
 

 
 
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES  
445 MARSAC AVENUE 
PARK CITY, UTAH 84060 
 
March 13, 2025 
 
The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on March 13, 
2025, at 2:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers. 
 
Council Member Toly moved to close the meeting to discuss property at 2:02 p.m. 
Council Member Dickey seconded the motion. 
RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Toly moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 3:05p.m. Council 
Member Parigian seconded the motion.  
RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
WORK SESSION 
 
2025 Planning Commission Applicant Interviews: 
Mayor Worel and the City Council members interviewed Sarah Hall, Christopher Onell, 
Grant Tilson, Bill Johnson, Jeffery Pierce, and Kathrine Kendall. It was noted the other 
applicants would be interviewed at the March 27th meeting. 
 
Council Member Ciraco moved to close the meeting to discuss personnel at 4:43 p.m. 
Council Member Toly seconded the motion. 
RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Council Member Dickey moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 5:10 p.m. Council 
Member Ciraco seconded the motion.  
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RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
REGULAR MEETING  
 
I. ROLL CALL 

 
Attendee Name Status 
Mayor Nann Worel  
Council Member Bill Ciraco  
Council Member Ryan Dickey  
Council Member Ed Parigian 
Council Member Jeremy Rubell 
Council Member Tana Toly  
Matt Dias, City Manager 
Margaret Plane, City Attorney 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 

Present  

None Excused 
 
II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF  
 
Council Questions and Comments:  
Mayor Worel announced Deer Valley had requested that New Business Item Three be 
continued.  
 
Council Member Rubell asked Council if they favored directing staff to bring budget 
proposals with the following considerations: providing golf season passes for 84060 
residents. Council Member Toly asked if there would be different levels of passes for 
county residents. Council Member Rubell stated that could be something staff could 
consider. Mayor Worel asked if full-time Park City employees could access that as well. 
Council Member Rubell noted the same benefits weren’t extended to public service 
employees like the Fire District and he asked that they get consideration. The Council 
agreed to discuss it. Council Member Rubell asked the Golf Department to come back 
with an assessment of the golf course and with recommendations for capital and 
operational investments. Matt Dias, City Manager, indicated the Golf Team was working 
on a 5-year capital improvement plan and they could look at operational as well. The 
Council agreed to discuss it. Council Member Rubell asked for a discussion on having 
professional firms perform the analysis. Dias indicated there wasn’t enough time to send 
this outside the organization with a three-week turnaround, but it could be considered as 
a funding recommendation.  
 
Council Member Rubell was disappointed with an editorial in the newspaper on the 
SR224 BRT program by High Valley Transit. He noted the Council just had a meeting on 
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this and he felt their concerns were heard. HVT issued a response in the newspaper 
with the opposite perception. Council Member Ciraco stated he felt like the City and 
HVT were collaborating on this project, so the editorial was shocking. He hoped the 
issues could be resolved. Mayor Worel indicated she would visit UDOT as part of a 
group to determine how the plan could be changed without jeopardizing the funding and 
she looked forward to that conversation. Council Member Dickey felt those project 
questions were important. He wanted to make sure the liaisons talked to UDOT to 
inform decisions. Council Member Rubell hoped to be frank in what the City wanted and 
then work within those bounds. 
 
Council Member Toly reviewed at the last meeting there was an appeal board 
discussion and the Planning Director sent the Council a memo of all the land 
management things the Planning Commission had worked on since 2024 when the 
Council and Planning Commission had a joint meeting. She hoped the document could 
be published on the Planning Department webpage as a working document. She also 
asked that the City Manager’s plan align with the LMC. The Council agreed for the 
document to be on the Council webpage. Council Member Toly also noted Thelma 
Uriarte passed away and honored her by saying she was a pillar in the community. Her 
husband was also a former Council member and Mayor. 
 
Council Member Parigian was disappointed with the State Legislature for prohibiting the 
display of Pride flags at government and school facilities. He suggested incorporating 
rainbows into a version of the City logo, and asserted it was a symbol of luck, equality, 
and inclusion. Council Member Dickey shared Council Member Parigian’s concern with 
the law and he agreed with those sentiments, but he didn’t know about putting a 
rainbow on the City logo. Council Member Toly didn’t want to change the logo but she 
felt there should be a conversation on this subject. Council Member Rubell thought it 
was a creative idea and suggested asking staff to look at what options were available to 
support the community. Council Member Ciraco was proud of how the City supported 
marginalized groups. He asked to see all the things the City currently did to support 
these groups and discuss what else could be done. Margaret Plane, City Attorney, 
stated they would look at the bill and determine options available for the City. 
 
Mayor Worel indicated the City, county, and senior center had a 3-way memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) that was reviewed annually. She was impressed with how the 
center was run and congratulated them. 
 
Staff Communications Reports: 
 
1. Main Street Resurfacing Program:  
 
2. December Sales Tax Report: 
 
3. Park City Police Department - 2024 Annual Report: 
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III. PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON 
THE AGENDA) 
 
Mayor Worel opened the meeting for any who wished to speak or submit comments on 
items not on the agenda. 
 
Alex Cimos eComment: “I am writing to express my opposition to the request by the 
developers of Deer Valley Ski Area to form public improvement district/s for the 
development of their business property. I ask all of you to vote against approval. The 
redevelopment of Deer Valley Resort is for the benefit of an out-of-state corporation and 
private investors seeking the greatest amount of profit that can be extracted from their 
property through its association with the history and esthetics of our community. Our 
community is a place where the citizenry lives, but few derive their living. Park City is a 
daily commuter destination for thousands of people employed in tourist industries- our 
population triples in size every morning. The State of Utah has their fingers in our city 
and county operations and pushes our growth because they greedily desire the tax 
revenue that we generate for the rest of the state. Allowing DVC access to public bonds 
for their development will only allow them to overbuild their project. From 
groundbreaking it will draw additional day workers and ultimately droves of tourists that 
will further stretch the ability of our infrastructure and services to accommodate. Any 
purported benefits to our community offered by DVC such as their transit center or 
worker housing contributions are primarily to service their customers and benefit their 
own business. These “community benefits” will not offset the additional impact of this 
development project and will end up costing the taxpayers far more in the long run. The 
increased revenues from taxes that government entities are already counting will soon 
be absorbed to pay for the additional cost of supporting such a huge industry in our 
small town. The citizens of Park City do not need a larger resort, more tourists, more 
traffic, more commuters, more concerts and sporting events, additional traffic lights, 
higher prices, and crowding in our public facilities to enhance our quality of life. A PID is 
only requiring Parkites to pay for our own pain. Our town is already bursting at the 
seams from nearly year-round tourism and the cost of living in our town is onerous.  
Please vote against allowing the resorts to overbuild by subsidizing their profits through 
taxpayer investment.” 
 
Mayor Worel closed the public input portion of the meeting. 
 
IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES 
 
1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from February 13 
and 14, 2025: 
 
Council Member Toly moved to approve the City Council meeting minutes from 
February 13 and 14, 2025. Council Member Dickey seconded the motion. 
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RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
V. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
1. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Agreement in a Form 
Approved by the City Attorney’s Office with Cache Valley Electric Co. for the 
Installation of an ABB Pantograph Overhead Charge System for Battery Electric 
Buses at 1616 Shortline Rd, Not to Exceed $309,183.72: 
 
Council Member Dickey moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Council Member 
Ciraco seconded the motion. 
RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
1. Consideration to Approve Funding Recommendations for the FY25 Public 
Service Contracts: 
Hans Jasperson, Budget Analyst, and Molly Miller and Chris Neff, Nonprofit Services 
Advisory Committee members, presented this item. Jasperson indicated other 
committee members were in the audience. Miller reviewed the committee makeup. Neff 
praised Jasperson for all his work in keeping the committee running effectively. He 
stated there was $956,000 in funding requests. The committee recommended $393,000 
in DEI contracts and $245,500 in public service contracts for FY25. For FY26 and FY27, 
they recommended $552,500 in public service contracts per year and $86,000 in 
emergent community needs per year.  
 
Miller reviewed the process for determining grants and how the applications met the 
Council’s priorities. Neff noted a maximum grant amount of $50,000 was set in order to 
help as many entities as possible. Miller stated most of the funds went to critical needs. 
Other requests that were valued in the community, but were not essential, were not 
funded. She indicated these grants were two-year contracts and Year Two funding 
would be granted after a review of the entities’ impact reports.  
 
Mayor Worel thanked the committee and noted their professionalism. Council Member 
Rubell stated it was nice to see how the process evolved. He referred to the Council’s 
priorities and asked if they were weighted in the scoring. Jasperson stated the priorities 
were the threshold for the applicant to be considered for funding. Then the committee 
scored them based on the critical need, crucial benefit, exceptionally clear outcomes, 
and clear budget criteria. Council Member Rubell stated some organizations that 
applied already received funding from the City for other reasons, including the school 
district, Mountain Mediation, PC Tots, Youth Sports Alliance, and the senior citizens. He 
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referred to the applications that didn’t receive funding and thought some of them should 
receive funding, including Special Olympics, NAC, Arts Council, Egyptian Theatre, and 
Big Brothers and Big Sisters. He suggested that the duplicative grants should be 
reallocated to these services. 
 
Council Member Ciraco felt the committee’s work was fantastic. He had some of the 
same questions as Council Member Rubell and was concerned there were many 
entities wanting funding. There were organizations that were great at fundraising, but 
some didn’t have the resources to raise funds. He asked that the committee look at 
those organizations that couldn’t do that themselves. 
 
Council Member Toly agreed the committee was dedicated and hardworking. She 
expressed concern about the arts organizations not receiving any funding. She hoped to 
add more funding for some of the applicants who didn’t receive funding. Council 
Member Dickey also questioned the PC Tots’ application and wanted to hear more 
about that. Council Member Parigian asked who set the $50,000 limit for grants. 
Jasperson stated he looked at what had been given historically and there was nothing 
over $50,000 so they set that limit so more organizations could receive funds. Council 
Member Parigian felt the grants were given out disproportionately. He thought denying 
funds to arts and mental health sent the wrong message. He suggested that funding for 
seniors should be part of the core services. He asked how many organizations didn’t 
meet the eligibility criteria, to which Jasperson stated one organization. Then in the first 
round, another organization didn’t make it. Council Member Parigian wanted to see 
some of these grants tweaked. 
 
Mayor Worel asked what percentage of the City budget could be allocated for these 
grants. Margaret Plane stated no more than 1% of the City budget could be allocated, 
so the City could allocate more than $1 million. Mayor Worel indicated there was 
interest in funding unfunded areas. She asked if Council agreed to allocate more funds. 
Council Member Rubell agreed the seniors should just be part of the City budget and 
they could discuss that during the budget cycle this year. He didn’t want to fund the 
school district. He could fund the Education Foundation. The school district took the 
biggest portion of residents’ property taxes so he would defund that. He would also 
lower the PC Tots funding by half and cross off the sliding scale program. Then allocate 
that $64,000 to the Arts Council, Special Olympics, NAC, Park City Film, and Egyptian 
Theatre. 
 
Council Member Dickey stated the Council changed the criteria, the committee applied 
their own lens, and then there was a miss regarding the arts. The arts was not critical 
like a food pantry, but it was a priority. He thought the challenge was the Council 
empowered the committee and asked if the Council could give broader direction to the 
committee and let them decide how to allocate those funds. Council Member Parigian 
wanted to give every applicant something since they were all beneficial to the 
community. Council Member Rubell asked the committee to look at these concerns and 
come back with a recommendation. Jasperson stated there were two sets of 
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recommendations, one for the rest of FY25 and asked if that was good as-is. He also 
noted the emergent needs grant for FY26 and asked if the committee should look at 
that. Mayor Worel felt it was important to hold money back because they didn’t know 
what would come up in the next year that would need funding. Council Member Rubell 
asked the committee to look at all three years, and asked if the FY25 was discretionary 
allocations. Jasperson stated the last time the contracts were approved was FY24 for 
two years. If the money wasn’t used this year it would not roll over, but the $250,000 
was not recommended for any organization in FY25. Council Member Dickey was fine 
with that with the exception of PC Tots and pushing that to FY26 to take a closer look at 
pulling up some of Tier 2 allocations into Tier 1. He supported the Education 
Foundation. 
 
Mayor Worel opened public input. 
 
Elizabeth Novak, Park City Senior Citizens, thanked the Council for the 
recommendations from the committee. This was a multiyear funding commitment and it 
would enhance the activities of the center. There were over 600 members, and the 
funding would enable an executive director to take it to the next level. The arts program 
in the community was important and many of the senior programs targeted arts and 
mental health. They were interested in hearing the Council discuss the next steps for 
the senior center and felt they were doing an exemplary job. 
 
Vincent Novak 84098 stated the RAP Culture Committee at the county was over-
subscribed and unfortunately the answer was to allocate more money for the arts. 
 
Wendy Carrigan, Live Like Sam, thanked the committee for the transparency of the 
process and the committee members’ diligence. Their questions provided insight in how 
her program would move forward. One thing that was impressive is they looked at 
urgent and essential services. Kids were struggling, and they recognized that. 
 
Jocelyn Scudder, Executive Director of Park City Summit County Arts Council, 
acknowledged the time and effort that went into this process. She was happy to hear 
the support from the Council for the arts. She knew funds were limited and she agreed 
with the allocations. The Arts Council was putting together a master plan and she asked 
if the arts fit into this process or if there was another avenue for supporting the arts 
sector. 
 
Ingrid Whitley, Park City Education Foundation, thanked the City for this process and 
the allocation. They made grants to teachers, and it was hard when there were limited 
funds. 
 
Todd Clarich, clarified the adult education was not funded by the school district. This 
was essential for adults to develop their skills, and this request was to support the 
childcare portion while parents were at school. 
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Gretchen Lee, Mountain Mediation, clarified they were not double-dipping with this grant 
but they had a legal mediation services contract for a long time. They did two small 
claims courts a month and did appeals as well as a sliding scale mediation service for 
eviction mediation, which was what the service request was for.  
 
Maggie AbuHaidar eComment: “I am the Executive Director of Wasatch Immigration 
Project, as well as one of its volunteer attorneys. Special thanks to Hans Jasperson and 
the Non-Profit Services Advisory Committee for their hard work, thorough and 
transparent process, and recommendations. Thank you in advance to the Mayor and 
the Council for their consideration and support. Being able to rely on multi-year funding 
from Park City Municipal will be critical to our sustainability and support of those who 
live and work in our community who are facing immigration insecurity.” 
 
Mayor Worel closed public input. 
 
Council Member Toly wanted to look at PC Tots, but didn’t want to remove the school 
district grant. She wanted to add more money into the pot for allocation. Council 
Member Dickey agreed and wanted to defer to the committee to fund the 
recommendations except for PC Tots. He didn’t know what to do about additional funds. 
He noted the arts was a miss and that was something structural in the process and so 
some funding should be allocated to the arts. Specific to the Arts Council, there needed 
to be a bigger conversation regarding the arts and funding them. 
 
Council Member Parigian stated it was hard to say no to organizations that just asked 
for a little amount. He thought there could be reallocation or additional money but he 
wanted to give something to everyone. 
 
Council Member Ciraco supported allocating additional funds, and he wanted to 
prioritize organizations that didn’t have a robust fundraising capability. He thought the 
committee knew the Council’s priorities and they could reallocate the funds. He noted 
the arts would get a big amount for a public art installation at the City Park building. 
 
Council Member Rubell supported keeping the budget the same, deferring PC Tots, and 
right sizing it so it wasn’t duplicative. He had a hard time funding the school district. He 
wanted to support programs in the community and not solve regional problems on our 
own. He thought the reallocated funds from PC Tots could go to the arts organizations. 
Council Member Rubell preferred to wait on all funding for PC Tots for FY 25-FY27. 
 
Mayor Worel felt the small request for the school district was necessary. The biggest 
way to upward mobility was to learn English and many in the workforce could not speak 
English. Clarich came forward to speak and stated there was little to no funding from the 
school district, but federal funding came through the State Board of Education. He 
explained the funding process and noted that if childcare went away, then the students 
would go away. He indicated this program was originally at the library and then they 
took it over.  
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Council Member Dickey asked what should be done with the arts organizations. Mayor 
Worel suggested discussing arts funding at the next meeting. Council Member Rubell 
asked if the committee could use the PC Tots funding to allocate to the arts. Neff stated 
it would be great if the Council allocated additional funding to make it work. Council 
Member Rubell thought the committee could come back with recommendations. Council 
Member Dickey agreed on reallocating funds and getting recommendations on 
additional funding for allocations. Neff felt it was beneficial getting the context from the 
Council and public comments. He noted they were not aware of other funding sources 
the organizations received from the City. 
 
Matt Dias summarized there was a willingness from the committee to reconsider 
allocations so they weren’t duplicative and using some of that money and some of the 
holdback money to reallocate to other organizations. He asked when the money had to 
be allocated. Council Member Dickey suggested approving them all but PC Tots. 
Jasperson responded the committee could take action on the Council’s requests. Dias 
stated they would consider them within the existing budget parameters. Council 
Member Parigian asked about the seniors and thought the Council should put senior 
funding in a regular budget allocation. Dias stated the services provided to support the 
seniors was provided by Summit County. The City provided the facility, the land location, 
cleaning crews, plowing, etc., and suggested the liaisons meet with Summit County to 
discuss the executive director funding. Mayor Worel noted when they moved to the new 
center, the MOU would be renegotiated. Council Member Rubell asked to have a 
conversation on why the Park City seniors facility was funded so differently than the 
other centers. Council Member Dickey stated they could fund FY25 for seniors and then 
discuss the MOU. Mayor Worel indicated the seniors needed certainty that this position 
was funded. Council Member Toly stated if the county didn’t fund it, these funds could 
be a safety net. Council Member Dickey added they could fund through FY26. 
 
Council Member Dickey moved to approve the committee’s funding recommendations 
for the public service contracts except for PC Tots and provide direction to the 
committee to review the funding and allocation of PC Tots and reallocate any unused 
funding to the arts organizations and bring to Council, if desired, requests for additional 
funding that may be needed to fully fund the arts organizations. Council Member Toly 
seconded the motion. 
 
Council Member Rubell asked to amend the motion to include not funding FY27 for the 
seniors. Council Member Dickey accepted the amendment. Margaret Plane asked if the 
Council would consider the emergency allocation of $86,000 that was held back. 
Council Member Rubell added that amendment and Council Member Dickey accepted it 
and stated the committee should consider only the arts requests. Council Member Toly 
seconded the amended motion. 
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RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
2. Discuss Snow Creek Pedestrian Crossing Alternatives: 
John Robertson and Steven Dennis, Engineering Department, presented this item. 
Robertson displayed a map showing pedestrian crossings in the City, reviewed the 
project’s history, and noted UDOT did not recommend at-grade crossings in 2024 
because it did not meet their criteria. Last year, UDOT’s policy was updated and it 
allowed for other considerations, so now they supported a tunnel and also supported a 
HAWK signal at that location. The advantages of HAWK was low cost and the City could 
use UDOT funding for the project. It would be a safer crossing than currently existed. 
The weaknesses for this option would be traffic congestion during peak hours, and if the 
tunnel was installed, the City might have to reimburse UDOT for the HAWK. Robertson 
stated the tunnel was the safest option for pedestrian crossings, but the project cost 
was high, there would be construction impacts, the City would have to purchase some 
right-of-way, and if the project was pushed out, the City would lose $4.5 million in grant 
funding. Robertson noted the grant could not be reallocated to other projects. 
 
Robertson displayed slides on potential entrance designs for the tunnel to make it 
visually appealing and asked Council if the redevelopment project in the area was 
required prior to beginning the tunnel project. He asked if the tunnel was approved, 
would the Council want to spend more to make the tunnel visually appealing. He also 
asked if Council wanted to construct the HAWK signal. 
 
Mayor Worel stated the City took out the HAWK by the high school because it slowed 
down traffic. Robertson indicated that was one of the challenges with the HAWK signal. 
Council Member Ciraco asked about the number of crossings at the HAWK on Park 
Avenue compared to SR248. Robertson stated there were more crossings on Park 
Avenue because of the bus stop. If the HAWK was installed on SR248, the crossings 
would increase at that location. Council Member Ciraco asked to see numbers on traffic 
and crossings. Council Member Rubell didn’t think this location compared to the high 
school location and he didn’t think it would be more congested than the bus stops on 
SR224. He asked about funding the tunnel and if they would start construction without 
obtaining the right-of-way. Dennis stated they would need to commit to a construction 
timeline, and they would want to get those easements. Mayor Worel asked how long the 
timeline could be, to which Dennis stated the next two to three years. Council Member 
Rubell asked how long the City had to negotiate with the property owner. Dennis stated 
the owner by the movie theatre was willing to work with the City and he would contact 
the other owner to assess their willingness. 
 
Council Member Dickey stated it was important to know what would happen at the 
corner. He asked what the dependency of that project was to this project. Robertson 
stated it would be nice to make a connection with their project, but it was not necessary. 
The City would like to get their permission to use their property for the tunnel. He noted 
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they had to acquire property on both sides of the street. Council Member Rubell stated 
the Planning Commission would decide on that other project in three weeks so Council 
would have a better idea how it would relate to the tunnel project. 
 
Council Member Toly asked if UDOT would put a stoplight on the corner of Homestake 
Road, to which Robertson explained it would go in when UDOT deemed that it was 
warranted. Council Member Parigian asked how many people crossed there. Robertson 
stated that was in past reports and he could look up that information. Council Member 
Parigian asked if the HAWK could be removed after the tunnel was completed, to which 
Robertson stated the HAWK was UDOT’s and the City would have to buy it and remove 
it. Council Member Parigian didn’t think the low crossing numbers justified a tunnel. 
Robertson stated he needed to consider future development as well as current 
crossings. Council Member Parigian asked if the cost would increase if the tunnel was 
widened. Robertson stated enhancements could be made and it would cost 10%-20% 
more. Council Member Parigian asked if there was a timeline to use the Walkability 
grant, to which Robertson stated no, but they needed to spend it soon. 
 
Mayor Worel opened public input. 
 
Alex Butwinski 84060 stated the tunnel was important to pedestrians and bicycles. He 
thought something would happen with the Planning Commission and a major 
development would be built on that corner so there was no reason to wait. He didn’t like 
the HAWK because it slowed traffic and people and bikes had to stop and wait. He 
thought the City should just do it. 
 
Peter Tomai Walk Committee member, stated this crossing was a high priority for the 
community. He didn’t want to jeopardize the funds acquired by the City. The Olympics 
were coming and more people were using ebikes. Bike riders would not use a HAWK. 
He indicated somebody died from being hit by a truck and they needed to think about 
safety. He didn’t want beautification because it would increase the price and then the 
Council would decide not to do it. Any tunnel was better than a beautiful tunnel. 
 
Carolyn Murray eComment: “I notice that once again, the "discussion" of a crossing 
near Snow Creek to Holiday Village Shopping Center is up for discussion. It seems like 
it's been discussed ad nauseam and because of that I submit my input in writing 
because I am not able to attend the meeting. The idea of a HAWK beacon is beyond 
absurd in terms of maintaining traffic flow as well as legitimate connectivity. We call 
ourselves a sustainable community. We provide free bus service, multi-use pathways, 
planned investments in transit lanes, park and rides, call ourselves a mountain town 
focused on recreation and the outdoors and we neglect to provide safe, efficient access 
of two critical neighborhoods. (Park Meadows and north PC to Bonanza and South PC) 
All this after our Planning Commission turned down an opportunity to do a private, 
public partnership with the Yarrow developers and help offset the costs. Those costs 
have tripled (or more) since a previous council approved it after a bond referendum 
successfully supported the connection. The waste and negligence regarding this topic is 
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staggering. Please remember what this town is all about. Kicking this can down the road 
again is not the answer.” 
 
Mayor Worel closed public input. 
 
Briggs stated the walkability bond was issued in 2013 and they should spend it down. 
The timeline was an issue of interest rates and accruing interest. The interest rate was 
higher now and they had to pay penalties on that. It was frowned upon to have a bond 
outstanding this long. 
 
Council Member Dickey indicated he wanted to move the tunnel project forward. He 
was against the at-grade crossing at that location. Council Member Rubell supported 
building a tunnel with a better entrance/exit. In the meantime, he also supported the 
HAWK crossing since UDOT would fund it. Council Member Ciraco supported the 
HAWK crossing and moving forward on the tunnel with the enhanced entrance. Council 
Member Parigian supported the tunnel with enhancements and the HAWK. 
 
Dennis stated if the City moved forward on the tunnel, UDOT would be less likely to 
fund the HAWK. Robertson added they could discuss both with UDOT. Council Member 
Rubell supported the tunnel, but that would take a few years. In the meantime, he 
wanted a safe crossing alternative for pedestrians. Council Member Toly supported 
something in the next two to three years. The cost of the tunnel was high, so she 
wanted to come back after the Planning Commission approval to discuss this again. 
Mayor Worel stated the majority of Council directed staff to move forward with the 
enhanced tunnel and other safety improvements. 
 
Matt Dias reviewed if the development did not proceed, Council direction was to 
improve that intersection in the best way possible in the interim and continue to pursue 
the best tunnel option with the available funding. Council Member Toly indicated there 
were many unknowns, and they would know more after the development was discussed 
at the next Planning Commission meeting. Dias asserted this would come back to 
Council in a month after we knew more about the proposed development. In the interim 
they would talk with UDOT about exploring interim solutions. Council Member Rubell 
stated the dependency was to work with the property owner to make the rendering a 
reality. Dias stated the City would engage proactively with the property owner. Dennis 
stated he would advertise for a design consultant to design the tunnel. Council Member 
Rubell wanted a strong indication from the property owner prior to that step. 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 
1. Discuss Using Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) as the Voting Method in the 2025 
Municipal Election: 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder and Election Official, presented this item and reviewed 
the previous Council discussions related to RCV. She indicated some of the Council had 
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wanted to see if the Legislature extended the pilot program before deciding and noted 
the bill to extend the program did not make it out of committee.  
 
Mayor Worel opened public input. 
 
Katie Wright 84060 encouraged the implementation of RCV since the state had become 
more extreme. She felt voters would not game the system during elections with RCV. 
 
Hilary Jessop 84098 voiced her opposition to RCV and thought it would be costly to 
implement, and it wouldn’t have the transparency of the traditional voting method. 
 
Mayor Worel closed the public input. 
 
Council Members Dickey, Toly, Rubell and Ciraco supported RCV for the 2025 municipal 
election. Council Member Parigian had no opinion. Kellogg indicated she would present 
a resolution affirming the Council’s choice to participate in the RCV pilot prior to May 1st.  
 
2. 2025 Legislative Session Update: 
Matt Dias, City Manager, stated the bill tracking spreadsheet would be sent to all the 
departments for an after-action study and they would see if any ordinances needed to 
be amended to comply with the state code. He was proud of the work the legislative 
team did as they had conversations with legislators, interest groups, and lobbyists to 
look out for the best interests of Park City. 
 
Mayor Worel asked to discuss HB356 regarding county voting redistricting. Margaret 
Plane stated the bill applied just to Summit County and switched their at-large seats to 
district seats. A group would be formed to propose districts, and the county manager 
would approve those. The districts would be reevaluated after every census.  
 
Council Member Rubell referred to HB48 Wildland Urban Interface Modifications, and 
asked if the county could assess the fee to owners within the City or only in the 
unincorporated area. Downard stated they were looking into that. Council Member 
Rubell asked to learn about the insurance impacts to the property owners in the City. He 
referred to HB109 Municipal Election Amendments and thought that promoted a smooth 
transition of power after elections and requested that it be compared to the legislative 
platform to ensure the platform supported this. Dias stated the Utah League of Cities 
and Towns (ULCT) opposed it because it overrode the ability to make the decisions 
locally. Plane stated this statute got tweaked regularly and it wasn’t clear if it was limiting 
what was wanted or making it smoother. Council Member Rubell referred to HB368 
Local Land Use Amendments and asked for a deeper analysis as to how it would impact 
Park City. On SB 181 Housing Affordability Amendments, Council Member Rubell stated 
he thought it would limit the City’s ability to change parking requirements, and asked if 
the City could reduce parking requirements. He also asked to understand the verbiage 
regarding restrictions on the municipalities ability to regulate parking spot locations. 
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Council Member Toly indicated this was her first year on the ULCT board. She worked 
on the short-term rental (STR) bill and now these rentals are required to have business 
licenses, and cities can use online platforms to find the illegal ones. She liked having 
lobbyists, but she wanted to do everything possible with the City’s processes to make its 
priorities and best practices go more smoothly. She suggested after returning from the 
ULCT conference in April that the legislative team would meet to discuss how they can 
look at best practices and resources as well as the City’s long-term goals to move the 
legislative process forward more smoothly. Then in the fall the team could bring the 
legislative platform to Council to review. She also suggested moving the Council retreat 
so it wasn’t during the legislative session. 
 
Council Member Ciraco thought the City would always play defense at the legislature, 
but they should look at opportunities to be on the offensive to improve legislation for 
cities. Dias stated they could put together a staff communications report on future plans 
and goals for the next legislative session. 
 
3. Consideration to Approve Resolution No. 01-2025, a Resolution of the City 
Council of Park City, Utah, Providing for the Creation of DV Snow Park Public 
Infrastructure Districts Nos. 1 through 3 as Independent Districts; Authorizing 
and Approving a Governing Document and an Interlocal Agreement; Appointing 
Boards of Trustees; Authorizing Other Documents in Connection Therewith; and 
Related Matters: 
Mayor Worel announced Deer Valley had requested that New Business Item Three be 
continued.  
 
Council Member Toly moved to continue Resolution No. 01-2025, a resolution of the 
City Council of Park City, Utah, providing for the creation of DV Snow Park Public 
Infrastructure Districts Nos. 1 through 3 as independent districts; authorizing and 
approving a governing document and an interlocal agreement; appointing boards of 
trustees; authorizing other documents in connection therewith; and related matters, to a 
date uncertain. Council Member Ciraco seconded the motion. 
RESULT: APPROVED  
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Dickey, Parigian, Rubell, and Toly 

 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
_________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
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PRESENTATION OVERVIEW
Committee Intro

Funding Requests & Budget

Committee Evaluation Process

Recommendations/ Q&A



COMMITTEE CREATION
• The Nonprofit Services Advisory Committee was established by 

the City Council in August 2024

• Its purpose to provide recommendations to the City Council on the 
Public Service Contract and Emergent Community Needs Grant 
programs



COMMITTEE MEMBERS

• Danny Glasser (Chair)
• Sloane Johnson (Vice-Chair)
• Ingrid Contreras
• Molly Miller
• Chris Neff
• Pam Ross



FUNDING REQUESTS & BUDGET
FY25 FY26 FY27

Diversity, equity, 
mental health, and 
inclusion (Already 
Awarded)

$393,000 N/A N/A

Public Service 
Contracts 
(Recommended)

$245,500 $552,500 $552,500

Emergent 
Community Needs 
Grants 
(Recommended)

N/A $86,000 $86,000

Total Budget $638,500 $638,500 $638,500
Total Requests $956,000 $956,000 $956,000



COMMITTEE PROCESS
Step 1 • Application Screening

Step 2 • Application Evaluation & Scoring

Step 3 • Applicant Interviews

Step 4 • Committee Deliberations

Step 5 • City Council Approval



Step 1 APPLICATION SCREENING
• Applications were screened by City staff to ensure the 

organization met the minimum eligibility criteria

• 30 applications received

• 29 applications met minimum eligibility and were 
forwarded to the Committee for evaluation



CITY COUNCIL PRIORITIES
Council Priority Description Examples of Programs & Services
Core Services Services that enhance the physical and mental health 

and well-being of our community
• Basic needs assistance (food, utilities, clothing, etc.)
• Medical care
• Mental health services 
• Domestic violence shelter and prevention

Community Increase accessibility to resources and create safe, 
attractive gathering places. Expand and enhance 
events to maintain community pride

• Arts & culture
• Childcare and youth services
• Services for seniors.

Housing Increase the availability of affordable housing for the 
City and core service workforce. Help people maintain 
existing housing

• Affordable housing development 
• Outreach and advocacy
• Educational services for homebuyers and renters

Recreation Promote balance, connectivity, and experience 
through recreation

• Expand recreation access to local youth and/or marginalized groups
• Improve affordability, safety, or sustainability of recreation

Equity Expand equitable outcomes for local residents • Engage diverse perspectives, differing ideas, and individuals from 
different backgrounds

• Address disparities in outcomes due to race, ethnicity, income, 
ability, age, gender, sexual identity, and other factors

Sustainability Support clean energy, a healthy environment, and 
sustainable community resources.

• Recycling and waste reduction
• Education
• Conservation



Step 2 EVALUATION & SCORING

Criteria Weight

Critical need 25%

Crucial benefit to Park City residents & workforce 30%

Exceptionally clear outcomes → significant impact 30%

Clear budget → how expenditures will achieve 
outcomes

15%



Step 3 APPLICANT INTERVIEWS

• 5 nights of interviews 

• 28 nonprofit organizations

• Final scores submitted 



Step 4 COMMITTEE DELIBERATIONS

9 9
10

≤ 70% (70%, 80%] > 80%

# 
of

 A
pp

lic
an

ts • 2 nights of deliberations

• Grouped by final score

• Max grant amount set @ 
$50,000



ALLOCATION FRAMEWOK

• Critical Need in Current 
Environment 

• “Triage” Approach 

• Recommendations to Provide 
Support Needed Urgently 

$956,000

$245,500

$552,500

Requested Amount FY25 Budget FY26/27 Budget



• Prioritized to receive remaining 
FY25 funds; funded at or near 
their requested amount for FY26-
27. (Score >80%). 

Tier 1 –Urgent & Essential

• Not recommended for FY25 funds, but at least 
partial funding for FY26-27. (Score 70% - 
79%).Tier 2 – Essential

• Not recommended for funding. (Score < 70%).Tier 3 – 
Valued but 

not Essential 

ALLOCATION FRAMEWOK



COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Tier 1

Organization Name Request FY25 
Recommended

FY26 
Recommended

FY27 
Recommended

Christian Center of Park City 
(Food Pantry)

$50,000 $22,250 $50,000 $50,000

Wasatch Immigration Project $25,000 $22,250 $25,000 $25,000

People's Health Clinic $40,000 $15,000 $40,000 $40,000

Peace House $80,000 $27,250 $50,000 $50,000

Park City Senior Citizens $50,000 $22,250 $50,000 $50,000

PC Tots $50,000 $37,250 $50,000 $50,000

Hope Alliance $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000

Mountain Mediation Center $22,030 $17,000 $22,000 $22,000

Christian Center of Park City 
(Mental Health)

$50,000 $20,000 $50,000 $50,000

Park City Education Foundation $75,000 $47,250 $50,000 $50,000



COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Tier 2

Organization Name Request FY25 
Recommended

FY26 
Recommended

FY27 
Recommended

Youth Sports Alliance $20,000 $0 $15,000 $15,000

SOS Outreach $20,000 $0 $15,000 $15,000

Holy Cross Ministries $50,000 $0 $50,000 $50,000

Mountainlands Community 
Housing Trust

$50,000 $0 $20,000 $20,000

Summit County Clubhouse $12,500 $0 $12,500 $12,500

Utah Legal Services $10,000 $0 $0 $0

Park City School District $10,000 $0 $7,000 $7,000

Park City Community 
Foundation (Youth United)

$15,000 $0 $11,000 $11,000

Live Like Sam $50,000 $0 $15,000 $15,000

Utah Avalanche Center $8,000 $0 $5,000 $5,000



COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS
Tier 3

Organization Name Request FY25 
Recommended

FY26 
Recommended

FY27 
Recommended

Special Olympics Utah $20,000 $0 $0 $0
Park City Community 
Foundation (Equity Cohort)

$10,000 $0 $0 $0

Park City Film $22,000 $0 $0 $0
Summit County Gardens and 
EATS

$10,000 $0 $0 $0

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Utah $20,000 $0 $0 $0

Arts Council of Park City & 
Summit County

$26,400 $0 $0 $0

National Ability Center $25,000 $0 $0 $0
Egyptian Theatre $50,000 $0 $0 $0
Ballet West $50,000 $0 $0 $0
Bike Utah $20,000 $0 $0 $0



MONITORING & PERFORMANCE

• Contract length 2 years

• Impact reports every six months

• Site visits conducted by Committee 
members



EMERGING COMMUNITY NEEDS
• $86,000 → Reserved for Emerging Community Needs Grants

• Awards limited to $10,000 and must address an emergent or 
critical need in the community

• Applications due in December, but extraordinary requests could 
be considered at any time

• A simplified application process (one page, no interviews) to 
expedite funds to address emergent needs.



Engineering
Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Roadway Crossings – Through History

Ancient Rome



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Roadway Crossings – Through History

Old Dodge City



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Roadway Crossings – Through History

New York City 1920’s



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Roadway Crossings – Through History

1960’s



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Roadway Crossing Examples

Signalized Sign controlled
Mid-Block

HAWK
Tunnel

Bridge



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Project History

Project History:
• 2007 Voter Approved Walkability Bond – Included in Bond as a tunnel project. 
• May 2021 – Reconvene WALC committee and evaluate crossing type
• October 2021 – Council supported WAL’s recommendation of tunnel
• May 2022 – Presentation of feasibility report for tunnel and requests additional cost analysis 

for tunnel and to consider other at-grade options.
• February 2023 – Discussion of project timing with adjacent development and planning 

efforts for the area. 
• June 2023 – Council approves value engineering contract.
• April 2024 – Council review of the value engineering analysis and recommended tunnel 

alternative. Requested further study of an at-grade crossing within the corridor. 
• June 2024 – UDOT completed study and analysis. An at-grade crossing was not 

recommended by UDOT.  
 



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Snow Creek Concepts



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
SWOT Analysis

Grade Separated Crossing (Tunnel) At-Grade Crossing (PHB)
Current Status • Horrocks completed a feasibility study and performed 

preliminary engineering and cost estimating.
• UDOT Region 2 is willing to work with the City to 

determine if this is a viable solution.

Project Strengths • Provides the safest level of protection for a pedestrian crossing.
• Connects the McLeod Creek Trail to Bonanza Park active 

transportation facilities.
• Long-term solution – minimizes future construction impacts.
• Pedestrians do not need to yield to vehicles and can cross freely.
• Expend aging bond funds (walkability bond and sales tax bonds).
• Expend aging grant funds (UDOT and Summit County).

• Provides a protected pedestrian crossing.
• Connects the McLeod Creek Trail to Bonanza 

Park active transportation facilities.
• A PHB could be installed evaluated to see if it 

adequately addresses crossing safety concerns.

Project Weaknesses • Construction will be very impactful to residents and visitors that 
traverse Kearns Blvd.

• The current estimated project cost is over the allocated amount 
from FY25 and requires gap funding.

• Short-term or temporary solution – potential 
construction impacts if a tunnel is built later.

• Pedestrians must yield to vehicles until the signal 
is red.

• A signal stops traffic and exacerbates congestion 
during peak times, and will impact congestion at 
the traffic signals.

• A PHB would need to be spaced 100’ east of 
Snow Creek Dr – away from the intersection and 
where users are currently crossing.

• Pedestrian fencing would likely be required along 
portions of both sides of Kearns Blvd encourage 
use of the PHB.

• The City may need to reimburse UDOT of a 
tunnel is constructed after a PHB is installed.

Project Opportunities • Future developments in the area will be able to design with 
tunnel connections in mind.

• With major construction on Kearns Blvd. there may be an 
opportunity to narrow the overall road width between Bonanza 
and Park Ave.

• The City can observe if future development in 
the area requires a tunnel.

Project Threats • With the Yarrow redevelopment on hold, the tunnel will may 
need to be skewed – increasing cost and coordination with 
UDOT.

• No detailed engineering has been done so there are still many 
unknowns.

• Construction will likely require right-of-way acquisition.

• UDOT has commented they would only support 
this if it were the only feasible option.

• No preliminary survey or engineering has been 
done to determine the feasibility.

• Construction will likely require right-of-way 
acquisition.

Estimated Project Cost (2026 
Construction)1

$18.4 million $500,000 to $800,000



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives  
Snow Creek Crossing – HAWK Option

Strengths:
• Relatively low cost $500K to $800K
• Provides a safe crossing at a key location in the trail 

system
• Installation of a safer crossing could be in 2026 

Weaknesses:
• Traffic Impacts during peak hours
• Reimbursement of HAWK is a possibility
• Loss of State grant funds



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives 

Value Engineering Option 

Snow Creek Crossing – Tunnel March 2024 
Strengths:
• Safest option for all active transportation users
• Long term solution
• Consistent with multiple planning documents

 

Weaknesses:
• Total Project Costs are relatively high
• Significant community impacts during 2 yr construction
• Requires purchase of ROW
• Pushing project out beyond 2025, City will lose $4.5M of 

grant funds 



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives
Snow Creek Crossing Tunnel - Cost Estimate & Funding 

2024 Estimate 2025 Estimate

Tunnel Construction $10,809,527 $10,382,660

Right of Way $857,500 $1,157,500

Design & Construction Management $1,620,000 $1,620,000

Contingency Assumptions* $3,500,108* $3,462,048*

Total Project Costs $16,787,135 $16,622,208

Total Project Cost (value engineering 

*21% contingency

Funding Source Allocated Amount

Walkability Bond $4,329,583

UDOT TIF Active Grant $3,517,830

Transit Fund $2,502,012

County 3rd Quarter Sales Tax $1,067,353

FY25 Project Funding $11,416,778

Budgeted Funding Sources



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives  
Snow Creek Crossing – Tunnel Option



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives 
Conceptual Tunnel Enhancements



Snow Creek Crossing Alternatives 

1. Is a pedestrian crossing desired and prior to 
redevelopment of private property to occur before public 
infrastructure decisions are made? Important to recognize 
that delaying or forgoing a tunnel could result in the loss of 
grant funding secured.

Discussion

2. Construct a tunnel using existing funding sources and 
committing to a more expensive and aesthetically 
improved construction project. We expect the total project 
costs to rise (due to inflation of materials, supplies, and 
labor), reflecting the value of the aesthetic enhancements.  

3. Pursue a UDOT at-grade HAWK crossing, funded mainly through UDOT 
Region 2 grants, with the City contributing a small portion of the estimated 
$500K—$800K cost. This is a less permanent and less safe solution than 
the tunnel option, yet far more cost-effective and without the construction 
impacts. If a tunnel is constructed within the next 4-6 years, the City will 
likely be required to reimburse UDOT.
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