to current government ordinances and fees which affect the scope or 

cost of the services proposed may be billed as an “extra” pursuant to Paragraph 3(C), 

or deleted from the scope, at the option of the City. 

 

C. The City shall make provision for access to the property and/or project and adjacent 

properties, if necessary for performing the services herein. 

 

18. TERMINATION. 

 

A. Either party may terminate this Agreement, in whole or in part, at any time, by at 

least thirty (30) days written notice to the other party.  The Service Provider shall be 

paid its costs, including contract close-out costs, and profit on work performed up to 

the time of termination.  The Service Provider shall promptly submit a termination 

claim to the City.  If the Service Provider has any property in its possession belonging 

to the City, the Service Provider will account for the same, and dispose of it in a 

manner directed by the City. 

 

B. If the Service Provider fails to perform in the manner called for in this Agreement, or 

if the Service Provider fails to comply with any other provisions of the Agreement 

and fails to correct such noncompliance within three (3) days written notice thereof, 

the City may immediately terminate this Agreement for cause.  Termination shall be 

effected by serving a notice of termination on the Service Provider setting forth the 

manner in which the Service Provider is in default.  The Service Provider will only 

be paid for services performed in accordance with the manner of performance set 

forth in this Agreement. 
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19. NOTICE. 

 

Notice provided for in this Agreement shall be sent by certified mail to the addresses 

designated for the parties on the last page of this Agreement. 

 

20. ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS. 

 

If any legal proceeding is brought for the enforcement of this Agreement, or because of a 

dispute, breach, default, or misrepresentation in connection with any of the provisions of this 

Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover from the other party, in addition 

to any other relief to which such party may be entitled, reasonable attorney‟s fees and other 

costs incurred in that action or proceeding. 

 

21. JURISDICTION AND VENUE. 

 

A. This Agreement has been and shall be construed as having been made and delivered 

with the state of Utah, and it is agreed by each party hereto that this Agreement shall 

be governed by laws of the state of Utah, both as to interpretation and performance. 

 

B. Any action of law, suit in equity, or judicial proceeding for the enforcement of this 

Agreement, or any provisions thereof, shall be instituted and maintained only in any 

of the courts of competent jurisdiction in Summit County, Utah. 

 

22. SEVERABILITY. 

 

A. If, for any reason, any part, term, or provision of this Agreement is held by a court of 

the United States to be illegal, void or unenforceable, the validity of the remaining 

provisions shall not be affected, and the rights and obligations of the parties shall be 

construed and enforced as if the Agreement did not contain the particular provision 

held to be invalid. 

 

B. If it should appear that any provision hereof is in conflict with any statutory provision 

of the state of Utah, said provision, which may conflict therewith, shall be deemed 

inoperative and null and void insofar as it may be in conflict therewith, and shall be 

deemed modified to conform in such statutory provisions. 
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23. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. 

 

Any oral representations or understandings not incorporated herein are excluded.  Further, 

any modification of this Agreement shall be in writing and signed by both parties.  Failure to 

comply with any of the provisions stated herein shall constitute material breach of contract 

and cause for termination.  Both parties recognize time is of the essence in the performance 

of the provisions of this Agreement.  It is also agreed by the parties that the forgiveness of the  

nonperformance of any provision of this Agreement does not constitute a waiver of the 

provisions of this Agreement. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed the 

day and year first hereinabove written. 

 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

445 Marsac Avenue 

Post Office Box 1480 

Park City, UT 84060-1480 

 

________________________________ 

Diane Foster, City Manager 

 

Attest: 

 

___________________________ 

City Recorder‟s Office 

 

Approved as to form: 

 

___________________________ 

City Attorney‟s Office 
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Summit Land Conservancy: 

Name: Cheryl Fox 

Address: 

City/State/Zip: 

Tax ID#:  _________________________ 

PC Business License #:___________ 

 

__________________________________ 

Printed Name 

 

__________________________________ 

Signature 

 

__________________________________ 

Title 

 

 

STATE OF UTAH  ) 

) ss. 

COUNTY OF SUMMIT ) 

 

On this ____ day of _______, 20__, personally appeared before me __________, whose identity is 

personally known to me/or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence and who by me duly 

sworn/affirmed, did say that he is the (title) ____ of __________, and acknowledged that he/she 

signed it voluntarily for its stated purpose as _______________________ (title) for 

_______________________________, a _____ corporation. 

 

___________________________________ 

Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 

 

 

I. Scope of Project 

 

To monitor Park City‟s existing conservation easement properties (see section B „Existing Open 

Space Properties) to ensure compliance with easement terms and requirements. 

 

A.  Overview 

 

1. Annual Monitoring Reports for existing City easements each year by December.   

2. Annual meeting with City staff to review all monitoring projects. 

 

B. Existing Open Space Properties 

 

The parcels on which the conservation easements are held and will be monitored are as follows:  

 

1. Round Valley  

Location: Five Easements located East of Meadow‟s Drive and Around the National Ability Center  

Date Easements Signed: March 24, 2005.  

Acreage: Approximately 689.66 acres.  

Notes: This does not include the approximately 377 acres that Park City acquired from PRI & The 

Boyer Company on December 31, 2008.  

 

2. UP&L  

Location: Park Avenue and 9th Street, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: March 24, 2005.  

Acreage: .51 acres  

 

3. Rail Trail  

Location: East of Bonanza Drive, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: March 24, 2005.  

Acreage: 1.977 acres  

 

4. Virginia Mining Claims  

Location: On Rossi Hill, Park City Date Easement Signed: March 24, 2005.  

Acreage: 13.3 acres  

 

5. Richards Ranch  

Location: West of Hwy 224 between PayDay Drive and Aspen Springs Drive, Park City  
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Date Easement Signed: March 24, 2005.  

Acreage: approximately 19.74 acres  

 

6. McPolin Farm  

Location: West of Hwy 224, between Aspen Springs Drive & St. Mary‟s Catholic Church, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: November 15, 2007.  

Acreage: approximately 123 acres  

 

7. Empire Easements/ Deer Valley Owned  

Location: Two easements on Deer Valley Resort Property, Empire Canyon and Flagstaff area  

Date Easement Signed: 2002  

Acreage: approximately 885  

 

8. Empire Easements/ Talisker Owned Location:  

Prospect Ridge, Park City, North slope of Daly Canyon, West of King Road, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: 2002 Acreage: approximately 64.75 acres on two parcels  

 

9. Warren Mining Claims/ Talisker Owned  

Location: Top of Iron Mountain, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: 2002,  

Acreage: approximately 105  

 

10. Quarry/Clissold (City/County joint owners)  

Location: Quarry Mountain, Park City  

Date Easement Signed: June 15, 2010  

Acreage: 183.7 (Half City obligation 92 acres)  

 

 

 

EXHIBIT “B” 

 

PAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR “EXTRA” WORK  

Easement Monitoring & Annual Monitoring Report cost of $15.24/acre  

 

Total Easement Acreage for City: 1994.198  

 

Acres (1994.198) X Cost/Acre ($15.24) = $30,391.58 
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Subject: 2015 Annual Insurance Placements 
Author:  Marci Heil & Lisa L. Rogers 
Department:  Legal and Executive Departments 
Date:  December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Staff recommends Council authorize the following annual insurance premiums to fund 
the City’s insurance placements for calendar year 2015:  
 
1. Public Entity Liability Insurance: $148,507.00 to fund the annual premium to 

States Self-Insurers Risk Retention Group, Inc. (“States”) for General Liability, 
Employment Practices Liability, Automobile Liability, Law Enforcement Liability, 
Public Officials Errors and Omissions Liability, and Potable Water Treatment 
Operations; 

 
2. Property and Boiler and Machinery Insurance: $174,198.00 to fund the annual 

premium to Affiliated FM (“Affiliated”);  
 

3. Workers Compensation Insurance: $206,462.19 to fund the annual premium for 
our Workers Compensation Fund (“WCF”); and 

 
4. Cyber Liability Insurances: $39,672.00 to fund the annual premium to Beazley 

Insurance Co. 
 
As a reminder, during the 2011 insurance renewal period, the City entered into a three-
year (3) policy for Crime Insurance (Public Officials Employee Dishonesty), which is 
valid until December 31, 2015, and therefore not part of this year’s renewal.  The annual 
sum is $3,600.00.   
 
Topic/Description: 
Renewing and updating Park City’s annual insurance placements for calendar year 
2015. 
 
Background: 
Park City is a self-insured municipality and required to renew its insurance coverage 
annually. Park City’s exposures and risks are somewhat unique due to its world-class 
resort environment and extensive offering of public services. City staff continues to 
promote and implement safety policies, procedures, prevention methodologies, and 
provides regular training so that risks are mitigated; this training has translated into cost 
savings for the City. Risk Management procedures also ensure that the city’s assets, 
facilities and public property are protected, and that the employees, local residents, and 
tourists and visitors are provided a safe and enjoyable place to live, work and play. 
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Last year, Council approved a new professional service agreement with Moreton & 
Company (Moreton) Insurance Brokerages Services for broker, and risk management, 
and consulting services.  Since then, Staff and Moreton representatives meet quarterly 
in an effort to evaluate and assess the City’s annual liabilities and ongoing exposure.  
Staff has been very pleased, to date, with the proactive nature of the Moreton 
representatives and team assigned to Park City. 
 
Analysis: 
Consistent with past practice, Moreton placed the City’s Property, Boiler and Machinery, 
Workers Compensation Fund, and Cyber insurance out to bid.  The following quotes 
and coverage limits were selected and deemed most beneficial to the City:   
 
1. Public Entity Liability Insurance 
Staff recommends renewing with States Self-Insurance Risk Retention Group with a 
premium of $148,507.00 occurrence/aggregate policy, which includes renewing the 
Potable Water Treatment Operations that addressees the increased scope of the City’s 
water operations and covers bodily injury, personal injury, or property damage arising 
directly or indirectly out of the sale and distribution of potable water by the Insured to 
others. 
 
States Insurance Group is a member-owned company with policies written to address 
the unique exposures and operations of municipalities and related public entities. Park 
City has been a member of States for the past ten years.  
 
2. Property, Boiler, and Machinery Insurance 
Staff recommends renewing with Affiliated FM at a premium of $174,198.00, resulting in 
$123,707,907 policy limit. This reflects a premium increase of $1,414.00 over the 
previous year.  The primary cause of the increase is due to the remodel and additions 
expected at the Park City Library. 
 
Affiliated FM is a “best-in-class” property insurer that distributes property insurance and 
engineering solutions through a network of partners. They value long-term partnerships 
that provide the realization of greater value by leveraging the skills of highly 
trained account engineers and production underwriters. 
 
3. Workers Compensation Fund (WCF)  
Staff recommends renewing our Worker Compensation Insurance at an annual 
premium of $206,462.19.  This reflects a considerable increase of $34,801.06.  
 
Though the increase is unfortunate, staff has little control over the annual increase this 
year, and has seen these costs ebb and flow over time given a variety of factors.  One 
way staff has attempted to control these costs is the relatively new internal safety 
committee and risk management team, which are employee driven efforts to better 
educate staff on workplace safety, training, and prevention methods.  Members of the 
committee include Water, Public Works, Transit, HR, Recreation, Engineering, and 
Executive, among others. 
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More specifically, this year’s increase is driven primarily by an increase in the Worker’s 
Compensation Experience Modification Factor (E-Mod), which increased from .88% in 
CY14 to an anticipated 1.04% for CY15 (17% increase).  The E-Mod is based solely 
upon Park City‘s Worker’s Compensation past claims experience using an average of 
the three, of the last four years of data.  The City had high rates in its claims in the years 
of 2011 and 2012, which is hurting our average today.   
 
In terms of how this compares to other municipalities of similar size, 1.04% is fairly 
moderate, particularly if you consider the level and complexity of services Park City 
provides compared to other jurisdictions with the same number of employees.  For 
example, the average E-Mod is 1.00%.  We are hoping to trend back down over the 
next several years as our high claims years fall off of our rolling average, and the City’s 
proactive stance on safety programs begins to pay dividends. 
 
Staff will request an $18,000 budget increase for FY15 and a $35,000 budget increase 
for FY16 during this year’s budget process. The $18,000 increase can be paid through 
the Self-Insurance Fund’s fund balance, where the $35,000 increase will most likely 
come from an increase from individual departmental contributions to Workers 
Compensation. 
 
4. Cyber Liability  
Staff recommends once again purchasing Cyber Liability insurance from Beazley Cyber 
for the annual premium of $39,672.  Cyber Liability insurance is becoming more 
relevant for organizations with sensitive information storage.  
 
The Beazley liability premium provides the City with $5,000,000 worth of coverage 
against Cyber Extortion; $5,000,000 for Website Media; $1,000,000 for Regulatory 
Action; $500,000 for Crises Event Management; $50,000 for PCI Fines and Cost.  The 
IT Department confirmed the City should secure cyber insurance protection again.  
 
Beazley is the parent company of specialist insurance businesses with operations in 
Europe, the US, Asia and Australia. Beazley manages five Lloyd's syndicates and, in 
2012, underwrote gross premiums of $1,895.9 million.  
 
Department Review: 
Staff and Moreton representatives reviewed the City’s exposure and various options to 
protect the City in a responsible and appropriate manner.  The Risk Management Team 
and the Legal Department consulted with various departments in order to obtain the 
most current, comprehensive city data (financial, payroll, fleet, transit, water, recreation, 
and safety programs), and discussed workers compensation insurance requirements 
with Human Resources, safety and training issues with the Emergency/Safety Manager, 
and Cyber with IT, in particular.    
 
Alternatives: 
Approve: 
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Approve the 2015 insurance placement premiums as presented. 
Deny: 
Not recommended; excluding the Crime Insurance, all other current insurance policies 
for the City will expire on December 31, 2014. 
Continue the Item: 
Continue the item and provide additional direction to staff. This alternative could, if 
prolonged, result in temporary lapses in the City’s insurance coverage.  
Do Nothing: 
This is not recommended as stated under Deny Alternative. 

 
Significant Impacts: 

+ Fiscally and legally sound

+ Well-maintained assets 
and infrastructure

+ Streamlined and f lexible 
operating processes

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended 
Action Impact?

Assessment of 
Overall Impact on 
Council Priority 
(Quality of Life 
Impact)

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort 

Destination

(Economic Impact)


Neutral

  

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective 

Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economic & 

Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Neutral Neutral Very Positive

Comments: 

 
Funding Source: 
Sufficient funding exists for the 2015 insurance premiums. 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
All current insurance policies for the City (except one - Crime) will expire on December 
31, 2014.  A prolonged delay could result in a lapse in insurance coverage. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends Council authorize the following insurance premiums for the 2015 City 
insurance placements, including Public Entity, Property, Boiler and Machinery, Worker’s 
Compensation, and Cyber that covers a one-year time period of January 1, 2015, to 
December 31, 2015. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
Subject: NATURAL RESOURCES DAMAGES 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT –  
AMENDMENT NO. 1   

Author:   Jim Blankenau, Environmental Regulatory Program Manager 
Department: Sustainability 
Date:  December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
 
Summary Recommendation:   
Staff recommends Council authorize the City Manager to execute the First Amendment 
to the Professional Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with 
URS Corporation for services related to the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the 
Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the Prospector Drain) Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC) for an increase to the contract in an amount not to exceed $21,450. 
 
Topic/Description: 
The contract amendment will allow staff to consult with URS Corporation, complete the 
required Assessment Plan, and meet the requirements of the Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC) with EPA and the Natural Resource Trustees (BLM, Fish & Wildlife 
Service, and the State of Utah) related to the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the 
Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the Prospector Drain) AOC. 
 
Background: 
On August 15, 2013, the City Manager executed a Professional Services Agreement 
Minor, in an amount of $49,500.00, with URS Engineers to provide services related to 
the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the 
Prospector Drain) AOC.  
 
As part of the AOC, PCMC is required to evaluate potential injury to natural resources 
caused by the Prospector Drain discharge. This evaluation, or assessment, is 
authorized under CERCLA and regulations promulgated by the Department of the 
Interior.  PCMC requires an experienced professional to prepare an Assessment Plan 
as required by the AOC and DOI regulations.  This is an area of special expertise and 
the field of experience consultants is relatively small.  Park City obtained cost estimates 
from URS Corporation and Cardno-Entrix to prepare the Assessment Plan.  URS was 
selected based on a lower cost estimate and significantly lower hourly rates. 
 
URS submitted change orders in February and April of 2014 for the amounts of $5,800 
and $4,100, respectively.  These amounts were below the City policy of 20% of the 
original contract amount and were approved by staff.  The initial change orders were for 
additional meetings and research required by the Trustees prior to submittal of the draft 
Assessment plan.   
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URS prepared a draft Assessment Plan and the plan was submitted to the Trustees on 
July 9, 2014.  The Trustees provided comments on the draft Assessment Plan on 
September 19, 2014.   
 
Upon review of the Trustee comments on the draft Assessment Plan following additional 
tasks are needed to complete and finalize the Assessment Plan.  The additional tasks 
are described in the next section. 
 
Analysis: 
Proposed Amendment to the PSA.  Proposed Amendment No. 1 captures additional 
costs in the amount of $21,450. This is in addition to the $9,900 of previously approved 
administrative change orders.  Therefore, the total contract amount will be for $80,850 
and recognizes the following incremental scope: 

• Response to Comments: a written response will be prepared to address each 
Trustee comment; a Preliminary Estimate of Service Loss will also be included; 

• Finalize Draft Assessment Plan: one round of revisions will be made the draft 
Assessment Plan to reflect Trustee comments and associated responses; and, 

• Communications: up to two internal teleconference meetings between URS and 
Park City and up to three teleconference meetings with Trustee participation will 
be conducted to discuss the Trustee comments. 

The attached Amendment No. 1, Exhibit A, provides additional information and detailed 
costs for the above items.  Staff feels that these fees are usual and customary with 
projects of this type, scope, and complexity. 
 
Future NRDA Consulting Needs.  Once the Assessment Plan is complete and approved 
by the Trustees, Staff anticipates issuing a request for qualifications with an appropriate 
professional services agreement for the work to implement the Assessment Plan. 
 
Department Review: 
This report has been reviewed by representatives of Sustainability, Legal, and the City 
Manager’s Office and their comments have been integrated into this report. 
 
Alternatives: 

A. Approve the Request: 
Council could authorize the City Manager to execute the First Addendum to the 
Professional Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with URS 
Corporation, for services related to the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the 
Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the Prospector Drain) AOC in an amount not to 
exceed $21,450. (Staff’s recommendation) 
B. Deny the Request: 
Council could deny the request for the agreement, this would not allow to staff to 
move forward with the Natural Resource Damages aspects of the AOC. 
C. Continue the Item: 
Council could continue the request for either or both agreements.  The Natural 
Resource Trustees (BLM, FWS and Utah) expect PCMC to complete the Natural 
Resource Damage Assessment Plan this winter. 
D. Do Nothing: 
Staff does not recommend this alternative. Doing nothing would have the same 
effect as denying the item.  
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Significant Impacts: 
 

 

 
Funding Source: 
There are currently environmental cleanup funds within the adopted Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP) for this project. Initial costs will be for the completion of the 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).  Staff expects additional funds may be 
needed for the Natural Resource Damages aspect of the AOC and the CIP is expected 
to be adjusted as part of the regular prioritization process.   
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
Park City would not have the technical expertise to meet the requirements of the Natural 
Resource Damages aspects of the AOC.  The AOC includes penalties for 
noncompliance. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends Council authorize the City Manager to execute the first Amendment 
to the Professional Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with 
URS Corporation for services related to the Natural Resource Damage aspects of the 
Richardson Flat Tailings Site OU4 (the Prospector Drain) Administrative Order on 
Consent (AOC) for an increase to the contract in an amount not to exceed $21,450. 
 
EXHIBIT A:  Natural Resource Damages Assessment Plan PSA  
 URS Corporation, Amendment No. 1, Scope of Services 
 

+ Managed natural resources 
balancing ecosystem needs

+ Fiscally and legally sound

+ Economically and 
environmentally feasible soil 
disposal

+ Engaged, capable workforce

+ Engaged and informed 
citizenry 

+ Streamlined and flexible 
operating processes

+ Ease of access to desired 
information for citizens and 
visitors

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended Action 
Impact?

Assessment of Overall 
Impact on Council 
Priority (Quality of 
Life Impact)  

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective 

Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

Very Positive Positive

Comments:
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EXHIBIT A 
Natural Resource Damages Assessment Plan PSA 
URS Corporation, Amendment No. 1 
Scope of Services  
 
 
The purpose of this Addendum No. 1 is to address additions to the scope of services as 
described below. 
 
Scope Additions:   
Task 1 - Response to Comments 
Comments provided by the Trustees regarding the draft Assessment Plan will be 
addressed individually. This effort will include further evaluation of existing data 
pertaining to OU4, including sediment, surface water, and ground water data, 
summarizing existing data as requested by the Trustees, and developing a human 
health conceptual site model to synthesize data into a technical response to comments 
document. The response to comments will be provided to Park City for review. One 
round of revisions to the document will be made following the review of Park City. 
To further illustrate the technical application of the proposed assessment approach a 
Preliminary Estimate of Service Loss will be provided to the Trustees. Based on the 
Trustee comments regarding the draft Assessment Plan, this document should provide 
more substantial technical backing to support the approach described in the draft 
Assessment Plan. 
 
Task 2 - Finalize Draft Assessment Plan 
The original SOW and subsequent authorizations for development of the draft 
Assessment Plan anticipated a general framework-level Plan to guide the three major 
steps of the assessment process (i.e., injury determination, injury quantification, and 
damage determination and restoration). To reduce the level of effort involved in revising 
and finalizing the draft Assessment Plan, routine communications with Park City and the 
Trustees were anticipated. Although the anticipated level of communications were 
exceeded, based on the Trustee comments provided on September 17, 2014, 
substantial revision to the draft Assessment Plan will be necessary. Many of the 
revisions requested by the Trustees are not consistent with written concurrence 
regarding several elements of the assessment approach that was provided by the 
Trustees on February 18, 2014. An estimated level of effort is provided to address 
Trustee comments as part of the Task 1 response and finalize the draft Assessment 
Plan. 
 
Task 3 - Communications 
It is expected that two teleconference meetings with Park City will be necessary during 
project development. Based on feedback provided by the Trustees to date, and their 
level of involvement in the development of the draft Assessment Plan, it is anticipated 
that up to three additional teleconference meetings with Trustee involvement may be 
necessary. To address these anticipated efforts, additional time/budget for meeting 
time, preparation of meeting materials, and preparation of summary meeting minutes 
has been included. 
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City Council    
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:   Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase II   
Date:   December 4, 2014 
Author:   Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner 
Project Number: PL-14-02427 
Type of Item:  Subdivision plat  
  
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing, consider any input, 
discuss the proposed plat, and consider approving the Thaynes Creek Ranch 
Estates Phase II subdivision plat based on the findings of fact, conclusions of 
law, and conditions of approval as stated in the attached Ordinance. 
 
Staff requests specific discussion regarding the following two items discussed in 
the applicant’s letter (Exhibit J): 

• Location of the no-build zone on Lot 7 
• Building Height and Floor Area restrictions for Lot 7  

 
 
Description 
Project Name:   Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase II 
Applicant:   Franklin D. Richards Jr. Family Trust, owner 
Representative:   Alliance Engineering 
Location:   510 Payday Drive 
Zoning:   Single Family (SF)  
Neighboring Land Uses: Single family residential subdivisions of Thaynes 

Canyon, Thaynes Creek Ranch, Iron Canyon, Aspen 
Springs; dedicated City open space west of SR 224; 
and Rotary Park  

 
Proposal 
This is a request for approval of a final subdivision plat application for the second 
and final phase of the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates subdivision. This phase 
consists of three (3) single family lots and one (1) non-residential parcel on 
approximately 9.28 acres. The lots are consistent with the preliminary plat 
approved with the Richards/PCMC Annexation.  All lots have frontage on and will 
access Country Lane, an existing private street platted with the first phase of 
Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates subdivision (see Exhibit A- proposed subdivision 
plat).   
 
 
 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Discussion requested 
Staff requests specific discussion on two topics, namely, 1) no build zone location 
for Lot 7 and 2) building height and footprint restrictions for Lot 7 as further 
described below and per the Planning Commission recommendation (see Exhibit I) 
and applicant’s request (Exhibit J- Applicant’s letter and Lot 7 site plan).  
 
On October 22, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and 
voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to City Council. At the 
meeting the Commission, Staff, and the Applicant discussed the location of the no-
build zone for Lot 7. The Applicant requested the Commission consider allowing the 
no-build zone to be 300’ as measured from the north property line.  
 
The plat submitted with the application (Exhibit A1) indicated a no-build area 
identified as the northern 336’ of Lot 7. The applicant now believes they submitted 
this in error as the minutes seem to confirm that the no-build zone was identified 
during the annexation hearings as the northern 250’ of the property. The applicant is 
now requesting a no-build zone of 250’ (Exhibit A2).  
 
Staff recommends as a compromise a no-build zone of 300’ as measured from the 
north property line. This allows flexibility in locating the barn to protect the view 
corridors of adjacent lots in Aspen Springs, as well as views from Highway 224.   
 
Staff provided the Commission with minutes of all the previous meetings, including 
the annexation hearings (Exhibit H) and upon closer review Staff believes that the 
250’ figure was stated by both the Planning Commission (January 9, 2013) in the 
final motion and by the Council (at the January 31, 2013 annexation meeting). The 
Planning Commission had recommended that the 250’ be identified as a Recreation 
Open Space (ROS) zone line and the Council’s final action identified the 250’ as a 
no-build zone, with the entire lot in the Single Family zoning district (Exhibit H).  
 
On October 22, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed the plat submitted by the 
applicant (Exhibit A1) showing the 336’ no-build area, the minutes of the previous 
Commission and Council meetings that make reference to a 250’ no-build (or ROS 
Zoned) area, and the preliminary plat (Exhibit C) that appears to shows a no-build 
line on Lot 7 that measures approximately 336’ from the north property line.  
 
The following is an excerpt from the October 22, 2014 minutes: 
 

Chair Pro Tem Strachan moved to forward a POSITIVE 
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as contained in the 
draft ordinance, with specific reference to Exhibit C on page 91 of the 
Staff report as indicating the no-build zone for Lot 7.  Commissioner 
Phillips seconded the motion.   
 
Commissioner Campbell did not believe the motion expressed their 
lack of clarity on the 250’ issue (the no-build zone issue).  Council 
Member Simpson stated that she understood the confusion; however, 
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she was unsure where they would find clarity.  She suggested that 
they amend the motion to ask the City Council to make a final 
determination on where the line should be; or the request could come 
from Staff.  Ms. Simpson assured the Planning Commission that she 
would remember this discussion when the City Council has their 
discussion.  Council Member Simpson questioned whether or not the 
motion needed to be that specific. 
 
Chair Pro Tem Strachan amended his motion to say that the Planning 
Commission would leave it to the City Council to determine where the 
no-build line should be on Exhibit C on page 91.  Commissioner 
Phillips seconded the amendment to the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.    

 
The applicant has submitted a letter explaining his understanding of the no-build 
area and a proposed amended plat (Exhibit A2) showing both a 250’ and a 336’ no-
build area for comparison, as well as a site plan for Lot 7. Because there is a 20’ 
sewer easement along the western boundary of Lot 7 and a significant area of 
wetlands, plus a 50’ no-build buffer area around the wetlands, on much of Lot 7, the 
difference between a 336’ and a 250’ “no-build” line yields an additional 4,300 sf 
(86’ by 50’) of area within which to locate the barn. This will allow additional flexibility 
in terms of locating the barn to protect the entry corridor  
 
The applicant is requesting the 250’ no-build area and based on the record, staff 
recommends the no build area on Lot 7 be identified on the plat as the northern 
most 300’ of the lot. Discussion requested.  
 
Does the Council concur with the Staff recommendation of a no-build zone of 
300’ for the northern most portion of Lot 7? If not, the Council should discuss 
the record and make a determination as to the no-build on Lot 7 and amend 
Condition #32 of the Ordinance accordingly.  
 
The applicant also requests (Exhibit J)  an additional 2’ of building height for Lot 7 
from a maximum of 28’ (23’ plus 5’ for a pitched roof) to a maximum of 30’ (25’ plus 
5 for a pitched roof). Staff does not recommend the building height be changed from 
the heights identified for these lots during the Annexation and preliminary plat 
approvals and as recommended by the Planning Commission. This lot was 
identified as the most visible from the entry corridor and is located at the high point 
of the property. For these reasons, the height was restricted to a maximum of 28’ 
and Staff does not recommend additional height. Staff and the Planning 
Commission conditioned approval of this subdivision regarding building height as 
stated in Condition #26. Discussion requested.  
 
The applicant also requests an increase in the building footprint for Lot 7 from 4,900 
sf to 6,200 sf in exchange for further restrictions of the second story. Staff does not 
recommend increasing the footprint from the 4,900 sf that was determined at the 
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time of the Annexation, due to concerns with the visibility of this lot from the 
Highway 224 corridor, as well as the topography of the lot, concerns regarding an 
increase in the mass of the main floor, and neighborhood compatibility. Staff and 
the Planning Commission conditioned approval of this subdivision regarding building 
footprint as stated in Condition #24. Discussion requested.   
 
Background 
On February 7, 2012, the applicant filed an annexation petition with the City 
Recorder for annexation of two parcels currently within the jurisdiction of Summit 
County and completely surrounded by properties within the Park City municipal 
boundaries (see Exhibit B- vicinity map). The Richards/PCMC Annexation 
consisted of the 13.75 acre Richard’s parcel zoned Single Family (SF) and the 
19.74 PCMC parcel zoned Recreation Open Space (ROS). The Annexation was 
approved by City Council on January 31, 2013 and was certified by the State for 
recordation at Summit County on March 22, 2013. Conditions of the Annexation 
Agreement (Exhibit C) continue to apply to this subdivision plat application. A 
seven lot preliminary subdivision plat was approved with the Annexation (Exhibit 
D).  
 
On June 17, 2013, an application for a final subdivision plat for the first four lots 
was submitted to the Planning Department. The subdivision plat, known as 
Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase One Subdivision, was approved by City 
Council on October 3, 2013. The subdivision plat was recorded at Summit 
County on December 19, 2013 (Exhibit E- Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase 
I Subdivision plat).  
 
On July 9, 2014, an application for a final subdivision plat for the Thaynes Creek 
Ranch Estates Phase II was submitted to the Planning Department (see Exhibit 
A). The application for the final three lots was determined to be complete on July 
21, 2014. 
 
On September 24, 2014 the Planning Commission discussed the application, 
conducted a public hearing and continued the item to October 22, 2014 to allow 
time for a site visit and for staff consideration and analysis of amendments 
requested by the applicant. The Planning Commission also requested the 
minutes of previous meetings to determine how the “no-build” zone on Lot 7 was 
determined at the time of the annexation and preliminary plat review. Staff 
determined the no-build zone on the preliminary plat was approved at the time of 
the Annexation (Exhibit H- minutes).  
 
Minutes of the January 9, 2013, Planning Commission meeting and minutes of 
the January 31, 2013, City Council meeting both refer to a 250’ no build zone.  
The preliminary plat recorded at Summit County with the annexation agreement 
seems to indicate a no-build zone line but does not show a dimension. Staff 
reviewed the recorded version of Exhibit C at the Summit County website 
(recording #967796) but was unable to make a final determination as to the 
dimension of the no-build on the preliminary plat due to the poor quality of the 
scan.  
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Staff believes that the location of the line at the 336’ mark from then north 
property line coincides with the discussion that followed the Planning 
Commission vote and this might have been measured erroneously as 250’ when 
in fact it was actually the 336’ that was identified on the final subdivision plat 
when submitted with the application. 
 
The location of the line appears to be consistent with the 336’ line (Exhibit C) 
that the applicant initially submitted with this subdivision application (Exhibit A). 
In any case, the Council minutes indicate that the Council retained flexibility as to 
location of houses and barns at the time of the final plat.  
 
On October 22, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing, 
discussed the proposed subdivision, and voted unanimously to forward a positive 
recommendation to City Council, with a recommendation that the Council decide 
the location of the no-build area on Lot 7. Prior to October 22, 2014 meeting the 
Planning Commission visited the site and saw the 336’ no-build zone location for 
Lot 7, as well as the 300’ no-build zone previously requested by the applicant 
(current request is for a 250’ no-build zone).   
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Single Family SF District is to: 
 
(A) Maintain existing predominately Single Family detached residential 
neighborhoods, 
 
(B) Allow for Single Family Development Compatible with existing 
Developments, 
 
(C) Maintain the character of mountain resort neighborhoods with Compatible 
residential design; and 
 
(D) Require Streetscape design that minimizes impacts on existing residents 
and reduces architectural impacts of the automobile. 
 
Description 
The owner of the Richards Parcel, The Franklin D. Richards Jr. Family Trust, 
represented by Mr. Frank Richards, is seeking a three lot single family 
subdivision on 9.28 acres as the second and final phase of a seven (7) 
residential lot single family equestrian subdivision on a total of 13.75 acres. The 
existing house and guest house are located on Lot 5, along with several out 
buildings. Lots 6 and 7 are vacant single family development lots. Lot 8 is 
identified as a non-residential parcel that is to be a commonly owned parcel for 
an existing riding arena. The total density for the entire project is seven (7) 
residential lots on 13.75 acres (0.51 units per acre). The SF zone allows up to 3 
units per acre. The riding arena parcel has no density assigned or allowed.  
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Analysis 
Land Use and Density 
The current application consists of three (3) single family lots on approximately 
nine (9) acres; a non-residential parcel for the existing riding arena; and various 
easements for utilities, water conveyance, snow storage, and access, including 
the access easement for an adjacent property owner to gain access to Payday 
Drive. The private street, Country Lane, is not part of this plat as it was platted 
with Phase One.  
 
The proposed plat includes plat notes addressing conditions of approval 
consistent with the Richards/PCMC Annexation, the preliminary plat and the 
Phase One plat. Lot 5 is 2.70 acres, Lot 6 is 2.73 acres, and Lot 7 is 3.21 acres. 
The non-residential lot, Lot 8, is 0.64 acres. Staff recommends a condition of 
approval that Parcel 8 be clearly noted as a non-residential parcel. 
 
No commercial density is proposed or allowed per the zoning. Nightly rentals are 
not an allowed or conditional use within the Single Family (SF) zoning district.  
 
Single Family (SF) zoning allows up to three (3) units per acre. The proposed 
density of this phase is 0.35 units per acre (not including Parcel 8).  Overall 
density for the two phases is 0.51 units per acre (7 lots on 13.75 acres). Overall 
density is consistent with the overall density in the surrounding neighborhoods of 
Thayne’s Canyon, Iron Mountain, and Aspen Springs, as reviewed at the time of 
the Annexation. 
 
Staff recommends a condition of approval and plat notes stating that no further 
subdivision of the lots is permitted, only one single family dwelling, including a 
garage, and a detached barn, may be constructed on each of Lots 6 and 7, and 
no human occupation of the barns is allowed. Accessory apartments are 
permitted in the SF zone, subject to requirements of LMC Chapter 15-4, however 
accessory apartments are not permitted within the barns.  
 
Lot 5 contains an existing single family house and garage, a guest house and 
garage, and three out buildings (a storage shed and two barns), including an 
existing caretakers apartment. These structures may remain. The guest house 
and storage shed are located on the western perimeter property line and have 
non-conforming setbacks. The structures were built in the 70s under Summit 
County regulations. Staff recommends a condition of approval that if either of 
these structures is demolished or added on to that all new construction shall 
meet the setbacks of the LMC in effect at the time of building permit application 
for the new construction.   
 
The Applicant has satisfied the affordable housing requirement by paying a fee 
in-lieu, as approved by the Park City Housing Authority, to satisfy the required 
0.9 AUE (810 sf). The fee was paid to the City prior to issuance of building 
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permits for two lots under construction in Phase One. 
 
The proposed lots are sufficient in area to allow horses, as permitted by the SF 
zoning district. The SF district allows a maximum of 2 horses per acre. The 
Annexation Agreement permitted an owner to submit an administrative 
Conditional Use Permit for raising and grazing of horses on these lots with 
review by the Planning Director. An animal management plan is required to be 
submitted with an administrative Conditional Use Permit application prior to 
commencing the raising and grazing of horses. Barns are required to be a 
minimum of 75’ from any residential dwelling unit. Administrative CUPs require 
notice to adjacent neighbors prior to approval.  
 
Character and Development of adjacent property 
Surrounding land uses include dedicated open space; Highway 224; single 
family subdivisions of Thaynes Creek Ranch and Thaynes Canyon, Iron Canyon, 
and Aspen Springs; and Rotary Park. The character of development on adjacent 
properties is generally single family homes on lots ranging from 0.3 acres to 5 
acres, with both smaller and larger lots within the established neighborhoods. 
Staff provided an analysis of the Lot and house/footprint size comparison in the 
surrounding area at the time of the Annexation (see Exhibit E).  
 
Maximum building footprint 
The plat identifies maximum building footprints for the proposed Lots, consistent 
with the preliminary plat. Maximum footprint proposed for Lots 5, 6, and 7 is 
4,900 square feet. Consistent with lots in the immediate neighborhood on the 
north side of Payday Drive, the CCRs and plat include language restricting the 
floor area of the upper floor to 60% of the floor area of the main floor. The 
garage area is included within the proposed building footprint. The preliminary 
plat called for maximum building height of 30’ (25’ plus 5’ for pitched roof) for 
Lots 5 and 6 and 28’ (23’ plus 5’ for pitched roof) for Lot 7. The plat identifies a 
separate maximum building footprint of 1,800 square feet for barns located on 
Lots 6 and 7. Lot 5 already includes a house, guest house, caretaker’s 
apartment, garages, storage shed, and two barns.  Barns are allowed a building 
height of 18’ for pitched roof.  
 
Maximum Limits of Disturbance and Irrigated Area 
The proposed plat identifies maximum disturbance areas for finished irrigated 
landscaping (excluding pasture areas that may be irrigated with private irrigation 
shares) and total disturbance area (LOD) for building and barn footprints, paved 
driveways, patios and other hardscape, and irrigated finished landscaping.  
 
Maximum LOD area (including house and barn footprints, paved driveways, 
patios and other hardscape, and irrigated landscaping) for Lots 5,  6 and 7 is 
restricted to a maximum of 45% of the Lot Area, consistent with the preliminary 
plat and the plat for the first phase.  Area necessary for utility installation is 
excluded from the maximum LOD area calculation and if utility installation is 
within the pasture areas it shall be re-vegetated with like pasture vegetation.  
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Designated “no-building zones” and wetland buffer areas shall not be impacted 
or disturbed by construction activities, with the exception of approved utilities, 
irrigation facilities, and fence installations and repairs. Use of these areas by 
horses is subject to an Administrative Conditional Use permit and Animal 
Management Plan.    
 
Maximum irrigated area for Lots 6 and 7 is proposed at 12,000 square feet per 
the preliminary plat, which is consistent with the irrigated area allowed on Lots 1 
and 2 of the first phase. All landscaped areas must comply with the City’s 
Landscape Ordinance (LMC Section 5-5-M). Staff recommends that finished 
landscaping and patio areas shall generally be located within twenty-five feet of 
the house foundation and, if desired, within ten feet of the barn foundation.  
 
Pasture areas are only permitted to be irrigated using the private water shares 
purchased with each lot. Finished landscape may be irrigated using private water 
shares, however the full water impact fees for the total finished landscape area is 
required to be paid at the time of the building permit, per requirements of the 
Water Agreement. Staff also recommends that shrubs and trees, such as 
cottonwoods, aspens, willows, and fruit trees be permitted with in the pasture 
areas, subject to irrigation using private water shares. 
 
Lot 6 includes a platted no-build area that consists of the easterly eighty (80’) 
feet of the lot. The construction of a barn and house must be located west of the 
no build area. There is an existing hay barn on Lot 6 located within the no-build 
area that may remain. The initial plat submitted by the applicant showed a 336’ 
platted no-build zone on the northern most portion of Lot 7 (Exhibit A1). The 
applicant is now requesting a 250’ no-build zone for Lot 7 (Exhibit A2). Staff 
recommends a compromise of a 300’ no-build zone as discussed above. 
 
Maximum LOD area (including building and barn footprints, paved driveways, 
patios and hardscape, and all finished irrigated landscaping) for Lots 6 and 7 is 
restricted to 45% of the Lot Area. No new construction is permitted within the no-
build area or within the wetland buffer areas.   
 
Access 
Access to the Richards property is from Payday Drive at the existing driveway to 
the Richards farm at 510 Payday Drive. Lots 5, 6, and 7 have frontage on 
Country Lane, a private street platted with the Phase One plat. Each lot is 
allowed a maximum driveway width of fifteen feet, measured at the property line 
with Country Lane. Each driveway may widen as it approaches the garage. 
Overall driveway lengths shall be minimized to the greatest extent possible in 
order to locate building pads for Lots 6 and 7 as far west and south as possible.  
 
Roads and Utilities 
Country Lane provides access to Lots 5, 6 and 7. This private street was platted 
with the first phase and has been constructed in the location of the driveway to 
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the Richards property.  
 
A 20’ sanitary sewer access easement is identified within the ROW area for 
Country Lane connecting to Payday Drive ROW. Additional public and private 
utility and water conveyance easements are identified on the plat along property 
lines. 
 
No new City (public) roads will be constructed, expanded or maintained and the 
developer will pay for required utility services, including power, sewer and water. 
Prior to issuance of permits, the required impact fees, such as the water, sewer 
hook-up, and parkland fees, will be collected according to the fee schedule in 
effect at the time of building permit application. Country Lane will be privately 
owned and maintained and is constructed with a fire district approved turn-
around and all required fire hydrants.  
 
The property is subject to an Annexation Agreement that addresses the provision 
of private water rights for irrigation of the pasture areas on individual lots as well 
as requirements for water impact fees for development of each lot, as provided 
in the Water Agreement.  
 
A final utility plan will be submitted by the applicant for approval by the City 
Engineer, as a condition precedent to recordation of the final subdivision plat 
(Exhibit F). Sewer service is provided by Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation 
District (SBWRD) who shall approve the sewer utility plan and plat prior to 
recordation. A line extension agreement with SBWRD to extend sewer to the 
Property is the applicant’s responsibility and shall occur prior to recordation of 
the final subdivision plat.   
 
Appropriate guarantees for all public improvements associated with development 
on this property, including sidewalks and landscaping within the public ROW are 
required prior to issuance of any building permits. Fire hydrant locations will need 
to be addressed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Fire Marshall. 
 
Affordable Housing 
Consistent with the Annexation Agreement, affordable housing has been 
addressed, as set forth in the Park City Affordable Housing resolution in effect at 
the time of the application. Based on six new dwelling units within the entire 
subdivision, the affordable housing requirement is 0.9 AUE. The applicant 
satisfied the entire affordable housing obligation by paying in-lieu fees prior to 
issuance of the first building permit as allowed by the Park City Housing 
Authority. 
 
Environmental  
Wetland areas have been officially delineated (mapping was reviewed during the 
annexation). The plat identifies the 50’ wetlands protection buffer area on Lots 5, 
6, 7, and 8. No structures or construction are permitted in these buffer areas.  
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The easterly eighty (80’) of Lot 6 and the northern most three hundred  (300’) of 
Lot 7, the areas adjacent to the City’s open space parcels along Highway 224, 
are recommended by Staff as a “no building zone” to protect the integrity of the 
City’s Open Space areas adjacent to the subdivision. There are no steep or very 
steep slopes as the property is relatively flat with an overall slope of less than 
15%.  Proposed development is outside of the Entry Corridor Protection Overlay 
area and the property is not within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary.  
 
Irrigation ditches flow through the property and easements are provided on the 
plat to ensure that downstream users have access to their water rights.  All use 
and conveyance of irrigation water is subject to the approved Water Agreement, 
to be signed and executed prior to recordation of the final plat. will be protected 
from development consistent with the Annexation Agreement.  
 
Fencing 
The proposed fencing plan is consistent with the preliminary plat and Annexation 
Agreement (Exhibit G). White fencing consistent with the existing perimeter 
fence will be installed to delineate to property lines for each of the lots, as well as 
within Lots 5, 6, and 7 to create secure areas for horses, if desired. 
 
Annexation Agreement  
The Annexation Agreement states that the maximum density of the Richard’s 
Parcel (final subdivision) is seven (7) lots. Lots may not be subdivided to 
increase the density of the subdivision. Each lot may be developed with only one 
dwelling unit and one barn, with the exception of Lot 5 that includes an existing 
guest house, storage shed, caretaker’s apartment, garages, and two barns.  
 
Plat notes restrict barns to agricultural uses only and state that barns are not for 
the use of living area for human occupation. The Annexation Agreement notes 
that a fencing plan will be provided with the final plat and that maximum building 
footprint for houses and barns, and limits of disturbances areas for driveways, 
patios, and landscaping will be identified with the final subdivision plat.  
 
The final plat, as conditioned, is consistent with the Annexation Agreement and 
approved preliminary plat regarding maximum building footprint and 
driveway/patio areas; maximum irrigated areas; location of barns and no-build 
areas; fencing; lot sizes; and general layout.  
 
The required maintenance and condition of all pasture areas (irrigation, weeding, 
fertilizing, etc.) and the design of the barns shall be described in the CCRs with 
enforcement by the HOA. Barns are required to be separated from homes by a 
minimum of 75 feet. A note shall be included on the final plat indicating that 
barns shall be designed to be architecturally compatible with the house on the 
same lot, including architectural design, materials, colors, and character. 
 
 
Zoning 
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Zoning for the property is Single Family (SF) and the property is subject to the 
Richards/PCMC Annexation Agreement and Land Management Code (LMC). 
The following is an analysis of the proposed plat per requirements of the 
Annexation Agreement and LMC: 
 
 
 Permitted SF zone Proposed 
Height Zone height is 28’ plus 5’ 

for a pitched roof.  
Lots 5 and 6- maximum 
building height of 30’ (25’ 
plus 5’ for a pitched roof) 
per preliminary plat. Lot 
7- maximum building 
height of 28’ (23’ plus 5’ 
for pitched roof). Barns 
are allowed at 18’ for 
pitched roof. Per 
preliminary plat. 

Front setback 20’ (25’ to front facing 
garage) 

Minimum of 20’ (25’ for 
front facing garages) 

Rear setback 15’  Minimum of 15’ (80’ if 
subject to a “no-building 
zone” on Lot 6 and 300’ if 
subject to a “no- building 
zone” on Lot 7). Existing 
shed and guest house on 
Lot 5 have 1’-3’ rear 
setbacks and exist as 
non-complying structures 
with regard to the rear 
setback.)  No further 
setback is required from 
the no-build area. 

Side setbacks 12’ Minimum of 12’   
Density Three (3) dwelling units 

per acre.    
 

Three dwelling units on 
8.64 acres (0.35 units per 
acre not including Lot 8 
and 0.32 units per acre 
including Lot 8). 

Maximum footprint No maximum stated in 
zone. 

4,900 sf for Lots 5, 6, 
and 7- including house 
and garage. 
1,800 sf for each barn on 
Lots 6 and 7 (Lot 6 
includes an existing 
1,585 sf hay barn that 
may remain). 
Lot 5 also includes an 
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existing house, guest 
house and garage (1,398 
sf), a shed that includes 
a caretaker’s apartment 
(2,349 sf), and two barns 
(2,203 sf and 1,690 sf) 
that may remain.  

Parking Minimum of 2 parking 
spaces per dwelling unit. 

2 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit. 

 
Department Review 
The application has been reviewed by the Development Review Committee. No 
additional issues were raised beyond those addressed by revisions to the plat 
and as recommended as conditions of approval.   
 
Alternatives  

• The City Council may approve the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase II 
subdivision plat as conditioned or amended, or 

• The City Council may deny the subdivision plat and direct staff to make 
findings for this decision, or 

• The City Council may continue discussion and action on the subdivision 
plat to a future date and request specific information needed to be able to 
take final action on the plat.  

 
Notice 
On September 9, 2014, the property was posted and notice was mailed to 
property owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record 
on September 6, 2014.  
 
Public Input 
Staff received two phone calls requesting additional information regarding the 
plat and location of future houses.  Public input was provided at the October 22, 
2014, Planning Commission meeting regarding the location of the no-build zone 
on Lot 7 and a concern about the location of a barn on that lot with respect to his 
adjacent Lot in Aspen Springs.  
  
Good Cause 
There is good cause for this subdivision plat in that it creates legal lots of record 
from metes and bounds described parcels; memorializes and expands utility 
easements and provides for new utility easements for orderly provision of 
utilities; provides access easements for adjacent properties; provides no build 
setbacks for protection of the City’s Open Space, and is consistent with the 
approved Richards/PCMC Annexation Agreement and preliminary subdivision 
plat. 
 
Future Process 
Approval of this subdivision by the City Council would constitute Final Action that 
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may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 15-1-18. 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing, consider any input, 
discuss the proposed plat, and consider approving the Thaynes Creek Ranch 
Estates Phase II subdivision plat based on the findings of fact, conclusions of 
law, and conditions of approval as stated in the attached Ordinance. 
 
Exhibits  
Ordinance 
Exhibit A1- Proposed Subdivision plat (as reviewed by the Planning Commission) 
Exhibit A2- Proposed Subdivision plat (showing 250’ and 336’ no build for Lot 7) 
Exhibit B- Aerial Vicinity Map  
Exhibit C- Annexation Agreement 
Exhibit D- Preliminary Subdivision plat  
Exhibit E- Surrounding lot comparison 
Exhibit F- Utility plan 
Exhibit G- Fencing plan 
Exhibit H- Minutes of previous Planning Commission and City Council meetings    
Exhibit I- Minutes of October 22, 2014 Planning Commission meeting 
Exhibit J- Letter from applicant regarding “no-build” and Lot 7 proposed site plan 
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Ordinance 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE THAYNES CREEK RANCH ESTATES  
PHASE 2 SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 510 PAYDAY DRIVE IN THE SOUTH 

HALF OF SECTION 5 AND NORTH HALF OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 2 
SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, 

UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Richard’s Parcel of 
the Richards/PCMC Annexation located at 510 Payday Drive, have petitioned 
the City Council for approval of the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase 2 
subdivision plat for three (3) single family lots and one non-residential parcel for 
an existing riding arena; and 

 
WHEREAS, the preliminary subdivision plat approved by City Council on 

January 31, 2013, at the time of approval of the Richards/PCMC Annexation, sets 
forth a maximum of seven single family development lots and one non-residential 
parcel for an existing indoor riding arena for the entire Richards Parcel. The 
preliminary plat for the entire Richards Parcel indicates a maximum allowable 
density of seven units, and provides guidelines for lot sizes, building pads for 
houses and barns, building massing and footprint  restrictions, limits of disturbance 
areas, phasing, access, and other site planning requirements that have a goal of 
enhancing rather than detracting from the aesthetic quality of the entry corridor and 
ensuring that the final plat will result in a development that is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood; and 

 
WHEREAS, an Annexation Agreement, between the City and Franklin D. 

Richards, Jr., Family Trust, pursuant to the Land Management Code, Section 15-8-5 
(C), setting forth further terms and conditions of the Annexation and final subdivision 
plat, was approved by the Council on January 31, 2013; and  

 
WHEREAS, on June 17, 2013, an application for a final subdivision plat for 

the first four lots was submitted to the Planning Department. The subdivision plat, 
known as Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase One Subdivision, was approved by 
City Council on October 3, 2013. The subdivision plat was recorded at Summit 
County on December 19, 2013; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 6, 2014 proper legal notice was published in the 

Park Record, according to the Land Management Code of Park City; and 
 
WHEREAS, on September 9, 2014, the property was properly noticed and 

posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 

24, 2014, to receive input on the subdivision and continued the hearing to October 
22, 2014; and 
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 22, 
2014, discussed the proposed subdivision plat, and forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, on December 4, 2014,  the City Council held a public hearing on 

the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase 2 subdivision; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 

Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates Phase 2 Subdivision plat creating three (3) lots of 
record consistent with the Annexation Agreement and preliminary subdivision plat. 
 

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

 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 

findings of fact. The Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase 2 subdivision, as shown 
in Exhibit A, is approved subject to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 
Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located north of Payday Drive (north of the Thayne’s Creek 

Ranch Subdivision), south of Aspen Springs Subdivision, east of Iron Canyon 
Subdivision, and west of Highway 224.  

2. The property was annexed into Park City with the Richards/PCMC Annexation 
approved by the City Council on January 31, 2013 and recorded at Summit 
County on April 12, 2013.  

3. The property is zoned Single Family (SF). 
4. Access to the property is from Payday Drive at the existing driveway to the 

Richard’s property.  The driveway has been improved to a private street 
known as Country Lane. 

5. On January 31, 2013, concurrent with the Annexation, the City Council 
reviewed and approved a preliminary subdivision plat for a total of seven 
single family lots and one common lot for the riding arena. The proposed 
phase two plat is consistent with the preliminary subdivision plat and consists 
of three (3) lots) and one parcel. The three lots are single family development 
lots and the parcel is a common, non-residential parcel lot for an existing 
riding arena.  

6. The first phase subdivision plat, known as Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates 
Phase One Subdivision, was approved by City Council on October 3, 2013 
and recorded at Summit County on December 19, 2013, and included four (4) 
single family lots consistent with the Annexation Agreement. 

7. The property is not within the Entry Corridor Protection Overlay zone (ECPO) 
and no portion of the plat is within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary. 

8. The subdivision creates non-conforming rear setbacks for an existing 
outbuilding and a guest house on Lot 5 due to the building being built next to 
the outer property line of the subdivision.  

9. The subdivision complies with the Land Management Code regarding final 
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subdivision plats, including SF zoning requirements, general subdivision 
requirements, and lot and street design standards and requirements. 

10. General subdivision requirements related to 1) drainage and storm water; 2) 
water facilities; 3) sidewalks and trails; 4) utilities such as gas, electric, power, 
telephone, cable, etc.; and 5) preservation of natural amenities and features, 
have been addressed through the Annexation and subdivision plat review 
process as required by the Land Management Code.  

11. Sanitary sewer facilities are required to be installed in a manner prescribed by 
the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).  

12. The property is subject to the Employee/Affordable Housing requirements of 
the Affordable Housing Guidelines and Standards Resolution 20-07.  One 
Affordable Unit Equivalent equals 900 square feet. The affordable housing 
obligation determined at the time of the annexation is 15% of 6 new units or 
0.9 AUE (810 sf). The affordable housing obligation has been satisfied with 
payment of an in-lieu fee as approved by the Park City Housing Authority. 

13. Land uses proposed in the second phase subdivision include three single 
family lots and one lot to be dedicated to the HOA for common recreation 
facilities, such as the existing riding arena. Only one single family home and 
one barn are permitted to be constructed on each of Lots 6 and 7. Lot 6 
contains an existing hay barn that may remain. Lot 5 contains an existing 
house, a guest house, a storage shed, and two barns that may remain.  Lots 
5 and 7 are allowed up to six (6) horses and therefore the barns are larger 
than on Lots 1, 2, and 6. 

14. Per the Land Management Code, a maximum of 2 horses per acre of lot area 
are permitted on lots containing one acre or more, subject to an 
administrative conditional use permit and an animal management plan. 

15. The PCMC Parcel that is adjoining Lots 6 and 7 allows only those uses 
permitted by the Deed of Conservation Easement.  

16. The subdivision plat is consistent with the purpose statements of the SF 
zone.  The SF zone does not allow nightly rental uses and restricting this use 
is consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood.  

17. Areas of wetlands and irrigation ditches, and any required setbacks from 
these areas for the private road were identified during the annexation.  

18. The proposed subdivision is outside the City’s Soils Ordinance District. 
19. Wetlands are protected by language in the LMC and Annexation Agreement 

requiring building pad locations, setbacks, and requirements for protection of 
sensitive lands during construction. Delineated wetland buffer areas are 
shown on the plat.    

20. There is good cause for this subdivision plat in that it creates legal lots of 
record from metes and bounds described parcels; memorializes and expands 
utility easements and provides for new utility easements for orderly provision 
of utilities; provides access easements for adjacent property; provides no 
build areas for protection of the City’s Open Space and wetland buffer areas, 
and is consistent with the approved the Richards/PCMC Annexation 
Agreement and preliminary subdivision plat.  

21. The findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.   
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Conclusions of Law 
1. The subdivision complies with LMC 15-7.3 as conditioned. 
2. The subdivision is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding subdivision plats. 
3. The subdivision is consistent with the Richards/PCMC Annexation Agreement 

approved by the City Council on January 31, 2013.   
4. The subdivision is consistent with the Richards/PCMC preliminary plat 

reviewed by the City Council on January 31, 2013.  
5. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured as a result of 

approval of the proposed subdivision plat.   
6. Approval of the proposed subdivision plat, subject to the conditions stated 

herein, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens 
of Park City. 

 
Conditions of Approval 

1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and 
content of the subdivision plat for compliance with State law, the Land 
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, is a condition precedent 
to recordation of the plat. 

2. The applicant will record the subdivision plat at Summit County on or prior to 
the date that is one year from the final City Council approval. If recordation 
has not occurred within this extended timeframe, the plat amendment 
approval will be void, unless a complete application requesting an extension 
is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by 
the City Council. 

3. Conditions of approval of the Richards/PCMC Annexation, as stated in the 
Annexation Agreement, continue to apply.  

4. Final approval of the sewer facilities plan by the Snyderville Basin Water 
Reclamation District is required prior to final plat recordation. 

5. A landscape and irrigation plan shall be submitted for City review and 
approval for each lot, prior to building permit issuance. All applicable 
requirements of the LMC regarding top soil preservation, final grading, and 
landscaping shall be completed prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy. 

6. An industry standard Third Party inspector shall be mutually agreed upon by 
the Chief Building Official and the applicant prior to issuance of a building 
permit to provide third party inspection for compliance with LEED for Homes 
Silver rating, per the Annexation Agreement.  

7. A construction mitigation plan (CMP) shall be submitted and approved by the 
City for compliance with the Municipal Code, LMC, and conditions of the 
Annexation Agreement prior to building permit issuance. 

8. A financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the City and in 
conformance with the conditions of approvals has been provided to the City 
for public improvements. A portion of the guarantee, to be determined by the 
City Engineer, shall be held by the City through the warranty period and until 
such improvements are accepted by the City. 

9. All standard project conditions shall apply. 
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10. Recordation of a final subdivision plat is a requirement prior to issuance of 
building permits.  

11. The final subdivision plat shall include a plat note stating that the maximum 
density of the second phase subdivision is three (3) single family dwelling 
units and that no lot shall be further subdivided to increase the overall density 
of the subdivision.  

12. There shall be a plat note stating that Parcel 8, a common recreation parcel, 
as further described in the CCRs, is not a residential building lot and has no 
residential or commercial density associated with it.  

13. All exterior lighting shall be reviewed with each building permit application for 
compliance with best lighting practices as recommended by the Dark Skies 
organization. 

14. Fencing shall be consistent through-out the subdivision. A fencing plan shall 
be submitted with each building permit application to allow Staff to review all 
fencing for consistency through-out the subdivision and to review impacts of 
fencing on wildlife movement through the site. The fencing plan shall include 
location of fences and materials, dimensions, and installation methods and 
shall be consistent with the fencing plan approved with the preliminary plat. 

15. Construction of a five foot wide public side walk along Payday Drive 
connecting the existing sidewalk on the north side of the street with a 
pedestrian crossing at Iron Mountain Drive is required to provide connectivity 
to Rotary Park. The sidewalk and all required public improvements, including 
landscaping of the public right-of-way along Payday Drive, shall be completed 
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any new house located in 
either the Phase One or Phase Two plats.   

16. A grading plan and landscape plan shall be submitted with each building 
permit application and this requirement shall be noted on the final subdivision 
plat. Excavated materials shall remain on site to the greatest extent possible 
and shall be addressed with the grading plan. 

17. A note shall be included on the final subdivision plat requiring each new 
house in the development to meet LEED for Homes Silver Rating certification 
(at a minimum) with required water conservation requirements as further 
described in the Annexation Agreement. 

18. A note shall be added to the final subdivision plat stating that the Planning 
Director may grant an administrative Conditional Use permit for the raising 
and grazing of horses on these lots, including a barn, located a minimum of 
75’ from any dwelling unit, provided the administrative CUP application 
complies with the LMC requirements for raising and grazing of horses and an 
Animal Management Plan is submitted and approved with the administrative 
CUP. 

19. A note shall be added to the final subdivision plat indicating that barns may 
not be used for human occupation. 

20. A note shall be included on the final plat indicating that barns shall be 
designed to be architecturally compatible with the house on the same lot, 
including architectural design, materials, colors, and character. 

21. All conditions and restrictions of the Annexation Agreement shall continue to 
apply to the Final Subdivision plat. 
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22. Ownership of water rights shall not affect the application of the Impact Fee 
Ordinance to the Property at the time of development of the lots as further 
described in the Annexation Agreement. 

23. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction 
as required by the Chief Building Official. 

24. The plat shall note that Lots 5, 6 and 7 are restricted to a maximum house 
building footprint of 4,900 sf, including the garage. New barn footprint is 
restricted to 1,800 sf. Lot 5 has an existing single family house (3,906 sf 
footprint), an existing guest house and garage (1,398 sf footprint), a shed with 
a caretakers apartment (2,349 sf footprint), and two barns (2,203 sf and 
1,690 sf) that may remain. Lot 6 has an existing hay barn with a 1,585 sf 
footprint that may remain and be enclosed with no additional building footprint 
allowed.  All new construction shall meet LMC lot and site requirements in 
effect at the time of the building permit and shall comply with these plat 
notes.   

25. Maximum building height for barns is 18’ (to peak of roof). 
26. Maximum building height for houses on Lots 5 and 6 is 30’ (25’ plus 5’ for 

pitched roof). Maximum building height for Lot 7 is 28’ (23’ plus 5’ for pitched 
roof). 

27. Maximum irrigated area for finished landscape (excluding pasture areas 
irrigated with private irrigation shares) is 12,000 sf for Lots 6 and 7. All 
landscaping shall comply with LMC Section 15-5-5 (M). Trees, such as 
cottonwoods, willows, aspens, and fruit trees may be planted in the pasture 
areas provided they are irrigated only with private irrigation shares. 

28. Maximum LOD area (including house and barn footprints, paved driveways, 
patios and other hardscape, and irrigated landscaping) for Lots 5, 6 and 7 is 
restricted to a maximum of 45% of the Lot Area. The area necessary for utility 
installation is excluded from the maximum LOD area calculation and if utility 
installation is within the pasture areas it shall be re-vegetated with like 
pasture vegetation. Designated “no-building zones” and wetland buffer areas 
shall not be impacted or disturbed by construction activities, with the 
exception of necessary utilities, irrigation facilities, and fence installation and 
repairs. Use of these areas by horses is subject to an Administrative 
Conditional Use permit and Animal Management Plan.  

29. All new construction on Lot 5 shall comply with these conditions and the Land 
Management Code in effect at the time of building permit application for any 
new construction. 

30. Parcel 8 shall be clearly noted on the plat as a non-residential parcel. 
31. The “no-build zone” on Lot 6 shall be the eastern most eighty feet (80’) of the 

lot and shall be identified on the final plat prior to recordation. 
32. The “no-build zone” on Lot 7 shall be the northern most three hundred feet 

(300’) of the lot and shall be identified on the final plat prior to recordation. 
 

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

publication. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of December 4, 2014. 
 

 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL 
CORPORATION 

      
 

________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

 
 
 
ATTEST: 
   
____________________________________ 
Marci Heil, City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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Exhibit H - House Size Comparison in the Neighborhood           

           

Subdivision Lot sizes Floor 
Area/Foot 
print

Garage Total Area Height

Thayne’s
Creek
Ranch II

0.31 acre 3,400 sf-
not
including 
garage

600 sf 4,000 sf 28’ plus 5’ 
for pitched 
roof

Thayne’s
Small

0.20 acre Not 
restricted

n/a Not 
restricted
(approx. 
3,000 sf)

28’plus 5’ 
for pitched 
roof

Thayne’s
Canyon 

0.18- 0.25 
acre

Not
restricted

n/a Not 
restricted
(listings
range from 
2,750 sf to 
7,500 sf)

28’ plus 5’

Iron Canyon 0.40 to 5.5 
acres

Not
restricted -
4,000 sf 
footprint

included 8,000 sf  
(footprint x 
2)

28’ plus 5’

Aspen 
Springs

0.35 to 0.80 

4.82 acres
ranch lot 1

5,500 sf

8,000 sf

500 sf

500 sf

6,000 sf

8,500 sf

28’ plus 5’ 
(some 
restricted to 
30’ total ht 
to ridge)

Richards
Lots 1 and 2

1.29 acres 4,200 sf 
footprint

included 6,250 sf 28’ max

Richards
Lots 3 and 4

0.51 and 
0.63 acre

4,000 sf 
footprint

included 6,000 sf 28’ max

Richards 5 
and 6

2.69 and 
3.48 acres

4,200 sf included 6,500 sf 28’ max
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
NOVEMBER 28, 2012

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair Nann Worel, Brooke Hontz, Stewart Gross, Adam Strachan, Charlie Wintzer 

EX OFFICIO: 

Planning Director, Thomas Eddington; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Matt Evans Planner; Francisco 

Astorga, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

===================================================================

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL 
Chair Wintzer called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were 
present except Commissioners Thomas and Savage who were excused.

PUBLIC INPUT

Willy Holdman, a gallery owner at 580 Main Street, commented on a sign issue.  When he moved 
into his location in January he made his sign identical to another gallery.  After a year an inspector 
informed him that his sign was in violation of the sign code.  The inspector said the Code allowed 6-
9 inches above grade and his was 90 inches.  Mr. Holdman commented on other signs on Main 
Street that appear to be in violation and he wanted to know why his sign was singled out.  He asked 
if there was the possibility of having a variance to the Code to keep his existing sign.  He spent a lot 
of money on his sign and it has only been up a year.

Director Eddington was unsure of the specifics regarding Mr. Holdman’s sign, and he offered to 
meet with the Building Department and Mr. Holman to work something out.  Director Eddington 
noted that some existing signs are historic and were grandfathered in under the sign ordinance.

Neal Krasnick, a resident at 1150 Deer Valley Drive, stated that he is aware that the City Council 
and Planning Commission are always concerned about open space, transportation and public 
transportation to Big Cottonwood, future electric power needs and other major issues.  He stated 
that a number of people in town have a lot of experience in working with more than one large 
powerful entity at one time.  Mr. Krasnick suggested the possibility of putting a tunnel through to Big 
Cottonwood Canyon and running an electric subway.  He asked the Planning Commission and the 
City Council to give it some thought even though it was a very unconventional idea.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Director Eddington reminded the Planning Commission that a special General Plan meeting was 
scheduled for December 11th.  The next regular meeting would be December 12th.

198



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 28, 2012 
Page 2 

Director Eddington noted that Patricia Abdullah in the Planning Department had put together 
information regarding master planned developments for the LMC Amendments, which was a 
discussion item this evening.  Ms. Abdullah had the most knowledge regarding the history of master 
planned developments and he suggested that the Planning Commission ask any questions related 
to the Chart she had prepared so she could leave.

CONTINUATION(S) -  Public hearing and continue to date specified. 

1. 427 Main Street – Conditional Use Permit 
(Application #PL-12-01672) 

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were not comments.  Chair Worel closed the public 
hearing.

MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the 427 Main Street CUP to January 9, 
2012.  Commissioner Gross seconded the motion. 

VOTE:   The motion passed unanimously by all Commissioners present. 

2. Richards Parcel - Annexation 
(Application #PL-12-01482)

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Worel closed  the public 
hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Richards Parcel Annexation to 
December 12, 2012.  Commissioner Gross seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously by all Commissioners present. 

Chair Worel noted that 30 Sampson Avenue – Steep Slope CUP was also requested to be 
continued.

3. 30 Sampson Avenue – Steep Slope CUP
(Application #PL-12-01487) 

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were not comments.  Chair Worel closed the public 
hearing.

MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the 30 Sampson Avenue – Steep Slope 
CUP to December 12, 2012.  Commissioner Wintzer seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.
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The Commissioners agreed to open the public hearing and continue discussion on Chapter 15 
to the next meeting. 
 
Vice-Chair Thomas opened the public hearing for Chapter 15 – Definitions.   
 
Ruth Meintsma, a resident at 305 Woodside, stated that the definition on half-story was 
appropriate except the description does not apply to some. structures on the Historic Sites 
Inventory.  An example was the pyramid structure at 359 Woodside, which was originally a 
boarding house.   Ms. Meintsma noted that this house was described as a story and a half on 
the HSI.  It does not look like a two-story structure; however, according to the definition a half 
story now becomes a whole story.  A half-story was described in history and the National 
Register description describes it as a half-story.  Ms. Meintsma suggested an exception for 
historic houses described in that way on the HSI.   
 
Lila Tedford requested clarification on the definition of publicly accessible.  She asked if that 
would apply to a deck that was publicly accessible unless the restaurant closed or to a roof top 
garden.   
 
Vice-Chair Thomas stated that the Planning Commission would come back with clarity at the 
next meeting. 
 
Vice-Chair Thomas closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Wintzer moved to CONTINUE Chapter 15 – Definitions to January 9, 
2013.  Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Roof Pitch            
 
Vice-Chair Thomas opened the public hearing on Roof Pitch. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Vice-Chair Thomas closed the public hearing.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Savage moved to CONTINUE the Roof Pitch discussion to January 9, 
2013.  Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

       
 
Planner Whetstone requested that the Planning Commission provide direction on a number of 
issues outlined in the Staff report and continue the item to January 9, 2013 to allow Staff time to 
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draft an annexation agreement.  She noted that most of the issues would be addressed through 
conditions of approval that must be met prior to final plat recordation. 
 
Commissioner Wintzer asked if the agreement to allow the applicant to use City property for 
grazing would be a separate agreement.  Planner Whetstone answered yes.  Commissioner 
Wintzer asked if there would be limitations to prevent over-grazing. Planner Whetstone stated 
that the City was working with an expert on that language.   
 
Commissioner Hontz felt they failed in the last annexation by not addressing the environmental 
existing conditions. She asked if that would be part of the analysis and whether there would be 
actual existing conditions of the open space that the City purchased in the 1990’s.  Planner 
Whetstone remarked that in 2009 the Summit Land Conservancy did a study of the property for 
existing conditions.  The City has asked people from the Soil Conservation Service to provide 
their thoughts on what needs to be done on the property in terms of restoration, remediation, 
restrictions and monitoring.  She noted that Mr. Richards has done that for 30 years and the 
Staff would also seek his input.  
 
Commissioner Wintzer stated that he could not receive a packet this late and do a good job of 
reading it.  If the Staff is unable to provide packets in a timely manner they should postpone the 
issue to allow the Planning Commission sufficient time to review the information. 
 
Steve Schueler with Alliance Engineering stated that the proposal was still the same 7 lot 
configuration that was presented at the last meeting.  Commissioner Wintzer noted that his 
previous question on Lot 7 had not been addressed.  He still did not want to see fencing going 
all the way up to the common area. He understood the issues related to the barn, but he was 
uncomfortable allowing Lot 7 to wander that far into the common area.  He was not opposed to 
the lot going out that far, but he was opposed to fencing because it takes away from the 
appearance of public space. 
 
Commissioner Gross suggested placing limits on fencing.  Planner Whetstone noted that the 
Staff requested that the applicant submit a fencing plan with the final subdivision plat.  She 
stated that the Staff has concerns with white vinyl fencing around each lot.  She recommended 
interior fencing to keep animals away from the streams and wetland areas, but it should be pole 
fencing or a simple agricultural wire fencing instead of white vinyl.   
 
Mr. Richards, the applicant, stated when he was young his family had a ranch in Morgan County 
and he would install fences all summer long.  He could say from experience that wire fencing 
was not good fencing.  He was willing to put in a brown rail fence, but wire fences do not hold 
up.  Mr. Richards remarked that a vinyl rail fence lasts forever.  He commented on two fences 
along the highway from Payday Drive to the Osguthorpe Farm.  One was a wire fence that was 
installed by the State.  The other was a white vinyl fence he put in.  Mr. Richards pointed out that 
the wire fence is down and the vinyl fence is still standing.  In all these years he has only had to 
repair one area of the vinyl fence.  Vinyl fencing is maintenance free and much stronger than a 
wire fence.  Mr. Richards commented on other areas where wire fencing was installed and the 
number of times it has needed to be repaired because the poles fall over and the braces rot out. 
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Vice-Chair Thomas thought they could simplify the discussion by requesting a fencing plan with 
fencing samples and section elevations.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer showed Mr. Richards exactly where the fencing should end and where 
the unfenced open space should begin.  Vice-Chair Thomas clarified that Commissioner Wintzer 
preferred to see a delineation of the fence immediately behind the structures on Lot 7, and no 
fencing east of Lot 7 between the Park City open space parcel and the rear of that property.   
 
Mr. Richards understood that the owner of Lot 7 could own the property but not fence it off.  
Commissioner Wintzer clarified that he could own it and fence it as long as the fence does not 
go out as far as what was shown on the east side of the lot.  Planner Whetstone noted that part 
of the reason for fencing is to control the animals, which is why the Staff had requested a fence 
plan.  Vice-Chair Thomas agreed with Commissioner Wintzer and he directed the applicant to 
submit a fencing plan that addresses their comments regarding location and fence material.   
 
Planner Whetstone asked if the Planning Commission wanted to see the fencing plan with the 
annexation or with the final subdivision plat.  The Commissioners preferred to see it with the 
annexation.  Planner Whetstone noted that she had drafted a condition of approval requiring a 
fencing plan with the subdivision plat application to ensure that the Planning Commission would 
see the fencing plan.  Commissioner Wintzer was comfortable waiting until the subdivision plat.  
The Commissioners concurred.                                                  
Commissioner Hontz stated that she was overridden at the last meeting with regard to density 
and other issues.  Other than density, the other issues were identified as bullet points in the Staff 
report.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that this was an artificial political boundary that has 
existed for a long time.  It would be nice to have it in order to eliminate the holding of Summit 
County’s zoning within Park City boundary, but it has not negatively affected anyone for all these 
years.  Commissioner Hontz stated that changing it from what the current zoning allows, which is 
one house, the outbuildings and the stable, to a seven lot subdivision by annexing it into the City, 
would be upzoning by seven units.  She felt that was a generous give.  When looking at other 
annexations they made sure the “get” for the public was something of value.  Commissioner 
Hontz could not see a “get” in this annexation because the City purchased the open space in 
1998, and currently under the artificial boundary they get the visual feeling of continued open 
space along the road.  Commissioner Hontz clarified that this was not an issue of compatibility.  
The number of units and size of structures proposed are compatible with the surrounding 
developments.  However, the applicant could not do that unless that City gives them the right.  
She personally likes the land in its current condition because the existing structures and the 
layout fits the agricultural nature of the existing terrain.  Commissioner Hontz stated that through 
the process she has not seen less than one unit of affordable housing, fencing, avoidance of 
wetlands, mitigation plans.  She was concerned about that the open space parcel had become 
so degraded because of the uses the City has allowed on it. 
 
 Commissioner Hontz stated that if they move forward with the annexation and zone the property 
single family, she would demand additional precautions to possibly limit the actual amount of 
square footage on any lot and to have all the wetland areas and sensitive lands and all the land 
with barns zoned ROS or another open space designation.   
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Commissioner Hontz urged the Planning Commission to use the same filter they have used for 
other annexations, because it would be unfair if they did not look for the appropriate “get” for the 
public on this annexation as well.   
 

      
 
Vice-Chair Thomas asked if any work had been done with regards to wildlife mitigation. When 
he drove through there this morning there were two moose on the property.  He would like to 
know more about the wildlife and wetland issues and whether those had been studied.  Planner 
Whetstone replied that the applicant had provided that information and wildlife does use the 
property.   
 
Planner Whetstone remarked that the conservation easement was the biggest “get” for the City. 
 Currently there is not a written agreement.  If they have an annexation agreement it is important 
for the City to have a written and recorded agreement that talks about what could occur on the 
City’s parcel.   
 
Commissioner Hontz pointed out that there was a signed Deed of Conservation Easement on 
page 20 of the Staff report.  Planner Whetstone explained that there was a gentleman’s 
agreement for use of the property.  This property was farmland and not pristine open space and 
it was used for agricultural purposes.  This was a historical use of this property but there was 
never a written agreement.  The City is very interested in having a written plan.  Commissioner 
Hontz wanted to know which plan they did not have.  Planner Whetstone replied that if this 
property owner wishes to continue using the property there is not a written management plan.   
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to Exhibit C and the piece labeled Park City Open Space Parcel.  
She understood that Park City Municipal owned that parcel of land.  Planner Whetstone replied 
that this was correct.  Commissioner Hontz noted that there was a signed Deed of Conservation 
Easement recorded against it.  Therefore, the only thing the City did not have was an agreement 
regarding animals and livestock.  Commissioner Hontz asked if that was the only “get” they were 
getting.  Planner Whetstone clarified that the City has nothing in writing for the irrigation, hay 
cutting, fertilizing and all things that Frank Richards does to take care of the parcel.  She agreed 
that not all the activity on that parcel was the best benefit, but the City would like a written 
agreement to better understand what was occurring on the property.   
 
Commissioner Hontz noted that page 3 of the Conservation Easement has a  Continued 
Conservation Reserve program  which is a 15 year farm service agency contractual agreement 
for the stream corridor.  Planner Whetstone replied that it was not an agreement for the use of 
Frank Richards, who sold the land to the City.  If the land is annexed, the City would get an 
agreement in writing.  Planner Whetstone stated that when the other parcels were annexed to 
the City, there was another agreement that said when Frank Richards decides to develop his 
property he would come to the City first.  After a year, if no progress is made with the City, he 
would be able to ask the County for development.  Planner Whetstone believed that provision 
was in the annexation agreement for Thaynes Creek Ranches.  She pointed out that denying the 
annexation would not keep the property in its current state because it could be developed 
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through the County.  The City has been working diligently and a main issue is the use of the 
open space.  The City wants to make sure it is monitored, protected and maintained, and 
possibly remediated based on a study by the Conservation Reserve Program.  Planner 
Whetstone stated that the City has had conversations with Cheryl Fox, who holds the easement, 
in terms of whether grazing of the horses and hay cutting could continue.   
 
Commissioner Hontz understood that the “gets” were that the entity that currently manages the 
open space would continue to manage it and that Mr. Richards would not develop through the 
County.  Commissioner Hontz reiterated her opinion that this was a very generous annexation 
proposal.              
 
Planner Whetstone remarked that the density analysis showed that the proposed density was 
low for this area and consistent with the lots along Pay Day and the SF zone.  The General Plan 
expresses an interest in having the City’s entry corridor maintaining an agricultural and rural 
look.  The riding stable would remain and while it is an amenity for the development, it also 
provides an equestrian property in the City.   
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to the minutes on page 44 of the Staff report and her comments 
from the meeting in September.  She appreciated the Staff’s opinion and analysis, but she 
disagreed.  Commissioner Hontz noted that in September she had said that it was a benefit to 
the landowner to go from 0 to 7 units and the Planning Commission needed to find benefits for 
the City.  Planner Whetstone stated that restoration of the property is also important.  The City 
required and the applicant agreed to LEED Silver for all the homes being constructed.  The 
applicant also agreed to limit the houses sizes and the disturbance area.  Other benefits include 
restricting the use of the City open space land and repairing and maintenance of ditches that 
serve the property. Planner Whetstone stated that various other parts would be part of the 
annexation agreement and the Planning Commission would have the opportunity to review those 
at the next meeting.  She would provide it to the Planning Commission early so they would have 
sufficient time to consider the benefits.   
 
Vice-Chair Thomas stated that the drawings in the packets were too small to read the lettering.  
He asked about the size of the barns and whether there were driveways leading to the barns.  
Mr. Schueler replied that the barn dimensions were 36’ x 36.  Vice-Chair Thomas clarified that 
Lots 1,2, 6 and 7 would have a 36’ x 36 one-story barn.  He was told that this was correct and 
the use would be for horses and storage equipment.  Vice-Chair Thomas suggested limiting the 
use to agricultural use only and eliminate the possibility of ATV, snowmobiles or similar items.  
Vice-Chair Thomas also wanted to see how the barns would be accessed.   
 
Planner Whetstone asked if the Planning Commission would be interested in seeing design 
guidelines like they did with Park City Heights.  Vice-Chair Thomas stated that the nature of the 
site is agrarian.  He did not want to be too restrictive with design guidelines, but he encouraged 
agrarian structures and elevations.  Commissioner Strachan did not want all seven homes to 
look the same.  Director Eddington suggested variety with the barns as well.  Planner Whetstone 
offered to make variation in design and materials a condition of approval.   
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Mr. Richards outlined the problems associated with different barns.  He preferred to see one top-
of-the-line barn for these homes rather than a variety of different barns.  He thought uniformity 
would add class to the subdivision.  Vice-Chair Thomas still preferred variation.  Commissioner 
Wintzer noted that the issue would be addressed and discussed with the plat.  
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that according to the annexation initiation, a complete application for 
a petition for annexation must also include the preliminary subdivision plat.  Planner Whetstone 
noted that they were looking at the preliminary subdivision plat this evening.  The preliminary plat 
identifies the lots, square footage, etc.  The specific details are addressed with the plat 
application.  
 
Assistant City Attorney stated that an annexation is measured against certain criteria.  She noted 
that the criteria was summarized in the Staff report and she suggested that the Planning 
Commission provide input on those bullet points.   
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the Staff would come back with the annexation agreement that 
would address some of their concerns.  They would also bring back the analysis for various 
sections of the Code.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the bullet items in the Staff report.               
                             
 -  
Planner Whetstone felt this had already been addressed in their discussion.  
 
-  
Planner Whetstone stated that equestrian property is important in this area.  They would need to 
look at how many horses would be allowed in the area and would use the City property and how 
many horses each lots could have.  Since horses require a conditional use permit, part of the 
annexation agreement would allow the horses to go through an administrative conditional use 
permit.  The Staff was preparing to write that into the annexation agreement.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer asked if the share agreement had time limit on use of the land.  Mr. 
Richards stated that it was a verbal agreement and there was no time limit.  Commissioner 
Wintzer felt it was important to have something in writing to give the City leverage if someone 
abuses the land.  Planner Whetstone stated that the recommendation from Summit Land was 
for a two-year or three-year review and the City would do the report and report back to Summit 
Land.  She clarified that use of the land would not be in perpetuity.   
 
Mr. Richards asked if the Planning Commission would prefer that he not develop the land as 
equestrian property.  The lots are averaging 2 acres per lot and he was willing to consider a 
different type of development.  Commissioner Wintzer replied that horses were not the issue.  If 
someone is using public land, the City would want a mechanism to monitor the conditions of the 
annexation and development.  Mr. Richards understood and he was not opposed.   
 
-                                                                 
Planner Whetstone noted that this item had already been address. 
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-  
Planner Whetstone noted that there was a requirement for affordable housing at 15%.  The 
calculation was .1 times 900 square feet.  The affordable housing unit must be built on site unless 
the Housing Authority allows it to be a fee-in-lieu or constructed elsewhere.  That language will be in 
the annexation language.  Planner Whetstone noted that Mr. Richards has an existing manager’s 
unit that could count as affordable; however, the unit would need to be deed restricted.   

 
Planner Whetstone stated that there have been conversations with the State, the County and City 
and the Historical Society and there are no known resources at this time.  Before the plat is recorded 
there would be a historic survey of the property.  If anything is there it would go into the Historic Sites 
Inventory.  If nothing is found they would have that certification.  Planner Whetstone stated that 
there would also be language in the annexation agreement addressing cultural or archeological.  If 
anything is found during an excavation there would be a process and procedure to follow.   

 
The Staff recommended Single-Family because it is consistent with the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 She pointed out that the neighbors were not interested in nightly rental and that the Iron Canyon 
Subdivision rezoned to single-family because they had issues with nightly rentals.  Single-Family 
zoning allows greater density, which is why each lot should be deed restricted to prohibit re-
subdivision to increase the density.  The eighth lot is for a riding stable and that should also have a 
deed restriction.   
 
-  
Planner Whetstone noted that the building pad for Lot 7 was moved to the south.  The applicant 
would provide visual information.  The Planning Commission would have a more detailed discussion 
at the time of the final subdivision plat when the final lot lines are drawn and the building pads are 
identified. 
 
-  
The Planning Commission discussed public benefits earlier in the discussion. 
 
Vice-Chair Thomas opened the public hearing. 
 
Ruth Meintsma commented on the sand barns.  It was mentioned at the last meeting that the barns 
would be the same and would favor variations.  
 
Mike Jorgensen, a resident at 20 Pay Day Drive, was surprised by the discussion this evening.  He 
came to this meeting five hours earlier thinking it would be a no-brainer, great project.  He is the one 
who would be looking at the barns and he would much prefer having a high-quality barn in his back 
yard rather than a cinder block barn that could be built.  Mr. Jorgensen stated that he attended this 
evening because he was primarily concerned about the fence.  His lot is intersected by the lot line 
coming down the other way.  He currently has a vinyl and rail fence and he was opposed to metal 
wire fencing.  Mr. Jorgensen emphasized how hard Mr. Richards has worked to propose a project 
that looks nice.  In looking at the history of the open space and how much Park City paid for that 
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open space versus how much it is worth today, they would find that the City already got something 
for nothing.  Mr. Jorgensen believed the City has benefitted a great deal from that property 
purchase.  He stated that Mr. Richards developed the property and worked there and at this point in 
his life decided he would like to subdivide it out.  However, the City feels that it has the right to get 
something for nothing.  Mr. Jorgensen reiterated his preference for a nice looking fence and 
attractive barns.  He would be the most impacted by this development and strongly supports it. 
 
Vice-Chair Thomas closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Richards clarified that he was not poaching on City property.  He did not want to sell the property 
when the City approached him about purchasing to maintain a view corridor coming into the City.  
He told them no because he had purchased the farm and developed every fence and every building 
on the property and he wanted to use it as long as he lived. The City asked if he would consider 
selling if they allowed him to continue using the property.  Mr. Richards eventually sold the property 
and worked out an agreement because it was important to the City.  He believed he sold the 
property at a fair price at the time with the understanding that he could continue to use the property 
as long as he lived. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Richards Parcel Annexation to 
January 9, 2013.   Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion.        
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  Commissioner Savage was not present. 
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 10:35 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission:  ____________________________________ 
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character of the community, assure orderly growth and development of 
the Park City community in terms of utilities and public services; will 
preserve open space and ensure environmental quality, will protect a 
prominent entry corridor, view sheds, and environmentally Sensitive 
Lands; enhance pedestrian connectivity, create buffer areas; and 
protect the general public health, safety, and welfare.

13. The City Staff and Review Team have reviewed the proposed 
annexation against the general requirements established for annexation 
to Park City as presented in LMC Section 15-8-2 and as further 
described in the Analysis section of the August 27, 2014 Planning 
Commission Staff Report. 

14. No development or subdivision of the land is proposed at this time. 

Conclusions of Law - Round Valley Park City Annexation and Zoning

1. The Annexation and Zoning Map amendment are consistent with 
Annexation Policy Plan and the Park City General Plan.

2. Approval of the Annexation and Zoning Map amendment does not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park 
City.

Conditions of Approval - Round Valley Park City Annexation and Zoning

1. The Official Zoning Map shall be amended to include the Round Valley Park City 
Annexation parcels with the Recreation Open Space (ROS) 
Zone with the Frontage Protection Zone for properties having frontage 
on State Road 248. 

2. The annexation agreement shall be fully executed and recorded with 
the Annexation Plat. 

3. All current ROWs will remain under their respective jurisdiction. 

4. 510 Payday Drive – Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase II Subdivision Plat
(Application PL-14-02427)

Planner Whetstone handed out copies of the revised plat and a revised ordinance 
amending the findings and conditions.  
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Planner Whetstone reviewed the subdivision plat application for three single family lots and 
a parcel for a recreation center in the Thaynes Creek area.  The title of the plat is the 
Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase II.  The Phase I plat was approved last year.  
Planner Whetstone noted that the Richards/PCMC Annexation annexed this area of 
County land that included the Park City open space along SR224, and 12 acres of property 
that was privately owned by the Frank Richards Trust.  A preliminary plat included seven 
lots for single family development and an additional parcel for the riding arena.

Planner Whetstone reported that this application was the second phase of that 
development for Lots 5, 6 and 7.  Parcel 8 is a non-residential lot and Lot 5 is the existing 
farm with an existing family house, a shed with a studio apartment, a guest house with a 
garage and two barns. Planner Whetstone stated that the lots are single-family lots large 
enough to be equestrian property and allows two horses per acre.  

Planner Whetstone stated that the maximum building footprints for lots 5, 6 and 7 were 
allowed at 4900 square feet on the preliminary plat.  She had inadvertently showed them 
as the same size as Lots 1 and 2, which is 4,150.  That change was redlined in the 
ordinance.  The staff report outlined the discussions at the time of the preliminary plat and 
Phase I.  

Planner Whetstone noted that a fencing plan was approved at the time of the preliminary 
plat.  The Planning Commission indicated that white fencing similar to the existing fence 
could be installed around the lots.  However, for Lot 7 the fence was identified as being a 
wood post fence to protect the visual appearance of the open space.  

Planner Whetstone pointed to the barn sizes that were redlined in Finding #12 of the 
ordinance.  The existing hay barn on Lot 6 may remain in addition to a new 1300 square 
foot barn that must be outside the building zone.  Lots 5 and 6 were allowed six horses 
which is why the barns were allowed to be larger in the preliminary plat.  The Planning 
Commission was being asked to allow an 1800 square foot barn on Lot 7.

Planner Whetstone stated that Condition #23 was redlined for the 4900 square foot 
maximum building footprint.  She noted that the preliminary plat restricts the height of the 
house on Lot 7 to 28’.  It is a building height of 23’ with an allowance for a pitched roof of 5’ 
for a total of 28’.  A condition of approval was added to indicate that the building height on 
Lot 7 shall be restricted to 23’ with an additional 5’ feet for a pitched roof with a roof pitch of 
at least 4/12.  Planner Whetstone remarked that typically in this zone 28’ is allowed with 5’ 
for a pitch roof for a total of 33’.  Lot 7 was restricted to a maximum height of 28’ because 
of the view corridor.     
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Planner Whetstone noted that the revised plat showed the no-build areas, which is a 50’ 
buffer from the wetlands, as well as the no-build area on the east property line for Lot 6 
and on the north property line for Lot 7, as discussed by the Planning Commission at the 
time of the annexation and preliminary plat.  

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, consider 
input and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft 
ordinance as redlined.   Planner Whetstone stated that the Staff had only met with the 
applicant the day before to review some of the requested changes.  If the Planning 
Commission needed additional information, they could continue the item to the next 
meeting.  

Steve Schueler with Alliance Engineer and Frank Richards, the property owner were 
present to answer questions.  

Mr. Richards stated that an item he had discussed with Planner Whetstone was the 
possibility of an option on Lot 7 for a larger footprint of 5500 square feet in exchange for  
lowering the roof line by 5 feet.  Planner Whetstone noted that the preliminary plat 
identified the building footprint on Lot 7 as 4900 square feet with the reduced height.  Mr. 
Richards understood that it was 4900 square feet with the 28’ height.  Planner Whetstone 
replied that it was 4900 square feet with the already reduced height.  She requested input 
from the Planning Commission regarding the requested option since Mr. Richards has only 
presented the idea the day before.  

Mr. Richards explained that he had a prospective buyer for the property and the buyer 
would like to spread out the home in a ranch-style design as opposed to building higher.  
He believed lowering the height to gain a larger home was a reasonable exchange.

Mr. Schueler explained that another item mentioned by the potential buyer was the fact 
that they were having a hard time fitting the house and the barn on the property and still 
adhere to the Code requirement for the barn to be located 75’ from the residence.  Another 
item they would like the Planning Commission to consider is changing the no-build zone  
on Lot 7.  Currently the no-build zone is 336 feet from the property line.  Mr. Schueler 
believed 336 feet was an arbitrary number at the time it was determined and it was not 
based on any specific criteria.  The potential buyers would like the no-build zone reduced 
by 36 feet, making it 300-feet from the northern property line.  The reduction would allow 
room to set the house back from the cul-de-sac and still leave the 75’ space between the 
barn and the house as required by Code.
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Mr. Richards pointed out that the house, even at 5500 square feet, would occupy less than 
5% of the total property area.  Under the current requirements, the setback, and the 75 feet 
of space from the barn, there is only approximately 150’ from north to south to locate the 
home.  An additional 36’ would help relieve the limited space.  

Director Eddington clarified that the request was to reduce the height from the zone height 
of 28’ down to a maximum height of 23’.  

Planner Whetstone stated that the revised plat showed the 336 feet of no-build area.  The 
applicant was requesting that it be reduced to 300 feet.  Mr. Richards reiterated that the 
336’ no-build zone plus the wetlands and the wetlands buffer of 50’, leaves an 
unreasonably small area to locate a home on the lot.  Mr. Schueler stated that in addition 
to the no-build area and the wetlands, there is also an easement that was set up for 
Snyderville Basin.  Everything combined results in a small developable lot area.  Some 
flexibility would help a future buyer develop the site.

Commissioner Phillips asked for the purpose of the no-build zone.  Director Eddington 
stated that it was implemented to protect some of the open space view sheds in the area 
and to keep the development somewhat clustered in a ranch setting near the existing 
infrastructure.  

Commissioner Strachan stated that there was also a concern about fencing when Phase 1 
was initially done.  The Planning Commission did not want white picket fences running the 
lot lines.  The no-build zone was an effort to make sure that nothing could occur in that 
area because it is an important view shed.

Commissioner Thimm referred to the comment that 336 feet was an arbitrary number.  He 
asked if there was history on why or how that number was derived.  In his opinion, 336 
appeared to be a specific number.  Director Eddington believed the calculation started with 
the estimated building size and setback from the cul-de-sac, then a 75’ separation for barn 
to building, and a small barn on the back and a setback behind the small barn.  
Commissioner Strachan stated that the number was not arbitrary and resulted from an 
extensive discussion.  He thought it was unfortunate that the minutes from that meeting 
were not included in the Staff report.  

Mr. Richards stated that they were utilizing less than 4% of the lot for the house itself.  He 
reiterated his request for some flexibility to locate the house more in line with the buyer’s 
wishes.  

Commissioner Thimm asked for more information on the idea of the 23’ plus 5’ for the roof 
height.  He understood that the discussion only occurred late yesterday.  Planner 
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Whetstone remarked that during the preliminary plat discussion, the Planning 
Commissioner placed a height restriction on Lot 7 because it was more visible than the 
other lots in the subdivision.  The height restriction was 23’ plus 5’ for the pitch, for a 
maximum height of 28-feet.  At that time the building footprint was 4900 square feet.  It was 
not until yesterday that the flexibility options were requested because of the prospective 
buyer.  

Jeff Petersen, representing the applicant, explained that currently the height is 28’ plus 5’.  
Planner Whetstone clarified that for Lot 7 the maximum height was actually 23’ plus 5’ 
based on the preliminary plat.  Mr. Petersen stated that the applicant was proposing a 
reduction in height down to 23’ in exchange for additional square footage.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the five foot reduction was already specified in the preliminary plat 
for Lot 7, reducing the height to 23’. Lot 7 had the same footprint as Lots 5 and 6.

Chair Worel stated that there was a tremendous amount of discussion when the 
preliminary plat was approved.  She agreed that it was unfortunate that the minutes were 
not included in the Staff report.  Since she and Commission Strachan were the only 
Commissioners who were involved in that discussion, it would have benefitted the new 
Commissioners to have that background.  

Mr. Richards stated that the neighbor behind Lot 7 was one reason why consideration was 
given to reducing the height.  The neighbor has since sold his house and the new owner 
has not made any comments regarding the property.  The new owner was aware that a 
new home would be built on the lot.  

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Strachan stated that because this was an important property on an entry 
corridor, it was worthwhile giving the new Commissioners time to get updated on the 
previous discussions.  In addition, he believed the Commissioners needed time to consider 
the impacts of the redlines that were handed out this evening and the wetland delineation 
report related to the no-build zone.  Commissioner Strachan noted that the lots have been 
approved, but he did not think the Planning Commission was prepared to make a decision 
on the applicant’s request because they needed to understand it.  Commissioner Strachan 
recommended a continuance and he suggested the possibility of a work session to address
the issues.  He understood the history and what Mr. Richards was talking about, but it was 
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unfair to expect the new Commissioners to have that same understanding without knowing 
the background.  

Commissioner Strachan had a different view of the no-build zone and the history.  He did 
not believe it was arrived at arbitrarily, but he was willing to look at it again.  

Planner Whetstone requested feedback on the fencing plan, on Lot 7 in terms of the 
height, the building and the barn size, and whether they had comments on the hay barn 
and building an additional horse barn.  Chair Worel requested the minutes from the 
previous meeting before providing feedback.  

Commissioner Band wanted to see the minutes and to understand how the 336’ no-build 
number came about, as well as the height issue.  In theory the numbers seem fine, but she 
would like to visualize it on the site and understand the history.

Commissioner Phillips agreed that the new Commissioners needed to understand how 
some of the decisions were made before making further comments.  Aside from being new 
Commissioners, it was important to read the minutes to see how the determining factors 
were implemented before entertaining the request to make changes.

Commissioner Joyce stated that when he read through the Staff report it was mostly about 
what had been approved.  Clearly that was not the case since they were given redlined 
documents this evening with corrections and requested changes.  When this comes back 
to the Planning Commission he would like the reason for the changes to be more clearly 
identified.  

Commissioner Thimm concurred.  He wanted to see the minutes and have another 
opportunity to visit the site and visualize the massing proposed.  

Planner Whetstone asked if it would be helpful to have the applicant prepare an exhibit 
showing the difference in heights. Commissioner Phillips thought an exhibit would be 
helpful. Commissioner Strachan asked if the lots in Phase 2 had been staked.  Mr. 
Richards replied that the perimeter of all the lots were staked out and he had put in steel 
posts to preserve the corners. 

Mr. Richards stated that the no-build zone does not protect the wetlands because they are 
already protected by a 50’ buffer around them.  When the Commissioners visit the site he 
suggested that they look at the home to the west and notice how high up it sits.  Regarding 
the fencing, Mr. Richards read from the Staff report, “The proposed fencing plan is 
consistent with the preliminary plat and annexation agreement.  White fencing consistent
with the existing perimeter fence will be installed to delineate the property line for each of 
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the lots as well as within Lots 5, 6 and 7 to create secure areas for horses if desired.”  Mr. 
Richards believed the language in the staff report contradicts the earlier discussions 
regarding the wire fence.  He was not opposed to wire fencing on Lot 7, and he was willing 
to do whatever the Planning Commission required.  Mr. Richards stated that he sold the 
acres to the east to the City and he leases it from the City.  He needs to have some type of 
fence because he uses the property to graze some of his horses.  A fence would delineate 
the perimeter of this particular lot.  

Commissioner Campbell stated that typically he is the one who tries to move things forward 
for the applicant.  He also understands that this Planning Commission is not allowed to 
bind the hands of a future Commission, as previous Commissions were not allowed to bind 
their hands. However, he was hesitant to overturn what the previous Planning Commission 
had done without understanding their reasons for doing it.  He was not opposed to a 
continuation as long as the process was not prolonged.      

Commissioner Strachan suggested that the Commissioners also read the past Staff reports 
in addition to the minutes.  Commissioner Strachan agreed that the process should not be 
delayed.  Rather than trying to schedule a site visit that meets the schedules of all the 
Commissioners, he thought it was better for individual Commissioners to visit the site on 
their own time.  If four or more of the Commissioners visited the site at one time, it would 
have to be publicly noticed.   Mr. Richards offered to meet any of the Commissioners on 
site to show them around.  Planner Whetstone would email the Commissioners with two or 
three dates that Mr. Richards would be available to meet on site. 

Mr. Richards would be out of town for the next meeting on October 8th and requested a 
continuation to October 22nd.

MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Subdivision Plan public 
hearing on 510 Payday Drive to October 22nd, 2014.  Commissioner Campbell seconded
the motion.  

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
OCTOBER 22, 2014

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:   

Chair Pro Tem Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, John Phillips, Steve 
Joyce, Doug Thimm

EX OFFICIO:

Planning Director Thomas Eddington; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; John Boehm, Planner;
Polly Samuels-McLean, Assistant City Attorney   
===================================================================

REGULAR MEETING 

The Planning Commission held a site visit to 510 Payday Drive prior to the meeting.  All  
Commissioners were present except Commissioner Worel who was excused. 

ROLL CALL
Chair Pro Tem Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:50 p.m. and noted that all 
Commissioners were present except Commissioner Worel, who was excused.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

There were no minutes to approve.  The minutes of October 8, 2014 would be on the 
November 12, 2014 agenda for approval.

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 

Council Member Liza Simpson informed the Planning Commission that due to scheduling 
conflicts she and Council Member Peek would be sharing the role of liaison to the Planning 
Commission.  She assured the Commissioners that one of them would be present at each 
meeting.     

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Commissioner Joyce commented on the most recent delivery of the very large LMC 
documents.  He asked if it was possible for the Staff to create the LMC in a smaller pdf that 
could be placed in their dropbox.  Director Eddington stated that dropbox should take the 

EXHIBIT I
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entire LMC in pdf. and he would make sure it was put in the dropbox.  Commissioner 
Strachan noted that he still preferred to have the physical LMC binder and he would pick 
his up in the Planning Department.   

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION

….

3. 510 Payday Drive – Thayne’s Creek Ranch Estates Phase II Subdivision Plat
(Application PL-14-02427)

The Planning Commission held a site visit on this item prior to the meeting.  

Chair Pro Tem Strachan summarized the site visit to 510 Payday Drive.  The applicant, 
Frank Richards, met them on site and pointed out the boundaries of the no-build zone and 
the boundaries of the wetland area.  Mr. Richards had flagged some of the contours of the 
various building footprints and answered the Commissioners questions regarding the 
location of the existing footprints and the proposed changes to those footprints. 

Planner Kirsten Whetstone reviewed the request for a subdivision plat for three lots of 
Phase II of the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates subdivision, which was a recent annexation 
that occurred a year ago between Frank Richards and the Park City Municipal Corp.  
Planner Whetstone noted that the annexation incorporated the City open space west of 
Highway 224, as well as the Franklin Richards Ranch.  

Planner Whetstone noted that Exhibit H in the packet were the minutes from previous 
Planning Commission meetings; however, after the packets were printed they noticed that 
the pages were mixed-up.  She provided the Commissioners with corrected copies of 
Exhibit H. 

Planner Whetstone reported that the Planning Commission reviewed this item on 
September 24th and requested to see the minutes of the previous meetings to better 
understand the restrictions that were placed on this subdivision.  The property was zoned 
in the single-family zone, which has an allowed height of 28’+5’ for a total of 33’.  When the 
property was annexed, a preliminary plat for seven lots and one parcel for the riding arena
was approved.  The January 31st, 2013 City Council minutes in Exhibit H reflect the
discussion regarding the preliminary plat and no build zones.  Planner Whetstone stated 
that the lots being discussed this evening was Lot 5, which is the existing house and ranch, 
Lot 6 across the driveway, and Lot 7, the lot they looked at during the site visit. 
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Planner Whetstone recalled discussion on Lot 1, 2 and 6 of an 80-foot no-build zone from 
the east property as shown on the plat, Exhibit A.  There was additional discussion as to 
whether there should be a no-build for the northern part of Lot 7 of 250 feet.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the previous minutes also reflect a 336’ no build zone.  She noted 
that measuring from the north property line down south, 336’ is at the line shown on the 
preliminary plat that was approved with the annexation. Planner Whetstone stated that the 
plat also had height restrictions that called out a maximum height of 30’ for Lots 5 and 6,
which would be 25’+ 5’ for a pitched roof.  However, Lot 7 had a maximum height of 28’, or 
23’+5’.  

Planner Whetstone reported that at the last meeting the applicant made a request to move 
the line north.  The Planning Staff had conducted an analysis of the plat that was submitted 
based on the preliminary plat and the annexation agreement.  The Staff reiterated their 
recommendation for consistency with the preliminary plat.  The maximum footprints should 
be 4,900 square feet for lots 5, 6 and 7.  The maximum height for lots 5 and 6 would be 30’ 
and Lot 7 would have a maximum height of 28’.  

Planner Whetstone noted that the Staff had prepared a draft ordinance included on page 
61 of the Staff report that reiterates some of the conditions of approval with the annexation. 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation per the ordinance in the Staff report.  

Frank Richards, the applicant, did not believe that 30 feet was excessive for Lot 7 and he 
thought it should be consistent with the other lots.  He stated that the adjacent property to 
the west, Aspen Springs, was 33’ in height.  The adjoining Lots 1 and 2 have a maximum 
height of 28’+5’.  He did not think it was unreasonable for Lot 7 to have a maximum 
consistent with the next three lots they were bringing into the subdivision.  

Mr. Richards stated that the no-build zone on Lot 7 was originally set at 250’.  At some 
point it was increased to 336’ and he was unsure how that occurred.  He was requesting a 
no-build zone of 300’ to give some flexibility to the location of the proposed on Lot 7.  Mr. 
Richards remarked that the Lot is already handicapped because there is a 20’ right-of-way 
on the west boundary, the no-build zone on the north boundary, and the wetlands and a 
50-foot buffer on the east boundary.  Mr. Richards noted that the remaining parcel to locate 
the home was approximately one-quarter of an acre of the 3.25 acre lot. By expanding to 
the north by 35’ allows room for a barn and still keep the 75’ separation required between 
the barn and the house; with some flexibility on where to locate the home.  

Chair Pro Tem Strachan asked why there needed to be a 75’ separation between the barn 
and the house.  Planner Whetstone stated that there is a requirement in the Code on
properties that allow horses that the barns must be 75’ from any adjacent residence.  Mr. 
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Richards stated that of the 35’ reduction they were requesting, 70% of that was no-build 
anyway because of the buffer zone to the wetlands.  

Commissioner Joyce understood that the intent for requesting the reduction of the no-build 
area was to move the barn 35’ to the north.  Mr. Richards replied that this was correct. Mr. 
Richards clarified that the barn is 48’ and they were asking for 35’.  Therefore, the barn 
would project into that area.  Planner Whetstone pulled up an exhibit that Mr. Richards 
used to identify the area he was talking about and to explain his comments.

Chair Pro Tem Strachan asked Mr. Richards to explain why the 150’ x 100’ foot building 
area was not sufficient.  Mr. Richards replied that there needed to be some flexibility to 
locate the home.  Planner Whetstone referred to the drawing Mr. Richards had submitted 
and noted that what he had put as a 75’ separation from the house to the barn actually 
measured out as 35’.  She pointed out that the building area needed to be smaller because 
otherwise it projects into the no-build zone.  

Commissioner Thimm clarified that they were looking at a two-scale drawing.  Planner 
Whetstone replied that this was correct. She reiterated that Mr. Richard’s barn setback was 
actually scaled at 35’.  When she scaled it at 75’ she ended up with the barn being in the 
area where he was asking for additional space.  Planner Whetstone reviewed the 
calculations.  Chair Pro Tem Strachan understood that the 150’ should actually be 125’; 
however, the building area was still approximately one-quarter of an acre.  Planner 
Whetstone calculated that the building area would be approximately 12,500 square feet 
and the footprint would be limited to 4900 square feet including the garage.  The barn 
would be separate.

Chair Pro Tem Strachan opened the public hearing.

Roger Armstrong, a neighbor, stated that the requested extension would put the barn right 
behind his property.   He requested that Mr. Richards find a way to keep the barn further up 
and cluster the development.  Mr. Armstrong noted that the houses coming up that line 
would be impacted to a lesser extent because of the direction they face; but in terms of 
view sheds he would be looking over the top of the barn rather than his current view.  He 
appreciated anything Mr. Richards could do to further mitigate the impacts.  Mr. Armstrong 
remarked that his house faces due east and if the barn is moved north it would come down 
to probably the first third of his property.  

Mr. Richards pointed to Mr. Armstrong’s property and the 30’ tall pine trees along the edge. 
They were unable to put the sewer line in that location because of the trees.  If they move 
the barn 35’ it would be hidden by the pine trees because the barn would only be 18’ high.  
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Mr. Armstrong reiterated his request to cluster the development a little tighter.  He noted 
that he purchased the house from the neighbor who previously agreed to the plan, but that 
person was gone and Mr. Armstrong had concerns with the impacts.  

Chair Pro Tem Strachan closed the public hearing.

Regarding home size, Mr. Richards had reviewed the analysis Planner Whetstone had 
done on Aspen Springs.  He noted that Aspen Springs permits 8,000 square foot homes on 
a half-acre lot.  Any lot over three-quarters is allowed up to 12,000 feet.  He was asking to 
have the same privilege of an 8,000 square foot total house on his three-quarter acre, 
which would give a footprint of 5,000 square feet rather than 4900 square feet.   

Commissioner Campbell understood that Mr. Richards was asking the Planning 
Commission to change the agreement he made with the previous Planning Commission.  
He was comfortable with that because one Planning Commission does not have the right to 
bind the hands of a future Planning Commission.  However, before they decide whether to 
overturn that agreement, it was important to make sure there was a legitimate reason to do 
so.  Commissioner Campbell asked Mr. Richards why he did not make this request the first 
time when it came before the previous Planning Commission.   Mr. Richards stated that at 
the time he did not understand the 50’ buffer of the wetlands.

Commissioner Campbell believed there were many impacts on the property, particularly in 
terms of how much of the lot is carved up in ways that could not be used.  Mr. Richards 
remarked that when they first started they were not aware of the 20-foot easement that the 
Sewer District required.  

Jeff Petersen, the builder, explained that the 35’ setback plus the building pad, plus the 75’ 
barn separation really restricted the potential for building the house.  They did not fully 
understand those impacts when they met with the previous Planning Commission.  
Commissioner Campbell believed that was a legitimate reason to make the request to re-
negotiate.

Commissioner Band understood why Mr. Richards was requesting the reduction and she 
agreed that the surrounding houses have larger footprints.  In her opinion, the difference 
was the wetlands on Lot 7.  She believed that whoever purchases the property would pay a 
lot of money for three-quarters of an acre, but they should also understand that restrictions 
come with wetlands.  Commissioner Band remarked that it is a beautiful property and she 
hoped a buyer would be excited to have it.  However, she could not see the justification for 
moving the lines.   She believed the barn location in the original plan is less impactful to the 
neighbors.  Commissioner Band recognized that 12,500 square feet of a building pad with 
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a 4900 square foot house is going to be tight, but she thought there was enough wiggle 
room to make it possible.  

Commissioner Phillips concurred with Commission Band.  When he was at the site he 
walked away from the group and went from where the lines were to where they were 
proposed to be.  He noticed the negative impacts it would have on Mr. Armstrong and he 
believed it would put the barn in his view.  Commissioner Phillips understood that the 
purpose of the no-build area was to prevent the development from going further into the 
field to keep the space open.  In his opinion, that was another reason not to reduce the no-
build area.  He could not see a good reason to change what has already been platted.  
Commissioner Phillips stated that he is in construction business and he personally lives on
a 25’ x 75’ lot so he understands the constraints.  He also knows that architects are really 
good at working with the space and he believes there is enough room to fit a nice home.  

Commissioner Joyce echoed Commissioner Phillips.  He had not seen a good cause aside 
from the fact that it would make the lot worth more to the potential buyer.  In his opinion, 
that was not a compelling reason to change what was done under the previous Planning 
Commission.                                 

Commissioner Thimm agreed with his fellow Commissioners.  He had visited the site three 
times and he tried to line up the view shed.  In looking at the drawing that defined the 
building pad area, and thinking about the 4900 square foot footprint in comparison to 
12,500 square feet, he believed there would be sufficient space.  Commissioner Thimm 
concurred that there needed to be a very good reason to change what was put in place,
and he had not found a good reason based on what was presented.  Whether it was 150’ 
or 125’ he was unsure how it would fit on the lot; but if 125’ leaves over 12,500 square foot 
of buildable area, it would be ample enough space to locate a 4900 square foot footprint.   

Commissioner Campbell noted that during the site visit the question was asked about who 
the Planning Commission represented as their constituency.  He noted that one of the 
Commissioners suggested that their constituency was the LMC.  Assistant City Attorney 
McLean stated that whoever said it was correct.  They are not elected officials and, 
therefore, they do not have constituents.  Commissioner Campbell wanted to know what 
part of the LMC the other Commissioners were referencing when they said it was enough 
space to locate the house.  He felt like they were making it up as they go.  Commissioner 
Campbell stated that the Planning Commission always looks for consistency and that 
properties and property owners should be treated the same.  He believed that Mr. 
Richards’ argument for wanting to be treated the same as the adjacent property had more 
validity than their personal opinions of how large the house should be. 
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Commissioner Band stated that her calling card has always been to do things consistently. 
However, this was a different subdivision from the one Mr. Richards used as a 

comparison.  Commissioner Campbell clarified that if there was not a specific place in the 
Code that was being violated, then the cause should go to the landowner.  

Commissioner Joyce stated that his issue was not whether there was enough space.  An 
agreement was put in place as part of the annexation and a lot of effort went into the 
discussions and the end result.  They have seen the minutes and all the drawings and 
maps, and that was the agreement.  Commissioner Joyce remarked that the wetlands did 
not suddenly appear and the drawings from a long time ago show the house right where it 
was supposed to be.  Commissioner Joyce remarked that there was an annexation 
agreement that went into a lot of detail to force things into certain places to accomplish a 
certain appearance.  A lot of thought went into those details and he could find no 
compelling reason to undo the Annexation Agreement.

Commissioner Band stated that this is an entry corridor and the LMC talks about protecting 
the entry corridor and as much open space as possible.  That would include clustering the 
development in accordance with the original Annexation Agreement.  

Commissioner Phillips believed that protecting the open space was the major point.   He 
only addressed the issue of sufficient space for the house because that was Mr. Richards’ 
reason for wanting to move it.  

Planner Whetstone stated that she was the planner on the Annexation, and the entry 
corridor, the City open space, and clustering buildings were major considerations.  At the
same time they wanted to provide large lots to keep an agrarian look and feel.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the height restrictions placed on the lots were done for the purpose 
of visibility.  She pointed out that the houses in Aspen Springs are all in the single family 
zone and have a maximum height of 33’.  However, the lots above the white barn have a 
height restriction of 30’ because they can be seen from the entry corridor.                    

Chair Pro Tem Strachan stated that the Planning Commission would be forwarding a 
recommendation to the City Council.  He pointed out that the City Council had weighed in 
the first time and as reflected in the minutes, they weighed in thoroughly and with a good 
eye, and they reached the correct conclusion.  Chair Pro Tem Strachan clarified that he 
was not in favor of changing the original agreement.  He believed that building a 4900 
square foot house on a 12,500 square foot footprint was doable and it allowed some 
flexibility. 

Chair Pro Tem Strachan noted that there was not a finding of fact or conclusions of law 
about how the final building footprint should be memorialized; and he suggested that 
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Exhibit C on page 91 of the Staff report should be incorporated in the motion.  Exhibit C is 
the preliminary plat and whoever makes the motion could make it the final plat.  

Mr. Richards stated that the Commissioners were suggesting that he abide by the 
Annexation agreement, but the Annexation agreement identifies a 250’ no-build zone.  He 
pointed out that he was willing to give 50 feet as a compromise.  

Commissioner Joyce asked where the 336’ no-build zone came from.  Planner Whetstone 
pointed to a line that was drawn in during the discussion for the preliminary plat and the 
annexation before it went to City Council.  The Planning Commission originally suggested 
that the 80’ on the east side be ROS zoned.  She could not find in the minutes where a 
decision was made on that line, but they did talk about having to have a driveway, a house, 
a separation and then a barn.  The line was drawn with rulers and the location was 
discussed.  Planner Whetstone showed the preliminary plat with the line when it went to 
the City Council, and the Council left the line.

Planner Whetstone stated that it was possible that the 250’ reference could have been 
from the cul-de-sac north.  She did not think it was clear in the minutes.  

Mr. Peters had a recorded copy of the Annexation agreement and on Exhibit C, and the 
line Planner Whetstone mentioned did not exist on the exhibit.  Planner Whetstone stated 
that the Exhibit Mr. Peters had did not have the recorder’s stamp.  Mr. Richards stated that 
he requested that the County send him a packet including the plats and all the documents 
that were recorded, and those were the documents he had this evening.  

Chair Pro Tem Strachan stated that Exhibit C on page 91 of the Staff report was a Concept 
Subdivision and Phasing Plan done by Alliance Engineering on 1/8/13.  Planner Whetstone 
remarked that it was actually the one that was approved by the City Council and recorded.  
Chair Pro Tem Strachan believed that was even more reason to make it the final plat 
through a motion and override the preliminary plan.

Planner Whetstone remarked that the Annexation Agreement did not mention an actual 
number for the no-build zone.  Mr. Richards stated that the plat that was submitted did not 
mention a number either. 

Mr. Richards stated that when the annexation was made there was a concept but no 
definition of exactly where the house would sit.  They were trying to get the first phase 
approved and the Planning Commission wanted an idea of what they were proposing for 
Phase 2.  For that reason they submitted a concept plan.  It was only a concept and it was 
never intended to be final.  Mr. Richards remarked that the home shown on the plan was
only something that could potentially be built.  Mr. Richards did not believe that when 
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Phase 1 was approved that Phase 2 was approved at the same time. The concept was to 
place a home on the lot reasonably near the cul-de-sac and that the barn would be 75’ 
from a home.  

Commissioner Joyce clarified that he was mostly concerned about the demarcation line of 
the no-build zone.  He understood it was not the actual house that would be built and he 
was not concerned with the placement because it would be restricted by the wetlands.  

Mr. Richards stated that somebody will have to look at the barn.  He realized that Mr. 
Armstrong would be looking at third of the barn, but the rest would be hidden by the trees.  
If they move it for Mr. Armstrong, then another neighbor would have to look at it.  

Commissioner Joyce clarified that he personally was not saying that Mr. Armstrong should 
not have to look at the barn.  That was not his issue. His issue was finding a compelling 
reason to change an agreement.  Accommodating a buyer so he can build the house he 
wants is not a compelling reason because there are ways to build within the constraints of 
the lot.  Commissioner Joyce stated that protecting the entry corridors was more important 
than protecting the view of one individual.  

Mr. Richards pointed out that the distance between the barn and the house would not 
change because they could not bring it in any closer.  Wherever the house and the barn 
sits would be as close as they could be regardless of whether they are closer to the cul-de-
sac or 35’ beyond the cul-de-sac.  Mr. Richards stated that Lot 4 in Aspen Springs is 100 
feet closer to the highway than the home on Lot 7 would be.  

Commissioner Campbell was unclear as to where the no-build line came from.  He was 
under the impression that it had to do with the Annexation Agreement but that did not 
appear to be the case.  Commissioner Campbell wanted to know when it was inserted into 
the plat, who had the idea and who approved it. 

Planner Whetstone referred to page 139 of the Staff report and noted that the January 9, 
2013 minutes reflect that the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation to the 
City Council on the annexation.  Commissioner Wintzer made a motion to forward a 
positive recommendation to the City Council as approved in the draft ordinance and as 
amended by Planner Whetstone, and the amendment to Condition 3 to include the hard 
surfaces, and a request to add a zone line to zone the eastern portion of Lots 1, 2 and 6 
and the wetlands portion of Lot 7 to ROS. Planner Whetstone noted that the minutes show 
some discussion among the Commissioners and the motion was voted on and passed.  
Later in the minutes it states that, “Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the 
Planning Commission consider where they wanted the absolute no-build zone as opposed 
to defining building pads.  That would add some flexibility for shifting the building pads as 
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long as it stayed out of the no-build area.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that there was 
already agreement on areas where building could not occur because of wetlands, and this 
was another added layer of protection.  Commissioner Savage was comfortable with an 
ROS designation on the wetland area because it was already an unbuildable area.”   
Planner Whetstone clarified that they were talking about the wetland area and the 50’ foot 
buffer.                                                      

Planner Whetstone referred to page 140 of the Staff report, also the January 9, 2013 
minutes, and read, “Planner Whetstone reviewed the proposed changes in addition to the 
ones she had revised earlier and condition #3 was read to define driveways and hard 
surface areas at the time of final plat, and the recommendation that the easternmost 80 
feet of Lots 1, 2 and 6 and the northernmost 250’ of Lot 7 be zoned Recreation Open 
Space, with the remaining portions zoned SF.”  Planner Whetstone remarked that the City 
Council did not think the lots should be separate zones and there should just be a no-build 
zone. 

Planner Whetstone pointed out that the language talked about the wetlands area and then 
suddenly it was 250’.  She and Director Eddington recalled that people were using rulers to 
figure out where the line should be based on a driveway, a house, a setback and a barn 
and the wetland area.  The line was drawn on the preliminary plat by Alliance Engineering. 
She was unsure whether someone had measured it and believed it was 250’ or how that 

came about.  She clarified that the minutes say, “the northernmost 250 feet”.  Planner 
Whetstone stated that if that was the case then some of the wetlands would not be in the 
no-build area.  

Commissioner Thimm remarked that the wetlands have their own protection for where
building would not be allowed to occur.  He thought it went back to the question of where 
the 336’ no-build came from if it was identified as 250’ in the minutes.

Planner Whetstone referred to the minutes of the January 31, 2013 City Council meeting 
on page 146 of the Staff report.  She read, “She explained that the Planning Commission 
recommended that the north 250’ of Lot 7 be zoned ROS and the easternmost portion, as 
opposed to the Staff recommendation which was to place a no-build designation.” Planner 
Whetstone read from the same minutes at the end of page 146 and a comment by then 
Council Member Alex Butwinski, “The Annexation Agreement is consistent about the Park 
City Municipal Corporation parcel being ROS and the zoning of single family, except for the 
back 250’ of Lot 7, which will also be zoned ROS.” 

Planner Whetstone noted that 250’ keeps showing up in the minutes from both the 
Planning Commission and City Council meetings, but Exhibit C in the Staff report was the 
preliminary plat that was approved.
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Chair Pro Tem Strachan pointed out that Exhibit C was dated 1/8/13 and the City Council 
approved it on 1/31/13.  The Exhibit pre-dates the City Council’s decision.  Chair Pro Tem 
Strachan recalled that the City Council looked at the plat and the line on the plat and 
approved it.  He was certain that the line did not somehow show up after the City Council 
approval.  

Commissioner Campbell remarked that in the minutes Commissioner Savage had stated 
that the line was arbitrary.  Chair Pro Tem Strachan replied that it Commissioner Savage’s
opinion that the line was arbitrary, and he was the lone dissenter.  

Commissioner Joyce stated that if everything discussed in both the City Council and 
Planning Commission meetings was 250-feet, it appeared that someone may have drawn 
the line in the wrong place on the preliminary plat for Lot 7.  Commissioner Campbell 
thought that was exactly what happened.  

Commissioner Phillips thought the discussion where everyone sat down with rulers was 
where it all changed.  He asked if that discussion was reflected in any of the minutes and 
whether it occurred at the City Council meeting or with the Planning Commission.  Chair 
Pro Tem Strachan recalled that it was in the City Council meeting.  He noted that Alliance 
Engineering was retained by Mr. Richards and the plat was submitted to the City Council in 
their packet of materials for approval. 

Commissioner Campbell pointed out that all the documents say 250’, except for Exhibit C, 
which is what the applicant submitted.  

Mr. Richards wanted to know why the plat that was submitted for recording did not show 
the no-build zone.  Planner Whetstone clarified that the annexation plat would not have 
shown it.  It was only an exhibit that indicated that it was a preliminary plat.  She explained 
that an annexation has to come with a master plan or some kind of preliminary plat, and 
gets finalized when the Planning Commission looks at the final plat, which they were 
looking at this evening.  The first and final plat included the 80 feet and that was all clear.  
Planner Whetstone stated that the Planning Commission had the ability to look at this as a 
final plat.  The Annexation agreement talks about no-build and protecting wetlands and 
protecting the views and the entry corridor.  It does not have to comply completely but it 
should be consistent with the preliminary plat to the greatest extent possible.  

Commissioner Joyce felt like someone had drawn a made-up line and it became the 
decisive line.    
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Director Eddington recalled that when this was first being discussed early in the preliminary 
stages there was concern with regard to whether a Lot 7 should even exist because it 
would be located between two wetlands.  Six lots were proposed and the 7th lot was 
proposed between the two wetlands.  There was concern with that lot being located 
between the two wetland areas.  It already had so many constraints that the question was 
whether it should even exist.  It went forward and was noted on the plat as a possible lot.  
The discussions went from annexation discussions to the final plat, which is where they 
were tonight.  Director Eddington thought from the earlier discussions that there was a 250’ 
ROS discussion on the north part of this property.  He also remembered a discussion 
about doing something similar for Lots 1, 2 and 6 and adding the 75’ no-build zone.  He 
thought it was the 250’ plus 75’, but that would only total 325 not 336. Director Eddington 
acknowledged that he could be wrong but that was his recollection of how it all evolved.
He did remember that there was significant concern about reducing that lot because of its 
location between the two wetlands.  

Commissioner Campbell remarked that this was a conflict that the City Council would have 
to resolve regardless of what the Planning Commission decided.  He asked if the Planning 
Commission could forward a recommendation to the City Council to look carefully at where 
the 250’ zone really is, rather than try to force the applicant to live by what seemed to be an 
imperfect document.

Commissioner Melissa noted that the Planning Commission had continued this item at the 
last meeting so they could have all the meeting minutes to understand where the 336’ 
number came from.  She thought they needed to be fair to Mr. Richards, and after reading 
the minutes and seeing 250’ consistently they were still looking to understand what 
happened. 

Chair Pro Tem Strachan suggested that they send it to the City Council with a positive 
recommendation that Exhibit C should be the final plat, and let the Council determine 
whether it was in the right place or the wrong place.  Commissioner Campbell thought their 
recommendation should have language that makes the City Council aware of the 
discrepancy. Chair Pro Tem Strachan noted that the City Council would have the minutes 
from this meeting. Council Member Simpson was in attendance and she would also relay 
their discussion.  

Commissioner Joyce stated that aside from the question of how the line was drawn, he 
understood that they were talking about a line in the middle of Lot 7.  When the first half of 
the subdivision was done on Lots 1 through 4, the applicant had not asked for approval for 
Lot 7.  Since the approval of Lot 7 was part of the final plat, he wanted to know how much 
the Planning Commission was constrained by the previous agreements.  Chair Pro Tem 
explained that when the applicant came in for lots 1, 2 and 3, a large bulk of the discussion 
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was about Lot 7.  Commissioner Joyce asked if the line that was drawn for Lot 7 in the 
preliminary plat was a definitive plat that was expected with the approval, or whether it was 
a concept of what Lot 7 might look like with the details to be determined at the time of 
approval for Lot 7.  Chair Pro Tem Strachan replied that it was only a concept in the 
annexation discussion.  However, he believed it was one of the more thorough annexation 
discussions because they actually talked about where the building footprint should be 
located.  Because the site is so sensitive and delicate and contains wetlands and open
space on the entry corridor, the Planning Commission and the City Council looked at this 
annexation petition with more scrutiny in contrast to other annexations.  

Commissioner Campbell remarked that based on the minutes from both the Planning 
Commission and City Council meetings, everyone repeatedly assumed that the line would 
be at 250’.  It is referenced often and no one corrects it.  

Chair Pro Tem Strachan summarized that none of the Commissioners were clear as to 
whether Exhibit C on page 91 of the Staff report reflects the accurate no-build line.  He 
understood that there was consensus that the current building footprint and barn footprint 
did not need to be changed.  Chair Pro Tem Strachan stated that the Planning Commission 
could make a motion to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council and include 
those two items; and let the City Council decide whether or not to accept it.  

Commissioner Campbell wanted the recommendation to include the fact that the Planning 
Commission was unclear about where the line should exist.  He thought they should be 
clear that the Planning Commission was not asking the City Council to codify the existence 
of the line where it was currently drawn. 

Mr. Richards was disappointed that Steve Schueler was unable to attend this evening 
because he was told by Staff to add the line and he might be able to provide some clarity.  
Commissioner Campbell informed Mr. Richards that Mr. Schueler could still attend the City 
Council meeting since they would be making the final decision. 

MOTION:  Chair Pro Tem Strachan moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the 
City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval 
as contained in the draft ordinance, with specific reference to Exhibit C on page 91 of the 
Staff report as indicating the no-build zone for Lot 7.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the 
motion.  

Commissioner Campbell did not believe the motion expressed their lack of clarity on the 
250’ issue.  Council Member Simpson stated that she understood the confusion; however, 
she was unsure where they would find clarity.  She suggested that they amend the motion 
to ask the City Council to make a final determination on where the line should be; or the 
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request could come from Staff.  Ms. Simpson assured the Planning Commission that she 
would remember this discussion when the City Council has their discussion.  Council 
Member Simpson questioned whether or not the motion needed to be that specific.

Chair Pro Tem Strachan amended his motion to say that the Planning Commission would 
leave it the City Council to determine where the no-build line should be on Exhibit C on 
page 91.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the amendment to the motion.

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.        

Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the Staff include the draft minutes from 
this meeting in the Staff report for the City Council meeting.  Planner Whetstone would 
notify the Planning Commission when the item is scheduled so at least one Commissioner 
could attend. Ms. McLean noted from the agenda that this item was scheduled to go before 
the City Council on November 13th.              

Findings of Fact – 510 Payday Drive

1. The property is located north of Payday Drive (north of the Thayne’s Creek
Ranch Subdivision), south of Aspen Springs Subdivision, east of Iron Canyon
Subdivision, and west of Highway 224.

2. The property was annexed into Park City with the Richards/PCMC Annexation
approved by the City Council on January 31, 2013 and recorded at Summit
County on April 12, 2013.

3. The property is zoned Single Family (SF).

4. Access to the property is from Payday Drive at the existing driveway to the
Richard’s property. The driveway has been improved to a private street
known as Country Lane.

5. On January 31, 2013, concurrent with the Annexation, the City Council
reviewed and approved a preliminary subdivision plat for a total of seven
single family lots and one common lot for the riding arena. The proposed
phase two plat is consistent with the preliminary subdivision plat and consists
of four (4) lots. Three of the lots are single family development lots and one
lot is a common, non-residential lot for the existing riding arena.

6. The property is not within the Entry Corridor Protection Overlay zone (ECPO)
and no portion of the plat is within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary.
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7. The subdivision creates non-conforming rear setbacks for an existing
outbuilding and a guest house on Lot 5.

8. The subdivision complies with the Land Management Code regarding final
subdivision plats, including SF zoning requirements, general subdivision
requirements, and lot and street design standards and requirements.

9. General subdivision requirements related to 1) drainage and storm water; 2)
water facilities; 3) sidewalks and trails; 4) utilities such as gas, electric, power, telephone, 
cable, etc.; and 5) preservation of natural amenities and features,
have been addressed through the Annexation and subdivision plat review
process as required by the Land Management Code.

10.Sanitary sewer facilities are required to be installed in a manner prescribed by the 
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District (SBWRD).

11.The property is subject to the Employee/Affordable Housing requirements of
the Affordable Housing Guidelines and Standards Resolution 20-07. One
Affordable Unit Equivalent equals 900 square feet. The affordable housing
obligation determined at the time of the annexation is 15% of 6 new units or
0.9 AUE (810 sf). The affordable housing obligation has been satisfied with
payment of an in-lieu fee as approved by the Park City Housing Authority.

12.Land uses proposed in the second phase subdivision include three single
family lots and one lot to be dedicated to the HOA for common recreation
facilities, such as the existing riding arena. Only one single family home and
one barn are permitted to be constructed on each of Lots 6 and 7. Lot 6
contains an existing hay barn that may remain. Lot 5 contains an existing
house, a guest house, a storage shed, and two barns that may remain. Lots
5 and 7 are allowed up to six (6) horses and therefore the barns are larger
than on Lots 1, 2, and 6.

13.Per the Land Management Code, a maximum of 2 horses per acre of lot area
are permitted on lots containing one acre or more, subject to an
administrative conditional use permit and an animal management plan.

14.The PCMC Parcel that is adjoining Lots 6 and 7 allows only those uses permitted by the 
Deed of Conservation Easement.

15.The subdivision plat is consistent with the purpose statements of the SF
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zone. The SF zone does not allow nightly rental uses and restricting this use
is consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

16.Areas of wetlands and irrigation ditches, and any required setbacks from
these areas for the private road were identified during the annexation.

17.The proposed subdivision is outside the City’s Soils Ordinance District.

18.Wetlands are protected by language in the LMC and Annexation Agreement
requiring building pad locations, setbacks, and requirements for protection of
sensitive lands during construction. Delineated wetland buffer areas are
shown on the plat.

19.There is good cause for this subdivision plat in that it creates legal lots of
record from metes and bounds described parcels; memorializes and expands
utility easements and provides for new utility easements for orderly provision
of utilities; provides access easements for adjacent property; provides no
build areas for protection of the City’s Open Space and wetland buffer areas,
and is consistent with the approved the Richards/PCMC Annexation
Agreement and preliminary subdivision plat.

20.The findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law – 510 Paydrive Drive

1. The subdivision complies with LMC 15-7.3 as conditioned.

2. The subdivision is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivision plats.

3. The subdivision is consistent with the Richards/PCMC Annexation Agreement
approved by the City Council on January 31, 2013.

4. The subdivision is consistent with the Richards/PCMC preliminary plat
approved by the City Council on January 31, 2013.

5. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured as a result of
approval of the proposed subdivision plat.

6. Approval of the proposed subdivision plat, subject to the conditions stated
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herein, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens
of Park City.

Conditions of Approval – 510 Payday Drive

1. City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval of the final form and
content of the subdivision plat for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, is a condition precedent
to recordation of the plat.

2. The applicant will record the subdivision plat at Summit County on or prior to
the date that is one year from the final City Council approval. If recordation
has not occurred within this extended timeframe, the plat amendment
approval will be void, unless a complete application requesting a further
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is
granted by the City Council.

3. Conditions of approval of the Richards/PCMC Annexation, as stated in the
Annexation Agreement, continue to apply.

4. Final approval of the sewer facilities plan by the Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District is required prior to final plat recordation.

5. A landscape and irrigation plan shall be submitted for City review and
approval for each lot, prior to building permit issuance. All applicable
requirements of the LMC regarding top soil preservation, final grading, and
landscaping shall be completed prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.

6. An industry standard Third Party inspector shall be mutually agreed upon by
the Chief Building Official and the applicant prior to issuance of a building
permit to provide third party inspection for compliance with LEED for Homes
Silver rating, per the Annexation Agreement.

7. A construction mitigation plan (CMP) shall be submitted and approved by the
City for compliance with the Municipal Code, LMC, and conditions of the
Annexation Agreement prior to building permit issuance.

8. A financial guarantee, in a form and amount acceptable to the City and in
conformance with the conditions of approvals has been provided to the City
for public improvements. A portion of the guarantee, to be determined by the
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City Engineer, shall be held by the City through the warranty period and until
such improvements are accepted by the City.

9. All standard project conditions shall apply.

10.Recordation of a final subdivision plat is a requirement prior to issuance of
building permits.

11.The final subdivision plat shall include plat notes stating that the maximum
density of the second phase subdivision is three (3) single family dwelling
units and that no lot shall be further subdivided to increase the overall density
of the subdivision. Lot 8 (to be renamed Parcel 8) is not a residential building
lot and shall be dedicated to the Thaynes Creek Ranch Estates HOA as a
common recreation parcel that may contain the existing riding arena, a storage area, and 
other associated uses identified in the CCRs. Barns shall
not be used for human occupation.

12.All exterior lighting shall be reviewed with each building permit application for
compliance with best lighting practices as recommended by the Dark Skies
organization.

13.Fencing shall be consistent through-out the subdivision. A fencing plan shall
be submitted with each building permit application to allow Staff to review all
fencing for consistency through-out the subdivision and to review impacts of
fencing on wildlife movement through the site. The fencing plan shall include
location of fences and materials, dimensions, and installation methods and
shall be consistent with the fencing plan approved with the preliminary plat.

14.Construction of a five foot wide public side walk along Payday Drive
connecting the existing sidewalk on the north side of the street with a
pedestrian crossing at Iron Mountain Drive is required to provide connectivity
to Rotary Park. The sidewalk and all required public improvements, including
landscaping of the public right-of-way along Payday Drive, shall be completed
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any new house located on
either the Phase One or Phase Two plats.

15.A grading plan and landscape plan shall be submitted with each building
permit application and this requirement shall be noted on the final subdivision
plat. Excavated materials shall remain on site to the greatest extent possible
and shall be addressed with the grading plan.
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16.A note shall be included on the final subdivision plat requiring each new
house in the development to meet LEED for Homes Silver Rating certification
(at a minimum) with required water conservation requirements as further
described in the Annexation Agreement.

17.A note shall be added to the final subdivision plat stating that the Planning
Director may grant an administrative Conditional Use permit for the raising
and grazing of horses on these lots, including a barn located within an
identified building pad on the final subdivision plat, provided the application
complies with the LMC requirements for raising and grazing of horses and
providing an Animal Management Plan is submitted and approved.

18.A note shall be added to the final subdivision plat indicated that barns may
not be used for human occupation.

19.A note shall be included on the final plat indicating that barns shall be
designed to be architecturally compatible with the house on the same lot,
including architectural design, materials, colors, and character.

20.All conditions and restrictions of the Annexation Agreement shall continue to
apply to the Final Subdivision plat and shall be noted on the plat prior to
recordation.

21.Ownership of water rights shall not affect the application of the Impact Fee Ordinance to 
the Property at the time of development of the lots as further
described in the Annexation Agreement.

22.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction
as required by the Chief Building Official.

23.The plat shall note that Lots 5, 6 and 7 are restricted to a maximum house
building footprint of 4,900 sf, including the garage. New barn footprint is
restricted to 1,300 sf for Lot 6 and 1,800 sf for Lot 7. Lot 5 has an existing single family 
house (3,906 sf footprint), an existing guest house and garage
(1,398 sf footprint), a shed with a studio apartment (2,349 sf footprint), and
two barns (2,203 sf and 1,690 sf) that may remain. Lot 6 has an existing hay
barn with a 1,585 sf footprint that may remain and be enclosed with no
additional building footprint allowed. All new construction shall meet LMC lot
and site requirements in effect at the time of the building permit and shall
comply with these plat notes.
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24.Maximum building height for barns is 18’ (to peak of roof).

25.Maximum building height for houses on Lots 5 and 6 is 30’ (25’ plus 5’ for
pitched roof). Maximum building height for Lot 7 is 28’ (23’ plus 5’ for pitched
roof).

26.Maximum irrigated area for finished landscape (excluding pasture areas
irrigated with private irrigation shares) is 12,000 sf for Lots 6 and 7. All
landscaping shall comply with LMC Section 15-5-5 (M). Trees, such as
cottonwoods, willows, aspens, and fruit trees may be planted in the pasture
areas provided they are irrigated only with private irrigation shares.

27.Maximum LOD area (including house and barn footprints, paved driveways,
patios and other hardscape, and irrigated landscaping) for Lots 5, 6 and 7 is
restricted to a maximum of 45% of the Lot Area. Area necessary for utility
installation is excluded from the maximum LOD area calculation and if utility
installation is within the pasture areas it shall be re-vegetated with like
pasture vegetation. Designated “no-building zones” and wetland buffer areas
shall not be impacted or disturbed by construction activities, with the
exception of necessary utilities, irrigation facilities, and fence installation and
repairs. Use of these areas by horses is subject to an Administrative
Conditional Use permit and Animal Management Plan.

28.All new construction on Lot 5 shall comply with the Land Management Code
in effect at the time of building permit application for the new construction.

29.Lot 8 shall be renamed on the final plat as Parcel 8 and clearly noted as a
non-residential parcel.
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:  Amendment to Fee Resolution 13-14 
Authors: Blake Fonnesbeck, Brian Andersen, Kory Kersavage, Jason 

Christensen 
Department: Public Works, Budget, Debt, & Grants 
Date:   December 4, 2014 
Type of Item: Administrative- Water and Parking Fees 
 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that Council hold a public hearing and consider amending Section 2. 
Water Fees and Section 7. Parking Meter Rates, Violations, Towing And Impound 
Fees fee schedule as reflected in Attachment A and as was presented in the staff report 
on June 5th, 2014. This would entail changing some of the water rates as outlined in 
Attachment A. Staff has not been charging the higher water rates, but has been 
charging the rates presented to Council and reflected in Attachment A. The amendment 
to Section 7 is based on recommendations discussed in the November 13, 2014 
Council Work Session related to the downtown parking program.   
 
Background: 
The purpose of the water rate item is to correct a scriveners error related to the adopted 
water fees.   
 
The purpose of the second section of the report is to follow up from the November 13, 
2014 Council Work Session staff recommended and received direction for the HPCA 
first phase recommendations on managing downtown parking.  A copy of the staff report 
for the work session is attached as Attachment C.  To implement the HPCA first phase 
recommendations presented at this work session meeting, changes are needed to the 
City Fee Schedule. 
 
Analysis: 
The purpose of the water rate item is to correct a scriveners error related to the adopted 
water fees.  On June 5th, 2014 an updated fee schedule was presented to council. 
When the redlined changes were incorporated into the adopted resolution there were a 
couple of fees that were on that resolution incorrectly. All of the incorrect fees were 
water fees. The incorrect fees reflect a higher cost per unit of water then was presented 
to Council.  In Attachment A, the correct fees are outlined and it is recommended that 
these fees be adopted by Council as they reflect what was originally presented to 
Council during the budget process. 
 
Changes to the parking section of the City Fee Schedule are needed to enact the 
program changes for the HPCA first phase recommendations.  Attachment A contains 
the recommended changes to the Fee Schedule, and Attachment B shows the 
resolution adopting the changes to the Fee Schedule. 
 
Department Review: 
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This report has been reviewed by Water, Budget, and Legal Departments and the City 
Manager. 
 
Alternatives: 

 
A.  Approve: 
There are two items to be approved. One is the water fees; this will amend the fee 
resolution so that it reflects the June 5th, 2014 staff report. The second is the 
recommended fee changes contained in the parking section of the Fee Schedule. 
Staff recommends City Council hold a public hearing and implement amendments to 
the parking section of the fee resolution shown in Attachment A to support the HPCA 
first phase recommendations for the parking program changes discussed in the 
November 13, 2014 Council Work Session.  This is staff’s recommendation. One or 
both of these recommendations could be approved. 
 
B.  Continue the Item: 
Council should provide staff with direction on whether or not to charge the higher 

fees. 
 
C.  Do Nothing: 
Council should provide staff with direction on whether or not to charge the higher 
fees.    
 
D. Modify:  
Council could give staff direction to modify the fee schedule, but staff does not 
recommend that this occur outside of the current budget process.   
 
E. Deny:  
Council should provide staff with direction on whether or not to charge the higher 
fees.    

 
Significant Impacts: 
If the changes to the parking section of the City Fee Schedule are not adopted, there 
will be confusion as to what the parking fees will be for the upcoming winter season. 
 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that Council hold a public hearing and consider amending Section 2. 
Water Fees and Section 7. Parking Meter Rates, Violations, Towing And Impound 
Fees fee schedule as reflected in Attachment A and as was presented in the staff report 
on June 5th, 2014. This would entail changing some of the water rates as outlined in 
Attachment A. Staff has not been charging the higher water rates, but has been 
charging the rates presented to Council and reflected in Attachment A. The amendment 
to Section 7 is based on recommendations discussed in the November 13, 2014 
Council Work Session related to the downtown parking program.   
 
Attachments: 
 
A – Excerpts showing changes to Fees Schedule 
B – Resolution Adopting the Fee Schedule 
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C – Staff Report for November 13, 2014 Council Work Session on Main Street 
Employee Peak Parking Demand 
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Attachment A 
 
Recommended amendment to Section 2 Water fees 
 

2.2.2  Water Consumption Rates.   All water delivered through each meter, excepting 
commercial meters, between November 1 and May 31 of each year shall be charged at the 
rate of $6.89$7.72 per thousand gallons.  All water delivered through commercial meters shall 
be charged per Paragraph 2.2.3 year-round. 

 
2.2.3  Water Conservation Rates (For all water billed on or after July 1'', 2014).  All water 
delivered through each meter serving single family residential, multi-family residential, 
commercial and landscape irrigation customers per month between June 1 and October 31 
of each year shall be billed at the following rates: 

 
Type Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
  $4.90 $5.49 per 

1,000 gals 
$7.86 $8.80 per 
1,000 gals 

$12.77 $14.30 
per 1,000 gals 

$19.67 $22.03 
per 1,000 gals 

 Single Family 0-5,000   5,001 - 30,000   30,001 - 80,000   Over 80,000 

Multi-Family         
 3/4" 0-10,000 10,001-36,000 36,001-80,000 Over 80,000 
1" 0-17,000 17,001-57,000 57,001-120,000 Over 120,000 
 1.5" 0-30,000 30,001-100,000 100,001-

200,000 
Over 200,000 

2" 0-48,000 48,001-160,000 160,001-
320,000 

Over 320,000 

3" 0-96,000 96,001-320,000 320,001-
640,000 

Over 640,000 

4" 0-150,000 150,001-500,000 500,001-
1,000,000 

Over 1,000,000 

6" 0-180,000 180,001-600,000 600,001-
1,200,000 

Over 1,200,000 

          
Irrigation         
3/4"   0-56,000 Over 56,000   
1"   0-90,000 Over 90,000   
1.5"   0-185,000 Over 185,000   
2"   0-300,000 Over 300,000   
3"   0-600,000 Over 600,000   
4"   0-935,000 Over 935,000   
6"   0-1,865,000 Over 1,865,000   
          
Commercial       
Year round 

  $6.89$7.72 per 
1,000 gals 

$10.67$11.95 
per 1,000 gals  

  

3/4"   0-150,000 Over 150,000   
1"   0-300,000 Over 300,000   
1.5"   0-500,000 Over 500,000   
2"   0-750,000 Over 750,000   
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3"   0-1,200,000 Over 1,200,000   
4"   0-1,700,000 Over 1,700,000   
6"   0-1,700,000 Over 1,700,000   
          
All users 
except 
construction 
between 
November & 
May 

$6.89 $7.72 per 
thousand gals 

      

Construction         
Water 

$228.67  $256.11  
Monthly Base Chg. 

$9.06 $10.15 
thousand gals. 

    

 
Recommended Amendments to SECTION 7.  PARKING, METER RATES, VIOLATIONS, 
TOWING, AND IMPOUND FEES of the PARK CITY FEE SCHEDULE 

 
7.1 Fines for meter violations are as follows: 
 

First violation per registered owner(s):  No fine or late fees.  Vehicle license plate and/or VIN 
numbers will be logged into the system and a courtesy card issued to welcome to Main 
Street and educate user on the pay-and-display meter system. 

 
 

Second thru Fifth (2nd- 5th) violation per registered owner(s): 
$20 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 

 
$40 after 14 days; 

$60 after 30 
days; 

$80 after 60 days 
 

More than five (>5) violations per registered owner(s): 
$40 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 

 
$60  after 14 days 
$80  after 30 days 
$100   after 60 days 

7.2  Fines for mobility disabled space violations are as follows: 
 

$150 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 
 

$170 after 14 days; 
$190 after 30 days; 
$210 after 60 days 

 
7.3 Fines for special event parking violations. When enacted by the City Manager under 

Section 7.6 7.7, the fines for special event parking violations are as follows: 
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A.  Egregious violations (i.e.. obstructing traffic on Main Street or along bus routes) or mobility 
disabled space violations. $150 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the 
violation, escalating to: 

 
$170 after 14 days; 
$190 after 30 days; 
$210 after 60 days 

 
B. Fines for all other special event parking violations. $75 from the date of the violation until 
fourteen (14) days following the violation. 

 
$95 after 14 days; 
$115 after 30 days; 
$135 after 60 days 

 
7.4  FINES FOR TIME LIMIT PARKING VIOLATIONS are as follows:  $20 from the date of 
violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 

$50 after 14 days; 
$70 after 30 days; 
$90 after 60 days 

 
More than five (>5) violations in the previous three years per registered owner(s): 
$40 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 

 
$60 after 14 days; 
$80 after 30 days; 
$100 after 60 days; 

 
7.5 Fines for all other parking violations are as follows: 
 

$30 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 
 

$50 after 14 days; 
$70 after 30 days; 
$90 after 60 days 

 
More than five (>5) violations per registered owner(s): 
$50 from the date of violation until fourteen (14) days following the violation, escalating to: 

$70   after 14 days; 
$90   after 30 days; 
$110 after 60 days; 

 
7.6 Parking Permits 
 

Employee Parking Permit-  
 
China Bridge Parking Permits 
Employee Permit:  A parking permit is available to Main Street employees for the China Bridge 
Parking Structure and the Gateway Garage for uncovered areas (rooftop). The permit is not 
val id after 6:00 pm on both Friday and Saturday or during major events.  
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Alternative parking areas may be provided for these events. The cost is $100 $150 
annually, annually, $65 $100 if purchased after April 1st of each calendar year. A replacement 
permit can be purchased for $65 $100 subject to approval by the Parking Manager.  
Verification of employment at a Main Street business is required to purchase this permit. 

 
Business Parking Permit-    
Business Permit:  Businesses with a Main Street address a n d  v a l i d  b u s i n e s s  l i c e n s e  
are eligible to purchase a Swede Alley Business Permit that allows parking over the four-hour 
time limits in all Swede Alley surface lots but not between the hours of 2 a.m. to 6 a.m.  This 
permit also allows parking in the covered levels of China Bridge garage p a r k i n g  p e r m i t  
va l i d  f o r  C h i n a  B r i d g e  a n d  G a t e w a y  c o ve r e d  a r e a s .   The permit is not valid 
during major events.  Al ternative parking areas may be provided for these events.  
T h i s  p e r m i t  a l l o w s  p a r k i n g  beyond the 6 hour limit not to exceed 72 hours at one time 
in a parking space.  Cost for this permit is $500 $300 annually, $200 if purchased after April 1st 
of each calendar year.  A replacement permit can be purchased for $200 subject to approval 
by the Parking Manager. 

 
 
7.7  Special Event Parking. The City Manager may implement Special Event Parking 
Permit Fees, Special Event Meter Rates and/or Special Event Parking Fines for events held 
under a Master Festival License. The fee for these Special Event Parking Permits and Special 
Event Meter Rates will not exceed $50 per day. 
 
7.8 Tow and Storage Fees.  Vehicles towed from City parking and stored in private lots 
are subject to Utah State allowed amounts as outlined in the Park City Police Department 
Towing Rate Schedule. 
 
7.9 Immobilization Fee  $35 
 
7.10  Fees for Special Use of Public Parking are as follows: 
 
Main Street, Heber Avenue, Park Avenue (Heber to 9th St):  Daily rate of $16 per space 
Swede Alley:  Daily rate of $12 per space  
Sandridge, South City Park, Residential Permit Zones:  Monthly rate of $20 per 

space  
a. Up to two spaces for vehicle parking with approved and 
active building permit 

$0.00  

b. Vehicle Permits $20 per space per month 
c. Dumpster or Equipment Permit $50 per space per month 
Pay station removal for construction:  $1,000  
Application Fee: $20  

 
Applications are reviewed by appropriate divisions, such as Parking Services, 
Transportation, Police, Building Departments, and Special Events. 

 
7.11 Meter rates are as follows: 

For Main Street and the Brew Pub lot: $1.50 per hour up to a three hour limit.  Metered 
parked hours are 11am to 11pm daily.  Minimum purchase is 20 minutes with coin, parking 
card, and tokens.  No less than one hour can be purchased with a credit card.  For event 
rates, see Section 7.7. 
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7.12 In-car meter devices: 

Free with purchase of $50 or more of prepaid parking time.  In-car meter and prepaid 
card parking time is available to residents at a 46.67% discount equivalent to $0.80 per 
hour. 

 

7.13 Tokens are available for sale as follows: 
 
Up to 50 tokens: $0.50 each 
50-299 tokens: $0.40 each (20% discount) 
300 or more tokens: $0.35 each (35% discount) 

 
Large purchases subject to Parking Manager approval and are limited to Main Street 
business license holders. 

 
7.14  Meter payment by cell phone: 

Users sign up for a free account.  Meter rates in Section 7.11 apply; no less than one hour 
can be purchased.  City pays the convenience fee charged by the service provider. 

 
7.15  Interior Bus Board Advertising Rate Schedule 
11” x 22” advertising space for Winter Season (Dec 1st  - May 31st) $3,000.00  
11” x 22” advertising space for Summer Season (Jun 1st – Nov 30th) $1,100.00  
11” x 22” advertising space for Full Year $4,000.00  
Special Events / Sundance Current seasonal rates apply. 
*10% discount available for art submitted by art submission deadline 
– Nov 10th for Winter Season, May 12th for Summer Season. 

 *Rate includes printing/production cost. 
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Attachment B 
 

Resolution No. _ _ - _ _        
 
RESOLUTION AMENDING SECTION 2. WATER FEES; AND AMENDING SECTION 7. 
PARKING, METER RATES, VIOLATIONS, TOWING, AND IMPOUND FEES OF THE PARK 
CITY FEE SCHEDULE RESOLUTION 13-14OF THE PARK CITY FEE SCHEDULE 
RESOLUTION 13-14 
 
 WHEREAS it is necessary to amend SECTION 2. WATER FEES OF THE PARK 
CITY FEE SCHEDULE RESOLUTION 13-14 to reflect the fees presented to council in a staff 
report on June 5th, 2014; and 
   
  WHEREAS it is necessary to update SECTION 7. PARKING, METER RATES, 
VIOLATIONS, TOWING AND IMPOUND FEES OF THE PARK CITY FEE SCHEDULE 
RESOLUTION 13-14 to reflect program changes discuss on November 13, 2014 and to reflect 
the changing costs of performing services; and 
 
  WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on December 4, 2014, to receive public 
comments on the user fee increases, 
 
  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, 
as follows: 
  SECTION 1. FEE SCHEDULE AMENDMENTS.  SECTION 2 WATER FEES 
AND SECTION 7. PARKING, METER RATES, VIOLATIONS, TOWING, AND IMPOUND FEES 
OF THE PARK CITY FEE SCHEDULE is hereby amended as outlined in Attachment A,  
 
  SECTION 2.  AMEND TITLE.  SECTION 2 WATER FEES AND SECTION 7. 
PARKING, METER RATES, VIOLATIONS, TOWING, AND IMPOUND FEES OF THE PARK 
CITY FEE SCHEDULE RESOLUTION 13-14 is hereby repealed, 
 
  SECTION 3.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This resolution shall take effect upon 
adoption.   
  PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of December, 2014. 
 
     PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
     _____________________________________ 
     Mayor Jack Thomas 
Attest: 
 
__________________________________ 
Marci Heil, City Recorder 
 
Approve as to form: 
__________________________________ 
Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

Attachment C 
 
 
 
Subject: Main Street Employee Peak Parking Demand  
Author:  Blake Fonnesbeck  
Department:  Public Works  
Date:  November 13, 2014 
Type of Item: Work Session Discussion 
 
Summary Recommendations: 
Staff recommends that the City Council review, discuss and direct staff to implement the 
HPCA first phase recommendations for changes to the China Bridge parking regulations 
and parking pass fees for the 2015 calendar year to address parking shortages for 
customers of Main Street during peak times.  Staff also recommends Council direct staff 
to collect data for the first five weeks of the program and return to Council thereafter 
with results and any needed recommendations to adjust the program. 
 
Topic/Description: 
Through data collected it was found that the China Bridge Parking Garage is reaching 
capacity on Friday and Saturday evenings between 6:30 - 9:00p.m.  A survey 
completed by the HPCA found that there are approximately 1,000 employees that work 
at Main Street businesses, many of whom park in the China Bridge Parking Garage.  
The Main Street Parking Initiative is a collaboration of the HPCA and City Parking staff 
to create a plan to allow Main Street customers better access to parking.  We have 
identified multiple approaches to address this issue that include balanced fees, 
enforcement, and enhanced transportation/satellite parking. 
 
Background: 
In the fall of 2013 the HPCA raised the priority of parking and available capacity to one 
of its top issues.  A Peak Day/Hour Parking Task Force with members of the HPCA and 
City Staff was created with the goal of increasing available parking for customers of 
Main Street.  Following the creation of the task force several actions were taken:   
 

- A Main Street Business survey was completed that showed that there may be 
as many as 1,000 employees working during busy times which could be 
taking up 60-70 percent of available parking in the Main Street area.   

 
- City Staff conducted a survey of the China Bridge parking structure and 

determined that on Friday and Saturday evenings from approximately 
6:30p.m. to 9:00p.m. the parking lot was at 90-100 percent capacity.  

  
- Staff reviewed the collected data, looking for ways to increase available 

parking for customers during peak times.   
During four weekends in late July and August of 2014 Transit and the HPCA created the 
Peak Day/Hour Parking Pilot program that encouraged Main Street employees that lived 
along a Park City Transit route to take the bus to work on Friday and Saturday 
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evenings, reducing employee parking in China Bridge.  The pilot program included 
extending the bus hours to 3:00a.m. on Friday and Saturday nights to accommodate 
employees getting off work around 2:00a.m.  This program also included incentives 
from the HPCA in the form of cash prize drawings for participants.  The program did not 
include increased enforcement in the form of actual parking tickets to those parking 
longer than the six hours after 8:00p.m.; violators were only given warnings.  Though a 
novel approach, due to the lack of enforcement the pilot program did not have 
significant participation.  Lessons learned from the program were as follows: 
 

- Incentives are not effective in getting employees to change behavior and use 
transit.   

 
- Without increased enforcement we cannot create a change in behavior. 

 
- “Spot jumping” (the individual moves their car to another space in the garage 

to avoid the six hour time limit violation) is highly used by many to avoid 
enforcement.  

 
- The pilot program may have been too short of a time period both to provide 

reliable data and change behavior due to the fact that Arts Fest was on the 
second weekend of the pilot program which interrupted the program message 
as well as limited data collection to only three weeks. 

 
Following the pilot program the HPCA/PCMC Task Force put together a plan for the 
2014/15 year that would address the lessons learned from the pilot program.   
 
In October the Task Force presented the following draft permit proposal for China 
Bridge permits to the full HPCA Board (a description of the recommended China Bridge 
permit program appears in the four-column table, below):  
 
China Bridge Parking Pass Draft Proposal 

 $150 • Non-transferable 
• Window sticker or plate registration 
• Uncovered areas  
• Blackouts Fridays & Saturdays after 5 pm & major events 

$300 

 

• Reassign-able, not transferable 
• Hangtag or multiple plate registration 
• Covered areas 
• Blackouts Fridays & Saturdays after 5 pm & major events 
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$750 • Transferable 
• Hangtag 
• No Blackouts 
• Includes Sundance guaranteed levels 
• Proposed Sundance guaranteed only permit is $450  

 
This earlier proposal still maintained the current six hour time limit per space in all of 
China Bridge for vehicles without a permit.  This proposal did not address “Spot 
Jumping”. 
 
The HPCA Board had various concerns about this first proposal from the Task Force.  
To work for consensus and to fully identify the many concerns, Alison Butz of the HPCA 
and the Task Force held an extensive series of meetings with concerned Main Street 
Business owners, managers, and employees to listen and create a consensus on a first 
phase solution that could be enacted in this upcoming 2014/15 year.   
 
The following table represents a counter proposal that represents what we believe is a 
majority of the HPCA businesses as a first phase: 
 
HPCA Peak Parking Demand Recommendations 
 Existing Proposed # of Parking Spaces 
Sandridge Parking 
Lots 

24 Hours – Free 24 Hours - Free 101 

China Bridge  
• Top Level Unlimited – No 

parking 3am to 7am 
Unlimited – No 
parking 3am to 7am 

144 

• Covered 6 hours per space – 
8am to 8pm 

6 hours per vehicle 
– 8am to 11pm 

504 

Main Street 3 hours - $1.50/hr. 
– 11am to 8pm 

3 hours - $1.50/hr. – 
11am to 11pm 

185 

 
 Current CB Permit CB Permit w/ Black 

Outs Amended 
CB Permit w/out 
Black Outs 
Amended 

Cost $100 $150 $300 
Maximum Number 
Issued 

None 500 100 

Permits Unlimited parking in 
covered area 

Unlimited parking in 
covered area 
Sundays –Thursdays 
all day. Unlimited 
parking Fridays and 
Saturdays until 6pm. 

Unlimited parking in 
covered area 

Who can purchase? Employees of 
businesses 

Businesses (similar 
to season passes 
through Chamber) 

Businesses (similar 
to season passes 
through Chamber) 
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Transferrable Yes, no notification 
needed 

Yes, no notification 
needed 

Yes, no notification 
needed 

Sundance Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 
*additional add-on 
for covered area 
available for 
purchase 

Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 
*additional add-on for 
covered area 
available for 
purchase 

Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 
*additional add-on for 
covered area 
available for 
purchase 

Arts Festival Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 

Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 

Top Level of China 
Bridge if available 

 
It was recognized early on that changes to the current system will require changes in 
behavior that need alternatives such as satellite parking and public transportation to 
reduce the number of cars parking in China Bridge. 
 
As an integral part of this first phase transit would have the City implement a Friday and 
Saturday transit component to provide an offsite solution for employee parking 
displaced by the HPCA recommendations.  City staff has worked with the Park City 
School District to allow Main Street employees to park in the Treasure Mountain Middle 
School (TMMS) parking lot starting at 3:30 p.m. on Friday and Saturday’s.  Transit will 
provide a point to point 15 passenger van from 3:30p.m. to 7:30p.m. to shuttle 
employees from the TMMS lot to the Old Town Transit Center at 10 minute intervals.  
Transit will also extend the same bus routes as in the summer pilot program until 
3:00a.m. to accommodate those Main Street employees working until 2:00a.m.  The 
Transit cost estimates for the winter season starting December 19, 2014 through April 
18, 2015 are as follows: 
 
 Point to Point Van (Friday, Saturday): 34 days @ $550 per day =    $18,700 
 
 Extended Bus Hours (Friday, Saturday): 34 days @ $1,400 per day = $47,600 
 
        Total Transit Cost =    $66,300 
 
Parking staff has estimated that if the Peak Parking Demand Recommendations from 
the HPCA are implemented, the increased enforcement and parking pass fees will 
generate a net of $65,000 during this upcoming 2014/15 year.  This could go to help 
offset the transit costs from December through April.  Any additional revenue could go 
towards future capital related to parking or offset of annual China Bridge maintenance 
costs. 
 
The City spends $362,408 dollars for annual maintenance costs for China Bridge.  That 
equates to around $560 per space per year.  
 
Implementation 
The HPCA will be responsible for communication and marketing of this program to Main 
Street Businesses and their Employees to ensure that this program has a viable chance 
for success. 
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Staff will collect data for the first five weeks of the program to determine how the 
program is working and also to identify any potential program changes needed.  Staff is 
specifically concerned about the prevalence of Spot Jumping, as an employee without a 
permit can park for 6 hours then move his or her car and park for another 6 hours.  
However, at this juncture, staff believes that testing the programmatic changes 
supported by the HPCA Board is a necessary first step.  While staff has concerns, it is 
possible that the permit changes and frequent van service to offsite parking will work.  
 
Department Review: 
This Staff Report was reviewed by the Public Works, Economic Development, 
Transportation Planning, Executive and the Legal Department.   
 
Alternatives: 
 

A. Accept Recommendation: Accept the Peak Parking Demand 
Recommendations from the HPCA for the 2014/15 year.  Use the data collected 
on the first five weekends of the program to determine if the peak demand is 
significantly reduced along with Transit data (i.e. number of riders in point to point 
van)  to determine if the program is on the right track or if alternatives such as “B” 
or “C” should be implemented at that time. 

  
B. Reduce Non-Permit Parking Time to address Spot Jumping: Reduce six hour 

parking in China Bridge to four hour parking.   
  
C. Paid Parking during peak periods only: Implement paid parking in China 

Bridge on a demand basis (i.e. if weekends are when the parking is full, then 
charge for parking only on weekends, this could then adjust as parking demand 
increases for other times of the week) This option would have to be studied to 
determine capital costs and timelines as well as fee recommendations. 
 

D. No changes to current program: Do nothing this year with passes and initiate a 
study that would determine the best way to manage the parking shortages. 

  
If the City Council would like to consider alternatives other than alternative “A” 
then staff will need to come back in a Work Session to discuss. 
 
Significant Impacts: 
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+ Accessibility during peak 
seasonal times

+ Reduced municipal, 
business and community 
carbon footprints

+ Well-utilized regional public 
transit

  

Responsive, Cutting-
Edge & Effective 

Government

Preserving & Enhancing 
the Natural Environment

(Environmental Impact)

An Inclusive Community of 
Diverse Economic & 

Cultural Opportunities

(Social Equity Impact)

Positive Neutral Neutral

Which Desired 
Outcomes might the 
Recommended 
Action Impact?

Assessment of 
Overall Impact on 
Council Priority 
(Quality of Life 
Impact)

World Class Multi-
Seasonal Resort 

Destination

(Economic Impact)


Very Positive

 
 
Consequences of not taking the recommended action: 
Staff and the HPCA task force we asked to put together a recommendation for City 
Council.  Many hours were spent to get the thoughts and feelings of the HPCA 
members.  The consequence of not trying the recommendation could affect 
collaboration on parking issues in the future. 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the City Council review, discuss and direct staff to implement the 
HPCA first phase recommendations for changes to the China Bridge parking regulations 
and parking pass fees for the 2015 calendar year to address parking shortages for 
customers of Main Street during peak times.  Staff also recommends Council direct staff 
to collect data for the first five weeks of the program and return to Council thereafter 
with results and any needed recommendations to adjust the program. 
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