
 

 
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
October 20, 2016 
 
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, October 20, 2016. 

CLOSED SESSION 

4:00 p.m. To Discuss Property and Litigation 

WORK SESSION 

4:40 p.m. Council Questions and Comments  

 4:55 p.m. – Woodside Park (Former Fire Station) Architectural Concepts and Senior 
Updates  PAGE 3 

 5:40 p.m. – Main Street Paid Parking Progress Update  PAGE 17 

REGULAR MEETING 

6:00 p.m. 

I. ROLL CALL 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 

      Staff Communications Reports: 

  FY 2017 First Quarter Budget Report  PAGE 26 

III. PUBLIC INPUT  (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON THE 
AGENDA) 

IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES 

 Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from September 22, 
2016, and October 6, 2016  PAGE 37 

 

 



Park City Page 2 Updated 10/17/2016 3:01 PM  

V. CONSENT AGENDA 

 Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute the Construction Agreement 
with Alder Construction, Inc., in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, for 
Construction Services for the Quinns Junction Water Treatment Plant Upgrades 
Project for a Total Amount Not to Exceed $3,878,465.00  PAGE 67 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 

 1.  Consideration to Approve the Modification of the Current Real Estate Purchase 
Contract (REPC) for the Southern Portion of 1251 Kearns Boulevard (The Yard) in 
Order to Extend the Due Diligence Deadline from November 1, 2016 to December 9, 
2016  PAGE 78 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 1. Public Hearing for the Purpose of Receiving Public Input on the $25 Million 
Bonanza Flats General Obligation Open Space Bond Initiative that Will Appear on 
the November 8, 2016, Ballot and the Economic Impact that the Facilities and 
Property Financed with the Bonds Will Have on the Private Sector  PAGE 103 

 2. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-32, an Ordinance Approving the Lilac 
Hill Subdivision Located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, Park City, Utah, Pursuant to 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in a Form 
Approved by the City Attorney  PAGE 108 

(A) Public Hearing (B) Action 

 3. Consideration of Ordinance 2016-48, an Ordinance Approving Amendments to 
the Land Management Code of Park City, Utah, Regarding the Following Chapters: 
Chapter 11 Historic Preservation - Regarding Relocation and/or Reorientation of a 
Historic Building or Historic Structure and Chapter 15 Defined Terms  PAGE 157 

(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 4:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.     
Posted:  See: www.parkcity.org 

 

http://www.parkcity.org/


 

 

 

 
 

 

DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

On August 25, 2016 the City Council provided preliminary direction on Phase 1 - 
housing at the former fire station parcel, including (link): 
 

1. Pursue Option 3, which was the most dense and included footprints for four 
single family homes ranging in size from 869 – 1,800 sf; and four townhomes, 
each with an accessory apartment; and a shared parking lot at 1364 Woodside. 

2. Create additional accessory units where possible; and 
3. Consider different approaches to parking including parking across street in a 

possible underground garage and/or parking reductions (contingent upon a 
planning process). 

 
The design of this option has been further developed and will be presented to City 
Council at this meeting. Staff seeks affirmation that staff and the design team are 
moving in the right direction in terms of scale, streetscape and design. If Council 
supports this direction, a next step will be to begin the planning process. 
 
At this meeting staff will also present preliminary options for relocation of both the senior 
program/use and current senior building. The footprint of the current Senior Center 
building is insufficient to meet the current or future senior program.  Additionally, to meet 
Council’s housing goals, staff believes relocation of the current building is necessary. 
Council discussions to date have focused on keeping the Senior Center and associated 
programming in the general vicinity of the current building location, therefore relocation 
options are limited. While there is not yet a defined scope or budget to accomplish a 
move, this report is a step along the path to accomplishing that. This issue will be a high 
focus as a next step in this process.  

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 

Packet Pg. 3

http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_LegiFile.aspx?Frame=&MeetingID=2110&MediaPosition=28.858&ID=1968&CssClass


RDA 

Staff Report 
 
 
 
Subject: Lower Park Avenue Update: 

 Woodside Park (former fire station) architectural concepts; 

 Senior Center Update; and  

 Next Steps 
Authors: Jonathan Weidenhamer 
Department:  Sustainability 
Date:  October 20, 2016 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Affirm staff is moving in the right direction on the architectural feel and design of Phase 
One (location of the former fire station). Provide preliminary direction on next steps for 
the senior program and possible relocation of the existing facility. 
 
Executive Summary 

On August 25, 2016 the City Council provided preliminary direction on Phase 1 - 
housing at the former fire station parcel, including (link): 
 

1. Pursue Option 3, which was the most dense and included footprints for four 
single family homes ranging in size from 869 – 1,800 sf; and four townhomes, 
each with an accessory apartment; and a shared parking lot at 1364 Woodside. 

2. Create additional accessory units where possible; and 
3. Consider different approaches to parking including parking across street in a 

possible underground garage and/or parking reductions (contingent upon a 
planning process). 

 
The design of this option has been further developed and will be presented to City 
Council at this meeting. Staff seeks affirmation that staff and the design team are 
moving in the right direction in terms of scale, streetscape and design. If Council 
supports this direction, a next step will be to begin the planning process. 
 
At this meeting staff will also present preliminary options for relocation of both the senior 
program/use and current senior building. The footprint of the current Senior Center 
building is insufficient to meet the current or future senior program.  Additionally, to meet 
Council’s housing goals, staff believes relocation of the current building is necessary. 
Council discussions to date have focused on keeping the Senior Center and associated 
programming in the general vicinity of the current building location, therefore relocation 
options are limited. While there is not yet a defined scope or budget to accomplish a 
move, this report is a step along the path to accomplishing that. This issue will be a high 
focus as a next step in this process.  
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Acronyms 
HDDR Historic District Design Review 
PCMC           Park City Municipal Corporation 
RDA Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Authority 
 
The Opportunity  
The City has secured approximately 2.2 acres of contiguous property between Park and 
Woodside Avenues in the 1300 block. City Council has identified approximately $40 
million to pursue their critical goal of creating affordable housing. The Council has also 
approved $4.5M in the Capital budget for a recreation/community center to be located at 
the City Park.  
 
Background 
On August 25, 2016 the City Council provided preliminary direction on housing at the 
former fire station parcel, including (link): 
 

 Agreed the proposal(s) respected the immediate neighborhood in scale and 
rhythm; 

 Pursue Option 3, which was the most dense and included footprints for four 
single family homes ranging in size from 869 – 1800 sf; and four townhomes, 
each with an accessory apartment; and a shared parking lot at 1364 Woodside. 

 Create additional accessory units where possible; 

 An understanding of balancing costs (land & construction), affordability and 
return on investment/subsidy goals;  and 

 Consider parking options, including reductions through the MPD process. 
 
Council was also presented with and overview and analysis of the tradeoffs balancing 
costs (land & construction), affordability and return on investment/subsidy goals. The 
option as updated based on Council direction:  
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On September 20, 2016 the City hosted a community open house on multiple projects 
at the library community room.  Options for the fire station parcel and possible relocation 
of the Senior Center program/facility were highlighted: A summary of input includes: 
 

 Strong attendance, approximately 75 attendees; 

 Of the 34 comment forms received, 25 included comments on the Woodside 
Park Area;   

 Strong support for Preferred Option 3 at the fire station; 

 Support to relocate the current senior building to Richardson’s Flat (as support to 
the transit and parking facility i.e. warming hut, restrooms, coffee); 

 Negative feedback on relocating the Keetley Train Station (current senior center 
building) to Mawhinney parking lot – mainly focused around the already limited 
parking availability and confusion on possible uses; 

 Support for a new facility for the Senior Center programming; and 

 Strong support for building affordable housing between Park Avenue and Empire 
Avenue.   
 

A summary of comments regarding the Woodside Park Area and the Community Center 
in City Park are included as Exhibit B.   
  
Updates 

Fire Station Architecture (Phase 1) 
Elliott Work Group will present their preliminary architecture proposals at the meeting. A 
next step will be to go through a pre- Historic District Design Review, which will be the 
last step prior to completion of this phase of the project with Elliott Work Group. All final 
approvals are subject to applicable regulatory approvals through the standard 
application process. 
 
The concepts, Exhibit A, will be presented visually in detail at the meeting.  
 

 Staff seeks support from City Council regarding Elliot Work Group’s 
proposed architecture. 

 
Senior Update (Program and Existing Building) 
 

 Existing Senior Center Building 
Staff, including Sustainability, Housing and Planning, believes the affordable housing 
density goals established by Council necessitate relocation of the existing Senior Center 
programming and facility to most efficiently use the site for our housing goals. Secondly, 
the current building’s floor plan is not conducive for senior programming. We believe 
building a new, efficient building is the only practical option.  
 

 Does Council support Staff’s recommendations that the building that 
currently houses the Senior Center needs to be removed from its current 
location? 
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The existing Senior Center building is not on City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is not 
contributory to the Park City mining era. It, however was the Keetley Train Station, 
which was originally located on a parcel that now sits under the Jordanelle Reservoir, 
and was moved to its current location in 1976. Due to its age and fabric, Planning 
strongly prefers finding a site to relocate the building as opposed to demolition. Past 
City Councils were supportive of demolition or relocation of the building – at one time 
there was discussion of it becoming a new City Hall for the Town of Francis.  While staff 
has not requested specific direction on disposition of this building, given the strong 
historic preservation ethic of the current City Council, staff believes that Council would 
prefer relocation and reuse of the building. 
 
In support of Council’s critical priority of housing, the Planning Department is supportive 
of relocation and reuse and has recommended creating a tie to the building’s historic 
transit use, if possible.  Staff can return to Council at a later date to outline possible 
locations, estimated costs for relocation, foundation, utilities, and possible uses for the 
building.  Staff will also work to identify possible funding sources.   
 

 Does the Council want staff to return with a more focused discussion on 
the building’s historical value versus possible demolition as well as 
possible scope and cost to relocate and budget implications? 

 

 Existing Senior Programming and Operations 
As stated earlier, the current building’s floor plan is not conducive to the senior use and 
operations.  Combining senior programming into a shared community facility makes 
sense from an efficiency standpoint (shared staff, costs, management and 
programming, etc.) – especially where the current Senior Center building is 
underutilized. Our team is currently identifying an overview of the current and future 
needs for a senior operational and use program. We will then refine how that 
programming might fit within the building design brought forth with the Recreation 
Master Plan at City Park. While the Recreation Master Plan isn’t anticipated for Council 
consideration and possible adoption until later this fall, a new Recreation Building 
located next to Miner’s Hospital (replacing the current Rec Building in that location) 
project has an approved budget in the FY16 capital budget of $4.5M.  
 
While programming for the building is not yet defined, there is a possibility that a small 
non-profit daycare facility could be co-located in this facility along with Senior Center 
and Recreation uses.  There is still much work to be done on this front. 
 
It is important to note that specific concerns have been raised regarding access to 
shared parking at City Park.  To that end, a study will be conducted regarding parking 
supply, proximity and availability for both senior and other intended and shared 
community uses, such as recreation, senior uses and a small daycare facility. 
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That effort will be led by the Recreation Department, who intends to put together a 
working group consisting of PCMC staff, senior representatives, and Summit County 
staff. Their next step will be to conduct a series of site visits to local senior facilities.   
 
The scope, timing and potential budget of a combined facility will be further defined 
during this scoping process.  While the current City Council adopted CIP contains $4.5 
million for the City Park Recreation Building project, it should be noted that this budget 
was entered in during the concept stage of the process. As staff continues to define the 
scope and use of the building, it is likely that the current budget will be reevaluated with 
the scope/use and further evaluated in the context of the 15-year LPA RDA Financial 
Plan.  Any recommended changes would need to be authorized by City Council in a 
future budget process. 
 

 Consistent with the draft, Recreation Master Plan, is Council supportive of 
the concept of relocating the Senior Center Programming to a new, shared 
community center at City Park? 

 
Next Steps 

 Phase I Housing: 
o With Council’s support, submit for preliminary Historic District Design 

Review; 
o Consider a contract with Elliott Work Group to complete construction 

design. 

 Phase Two Housing – Financial and parking assumptions vetted, present 
preliminary options for Council to consider (November 3, 2016);  

 Senior Center  
o Potential senior building relocation – further vet locations and cost; 
o Refine senior program:  

 Create a working group  
 Conduct site visits. 

o Refine concept design of shared senior & community center. 
 
Issues for Discussion 

 Is Council supportive of the design direction we are headed on Phase One? 
 Does Council support staff’s recommendations that the senior building needs to 

be removed from its current location? 
 Does the Council want staff to return with a more focused discussion on the 

building’s historical value versus possible demolition as well as possible budget 
implications? 

 Is Council supportive of relocating the senior program to a new, shared 
community center at City Park? 

 
Department Review 
Legal, Community Development, Economic Development, Housing, Planning Budget, 
Community Affairs and City Manager. 
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 Funding Source 
RDA Tax Increment Finance Bonds or Related Sales Revenue Bonds 
 
Attachments 
A Site Plans, Renderings 
B Summary of Comments 
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Exhibit A – Floor Plans, Renderings 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

Executive Summary 
Following the June 9, 2016 City Council support of the Downtown and Main Street 
Parking Management Plan staff moved forward in the later part of June to form the Main 
Street Parking Plan Implementation Task Force.  The Task Force consisted of 
representatives from the following key areas: 
 

 Three Historic Park City Alliance members 

 City Staff Representatives from Parking, Special Events, Planning, 
Transit, Transportation, and Sustainability/(Public Outreach) Staff 

 
The Task Force’s first meetings reviewed the Parking Plan and established a list of 
considerations that would need to be met in order to implement a successful and 
effective paid parking program. Once the tasks and considerations were identified at a 
more detailed level a timeline was discussed.  It was determined that due to the 
complexities of the technology systems and infrastructure requirements that a Request 
for Proposal would need to go out to bring in a consultant/project manager to evaluate 
and recommend infrastructure, technologies, engineering, and project management to 
develop and deploy a complete system.   
 
Due to the additional Request for Proposal step along with the desire to ensure that all 
of the selected technologies work together to create an effective demand based pricing 
system for the Main Street area parking, the implementation time line was moved from 
an overly aggressive initial target date of December 1, 2016 to June 1, 2017.  This new 
date will have some advantages like ensuring that we have time to get it right, time to 
get the message out to employees and customers, time to ensure we have multiple 
parking and transit alternatives for employees of Main Street, develop effective 
incentives programs, and allow for an adequate testing period prior to full 
implementation. 

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Main Street Paid Parking Update   
Author: Blake Fonnesbeck, Transit & Public Works Director  
Department: Public Works  
Date: October 20, 2016   
Type of Item: Informational  
 
Summary Recommendation 
On June 9, 2016 during the City Council Work Session the Downtown and Main Street 
Parking Management Plan was presented by staff.  The Plan contained strategies to 
better manage the parking supply with technologies, infrastructure, and demand based 
pricing while also supporting broader transportation programs and related goals. The 
Plan as presented on June 9, 2016 received the full support of the City Council for City 
Staff to move forward with the plan recommendations in a fast but slow manner (in other 
words make sure we get it right). This staff report is informational as to the steps and 
timeline of the implementation of the Plan and staff is not seeking a recommendation at 
this time from the City Council. 
 
Executive Summary 
Following the June 9, 2016 City Council support of the Downtown and Main Street 
Parking Management Plan staff moved forward in the later part of June to form the Main 
Street Parking Plan Implementation Task Force.  The Task Force consisted of 
representatives from the following key areas: 
 

 Three Historic Park City Alliance members 

 City Staff Representatives from Parking, Special Events, Planning, 
Transit, Transportation, and Sustainability/(Public Outreach) Staff 

 
The Task Force’s first meetings reviewed the Parking Plan and established a list of 
considerations that would need to be met in order to implement a successful and 
effective paid parking program. Once the tasks and considerations were identified at a 
more detailed level a timeline was discussed.  It was determined that due to the 
complexities of the technology systems and infrastructure requirements that a Request 
for Proposal would need to go out to bring in a consultant/project manager to evaluate 
and recommend infrastructure, technologies, engineering, and project management to 
develop and deploy a complete system.   
 
Due to the additional Request for Proposal step along with the desire to ensure that all 
of the selected technologies work together to create an effective demand based pricing 
system for the Main Street area parking, the implementation time line was moved from 
an overly aggressive initial target date of December 1, 2016 to June 1, 2017.  This new 
date will have some advantages like ensuring that we have time to get it right, time to 
get the message out to employees and customers, time to ensure we have multiple 
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parking and transit alternatives for employees of Main Street, develop effective 
incentives programs, and allow for an adequate testing period prior to full 
implementation. 
 
The Problem  
Parking is currently free in the Old Town area with inconsistent parking time limits, 
spotty enforcement, and confusing way finding/signage which results to increased 
congestion and vehicle miles travel due to drivers looking for parking.  Free parking in 
Park City’s most popular yet congested area does not support recommendations and 
strategies in either the General Plan, Traffic and Transportation Master Plan, or the 
recently adopted Transportation Demand Management Plan which estimates that 
parking demand management can reduce vehicle miles traveled from between 10-15%.   
Lastly, private and public parking are not managed in a comprehensive manner which 
does not make the most effective use of the available inventory.  As such, staff 
proceeded with the development of the Downtown and Main Street Parking and 
Management Plan.  
 
The Downtown and Main Street Parking and Management Plan adopted by City Council 
in June consists of eighteen recommendations to be implemented to create an effective 
Demand Based Pricing Parking Program.  The key components of the plan include paid 
parking infrastructure, way finding technologies, pricing methodologies, public outreach 
and communication, employee alternatives, and transit initiatives.  All of these need to 
be combined and accomplished in a manner that is seamless to the users. With all of 
these components it became clear to staff and the Main Street Parking Plan 
Implementation Task Force that we would need until June 1, 2017 to implement the full 
program. 
 
Background 
Below is the rollout plan from the study presented to Council in June 2016 and then a 
list of the main milestones in the timeline for the implementation of the Downtown and 
Main Street Parking and Management Plan: 
 

 
 
Implementation Timeline 
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 11/15/2016:  Create Request for Proposal and hire a Consultant/Project Manager  
(A Proposal was created and submitted in September but there 
were several points missing that did not create the desired results 
and a new proposal will be advertised this week.) 

 12/15/2016:  Review recommendation from consultant for infrastructure, select 
technologies and prepare bid documents. 

 1/15/2017:    Select successful infrastructure bid. 

 2/15/2017: Begin working on non-construction aspects of the Paid Parking and  
Demand based pricing system, way finding, and technology 
systems to be ready for equipment installation. 

 4/15/2017: Complete Main Street Employee incentive and parking alternatives 
for roll out during the month of May. 

 4/15/2017:     Infrastructure construction begins. 

 5/15/2017:     Construction completed and testing begins. 

 6/1/2017:  Full roll out of the Main Street Parking Demand Based Pricing 
program. 

 
Winter 2015/2017:  Same China Bridge parking program as last winter 
Other background that is important for the City Council to note is that for this upcoming 
Winter Season Parking Services will continue with the same pass program and prices 
for China Bridge as the past two winter seasons.  When we switch over to the new 
system on June 1, 2017 we will credit all prior paid China Bridge parking passes with a 
preloaded parking card with the prorated remaining dollar value that can be used for the 
paid parking system. 
 
As a refresher the current China Bridge permit prices for last year AND this winter are: 

 $150/Year for Covered Parking - Blackouts on Friday and Saturdays from 5 – 11 
P.M. and Sundance 

 $300/Year for Covered Parking – No Blackouts other than Sundance 
 
New Program Beginning Summer 2017 
 
At a high level, the new parking program that will be rolled out in the Summer of 2017 
will work as follows: 
:   

 Employee who want to park off-street in the Main Street Core will enroll in the Access Park City program: 
o Smart card linked to a credit card 
o Rates for off-street parking are based on parking demand:  Parking during peak periods is more 

expensive than off peak 
 Employees will park off street in the Main Street Core for free approximately one third of 

the year 
 Employees get discounted rates for off-street parking in the Main Street Core (approx. 

15% to 50% discount over public parking rates, depending on location, parking demand 
and length of parking stay).  

 Mix of “Value” and “Premium” Parking in Main Street Core (remote parking is also free) 
o Locations for Value Parking are as follows and shown on the map below: North Marsac, City Hall, 

China Bridge Top Level & Brew Pub 
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o Locations for Premium Parking are as follows and shown on the map below: Gateway, Flag Pole, 
Galleria, Bob Wells, China Bridge North, China Bridge South (Top level of China Bridge is Value 
Parking) 

o Reminder: Free remote parking will be available with frequent pickups & guaranteed ride home 
program (with more frequent pickups at remote lots during peak periods) 

 
With the rates recommended in the Downtown and Main Street Parking Management 
Plan the table below compares the current China Bridge Parking Pass Rates to the new 
proposed rates.  The two highlighted scenarios below demonstrate the following: 
 
9 to 5 Main Street Area Office Worker:  Works 9am –5pm most days Parking 5 days/week; Monday through Friday.  
 
4 to 12 Main Street area Restaurant/Bar Worker: Works 4pm –12am most days Parking 5 days/week.  

 

Employee Scenario 
Annual 

Parking Cost 

Annual 

Incentives 

Net Annual 

Cost 

Existing 

Annual Cost 

9 to 5 worker. Parking 3 days/week. “Value” parking. $72 $61 $11 

Up to $300+ 

9 to 5 worker. Parking 5 days/week. “Value” parking. $121 $0 $121 

9 to 5 Main Street area Office worker. Parking 5 

days/week. Mix of “Value” and “Premium” parking, Monday 

– Friday 

$204 $0 $204 

4 to 12 worker. Parking 3 days/week. Mix of “Premium” 

and “Value.” 
$215 $63 $152 

4 to 12 Main Street area Restaurant/Bar worker. Parking 5 

days/week. Mix of “Premium” and “Value.” 
$508 $0 $508 
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The table below is a representative map showing where Premium, Value, and Remote 
parking will be designated as part of the Demand Based Paid Parking Management 
Plan: 
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As Part of the Parking Management Plan the parking demand is broken into Peak and 
Non-Peak times which are described in the table below and separated into four tiers 
based on the annual parking demand that was determined through extensive data 
collection over the past 3 years. 
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The table below shows when the various tiers 1-4 would be applied during a year in the 
demand based parking system.  
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Department Review 
This Report has been reviewed by the Public Works, Legal, Community Development, 
and Administration Departments.
 

 Attachments 
 
A: The following is the link to the Downtown and Main Street Parking Management 

Plan executive summary that was approved by the City Council on June 9, 
2016. http://www.parkcity.org/home/showdocument?id=29345  

 
B: The following is the link to the Downtown and Main Street Parking Management 

Plan final report that was approved by the City Council on June 9, 2016. 
http://www.parkcity.org/home/showdocument?id=29347 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

The attachments within this report consist of Monthly Expenditure and Revenue Reports 
detailed by Fund and Major Object Type. The format of these reports follows the audit 
procedure from the State Compliance Audit Guide, the Utah statute and sample summary 
reports found in the Utah Uniform Accounting Manual. These summary reports should be 
prepared and reviewed by Council Quarterly for all funds. 

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Kory Kersavage, Budget Analyst 
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MEMO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To: City Council 
From: Budget Department 
Date: October 4, 2016 
Subject: Quarterly Budget Reporting 
 
 
 

State Compliance Monthly Budget Reporting 
 

The attachments within this report consist of Monthly Expenditure and Revenue Reports 
detailed by Fund and Major Object Type. The format of these reports follows the audit 
procedure from the State Compliance Audit Guide, the Utah statute and sample 
summary reports found in the Utah Uniform Accounting Manual.  These summary 
reports should be prepared and reviewed by Council Quarterly for all funds.  
 
The beginning and ending (399 Beginning Balance) fund balances (09 Interfund 
transfer) have not been calculated for the FY17 YTD actuals and thus do not show up in 
the report. We typically calculate these when we begin balancing the budget in April.    
 
Notable Observations:  

• 23% of the Personnel budget for the general fund has been spent, which means 
that personnel expenditures are on track for FY 2017. 

• 17% of the General Fund Materials budget has been spent so far, which means 
materials have been underspent so far in FY 2017. 

• 23% of the total General Fund budget has been spent. Spending is on track for 
being a quarter of the way through the year. 

• All City funds came in under budget for FY 2016. 

 
Attachment A: Expenditure Summary by Object and Type 
Attachment B: Revenue Summary by Object and Type 
 

 
 

445 Marsac Ave. 

P.O. Box 1480 
Park City, UT  84060 

Tel  435.615.5154 

www.parkcity.org 
 

Budget, Debt, & Grants 
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Expenditure Summary by Object Type 

October 3, 2016 
 

Object Type 
 

Actuals 
FY 2014 

Actuals 
FY 2015 

Actuals 
FY 2016 

Annual 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Actuals 
FY 2017 

Annual 
Budget 
FY 2017 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2017 

011 GENERAL FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 16,906,148 18,056,527 19,716,225 19,894,487 178,262 4,871,345 21,034,661 16,163,316 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 1,113,051 1,183,269 1,080,523 1,178,550 98,027 208,695 1,221,351 1,012,656 
03 UTILITIES 726,142 1,420,453 1,428,903 1,468,863 39,960 87,282 1,501,178 1,413,896 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 1,791,738 1,856,064 2,075,588 2,492,012 416,424 449,769 2,749,669 2,299,900 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 983,655 891,169 800,669 992,260 191,591 204,297 1,040,811 836,514 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 919,237 1,035,873 961,858 1,050,400 88,542 715,958 1,005,400 289,442 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 208,870 200,988 95,318 369,282 273,964 65,358 431,390 366,032 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 11,932,280 12,486,945 11,624,443 11,624,443  573,942 12,117,400 11,543,458 
Total 011 GENERAL FUND 34,581,120 37,131,289 37,783,526 39,070,297 1,286,771 7,176,647 41,101,860 33,925,213 

012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 701,623 670,273 723,031 736,682 13,652 169,595 854,411 684,816 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 48,642 54,764 49,916 53,040 3,124 15,403 56,365 40,962 
03 UTILITIES 169,420 169,862 150,026 184,443 34,417 17,706 179,563 161,857 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 95,903 96,458 48,617 70,699 22,082 13,603 71,933 58,330 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 66,228 60,074 85,106 123,275 38,169 16,773 47,275 30,502 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 12,106 12,465 12,182 4,500 -7,682 1,186 12,141 10,955 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 1,903 78 2,085 6,000 3,915  6,000 6,000 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER -3,204,032 -3,497,044 -3,900,683 -3,900,683  300 -4,340,371 -4,340,671 
Total 012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX -2,108,208 -2,433,070 -2,829,719 -2,722,044 107,675 234,566 -3,112,683 -3,347,249 

021 POLICE SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

07 CAPITAL OUTLAY  200       
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 29,144 29,944 31,374 31,374   31,374 31,374 
Total 021 POLICE SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 29,144 30,144 31,374 31,374   31,374 31,374 

022 CRIMINAL FORFEITURE RESTRICTED ACCOUNT 

07 CAPITAL OUTLAY  1 4,867 4,867     
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 17,258 17,257 18,128 18,128   18,128 18,128 
Total 022 CRIMINAL FORFEITURE RESTRICTED 
ACCOUNT 

17,258 17,258 22,995 22,995   18,128 18,128 

023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES  6,460 22,393 22,634 241 7,180 25,161 17,981 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES  11,950 10,200 20,000 9,800 2,800 20,000 17,200 
03 UTILITIES  9,868 11,014 12,000 986 906 12,000 11,094 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC  67,071 112,863 150,000 37,137 130 150,000 149,870 
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06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES   485,451 568,000 82,549  568,000 568,000 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER  2,204,075 1,774,685 1,774,685  410,280 1,772,191 1,361,911 
Total 023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE 
FUND 

 2,299,424 2,416,607 2,547,319 130,713 421,296 2,547,352 2,126,056 

024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC   33,264 80,000 46,736 709 80,000 79,291 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES  310,086 276,082 405,000 128,918  405,000 405,000 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER  959,885 816,638 816,638  188,001 821,638 633,637 
Total 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE 
FUND 

 1,269,971 1,125,984 1,301,638 175,654 188,710 1,306,638 1,117,928 

031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 34,424 45,169 65,879  -65,879 16,783  -16,783 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 9,376,543 18,685,295 8,827,413 45,465,596 36,638,183 1,434,161 18,820,204 17,386,043 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 27,240,940 33,201,102 4,720,540 4,720,540  321,465 10,769,498 10,448,033 
Total 031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 36,651,907 51,931,567 13,613,832 50,186,136 36,572,304 1,772,409 29,589,702 27,817,293 

033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 5,365 7,861 7,727  -7,727 543  -543 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 525,297 543,620       
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 3,060,404 8,846,299 1,847,149 13,025,293 11,178,144 74,993 17,881,858 17,806,865 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 8,534,271 882,497 2,121,391 2,121,391   56,658 56,658 
Total 033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK 12,125,337 10,280,278 3,976,267 15,146,684 11,170,417 75,536 17,938,516 17,862,980 

034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST 

06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 281,491        
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 2,385  47,541 122,603 75,062  50,000 50,000 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 2,224,068 2,221,001 1,969,986 1,969,986  201,522 1,868,101 1,666,579 
Total 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST 2,507,943 2,221,001 2,017,527 2,092,589 75,062 201,522 1,918,101 1,716,579 

035 BUILDING AUTHORITY 

07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 2,844 66,575 8,011 42,198 34,187 2,066  -2,066 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 523,127 458,911 416,713 416,713   416,713 416,713 
Total 035 BUILDING AUTHORITY 525,971 525,486 424,724 458,911 34,187 2,066 416,713 414,547 

038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP 

07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 735,016 1,019,443 1,250,276 2,471,132 1,220,856 569,953 1,023,700 453,747 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 1,902,793 1,832,162 372,030 372,030   372,030 372,030 
Total 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP 
 

2,637,809 2,851,605 1,622,306 2,843,162 1,220,856 569,953 1,395,730 825,777 
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051 WATER FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 2,077,220 2,305,294 2,515,881 2,430,216 -85,665 578,152 2,958,603 2,380,451 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 192,431 197,443 254,900 284,425 29,525 56,293 294,927 238,634 
03 UTILITIES 882,759 955,923 975,108 1,123,197 148,089 105,229 1,183,005 1,077,776 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 744,473 617,246 935,079 1,081,955 146,876 208,400 1,116,944 908,544 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 823,086 602,799 645,810 843,230 197,420 111,227 849,980 738,753 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 18,764 22,459 32,842 28,100 -4,742 1,942 42,000 40,058 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 7,965,236 6,047,589 6,919,868 13,731,488 6,811,620 426,409 17,013,429 16,587,020 
08 DEBT SERVICE 4,361,654 4,510,478 4,503,481 4,509,004 5,524 63,988 4,507,304 4,443,316 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 8,070,283 10,441,425 11,216,075 11,216,075  231,993 16,057,179 15,825,186 
Total 051 WATER FUND 25,135,905 25,700,655 27,999,042 35,247,691 7,248,649 1,783,633 44,023,371 42,239,738 

052 STORM WATER FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES      110,222 653,223 543,001 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES      1,205 60,000 58,795 
03 UTILITIES      352 27,100 26,748 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC      15,694 157,000 141,306 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES       51,300 51,300 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY      31,440 31,500 60 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER      20,001 119,877 99,876 
Total 052 STORM WATER FUND      178,915 1,100,000 921,085 

055 GOLF COURSE FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 678,265 728,579 691,471 784,597 93,126 227,268 928,410 701,142 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 70,894 52,638 66,487 74,900 8,413 9,126 74,900 65,774 
03 UTILITIES 56,458 46,996 53,740 58,387 4,647 7,812 58,387 50,575 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 70,196 71,478 72,094 93,942 21,848 12,706 93,942 81,236 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 185,738 208,841 236,701 240,800 4,099 63,854 240,800 176,946 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 23,565 25,400 26,020 30,500 4,480 5,207 30,500 25,293 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 55,877 46,545 34,349 149,084 114,735 20,927 114,565 93,638 
08 DEBT SERVICE 36,080 36,080 27,060 27,060 0    
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 1,176,585 1,315,444 1,274,663 1,274,663  31,893 1,182,028 1,150,135 
Total 055 GOLF COURSE FUND 2,353,658 2,532,002 2,482,586 2,733,933 251,348 378,793 2,723,532 2,344,739 

057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 4,496,723 4,896,369 5,880,917 5,907,758 26,841 1,287,371 6,523,387 5,236,016 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 263,923 346,871 366,326 233,734 -132,592 44,309 253,734 209,425 
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03 UTILITIES 130,215 131,885 135,146 140,744 5,598 15,665 150,744 135,079 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 572,123 769,977 875,308 1,156,473 281,165 106,355 746,473 640,118 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 11,100 30,305 12,067 21,000 8,933 83 21,000 20,917 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 81,866 72,297 78,358 36,000 -42,358 8,891 36,000 27,109 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 2,622,510 677,758 1,117,219 15,144,542 14,027,323 4,078 18,384,045 18,379,967 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 21,135,122 22,661,534 15,554,410 15,554,410  656,241 6,372,103 5,715,862 
Total 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND 29,313,582 29,586,997 24,019,750 38,194,662 14,174,912 2,122,993 32,487,486 30,364,493 

062 FLEET SERVICES FUND 

01 PERSONNEL SERVICES 670,854 800,303 891,897 851,510 -40,387 231,292 964,100 732,808 
02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 66,970 70,130 74,426 70,100 -4,326 19,083 70,100 51,017 
03 UTILITIES 1,118,663 994,533 765,670 837,900 72,230 121,650 837,900 716,250 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 3,133 3,639 6,557 4,200 -2,357 750 4,200 3,450 
05 PARTS/MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 622,705 668,413 724,894 708,420 -16,474 137,714 713,420 575,706 
07 CAPITAL OUTLAY 6,794 7,438 6,116 10,000 3,884  10,000 10,000 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 961,174 1,145,417 1,111,287 1,111,287   990,767 990,767 
Total 062 FLEET SERVICES FUND 3,450,294 3,689,874 3,580,848 3,593,417 12,569 510,489 3,590,487 3,079,998 

064 SELF INSURANCE FUND 

02 MATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 12,720 38,560 31,433 50,300 18,867 6,748 50,500 43,752 
04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 236,240 700,711 218,015 836,000 617,985 65,199 636,000 570,801 
06 SPECIAL SERV CONTRACT/MISC CHARGES 520,639 582,721 640,392 550,000 -90,392 77,635 660,000 582,365 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 1,208,215 607,450 421,816 421,816   20,313 20,313 
Total 064 SELF INSURANCE FUND 1,977,814 1,929,442 1,311,657 1,858,116 546,459 149,581 1,366,813 1,217,232 

070 SALES TAX REV BOND – DEBT SVS FUND 

04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC  429,374       
08 DEBT SERVICE 1,559,863 8,733,012 2,592,290 2,601,563 9,273 2,100 2,261,013 2,258,913 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 1,165,265 18,597,136 6,515,764 6,515,764   2,791,417 2,791,417 
Total 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND 2,725,128 27,759,521 9,108,054 9,117,327 9,273 2,100 5,052,430 5,050,330 

071 DEBT SERVICE FUND 

04 CONTRACT SVCS/CONSULTING/SOFTWARE LIC 123,931 74,606       
08 DEBT SERVICE 7,107,411 8,282,350 4,214,543 4,230,380 15,838 500 4,224,985 4,224,485 
09 INTERFUND TRANSFER 7,596,740 1,003,018 1,063,074 1,063,074   1,120,892 1,120,892 
Total 071 DEBT SERVICE FUND 14,828,082 9,359,974 4,214,543 5,293,454 15,838 500 5,345,877 5,345,377 
TOTAL 166,752,743 206,683,419 133,984,975 207,017,661 73,032,686 15,769,844 188,841,428 173,071,584 

 

Packet Pg. 31



Revenue Summary by Type 

October 3, 2016 
 

Revenue Type 
 

Actuals 
FY 2014 

Actuals 
FY 2015 

Actuals 
FY 2016 

Adjusted 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Actuals 
FY 2017 

Annual 
Budget 
FY 2017 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2017 

011 GENERAL FUND 

311 Property Taxes 9,279,024 9,268,604 11,108,571 10,464,000 -644,571 112 10,670,557 10,670,445 
312 Sales Tax 7,314,413 7,408,763 7,437,258 7,416,832 -20,426  9,875,419 9,875,419 
313 Franchise Tax 3,158,716 3,061,207 3,185,820 3,144,000 -41,820 260,624 3,225,000 2,964,376 
321 Licenses 422,747 412,605 456,599 504,000 47,401 18,261 543,000 524,739 
322 Planning Building & Engineering Fees 2,154,168 2,578,017 1,873,987 2,277,000 403,013 558,778 2,437,000 1,878,222 
326 Other Fees 41,961 36,865 133,288 49,000 -84,288 4,538 59,000 54,462 
331 Federal Revenue 69,654 44,557 64,321 34,000 -30,321  48,000 48,000 
332 State Revenue 69,198 66,218 66,806 106,000 39,194 1,341 106,000 104,659 
333 County/SP District Revenue    2,000 2,000 50,000 25,000 -25,000 
344 Cemetery Charges for Services 26,250 38,188 21,937 38,000 16,063 3,102 38,000 34,898 
346 Recreation 1,836,326 1,913,310 1,982,640 1,998,000 15,360 309,546 2,138,900 1,829,354 
349 Other Service Revenue 86,364 99,640 90,239 91,000 761 12,468 91,000 78,532 
352 Library Fines & Fees 16,124 12,456 21,407 20,000 -1,407 4,649 20,000 15,351 
353 Fines & Forfeitures 100 150       
361 Misc. Revenues 348,604 192,873 307,055 361,000 53,945 43,630 370,000 326,370 
381 Interfund Transactions (Admin) 1,346,991 2,166,534 2,256,360 2,256,360  420,636 2,397,547 1,976,911 
391 Special Revenues & Resources 42,800 42,048 42,428 54,000 11,572 26,081 55,000 28,919 
399 Beginning Balance 8,367,681 9,789,256 10,255,105 10,255,105   9,002,437 9,002,437 
Total 011 GENERAL FUND 34,581,121 37,131,290 39,303,819 39,070,297 -233,522 1,713,766 41,101,860 39,388,094 

012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX 

333 County/SP District Revenue 23,000        
346 Recreation  13,815 2,826  -2,826 720  -720 
347 Ice 787,773 757,271 749,880 775,000 25,120 127,221 788,000 660,779 
361 Misc. Revenues 58 -24 1,131  -1,131 -122  122 
391 Special Revenues & Resources      500  -500 
399 Beginning Balance -2,919,038 -3,204,132 -3,497,044 -3,497,044   -3,900,683 -3,900,683 
Total 012 QUINNS RECREATION COMPLEX -2,108,208 -2,433,071 -2,743,207 -2,722,044 21,163 128,318 -3,112,683 -3,241,001 

021 POLICE SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

332 State Revenue 500 1,000 2,310 1,430 -880    
399 Beginning Balance 28,644 29,144 29,944 29,144 -800  31,374 31,374 
Total 021 POLICE SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 29,144 30,144 32,254 31,374 -880  31,374 31,374 

022 CRIMINAL FORFEITURE RESTRICTED ACCOUNT 

332 State Revenue -1,875  3,996 5,738 1,742    
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399 Beginning Balance 19,133 17,258 17,257 17,257   18,128 18,128 
Total 022 CRIMINAL FORFEITURE RESTRICTED 
ACCOUNT 

17,258 17,258 21,253 22,995 1,742  18,128 18,128 

023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

311 Property Taxes  2,298,631 2,399,605 2,413,792 14,187  2,413,792 2,413,792 
361 Misc. Revenues  793 3,962  -3,962    
399 Beginning Balance   133,527 133,527   133,560 133,560 
Total 023 LOWER PARK AVE RDA SPECIAL REVENUE 
FUND 

 2,299,425 2,537,094 2,547,319 10,225  2,547,352 2,547,352 

024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND 

311 Property Taxes  1,266,718 1,259,760 1,242,000 -17,760  1,242,000 1,242,000 
361 Misc. Revenues  3,254 2,395  -2,395    
399 Beginning Balance   59,638 59,638   64,638 64,638 
Total 024 MAIN STREET RDA SPECIAL REVENUE FUND  1,269,972 1,321,793 1,301,638 -20,155  1,306,638 1,306,638 

031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 

311 Property Taxes 283,345        
312 Sales Tax 6,184,909 7,389,182 8,897,706 8,745,007 -152,699  7,459,250 7,459,250 
322 Planning Building & Engineering Fees 397,737 817,666 425,365 765,000 339,635 123,882 765,000 641,118 
331 Federal Revenue 12,613 4,091 1,044 1,000,000 998,956    
332 State Revenue 1,302,855 2,385,239 285,873 312,267 26,394 6,150 360,000 353,850 
333 County/SP District Revenue 341,001 100,000 50,000 50,000   50,000 50,000 
361 Misc. Revenues 1,785,454 1,713,671 509,139 232,000 -277,139 2,145 230,000 227,855 
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt) 7,164,160 12,069,371 3,715,347 3,715,347     
391 Special Revenues & Resources 408,647 345,772 278,416 316,491 38,075 2,738 302,500 299,762 
392 Bond Proceeds    2,100,000 2,100,000  17,000,000 17,000,000 
399 Beginning Balance 18,771,186 27,106,574 32,950,023 32,950,023   3,422,952 3,422,952 
Total 031 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND 36,651,907 51,931,567 47,112,913 50,186,136 3,073,223 134,915 29,589,702 29,454,787 

033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK 

311 Property Taxes 2,203,448        
361 Misc. Revenues 44,598 26,634 728,943 750,000 21,057    
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)  2,070,548 1,641,125 1,641,125  410,280 1,641,125 1,230,845 
392 Bond Proceeds    12,200,000 12,200,000  14,500,000 14,500,000 
399 Beginning Balance 9,877,290 8,183,095 555,559 555,559   1,797,391 1,797,391 
Total 033 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-LOWER PRK 12,125,336 10,280,277 2,925,627 15,146,684 12,221,057 410,280 17,938,516 17,528,236 
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034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST 

311 Property Taxes 1,263,060        
361 Misc. Revenues 6,927 18,035 9,067  -9,067    
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt)  900,247 752,000 752,000  188,001 752,000 563,999 
399 Beginning Balance 1,237,956 1,302,719 1,340,589 1,340,589   1,166,101 1,166,101 
Total 034 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY-MAIN ST 2,507,943 2,221,001 2,101,656 2,092,589 -9,067 188,001 1,918,101 1,730,100 

035 BUILDING AUTHORITY 

361 Misc. Revenues 2,513 2,359 3,187  -3,187    
399 Beginning Balance 523,457 523,127 458,911 458,911   416,713 416,713 
Total 035 BUILDING AUTHORITY 525,970 525,486 462,098 458,911 -3,187  416,713 416,713 

038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP 

361 Misc. Revenues 146,554 23,812 33,825  -33,825    
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt) 905,000 925,000 1,011,000 1,011,000  255,924 1,023,700 767,776 
399 Beginning Balance 1,586,254 1,902,793 1,832,162 1,832,162   372,030 372,030 
Total 038 EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT CIP 2,637,808 2,851,605 2,876,987 2,843,162 -33,825 255,924 1,395,730 1,139,806 

051 WATER FUND 

322 Planning Building & Engineering Fees 1,225,961 2,303,997 1,140,313 2,100,000 959,687 393,405 1,000,000 606,595 
331 Federal Revenue 485,097 1,445,229 42,874  -42,874    
341 Water Charges for Services 13,128,172 14,125,896 15,162,429 15,660,141 497,712 7,164,141 16,748,500 9,584,359 
361 Misc. Revenues 435,958 508,095 422,545 178,023 -244,522 44,676 178,023 133,347 
392 Bond Proceeds    8,400,000 8,400,000  16,500,000 16,500,000 
399 Beginning Balance 9,860,717 7,317,437 8,909,527 8,909,527   9,596,848 9,596,848 
Total 051 WATER FUND 25,135,905 25,700,655 25,677,688 35,247,691 9,570,003 7,602,222 44,023,371 36,421,149 

052 STORM WATER FUND 

341 Water Charges for Services      240,686 1,100,000 859,314 
Total 052 STORM WATER FUND      240,686 1,100,000 859,314 

055 GOLF COURSE FUND 

333 County/SP District Revenue 11,000        
346 Recreation 1,327,549 1,426,520 1,411,819 1,469,596 57,777 671,992 1,489,596 817,604 
361 Misc. Revenues 62,941 25,829 25,428 51,350 25,922 78 51,350 51,272 
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt) 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000  6,249 25,000 18,751 
399 Beginning Balance 927,168 1,054,654 1,187,987 1,187,987   1,157,586 1,157,586 
Total 055 GOLF COURSE FUND 
 

2,353,658 2,532,002 2,650,234 2,733,933 83,699 678,319 2,723,532 2,045,213 
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Revenue Type 
 

Actuals 
FY 2014 

Actuals 
FY 2015 

Actuals 
FY 2016 

Adjusted 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2016 

Actuals 
FY 2017 

Annual 
Budget 
FY 2017 

Remaining 
Budget 
FY 2017 

057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND 

312 Sales Tax 4,019,133 4,398,879 4,877,097 4,850,000 -27,097  5,092,500 5,092,500 
321 Licenses 951,713 1,040,014 1,032,191 923,699 -108,492 3,815 916,183 912,368 
326 Other Fees 1,500 320 2,125  -2,125    
331 Federal Revenue 2,827,961 1,630,990 457,917 7,991,572 7,533,655  7,930,119 7,930,119 
342 Transit Charges for Services 2,175,148 2,200,248 2,312,576 2,556,039 243,463 171,555 3,671,378 3,499,823 
353 Fines & Forfeitures 739,204 970,338 1,080,705 679,200 -401,505 87,385 1,469,200 1,381,815 
361 Misc. Revenues 108,100 142,300 201,922 742,500 540,578 4,695 92,500 87,805 
391 Special Revenues & Resources 452,727 408,972 315,322 346,000 30,678 63,081 300,000 236,919 
399 Beginning Balance 18,038,096 18,794,937 20,105,652 20,105,652   13,015,606 13,015,606 
Total 057 TRANSPORTATION & PARKING FUND 29,313,582 29,586,998 30,385,507 38,194,662 7,809,155 330,531 32,487,486 32,156,955 

062 FLEET SERVICES FUND 

381 Interfund Transactions (Admin) 2,576,000 2,728,700 2,448,000 2,448,000  619,800 2,479,200 1,859,400 
399 Beginning Balance 874,294 961,174 1,145,417 1,145,417   1,111,287 1,111,287 
Total 062 FLEET SERVICES FUND 3,450,294 3,689,874 3,593,417 3,593,417  619,800 3,590,487 2,970,687 

064 SELF INSURANCE FUND 

361 Misc. Revenues 204,000 258,000 258,000 258,000  64,500 258,000 193,500 
381 Interfund Transactions (Admin) 349,998 463,227 992,665 992,666 1 171,747 686,997 515,250 
399 Beginning Balance 1,423,816 1,208,215 607,450 607,450   421,816 421,816 
Total 064 SELF INSURANCE FUND 1,977,814 1,929,442 1,858,115 1,858,116 1 236,247 1,366,813 1,130,566 

070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND 

361 Misc. Revenues 2,747 4,669 33,338  -33,338 3,211  -3,211 
381 Interfund Transactions (Admin) 181,247 168,616 164,089 164,089  40,014 160,058 120,044 
382 Interfund Transactions (CIP/Debt) 1,380,741 1,428,429 2,425,473 2,425,473  522,987 2,091,955 1,568,968 
392 Bond Proceeds  24,992,543       
399 Beginning Balance 1,160,392 1,165,265 6,527,765 6,527,765   2,800,417 2,800,417 
Total 070 SALES TAX REV BOND - DEBT SVS FUND 2,725,127 27,759,521 9,150,665 9,117,327 -33,338 566,212 5,052,430 4,486,218 

071 DEBT SERVICE FUND 

311 Property Taxes 5,082,714 5,321,592 3,723,453 4,223,453 500,000  4,220,158 4,220,158 
361 Misc. Revenues 94,732 65,958 62,849 66,983 4,134 1 62,645 62,644 
392 Bond Proceeds 9,243,543 3,539,845       
399 Beginning Balance 407,093 432,580 1,003,018 1,003,018   1,063,074 1,063,074 
Total 071 DEBT SERVICE FUND 14,828,082 9,359,975 4,789,320 5,293,454 504,134 1 5,345,877 5,345,876 
TOTAL 166,752,742 206,683,419 174,057,233 207,017,661 32,960,428 13,105,221 188,841,427 175,736,206 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 
Attached for your approval, please find the minutes for the September 22, 2016, and October 6, 
2016, City Council Meetings. Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
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 2 

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES-DRAFT 3 

445 MARSAC AVENUE 4 

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060 5 

 6 

September 22, 2016 7 

 8 

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on September 22, 9 

2016, at 3:10 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. 10 

 11 

Council Member Beerman moved to close the meeting to discuss property, personnel 12 

and litigation at 3:10 p.m. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye: 13 

Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel. 14 

CLOSED SESSION 15 

 16 

Council Member Beerman moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting. Council Member 17 

Gerber seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, 18 

Matsumoto, and Worel. 19 

 20 

WORK SESSION 21 

Council Questions and Comments: 22 

Council Member Gerber attended the joint School District, County, City meeting. She 23 

stated there was a good discussion on issues and topics from the last few months. 24 

Council Member Gerber said she will be missing Planning Commission next week. 25 

Mayor Thomas said he would go in her place. 26 

 27 

Council Member Matsumoto appreciated City staff working with the School District on 28 

start time issues. She attended the open house at the library and said there was a good 29 

turnout. Council Member Matsumoto attended the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation 30 

District board meeting and they went on a tour of the hole that they are digging for the 31 

new plant.  32 

 33 

Council Member Henney attended the Moab Delegation meeting. He thought it was very 34 

informative. They talked about common goals and objectives. He went to the LED swap 35 

out on Cooke Drive and commented that it was a great way to interact with the 36 

community. Council Member Henney went to the All Hands Meeting and thought it was 37 

great to go and see presentations on customer engagement.  38 

 39 
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Council Members Worel and Henney met and talked about the deaths of the 13 year old 1 

boys and discussed what Council could do. They had some suggestions and ideas, and 2 

asked the other council members if they felt it was okay if Council Members Worel and 3 

Henney met with the school and other groups about the subject. 4 

 5 

Council Member Worel wanted to know if Council was interested in “Coffee with the 6 

Council”—an activity where they would meet with members in the community. 7 

 8 

Diane Foster, City Manager, explained that Linda Jager, Community Engagement 9 

Manager, was working on the “Coffee with the Council” program and that Jager would 10 

raise it on her priority list. 11 

 12 

Council Member Worel attended Autumn Aloft and thought it was a great event that 13 

attracted so many families. She was also involved with the LED exchange on Cooke 14 

Drive. Council Member Worel reminded everyone that the Friends of the Library 15 

luncheon was coming up on October 10th. She said that the library had formed a mini 16 

library at the MARC and that they had books on health and fitness. She stated the 17 

library was expanding its Spanish services and that they had story time in Spanish for 18 

families. Council Member Worel said she was also meeting with people about childcare 19 

to try and meet those needs.  20 

 21 

Council Member Beerman wanted to thank Council Members Worel and Henney for 22 

focusing on what the Council and community could do in the wake of the two Junior 23 

High student deaths. He congratulated Park City on the Utah Governor’s Business 24 

Friendly Community Award that Mayor Thomas, Assistant City Manager Matt Dias, and 25 

Executive Intern John Rock received from the Lieutenant Governor. Council Member 26 

Beerman reported that Moab City just put their City Manager on leave. He wished them 27 

luck with their issues and said that those who attended the Moab delegation meeting 28 

had outstanding presentations for the Moab group. Council Member Beerman gave a 29 

shout out to Park City’s public safety officers and everyone who helped put together a 30 

memorial for the boys who died.  31 

 32 

Mayor Thomas reported that he was at the presentation of the Governor’s Business 33 

Friendly Community Award. He attended the joint School District, City Council, County 34 

Council meeting on Monday, the KPCW sponsored event on drug issues, and the 35 

Soaring Wings preschool where the children sang songs to him and shook his hand.  36 

 37 

Council Member Worel reminded everyone that Saturday is neighborhood day. 38 

 39 

The Council said goodbye and thank you to Ann Ober, Regional Collaboration and 40 

Energy Director, and Craig Sanchez, Community Engagement Liaison.  41 

 42 

Diane Foster, City Manager, introduced Lynn Ware Peek as the newest employee for 43 

the City. Foster explained that Craig Sanchez had become familiar with what was 44 
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happening with the private businesses on Main Street and that Peek would also 1 

continue to work with the private businesses as well as other community engagement 2 

programs. 3 

 4 

Peek said working for the City had been a huge learning experience already. She met 5 

with a handful of Latino community members and she was glad to be here. She said 6 

that she loves her new coworkers.  7 

 8 

Energy Critical Priority - Electrical Program Update 9 

Luke Cartin, Environmental Sustainability Manager, explained they were coming before 10 

Council to receive direction on the electricity piece of Park City’s renewable energy 11 

goal. Salt Lake City and Rocky Mountain Power went public with their cooperative 12 

agreement, which said they would work together to achieve Salt Lake City’s 2032 goal 13 

for 100% renewable energy. Cartin explained that if Council chose to adopt the same 14 

goal, it would make it easier for Rocky Mountain Power to work with both Salt Lake City 15 

and Park City and we would all be working together as a team toward the same goal.  16 

 17 

Cartin stated that Council would begin to see all the pieces come together on the City 18 

side; for example, Sustainability would be filling a current vacancy and hiring an 19 

environmental project manager. They would also be pulling together an internal 20 

stakeholder group that would help them prioritize and think outside the box. In order to 21 

put things in perspective, Cartin stated that the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 22 

Administration reported August as the 16th straight warmest month on record. He also 23 

explained that the Rocky Mountain Power piece was a major part of meeting the 24 

community-wide goal.  25 

 26 

Ann Ober, Regional Collaboration and Energy Director, discussed the opt-out program 27 

that could be put in place to achieve Park City’s 100% renewable energy goal or to 28 

achieve the net-zero goal in general. She suggested the City needed to move the 29 

community to a net-zero energy source and they had been discussing different 30 

possibilities for doing so. Ober explained that in communities where they had been 31 

successful, they had an opt-out program. She stated that it worked because the city put 32 

everyone on a renewable energy plan and residents would have to opt-out if they 33 

wanted to leave the plan for whatever reason. Park City had a 5% buy rate with the 34 

subscriber solar and blue sky programs for the whole City. The remainder of Park City’s 35 

portfolio was 16% carbon free. She suggested that going to 100% instead of 5% of the 36 

community using renewable energy would be impossible without the opt-out program. In 37 

communities that introduced the opt-out program the percentage of residents using 38 

renewable energy was 89%. Ober used Park City’s Water Department as an example. 39 

As they tracked their water metering, if a resident participated in the opt-in program, it 40 

was about a 30% buy-in rate; whereas, if a resident was a part of the automatic signup 41 

and opted out there was about a 90% uptake. 42 

 43 
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When Ober discussed the opt-out plan with Rocky Mountain Power, they thought it 1 

might not be the right way to go, even though they were still willing to talk about it. She 2 

said that staff would be getting together with Mayor Thomas and Council Member 3 

Beerman to try and figure out how Park City can legislatively create an opt-in program. 4 

Ober stated that Cartin would be coming back to Council asking for endorsement for 5 

that legislation.  6 

 7 

As a reminder, Ober stated that PCMC was at about 52% of its 100% renewable energy 8 

goal because of subscriber solar and some other programming. Ober stated that Park 9 

City would be getting close on its 2022 goal, but reaching the 2032 goal would still be 10 

exceptionally difficult, even on the electricity side. 11 

 12 

Council Member Matsumoto asked by how much we should expect the opt-out program 13 

to affect the price of electricity. 14 

 15 

Ober replied that staff had been trying to figure that out. The pricing had been part of 16 

the discussion over the last couple months, but she did not have the answer yet.  17 

 18 

Cartin explained that the subscriber solar program and most renewable energy 19 

programs locked in the rate for 20-25 years, but staff did not know what the rate would 20 

be. Cartin stated that PCMC would be trying to do a mix of renewables in order to keep 21 

the costs down because we could not be successful with an opt-out program that would 22 

break the bank for everyone. Cartin explained that another avenue for reaching Park 23 

City’s energy goals would be by looking at how City operations could become more 24 

efficient.  25 

 26 

Cartin explained that from January-March, Park City residents used more power than all 27 

commercial businesses in town; consequently, the focus should be on the residents’ 28 

energy consumption in order to reach Council’s goals.  29 

 30 

Council Member Matsumoto asked if residents could still apply for residential subscriber 31 

solar. Ober replied that residents could still buy solar, but that commercial was sold out.  32 

 33 

Council Member Gerber stated that it was hard to find where to opt-in for subscriber 34 

solar on the website. She suggested that if in the future we could make the opt-out 35 

option as hard to find as the opt-in option is now, that would be great. Council Member 36 

Gerber asked when the opt-in option became available. Cartin answered that it had 37 

been just a few months since it started and they were hopeful that the residential 38 

subscriber solar would sell out quickly. 39 

 40 

Council Member Beerman explained that renewable energy would be more expensive 41 

than regular energy in the short-term, but that it would eventually flip and renewable 42 

energy would be less expensive in the long-term. He stated that focusing on efficiency 43 
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and conservation would offset the increase in costs so that the net cost would not 1 

increase for the municipality and the residents. 2 

 3 

Cartin explained that they had been in talks with Rocky Mountain Power (RMP) about 4 

the opt-out program. Park City would draw a boundary line and everyone who lived 5 

within the boundary would be using the renewable energy source. RMP would be a 6 

utility and the residents in the boundary would have to opt-out if they did not want to use 7 

it. Cartin said both Park City and RMP were trying to figure out how to make this work. 8 

Park City would be asking RMP to drive the legislation that would make it possible. 9 

Ober talked about the difference between the goals of 1) carbon neutral or 2) renewable 10 

energy. She explained that with carbon neutral you would have the same impacts on 11 

climate change, but there may be a negative effect on the environment in other places. 12 

Two ways Park City could become carbon neutral that might have a negative effect on 13 

the environment included large hydro or nuclear. Large hydro would have an ecosystem 14 

and fisheries impact on the waterways. Ober explained that Park City could use large 15 

hydro in order to reach a carbon neutral goal, or it could take its goal to a higher level 16 

and decide to better the environment across the board.   17 

 18 

Cartin explained that they were working with Rocky Mountain Power in order to create a 19 

mix of renewable sources that were available in the region. In order to use large hydro 20 

as an energy source, Park City would have to get it from sources that were farther 21 

away. Cartin suggested that large hydro was a touchy subject and if Park City removed 22 

hydro from its portfolio we would still be able reach our goals. Ober explained that hydro 23 

was only 5% of the current portfolio and by removing it, Park City would then be able to 24 

engage in the national and international renewable energy discussions.   25 

 26 

Council Member Henney asked where the international conversation was going with 27 

hydro. Ober said it had become very expensive to build new hydro plants and her guess 28 

would be that new hydro plants would not be built in the future. She explained that the 29 

current hydro energy discussion dealt mainly with whether or not existing hydro plants 30 

should still be used. Ober stated that hydro was better than some other energy options, 31 

and that was why they had included it as a possibility in the portfolio up to this point, but 32 

that they now felt it would be beneficial to exclude hydro in order to be a part of the 33 

national conversation and to help solve the bigger environmental picture. 34 

 35 

Mayor Thomas agreed with Ober’s suggestion and stated that Ober and Cartin had 36 

done a stellar job navigating a sometimes tense issue. Mayor Thomas felt that Park City 37 

was getting somewhere and it was because of their persistence. Ober stated that 38 

having Mayor Thomas and Council Member Beerman involved in the conversation and 39 

at the meetings had also really helped the progression that they had seen. 40 

 41 

Council Member Beerman wanted to highlight that Council’s sub-goal was to promote 42 

new, clean, renewable energy and the decision to remove hydro from the portfolio 43 

clarified that goal. He said there were various less desirable ways to reach net-zero, but 44 
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removing hydro would help clarify Park City’s direction as they continued negotiations 1 

with renewable energy providers. 2 

 3 

Ober indicated that having a broad range of places to get renewable energy would help 4 

Park City reach its goals, but stated that we were in a good location because just across 5 

the border there was a lot of wind and just south of the border there was a lot of solar.  6 

 7 

Cartin said that when coal plants were built they had specific dates planned for when 8 

they would close and that we would start to see them shut down in the near future. He 9 

stated that Park City’s move toward renewable energy would help support the move 10 

away from coal. 11 

 12 

Council Member Matsumoto asked what percentage of residents would need to be 13 

using Rocky Mountain Power renewable energy in order for Park City to reach its goal. 14 

Ober stated that she did not know the exact percentage, but suggested that this aspect 15 

of the portfolio would be the easiest and least expensive to achieve, so getting as close 16 

to 100% of residents opting in would bring down the overall cost of the portfolio. 17 

 18 

Council Member Gerber asked if other cities in Utah were considering renewable 19 

energy goals and if their support would help make negotiations easier for Park City. 20 

Ober replied that for Rocky Mountain Power, Salt Lake City and Park City were at the 21 

top of their list as places to focus on nationally. Ober stated that Park City was being 22 

heard. Cartin agreed that we were breaking trail and suggested that Summit County 23 

was interested as well. He said that once we were further down the path he expected to 24 

see other groups join in as well. 25 

 26 

Council Member Henney asked where Summit County stood on the issue of renewable 27 

energy. Ober explained that County Manager Tom Fisher was on board with what Park 28 

City was doing. She stated that the County was excited to talk about renewable energy, 29 

but that they had a lot on their plate. Ober said Park City would be keeping them in the 30 

loop and showing them opportunities that they could implement wherever they present 31 

themselves. 32 

 33 

Council Member Henney brought up the partnership the City and County had with 34 

Summit Community Power Works and how they had been working together on a shared 35 

goal. He wondered why we were not working together with the County on this shared 36 

goal since we had already worked together on similar issues. Ober replied that the 37 

reason Salt Lake City and Park City had been working together was because the two 38 

cities had the same goals and the same timeframe, so the outcome was the same for 39 

Rocky Mountain Power. She said that although Summit County had not made the exact 40 

same goals, they had been implementing their climate plan and that was really valuable. 41 

Ober suggested the County was going in the same direction, but they were just using a 42 

different plan. 43 

 44 
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Special Events Threshold Discussion 1 

Jason Glidden, Economic Development Project Manager, started the discussion by 2 

explaining that he was not here to cut events; rather, he wanted to talk about the state 3 

of special events, their goals, and next steps and hear comments from the public. He 4 

explained where special events came from. He said that previous councils wanted to 5 

promote special events in order to stabilize the economy by having year-round tourism 6 

and income. He stated that the special events team had up to this point not been given 7 

direction otherwise. Glidden showed the growth that Park City had seen in the number 8 

of events and the continued increase of attendance at each event. Glidden suggested 9 

that special events had reached Council’s goal of diversifying and stabilizing the 10 

economy during the summer months. 11 

Council Member Matsumoto commented on how amazing the growth on sales had 12 

been. She wanted to know if attendance had been tracked previous to the data in the 13 

report, which started at 2013. Glidden stated that there was no data from earlier years. 14 

 15 

Glidden wanted to recognize the concern Park City residents had been voicing about 16 

event fatigue, and indicated he had a list of possible tools that could be used to mitigate 17 

that sentiment.  18 

 19 

Council Member Gerber asked about the required additional financial reporting and 20 

wanted to know how that tool helped us with analyzing events. Glidden explained that 21 

knowing their financials helped staff to know whether to offer or not offer fee reductions. 22 

He explained that if there was less funding for an event it would become smaller, or if it 23 

was not financially viable it would not continue as an event at all.  24 

 25 

Council Member Worel asked how we would know the sales in hotels and restaurants 26 

are from events. Glidden replied that this unknown was one reason we needed to 27 

continue looking at special events. Glidden said the City was receiving more and more 28 

data about who would be coming as visitors and data about who were local or who were 29 

coming in to work.  30 

 31 

Diane Foster, City Manager, explained that with the current tracking we would be able 32 

to know who was visiting and how they arrived in Park City. 33 

 34 

Council Member Matsumoto asked about the relation between lodging sales and the 35 

increase of rooms. Glidden stated that the number of rooms had slowly increased, 36 

whereas the price of rooms had drastically increased. 37 

 38 

Council Member Beerman explained that although sales numbers had increased 39 

because of increased daily rates, occupancy had decreased. He stated that the pillow 40 

count was off because of Vacation Rentals by Owner (VRBO) and other similar rentals. 41 

 42 

Glidden stated that they were trying to integrate this event information into the General 43 

Plan. Glidden explained that over the course of one year, the 4th of July event really 44 
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improved because of their work with the event organizers. The Special Events team and 1 

City Staff were able to mitigate impacts. He said that in the future they would focus on 2 

mitigating traffic during events and especially focus on the Old Town area.  3 

 4 

Jenny Diersen, Special Events Coordinator, and Luke Cartin, Environmental 5 

Sustainability Manager, said they would look at the environmental sustainability impact 6 

on the City from events. The events team had looked through the event prioritization 7 

sheet with the Special Events Advisory Committee (SEAC) members and evaluated the 8 

impacts of each event.  9 

 10 

Glidden wanted to know how the Special Events team should get the information out 11 

about the events, and how they should let residents know when there would be impacts 12 

from parking. He stated that residents appreciated knowing about these kinds of 13 

impacts.  14 

 15 

SEAC wanted to have clear goals established. They also wanted to have quantifiable 16 

ways to know when the events were exceeding capacity. The Council suggested they 17 

add additional scrutiny to existing events; for example, they should consider how much 18 

value the event was bringing to the City. Council asked staff to not place a moratorium 19 

on events yet, but suggested additional scrutiny should be incorporated.  20 

 21 

Council Member Henney asked how fatigue should be defined. He wondered if fatigue 22 

should be defined by the number of people or the number of cars. He suggested that 23 

these issues were not always related to events. Council Member Henney stated that 24 

SEAC should determine what it was that caused the fatigue. He said that if we could tie 25 

it to an event, then we could work on mitigating the impacts. He suggested that if we 26 

could not tie it to an event, then we would have to look at actual weeks during the month 27 

and work on mitigating the impacts during those weeks. Council Member Henney stated 28 

that SEAC needed to take on understanding the fatigue. He asked SEAC why the 29 

Lobster event was on the SEAC score card. He stated that if the Lobster event was 30 

going to be on the score card, they should be able to present their event to SEAC.  31 

 32 

Council Member Matsumoto suggested that residents' fatigue came from traffic and 33 

parking. She explained that Park City had increased events over the years in order to 34 

increase its economic diversity so that businesses could function year-round. Council 35 

Member Matsumoto did not want to stop the events and that success. She wanted to 36 

increase overnight stays and increase people eating in the restaurants and thought the 37 

reasons we had events were still good reasons. Council Member Matsumoto agreed 38 

that mitigating traffic was a valid concern and suggested that getting people to stay 39 

overnight, as opposed to driving in and out of town, would make it better. 40 

 41 

Council Member Gerber stated that traffic was a concern and that it was natural for 42 

events to grow. She explained that the events started as small local events and that 43 

they felt different now than they did years ago. She said the events seemed more for 44 
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tourists now and not for locals. However, she understood that it was hard to keep a non-1 

profit from growing when they were trying to raise money. Council Member Gerber said 2 

that Level 1 events were events she did not even know about. She agreed that financial 3 

reports were important to track in order to demonstrate how fee waivers were affecting 4 

the budget of the City. She stated that the City took some huge financial hits while the 5 

small businesses made money from the events. 6 

 7 

Council Member Worel thanked SEAC for the work they were doing. She liked Council 8 

Member Henney’s idea of SEAC hearing from the event organizers so they knew what 9 

the event was about. Council Member Worel suggested including event organizers in 10 

the event debrief. She stated that the economic impact was an important aspect of the 11 

value of an event. Council Member Worel would like to see concrete measures 12 

regarding the economic impacts of each event. 13 

 14 

Council Member Beerman suggested that Park City residents would feel it when we did 15 

not have event fatigue anymore. He said that when we quit hearing about it from 16 

residents was when we would have achieved balance with our events. He stated that 17 

achieving this balance would be more of an art than a science. Council Member 18 

Beerman was concerned that we had overheated our economy and suggested we 19 

needed to focus on our residents. He stated that although his business received money 20 

from the events, as a citizen he also experienced the fatigue that others felt. He did not 21 

think the events brought in the amount of money that some people thought. Council 22 

Member Beerman said that evaluating Level 1 events was a waste of time for SEAC. He 23 

suggested that having the event organizer at the debrief may take away from the honest 24 

discussion. He stated that SEAC should determine whether some events should go 25 

away and also that traffic should be looked at. He said other resort towns focused their 26 

events at the resorts so the impacts were not as noticeable in town. 27 

 28 

Council Member Matsumoto replied by saying that Park City’s resorts were adjacent to 29 

town so putting the events at the resorts would not necessarily take them out of the 30 

town. 31 

 32 

Council Member Gerber asked how SEAC would provide data on the questions that 33 

were very data specific. Diersen explained that some committee members decided not 34 

to answer certain questions if they did not have the data. 35 

 36 

Mayor Thomas agreed with Council Member Beerman in regard to the events. Mayor 37 

Thomas stated that we had event fatigue and wanted to hear from the residents who 38 

live here. 39 

 40 

Council Member Henney stated that he was neutral on the event issue, meaning that 41 

Park City did not need to bring more events in; but rather, we should put energy into 42 

assessing the current events. He said that a new event would really have to be a winner 43 

in order for the Council to add it.  44 
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 1 

Jason Glidden restated what Council wanted in regard to special events. He said that 2 

his understanding was that Council wanted the Special Events staff to let off the gas or 3 

even put their foot on the brakes of future events.  4 

 5 

Council Member Matsumoto suggested that by not waiving fees, it would help reduce 6 

the events. She said that some events needed to be paired down. Sarah Klingenstein, 7 

SEAC community member, thanked Council for creating the SEAC committee. She 8 

explained that the community members valued events that are economic drivers, had 9 

historic value, and incorporated residents. She asked Council what they suggested 10 

SEAC should do with the events that were not meeting their standards. 11 

Glidden wanted to know the opinion of the Council Members who he had not heard 12 

direction from. Council Member Worel replied that she wanted the event team to take 13 

their foot off the gas. Council Member Gerber replied that she wanted to tap the brakes 14 

regarding the growth of events. Council Member Matsumoto wanted to cut back on fee 15 

waivers. She suggested they slow down or tap the brakes.  16 

 17 

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public comment. 18 

 19 

Annette Sneed, a SEAC member, read a letter from Melanie Reif, a resident who lives 20 

on Main Street. Reif stated she would like to see the Park Silly Market discontinued. 21 

She felt that every Sunday was excessive. Reif explained that there was loud music and 22 

noisy merchants. She said that Silly Market had made them avoid Park City in the 23 

summer. She stated that activities occurred back to back from Saturday to Sunday and 24 

the noise levels were too loud. She said she had called police about noise and drugs, 25 

but they had not received help.  26 

 27 

Shelley Gillwald, Executive Director of Park City Soccer Club (PCSC), appreciated the 28 

Council Members’ advice to allow event organizers to be in the discussion with SEAC. 29 

She did not feel the community and Council Members realized what the events did for 30 

the City. She explained that PCSC had grown mainly in Oakley and Heber, and not in 31 

Park City. She stated that PCSC brought an economic value to the community. She 32 

explained that there were 450 children from Park City who were in the soccer club and 33 

that they were the neighbors and members in the community. She would like to work 34 

with SEAC on mitigation and other issues. She stated that PCSC had already cut back 35 

their starting times and they would be willing to do more. They were also working on 36 

their sustainability efforts and they had eliminated the sale of water bottles.  37 

 38 

Pam Carazo, a resident of Park Meadows, said she loved that the SEAC committee had 39 

been formed. She thought some of the events did not bring people that respected Park 40 

City. She stated that Autumn Aloft did a great job of leaving it very nice. But she said 41 

that the lacrosse and soccer visitors left trash and the people had a negative impact on 42 

the landscape. She suggested that the softball group was the worst for being 43 
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inconsiderate in our town. Carazo wanted SEAC to consider which groups were the 1 

most respectful and which were not. 2 

 3 

Kate Boyd, Executive Director of the Park Silly Market, stated that she appreciated the 4 

support of the Council. She listed many businesses that had grown because of Park 5 

Silly Market. She explained that they had their event for 14 Sundays each summer. She 6 

stated that Park Silly brought a lot of people into town this year and they helped mitigate 7 

traffic by having visitors park their cars at the school. Boyd said their noise level was to 8 

code. She also said Park Silly was a non-profit that was here to help the community and 9 

businesses grow. She read notes from other residents who liked Silly Market and who 10 

wanted it to continue.  11 

 12 

The following people signed their names in support of Kate Boyd’s statement: 13 

Kevin Reynolds, Cheryl Dudley, Angie Black, Penn Kinsey, Anita, Cindy Evell, Shauna 14 

Hales, Joel Nollan, Beverly Nollan 15 

 16 

Mayor Thomas closed the public comment portion of the meeting. 17 

REGULAR MEETING 18 

I. Roll Call 19 

 20 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Jack Thomas Mayor Present 

Andy Beerman Council Member Present 

Becca Gerber Council Member Present 

Tim Henney Council Member Present 

Cindy Matsumoto Council Member Present 

Nann Worel Council Member Present 

Diane Foster City Manager Present 

Mark Harrington City Attorney Present 

Matt Dias Assistant City Manager Present 

Michelle Kellogg City Recorder Present 

Katie Madsen Deputy City Recorder Present 

 21 

 22 

II. Communications and Disclosures from Council and Staff 23 

  24 

Staff Communications Report: 25 

 26 

 Citizen's Budget 27 

III. PUBLIC INPUT  (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON 28 

THE AGENDA) 29 
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 1 

Mayor Jack Thomas opened the meeting for those wishing to comment on items not 2 

being addressed on the agenda.   3 

 4 

Hadley Dynak, Executive Director of the Park City Summit County Arts Council, stated 5 

that events like Silly Market brought people to Main Street and those people bought 6 

food and visited local businesses. Dynak said the Silly Market promoted the arts in Park 7 

City. Her first experience in Park City was the Silly Market and she was impressed by 8 

the way the community supported a grass roots event like Park Silly Market. She 9 

wanted to thank Council for the Park City Neighbor Day support and explained that 10 

hikes, lemonade stands, and other events would take place on Neighbor Day. She 11 

encouraged everyone to say hello to a neighbor.  12 

Kevin Reynolds stated he had two sons who were involved in the Park Silly Market 13 

doing art. He said the Park Silly Market grew small businesses. Reynolds said that 14 

people he had talked to said Park Silly was a high quality market. He suggested that we 15 

could address the issues—but to not throw out the baby with the bath water.  16 

 17 

Stuart Mackless, a resident and business owner in Park City, said his business had 18 

grown because of the Silly Market. He had a recycling business and he agreed with the 19 

positive effects that the market had on the City. He suggested the negative effect of 20 

events could be mitigated by the way we got in and out of town and where we parked. 21 

 22 

Mary Wintzer, a resident and business owner in Old Town, thanked the Council for 23 

addressing this topic. She had a lunch with various Council Members and friends who 24 

also lived in Old Town to discuss this and other topics. She stated that some 25 

businesses closed on Sunday because of Silly Market, so it helped some businesses 26 

and hurt others. She was happy that Council listened to the residents. She wanted 27 

every event to know that there needed to be compromise between the event and the 28 

residents. Wintzer said she saw a sign that said, "More Park, Less City." She suggested 29 

the sign was evidence of what was happening here. Wintzer said it could not be all 30 

about one side.  31 

 32 

Carissa Davenport said that she grew up in Park City. She started a restaurant here and 33 

it will be sustained because Park Silly Market draws people to it. She did not feel like 14 34 

Sundays per year were too much.  35 

 36 

Mike Wong said he used to work for the Park Silly Market. He stated that it brought the 37 

community together. He loved events and said the events brought diversity and 38 

uniqueness to Park City. He stated that events should be hosted responsibly.  39 

 40 

Barbara Stilenvich stated that she had a business that had participated in the Silly 41 

Market for many years. She suggested that the Park Silly Market was the most 42 

responsibly run market she been to throughout the country. She said that the rules and 43 

regulations were in place.  44 
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 1 

Mayor Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting. 2 

 3 

Council Member Matsumoto brought up the point that Council had not yet addressed 4 

the change to the SEAC committee.  5 

 6 

Council Member Beerman said he was expecting more discussion of the make-up of 7 

SEAC and suggested Council come back in a study session for further discussion on 8 

the special events topic. The entire Council agreed. 9 

 10 

Diane Foster, City Manager, explained that the takeaway was that the Special Events 11 

team would take their foot off the gas pedal and gently apply the brakes regarding 12 

additional special events; however, the discussion on special events and the 13 

composition of the SEAC committee would be further rounded out in the future study 14 

session. 15 

 16 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 17 

 18 

1. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-45, an Ordinance Amending Title 19 

4, Licensing, of the Municipal Code to Change the Business License Renewal  20 

Date from January 1 to October 1 of Each Year: 21 

Beth Bynan, Business License Specialist, explained that staff was bringing this issue to 22 

the Council because it was hard to renew business licenses in the time frame that was 23 

currently in place. 24 

 25 

Council Member Henney asked about the range of fees. Bynan replied that the range of 26 

fees was between $30 and $230,000. Council Member Henney asked where the 27 

hardship complaints were coming from. Bynan replied that the information had come 28 

from a survey and that just under 16% of the respondents felt that the proposed renewal 29 

date would come at a hard time for their business. 30 

 31 

Council Member Beerman stated his business license fees were around $2,500-$3,000 32 

and that most owners had enough time to anticipate the fees.  33 

 34 

Council Member Beerman moved to approve Ordinance 2016-45, an ordinance 35 

amending Title 4, Licensing, of the Municipal Code to change the business license 36 

renewal date from January 1 to October 1 of each year.  Council Member Gerber 37 

seconded the motion. 38 

 39 

RESULT:  APPROVED  40 

AYES:  Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 41 

 42 
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2. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2016-46, an Ordinance Repealing 1 

Ordinance 2016-31, Which Adopted Title 11, Buildings and Building Regulations, 2 

Chapter 21, Utah Wildland-Urban Interface Code, of the Park City Municipal Code: 3 

Chad Root, Chief Building Official, explained that the reason to modify the ordinance 4 

was to give more leeway when restoring historic buildings. Council Member Matsumoto 5 

asked if it was the siding that was the issue. Root responded that siding was an issue 6 

and that the new code prohibited wood, but the dangers of using wood could be 7 

mitigated by increased defensible space. Root explained that if an ordinance was 8 

adopted before the end of the year, Park City could meet its historic preservation goals.  9 

 10 

Council Member Beerman asked if fireworks were related to this ordinance. Root 11 

explained that a different code related to fireworks. 12 

 13 

Council Member Gerber stated that we have little rain and asked if this ordinance would 14 

take into consideration the fire danger here. Root said it would take the fire danger into 15 

consideration. 16 

 17 

Council Member Matsumoto moved to approve Ordinance 2016-46, an ordinance 18 

repealing Ordinance 2016-31, which adopted Title 11, Buildings and Building 19 

Regulations, Chapter 21, Utah Wildland-Urban Interface Code, of the Park City 20 

Municipal Code. Council Member Beerman seconded the motion. 21 

 22 

RESULT: APPROVED  23 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 24 

 25 

3. Consideration to Approve Resolution 23-2016, a Resolution by the Park 26 

City Council to Achieve Net-Zero Carbon by 2022 for the Municipal Government 27 

and by 2032 for the Broader Community and for Park City to Invite Other Local 28 

Governments to Join Us with the Goal: 29 

Luke Cartin, Environmental Sustainability Manager, asked Council to modify their 30 

direction for the renewable energy and net zero goals. He explained that by approving 31 

this resolution we would be bringing Park City and Salt Lake City's energy goals in line. 32 

 33 

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. 34 

 35 

Park City resident Tina Smith stated that achieving net-zero by 2032 was a great goal.  36 

 37 

Summit County resident Lindsey Ziegler suggested that an addition of the term 38 

“renewable” to the resolution would make it a name that would resonate with the 39 

community.  40 

 41 

Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 42 
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 1 

Council Member Beerman asked the audience how many of them came out to support 2 

the renewable energy goal. Everyone in the room raised their hands (about 60 people). 3 

He explained that it was important for Park City to be a leader in this endeavor. 4 

 5 

Council Member Gerber said that we were 53% of the way to reaching our goal. She 6 

encouraged everyone to talk to their neighbors about the goal.  7 

 8 

Council Member Henney explained to the public that Council had discussed this subject 9 

in the earlier work session and he wanted to explain that the resolution was making 10 

Park City’s portfolio renewable and also excluding nuclear and hydro.  11 

 12 

Council Member Henney moved to approve Resolution 23-2016, a resolution by the 13 

Park City Council to achieve Net-Zero Carbon by 2022 for the Municipal Government 14 

and by 2032 for the broader community and for Park City to invite other local 15 

governments to join us with the goal. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. 16 

 17 

RESULT: APPROVED  18 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 19 

 20 

4. Consideration to Continue Ordinance 2016-32, an Ordinance Approving the 21 

Lilac Hill Subdivision Located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, Park City, UT Pursuant to 22 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in a Form 23 

Approved by the City Attorney.  (A) Public Hearing  (B) Continue to October 20, 24 

2016: 25 

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. 26 

 27 

Mike Mullin said he was in favor of the development on Deer Valley Loop. Mullin stated 28 

the applicant offered to do a lot to meet the concerns of the neighbors and City Council. 29 

He said that if the City was concerned about this property, they could have purchased it 30 

and that they should not have a regulatory process take it away from the applicant.  31 

 32 

Diane Bernhardt represented the Save Rossie Hill Alliance. She said they cared about 33 

the open space on Rossi Hill and thanked Council for their support of open space. 34 

Bernhardt had a proposal that would work with the applicant in order to have the 35 

development and provide open space. The Save Rossie Hill Alliance wanted to work 36 

with the applicant in order to have a mutually beneficial outcome. They wanted to 37 

renovate the historic buildings to preserve them in their original state. She said the Save 38 

Rossie Hill Alliance had specific details that would satisfy the concerns of all. Bernhardt 39 

wanted to support the continuance of the ordinance.  40 

 41 
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Jack Koson supported the Mullin application. He said the Matt Mullin took the correct 1 

steps before he bought the property to ensure he could develop the property.  2 

 3 

Beth Fratkin stated that she lived on Rossie Hill next to an 8,500 square foot home. She 4 

said the Dennis family had been living on the BLM land for hundreds of years. Fratkin 5 

said her landlord would be treated unfairly if the land was rezoned. She suggested that 6 

if affordable housing was developed there she still would not be able to afford it. She 7 

wanted the current residents to be able to get the value from their homes. 8 

 9 

Aimee Koson stated that she was here to support the development. She believed in the 10 

rights of the owner and stated that to change the zoning after the purchase of the land 11 

could be harmful to others in Park City.  12 

 13 

John Whitely stated that he grew up in the shacks on Rossie Hill and said those homes 14 

are historic and beautiful.  15 

 16 

Jason Parker stated he bought his home ten years ago on Rossie Drive. He said the 17 

three current buildings were historic and he wanted to preserve the history of these 18 

homes. He would be heartbroken if that was changed. 19 

 20 

Bob Gurse, Save Rossie Hill Alliance, stated that zoning issues were relevant and 21 

thanked Council and staff for their work. He said there was a desire in the community to 22 

preserve the homes and open space.  23 

 24 

Allison Kitching stated that she lived on Rossie Hill. She wanted to continue discussions 25 

with Mullin because they would come to a good conclusion themselves.  26 

 27 

Angela Moshetta spoke on behalf of Future Park City. She suggested her group was 28 

instrumental in getting the two sides together. Moshetta wanted to applaud the Mullins 29 

for working with the other residents. She wanted to talk about adding density in certain 30 

areas while preserving open space in others. Moshetta encouraged Council to come to 31 

a conclusion that helped the workforce housing solutions. 32 

 33 

Mary Wintzer explained that the Mullin's development process had not been interrupted. 34 

She stated that there was danger on the road on Rossie Hill in the winter. Wintzer does 35 

not feel the City was robbing Mullin of making money because they could have a 36 

valuable home the way the property was and that by asking for less density it did not 37 

mean they could not make money. She was impressed with the groups that had come 38 

together to work on the issue. In regard to affordable housing, she said they had 39 

property that would be better for affordable housing. She stated that we need to keep 40 

construction costs down on affordable housing and that the old homes on Rossie Hill 41 

could be made into nice homes and no one would be hurt. 42 

 43 

Christina Shiebler stated she appreciated the collaborative process. 44 
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 1 

Scott Carr, a resident of Park City, stated he always wondered why these houses were 2 

so dilapidated. He was concerned when he heard about the proposal for the density that 3 

would be put there, but was impressed to see the process working. His concern was 4 

that Park City was at a tipping point where it could remain a mountain town or become a 5 

suburb of Salt Lake City. He stated that with new developments the town might lose its 6 

character and he supported the continuation of the issue. He said that this land was 7 

very visible, and asked why not have it be maintained in a way that supported the 8 

historic character of Park City.  9 

 10 

Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 11 

 12 

Mark Harrington, City Attorney, explained that if Council wanted any additional 13 

information on the subject they could ask staff.  14 

 15 

Matt Mullin, applicant, wanted to know if they could present their side. 16 

Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner, explained that in the previous Council 17 

meeting there were so many comments that Council suggested staff come back with 18 

specific conditions of approval. Matt Mullin had come up with his own conditions of 19 

approval.  20 

 21 

Bruce Ericksen, Planning Director, stated that Council had asked staff to come up with 22 

conditions of approval and they were now asking Council to continue the item. 23 

 24 

Council Member Henney stated he was not interested in the most restrictive condition. 25 

He would like to see the area rezoned. Council Member Henney liked the conditions 26 

that the applicant proposed. Council Members Gerber and Worel agreed with Council 27 

Member Henney.  28 

 29 

Council Member Beerman stated he liked the medium restrictive condition, but said that 30 

if the applicant and neighbors could come to their own agreement, that option would be 31 

the best. Council Member Matsumoto stated that she was happy to see that the 32 

applicant was concerned about the historic structures. She would favor medium 33 

restrictive, which would allow for open space. Council Member Henney wanted to clarify 34 

that his first preference would be to have it worked out between the applicant and the 35 

neighbors.  36 

 37 

Council Member Gerber moved to continue Ordinance 2016-32, an ordinance approving 38 

the Lilac Hill Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, Park City, UT pursuant to 39 

findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval in a form approved by the 40 

City Attorney to October 20, 2016. Council Member Henney seconded the motion. 41 

 42 

Packet Pg. 54



PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING-DRAFT 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
September 22, 2016 
P a g e  | 18 

 

 

Park City Page 18 Updated 9/22/2016 8:28 PM  

RESULT: CONTINUED 1 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 2 

 3 

5. Discuss Initiating an Application Rezoning and Amending the Official 4 

Zoning Map of Park City  of a Portion of the Residential Medium Density (RM) 5 

District in the Area of Deer Valley Loop  Road and Deer Valley Drive Better Known 6 

as 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill: 7 

Mark Harrington, City Attorney, stated there is a long history with these parcels. The 8 

primary goal in dealings with the BLM was making sure they followed their own rules 9 

and the city retained our historic preservation authority over the homes.  He cautioned 10 

Council to use their legislative police power to evaluate the broad planning scheme 11 

when making a decision on these properties, and not the transactional developments of 12 

third parties. 13 

 14 

Council Member Henney said he wanted to explore Harrington’s suggestion. Council 15 

Member Henney thought there was a strong argument from planning staff and that he 16 

was comfortable with the staff report. 17 

 18 

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. 19 

 20 

Bryce Panzer, attorney for the Dennis family who lives on the property, said there was 21 

an argument about who owns the property. He explained that Richard Dennis and 22 

daughters own about 3/4 of an acre. The Dennis family argues it was not owned by the 23 

BLM. Panzer suggested the Dennis property was being used as a sacrificial lamb. He 24 

stated there were other solutions other than rezoning. Panzer suggested that selling the 25 

property was an option. He stated that if the purpose was to preserve the site for the 26 

public, it was unfair to take it from the Dennis family.  27 

 28 

Richard Dennis, owner of homes and property on Rossie Hill, asked the Council to treat 29 

them fairly. He stated that he would sell the property to Park City Municipal for fair 30 

market value.  31 

 32 

Diane Bernhardt wanted to promote the creation of a long-term action plan for Rossie 33 

Hill. She wanted to preserve open space and historic homes as well as a corridor for 34 

wild animals. She also wanted to rezone the area for limited development. She had a 35 

petition that was signed by many people. Bernhardt recommended the area be rezoned. 36 

 37 

Mike Wallen thought Council should not rezone the Rossie Hill area and take property 38 

away from the Dennis family.  39 

 40 

Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 41 

 42 
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Council Member Matsumoto asked if anyone else had claim to the BLM land. Bryce 1 

Panzer replied that there are mining claims that have been given to the Bertolinis and a 2 

claim by the United Park City Mines.  3 

 4 

Bruce Ericksen, Planning Director, suggested the City should meet with the Dennis 5 

family and their attorney in order to map out their property lines for clarification. 6 

 7 

Council Member Beerman moved to approve initiating an application rezoning and 8 

amending the Official Zoning Map of Park City of a portion of the Residential Medium 9 

Density (RM) District in the area of Deer Valley Loop Road and Deer Valley Drive better 10 

known as 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. 11 

 12 

RESULT: APPROVED  13 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 14 

 15 

V. ADJOURNMENT 16 

 17 

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 18 

 19 

 20 

_____________________________ 21 

Katie Madsen, Deputy City Recorder 22 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES-DRAFT 3 

445 MARSAC AVENUE 4 

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060 5 

 6 

October 6, 2016 7 

 8 

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on October 6, 9 

2016, at 5:25 p.m. in the City Council Chambers. 10 

 11 

Council Member Henney moved to close the meeting to discuss property at 2:15 p.m. 12 

Council Member Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, 13 

Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel. 14 

 15 

CLOSED SESSION 16 

 17 

Council Member Beerman moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting. Council Member 18 

Gerber seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, 19 

Matsumoto and Worel. 20 

WORK SESSION 21 

Council Questions and Comments: 22 

Council Member Beerman indicated there would be a Mountain Accord hearing on 23 

November 15th for the Central Wasatch National Conservation and Recreation Area 24 

legislation. He attended a housing discussion in Moab with some Park City staff, and 25 

attended an outdoor recreation conference in Moab as well. 26 

 27 

Council Member Gerber attended the Park City Area Lodging Association (PCALA) 28 

where the governor came and spoke on tourism. 29 

 30 

Council Member Worel indicated she attended a luncheon with seniors at the Senior 31 

Center where she met Ralph Gates who was working with the library and interviewing 32 

residents on their experiences and perception of the City. She went to a community 33 

leaders meeting with Superintendent Conley from the School District. There was 34 

discussion on how the community could support the school system as drug issues are 35 

being dealt with. She attended a reception for the National Affordable Housing 36 

Conference, as well as a Board of Health meeting. She also attended the Affordable 37 

Childcare Taskforce meeting where moving childcare initiatives forward was discussed, 38 

as well as the possibility of starting a Head Start program in Park City. She also noted 39 

that she participated in the walk at the Domestic Violence Vigil. 40 

 41 
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Council Member Henney attended the Chamber meeting and indicated the Chamber 1 

was marketing the community effectively and there would be lots of tourism and events 2 

coming to town. He attended the Affordable Housing reception. He suggested having  a 3 

study session to discuss the ideas that he and Council Member Worel had discussed 4 

with regard to the community connection and building component that might help 5 

connect the community. He also discussed the paid parking issue and expressed regret 6 

that it couldn't be implemented this winter. He requested a manager's report or a quick 7 

update with regard to the implementation part of the parking plan. 8 

 9 

Mayor Thomas stated he attended the Affordable Housing Conference and gave an 10 

introduction to the group. He attended the Planning Commission meeting, the Fire 11 

Board meeting and the Historical Society meeting as well. He congratulated Clint 12 

McAffee for the birth of his son and wished a happy birthday to Matt Dias. 13 

 14 

Alfred Knotts, Transportation Planning Manager, stated he spoke with a colleague in 15 

Colorado who worked for the Federal Highway Administration. They provide free 16 

technical assistance to entities to help with congestion, traffic calming, etc., and he 17 

indicated she was willing to contribute her time in helping Park City with its 18 

transportation goals. 19 

 20 

Discuss Public Utilities Facility-Programmatic Goals: 21 

Roger McClain, Clint McAffee, and Bina Skordas, Public Utilities Department, and RNL 22 

Design Team Member Rachel Godfrey presented this item.  McClain stated they were 23 

still in the design process with regard to the new facility and wanted to implement 24 

sustainable energy, housing and transportation critical priorities into the design. 25 

 26 

Godfrey stated the net zero goal was a worthy goal and she thought that it should be 27 

attached to everything from a building up to the entire community. She hoped this 28 

project would be a pilot project for all future building projects in the City.  29 

 30 

Skordas asked the Council if they were supportive of the Sustainability Approach for this 31 

facility. Council Member Henney asked if Luke Cartin, Sustainability Manager, 32 

supported this project, noting he hoped Cartin would have a lot of input with regard to 33 

this project. Cartin explained the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 34 

(LEED) piece from Resolution 12-07 wasn't a good fit for this project because energy 35 

reduction didn't fit in that piece. He hoped to be tied into the project with regard to 36 

energy reduction using the Project Sustainability Approach found in the Council packet. 37 

Council Member Henney thanked Cartin for being involved with this project, as well as 38 

McClain, McAffee and Skordas for all their work. 39 

 40 

Council Member Beerman agreed that LEED didn't fit for this project and was excited to 41 

see the net zero goals for this building. He hoped a standard could be set for all future 42 

buildings so the tool could be used and questions would not need to be asked. 43 

 44 
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Mayor Thomas also felt this was the right approach. 1 

 2 

Skordas asked if Council supported onsite solar, and indicated there were different solar 3 

programs that might preclude onsite solar. Council Member Beerman favored onsite 4 

solar. The other Council members indicated they favored onsite solar as well. 5 

 6 

McClain addressed housing with this project. He stated a portion of the site was zoned 7 

ROS (Recreation Open Space) and a portion zoned RD (Residential Development). He 8 

noted this was a 24 hour site (i.e. snow removal, etc.) that would have noise and lights, 9 

which was not compatible with housing. He felt onsite employee housing was not 10 

necessary, but housing could be built offsite to accommodate employees and their 11 

families. 12 

 13 

Mayor Thomas referred to the Snow Creek housing project years ago which proposed 14 

housing above commercial buildings, and regretted that housing was not implemented 15 

there. Council Member Gerber stated she did not want housing withdrawn from 16 

consideration yet, and thought in some situations it could work. 17 

 18 

Council Member Matsumoto didn't think the site was a great area for housing, but 19 

thought a few apartments could be built for employee housing. She indicated it was 20 

isolated from the rest of the City, which made it an unattractive area. Bruce Erickson 21 

stated there was discussion to change the zoning to Commercial Transition so housing 22 

could be accommodated onsite, if desired. Council Member Worel favored employee 23 

housing onsite because she had repeatedly heard the problem that the essential 24 

workforce could not live in Park City. Council Member Beerman didn't think this would 25 

be a desirable place to live. He noted he had spoken with McAffee, who indicated the 26 

Public Utilities staff did not want to live there. He proposed that some money from this 27 

project be used to build housing in town. 28 

 29 

Council Member Gerber asked if staff would be interested in the onsite housing if the 30 

price was right. Clint Daley, Parks and Golf Manager, stated he didn't see the desire from 31 

his group. McAffee stated the entire site would be needed for the facilities, so if housing 32 

was included, it would be above or below the shop or another facility. Laurent stated 33 

some scenarios still needed to be run before a final decision would be made. She 34 

suggested that housing there might work for transit or seasonal employees, but she 35 

would have to study it further. 36 

 37 

Mayor Thomas stated there could be a component that could be used. Council Member 38 

Henney stated the possibility of housing shouldn't be eliminated as of yet, and 39 

encouraged staff to continue to think of options and to design for housing alternatives. 40 

 41 

McClain spoke about the transportation element for this site and stated transportation 42 

issues had not been identified. Council Member Worel thought getting snowplows on 43 
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SR248 might be a challenge. Brooks Robinson, Transportation Planner, stated a stop 1 

light would be installed at the site.  2 

 3 

Fourth of July Event Debrief: 4 

Jenny Diersen and Jason Glidden, Special Events, presented this item. Diersen showed 5 

a video of the Fourth of July parade from 1963. She explained that the Chamber had 6 

hosted this event in the past, but changes were made and the City staff and SEAC were 7 

taking a larger role in this event. She noted some changes included the reinstatement of 8 

water guns and candy, and limiting parade entries to Summit County residents only. 9 

She reviewed that this event was funded through a restaurant tax grant. Feedback she 10 

received was that the event was hugely successful and that it felt very community 11 

based. She expressed gratitude for all who helped with the event. 12 

 13 

Council Member Worel asked if there had been conversations with Sunrise Rotary with 14 

regard to hosting the event in the future. Glidden stated they were contacted but they 15 

felt it was too big of an event to handle. Council Member Gerber asked if there was a 16 

benefit to not advertising so the event would stay manageable. Diersen noted that 17 

something to consider was the day of the week the event happens, since weekends 18 

draw larger crowds that stay in the hotels and eat at the restaurants. She felt that was a 19 

good question to consider. Glidden stated the targeted marketing was for a multi-day 20 

event. If funding was obtained from another source, marketing might not be necessary 21 

in the future. 22 

 23 

Council Member Henney asked how paid parking would affect this event. Glidden stated 24 

transportation parking at satellite lots could be implemented like the Sundance event. 25 

Council Member Beerman stated the adjustments for this event added a lot to the event. 26 

He was concerned with the City taking a larger role with this event, and stated he 27 

preferred a third party running the event. He felt the traffic was crushing to residents and 28 

hoped for more aggressive measures in dealing with traffic.  29 

 30 

Council Member Matsumoto stated that asking a group to take on the event which 31 

would not generate a profit would be difficult and she felt the City should own the event. 32 

Council Member Worel asked why an event organizer couldn't be found if there would 33 

be funding for the future. Glidden stated there was not enough time when organizations 34 

were asked in the past. Now that the grant was in place, he was relatively confident an 35 

organizer could be found. Council Member Gerber agreed with Council Member 36 

Matsumoto that the City should own this event. She suggested having additional buses, 37 

bike racks, etc. to help mitigate the traffic issues. Mayor Thomas felt if the City 38 

controlled the event, it could control the impacts that go along with the event. Council 39 

Member Henney agreed. 40 

 41 

Diersen reviewed Council direction that the City would take a larger role, look for help 42 

from a third party, and mitigate traffic with paid parking, offsite lots, etc.  43 

 44 
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Discuss Main Street Tenant Mix - Store Front Vacancies: 1 

Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager, Beth Bynan, Business 2 

Licensing, and Michelle Downard, Deputy Building Official, presented this item. 3 

Weidenhamer indicated most of the tenants were hospitality businesses that operated 4 

year round. A few empty store fronts had just been leased, so he felt the perception of 5 

empty tenants was not correct with regard to Main Street. He noted he would return with 6 

Planning within the next few weeks to present a formula that could sharpen regulations 7 

with regard to these store fronts. He asked the Council to give direction on business 8 

license and liquor license codes that were tied to hospitality. 9 

 10 

Council Member Matsumoto favored business licenses for long term tenants. Council 11 

Member Beerman stated that he had commercial space for 15 years and there had 12 

been a few times when tenants left, and he rented it out for Sundance. He asked if that 13 

would be prohibited now. Weidenhamer stated this policy would not go into effect until 14 

February, and discussions that would refine the regulations would continue during that 15 

time. 16 

 17 

Council Member Gerber noted she feared that some Main Street owners would raise 18 

rent high so tenants would not be attracted, and then the storefronts would be available 19 

to rent out for Sundance. Council Member Worel indicated she liked the 20 

recommendations presented by staff. 21 

 22 

Mayor Thomas stated this should be implemented sooner than later, and felt an 23 

exception could be made for cases such as Council Member Beerman explained. He 24 

stated the City's interest was to activate Main Street and he preferred not to wait until 25 

February to implement the regulations. 26 

 27 

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public comments. 28 

 29 

Mike Barille, Executive Director of Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA), stated most of the 30 

HPCA members would agree that these rules should be implemented as soon as 31 

possible. If issues arise as a consequence of the implementation, an appeals process 32 

should take care of that. 33 

 34 

Hans Fuegi stated he was in favor of the City reaching out to the property owners and 35 

was happy to see the big spaces had been leased as a result of this. A year round 36 

tenant on Main Street was favorable and he thanked Weidenhamer for all his work. 37 

 38 

Mayor Thomas closed the public comment portion of the meeting. 39 

 40 

Council Member Beerman stated a hardship clause would be a good idea, and he was 41 

in favor of implementing the regulations as of this winter. Mayor Thomas agreed. 42 

Council Member Henney stated that the two big locations that concerned the City just 43 
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leased to long term tenants so there may not be an issue. The Council agreed to 1 

implement changes to Section Four of the Municipal Code before winter. 2 

 3 

REGULAR MEETING 4 

I. ROLL CALL 5 

 6 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Jack Thomas Mayor Present 

Andy Beerman Council Member Present 

Becca Gerber Council Member Present 

Tim Henney Council Member Present 

Cindy Matsumoto Council Member Excused 

Nann Worel Council Member Present 

Diane Foster City Manager Present 

Mark Harrington City Attorney Present 

Matt Dias Assistant City Manager Present 

Michelle Kellogg City Recorder Present 

 7 

II. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 8 

No comments were given. 9 

III. PUBLIC INPUT  (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON 10 

THE AGENDA) 11 

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for those wishing to comment on items not being 12 

addressed on the agenda.  No comments were heard.  Mayor Thomas closed the public 13 

input portion of the meeting. 14 

 15 

IV. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES 16 

 17 

1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from 18 

September 15, 2016: 19 

Council Member Beerman moved to approve the City Council Meeting minutes from 20 

September 15, 2016. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. 21 

RESULT:  APPROVED  22 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel 23 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 24 

 25 

V. CONSENT AGENDA 26 

 27 

Packet Pg. 62



PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING-DRAFT 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
October 6, 2016 
P a g e  | 7 

 

 

Park City Page 7 Updated 10/6/2016 8:51 PM  

1. Request to Authorize the City Manager, in a Form Approved by the City 1 

Attorney, to Enter into a Construction Contract with North Ridge Construction, 2 

Inc. to Rehabilitate Two Historic Homes and Build Six New Detached Houses 3 

Entitled the 1450-1460 Park Avenue Affordable Housing Project in an Amount Not 4 

to Exceed Two Million Two Hundred Thousand Eight Hundred Dollars 5 

($2,200,800): 6 

 7 

2. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute the First Amendment to 8 

the Professional Services Agreement, in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, 9 

with Bowen Collins & Associates for Engineering Services for the Upper Swede 10 

Alley and Heber Avenue Utility Replacement Project for an Increase to the 11 

Agreement in an Amount Not to Exceed $80,550 for a Total Contract Amount Not 12 

to Exceed $118,450: 13 

 14 

Council Member Worel moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Council Member 15 

Gerber seconded the motion. 16 

RESULT:  APPROVED  17 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel  18 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 19 

 20 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 21 

 22 

1. Consideration of a Voter Information Pamphlet Related to the Bonanza 23 

Flats $25,000,000 Open Space Bond Ballot Initiative to be Mailed to Park City 24 

Residents in Compliance with the Utah Local Government Bond Act: 25 

Tom Daley, Deputy City Attorney, presented this item. Daley stated a voter information 26 

pamphlet was required under the Utah Local Government Bonding Act. Council Member 27 

Henney remarked that there were three different issues addressed in the pamphlet: the 28 

history of open space, the bond initiative and voter information. He suggested cutting 29 

the verbiage and increasing the font to make it more effective. 30 

 31 

Council Member Beerman stated the pamphlet was thorough but he felt the map should 32 

take up one of the pages and then have the focus be on just a few points. Council 33 

Member Worel suggested including the deadline date for ballots to be postmarked. 34 

Council Member Gerber stated she didn't want to wait until the next meeting to approve 35 

the pamphlet due to the suggestions given today because then it wouldn't get to voters 36 

timely. Daley stated the motion could include the suggested amendments. 37 

 38 

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public input. No comments were given. Mayor 39 

Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting. 40 

 41 
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Council Member Beerman moved to approve a voter information pamphlet related to the 1 

Bonanza Flats $25,000,000 Open Space Bond Ballot Initiative to be mailed to Park City 2 

residents in compliance with the Utah Local Government Bond Act as amended from 3 

the feedback suggested by Council. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. 4 

RESULT:  APPROVED  5 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel 6 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 7 

 8 

2. Consideration to Approve Resolution 24-2016, a Resolution Adopting the 9 

Transportation Demand Management Plan for Park City, Utah: 10 

Alfred Knotts and Brooks Robinson, Transportation Planning Department, presented 11 

this item. Knotts stated one of the Transportation Department’s goals was to seek and 12 

implement alternative forms of transportation. He displayed the results of traffic pattern 13 

studies that were performed in January and July, 2015, and noted a 3% increase in 14 

traffic overall and also during peak time traffic. He stated a Transportation Demand 15 

Management Plan (TDM) was necessary before implementing large construction 16 

projects. He indicated a Transportation Management Association was initiated, and a 17 

wide variety of programs had been implemented or were in the process of being 18 

implemented, such as e-bikes, codifying a TDM plan and efficient parking strategies. He 19 

noted the City had an employee vanpool and he hoped to expand the vanpool program 20 

with area employers as well. 21 

 22 

Council Member Beerman asked if Summit County had adopted similar plans. Knotts 23 

responded that Summit County had not adopted a plan, but he would be meeting with 24 

his counterpart at the County to work on code amendments, making sure the City and 25 

County codes complimented each other. Knotts felt that when this plan was adopted by 26 

the City, the County might adopt it as well. Council Member Henney stated the County 27 

had a bike share program with some bikes coming into the City. He asked if this was a 28 

joint project. Knotts stated that this was a joint project and stations would be placed at 29 

the MARC, Prospector, the library and the Old Town Transit Center. Council Member 30 

Henney asked how many e-bikes were involved in the County's program. Knotts stated 31 

all the bikes were pedal assisted bicycles. 32 

 33 

In another matter, Brooks Robinson stated he would be retiring November 4th. Mayor 34 

Thomas and the Council thanked Robinson for his 20 years of service to the City. 35 

 36 

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public input.  37 

 38 

MaryAnn Cirino asked if the plan was the context of the final report contained in the 39 

Council packet. Knotts stated it was. Cirino stated she had an office on Main Street and 40 

many business owners didn't know about this plan and were upset about it. She thought 41 

diminishing parking and traffic in the City wasn't taking into account the employees of 42 
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the businesses within the City. She stated the data was based on employees who 1 

worked 9:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m. which was not an accurate assessment. She felt there 2 

wasn't an engagement with the small business owner, but only with the large resorts, 3 

and she also thought everything being presented did not service the employees of the 4 

City. She asked for the City to get feedback from the community instead of from the 5 

consultants. She indicated she met with Blake Fonnesbeck, Transportation Manager, 6 

but he didn’t listen to her. She also asserted the community thrived on the people, 7 

including employees.  8 

 9 

Mayor Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.  10 

 11 

Knotts clarified that the action requested tonight did not include the parking plan, which 12 

would be presented to Council on a future date. 13 

 14 

Council Member Worel asked if the “Let's Go” pamphlet would be available to the 15 

public. Knotts affirmed it would. 16 

 17 

Council Member Henney moved to approve Resolution 24-2016, a resolution adopting 18 

the Transportation Demand Management Plan for Park City, Utah. Council Member 19 

Gerber seconded the motion. 20 

RESULT:  APPROVED  21 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel 22 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 23 

 24 

3. Request to Approve I AM PRO SNOW 100% Committed Partnership Letter 25 

in Conjunction with the Climate Reality Project, a District of Columbia, USA, 26 

Nonprofit Corporation: 27 

Luke Cartin, Sustainability Manager, showed Council a video on Climate Change, 28 

featuring Ted Ligity, an Olympic skier. Cartin explained the Climate Reality Project was 29 

Al Gore's group and he was excited to be onboard. 30 

 31 

Council Member Gerber moved to approve I AM PRO SNOW 100% Committed 32 

Partnership Letter in conjunction with the Climate Reality Project, a District of Columbia, 33 

USA, nonprofit corporation. Council Member Beerman seconded the motion. 34 

RESULT:  APPROVED  35 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel 36 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 37 

 38 

4. Consideration of Ordinance No. 2016-47, an Ordinance Approving the 39 

Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley Second Amended – Amending Unit 29 40 
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Condominium Plat, Located at 7379 Silver Bird Drive, Pursuant to Findings of 1 

Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in a Form Approved by the 2 

City Attorney: 3 

Makena Hawley, Planning, explained this amendment would convert existing common 4 

area into private area. 5 

 6 

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas 7 

closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 8 

 9 

Council Member Worel moved to approve Ordinance No. 2016-47, an ordinance 10 

approving the Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley Second Amended – amending 11 

Unit 29 Condominium Plat, located at 7379 Silver Bird Drive, pursuant to findings of 12 

fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval in a form approved by the City 13 

Attorney. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion. 14 

RESULT:  APPROVED  15 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, and Worel 16 

EXCUSED: Council Member Matsumoto 17 

 18 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 19 

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 20 

 21 

__________________________ 22 

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 23 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

Initial evaluations and investigations for the Quinns Junction Water Treatment Plant 
(QJWTP) Process, Capacity, & Energy Management Upgrades project have been 
recently completed.  In the course of the effort, staff and the consultant have identified 
and prioritized cost-effective treatment process and sustainable project elements to 
improve the reliability and energy efficiency of the City’s Rockport importation and 
treatment infrastructure.  These improvements will address issues such as the ability to 
treat seasonally changing source water quality and risk exposures in the raw water 
supply and conveyance system as well as energy management for the existing facilities. 
 
Additionally, staff evaluated and selected a construction contract delivery method that 
would be the most beneficial approach for the project. This staff report includes a 
recommendation for construction of the improvements in the delivery form of a 
construction manager/general contractor (CM/GC) “guaranteed maximum price” 
construction agreement. 

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 
 
 

 

Subject:  QJWTP Upgrades Project – Construction Agreement, Alder 
Construction, Inc. 

Author:  Roger McClain, Public Utilities Engineering Manager 
   Michelle De Haan, Water Quality and Treatment Manager 
Department:  Public Utilities 
Date:   October 20, 2016 
Type of Item:  Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends Council authorize the City Manager to execute the Construction 
Agreement with Alder Construction, Inc., in a form approved by the City Attorney, for 
construction services for the Quinns Junction Water Treatment Plant Upgrades Project 
for a total amount not to exceed $3,878,465.00. 
 
Executive Summary 
Initial evaluations and investigations for the Quinns Junction Water Treatment Plant 
(QJWTP) Process, Capacity, & Energy Management Upgrades project have been 
recently completed.  In the course of the effort, staff and the consultant have identified 
and prioritized cost-effective treatment process and sustainable project elements to 
improve the reliability and energy efficiency of the City’s Rockport importation and 
treatment infrastructure.  These improvements will address issues such as the ability to 
treat seasonally changing source water quality and risk exposures in the raw water 
supply and conveyance system as well as energy management for the existing facilities. 
 
Additionally, staff evaluated and selected a construction contract delivery method that 
would be the most beneficial approach for the project. This staff report includes a 
recommendation for construction of the improvements in the delivery form of a 
construction manager/general contractor (CM/GC) “guaranteed maximum price” 
construction agreement. 
 
Acronyms and Abbreviations in this Report 
The following acronyms and abbreviations have been used in this report: 

CH2M:  CH2M Hill Engineers, Inc. 
CM/GC:  Construction Manager/General Contractor 
City:  Park City Municipal Corporation 
DDW:  Division of Drinking Water 
GAC:  Granulated Activated Carbon 
M-I-W  Mining-Influenced-Water 
MnO2  Manganese Dioxide 
PSA:  Professional Services Agreement 
RFP:  Request for Proposal 
QJWTP:  Quinns Junction Water Treatment Plant 
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The Problem 
During the initial three and one-half years of treatment plant operation, staff has 
experienced several short-term circumstances and recently experienced a longer period 
condition that impacted the ability of the treatment facility to produce safe, reliable 
drinking water and to meet the waste water discharge permit.  These impacts have 
been the result of treatment plant process limitations which stemmed from seasonal 
water quality changes within the river when constituents exceeded several of the 
facility’s treatment process capabilities. In several instances it has been necessary to 
shut down water treatment plant operation until water quality parameters could be met. 
 
Additionally, an evaluation of the initial years of treatment facility operation with respect 
to energy management, has identified several improvements that will address the 
Council’s energy-critical priority initiative.  
 
Background 
October 29, 2015 staff recommended to City Council the PSA for CH2M engineering 
service to provide an evaluation of the QJWTP for the following items: 

o Water Quality and Treatment for Changing Water Source Conditions 
o Energy Management  
o Raw Water Operational Basin, Conveyance, and Renewable Energy.   
o Impacts of Judge Tunnel Treatment at QJWTP, M-I-W Alternative.   
o Development of a QJWTP Facility Program 

A subsequent CH2M contract addendum was authorized by City Council design 
services of selected improvements. 

 The staff report for the original CH2M PSA – QJWTP Process, Capacity, & 
Energy Management Upgrades – Engineering Services – October 29, 2015, may 
be found at: 

 http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2073&Inline=True 

 The staff report for the CH2M PSA, First Addendum  – September 1, 2016, may 
be found at:  
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2181&Inline=True 
 

Proposed Construction Elements 
CH2M’s evaluation of the QJWTP resulted in a Facility Program that identified four 
phases which included: 1) Short-term Improvements; 2) Operation Storage Basin 
Implementation; 3) Plant Capacity Expansion; and 4) Future Water Quality 
Improvements. The following graphical illustration presents the CH2M’s Project 
Approach and key elements of the QJWTP Project.  The proposed improvements 
included in this Staff Report address the recommendations included in the first phase of 
the Facility Program.   
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Construction plans and specifications prepared by CH2M for Phase 1 include the 
following key treatment plant upgrades: 

 GAC Improvements – Installation of an additional GAC vessel and associated 
operational and maintenance improvements to address taste and odor 
considerations 

 Manganese Dioxide (MnO2) Improvements – Installation of new vessels and 
associated chlorination system to address manganese removal  

 Equalization Basin and Vessel Backwash Supply System – Installation of a basin 
and water supply system to facilitate backwash of GAC and MnO2 vessels 

 Membrane Filtration System Improvements – Installation of a membrane 
backwash supply tank 

 Maintenance and Safety Access Platforms on GAC Vessels and Plate Settlers 

 Clearwell modifications – Operation and maintenance related improvements 

Griff Lloyd, the Public Utilities Project Manager, will be managing the project, and will be 
working under the guidance of the Public Utilities Engineering Manager and the Public 
Utilities Director. 
 
Alternatives for City Council to Consider 
This section provides pros and cons and next steps associated with the recommended 
addition to engineering services and increase in fees.  

Pros 
Facilitates completion of treatment improvements and upgrades to enable the 
treatment to meet water supply production requirements and DDW water 
quality requirements 

Cons 
Increases capital improvement project costs that could be utilized for other 
purposes 

Consequences of not authorizing services 
The QJWTP is an integral part of the City’s existing water source portfolio.  
Should changing raw water quality conditions exceed existing treatment facility 
capabilities, QJWTP could be shut down until the raw water can be treated to 
meet water quality standards.  Other sources would be relied upon during that 
time which may create the inability to meet existing water obligations.  

 
Analysis 
Project Delivery Method 
During the programming stage of the project, Public Utilities staff evaluated alternative 
delivery approaches to determine the most beneficial approach for the project. Based 
on the complexities associated with construction at the operating treatment plant, staff 
determined that an integrated approach using the construction manager/general 
contractor (CM/GC) “guaranteed maximum price” method would be best suited for the 
project. A guaranteed maximum price (GMP) contract is a cost-plus contract under 
which the contractor is compensated for actual costs incurred, plus an agreed upon and 
specified fee, not to exceed a guaranteed maximum amount.  
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RFP Process 
Staff prepared a RFP that identified CM/GC requirements for the QJWTP Upgrades.  
The requirements addressed CM/GC capability of providing and/or managing all facets 
of the project, reserved the City’s right to negotiate with the selected Proposer with 
respect to the qualifications and selection of proposed subconsultants, subcontractors, 
or vendors, and to award any one or all phases/tasks of the work.  

Subsequently, a RFP was advertised in the Park Record beginning 6/11/2016 and 
continuing through 7/13/2016, and on the Park City Website beginning June 6, 2016.  
Proposals, received and opened on July 19, 2016, were received from: 

Ellsworth Paulsen Construction Services 
Gerber Construction, Inc. 
Alder Construction, Inc. 
VanCon, Inc. 

A selection committee evaluated Proposals based on specific factors listed in the RFP 
which included; Preconstruction Services Price Proposal, Project Approach and 
Management Capabilities, Project Organization, Relevant Project Experience and 
Resumes, Summary, Owner-CM/GC Agreement and Insurance Requirements, 
Financial Capabilities and Fee Structure, and ability to meet the City’s overall project 
needs, goals, and objectives.  
 
Alder Construction, Inc., ranked highest among the responsive proposers.  Alder was 
the contractor for the original QJWTP construction.  
 
Construction Contract 
Staff has prepared the scope of work contained in Alder’s construction GMP proposal, 
reviewed the bid costs, and negotiated the associated fee.  The proposed construction 
schedule is consistent with the CM/GC construction timeline for upgrades to the 
QJWTP.  A summary of the scope of work and cost proposal is included as Attachments 
A and B to the Staff Report.  The complete scope of work and cost basis will be 
included in the QJWTP Upgrades Project construction agreement (Standard Form of 
Agreement Between Owner and Construction Manager where the Construction 
Manager is also THE CONSTRUCTOR). Cost of the Work and the Construction 
Manager’s Fee is guaranteed by the Construction Manager “Guaranteed Maximum 
Price.”  The GMP contract is a cost-plus contract under which the contractor is 
compensated for actual costs incurred, plus an agreed upon and specified fee, not to 
exceed a guaranteed maximum amount. The GMP does not include the Preconstruction 
Service Fee, however the fee and an Owner’s contingency are included in the total 
recommended contract amount. 
The total contract amount includes the following:  
 

Preconstruction Services Fee: $21,465.00 
Guaranteed Maximum Price: $3,857,000.00 

The GMP includes a Construction Manager’s Fee of an amount not to 
exceed (10%) ten percent of the cost of the work, $385,700.00 
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Staff feels that the GMP proposal is usual and customary for construction of this type, 
scope, and complexity and is recommending authorization of the Construction 
Agreement. 
 
Furthering the Goals of the General Plan 
Utilities are essential services that play a vital role in economic and social development. 
A resilient water system is a critical prerequisite to all of the goals and objectives 
identified within Park City’s general plan.  
 
Department Review 
This report has been reviewed by representatives of Public Utilities, City Attorney’s 
Office, and the City Manager’s Office.  Comments have been integrated into this report. 
 
Funding Source 
The funding for the First Addendum is from water service fees and is included in the 
approved 5-year Water CIP. 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A QJWTP Upgrades Project - Scope of Work, Alder Construction, Inc. 
Attachment B QJWTP Upgrades Project - Fee Summary, Alder Construction, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
QJWTP Upgrades Project - Scope of Work 
Alder Construction, Inc. 

 

SUMMARY OF WORK 
CONSTRUCTION MANAGER/GENERAL CONTRACTOR 

PART 1 GENERAL 

A. The Work under this Contract consists of furnishing all facilities, tools, equipment, 
materials, supplies, manufactured articles, management, planning, drawings, submittals, 
transportation, and services, fuel, power, water, communications, coordination, permits 
and permit compliance, and performing all Work, or other operations required for the 
fulfillment of the Contract in accordance with the Contract Documents. 

B. The Work shall be complete, and all Work, materials, and services not expressly 
indicated or called for in the Contract Documents which may be necessary for the 
complete, safe and proper construction and startup of the Work in good faith shall be 
provided by the Contractor within the contract time and for the bid amounts. 

C. The completed Work will provide the Owner with a water treatment plant upgrades and 
improvements installed to Park City Municipal Code, International Building Code, and  
Utah drinking water standards. 

D. The Project will include the following elements: 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 

The Preconstruction Services of the CM/GC will begin immediately with preparing a cost 
estimate of the design development documents prepared by the AE Team. The CM/GC will 
be expected to actively participate in design meetings, constructability reviews, periodically 
provide cost estimates during the design process, and ultimately develop a Guaranteed 
Maximum Price (GMP) based on a percent complete Construction Documents prepared by 
the AE TEAM.   
 
CM/GC GMP PROJECT TASKS 

General Conditions.  This includes project related items (such as reimburseable general 
conditions costs, insurances, bonds, and surety) that are not allowed under the 
Construction Management Fee. 
 
Task 1 – Install New GAC Vessel and MnO2 Vessels.  Work generally consists of the 
implementation of new full-flow treatment barriers for manganese and organics within the 
existing building space at the QJWTP.  Improvements consist of: 

a. Procure and install one new 14-foot diameter GAC vessel and multiple skids of smaller, 
7-feet height, MnO2 vessels, including the installation, piping, valves, ancillary items, 
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instrumentation and controls, disinfection system, piping supports, and other items 
required for a functional system. 

b. Procure and install GAC (granulated activated carbon) media 
c. Procure and install MnO2 vessel media (3.5-feet of pyrolusite media) 
d. Backwash and forward-flush piping and valving reflect the proposed piping routing and 

valving requirements associated with the GAC and MnO2 vessels. 
e. Modifications to the existing GAC vessel, including new sample taps. 
f. Vessel and piping testing and startup 

This task requires the CM/GC to solicit quality-based competitive bids from vessel 
manufacturers for evaluation and selection by the City.  
  
Task 2 – Backwash Supply System and Equalization Tank.  Work generally consists of 
the implementation of new backwash supply piping, buried concrete structure, and 
associated piping and pumps to facilitate backwashing of the full-flow treatment barriers for 
manganese and organics within the existing building space at the QJWTP.  Improvements 
consist of: 

a. Install backwash supply system that consists of 10-inch isolation valves, backflow 
preventer, two (2) pressure reducing valves, flow meters, and flow control valves, all to 
provide backwash supply water for the GAC vessel and MnO2 system. Backwash supply 
will tie-in and come from existing potable water pipeline outside of the existing QJWTP 
building space, with the new components installed within the existing building space. 

b. Install a 225,000 gallon buried concrete structure complete with access hatches, vents, 
pump-out system, level controls, and site restoration. 

c. Piping and valving associated with the Backwash Equalization Tank including 
submersible pumps (duty + standby) to pump water to the existing WW EQ tank as well 
as a permanent pipe with Vactor truck connection at the surface to suction out any 
remaining water. There will be a BWW line coming in, a pumped line leaving from 
submersible pumps, an overflow to detention ponds, and a pipe in for clearwell draining. 

 
Task 3 – Membrane Backwash Supply Tank.  Work generally consists of modifications to 
the existing membrane backwash system within the existing building space at the QJWTP.  
Improvements consist of: 

a. Provide and install new 3,000 gallon high-density polyethylene backwash supply tank. 
b. Modify associated existing membrane backwash piping to facilitate the new backwash 

tank.  Provide and install new associated piping, valving, instrumentation and controls 
as required for a complete and functional system. 

 
Task 4 – Elevated Walkways on GAC Vessels and Plate Settlers. Work generally 
consists of the implementation of operation and maintenance access improvements to filter 
vessels and existing plate settlers within the existing building space at the QJWTP.  
Improvements consist of: 

a. Provide an elevated walkway to allow access to the tops of the GAC pressure vessels 
b. Provide an elevated walkway to allow access to the top of the existing plate settlers 
c. Provide engineered structural plans stamped and signed by a State of Utah licensed 

professional engineer.  
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This task requires the CM/GC to solicit quality-based competitive bids from grating 
manufacturers for evaluation and selection by the City.  
 
Task 5 – Clearwell Modifications.  Work generally consists of modifications to the existing 
clearwell within the existing building space at the QJWTP.  Improvements consist of: 

a. Rotate clearwell inlet tee 
b. Install clearwell pump-out piping and discharge pump 
 
Task 6 – Electrical & Instrumentation.  Work generally consists of electrical and 
instrumentation improvements and modifications associated with Tasks 1, 2, 3 and 5.  
Improvements consist of: 

a. Pump controls, instrumentation, and controls 
b. Add a residual feedback control loop to control chlorine residual after the MnO2 

contactors, prior to the clearwell, and use the residual measured after MnO2 to 
boost/trim the chlorine dose for disinfection 

 
Contractor Contingency.  The GMP cost proposal includes a contingency because the 
level of design, at the time of the establishment of the GMP, does not allow the scope of 
work to be completely quantified or estimated at this time.
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ATTACHMENT B 
QJWTP Upgrades Project – Fee Summary 
Alder Construction, Inc. 
 
 

CM/GC - PRE-CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 

Pre-construction Services:  $21,465  

 
CM/GC GMP - PROJECT TASKS 

General Conditions:  $282,414 

Task 1 – Install New GAC Vessel and MnO2 Vessels:  $1,854,754 

Task 2 – Backwash Supply System and Equalization Tank:  $661,333   

Task 3 – Membrane Backwash Supply Tank:  $220,380 

Task 4 – Elevated Walkways on GAC Vessels and Plate Settlers:  $216,344 

Task 5 – Clearwell Modifications:   $28,894 

Task 6 – Electrical and Instrumentation:   $411,393  

Contractor Contingency:   $181,488  

 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT AMOUNT:  $3,878,465 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

To allow completion of our due diligence, specifically creating transportation and 
housing massing and feasibility alternatives, along with stakeholder and public 
meetings, staff recommends extension of our due diligence date.  The $60,000 in 
earnest money was scheduled to go hard on November 1, 2016.  Staff recommends 
extending that to December 9, 2016. The scheduled closing date would remain the 
same, February 1, 2017. 

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager 
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: Approval of an extension of the due diligence deadline in a Real 

Estate Purchase Contract to pursue acquisition of the southern 
portion of 1251 Kearns Boulevard (the Yard).    

Author:   Jonathan Weidenhamer   
Department: Sustainability  
Date:  October 20, 2016 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends Council direct staff to modify the current Real Estate Purchase 
Contract  for the south Yard parcel to extend the due diligence deadline from November 
1, 2016 to December 9, 2016. 
 
Executive Summary 
To allow completion of our due diligence, specifically creating transportation and 
housing massing and feasibility alternatives, along with stakeholder and public 
meetings, staff recommends extension of our due diligence date.  The $60,000 in 
earnest money was scheduled to go hard on November 1, 2016.  Staff recommends 
extending that to December 9, 2016. The scheduled closing date would remain the 
same, February 1, 2017. 
        
Acronyms 
REPC Real Estate Purchase Contract 
PCMC Park City Municipal Corporation 
 
The Problem 

 The contract to purchase approximately 2.29 acres of land in Bonanza Park 
represents a unique opportunity to forward some of Council’s critical goals in the 
areas of affordable housing and/or transportation.  Through recent transportation 
studies, the Yard property was identified as one of four recommended locations 
to potentially build a parking and transit center.   

 Additionally, as we have learned developing our concept planning and financial 
analysis for the fire station affordable housing project, spending $200/sf or more 
for land quickly eats into the $40M budgeted for housing, and pursuing more 
affordable alternatives, such as the Yard could allow more flexibility and 
efficiency with housing dollars. 

 PCMC’s earnest money goes hard on November 1, 2016. Concept massing and 
feasibility alternatives haven’t been completed, nor presented and discussed to 
adjoining property owner, the general public, nor City Council.  
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Background 

 May 12, 2016 the City Council agreed to enter into a Real Estate Purchase 
Contract (REPC) to purchase the southern portion of 1251 Kearns Boulevard 
(approximately 2.29 acres of the “Yard”) in an amount of $60/ square foot. (link); 

 June 16, 2016 - Environmental and soils test returned clean on parcel. 

 July 16, 2016 – City’s Survey work completed. Preliminary road alignments 
completed. 

 September 2016 – Contract for feasibility, massing and concept work approved 
and will be completed by late October. 

 October 2016 - To allow the City Council and public to consider and discuss 
possible housing and or transit options (massing and feasibility studies) on the 
site prior to earnest money deposit, PCMC requested an extension of the due 
diligence deadline.  

 October 2016 - The Yard property owners (1251 Kearns LLC), who include and 
are represented locally by Mark Fischer have agreed to this request. 

 
Alternatives for City Council to Consider 
1. Recommended Alternative: Direct staff to modify the REPC to extend the due 

diligence date: 
Pros 

a. Would allow continued pursuit of a significant transportation and/or housing 
project; 

b. Could set in motion many of the goals stated within the General Plan for the 
neighborhood including a walk able, mixed-use, locals district; 

c. Deliver on our intent to forward community goals through taking a proactive 
role.  
 

Cons 
a. Seller could not agree to extend, and terminate the deal, but has verbally 

represented a willingness to extend. 
 

2. Null Alternative: Do not extend the Due Diligence Deadline 
Pros 

a. Would reinforce our intent and commitment to proactively pursuing purchase 
of land to forward housing and/or transportation goals; 

b. Environmental site assessments have been completed for the site and have 
returned with no identified issues. 

Cons 
a. The City’s earnest money would go hard without the benefit of stakeholder 

input and other public discussions. 
 

3. Other Alternative: Exit the Contract 
Pros 

a. Would prevent earnest money going hard. 
Cons 

b. Would preclude pursuit of this opportunity. 
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Analysis 
This is a key parcel in the City’s overall strategy to potentially site a multi-modal 
transportation facility to serve as a centrally located parking and transit hub outside the 
Park City’s most congested intersections, yet accessible by both of our entry corridors. 
Utilizing Bonanza Park as a means to help to diffuse the peak periods of traffic and 
congestion is a priority recommendation in the 2011 Transportation Master Plan and 
also one of the strong recommendations in the Nelson Nygaard “Bonanza Park/Lower 
Park Avenue/Park City Mountain Resort Transportation and Parking Siting Plan”.   
 
The site also represents an enormous opportunity to develop affordable housing in that 
it is flat and centrally located proximate to service and commercial amenities. 
 
Next Steps  

 Complete feasibility, concept and massing study; 

 Discuss the results of the feasibility exercise with adjacent stakeholders (i.e. Iron 
Horse, Claim jumper and Homestake condos);  

 Present the concepts to City Council and the community in a public meeting. 
 
Updated Timeline: 
 

 Council public meeting to authorize REPC   May 12, 2016 

 Offer date        May 13  

 Deadline for Accepting Offer     May 20 

 Kearns disclosures (enviro, etc.)    June 13 

 City completes & delivers Phase I & II ESA to seller June 30 

 Seller deliver clear title      Aug 13 

 Due Diligence Deadline/Earnest $ hard   Nov 1 Dec 9 

 Council public meeting to authorize Purchase Agmt. Jan 26, 2017 

 Closing        Feb 1, 2017 
 
General Plan Review 
 
The property is being sought for purchase for possible affordable housing and or 
transportation improvements. 
 
Goal 7 of the General Plan states “Create a diversity of primary housing opportunities to 
address the changing needs of residents” and Goal 8 states: “increase affordable 
housing opportunities and associated services for the workforce of Park City”  (Link to 
pages 70-77 of the General Plan).  All efforts and issues identified here are to increase 
the number of units affordable to members of Park City’s workforce.  General Plan 
objectives that are addressed by this work include: 

 7A - Increase diversity of housing stock to fill void within housing inventory. 

 7E - Create housing opportunities for the city’s aging population. 

 8A - Provide increased housing opportunities that are affordable to a wide range 
of income levels. 
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 8C - Increase housing ownership opportunities for workforce within primary 
residential neighborhoods. 

 
The General Plan goals for Small Town include directing growth towards existing 
compact, mixed-use centers along priority transit corridors to prevent sprawl and protect 
quality of life. Objectives also include walking and transit connectivity, and prioritize 
transit over widening roads. 
 
Department Review 
Budget, Executive, City Attorney’s Office, Transportation, Community Development 
(Transportation, Planning)
 

 Funding Source 
Sufficient funds have been allocated within the Transportation and Parking Fund for this 
acquisition. The Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment budget has adequate funds for a 
housing project. 
 
Attachments 
A Real Estate Purchase Contract 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 
State code requires that City Council hold a public hearing to take comments on the potential 
issuance of an open space bond, and the potential economic impact on the private sector of the 
improvement, facility, or property for which the bond pays all or part of the cost.  As required by 
State code, notices for this hearing have been included in the Park Record for two consecutive 
weeks (8-31-2016 and 9-7-2016), and on the State Public Notice Website. 
 
PCMC does not have a deal with the current owner of Bonanza Flats.  If and when the owner of 
Bonanza Flats should approach PCMC, the availability of bond proceeds could give PCMC the 
ability to make an offer on the property.  If PCMC has an opportunity to make an offer to 
purchase and preserve Bonanza Flats using proceeds from this open space bond, PCMC would 
publish notice of the bond issuance and there would be a public hearing prior to any bond(s) 
being sold.  

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Lisa Roadfuss, Paralegal 
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject: $25,000,000 General Obligation Open Space Bond   
Author:  Tom Daley, Deputy City Attorney  
Department:  City Attorney’s Office 
Date:  October 20, 2016 
Type of Item: Administrative 
 
Summary Recommendation 
City Council should conduct a public hearing for the purpose of receiving public input on 
the $25 Million Bonanza Flats general obligation open space bond initiative that will 
appear on the November 8, 2016, ballot. 
 
Executive Summary 
State code requires that City Council hold a public hearing to take comments on the 
potential issuance of an open space bond, and the potential economic impact on the 
private sector of the improvement, facility, or property for which the bond pays all or part 
of the cost.  As required by State code, notices for this hearing have been included in 
the Park Record for two consecutive weeks (8-31-2016 and 9-7-2016), and on the State 
Public Notice Website. 
 
PCMC does not have a deal with the current owner of Bonanza Flats.  If and when the 

owner of Bonanza Flats should approach PCMC, the availability of bond proceeds could 

give PCMC the ability to make an offer on the property.  If PCMC has an opportunity to 

make an offer to purchase and preserve Bonanza Flats using proceeds from this open 

space bond, PCMC would publish notice of the bond issuance and there would be a 

public hearing prior to any bond(s) being sold.  

Acronyms 
PCMC           Park City Municipal Corporation 
 
Background and Summary of Previous Staff Reports 
On August 11, 2016, the City Council adopted a resolution to put a $25,000,000 general 

obligation bond question on the November 8, 2016, ballot.  If voters approve the initiative by a 

simple majority, PCMC would be in a position to issue and sell open space bonds for the 

purpose of making a financial contribution to the purchase and preservation of Bonanza Flats. 
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Please view the August 4, August 11, and September 15, 2016, staff reports and the full text of 

the bond resolution using these links: 

www.parkcity.org/Files/Staff_Report_8_4_16.pdf 

 

www.parkcity.org/Files/Staff_Report_8_11_16_only.pdf 

 

www.parkcity.org/Files/Staff_Report_8_11_16_Resolution.pdf 

www.parkcity.org/Files/Staff_Report_9_15_16.pdf 

Park City has been aware of the development pressure on Bonanza Flats for decades.  There is 

also long-standing public support for the idea of preserving Bonanza Flats for recreation and 

open space.  As a result of Wells Fargo’s foreclosure action against Talisker and the 

subsequent sheriff’s sale, Redus, LLC currently owns Bonanza Flats along with other property.  

Redus, LLC is owned by Wells Fargo and its lending partner, Midtown Acquisitions.  PCMC 

does not have a deal with the current owner of Bonanza Flats.  If and when the owner of 

Bonanza Flats should approach PCMC, the availability of bond proceeds could give PCMC the 

ability to make an offer on the property. 

If approved by voters on November 8, 2016, PCMC would be authorized to issue the bond(s) as 

early as March, 2017, which would make funds up to $25,000,000 available at that time.  The 

amount of the bonds issued and sold could be less than the $25,000,000 authorization. PCMC 

is required to publish notice of the bond issuance and there would be public hearings prior to 

any bonds being sold.  The authorization to issue the bond(s) for the purpose specified would 

remain effective for up to ten years. 

The purpose of this open space bond would be specific to the potential purchase and 
preservation of Bonanza Flats. Bonanza Flats is comprised of approximately 1,400 
acres of undeveloped and pristine ground situated along Guardsman Pass Road in 
unincorporated Wasatch County at the upper elevations of the Wasatch Mountains. It is 
contiguous to Park City’s southern boundary which is also the Summit and Wasatch 
County line.  Bonanza Flats is bordered to the west generally by the ridge line of 
Clayton’s Peak and 10420’ which is also the Wasatch and Salt Lake County line.  
Bonanza Flats is a scenic terrain of dramatic stands of conifers, large aspen groves, 
steep cliff areas, and open meadows. 
 
Park City’s long held legacy of successful open space purchases has been the result of 
voter approved open space bond measures and sales tax initiatives. Park City’s 
approach to open space preservation has always included a willing seller and a willing 
buyer, and the same would need to occur to make the purchase and preservation of 
Bonanza Flats possible.   
 
In the event Redus, LLC or its successor-in-interest approaches Park City regarding the 
availability of Bonanza Flats, Park City would need funds readily available to make an 
offer at that time. Staff has determined that a meaningful offer would need to be 
supported by the proceeds from a general obligation bond. In other words, staff feels 
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that a general obligation bond may be the only means by which Park City could achieve 
the preservation and protection of Bonanza Flats.  No purchase price has been 
identified for the Bonanza Flats property.  The next opportunity to place a general 
obligation bond on the ballot would not arise until November, 2017, and the availability 
of funds would be pushed back twelve months at a minimum.  
 
Though similar to past open space bonds, this bond would be different in one respect: 
Voters in Park City have historically approved by high margins open space bonds 
without knowing what property might be purchased with those bond funds. For this 
ballot measure, voters will have the opportunity to authorize funding only if PCMC is 
able to reach an agreement to purchase a specific piece of property – namely Bonanza 
Flats.  So while voters will have the opportunity to vote to preserve a specific piece of 
property, they will be voting without certainty that PCMC will reach an agreement to buy 
and preserve that property or that the bond will be issued.  
 
If PCMC were to issue and sell the full amount of the authorization, or $25,000,000, full-
time residents with primary resident tax status would pay annually $15.15 for every 
$100,000 of home value. Second homeowners/part time residents and businesses 
would pay annually $27.54 per $100,000 of home or business value. The life of the 
bond is anticipated to be 15 years. 
 
On November 8, 2016, Park City voters will have the opportunity to answer this question 
on the ballot: 

CITY PROPOSITION NUMBER 1 

Shall Park City, Utah be authorized to issue general obligation bonds in an amount not 

to exceed $25,000,000 and to mature in no more than 16 years from the date or dates of 

such bonds to acquire, improve, and forever preserve open space, park, and recreational 

land located in Bonanza Flats, if such land is available for purchase by the City, in 

order to protect the conservation values thereof, to remove existing unneeded man-

made improvements, and to make limited improvements for public access, parking and 

use?  

PROPERTY TAX COST OF BONDS 

If the bonds are issued as planned, an annual property tax to pay debt service on the 

bonds will be required over a period of 16 years in the estimated amount of $122.67  on 

an $810,000 primary residence, and in the estimated amount of $223.05 on a business 

property having the same value. 

The foregoing is only an estimate and is not a limit on the amount of taxes that the 

governing body may be required to levy in order to pay debt service on the bonds.  The 

governing body is obligated to levy taxes to the extent provided by law in order to pay 

the bonds. 
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 FOR THE ISSUANCE OF BONDS 

  

 AGAINST THE ISSUANCE OF BONDS 

 
   
If voters approve the bond on November 8, 2016, up to $25,000,000 in bond(s) could be sold as 
early as March, 2017. Park City may sell a bond for less than $25,000,000 depending on an 
agreed purchase price and/or contributions from other funding sources both public and private. 
 
The authorization to issue the bond will remain effective for up to ten years, and prior to any 
issuance of a bond, there will be notice and a public hearing. The long-term viability of the 
authorization will give Park City latitude well into the future to make an offer should the 
opportunity present itself. 
 
In the event an agreement to acquire and preserve Bonanza Flats is not reached, Park City 
would not sell a bond.  The resolution City Council approved on August 11, 2016, is limited to 
the possible purchase and protection of Bonanza Flats and it will not allow bonds to be sold for 
the purpose of acquiring any property other than Bonanza Flats. 
 

City Council Action 
The City Council should conduct a public hearing in compliance with Utah law to receive 
input consistent with this report. 
 
Department Review 
This report has been reviewed by the Executive Department and Budget and Finance 
Department. 
 

 Funding Source 
There is no funding source associated with Council conducting a public hearing on this 
matter.   
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

The site known as Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop consists of all of 
Government Lot 26 in Section 15, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base 
and Meridian.  It was formerly known as the 11th House on the south side of Deer Valley 
Park City.  The owner requests this plat amendment in order to create a legal platted lot 
of record and to develop the site.    

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Anya Grahn, Planner II 
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City Council  
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Project Number:  PL-16-03153 
Date:   October 20, 2016 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Plat Amendment  
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the Lilac 
Hill Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the attached ordinance. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  632 DVL, LLC represented by Matt Mullin 
Location:  632 Deer Valley Loop 
Zoning:  Residential Medium (RM) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential—Single family, duplex, and multi-family 

dwellings   
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council review and action. 
 
Acronyms  
Board of Adjustment      BOA 
Bureau of Land Management    BLM  
Deer Valley Loop      DVL 
Determination of Significance     DOS  
Historic District Design Review     HDDR  
Historic District Design Review Pre-Application   Pre-app  
Historic Preservation Board     HPB 
Historic Sites Inventory      HSI  
Master Planned Development    MPD 
Residential Medium Density District    RM  
Residential Development-Medium Density  RDM 
  
Executive Summary/Proposal 
The site known as Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop consists of all of 
Government Lot 26 in Section 15, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base 
and Meridian.  It was formerly known as the 11th House on the south side of Deer Valley 
Park City.  The owner requests this plat amendment in order to create a legal platted lot 
of record and to develop the site.    
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District Purpose  
The purpose of the RM District is to:  

A. Allow continuation of permanent residential and transient housing in original 
residential Areas of Park City,  

B. Encourage new Development along an important corridor, that is Compatible with 
Historic Structures in the surrounding Area,  

C. Encourage the rehabilitation of existing Historic Structures,  
D. Encourage Development that provides a transition in Use and scale between the 

Historic District and the resort Developments,  
E. Encourage affordable housing,  
F. Encourage Development that minimizes the number of new driveways Accessing 

existing thoroughfares and minimizes the visibility of Parking Areas  
 
Background  
On April 26, 2016, the City received a Subdivision application for the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop; the application was deemed complete on 
April 28, 2016.    The property is in the Residential Medium (RM) District.  Its legal 
description is all of Government Lot 26 in Section 15, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, 
Salt Lake Base and Meridian; it was formerly known as 11th House on the south side of 
Deer Valley, Park City. 
 
This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as a 
Significant Site.  The house was constructed c.1900 during the Mature Mining Era 
(1894-1930) by George and Elizabeth Thompson.  The early twentieth century Sanborn 
Fire Insurance Maps demonstrate that this site was part of a much denser 
neighborhood comprised of approximately fourteen (14) structures. Of these, only four 
(4) structures currently exist. 
 
This property has had a long history as it is the first of the BLM parcels to be released 
by the BLM and privately held.  This complex history is outlined by the following staff 
reports, but summarized in the July 14, 2016 report: 

 1981:  William and Juli Bertagnole purchase the property from Harold and Mary 
Dudley 

 May 2, 2013:  BLM granted the Bertagnoles a land patent for ownership of the 
parcel 

 August 21, 2013:  Park City Building Department issues a Notice and Order to 
Vacate and Repair the structure due to fire damage and the dilapidated state of 
the building 

 November 13, 2013:   HPB holds a Determination of Significance (DOS) hearing 
and finds that the house should remain designated as ―Significant‖ on the City’s 
HSI.  HPB Staff Report (page 19)  

 April 15, 2014:  BOA reviews Bertagnoles appeal of the DOS; due to the new 
information submitted by the appellant, the BOA remands the DOS back to the 
HPB for review.  BOA Staff Report (page 23) and BOA Minutes (page 2). 
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 May 21, 2014:  HPB again finds the house should remain designated as 
―Significant‖ on the City’s HSI.  HPB Staff Report (page 15). Bertagnoles again 
appeal the DOS. 

 July 9, 2014:  Bertagnoles withdraw the DOS appeal. 

 February 2016: Bertagnoles sell property to 632 DVL, LLC. 

 April 26, 2016:632 DVL, LLC submits a plat amendment application. 

 June 22, 2016: Planning Commission reviews the Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 
Deer Valley Loop and forwards a positive recommendation to City Council.  PC 
Staff Report (page 29) and PC Minutes (page 4) 

 July 14, 2016: City Council reviews Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley 
Loop and continues to a date uncertain.  City Council expresses concerns 
regarding the development of the hillside and directs staff to return with legal 
restrictions on house size, height, site parameters, and relocating the historic 
house.  CC Staff Report (page 81), CC Minutes (page 5), and CC Audio. 

 September 22, 2016: Due to concerns expressed by City Council during the July 
14th meeting, staff returned to Council for input on proposed Conditions of 
Approval.  CC Staff Report (page 58), CC Minutes (Exhibit E ), and CC Audio. 
     

Staff is now returning to Council requesting the approval of the plat amendment based 
on updated Conditions of Approval. 
   
Analysis  
The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing metes and 
bounds parcel.  The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one (1) lot 
measuring 14,446 square feet.   
 
A portion of Deer Valley Loop (64.27 SF) cuts across the northwest corner of the site 
and the platted Rossie Hill Drive (62.72 SF) across the southeast corner of the property, 
consuming a total of 127 square feet (SF). The property surrounding this lot is owned by 
the BLM, but the BLM has granted a right-of-way easement to the City for the streets 
that cross over the BLM parcel. The portion of the property at 632 Deer Valley Drive that 
is the street will be dedicated to the City during this plat amendment, and the street 
dedication shall be noted on the recorded plat, as reflected in Condition of Approval #3.  
The portion of the street dedication will reduce the overall lot size to 14,319 square feet 
and is included on the calculations below.    
 
A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the RM District.  The minimum lot area for 
a single-family dwelling is 2,812 square feet.  The proposed lot meets the minimum lot 
area for single-family dwellings.  The required minimum lot width is 27.50; the proposed 
lot width is 129.41 feet.  The proposed lot meets the minimum lot width requirement.  
The following table shows applicable Land Management Code (LMC) development 
parameters in the RM District:  
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Required Existing Permitted 

Lot size 14,319 SF1 2,812 square feet minimum  
Complies 

Front yard setbacks 35 feet front yard (north 
property line) 
 

15 feet Complies 

Rear yard setbacks 52 feet rear yard 
(Rossie Hill Drive) 

10 feet Complies 

Side yard setbacks 17 feet (west), 65 feet 
(east) 
 
 

5 feet, Complies 

1 
This represents the size of the lot after the street dedication.

 

 
There is no footprint requirement in the RM District.  
 
The only encroachment that exists is a gravel driveway or parking area off of Deer 
Valley Loop on the northwest corner of the site that accesses the property.   
 
This area of Park City is designated as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).  
Any proposed development or work on the historic house will require approval of a 
Historic District Design Review (HDDR) to ensure compliance with the Design 
Guidelines for Historic Sites in Park City.   Though only the site in which the historic 
house is located would be required to go through the HDDR process, staff has found 
that this site, along with the three historic cottages 555, 560, and 577 Deer Valley 
contribute to Park City’s history and provide a density of historic structures that largely 
retain their relationship with one another and the hillside.   
 
Due to the historic nature of the hillside, staff has added Condition of Approval #4 which 
states: 

―Any development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide 
a transition in scale between the historic structures in the neighborhood, the 
Historic District, and Deer Valley Resort.  Any new development on this lot or 
future subdivided lots within this lot shall comply with the Park City’s Design 
Guidelines to ensure that the new development is compatible with the Historic 
Structure on this lot and Historic Structures in the surrounding Area.‖   

 
Staff found that such a condition of approval would ensure that any future development 
is in keeping with the historic character of this pocket neighborhood of historic houses 
and will allow the historic house at 632 Deer Valley Loop to become the focal point of 
any future project.  To further emphasize this, staff has also added Condition of 
Approval 5 which states that any new development on this lot or future subdivided lots 
within this lot shall not block the view of the historic house at 632 Deer Valley Loop from 
the Deer Valley Loop and Deer Valley Drive rights-of-way.   
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The applicant has consented to these Conditions of Approval; however, the applicant 
also finds that the following Condition of Approval be added to maintain his vesting in 
the RM zone: 

―New construction shall comply with Land Management Code Section 15-2.15-3 
regarding setbacks, building height, building envelope, building footprint, etc.‖ 

 
Staff finds that this condition is redundant as the property is located in the Residential 
Medium District and thus any land use applications will already have to comply with this 
code section.  Further, having this condition of approval does not vest the property in 
any zone.    
 
City Council had expressed concern about the possible relocation of the historic house.  
Any relocation of the historic house shall be approved by the HPB in accordance to the 
LMC.  LMC 15-11-13 currently requires the Historic Preservation Board to review and 
approve any relocation/reorientation of historic structures.  Staff finds that the code has 
provided specific criteria for relocation which should apply equally to all historic homes.   
 
During the September 22, 2016, City Council meeting, the applicant had also proposed 
additional Conditions of Approval to encourage open space.  Staff has incorporated this 
Condition of Approval as #6, which states, ―New construction on this lot or future 
subdivided lots within this lot shall provide for a minimum of 40% of the site to be Open 
Space, Landscape and/or Open Space, Natural.‖ 
 
The City Engineer will also require the applicant to grant one (1) – ten foot (10’) snow 
storage easements along the south (Rossie Hill) property line to address street 
frontages, per Condition of Approval #7.   
 
Due to the poor sight lines along Rossie Hill Drive, the City Engineer has also requested 
that the current driveway on the site be limited to Deer Valley Loop.  Should any future 
development result in new lots fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be 
accessible along the eastern half of the Rossie Hill frontage and shall have a slope of 
no more than 5% for the first twenty feet (20’) to maintain sight lines.  This is reflected in 
Conditions of Approval #8 and #9.   
 
The utilities were disconnected from this property on May 26, 1999.  The City will also 
require the applicant to dedicate a public utilities easement to the City for the existing 
waterline that is located within the Deer Valley Loop right-of-way; this is reflected in 
Condition of Approval #10. A final utility plan will be required at the time of the building 
permit prior to any development of the site.  
 
The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine 
related impacts.  If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste 
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to State and Federal law.  
Staff has included this as Condition of Approval #11. 
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The applicant has been communicating with his neighbors who make up the Save 
Rossie Hill group to draft Conditions of Approval to meet their shared goals.  On 
October 2, 2016, the Save Rossie Hill group submitted a list of Conditions of Approval 
they would like City Council to consider (see Exhibit D).  Staff has followed Council’s 
direction—provided at the September 22, 2016, meeting—for the additional restrictive 
Conditions of Approval that limit access, provide open space minimums, and require 
adherence to the Design Guidelines.  City Council should direct staff to include any of 
the public’s proposed Conditions if Council finds it necessary.  The applicant has not 
stipulated to these additional Conditions of Approval proposed by his neighbors. 
 
Staff finds that 650 and 685 Rossie Hill are both part of the Snow Park Subdivision.  In 
1991, the City amended the zoning for the Snow Park Subdivision to rezone lots 1 
through 5 from Residential Development (RD) to Residential Medium Density District 
(RM).  Additionally, they also created an MPD in 1991 that provided the following 
restrictions: 

1. Minimum of 60% open space, may include driveways. 
2. Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of .5 plus 500 square feet for each unit garage. 
3. Minimum front yard setback 25 feet. 
4. Two (2) enclosed off-street parking spaces for each unit. 
5. Design subject to the Park City Design Guidelines. 

Staff finds that it would be inappropriate to restrict the lot at 632 Deer Valley Loop in the 
same way as these two properties as they are both part of a larger MPD passed in 1991 
which allowed additional restrictions to be added and expressed on the Snow Park 
Subdivision plat.  
 
Good Cause 
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the interior block line running through 
the property will be removed and existing encroachments will be resolved. Public snow 
storage easements will be provided along Rossie Hill and a utility easement will be 
dedicated for the waterline in Deer Valley Loop Road.  Staff has also worked with the 
applicant to require any future development to comply with the Design Guidelines and 
provide a minimum of 40% open space on this lot.   
 
More importantly, no rehabilitation of the historic house can occur without this plat 
amendment; the City could not issue a building permit if the property was not a legal lot 
of record.  If the plat amendment is not approved, the applicant cannot move forward 
with a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) to rehabilitate the historic house. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No further issues were 
brought up at that time.  
 
Notice 
On October 6, 2016, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on October 5, 
2016, according to requirements of the Land Management Code.   
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Public Input 
Public input has been provided on this proposed plat amendment and is attached as 
Exhibit C.  The public has been concerned about over-development of the site to create 
high density development, need for trailheads, impact to wildlife corridors, and 
additional traffic congestion in the neighborhood.  Additional public comment was 
submitted by the Save Rossie Hill Group on October 2, 2016, regarding additional 
Conditions of Approval; this has been included as Exhibit D. 
 
Process 
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final 
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.   
 
Alternatives 

 The City Council may approve the Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop; 
or 

 The City Council may  deny the Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop 
and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

 The City Council may continue the discussion to a date certain and provide staff 
with direction to provide additional information necessary in order to make a final 
decision on the subdivison.  

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that the 
Site would remain as is and Deer Valley Loop and Rossie Hill Drive would continue to 
encroach on to the property.  No snow storage or public utilities easements would be 
granted to the City.  No building permit could be issued for the rehab of the historic 
house. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the 
Lilac Hill Subdivision at 632 Deer Valley Loop, based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the attached ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1) 
Exhibit B – Survey 
Exhibit C– Public Comment  
Exhibit D– Save Rossie Hill’s Proposed Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit E– City Council Minutes 9.22.16 
Exhibit F– Applicant’s response to neighborhood comments 10.17.16 
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance 
 
 
Ordinance No. 2016-32 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE LILAC HILL SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 632 
DEER VALLEY LOOP, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 632 Deer Valley Loop have 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 8, 2016, the property was properly noticed and posted 
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 4, 2016, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property 
owners; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 22, 2016, to 
receive input on plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on June 22, 2016, forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2016; September 22, 2016; and October 20, 2016, the 
City Council held public hearings to receive input on the plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  The Lilac Hill Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, 
as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Ordinance No. 2016-32 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE LILAC HILL SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 632 
DEER VALLEY LOOP, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 632 Deer Valley Loop have 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 8, 2016, the property was properly noticed and posted 
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according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 4, 2016, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property 
owners; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 22, 2016, to 
receive input on plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on June 22, 2016, forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2016; September 22, 2016; and October 20, 2016, the 
City Council held public hearings to receive input on the plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Lilac Hill 
Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  The Lilac Hill Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, 
as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, 
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 632 Deer Valley Loop.   
2. The property is in the Residential Medium (RM) zoning district.   
3. The subject property consists of all of Government Lot 26 in Section 15, Township 2 

South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.  It was formerly known as the 
11th House on the south side of Deer Valley, Park City.  The proposed plat 
amendment creates one (1) lot of record. 

4. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as 
Significant.   

5. This site, along with the three historic cottages 555, 560, and 577 Deer Valley 
contribute to Park City’s history and provide a density of historic structures that 
largely retain their relationship with one another and the hillside.   

6. The purpose statements of the RD zoning district include (B) encouraging new 
Development along an important corridor, that is Compatible with Historic Structures 
in the surrounding Area, and (C) encouraging the rehabilitation of existing Historic 
Structures. 

7.  The Plat Amendment creates a legal lot of record from the government lot.     
8. The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one (1) lot measuring 

14,319 square feet.   
9. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the District.   
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10. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 2,812 square feet.  The 
proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings.   

11. The proposed lot width is width is 116.38 feet along the north property line (facing 
Deer Valley Drive) and 129.41 feet along the south property line (Rossie Hill).   

12. The minimum lot width required is 37.50 feet.  The proposed lot meets the minimum 
lot width requirement.   

13. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building 
setbacks are valid complying structures.   

14. The minimum front yard setbacks are fifteen feet (15’) and rear yard setbacks are 10 
feet.  The historic house has a front yard setback of 35 feet and rear yard setback of 
52 feet.  

15. The minimum side yard setbacks are five feet (5’). The historic house has a side 
yard setback of 17 feet on the west and 65 feet on the east. 

16. Deer Valley Loop consumes 64.27 square feet of the northwest corner of the lot and 
Rossie Hill Drive consumes 62.72 square feet of the southeast corner of the lot.   

17. Existing access to the site is limited to a driveway from Deer Valley Loop. 
18. The City Engineer finds that only the eastern half of the lot directly abuts the City’s 

right-of-way along Rossie Hill Drive and there are poor sight lines along Rossie Hill 
Drive. 

19. The utilities were disconnected from this property on May 26, 1999.   
20. There is an existing City waterline that is located within the Deer Valley Loop right-

of-way.  
21. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 

Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) 
22. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 

as findings of fact. 
23. The applicant has stipulated to some of the conditions of approval, with the 

exception of one requiring that new construction shall comply with Land 
Management Code Section 15-2.15-3 regarding setbacks, building height, building 
envelope, building footprint, etc. 

 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this Subdivision. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding lot combinations. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 

Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final 

form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City 
Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 
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approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing 
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 

3. The applicant shall dedicate a portion of the property that consists of Deer Valley 
Loop and Rossie Hill Drive to the City as part of this plat amendment.  

4. Any development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a 
transition in scale between the historic structures in this neighborhood, the Historic 
District, and Deer Valley Resort. Any new development on this lot or future 
subdivided lots within this lot shall comply with Park City’s Design Guidelines to 
ensure that the new development is compatible with the Historic Structure on this lot 
and the Historic Structures in the surrounding area.  

5. Any new development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall not 
block the view of the historic house from the 632 Deer Valley Loop and Deer Valley 
Drive rights-of-way. 

6. New construction on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a 
minimum of 40% of the site to be Open Space, Landscaped and/or Open Space, 
Natural as defined by the Park City Land Management Code. 

7. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the Rossie 
Hill frontage of the property. 

8. Driveway access to any development to this one-lot subdivision shall be limited from 
Deer Valley Loop Road.  Should the future subdivision of this lot result in new lots 
fronting Rossie Hill Drive, the new lots shall only be accessible from the eastern half 
of the Rossie Hill frontage where the property line directly abuts the City right-of-
way.  

9. Any future access off of Rossie Hill shall have a slope of no more than 5% for the 
first 20 feet of the driveway off of the right-of-way to maintain sight lines. 

10. A public utilities easement is required along Deer Valley Loop for the existing water 
line and shall be indicated on the final plat. 

11. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil 
Cover Ordinance (Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine 
related impacts.  If the property owner does encounter mine waste or mine waste 
impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to State and Federal 
law.   

12. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building 
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on 
the final Mylar prior to recordation. 

 
 
 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of October, 2016. 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
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________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat 
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Planning Commission Packet June 22, 2016 Page 38 of 228

Exhibit A
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Exhibit B
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Diane Bernhardt 
530-575-0899   diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com       630 Coalition View Ct - PO Box 2819   Park City, UT  84060 

August 17, 2016 

The Honorable Mayor and Park City City Council 
Park City Municipal Corporation 
445 Marsac Avenue, PO Box 1480 
Park City, UT  84060-1480 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing to you on behalf of Save Rossie Hill Historic Open Space.  This alliance is a newly 
created community of active and interested Park City residents and property owners who 
care deeply about the future of Park City and of the open space on Rossie Hill.  We would 
like to thank you for your interest in and enthusiasm for preservation of  this historic open 
space. 

Today I am presenting to you a petition that represents our community’s support for the 
preservation of the historic open space on Rossie Hill.  It also includes  a specific request that 
Park City officials change the zone of the entirety of BLM parcel 18, inclusive of 632 Deer 
Valley Loop, in order to insure the restoration and preservation of the heritage homes in 
their original setting and protection of the open space from new land development.  We 
request that action on the change in zone occurs as soon as possible, and prior to the 
approval of Plat Amendment  2016-32 - Lilac Hill Subdivision - 632 Deer Valley Loop. 

The intensity of our petition’s support is evidence by the speed with which signatures were 
obtained.  The Petition was first circulated on Thursday, August 11.  While our original idea 
was to collect 50 signatures, we set an ambitious goal of 200.  By Wednesday, August 17, the 
petition had gathered 297 signatures with the numbers continuing to rise.   With this level of 
petition support and with the comments provided on the petition, our community has made 
very clear that this unique open space is extremely important to them.   

Text of the petition: 

Save Rossie Hill Historic Open Space 
  
This 2.5 acre urban open space is located on Deer Valley Drive after the “Condo Canyon” following 
the Deer Valley roundabout.   This parcel, owned by the BLM for over 100 years, is remarkable for its 
uncommon variety: 
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Historical: It holds historic significance for its cluster of National Historic Register, mining-boom 
houses with a notorious, red-light district past.   

Recreational:  It includes an established trailhead and well-loved recreational trails which were built 
by the Mountain Trails Foundation and are an integral part of the Park City trail network.  

Ecological:  It houses the fall breeding grounds for moose and deer, is the last available access for 
Rossie Hill wildlife to make their way to their only source of drinking water, and is a migration path 
between upper Rossie Hill Open Space to the Aerie Open Space.   

Recent resolution of a 35-year, ownership rights struggle has put part of this property into private 
ownership, marking the beginning of a new era for this unique piece of land.   The zoning overlay for 
the Rossie Hill Historic Open Space is currently RM (Residential Medium Density).  Because of the 
RM zoning, a 0.33 acre piece of Rossie Hill Historic Open Space recently acquired by a local land 
developer would allow the building of 10 residential units!   Imagine the number of units that could be 
built on the full 2.5 acre lot with a precedent of this density!   

Now is the time for our Park City community to design a “big picture” plan for the whole of this one-of-
a-kind property, rather than dealing with portions of the property, piecemeal, as they are made 
available by the BLM and in turn made available to our very ambitious land development community.   

We the undersigned declare: 

1) We support the restoration and preservation of the historic mining-era homes. 

2) We support the preservation of the irreplaceable open space for future generations, the 
protection of vulnerable wildlife, and for the advancement of community’s trail network. 

3) We respectfully request that Park City officials rezone the entirety of BLM parcel 18, 
inclusive of PC-537 (632 Deer Valley Loop), to insure the protection of this open space from 
any new land development. 

We are asking Council to direct staff to explore and recommend a change in the zoning on 
BLM parcel 18, inclusive of  632 Deer Valley Loop from RM (Residential - Medium Density), 
to a zone, such as E (Estate), ROS (Recreational and Open Space) or POS (Protected Open 
Space), that will protect the open space while allowing for the restoration and preservation 
of the historic cottages. 

Please view our petition at: Save Rossie Hill Historic Open Space Petition 

Thanks again for your time and attention.  

Sincerely yours, 

Diane Bernhardt 
Save Rossi Hill Historic Open Space 
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�� URVH�ZLOG %8))$/2��1<
�� &LHFLH�\DQWL <RJ\DNDUWD�

,QGRQHVLD
�� &KULVWLQD�6KLHEOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 2SHQ�VSDFH��PLQLQJ�HUD�KLVWRULFDO�FRWWDJHV��ZLOGOLIH

PLJUDWLRQ�DQG�UHFUHDWLRQ���WKH�DWWULEXWHV�RI�WKLV�ODQG�DUH
H[DFWO\�ZKDW�PDNHV�3DUN�&LW\ۘ�3DUN�&,W\�

�� 0DWW�6KLHU SDUN�FLW\��87 /HW�XV�FDSLWDOL]H�RQ�WKLV�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�SUHVHUYH�ZKDW�ZH
ORYH�DERXW�3DUN�&LW\�

�� 7HUHVD�:ORVRZLF] 6RVQRZLHF��3RODQG
�� $OH[DQGUD

*XQGHOILQJHQ
3RSUDG��6ORYDNLD

�� -DQHW�&ODUNH %XUJHVV�+LOO��8QLWHG
.LQJGRP

�� 7RQ\�*X]PDQ 'RUDO��'RPLQLFDQ
5HSXEOLF

��� %HWWLQD�/RUHQ] 5KHGH��*HUPDQ\
��� .LP�-�SURE

VHQGLQJ�VWDUV
3HWHUERUR��8QLWHG
.LQJGRP

��� 0DULDQD�/XNDFRYD 0ROGDYD�QDG�%RGYRX�
6ORYDNLD

��� 5REHUW�*XUVV 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KH�&LW\�VKRXOG�DFW�QRZ�WR�SUHVHUYH�RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG
KLVWRULF�KRPHV�

��� *UDKDP�$QWKRQ\ 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�VSDFH�DGGV�YDOXH�WR�WKH�QHLJKERUKRRG��WKH�FLW\��DQG
WKH�'HHU�9DOOH\�HQWU\ZD\��:RUWK�SURWHFWLQJ�

��� %DUEDUD�DQG
+DPLOWRQ�(DVWHU

3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH�VDYH�WKLV�VPDOO�KLVWRULF�SLHFH�RI�RSHQ�VSDFH��,W�LV�D
UHPLQGHU�RI�KRZ�WKLV�WRZQ�XVHG�WR�ORRN�DQG�D�EHQHILW�WR
ERWK�ZLOGOLIH�DQG�KXPDQV�

��� +RZDUG�.OHLQ 3DUN�&XW\��87
��� 7RP�	�6KHUULH

.HOOH\
3DUN�&LW\��87 :H�UHTXHVW�DQ\�GHYHORSPHQW�RU�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�H[LVWLQJ

VLWXDWLRQ�FDQ�QHYHU�EH�EURXJKW�EDFN�LI�LW�WXUQV�RXW
GHYHORSPHQW�ZDV�D�EDG�LGHD��RU�GRQH�LQGLVFULPLQDWHO\�

��� 'DYLG�+HHJHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�DP�D�SURSHUW\�RZQHU�LQ�3DUN�&LW\��2XU�YDFDWLRQ�KRPH�LV
ORFDWHG�RQ�'HHU�9DOOH\�/RRS��$OWKRXJK�LW�LV�D�YDFDWLRQ
KRPH��ZH�VSHQG�D�WRWDO�RI�DERXW���PRQWKV�HDFK�\HDU�LQ
3DUN�&LW\��,�DP�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�YRLFH�P\�VXSSRUW�IRU�WKH�6DYH
�FRQWLQXHV�RQ�QH[W�SDJH�

Name From Comments

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV�������
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Name From Comments
��� 'DYLG�+HHJHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 �FRQWLQXHG�IURP�SUHYLRXV�SDJH�

5RVVLH�+LOO�+LVWRULF�2SHQ�6SDFH�$OOLDQFH��:H�YHU\�PXFK
YDOXH�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�LQ�DQG�DURXQG�3DUN�&LW\��DQG�,�MRLQ
P\�QHLJKERUV�LQ�FDOOLQJ�IRU�SUHVHUYDWLRQ�RI�WKH�PLQLQJ�HUD
FRWWDJHV�DQG�NHHSLQJ�RSHQ�VSDFH�IRU�ZLOGOLIH��7KHUHۍV
SUHFLRXV�OLWWOH�RSHQ�VSDFH�OHIW�RQ�WKDW�KLOOVLGH�
2YHU�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH�DUHD�ZLOO�WDNH�DZD\�WKH�YHU\
UHDVRQ�WKDW�PDQ\�RI�XV�FKRVH�WR�EH�LQ�3DUN�&LW\�

��� 7HG�:LOOLDPV 5$//6��7;
��� -HQQLIHU�&DPS 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� ZHQG\�ODYLWW SDUN�FLW\��87
��� /LVD�$OOLVRQ +HEHU�&LW\��87
��� 1LFROH�-RKQVRQ 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� -HQQLIHU�*XUVV 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�DUHD�LV�VR�VSHFLDO�DQG�ZHOO�NQRZQ�DQG�DSSUHFLDWHG

WKURXJKRXW�3DUN�&LW\��/RVLQJ�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH��DQG�WKH
PLQLQJ�HUD�KRXVHV��ZRXOG�WDNH�DZD\�D�XQLTXH�SDUW�RI�3DUN
&LW\
V�KLVWRU\�

��� %LOO�6KLHEOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 'DYLG�	�3DWULFLD

&RQVWDEOH
3DUN�&LW\��87 :H�IXOO\�VXSSRUW�WKH�PDLQWHQDQFH�RI�WKLV�RSHQ�VSDFH�WR�EH

SUHVHUYHG�LQ�D�IDVKLRQ�WKDW�GRHV�LQFOXGH�PRUH�GHQVLW\�
��� 0DU\�:LQW]HU 3DUN�&LW\��87 5RVVLH�+LOO�KDV�EHHQ�P\�KRPH�IRU����\HDUV��,�FKHULVK�ZKDW

WKLV�2OG�7RZQ�DUHD�KDV�JLYHQ�PH�DQG�VR�PDQ\�RWKHUV�LQ
RXU�FRPPXQLW\�
:KHUH�HOVH�FDQ�WKH�PRRVH�GHHU��WRXULVWV�DQG�ORFDOV�KDYH�D
TXLHW�H[LVWHQFH�WRJHWKHU�
2XU�QHLJKERUV�FUHDWHG�D�SDUN�IRU�SHRSOH�WR�VLW�DQG�HQMR\
WKH�YLHZV��KLNHUV�RIWHQ�VWRS�IRU�D�UHVW�DQG�VRPH�UHIOHFWLRQ
DQG�WR�UHDG�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�PDUNHU��<RX�FDQ�IHHO�WKLV�LV�D
VSHFLDO�SODFH�

��� %DOGLV�5RQ�DQG
/HLVD

3DUN�&LW\��87

��� PDXULFLR�FDUYDMDO VDQWLDJR��&KLOH
��� -DQD�-RKQVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 2XU�RSHQ�VSDFH�LV�JHWWLQJ�VPDOOHU�DQG�VPDOOHU��DQG�LW
V

LQFUHGLEO\�LPSRUWDQW�WKDW�ZH�SUHVHUYH�ZKDW�ZH�FDQ��7KDQN
\RX�

��� UDOHLJK�NRULW] 0,11($32/,6��01
��� &DWK\�%RUXFK +HEHU�&LW\��87
��� 5REHUW�$QGHUVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� &DWK\�.LQJ 0LGZD\��87
��� 'DQD�&UDLJ 3DUN�&,W\��87 7KH�GHVLUH�WR�PDLQWDLQ�DQG�SUHVHUYH�RSHQ�VSDFH�LV�D

FRPPRQ�WKHPH�LQ�3DUN�&LW\��DQG�\HW�LW
V�D�FRQYHUVDWLRQ
WKDW�VHHPV�WR�JR�XQKHDUG�DOO�WRR�RIWHQ��0DNH�D�VWDWHPHQW
E\�VDYLQJ�WKLV�KLVWRULF�DQG�FKHULVKHG�SDUW�RI�5RVVLH�+LOO�

��� /HDK�/HDNH 0LGZD\��87

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV��������
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Name From Comments
��� &LQG\�.DLVHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 3DUN�&LW\���ZH�DUH�ORVLQJ�RXU�KHDUW�DQG�VRXO��SLHFH�E\

SLHFH��7R�DOORZ�WKLV�KLVWRULFDO�SLHFH�RI�ODQG�JR�WR
GHYHORSPHQW�LV�FDWDVWURSKLF��(QRXJK�LV�HQRXJK��ZKHQ�DUH
ZH�JRLQJ�WR�MXVW�VD\�QR��7KHUH�DUH�VR�IHZ�PLQLQJ�VKDFNV�LQ
WRZQ��WKH\�KDYH�EHHQ�EXOOGR]HG�IRU�PHJD�PDQVLRQV��7R
ORVH�WKLV�SLHFH�RI�ODQG�ZRXOG�EH�OLNH�FXWWLQJ�RXW�D�SLHFH�RI
WKH�KHDUW�RI�3DUN�&LW\��7R�DGG�PRUH�KRPHV�WR�\HW�DQRWKHU
KLOOVLGH�LV�HOLPLQDWLQJ�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�RXU�FRPPXQLW\���WKH
UHDVRQ�ZH�ORYH�3DUN�&LW\�LV�EHLQJ�HOLPLQDWHG�RQH�SHUPLW�DW
D�WLPH��6723�WKH�PDGQHVV�

��� 0HOLVVD�%UXFLD 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� &\QWKLD�-RQHV PLGZD\��87
��� 0HO�/DYLWW 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�LV�YLWDO�WR�PDLQWDLQLQJ�WKH�LQWHJULW\�RI�WKH�5RVVLH�+LOO

+LVWRULF�2SHQ�6SDFH��7KHUH�DUH�WRR�IHZ�DUHDV�OHIW�LQ�3DUN
&LW\�WKDW�UHPLQG�XV�RI�ZKDW�3DUN�&LW\�XVHG�WR�ORRN�OLNH�

��� 0DWWKHZ
%HUQKDUGW

3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�ODQG�FDQQRW�VXSSRUW�KLJK�GHQVLW\��:H�VKRXOG�WDNH�WKH
WLPH�WR�PDNH�ZHOO�FRQVLGHUHG�SODQ�EHIRUH�SUHFHGLQJ�

��� QDWDVKD�VDOJDGR 7RURQWR��&DQDGD
��� /HH$QQH

)HGGHUVHQ
3DUN�&LW\��87

��� 3DWULFLD�+DUULV 7+203621��02
��� -RDQQH�6KLHEOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 <RX�DUH�GRLQJ�D�JUHDW�WKLQJ��&KULVWLQD��,�DP�YHU\�SURXG�RI

<28�
��� 6X�0DVK 1VO��87
��� &DWK\�&ODUN 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� $QQLH�(OOLRWW 3DUN�&LW\��87 /HWV�JLYH�WKH�ZLOGOLIH�RI�3DUN�&LW\�D�EUHDN����/HDYH�WKLV

RSHQ�
��� (GZDUG�	�*DLO

/DXUVRQ
'(19(5��&2

��� -HII�&DPS 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 0DUJDUHW�&KDQ +HZOHWW��1<
��� $PDQGD�2OVHQ $XVWLQ��7;
��� 9,&725,$

-(33621
6DQG\��87

��� 7UDFLH�0XUSK\ 3DUN�&LW\��87 2SHQ�6SDFH�VKRXOG�UHPDLQ�MXVW�WKDW��SUHVHUYHG�VSDFH�IRU
QHLJKERUV�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�LQ�WKH�5RVVLH�+LOO�DUHD�

��� +DUULVRQ�6PLWK 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� &RULQQH�3UHZLWW 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� /LQGD�&KLOGHUV 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� .HUULH�0HLHU 3DUN�FLW\��87 7KHUH�DUH�IHZ�VDFUHG�VSRWV�OHIW�LQ�WKLV�ERRPLQJ�WRZQ�

3OHDVH�OHW�WKLV�EH�RQH�RI�WKH�RQHV�WR�UHPDLQ�RSHQ��IRU
FLWL]HQV�DQG�ZLOGOLIH��

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV��������
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Name From Comments
��� %RQLWD�9DQGHUNRRL 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� +LOODU\�-HVVXS �������87
��� 'DUOHQH�/RJXH /DV�9HJDV��19
��� 'HERUDK�0F*UDZ 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� DQQLH�IHUQDQGH] PDUFLOODF��)UDQFH
��� 7DUD�:LOOLDPV 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 0HJDQ�0F*XLUH 7XFVRQ��$= 7KLV�W\SH�RI�VSDFH�LV�UDUH�DQG�ZD\�WRR�TXLFNO\�HYDSRUDWLQJ

IURP�WKH�ODQGVFDSH�RI�$PHULFD��,
YH�EHHQ�EOHVVHG�WR�YLVLW
DQG�HQMR\�WKLV�DUHD�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�RYHU�WKH�SDVW���\UV�ZKHQ
LW�ZDV�ILUVW�LQWURGXFHG�WR�PH��,�VLPSO\�FDQ
W�LPDJLQH�ZK\
VXFK�DQ�DPD]LQJ�WRZQ�ZRXOG�QRW�SURWHFW�VXFK�D�WUHDVXUH
WKDW�EULQJV�WRXULVWV�OLNH�PH�EDFN��,�GRQ
W�QHHG�PRUH
YDFDWLRQ�VSRWV�WKDW�DUH�RYHU�GHYHORSHG���FRPPHUFLDOL]HG�
DQG�OLIHOHVV��3OHDVH�KHHG�WKH�YRLFHV�KHUH�DQG�SURWHFW�WKLV
VSDFH�IRU�\RXU�FRPPXQLW\�DQG�XV�DOO��5HVSHFWIXOO\��0HJDQ
0F*XLUH

��� 0DWWKHZ
&KRMQDFNL

7XFVRQ��$= 3OHDVH�VDYH�5RVVLH�+LOO�
0&

��� &KULV�*DJH 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� &DUULH�6KHLQEHUJ 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 0HHFKH�:KLWH 3DUN�&LW\��87 2XU�RSHQ�VSDFHV�LQ�WKH�&LW\�DUH�ZKDW�VHSDUDWHV�3DUN�&LW\

IRU�DQ\�RWKHU�UHVRUW�ZKHUH�HYHU\�VTXDUH�LQFK�LV�GHYHORSHG�
/HW
V�OHDYH�WKLV�XQLTXH�VSDFH�RSHQ�IRU�DOO�OLIH�WR�HQMR\�

��� -HQQ\�6WUDXVV 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� %ULDQ�9DQ�+HFNH 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 6KDXQ�:RRGDUG 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� 0DUN�.DLUH 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 7LIIDQ\�:RRG 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�ZRXOG�EH�D�ZRQGHUIXO��PXVHXP��IRU�SRVWHULW\��7KH\

ZD\�3DUN�&LW\�ZDV����
��� -DQH�6DJHUPDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� -XOLH�2OVHQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH�NHHS�WKLV�5RVVL�+LOO�DUHD�DV�2SHQ�6SDFH�
��� 5REHUW�$UUR\R 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�DP�D�KRPHRZQHU�RQ�'HHU�9DOOH\�'ULYH�DW�5RVVL�+LOO�'ULYH�

3OHDVH�SUHVHUYH�WKH�PLQLQJ�HUD�KRPHV�DQG�RSHQ�VSDFH�RQ
5RVVL�+LOO��7KH�KRPHV�DUH�KLVWRULF�DQG�VKRXOG�EH
SHUPDQHQWO\�SUHVHUYHG��7KH\�DUH�SDUW�RI�WKH�SULFHOHVV
IDEULF�RI�3DUN�&LW\��)RU�DQ\�RI�WKH�PLQLQJ�HUD�KRPHV�WR�EH
FRPSURPLVHG�ZRXOG�EH�D�WUDYHVW\�

��� 0HOLVVD�)HUUDUR 3DUN�&LW\��87 .HHS�3DUN�&LW\�3&���
��� $OOHQ�7UDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� *UHJ�+HXHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KULYLQJ�ZLOGOLIH�ZRXOG�EH�KXJHO\�LPSDFWHG�E\�WKH

LUUHVSRQVLEOH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�5RVVL�+LOO��6WD\�WUXH�3&�
5HEXLOG�H[LVWLQJ�PLQHUV�VKDFNV�WR�DFFXUDWH�EXW�PRGHUQ
�FRQWLQXHV�RQ�QH[W�SDJH�

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV��������
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Name From Comments
��� *UHJ�+HXHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 �FRQWLQXHG�IURP�SUHYLRXV�SDJH�

GZHOOLQJV�ZKLFK�GR�QRW�LPSDFW�WKH�FXUUHQW�KDELWDW�WKDW�LV
5RVVL�+LOO�

��� $QJHOD�(ULFNVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 5RVVL�+LOO�VKRXOG�EH�SUHVHUYHG�DV�D�KLVWRULFDO�VLWH�WR�VKRZ
RXU�PLQLQJ�KLVWRU\�

��� &DURO�.UHW 3DUN�&LW\��87 7RR�EDG�ZH�FDQ
W�GR�WKLV�IRU�7UHDVXUH�+LOO��/HW
V�NHHS
5RVVLH�+LOO�RSHQ�RU�DW�OHDVW�UHGXFH�WKH�GHQVLW\�DOORZHG�

��� 5HEHFFD�+LOO 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� :DUUHQ�*DQH 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� 7DQ\D�6DELQL +HUWIRUGVKLUH��8QLWHG

.LQJGRP
��� 7UDF\�/DQG 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 7HPSOH�6PLWK 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� -RG\�.DYDODXVNDV 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 3DXOR�5HHVRQ 7RURQWR��&DQDGD
��� DPDQGD�QRUWRQ SDUN�FLW\��87
��� -HQQL�+DLQHV 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 3DWULFLD�'DPRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KLV�LV�P\�EDFN\DUG�DQG�D�SODFH�,�GHSHQG�RQ�IRU�DQ

DPD]LQJ�VSLULWXDO�FRQQHFWLRQ��:KHWKHU�LW�EH�WKH�IDOO�UXQV
JOLWWHU�ZLWK�JROGHQ�OHDYHV�RU�WKH�ZLQWHU�VQRZVKRH�FOLPEV�LQ
KRSHV�RI�ZLOGOLIH�VLJKWLQJV��7KLV�LV�D�PDJLFDO�SODFH�WKDW
GHVHUYHV�WR�EH�SUHVHUYHG�

��� 0LNH�5X]HN 3DUN�FLW\��87
��� -DVRQ�6PLWK �������87
��� (ULQ�5X]HN 3DUN�&LW\��87
��� 0RUJDQ�+ROH 3DUN&LW\��87 3OHDVH�VDYH�3DUN�&LW\�DQG�5RVVL�+LOO�RSHQ�VSDFH�IRU�DOO�RI

3DUN�&LW\�FLWL]HQV�DQG�FULWWHUV��
��� &DSULFH�%HQ] 0LGZD\��87
��� &KULVWLQH�/DSRLQWH 3DUN�FLW\��87 2XU�RSHQ�VSDFH�LV�JHWWLQJ�VPDOOHU�DQG�VPDOOHU��7UDIILF�LV�D

KXJH�LVVXH��$QLPDOV�KDYH�OHVV�VSDFH�WR�EH�ZLOG��3OHDVH
SUHVHUYH�WKLV�RSHQ�VSDFH�IRU�D�EHWWHU�IXWXUH�LQ�3DUN�&LW\�

���� 6DUDK�-HQVRQ 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� 3HQHORSH�6XOOLYDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -RH�2UUHJR 9HQWXUD��&$
���� 9LFWRU�/RSH] :LQWHUV��&$
���� -RVHSK�'DYLHV 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KH�5RVVLH�+LOO�+LVWRULF�2SHQ�6SDFH�SURYLGHV�JUHDW

FRPPXQLW\�YDOXH�DGG��3OHDVH�NHHS�WKLV�LQFUHGLEOH�ODQG
RSHQ�IRU�FRPPXQLW\�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�XVH��7KDQN�\RX�

���� 3DWULFLD�7DNDPLQH $QDKHLP��&$

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV���������
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Name From Comments
���� &-�-RKQVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KH�RSHQ�VSDFHV�,Q�3DUN�&LW\�DUH�FKHULVKHG�HYHU\

GD\���:KLWH�%DUQ�	�5RXQG�9DOOH\��7KH\�DUH�ZKDW�NHHSV
3DUN�&LW\�XQLTXH�	�EHDXWLIXO��/HW
V�SUHVHUYH�5RVVLH�+LOO�

���� $P\�:DNHILHOG �������87
���� -DPHV

)UDXHQEHUJ
3DUN�FLW\��87

���� +DWWLH�*DUGQHU 3DUN�FLW\��87 2SHQ�VSDFH�LV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�DOO�NLQGV�RI�OLIH�IRUPV�DQG�LW
V
RXU�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�WR�SURWHFW�DQG�SUHVHUYH�WKDW�IRU�IXWXUH
JHQHUDWLRQV��:H�PXVW�VSHDN�IRU�WKRVH�ZKR�GRQ
W�KDYH�D
YRLFH�DQG�,
P�VLJQLQJ�WKLV�SHWLWLRQ�LQ�KRQRU�RI�DOO�WKH
DQLPDOV�ZKR�DUH�FRXQWLQJ�RQ�XV�WR�EH�WKHLU�YRLFH�DQG
SURWHFW�WKHLU�KDELWDWV�

���� .ULVWLDQ�&ROYLQ 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� 7KRPDV�%DWHV 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� $QQH�&DURWKHUV +HEHU�&LW\��87
���� 6FRWW�0DL]OLVK 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� /L]�5HEVDPHQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 0HUHGLWK�5LOH\ 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� &KDQQLQJ�/HLWFK 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� -DVRQ�'HDGHULFN 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� $P\�+HLWPDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -RKQ�2VFDGDO +HEHU�&LW\��87
���� 6KDU\Q�-RQHV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 7UDFH

:RUWKLQJWRQ
3DUN�&LW\��87

���� 6FRWW�'X%RLV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 6DUDK�+DZNLQV 3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH�SUHVHUYH�WKLV�EHDXWLIXO�ODQG��ZH�GRQ
W�KDYH�PXFK�RI

LW�OHIW�LQ�3DUN�&LW\��:LOGOLIH�QHHGV�D�KRPH�WRR��OHW
V�WU\�WR
NHHS�3DUN�&LW\�D�XQLTXH�DQG�EHDXWLIXO�SODFH�WR�OLYH�IRU
DQLPDOV�DQG�KXPDQV�IRU�RXU�IXWXUH�

���� &KULVWRSKHU
'RUVH\

3DUN�FLW\��87 :H�GR�QRW�QHHG�DQ\PRUH�HPSW\�FRQGRV�IRU�ULFK�SHRSOH�LQ
3DUN�&LW\���WKHUH�DUH�SOHQW\�RI�HPSW\�FRQGRV�IRU�ULFK�SHRSOH
DOUHDG\�����

���� 6XPPHU�0DUFK 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 0DWWKHZ�%D\GDOD 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� *DLO�9DQ %DQQLQJ��&$
���� $P\�6 3DUN�&LW\��87 3DUN�&LW\�QHHGV�LW
V�ZLOGOLIH�
���� 0DUN�0RHOOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� :HQG\�*ORULW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 5REHUW�6XWKHUODQG 3DUN�&LW\��87 6WRS�EXLOGLQJ�DQG�UXLQLQJ�WKH�QDWXUDO�ODQGVFDSH

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV����������
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Name From Comments
���� 0RUJDQ�7D\ORU 0LGZD\��87 ,�JUHZ�XS�LQ�3DUN�&LW\�DQG�DGRUH�WKLV�KLVWRULF�KLOO��3OHDVH

OHDYH�LW�KRZ�LW�LV��
���� +HDWKHU�0LOOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� .\OH�6DGHOVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� SDWW\�\XQ SDUN�FLW\��87
���� 1DWKDQ�'ROLQ 3DUN�FLW\��87 3URWHFW�WKH�KLVWRULF�SDUWV�RI�3DUN�&LW\�
���� .\OH�.LOFRPRQV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 3DXOD�$OWVFKXOHU 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� (G�/HZLV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -HII�7XUEHYLOOH 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 1LFN�+DQVFRP 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -RGLH�6REHO 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� &RQUDG�1DJHO 6DOW�ODNH�FLW\��87 7KHUH
V�SOHQW\�RI�PDQVLRQV�XS�WKHUH�EXW�QRW�HQRXJK�ROG

WRZQ�IHHO�
���� N\OH�ORVLN SDUN�FLW\��87
���� /LVD�&RQQHU :22'%85<��1-
���� <YRQQH�&UDLJ /DNH�+DYDVX��$=
���� .ULVWHQ�+DDLMHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� .ULVW\�+RIIPDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 6DPDQWKD�3RWWV 6DQ�'LHJR��&$
���� &RXUW�$UPVWURQJ 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� &-�:ROI 6DQ�)UDQFLVFR��87
���� &DVH\�6RZXO 3DUN�&LW\��87 $V�D�OLIHWLPH�ORFDO�����\HDUV�ERUQ�DQG�UDLVHG��,�KDYH�VHHQ

3DUN�&LW\�WUDQVIRUP�IURP�D�VPDOO�DQG�ORFDO�WRZQ�ILOOHG�ZLWK
\RXQJ�IDPLOLHV�ZLWK�SOHQW\�RI�RSHQ�ODQG�LQWR�D�PRQH\
KXQJU\�FLW\�GHYHORSLQJ�HYHU\�VTXDUH�LQFK�RI�ODQG�IRU
FRUSRUDWLRQV�RU�WKH�ULFK�ZKR�ZDQW�D��QG���UG��RU��WK�KRPH
OHIW�YDFDQW�PRVW�RI�WKH�\HDU��+XQGUHGV�DQG�WKRXVDQGV�RI
HPSW\�FRQGRV�DQG�KRPHV�'2�127�0$.(�$�&20081,7<
%(77(5��/RFDO�FRPSDQLHV�DQG�ORFDO�UHVLGHQWV�DUH�EHLQJ
SXVKHG�RXW�RI�WRZQ�DQG�WKH�FKDUP�RI�3DUN�&LW\�LV�EHLQJ
GHVWUR\HG��7KH�RQO\�VRUW�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�WKDW�VKRXOG�EH
VXSSRUWHG�LV�ORFDO�KRXVLQJ�LQ�DQ\�DUHDV�OHIW�FXUUHQWO\
XQGHYHORSHG��,I�QRW�XVHG�IRU�ORFDO�KRXVLQJ�GHYHORSPHQWV
ZKLFK�VXSSRUW�WKH�ZRUNHUV�ORFDO�IDPLOLHV�ZKR�DUH�WKH
IRXQGDWLRQ�RI�3DUN�&LW\��6723�%8,/',1*��7KHUH�LV�12
QHHG�IRU�DQ\�PRUH�PLOOLRQ�GROODU�KRPHV�RU�WRXULVW�WDUJHWHG
YDFDWLRQ�UHQWDOV��6XSSRUW�\RXU�FRPPXQLW\�3DUN�&LW\�

���� 0LFKDHO�
'HSHQEXVFK

3DUN�&L��87

���� 'DYLG�.UDQFHU .(00(5(5��:<
���� %URRNH�&XGD 3DUN�&LW\��87

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV����������
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Name From Comments
���� %5$'�%(&.(5 3$5.�&,7<��87
���� -RUGDQ�3\QHV 3DUN�&LW\��87 5HVSRQVLEOH�GHYHORSPHQW�RQO\�DQG�SUHVHUYH�RXU�RSHQ

VSDFH���
���� %RN�6XPPHUV /LYLQJVWRQ��07
���� 'DYLG�.OHLQHEUHLO �������$=
���� /DXUHQ�/REHUJ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 6FRWW�+ROWRQ 3RQWH�9HGUD�%HDFK�

)/
:H�DOVR�RZQ�D�KRPH�LQ�3DUN�&LW\�DQG������3DUN�$YHQXH�
8QLW�&��DQG�HQMR\�WKH�WUDLOV�WKDW�UXQ�WKURXJK�WKH�5RVVLH�+LOO
DUHD�ZKHQ�ZH�FRPH�WR�WRZQ�

���� .DWH�&XUUXWW �������2+ 0\�KXVEDQG�DQG�,�OLYHG�LQ�SDUN�FLW\�IRU�����P\�KXVEDQG�
DQG�����PH��\HDUV��,W�LV�DQG�DOZD\V�ZLOO�EH�KRPH��:H�KDYH
PRYHG�WR�2KLR�WR�EH�QHDU�IDPLO\�EXW�VWLOO�YLVLW�D�IHZ�WLPHV�D
\HDU�WR�SDUN�FLW\��2XU�GHDUHVW�DQG�FORVHVW�IULHQGV�VWLOO�OLYH
WKHUH�DQG�ZH�DOO�ORYH�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�RSHQ�VSDFH�IRU�PDQ\
PDQ\�UHDVRQV��3OHDVH�NHHS�WKLV�RSHQ�DQG�OHW�DOO�HQMR\
ZKHWKHU�\RX�DUH�ORFDO��WRXULVW��RU�D�ORFDO�ZLOGOLIH�DQLPDO�
5RVVL�KLOO�SLFWXUHV�DQG�SDLQWLQJV�DUH�RQ�HWV\�DQG�VROG�LQ
WRZQ�LQ�SDUN�FLW\��LW�LV�WKH�LFRQLF�YLHZ�RI�ZKDW�HYHU\RQH
WKLQNV�RI�ZKHQ�WKH\�WKLQN�SDUN�FLW\��3OHDVH�NHHS�WKDW�YLHZ
DOLYH�

���� $O�/DQQLQJ 3DUN�FLW\��87 -XVW�OHDYH�LW�DORQH���6HULRXVO\�
���� $OLVKD�1LVZDQGHU �������87 3OHDVH�'2�127�GHYHORS�WKLV�JUHHQ�SDUFHO��:H�GRQ
W�QHHG

DQRWKHU�KXJH�FRPSOH[�VKRYHG�LQWR�D�VPDOO�SLHFH�RI�QDWXUDO
EHDXW\�

���� .ULV�7 +HEHU��87 (QRXJK�
���� .DWKHULQH�4XLQODQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH��SOHDVH�GR�QRW�UXLQ�RXU�VPDOO�WRZQ�DSSHDO�E\

GHYHORSLQJ�HYHU\�DFUHV�DYDLODEOH��3UHVHUYLQJ�VRPH�RSHQ
VSDFH�SUHVHUYHV�RXU�WRZQ
V�FKDUDFWHU�DQG�ZK\�IDPLOLHV
ORYH�WR�YLVLW��OLYH�DQG�UHFUHDWH�LQ�RXU�DPD]LQJ�OLWWOH�WRZQ�

���� *LQJHU�5LHV )UDQFLV��87
���� 7RE\�+XJJHWW 3DUN�FLW\��87 ,�O,
YH�WKRVH�ROG�PLQHU�KRPHV��7KH\
UH
���� $OH[�(OEHUW 3DUN�FLW\��87 6DYH�WKLV�ZRQGHUIXO�VSDFH�
���� +HDWKHU�6WDQWRQ .HWFKXP��,'
���� 6FRWW�)RUG 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KH�'HHU�9DOOH\�FRUULGRU�RQFH�KDG�RSHQ�KLOOVLGHV��:LWK�WKH

JURZWK�RI�WKH�3DUN�&LW\�DUHDV�IHZ�DUH�OHIW�RSHQ��:KDW
V�OHIW
RI�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�LQ�WKH�'HHU�9DOOH\�FRUULGRU�VKRXOG�EH
GLOLJHQWO\�SURWHFW�IRU�WKH�JHQHUDWLRQV�WR�IROORZ�

���� 0DU\�+RQLJPDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -DQHW�LYHUV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -DPHV�0DGVHQ .DPDV��87 :RXOG�EH�D�FULPH�WR�GHYHORS�WKLV�KLVWRULFDO�SLHFH�RI�RSHQ

VSDFH�

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV����������
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Name From Comments
���� &KDQGOHU�/XQG 3DUN�&LW\��87 7KH�ODVW�WKLQJ�3DUN�&LW\QHHGV�LV�PRUH�FRQGRV��(YHQWXDOO\�

QR�RQH�ZLOO�ZDQW�KRPHV�KHUH�EHFDXVH��SHDFH�DQG�TXLHW
DQG�QDWXUH��ZLOO�QR�ORQJHU�EH�IRXQG��:H�PLJKW�DV�ZHOO
PRYH�WR�1<&�

���� -XOLDQQ�)ULW] 3DUN�&LW\��87 'RQ
W�FURZG�WKLV�DUHD��7KH�OLWWOH�PLQHUV
�KRPHV�DUH
SULFHOHVV�DQG�WKH�KLOOVLGH�EHDXWLIXO�

���� -RVV�&KULVWHQVHQ SDUN�FLW\��87
���� (OOLRWW�(YDQV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� .ULV�5H\HV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� +HOHHQD�6LGHULV �������87 /LIH�RQ�SODQHW�HDUWK�LV�VKRUW�OHW
V�SURWHFW�RXU�OHJDF\�DQG

NHHS�3DUN�&LW\�RSHQ�
���� +DOOLH

:LQW]HU�)DFH\
3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�JUHZ�XS�RQ�5RVVL�KLOO�DQG�GRQ
W�ZDQW�WR�VHH�DOO�WKH�RSHQ

VSDFH�JRQH�
���� $QQD�%RUJPDQ %HQG��25 ,�VSHQW����\HDUV�LQ�3DUN�&LW\�DQG�KDG�WR�OHDYH�EHFDXVH�RI

WKH�LQVDQH�GHYHORSPHQW��3OHDVH�GRQ
W�OHW�WKDW�GHYHORSPHQW
UXLQ�VRPHWKLQJ�VR�LPSRUWDQW�WR�WKH�OHJDF\�RI�3DUN�&LW\�

���� 6WDF\�:LQW]HU 3DUN�FLW\��87 0\�IDPLO\�DQG�,�HQMR\�WKH�WUDLOV�DQG�RSHQ�VSDFH�GDLO\
���� $QQ�0DF4XRLG �������87 &LW\�&RXQFLO�RI�3DUN�&LW\�

7KLV�SURSHUW\�PXVW�EH�SUHVHUYHG�DV�D�YDOXHG�8UEDQ�3DUN
DQG�RQH�RI�WKH�ODVW�UHPDLQLQJ�6LWHV�KRXVLQJ�KLVWRULF�PLQHU
KRPHV��0\�KXVEDQG�0DF�DQG�,�KDYH�EHHQ�OREE\LQJ�WR�VDYH
WKLV�SURSHUW\�VLQFH�WKH�PLG���
V��1RZ�LV�WKH�WLPH�

���� /DXUHO�9DQWKRI 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 'DQ�7HZNVEXU\ 3DUN�FLW\��87 ,�XVHG�WR�OLYH�ULJKW�QH[W�WR�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG�LW
V�WKH�EHVW

XQGHYHORSHG�ODQG�LQ�WRZQ��6DYH�LW�
���� &ROOHHQ�/RJDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� $LGDQ�3UXHWW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 7DL�5RELQVRQ 6QRZELUG��87
���� (PLO\�/HVOLH 3DUN�FLW\��87 'RQ
W�EXLOG�RQ�LW���6DYH�LW��
���� /XFDV�'XPDV 3DUN�FLW\��87 3DUN�FLW\�LV�ELJ�HQRXJK��7DNH�LW�EDFN�WR�WKH�VPDOO�WRZQ�ZLWK

JRRG�VQRZ�IDOO�
���� $VKOH\�+ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 3DWWH�7KRPSVRQ 3DUN�FLW\��87 3OHDVH�VDYH�VRPH�RI�7KH�RULJLQDO�WRZQ�VSDFH
���� -HQQLIHU�6DFKV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� .DW\�&KDSHO +HUPRVD�EHDFK��&$
���� (PLO\�6KDZ 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,W�ZRXOG�EH�VXFK�D�VKDPH�WR�ORVH�WKLV�VOLFH�RI�3DUN�&LW\

KLVWRU\�
���� $QJHOD�.RKQ &RORJQH��*HUPDQ\
���� 0DULQD�.QLJKW �������87 7KLV�VSDFH�LV�RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�DXWKHQWLF�VQDSVKRWV�ZH�KDYH

OHIW��3OHDVH�VDYH�LW�
���� )UHG�6FKZDFNH %RQGYLOOH��97

3DJH�����������6LJQDWXUHV����������
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Name From Comments
���� $OOLVRQ�.LWFKLQJ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� %HWK�0F0DKRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH�VDYH�RXU�RSHQ�VSDFHV
���� .DWK\�7XUQHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 5RQDOG�6WHYHQ

%XWNRYLFK
SDUN�FLW\��87 7R�SURWHFW��6RPH�RI�WKH�RULJLQDO�VFDOH

���� 6HKED�6LQJHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� %HDX�+HQQLQJV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� %HQ�'RUVHWW �������87
���� -XOLH�+RSNLQV 3DUN�&LW\��87 0\�RIILFH�LV�QHDU�KHUH��DQG�,�RIWHQ�VHH�PRRVH�VLWWLQJ�LQ

IURQW�RI�WKHVH�KLVWRULF�KRPHV�DQG�ZRQGHU�ZKDW�KLVWRU\�OLHV
WKHUH����

���� -R�-RQHV +HEHW��87 :K\�GR�GHYHORSHUV�QHHG�WR�ILOO�LQ�HYHU\�ELW�RI�VSDFH"
3HRSOH�PRYH�KHUH�IRU�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH��QRW�WR�ORRN�DW
DQRWKHU�KRWHO�RU�VRPHRQHV��UG�KRPH�

���� 1HJDU�&KHYUH 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 5REHUW�+HLWPDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� /HDQQH�5D\PRQG 'HHU�0RXQWDLQ��87 'RQ
W�OHW�9DLO�WDNH�RYHU�RXU�WRZQ��
���� /HLVD�%DOGLV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 5REHUW�-RKQVRQ �������87 ,�ZRXOG�OLNH�VHH�WKLV�DUHD�UHPDLQ�RSHQ�WR�WKH�ZLOGOLIH�WKDW

SDVVHV�WKURXJK�WKH�ILHOG��%HWWHU�WR�KDYH�D�IHZ�KRXVHV�OLNH�LW
KDV�ULJKW�QRZ��5-

���� :HQG\�6O\ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� /DXUD�&RUQLVK 3RUWROD�9DOOH\��&$ 3OHDVH�VWRS�WKH�VKDPHOHVV�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�HYHU\�LQFK�RI

3DUN�&LW\��7KLV�RSHQ�VSDFH�LV�HVVHQWLDO�WR�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI
WKH�WRZQ�DQG�WKH�FRQWLQXDWLRQ�RI�WKH�WRZQ
V�FRQQHFWLRQ�WR
LWV�ZLOGOLIH�DQG�HFRV\VWHPV

���� -RGH\�)H\ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� *UHJ�6FKPLGW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 2OLYLD�0DVVLPLQR �������87
���� 5\DQ�0F(OPRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� (PLO\�&RRN 3DUN�&LW\��87 /RYH�RXU�RSHQ�VSDFH�LQ�3DUN�&LW\��OHW
V�PDLQWDLQ�LW�IRU�IXWXUH

JHQHUDWLRQV�
���� /\QQ�%XWWHUILHOG 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� ERE�PHUULOO SDUN�FLW\��87
���� 0DUVKD�$XJXVW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� $QGUHZ�$XJXVW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -$0,(�.(//(5 3$5.�&,7<��87
���� 0DWW�0XOOLQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 $V�\RX�FRQVLGHU�WKLV�SHWLWLRQ�SOHDVH�NHHS�LQ�PLQG�WKDW�3DUN

&LW\�LV�D�VPDOO�WRZQ��DQG�HYHU\�DFWLRQ�LPSDFWV�\RXU�IULHQGV
DQG�QHLJKERUV��7KLV�SHWLWLRQ�ZLOO�QHJDWLYHO\�LPSDFW�RXU
�FRQWLQXHV�RQ�QH[W�SDJH�

3DJH������������6LJQDWXUHV����������
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Name From Comments
���� 0DWW�0XOOLQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 �FRQWLQXHG�IURP�SUHYLRXV�SDJH�

IDPLO\�DQG�ZDV�VWDUWHG�EHFDXVH�ZH�ILOHG�DQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR
WDNH�D�SURSHUW\�ZH�RZQ�IURP�LWV�FXUUHQW�VWDWXV�DV�D�3DUFHO�
WR�WKDW�RI�D�/RW�RI�5HFRUG��7KH�SHWLWLRQ�LPSOLHV�\RX�DUH
VDYLQJ�RSHQ�VSDFH�����<RX�DUH�DFWXDOO\�VLJQLQJ�D�SRWLRQ�WR
VXSSRUW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�QHZ�RSHQ�VSDFH�DW�WKH�H[SHQVH�RI
RXU�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\��5HDG�RQ��LI�\RXۍG�OLNH�WR�NQRZ�PRUH�
0DUHQ�DQG�,�RZQ�WKH�����DFUHV�PHQWLRQHG�LQ�WKH�SHWLWLRQ
DQG�WKH�FRQGHPQHG�KLVWRULF�KRPH�XSRQ�LW����ERWK�WKH�ODQG
DQG�WKH�KRPH�DUH�IXOO\�SURWHFWHG�E\�3DUN�&LW\�&RGHV�
LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�+LVWRULF�'LVWULFW�'HVLJQ�5HYLHZ�SURFHVV��1R
GHYHORSPHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ��RI�DQ\�NLQG��KDV�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�
,I�DQG�ZKHQ�VXFK�DQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�LV�VXEPLWWHG��E\�XV�RU
DQ\RQH�HOVH��LW�ZLOO�EH�JRYHUQHG�E\�WKH�/DQG�0DQDJHPHQW
&RGH�DQG�WKH�]RQH�ZKLFK�WKH�SURSHUW\�VLWV�ZLWKLQ����D�]RQH
WKDW�KDV�JRQH�XQFKDQJHG�DQG�XQ�SURWHVWHG�IRU�\HDUV��
2XU�SURSHUW\��OLNH�DQ\�KRPH��FRQGR��RU�SLHFH�RI�ODQG�WKDW
DQ\�RI�\RX�PD\�RZQ�LV�QRW�FXUUHQWO\�DQG�KDV�QHYHU�EHHQ
RSHQ�VSDFH��,W�LV�SULYDWHO\�RZQHG�ODQG��6XSSRUWLQJ�WKLV
SHWLWLRQ�VHWV�D�SUHFHGHQW�WKDW�FRXOG�VKRZ�WKH�&LW\�&RXQFLO
DQG�0D\RU�WKDW�SXEOLF�RSLQLRQ�RXWZHLJKV�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\
ULJKWV���\RXU�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\�ULJKWV��
,PDJLQH�LI�\RX�ZDQWHG�WR�DGG�RQWR�\RXU�KRPH�ZLWK�DQ
DGGLWLRQ�LQWR�\RXU�EDFN\DUG��<RX�VXEPLWWHG�D
FRGH�FRPSODLQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�EXLOG�WKDW�DGGLWLRQ�ZKLFK�ZDV
PHHW�ZLWK�DSSURYDO�DW�DOO�OHYHOV�H[FHSW�WKH�ILQDO�DSSURYDO
IURP�&LW\�&RXQFLO���ZKLFK�ZDV�GHOD\HG�GXH�WR�\RXU
QHLJKERUV�FRQFHUW�DERXW�NHHSLQJ�\RXU�EDFN\DUG�RSHQ�DQG
DYDLODEOH�DV�D�SXEOLF�XVH���7KH\�GHFLGHG�WR�SURWHVW�\RXU
DSSOLFDWLRQ�EHFDXVH�\RXU�EDFN�\DUG�QHYHU�KDG�DQ\WKLQJ
EXLOW�RQ�LW����DQG�WKH\�ZDQWHG�WR�NHHS�LW�WKDW�ZD\��$OO�RI
VXGGHQ�D�SHWLWLRQ�SRSV�XS�WKDW�GHVFULEHV�\RXU�EDFN\DUG�DV
RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG�DVNV�\RXU�IULHQGV�DQG�QHLJKERUV�WR
VXSSRUW�WDNLQJ�\RXU�EDFN\DUG�DQG�FRQYHUWLQJ�LW�WR�SXEOLF
RSHQ�VSDFH���ZKLOH�QRW�PHQWLRQLQJ�WKDW�\RXU�EDFN�\DUG�LV
\RXUV�DQG�WKDW�LWۍV�QHYHU�EHHQ�SXEOLF�RSHQ�VSDFH��7KHQ�
\RXU�IULHQGV�DQG�QHLJKERUV�VWDUW�VLJQLQJ�LW��EHFDXVH�ZKR
GRHVQۍW�OLNH�PRUH�RSHQ�VSDFH"�$QG�DOO�RI�VXGGHQ�\RXۍUH
IDFHG�ZLWK�WKH�UHDOLW\�WKDW�\RXU�SULYDWHO\�RZQHG�ODQG�LV
EHLQJ�GHYDOXHG�E\�SXEOLF�RSLQLRQ��GHVSLWH�\RXU�DSSOLFDWLRQ
WR�XVH�WKH�ODQG�EHLQJ������FRGH�FRPSOLDQW��6FDU\�
2XU�SURSHUW\�DQG�RXU�IDPLO\�LV�JRLQJ�WKURXJK�WKDW�VFHQDULR
ULJKW�QRZ��EHFDXVH�RI�WKLV�SHWLWLRQ��2XU�SURSHUW\�GRHV�QRW
KDYH�DQ\�WUDLO�RU�WUDLO�KHDG�RQ�LW��DQG�LV�VXUURXQGHG�RQ�DOO
VLGHV�E\�%/0�ODQG�RU�&LW\�VWUHHWV��)XUWKHU��RXU�DSSOLFDWLRQ
GRHV�QRW�FUHDWH�DQ\�QHJDWLYH�LPSDFW�WR�WKH�DUHD��ZKLFK�LV
ZK\�LW�ZDV�PHW�ZLWK�WKH�IXOO�DSSURYDO�DQG�SRVLWLYH
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ�RI�WKH�3DUN�&LW\�3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQW�DQG
WKH�3DUN�&LW\�/HJDO�'HSDUWPHQW��,W�ZDV�DOVR�DSSURYHG�E\�D
��WR���YRWH�RI�WKH�3ODQQLQJ�&RPPLVVLRQ��:H�IROORZHG�HYHU\
�FRQWLQXHV�RQ�QH[W�SDJH�

3DJH������������6LJQDWXUH����
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Name From Comments
���� 0DWW�0XOOLQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 �FRQWLQXHG�IURP�SUHYLRXV�SDJH�

UXOH�DQG�FUHDWHG�D�IXOO\�FRPSODLQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�EHFDXVH�ZH
OLYH�KHUH�WRR�DQG�ZDQW�WR�EH�KHOG�WR�WKH�VDPH�VWDQGDUGV�DV
HYHU\RQH�HOVH�
:H�ORYH�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�DURXQG�RXU�WRZQ��EXW�RXU
35,9$7(�3523(57<��OLNH�\RXUV��LV�QRW�RSHQ�VSDFH��,I
\RX�IHHO�OLNH�\RX�VLJQHG�WKLV�SHWLWLRQ�ZLWKRXW�NQRZLQJ�DOO�WKH
GHWDLOV��WKHQ�HPDLO�WKH�VSRQVRUV�DQG�DVN�WR�EH�UHPRYHG��
VDYHURVVLHKLOO#JPDLO�FRP��FRS\�XV�LI�\RXۍG�OLNH
PDWW#WKHODQJHJURXS�FRP��:H�HQFRXUDJH�\RX�WR�VXSSRUW
RXU�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�OHW�WKH�0D\RU�DQG�&LW\�&RXQFLO�NQRZ
WKDW�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\�ULJKWV�DUH�LPSRUWDQW�WRR��(PDLO�WKHP
KHUH����FRXQFLOBPDLO#SDUNFLW\�RUJ����DQG�OHW�WKHP�NQRZ
WKDW�\RXې�VXSSRUW�WKH�FRGH�FRPSODLQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�IRU����
'HHU�9DOOH\�/RRS�DQG�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\�ULJKWVۑ�
7KDQN�\RX��
&DOO�XV��PHVVDJH�XV��HPDLO�XV��DQG�DVN�XV�DQ\WKLQJ�\RXۍG
OLNH�
0DWW��0DUHQ��-DQH��)D\H�DQG�0ROO\�0XOOLQ

���� *LQJHU�7ROPDQ 3DUN�FLW\��87 ,�OLYHG�DFURVV�WKH�VWUHHW�IURP�WKLV�SDUFHO�IRU���\HDUV��EHIRUH
WKH�/LQH�FRQGRPLQLXPV�ZHUH�FRQVWUXFWHG��7KH�KRPHV�DQG
WKH�VSDFH�DURXQG�WKHP�ZHUH�ZKHUH�P\�FKLOGUHQ�SOD\HG
DQG�HQMR\HG�WKH�DELOLW\�WR�ZDQGHU�D�ELW�LQ�WKH�RSHQ�DUHD��,W
LV�D�VPDOO�SLHFH�RI�ZKDW�LW�PLJKW�KDYH�EHHQ�OLNH�WR�EH�SDUW�RI
WKDW�PLQLQJ�FRPPXQLW\�WKDW�URRWV�RXU�WRZQ��,W
V�FKDUP
DOORZV�XV�WR�WDNH�D�EUHDWK�IURP�WKH�VWDFNHG�XS�FRQGRV�DQG
KRPHV�DURXQG�LW��,W�ZDV�RQFH�D�VSRW�ZKHUH�VPDOO�IURJV
FRXOG�EH�KHDUG�RQ�D�VXPPHU�QLJKW��.HHS�LW�RSHQ�

���� -RQDV�0DFKDGR 6DOW�/DNH�FLW\��87
���� %HWK�0RRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�KDYH�OLYHG�KHUH�IRU����\HDUV�
���� 9LUJLQLD�3OXPPHU 3DUN�&LW\��87 3OHDVH�UHGRQH�WKLV�WR�SUHVHUYH�WKH�EHDXW\�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�VR

LPSRUWDQW�WR�WKLV�DUHD�DQG�DOO�RI�RIIHUV�WR�XV�
���� .DWLH�6WHOOSIOXJ .DPDV��87
���� $OH[[�.RVNHOOD 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� .LUVWD�$OEHUW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 1DQF\�'H[WHU 6DOHP��25
���� 1RDK�:LOOLQJKDP 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 6DQGUD�+HLOEHUJHU 1¾UQEHUJ��*HUPDQ\
���� +DUULVRQ�+ROOH\ 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� -RVHSK�:HQ]HO /$.(�(/02��01
���� $PEHU�+RXVWRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -HVVLFD�.LQJ &KDUOHVWRQ��6&
���� 5RELQ�0D]]RQH 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -RHWWH�+HVVLFN 3DUN�&LW\��87
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���� 5RE�$OGD\ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� %RE�6PLWK 3DUN�FLW\��87 ,I�\RX�WDNH�D�FORVH�ORRN�DW�WKLV�DUHD�RQ�JRRJOH�PDSV�DQG

ZKDW�GR�\RX�VHH"�$QVZHU��D�FRXSOH�DFUHV�RI�XQGHYHORSHG
ODQG�VXUURXQGHG�E\�FRQGR
V�DQG�KRPHV��7KLV�LV�QRW�D
ZLOGOLIH�PLJUDWLRQ�SDWK��XQOHVV�WKH\�PLJUDWH�LQ�FLUFOHV���LW
V
QRW�D�EUHDGLQJ�JURXQG�IRU�PRRVH�RU�GHHU�HLWKHU��SUHWW\�VXUH
WKH\�ZRXOG�PXFK�SUHIHU�D�ELW�PRUH�SULYDF\���LW
V�QRW
WUDLOKHDG�DFFHVV��WKDW�KDSSHQV�DW�WKH�HQG�RI�D�FXO�GH�VDF
RQ�WKH�VWUHHW�LQ�WKH�EDFN�RI�WKLV�SKRWR��
,�DP�DOO�IRU�SUHVHUYLQJ�ODQGV�WKDW�DFWXDOO\�DUH�WKRVH�WKLQJV
EXW�WKLV�SULYDWHO\�RZQHG�SURSHUW\�FOHDUO\�LV�QRW�DQG�WKLV
SHWLWLRQ�LV�DV�PLVOHDGLQJ�DV�LW�LV�VHOI�VHUYLQJ�WR�WKH�SHRSOH
WKDW�FUHDWHG�LW�
'RQ
W�VLJQ�WKLV�DQG�'21
7�%(�6+((3����

���� -RDQ�7KRPSVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�OLYHG�DFURVV�IURP�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG�WKH�VPDOO�FDELQV�IRU
RYHU����\HDUV�DQG�HQMR\HG�WKH�EUHDN�LQ�GHQVLW\�WKDW�WKLV
DUHD�SURYLGHG��3DUN�&LW\�GRHV�QRW�QHHG�WR�KDYH�DQ\�PRUH
GHYHORSPHQW�RQ�'HHU�9DOOH\�'ULYH�HVSHFLDOO\�LQ�OLJKW�RI�WKH
WUDIILF�RQ�WKDW�URDG�DQG�WKH�GHQVLW\�RI�WKH�H[LVWLQJ
VWUXFWXUHV��2SHQ�6SDFH�LV�HVVHQWLDO�WR�3DUN�&LW\�DQG�OLWWOH
SRFNHWV�RI�JUHHQ�HQKDQFH�WKLV�DUHD�

���� /LUUXH�0LUDPV 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� :HQG\�/LWWOH 2O\PSLD��:$
���� %HWK�)DUUHOO 6XGEXU\��0$
���� SDWULFN�UHGGLVK SDUN�FLW\��87
���� 6RSK\�.RKOHU 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� $�% 6HDWWOH��:$
���� 0DUFR�0HVVLQD 3DUN�&LW\��87 .HHS�WKH�RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG�WKH�KLVWRULF�LPDJH�RI�3DUN�&LW\
���� 'DULXV�.HEOLQVNDV 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� URVFRH�GLQJXV SDUN�FLW\��87 ZRZ�ZKDW�LV�XS�ZLWK�WKH�SHRSOH�WKDW�ZDQW�WR�VWHDO�SULYDWH

SURSHUW\���LI�\RX�ZDQW�LW�WR�EH��RSHQ���VSDFH��WKHQ�EX\�LW��LI
\RX�ZDQW�WR�ZDON�\RXU�GRJ�RQ�LW�IRUHYHU��WKHQ�EX\�LW��LI�\RX
ZDQW�\RXU�NLGV�WR�SOD\�RQ�LW�IRUHYHU�7+(1�%8<�,7�
2WKHUZLVH�SOHDVH�UHPHPEHU�WKDW�DIWHU�WKH\�FRPH�IRU�WKLV
JRRG�IDPLO\
V�ODQG�WKH\�PLJKW�MXVW�FRPH�IRU�\RXUV�

���� -HVVLFD�3ROODWVHN 6DQWD�&UX]��&$
���� 7UXGHH

6DQERQPDWVX
3DUN�FLW\��87

���� 0DUJHU\�+DGGHQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� '\ODQ�.HOOHU 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� -XGH�J5(11(< 3$5.�&,7<��87 7+$7�$5($�,6�$/5($'<�9(5<�'(16(��23(1�63$&(

$1'�*5((1�$5($6�*,9(�285�&20081,7<�7+(
&+$5$&7(5�7+$7�.((36�7285,676�&20,1*�
$1<7+,1*�:(�&$1�'2�72�.((3�23(1�63$&(6
23(1��6+28/'�%(�'21(�
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���� $GDP�0XOO 7ULDGHOSKLD��:9 8VHG�WR�OLYH�ULJKW�XS�WKH�VWUHHW��,W�ZDV�DOZD\V�UHIUHVKLQJ�WR

VHH�WKH�ROG�PLQLQJ�KRPHV�DQG�RSHQ�VSDFH��2QFH�LW
V
JREEOHG�XS�LWV�JRQH�IRUHYHU�

���� GDUOHQH�PHVVLQD SDUN�FLW\��87
���� +XQW�:LOOLDPV SDUN�FLW\��87
���� -RKQ�0� 3DUN�&LW\��87 2QFH�GHYHORSHG��JRQH�IRUHYHU��3UHVHUYH�WKLV�ZRQGHUIXO

RSHQ�VSDFH�DQG�VOLFH�RI�3DUN�&LW\�KLVWRU\�
���� %UHQGD�/HH 6DQG\��87
���� :LOOLDP�-RKQVRQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� :LOOLDP�%R\G +HEHU�&LW\��87
���� &DVH\�VLPRQV SDUN�FLW\��87
���� $QGUHZ

6KHDUPDQ
3DUN�&LW\��87

���� /RQGRQ�3RSH VDOW�ODNH�FLW\��87
���� .WLH�&OLQDUG 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� $QGUHD�*DUODQG 6DOW�/DNH�&LW\��87
���� (LOHHQ�.LQWQHU 3DUN�FLW\��87 $QG�\RX
YH�JRW�WR�GR�VRPHWKLQJ�DERXW�WUHDVXUH�+LOO
���� 0LFKDHO�6WHIDQ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 6DOOW�1DGOHU 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� &DWK\�%RWKD -RKDQQHVEXUJ��6RXWK

$IULFD
���� 'LDQD�%($5' /XWRQ��8QLWHG

.LQJGRP
���� 0DU\%HWK

0D]]RQH
3DUN�&LW\��87

���� -HIIUH\�%U]RVND 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 'DQQHWWH�3KLOOLSV +286721��7;
���� &ROH�6D[ 6DOW�/DNH�&LW\��87
���� $P\�+R\W 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� 'HEUD�%HFNPDQ /DNH�+DYDVX�&LW\��$=
���� .\UD

'RZQLQJ�.UHSHOD
3DUN�&LW\��87

���� /DXUHQ�/RFNH\ 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 'DYH�6ZDUW] 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� /DXUD�$V\HHUQH 3DUN�FLW\��87
���� 6DUDK�*DUUHWW 3DUN�&LW\��87
���� 0DUJDUHW�/RNH\ 12��/$
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���� 0DWH\�+ 3DUN�&LW\��87 ,�KDYH�OLYHG�LQ�3&�IRU�RYHU����\HDUV����DQG����RI�WKRVH

\HDUV�RQ�5RVVLH�+LOO��DQ�LQFUHGLEO\�DXWKHQWLF�DQG�EHDXWLIXO
QHLJKERUKRRG�ZLWK�VR�PXFK�KLVWRU\��:H�QHHG�WR�SUHVHUYH
WKH�KLVWRU\�WKDW�WKLV�VSDFH�UHSUHVHQWV��WKH�PLQHU�KRPHV
WKDW�WHOO�VWRULHV�RI�WKH�SDVW��WKH�RSHQ�FRUULGRU�WKDW�DOORZV�IRU
WKH�ZLOGOLIH�WR�URDP���&RQWLQXHG�GHYHORSPHQW�RQ�WKLV�ODQG�
QR�PDWWHU�ZKDW�VFDOH��ZRXOG�EH�D�VKDPH��3XEOLF�RSLQLRQ
KDV�D�VWURQJ�YRLFH�LQ�WKLV�FDVH�DQG�,�DP�KDSS\�WR�VLJQ�WKLV
SHWLWLRQ�

���� -LOO�)RUG 3DUN�FLW\��87
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Anya Grahn

From: matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 02, 2016 4:33 PM
To: Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Cc: matt@ironwoodresorts.com; Diane Bernhardt; Christina Shiebler 

(christina@shiebler.com)
Subject: 632 DVL Plat Amendment/BLM Parcel 18
Attachments: tahoma packet.pdf; powderhound packet.pdf

Categories: Red Category

Bruce, Anya – 
 
We have not yet reached agreement with Matt Mullin on conditions of approval for the 632 DVL plat amendment and 
the rezoning of the remainder of BLM Parcel 18.  However, in our study of this matter, we came across the attached 
2006 conditions of approval for 685 Rossie Hill Drive (separated from 632 DVL by only the BLM Parcel 18) (pages 22 – 35) 
which, with no public input,  
 

1. approved the development on this 0.36‐acre parcel as a duplex (Matt is seeking the development of 4 units on 
0.33 acres) 

2. required 25’ setback for front and back, both bordering Rossie Hill Drive and the side setback of 10’ (Matt is 
proposing 10’ front setback, 10’ rear setback, and 5’ side setback for the Rossie Hill Drive structure and is 
proposing 15’ front setback, 10’ rear setback, and 5’ side setback for the Deer Valley Loop structure.  

3. required dedication of 60% of the parcel as open space (Matt is proposing 40%).   
4. required minimum of two enclosed off street parking spaces for each unit (Matt is proposing 7 enclosed off 

street parking spaces for the 4 proposed units) 
5. required a maximum FAR of 0.5 with a 500 square foot garage allowance (Matt is proposing a FAR of 0.75) 

 
We also encountered the attached similar 2008 conditions of approval for 650 Rossie Hill Drive (across the Rossie Hill 
Drive from 632 DVL) (page 53‐59) which, with no public input, 
 

1. approved the development on this 0.30‐acre parcel as a triplex (Matt is seeking the development of 4 units) 
2. required 25’ front setback, 15’ rear setback, and 10’ side setback.  (Matt is proposing 10’ front setback, 10’ rear 

setback, and 5’ side setback for the Rossie Hill Drive structure and is proposing 15’ front setback, 10’ rear 
setback, and 5’ side setback for the Deer Valley Loop structure.  

3. required dedication of 60% of the parcel as open space (Matt is proposing 40%).   
4. required minimum of two enclosed off street parking spaces for each unit (Matt is proposing 7 enclosed off 

street parking spaces for the 4 proposed units) 
5. required a maximum FAR of 0.5 with a 500 square foot garage allowance (Matt is proposing a FAR of 0.75) 

 
Studying Matt’s proposed 4‐unit development within the context of the RM zone, there appear to be a number of code 
inconsistencies: 
 

1.       The maximum allowed use without a conditional use permit tied to a MPD in the RM zone is a triplex.  Matt is 
proposing a 4‐unit development on what is at this time a single, un‐subdivided lot (LMC 15‐2.15‐2). 

2.       The minimum Front Yard for all Single Family, Duplex Dwellings, and Accessory Buildings is fifteen feet 
(15').  New Front Facing Garages for Single‐Family and Duplex Dwellings must be at least twenty feet (20') from 
the Front Lot Line.  15‐2.15‐3 (C)(1 & 2)  Matt is proposing a front yard of 10’ with front facing garages at 20’ for 
structure facing Rossie Hill Drive.  Matt is proposing a front yard of 15’ with front facing garages at 15’ for one of 
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the garages on the structure facing Deer Valley Loop.  Matt’s 10’ setback is driven by his position that the short 
side of the lot is 75’.  Even if the short side is 75’, the setback must be 20’ on the opposite side – and we’re not 
convinced the short side is less than 75’ in the first place. 

 
In the event we cannot reach agreement with Matt, we believe you should take the 685 Rossie Hill and 650 Rossie Hill 
conditions into account in your recommendations to City Council for the October 20 meeting. 
 
You should also be aware that our significant hang‐up with Matt is that he is unwilling to limit access to 632 via DVL.  We 
would hope that you would echo the sentiments of the staff engineer and make this an express condition. 
 

 

____________________   
Matthew J. Shier 
930 Montgomery Street 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
415.691.7027 Direct 
415.520.5879 Fax 
mshier@shierkatz.com 
www.shierkatz.com 
 

Packet Pg. 148



1

Anya Grahn

From: matthew shier <mshier@shierkatz.com>
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2016 7:57 AM
To: Council_Mail; Bruce Erickson; Anya Grahn
Cc: matt@ironwoodresorts.com; Christina Shiebler (christina@shiebler.com); 

diane.a.bernhardt@gmail.com
Subject: 632 DVL Plat Amendment Application/BLM Parcel 18

Bruce, Anya and City Council –  

 

Save Rossie Hill is disappointed to advise that we were unable to reach an agreement with Matt Mullin.  Matt refused to 

compromise in any way from his position as presently proposed to the City. 

While Save Rossie Hill offered a number of compromises during negotiation, our original offer and position on the 632 

Plat Amendment Application is indicated below.  Absent a compromise and agreement, we ask City Council to revise the 

Plat Amendment application. 

The land in this lot originally supported two historic homes in a rural setting.  In order to preserve the contexts and 

character of this listed historic site, we request City Council to add the following conditions of approval: 

A.    Maximum subdivision of two lots in perpetuity.   Each lot with one single family home in perpetuity. 

B.    Maximum combined square footage totaling 7,500 for the two homes. 

C.    Subject to HDDR. 

D.   Existing historic home remains in current location. 

E.    New buildings situated side‐by‐side or slightly staggered to the existing historic building 

F.     No building on Rossie Hill side of property 

G.   Height limited to 28 feet above existing grade 

H.   No nightly rental 

I.      No active roof decks 

Rossie Hill Drive is a high‐traffic, substandard and dangerous roadway shared by pedestrians and vehicles.   To improve 

safety and safeguard Rossie Hill Drive travel, we request City Council to add further conditions of approval:   

J.  To reduce traffic, allow property entrance on Deer Valley Loop only.  As recommended by the City 

Engineer, no property entrance on Rossie Hill Drive should be permitted. 

K.  To remove pedestrians from the roadway, provide for a pedestrian easement through the northwest 

corner of 632 in anticipation of a proposed pathway from Deer Valley Drive, along Deer Valley Loop, and up the 

hill along the western edge of BLM parcel 18. 

The foregoing is subject to a Park City rezoning, guaranteeing that when, as and if the remainder of BLM Parcel 18 

becomes part of Park City, the land will be conserved as open space and the historic homes will be restored for the 

benefit of the public, with the following conditions: 

1.       The remainder of Parcel 18 will be guaranteed by the City to be historic open space in perpetuity. 
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2.       Restoration of the 3 historic homes claimed by Dennis as they exist today – same footprint, height, square 

footage and character either as affordable housing or museum. 

3.       Creation of an ecological and historical interpretive trail from Old Town to and through the Rossie Hill Open 

Space. 

4.       Creation of a pocket park running along Deer Creek. 

5.       Permanent conservation of the existing and new recreational trails. 

6.       Revitalization of Deer Creek. 

7.       Conservation of the Rossie Hill wildlife migration path. 

Save Rossie Hill intends to appear at the meeting on October 20 and oppose the existing application based on the 

foregoing.  Thank you again for your continued interest in and support of preservation of this historic Park City open 

space. 

 

 

____________________   
Matthew J. Shier 
930 Montgomery Street 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
415.691.7027 Direct 
415.520.5879 Fax 
mshier@shierkatz.com 
www.shierkatz.com 
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 1 
Council Member Beerman asked the audience how many of them came out to support 2 
the renewable energy goal. Everyone in the room raised their hands (about 60 people). 3 
He explained that it was important for Park City to be a leader in this endeavor. 4 
 5 
Council Member Gerber said that we were 53% of the way to reaching our goal. She 6 
encouraged everyone to talk to their neighbors about the goal.  7 
 8 
Council Member Henney explained to the public that Council had discussed this subject 9 
in the earlier work session and he wanted to explain that the resolution was making 10 
Park City’s portfolio renewable and also excluding nuclear and hydro.  11 
 12 
Council Member Henney moved to approve Resolution 23-2016, a resolution by the 13 
Park City Council to achieve Net-Zero Carbon by 2022 for the Municipal Government 14 
and by 2032 for the broader community and for Park City to invite other local 15 
governments to join us with the goal. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. 16 
 17 

RESULT: APPROVED  18 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 19 

 20 
4. Consideration to Continue Ordinance 2016-32, an Ordinance Approving the 21 
Lilac Hill Subdivision Located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, Park City, UT Pursuant to 22 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in a Form 23 
Approved by the City Attorney.  (A) Public Hearing  (B) Continue to October 20, 24 
2016: 25 
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. 26 
 27 
Mike Mullin said he was in favor of the development on Deer Valley Loop. Mullin stated 28 
the applicant offered to do a lot to meet the concerns of the neighbors and City Council. 29 
He said that if the City was concerned about this property, they could have purchased it 30 
and that they should not have a regulatory process take it away from the applicant.  31 
 32 
Diane Bernhardt represented the Save Rossie Hill Alliance. She said they cared about 33 
the open space on Rossi Hill and thanked Council for their support of open space. 34 
Bernhardt had a proposal that would work with the applicant in order to have the 35 
development and provide open space. The Save Rossie Hill Alliance wanted to work 36 
with the applicant in order to have a mutually beneficial outcome. They wanted to 37 
renovate the historic buildings to preserve them in their original state. She said the Save 38 
Rossie Hill Alliance had specific details that would satisfy the concerns of all. Bernhardt 39 
wanted to support the continuance of the ordinance.  40 
 41 
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Jack Koson supported the Mullin application. He said the Matt Mullin took the correct 1 
steps before he bought the property to ensure he could develop the property.  2 
 3 
Beth Fratkin stated that she lived on Rossie Hill next to an 8,500 square foot home. She 4 
said the Dennis family had been living on the BLM land for hundreds of years. Fratkin 5 
said her landlord would be treated unfairly if the land was rezoned. She suggested that 6 
if affordable housing was developed there she still would not be able to afford it. She 7 
wanted the current residents to be able to get the value from their homes. 8 
 9 
Aimee Koson stated that she was here to support the development. She believed in the 10 
rights of the owner and stated that to change the zoning after the purchase of the land 11 
could be harmful to others in Park City.  12 
 13 
John Whitely stated that he grew up in the shacks on Rossie Hill and said those homes 14 
are historic and beautiful.  15 
 16 
Jason Parker stated he bought his home ten years ago on Rossie Drive. He said the 17 
three current buildings were historic and he wanted to preserve the history of these 18 
homes. He would be heartbroken if that was changed. 19 
 20 
Bob Gurse, Save Rossie Hill Alliance, stated that zoning issues were relevant and 21 
thanked Council and staff for their work. He said there was a desire in the community to 22 
preserve the homes and open space.  23 
 24 
Allison Kitching stated that she lived on Rossie Hill. She wanted to continue discussions 25 
with Mullin because they would come to a good conclusion themselves.  26 
 27 
Angela Moshetta spoke on behalf of Future Park City. She suggested her group was 28 
instrumental in getting the two sides together. Moshetta wanted to applaud the Mullins 29 
for working with the other residents. She wanted to talk about adding density in certain 30 
areas while preserving open space in others. Moshetta encouraged Council to come to 31 
a conclusion that helped the workforce housing solutions. 32 
 33 
Mary Wintzer explained that the Mullin's development process had not been interrupted. 34 
She stated that there was danger on the road on Rossie Hill in the winter. Wintzer does 35 
not feel the City was robbing Mullin of making money because they could have a 36 
valuable home the way the property was and that by asking for less density it did not 37 
mean they could not make money. She was impressed with the groups that had come 38 
together to work on the issue. In regard to affordable housing, she said they had 39 
property that would be better for affordable housing. She stated that we need to keep 40 
construction costs down on affordable housing and that the old homes on Rossie Hill 41 
could be made into nice homes and no one would be hurt. 42 
 43 
Christina Shiebler stated she appreciated the collaborative process. 44 
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 1 
Scott Carr, a resident of Park City, stated he always wondered why these houses were 2 
so dilapidated. He was concerned when he heard about the proposal for the density that 3 
would be put there, but was impressed to see the process working. His concern was 4 
that Park City was at a tipping point where it could remain a mountain town or become a 5 
suburb of Salt Lake City. He stated that with new developments the town might lose its 6 
character and he supported the continuation of the issue. He said that this land was 7 
very visible, and asked why not have it be maintained in a way that supported the 8 
historic character of Park City.  9 
 10 
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 11 
 12 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney, explained that if Council wanted any additional 13 
information on the subject they could ask staff.  14 
 15 
Matt Mullin, applicant, wanted to know if they could present their side. 16 
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner, explained that in the previous Council 17 
meeting there were so many comments that Council suggested staff come back with 18 
specific conditions of approval. Matt Mullin had come up with his own conditions of 19 
approval.  20 
 21 
Bruce Ericksen, Planning Director, stated that Council had asked staff to come up with 22 
conditions of approval and they were now asking Council to continue the item. 23 
 24 
Council Member Henney stated he was not interested in the most restrictive condition. 25 
He would like to see the area rezoned. Council Member Henney liked the conditions 26 
that the applicant proposed. Council Members Gerber and Worel agreed with Council 27 
Member Henney.  28 
 29 
Council Member Beerman stated he liked the medium restrictive condition, but said that 30 
if the applicant and neighbors could come to their own agreement, that option would be 31 
the best. Council Member Matsumoto stated that she was happy to see that the 32 
applicant was concerned about the historic structures. She would favor medium 33 
restrictive, which would allow for open space. Council Member Henney wanted to clarify 34 
that his first preference would be to have it worked out between the applicant and the 35 
neighbors.  36 
 37 
Council Member Gerber moved to continue Ordinance 2016-32, an ordinance approving 38 
the Lilac Hill Subdivision located at 632 Deer Valley Loop, Park City, UT pursuant to 39 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval in a form approved by the 40 
City Attorney to October 20, 2016. Council Member Henney seconded the motion. 41 
 42 
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RESULT: CONTINUED 1 

AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto and Worel 2 

 3 
5. Discuss Initiating an Application Rezoning and Amending the Official 4 
Zoning Map of Park City  of a Portion of the Residential Medium Density (RM) 5 
District in the Area of Deer Valley Loop  Road and Deer Valley Drive Better Known 6 
as 622, 652, and 660 Rossie Hill: 7 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney, stated there is a long history with these parcels. He 8 
cautioned Council to look at the broad picture when making a decision on these 9 
properties. 10 
 11 
Council Member Henney said he wanted to explore Harrington’s suggestion. Council 12 
Member Henney thought there was a strong argument from planning staff and that he 13 
was comfortable with the staff report. 14 
 15 
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. 16 
 17 
Bryce Panzer, attorney for the Dennis family who lives on the property, said there was 18 
an argument about who owns the property. He explained that Richard Dennis and 19 
daughters own about 3/4 of an acre. The Dennis family argues it was not owned by the 20 
BLM. Panzer suggested the Dennis property was being used as a sacrificial lamb. He 21 
stated there were other solutions other than rezoning. Panzer suggested that selling the 22 
property was an option. He stated that if the purpose was to preserve the site for the 23 
public, it was unfair to take it from the Dennis family.  24 
 25 
Richard Dennis, owner of homes and property on Rossie Hill, asked the Council to treat 26 
them fairly. He stated that he would sell the property to Park City Municipal for fair 27 
market value.  28 
 29 
Diane Bernhardt wanted to promote the creation of a long-term action plan for Rossie 30 
Hill. She wanted to preserve open space and historic homes as well as a corridor for 31 
wild animals. She also wanted to rezone the area for limited development. She had a 32 
petition that was signed by many people. Bernhardt recommended the area be rezoned. 33 
 34 
Mike Wallen thought Council should not rezone the Rossie Hill area and take property 35 
away from the Dennis family.  36 
 37 
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing portion of the meeting. 38 
 39 
Council Member Matsumoto asked if anyone else had claim to the BLM land. Bryce 40 
Panzer replied that there are mining claims that have been given to the Bertolinis and a 41 
claim by the United Park City Mines.  42 
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Anya Grahn

From: Matt Mullin <matt@ironwoodresorts.com>
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2016 12:32 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Eric Lee; Polly Samuels McLean; Bruce Erickson
Subject: Re: 632 DVL Plat Amendment Application/BLM Parcel 18

Anya, 
 
I’m sorry this is a bit late in coming in, I am attending a relatives memorial service in Chicago and am a bit 
pressed for time.  I did want to provide some thoughts on the letter from the Rossie Hill Group and some 
clarification on the Conditions of Approval. 
 
First, in response to the Rossie Hill group:  We have two remaining issues with them.  First and foremost is that 
they are only offering to end their opposition to our application should the City create some “Guarantees” 
relative to adjacent land the City neither owns, nor has any jurisdiction over.  Thus, our application would not 
meet twitch their approval, no matter its conditions, until and unless many future arrangements and deal-making 
occurs.  We simply cannot wait until those numerous issues of “City Guarantee’s” and land 
ownership/development/zoning issues are settled, nor is there any legal requirement that we do so. 
 
Secondly, their support of our application involves 11 conditions (items A - K in their letter), most of which 
create severe economic hardship for this property and create use restrictions not in-place on any neighboring 
properties. One point I’d like to specifically clarify is the City Engineer’s study of our application does not 
preclude access off Rossie Hill drive so long as the driveway is on the Eastern portion of the property and the 
first 20’ of the driveway does not exceed 5% slope.  Their letter states "no property entrance on Rossie Hill 
Drive should be permitted.” which paraphrases the City Engineers report to their benefit. 
 
Here is the full language from the September 22nd Council Hearing Staff Report. 
 
 Driveway limitations 

 The City Engineer has directed staff to limit access to the existing site from Deer Valley Loop. Should 
the applicant require access off of Rossi Hill, the City Engineer finds that the applicant will struggle 
with the steep grade. As existing, only the eastern half of the lot is adjacent to the City right-of-way. Any 
access on the western half of the frontage would have to cross BLM property. Further, the City Engineer 
will not permit a driveway with a slope of greater than 5% for the first 20 feet of the driveway due to the 
sight lines of Rossi Hill. 

 
Moving onto the official Conditions of Approval as contained in various staff reports. I want to be clear that in 
offering to self restrict the density on the lot through the creation of a 40% open space requirement we were 
relying upon the Conditions of Approval proposed in the July 14th City Council hearing, specifically item #9 
which tied all construction to the RM Zone. 
 

1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content 
of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and the conditions of approval, 
prior to recordation of the plat. 
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2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City Council approval. 
If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless 
a request for an extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by 
the City Council. 

3. The applicant shall dedicate a portion of the property that consists of Deer Valley Loop Road and Rossie 
Hill Drive to the City as part of this plat amendment. 

4. Any development on this lot or future subdivided lots within this lot shall provide a transition in scale 
between the historic structures in this neighborhood, the Historic District, and Deer Valley Resort. The 
Planning Department shall review the proposed plans for compliance with the purpose of the RM 
District, which specifically encourages development that is compatible with historic structures in the 
surrounding area. 

5. Two (2)- ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the Deer Valley Loop 
Road and Rossie Hill Road frontages of the property. 

6. A public utilities easement is required along Deer Valley Loop for the existing water line and shall be 
indicated on the final plat. 

7. The property is located outside the Park City Landscaping and Maintenance of Soil Cover Ordinance 
(Soils Ordinance) and therefore not regulated by the City for mine related impacts. If the property owner 
does encounter mine waste or mine waste impacted soils they must handle the material in accordance to 
State and Federal law. 

8. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building Official at the 
time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on the final Mylar prior to 
recordation. 

9. New construction shall comply with Land Management Code Section15-2.15-3 regarding setbacks, 
building height, building envelope, building footprint, etc. 

This Item was not asked to be changed by Council in the July 14th meeting nor the September 22nd meeting.  In 
preparation for this meeting on October 20th, our third City Council hearing on this plat amendment, the Staff 
noted that Item #9 above, along with two items we added, should be removed due to their being 
“redundant."  However this redundancy does not negatively impact the city, nor any other entity or person in 
anyway, and the existence of this language was specifically relied upon by us in offering the 40% open space 
restriction. 
 
We request that the language highlighting that "New construction shall comply with Land Management Code 
Section15-2.15-3 regarding setbacks, building height, building envelope, building footprint, etc.”, which has 
never been requested to be changed by Council nor the Applicant be left in as a Condition of Approval.  We 
make this request because our offer of 40% open space was made in reliance upon that language being a 
Condition of Approval. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Matt 
 
 
 
 
Matt Mullin  
(435) 901-4707 
matt@ironwoodresorts.com 

 
This e-mail message may contain confidential or legally privileged information and is intended only for the use of the intended 
recipient(s). Any unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or the taking of any action in reliance on the information 
herein is prohibited. E-mails are not secure and cannot be guaranteed to be error free as they can be intercepted, amended, or contain 
viruses. Anyone who communicates with us by e-mail is deemed to have accepted these risks. Company Name is not responsible for 
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DATE: October 20, 2016 

 

 

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

 

 
 

After reviewing several applications for Relocation and/or Reorientation of Historic 
Buildings, staff has found that there is a need to re-review and revise the criteria to add 
clarity.  Our unique criteria were not as specific as they could be, and so staff has 
proposed the following revisions incorporated into this staff report. The Historic 
Preservation Board forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council for these 
amendments on July 20, 2016 and the Planning Commission did the same on 
September 28, 2016. Amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC) require 
Planning Commission recommendation and City Council adoption.   

 

 

 

Respectfully:  

 

Anya Grahn, Planner II 
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Subject:  LMC Amendment – Relocation and/or Reorientation   
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 

Hannah Turpen, Planner 
Bruce Erickson, AICP, Planning Director 

Department: Planning   
Date:  October 20, 2016  
Type of Item: Legislative – LMC Amendment 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the City Council review proposed amendments to Land 
Management Code (LMC) regarding Chapter 15-11 Relocation and Reorientation of a 
Historic Building or Historic Structure and definitions in Chapter 15-15. Staff 
recommends City Council conduct a public hearing, consider any public input, review 
the request, and consider approving the proposed changes as proposed in this report. 
 
Executive Summary 
After reviewing several applications for Relocation and/or Reorientation of Historic 
Buildings, staff has found that there is a need to re-review and revise the criteria to add 
clarity.  In order to make the criteria for “unique conditions” more specific staff has 
proposed the following revisions incorporated into this staff report. The Historic 
Preservation Board forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council for these 
amendments on July 20, 2016 and the Planning Commission did the same on 
September 28, 2016 with some alterations reflected here. Amendments to the Land 
Management Code (LMC) require Planning Commission recommendation and City 
Council adoption.   
 
Acronyms 
Historic Preservation Board  HPB 
Land Management Code   LMC 
 
Background 
After reviewing several applications for Relocation and/or Reorientation of Historic 
Buildings, staff has found that there is a need to re-review and revise the criteria to add 
clarity and ensure that the “unique conditions” had more specific criteria.   
 
Relocation is not a preferred method of historic preservation and is generally only 
encouraged if it is the only viable option to preserving the historic building. Relocation 
divorces the house from its site and destroys the material and cultural associations such 
as its ownership sequence as well as topographic and historical setting and context.  
The preferred solution when relocating a building is to keep it on its original site.  When 
this is not possible, the structure should be relocated to a new site that conveys a 
similar context to the original site.  Further, staff found that when the last LMC changes 
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were initially made last December, they were not as concise and clear as they should 
have been.  Further, we found that we had eliminated the criteria for relocating the 
historic building or structure to a new site in error. 
 
Staff has researched codes from Charleston, South Carolina; Savannah, Georgia; 
Madison, Indiana; and a number of other preservation-oriented historic districts 
throughout the US to aid us in developing criteria that discourages relocation overall, 
but provides opportunities for relocation under unique conditions.   
 
The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) reviewed staff’s proposed LMC amendments on 
July 20, 2016 (See page 219 of staff report and Exhibit B for minutes).  Overall, the HPB 
was supportive of the direction staff was going and thought it would be positive for those 
who lived in Park City. They unanimously forwarded a positive recommendation to the 
Planning Commission and City Council. Following the HPB meeting, staff had further 
discussion and has made further clarifications to the following revisions. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed staff’s proposed LMC amendments on September 
28, 2016 (See page 109 of staff report and Exhibit C for minutes).  The Planning 
Commission was generally supportive of staff’s proposed changes, but asked for 
several clarifications, including: 

 Clarify that a structural engineer’s report is always required for relocating a 
historic building, not just when there are unique conditions 

 Define what a Substantial Benefit to the community is and require City Council to 
make the determination that relocating the historic structure will achieve such a 
substantial benefit 

 Determine if relocation is permitted only for buildings and structures moving from 
outside the historic district and into the historic district, or if buildings can be 
relocated within the district. 

 
Staff further discussed Planning Commission’s suggestions and made further 
clarifications which are reflected in this staff report. Additionally, staff anticipates that the 
HPB would be the first body to review a request for relocation; any review by City 
Council to determine if a relocation is substantiated by a Substantial Benefit to the 
community would occur after the HPB’s review.    
 
 
Analysis 
 
The proposed amendments are as follows:  
 

15-11-13. RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF A HISTORIC 
BUILDING OR HISTORIC STRUCTURE. 

It is the intent of this section to preserve the Historic and architectural resources of Park 
City through limitations on the relocation and/or orientation of Historic Buildings, 
Structures, and Sites.  
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(A) CRITERIA FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF THE 
HISTORIC BUILDING(S) AND/OR STRUCTURE(S) ON A ITS  EXISTING 
LANDMARK OR SIGNIFICANT SITE.  In approving a Historic District or Historic 
Site design review Application involving relocation and/or reorientation of the 
Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a Significant Site, 
the Historic Preservation Board shall find the project complies with the following 
criteria:.  
 
(1) For either a Landmark or Significant Site  all of the following shall be met: 

(a) A licensed structural engineer has certified that the Historic Building(s)  
and/or Structure(s)  can successfully be relocated and the applicant 
has demonstrated that a professional building mover will move the 
building and protect it while being stored; and 

(b) The proposed relocation will not have a detrimental effect on the 
structural soundness of the building or structure;  

(2) Landmark structures shall only be permitted to be relocated on its existing site  
if  

a. the relocation will abate demolition;  or  
 

b. the Planning Director and Chief Building Official find that the relocation 
will abate a hazardous condition at the present setting and enhance 
the preservation of the structure. 

 
(3) For Significant sites, at least one of the following shall be met: 

(1a) The proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition 
of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or 
 
(2b) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that the 
building is threatened in its present setting because of hazardous 
conditions and the preservation of the building will be enhanced by 
relocating it; or 
 
(3c) The Historic Preservation Board, with input from the Planning 
Director and the Chief Building Official, determines that unique conditions 
warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation on the existing Site. 
Unique conditions shall which include but are not limited to all of the 
following: 
 

i. The historic context of the building Historic Building(s) and/or 
Structure(s)has been so radically altered that the present setting 
does not appropriately convey its history and the proposed 
relocation may be considered to will  enhance the ability to interpret 
the historic character of the building Historic Building(s)  and/or 
Structure (s) and the Historic District or its present setting; and 
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ii. The proposed relocation will not diminish the overall physical 
integrity of the Historic District or diminish the historical 
associations used to define the boundaries of the district; and 

iii. The new site shall convey a character similar to that of the historic 
site, in terms of scale of neighboring buildings, materials, site 
relationships, geography, and age; or 

iv. The historical integrity and significance of the hHistorifc bBuilding(s) 
and/or Structure(s)  will not be diminished by relocation and/or 
reorientation; or and 

v. The potential to preserve the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) 
will be enhanced by its relocation 

vi. All other alternatives to relocation/reorientation have been 
reasonably considered prior to determining the 
relocation/reorientation of the building. These options include but 
are not limited to: 

1. Restoring the building at its present site; or 
2. Stabilizing the building from deterioration and retaining it at 

its present site for future use; or 
3. Incorporating the building into a new development on the 

existing site. 
 

(B) PROCEDURE FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF 
THE HISTORIC BUILDING(S) AND/OR STRUCTURE(S) TO A NEW SITE.  To 
approve a Historic District or Historic Site design review Application involving 
relocation and/or reorientation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a 
Landmark Site or a Significant Site to a new site, the Historic Preservation Board 
shall find the project complies with the following criteria. 
 
 
(1) For either a Landmark or Significant Site, all of the following shall be met: 

 (a) A licensed structural engineer has certified that the Historic Building(s)  
and/or Structure(s)  can successfully be relocated and the applicant 
has demonstrated that a professional building mover will move the 
building and protect it while being stored; and 

(b) The proposed relocation will not have a detrimental effect on the 
structural soundness of the building or structure;  

(2) Landmark structures shall only be permitted to be relocated to a new site if 
the relocation will abate demolition and the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official find that the relocation will abate a hazardous condition at the 
present setting and enhance the preservation of the structure. 
 

(3) For Significant Sites, at least one of the following must be met: 
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(a) The proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition 
of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or 
 
(b) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that the 
building is threatened in its present setting because of hazardous 
conditions and the preservation of the building will be enhanced by 
relocating it; or 
 
(c) The Historic Preservation Board, with input from the Planning 
Director and the Chief Building Official, determines that unique conditions 
warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation to a new Site.  This 
criterion is only available to Significant Sites.  Unique conditions shall 
include all of the following: 

i. The relocation will not negatively affect the historic integrity of 
the Historic District, nor the area of receiving site; and 

ii. One of the following must also be met: 

a. The historic building is located within the Historic districts, 
but its historic context and setting have become so 
radically altered that the building may be enhanced by its 
new setting if the receiving site is more similar to its 
historic setting in terms of architecture, style, period, 
height, mass, volume, scale, use and location of the 
structure on the lot as well as neighborhood features and 
uses; or 

b. The historic building is located outside of the Historic 
districts, and its historic context and setting have been so 
radically altered that the building may be enhanced by its 
new setting if the receiving site is more similar to its 
historic setting in terms of architecture, style, period, 
height, mass, volume, scale, use, and location of the 
structure on the lot as well as neighborhood features and 
uses; or 

(d) City Council, with input from the Historic Preservation Board, 
Planning Director, and Chief Building Official, determines that the Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) is deterrent to a major improvement 
program outside of the Historic districts that will be of Substantial Benefit 
to the community such as but not limited to: 

a. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in the restoration of the house—both the interior and 
exterior—in compliance with the Secretary of the Interiors 
Standards and the relocation will aid in the interpretation of the 
history of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s); or 
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b. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in the revitalization of the receiving neighborhood due to 
the relocation; or 

c. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in a new affordable housing development on the original 
site that creates more units than currently provided on the 
existing site and the rehabilitation of the Historic Building(s) 
and/or Structure(s) on the new receiving site.   

 
(C) PROCEDURE FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF A 
LANDMARK SITE OR A SIGNIFICANT SITE. All Applications for the relocation 
and/or reorientation of any Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark 
Site or a Significant Site within the City shall be reviewed by the Historic 
Preservation Board pursuant to Section 15-11-12 of this Code. 
 

Additionally, staff found that it was necessary to define Substantial Benefit.  In the past, 
houses have been relocated for improvement projects such as the Town Bridge 
because the improvement was considered to be a Substantial Benefit to the community.  
Staff finds that the following definition is appropriate: 
 

Substantial Benefit:  Significant improvement or positive effect that will fill a 
community need and/or meet a specified City Council goal and provide a 
considerable economic, financial, or environmental benefit to the community that 
does not currently exist.   

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

  
Attachments 
Exhibit A—Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit B- Historic Preservation Board Minutes, 7.20.16. 
Exhibit C- Planning Commission Minutes 9.28.16 
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Ordinance No. 2016-48 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY, 
UTAH, AMENDING LAND MANAGEMENT CODE SECTION 15-11-13. RELOCATION 
AND/OR REORIENTATION OF A HISTORIC BUILDING OR HISTORIC STRUCTURE 

AND SECTION 15-11-15 DEFINITIONS. 
 
WHEREAS, the Land Management Code was adopted by the City Council of 
Park City, Utah to promote the health, safety and welfare of the residents of Park City; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the community to periodically amend the 
Land Management Code to reflect the goals and objectives of the City Council and to 
align the Code with the Park City General Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed changes to the Land 
Management Code are necessary to supplement existing zoning regulations to protect 
Historic structures and the economic investment by owners of similarly situated Historic 
property; and 
 
WHEREAS, Park City was originally developed as a mining community and much of the 
City’s unique cultural identity is based on the historic character of its mining era 
buildings; and 
 
WHEREAS, these buildings are among the City’s most important cultural, educational, 
and economic assets; 
 
WHEREAS, the relocation and reorientation of historic buildings would permanently 
alter the character of a neighborhood, community and City; 
 
WHEREAS, individual members of the Historic Preservation Board (“HPB”), the official 
body to review matters concerning the historical designation and design of buildings 
within the City held a public hearing and forwarded a positive recommendation to 
Planning Commission and City Council on July 20, 2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, individual members fo the Planning Commission, the official body to review 
matters concerning the Land Management Code held a public hearing a forwarded a 
positive recommendation to City Council on September 28, 2016;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, 
that: 
 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE CHAPTER 
11 (HISTORIC PRESERVATION). The recitals above are incorporated herein as 
findings of fact. Chapter 11 of the Land Management Code of Park City is 
hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit A). 
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SECTION 2.  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANGEMENT CODE CHAPTER 15 
(DEFINED TERMS).  The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of fact.  
Chapter 15 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as redlined 
(Exhibit B). 
 
 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon publication. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of ________, 2016 
 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, Mayor 

 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
____________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Packet Pg. 165



Exhibit A 
 

15-11-13. RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF A HISTORIC 
BUILDING OR HISTORIC STRUCTURE. 

It is the intent of this section to preserve the Historic and architectural resources of Park 
City through limitations on the relocation and/or orientation of Historic Buildings, 
Structures, and Sites.  

 
 
(A) CRITERIA FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF THE 
HISTORIC BUILDING(S) AND/OR STRUCTURE(S) ON A ITS  EXISTING 
LANDMARK OR SIGNIFICANT SITE.  In approving a Historic District or Historic 
Site design review Application involving relocation and/or reorientation of the 
Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a Significant Site, 
the Historic Preservation Board shall find the project complies with the following 
criteria:.  
 
(4) For either a Landmark or Significant Site  all of the following shall be met: 

(a) A licensed structural engineer has certified that the Historic Building(s)  
and/or Structure(s)  can successfully be relocated and the applicant 
has demonstrated that a professional building mover will move the 
building and protect it while being stored; and 

(b) The proposed relocation will not have a detrimental effect on the 
structural soundness of the building or structure;  

(5) Landmark structures shall only be permitted to be relocated on its existing site  
if  

a. the relocation will abate demolition;  or  
 

b. the Planning Director and Chief Building Official find that the relocation 
will abate a hazardous condition at the present setting and enhance 
the preservation of the structure. 

 
(3) For Significant sites, at least one of the following shall be met: 

(1a) The proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition 
of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or 
 
(2b) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that the 
building is threatened in its present setting because of hazardous 
conditions and the preservation of the building will be enhanced by 
relocating it; or 
 
(3c) The Historic Preservation Board, with input from the Planning 
Director and the Chief Building Official, determines that unique conditions 
warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation on the existing Site. 
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Unique conditions shall which include but are not limited to all of the 
following: 
 

vii. The historic context of the building Historic Building(s) and/or 
Structure(s)has been so radically altered that the present setting 
does not appropriately convey its history and the proposed 
relocation may be considered to will  enhance the ability to interpret 
the historic character of the building Historic Building(s)  and/or 
Structure (s) and the Historic District or its present setting; and 

viii. The proposed relocation will not diminish the overall physical 
integrity of the Historic District or diminish the historical 
associations used to define the boundaries of the district; and 

ix. The new site shall convey a character similar to that of the historic 
site, in terms of scale of neighboring buildings, materials, site 
relationships, geography, and age; or 

x. The historical integrity and significance of the hHistorifc bBuilding(s) 
and/or Structure(s)  will not be diminished by relocation and/or 
reorientation; or and 

xi. The potential to preserve the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) 
will be enhanced by its relocation 

xii. All other alternatives to relocation/reorientation have been 
reasonably considered prior to determining the 
relocation/reorientation of the building. These options include but 
are not limited to: 

4. Restoring the building at its present site; or 
5. Stabilizing the building from deterioration and retaining it at 

its present site for future use; or 
6. Incorporating the building into a new development on the 

existing site. 
 

(B) PROCEDURE FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF 
THE HISTORIC BUILDING(S) AND/OR STRUCTURE(S) TO A NEW SITE.  To 
approve a Historic District or Historic Site design review Application involving 
relocation and/or reorientation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a 
Landmark Site or a Significant Site to a new site, the Historic Preservation Board 
shall find the project complies with the following criteria. 
 
 
(1) For either a Landmark or Significant Site, all of the following shall be met: 

 (a) A licensed structural engineer has certified that the Historic Building(s)  
and/or Structure(s)  can successfully be relocated and the applicant 
has demonstrated that a professional building mover will move the 
building and protect it while being stored; and 
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(b) The proposed relocation will not have a detrimental effect on the 
structural soundness of the building or structure;  

(3) Landmark structures shall only be permitted to be relocated to a new site if 
the relocation will abate demolition and the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official find that the relocation will abate a hazardous condition at the 
present setting and enhance the preservation of the structure. 
 

(6) For Significant Sites, at least one of the following must be met: 
 

(a) The proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition 
of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or 
 
(b) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that the 
building is threatened in its present setting because of hazardous 
conditions and the preservation of the building will be enhanced by 
relocating it; or 
 
(c) The Historic Preservation Board, with input from the Planning 
Director and the Chief Building Official, determines that unique conditions 
warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation to a new Site.  This 
criterion is only available to Significant Sites.  Unique conditions shall 
include all of the following: 

iii. The relocation will not negatively affect the historic integrity of 
the Historic District, nor the area of receiving site; and 

iv. One of the following must also be met: 

a. The historic building is located within the Historic districts, 
but its historic context and setting have become so 
radically altered that the building may be enhanced by its 
new setting if the receiving site is more similar to its 
historic setting in terms of architecture, style, period, 
height, mass, volume, scale, use and location of the 
structure on the lot as well as neighborhood features and 
uses; or 

b. The historic building is located outside of the Historic 
districts, and its historic context and setting have been so 
radically altered that the building may be enhanced by its 
new setting if the receiving site is more similar to its 
historic setting in terms of architecture, style, period, 
height, mass, volume, scale, use, and location of the 
structure on the lot as well as neighborhood features and 
uses; or 

(d) City Council, with input from the Historic Preservation Board, 
Planning Director, and Chief Building Official, determines that the Historic 
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Building(s) and/or Structure(s) is deterrent to a major improvement 
program outside of the Historic districts that will be of Substantial Benefit 
to the community such as but not limited to: 

d. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in the restoration of the house—both the interior and 
exterior—in compliance with the Secretary of the Interiors 
Standards and the relocation will aid in the interpretation of the 
history of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s); or 

e. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in the revitalization of the receiving neighborhood due to 
the relocation; or 

f. The relocation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
result in a new affordable housing development on the original 
site that creates more units than currently provided on the 
existing site and the rehabilitation of the Historic Building(s) 
and/or Structure(s) on the new receiving site.   

 
(C) PROCEDURE FOR THE RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF A 
LANDMARK SITE OR A SIGNIFICANT SITE. All Applications for the relocation 
and/or reorientation of any Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark 
Site or a Significant Site within the City shall be reviewed by the Historic 
Preservation Board pursuant to Section 15-11-12 of this Code. 
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Exhibit B 
 
15-15 DEFINED TERMS 
 
1.269 SUBSTANTIAL BENEFIT.  Significant improvement or positive effect that will fill 
a community need and/or meet a specified City Council goal and provide a considerable 
economic, financial, or environmental benefit to the community that does not currently 
exist.   
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4. Legislative Consideration of an ordinance amending the Land 
Management Code Section 15, Chapters 2.5, 2.6 to require Historic 
Preservation Board review of Historic District or Historic Site Design 
Review for both historic and non-historic structures, as well as Chapter 11 
Purposes and Relocation and/or Reorientation of a Historic Building or 
Historic Structure 

 
Planner Turpen reported that this item was an amendment to the LMC to expand 
the role of the HPB to include design review of commercial structures on Main 
Street; as well as amendments to relocation and reorientation. 
 
Planner Turpen provided background on the design review component.  On April 
6th the Board reviewed the topics that Planner Grahn would be taking to the City 
Council regarding the Historic Preservation Update.  Design Review was one of 
the topics and the HPB voted unanimously not to be the design review authority.  
However, when the topics were presented to the City Council, the Council had 
concerns about Main Street and gave the direction for Design Review to occur on 
all Landmarks structures.   
 
Planner Grahn clarified that the City Council wanted a review of all Landmark 
structures; however, the Staff thought it was better to use Main Street as an 
example to perfect the Design Review before extending it beyond the HCB and 
the Heber Avenue subzone.  
 
Planner Turpen explained that after the City Council made their recommendation, 
she met with Planner Grahn and Director Erickson and they determined that one 
of the biggest challenges would be to maintain the National Register District.  
Instead of just looking at Landmark structures they decided to look at all 
commercial structures in the HCB and the HRC Heber Avenue Subzone because 
they all contribute to the District. New construction has to be contributing as 
much as Landmark structures.  To be consistent, the Staff thought it made sense 
from the standpoint of Design Review to look at all structures on the street.   
 
Planner Turpen noted that the amendment expands the purpose of the HPB to 
include the Design Review component of those commercial structures.  She 
stated that the Board would be reviewing the structures under the same criteria 
as the Staff in this specific section of the Code.  
 
Planner Turpen pointed out that the noticing matrix was updated to reflect that 
noticing will be done when a structure comes before the HPB.   
 
Director Erickson understood that this would also change the appeal of their 
action.  Planner Grahn stated that appeals already go to the Board of Adjustment 
because of material deconstruction.  The Board of Adjustment would remain the 
appeal body for this additional action.   
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Planner Grahn stated that she and Planner Turpen initially thought the HPB 
should only do reviews for Universal Guidelines because it was high-level and 
more detail oriented.  However, after discussing it further, they decided that the 
Staff would do their analysis regardless, and if the Staff finds that it could not be 
approved or did not meet the LMC requirements they would not bring it to the 
HPB.  Since the Staff analysis would already be done, the Staff thought it would 
be beneficial to share with the Board how it meets each specific design guideline.  
Planner Grahn thought the reviews could be done quickly.   
 
Vice-Chair Stephens understood that the structure would go through the Design 
Review process and the HPB would be the last review in the process.  Mr. 
Stephens asked since the Board would be reviewing those particular designs, 
whether they could be involved in the process earlier and sit in on the DRT 
meetings.  Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that the Staff would be vetting 
the project and researching background information, and the HPB would make 
the final determination.  However, the HPB would not be acting as a judge, which 
was the previous issue.  Ms. McLean stated that unless the entire Board 
attended the DRT, there would be quorum issues and other problem related to 
the process.  It would be more appropriate to request further information if 
necessary, or to request a presentation on certain aspects that could be given to 
the entire Board to make the determination.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that the process would become 
public sooner, since the goal is to be more transparent in terms of daylighting the 
process for the most treasured portion of the City.  Mr. Stephens stated that he 
has the utmost confidence in the Planning Staff.  However, there were occasions 
and occurrences in the past where applicants felt like they had gone through the 
design process with Staff, only to be turned away and denied by the Historic 
Board at that time.  He wanted to know how they could educate and include the 
Board members before it gets to that final point.  Ms. McLean suggested that the 
HPB could have a special meeting with the preservation consultant, but it would 
have to be a public meeting.  She understood Mr. Stephen’s concern because it 
is a complaint they hear quite often.   
 
Director Erickson thought they could back off a little on the project specific 
review.  He believed the difficulties between the Staff and the Historic Board and 
the public trust in operations, was due to a philosophic difference between the 
Board and the Staff.   Instead of looking for a mechanism to involve the HPB 
earlier, he preferred a mechanism to avoid philosophical misunderstanding, or 
outright obstinacy on the part of former Staff members who had their own 
interpretation of not replicating history buildings and decided to insert 
contemporary.  Director Erickson thought a better approach would be to find a 
way to discuss the guidelines and for the Staff to interpret the Board’s philosophy 
with respect to the guidelines, rather than inserting the HPB into an individual 
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project.  However, if the Staff hits an impasse in the process, they could bring it 
to the Board in a work session for guidance, or they could bring the project 
forward for approval or denial.  Director Erickson stated that the current Staff 
spends a lot time listening to the Board to make sure they are philosophically 
aligned.  They will continue to do that as the Guidelines move forward.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that the Guidelines for commercial buildings was scheduled 
to come before the HPB on August 3rd.   
 
Vice-Chair Stephens did not disagree with Director Erickson.  He thought it might 
work, primarily because of the high level of confidence he has in the Staff.  
However, the Guidelines are good, but they can be difficult to apply to unique 
properties or unique situations.  Mr. Stephens stated that as Board members 
they have a responsibility to makes themselves aware if there is an important 
project on Main Street.  
 
Board Member Beatlebrox thought public input was also an important part of the 
process because people can see what the Staff has been working on with the 
owner or developer.  It gives the public the opportunity to provide their comments 
and thoughts.  Ms. Beatlebrox thought more care and priority needed to be given 
to high-profile projects.  She believed it was important for the HPB to be involved 
in the review process for projects on Main Street. 
 
Vice-Chair Stephens did not necessarily agree that the HPB needed to be 
involved in the review process because it is important to have confidence in a 
qualified Staff.  He thought their involvement should relate more to the bigger 
picture.   
 
Director Erickson stated that he was considering a mechanism to make sure the 
HPB knows the Staff is struggling with a difficult design problem and they might  
involve the HPB in the process sooner rather than later in terms of having a 
policy discussion.  Mr. Stephens remarked that projects on Main Street are 
always important, and he would need more time than Friday to Wednesday, 
when the reports go and the meetings take place, to really understand the 
issues.  Mr. Stephens thought it was less of a legislative issue and more of an 
administrative issue in terms of communication between the HPB and the Staff.  
If the Board wants to be involved and the Staff wants them involved, they would 
need the time to get up to speed on the processes the Staff has gone through 
and the problems they had to deal with.  The packet should describe the process 
the Staff went through and would takes more than just a cursory read to 
understand that process.   
 
Planner Grahn stated that the question would be how much time the Board would 
need; noting that the Staff needs to plan ahead in terms of internal reviews for 
the Staff reports, noticing, and posting on the public website.  Mr. Stephens 
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thought it could be a simple as putting in the Staff report that the Planning 
Department received this application.  It would put the HPB on notice and each 
Board member would be responsible for pursing whatever information they 
needed.  
 
Vice-Chair Stephens opened the public hearing. 
 
Ruth Meintsma stated that in the past she heard all the hesitations about dealing 
with Design Review and having confidence in Staff.  Previously the Guidelines 
were difficult in vague areas and the language has changed.  These Guidelines 
are so specific and clean, and she believed their level of discussion would be 
very different.  When the Staff report is written on these projects, those 
Guidelines will be listed for their discussion.  Ms. Meintsma thought it would 
empower them as a Board, and it would also give them the opportunity to not 
only back up a Staff decision, but they will begin to learn which guidelines are  
less effective than others.  Ms. Meintsma believed the Board was entering into a 
new area with this design review, and she thought it would be an exciting 
responsibility at their level.  She looked forward to seeing it happen.   
 
Cindy Matsumoto stated that she was commenting as a private citizen and not as 
a Council member.  She believed it was important for the HPB to take this step 
forward, because even though the HDDR has a public component, it is not at a 
regular scheduled meeting that the people is aware of and can follow.  Ms. 
Matsumoto remarked that Main Street belongs to the community, and historic 
preservation is the community’s responsibility.  Having a meeting where the 
public can comment on the different aspects of a project helps the community to 
become educated on the Guidelines; and that education enables them to talk 
about specific guidelines that they do or do not support.  Ms. Matsumoto 
reiterated that public input is important and the HPB would allow that input in a 
more democratic way.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox agreed, and she believes the community expects it.  It 
is all about perception, and it would be good for the community to have the 
perception that there is another set of eyes looking at these high priority projects.     
 
Vice-Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.    
 
Board Member Stephens understood that the review under discussion was 
limited to the HCB and HRC zones.  Planner Turpen replied that it was for 
commercial structures in the HCB and HRC sub Heber Avenue zones.  Assistant 
City Attorney McLean remarked that as written, it was not clear that it was only 
for commercial.  It was written to include all structures in those zones.  Planner 
Grahn explained that in some cases former residential structures have become 
commercial structures, such as the High West Annex.  Those structures fall into 
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the Heber Avenue Subzone, which is still part of the commercial core, and they 
have to maintain that integrity. 
 
The Board had no further comments regarding design review.   
 
Planner Grahn commented on the amendments for relocation. She explained 
that these were redone in an effort to be as clear as possible and to make sure 
there is consistency.  Planner Grahn referred to Item A on page 225 of the Staff 
report, which was about abating demolition.  She explained that they were not 
abating demolition by neglect.  For example, if a road project goes through and 
expands SR224, they would not want the expansion to take out the barn, so the 
barn would have to be relocated on the site to abate demolition.   
 
Planner Grahn believed the second item was fairly obvious.  For example, if 
there was danger of the mountain or cliffside falling into a house it would create a 
hazardous situation and relocation would be necessary.   
 
Planner Grahn stated that the third item was an effort to emphasize that if a 
structure is relocated, it would either enhance the ability to interpret the structure, 
or it does not diminish its overall physical integrity in its relationship with the 
District.  They want to make sure they preserve as much historic integrity and 
significance as possible.  Planner Grahn stated that a significant main point is 
that the City requires that a license structural engineer look at the structure to 
make sure that it can survive relocation.  She pointed out that if was also a 
panelization project, the Board would be looking at it for both panelization and 
relocation, similar to what they did on 1057 Woodside this evening.  Planner 
Grahn stated that the preservation must be enhanced by relocating it.  It is 
important to make sure that the relocation would not have a detrimental effect on 
the soundness of the building.    
 
Planner Grahn referred to Item B on page 226, which were procedures for 
locating the structure to a different site in Old Town.  The language was being 
changed for more clarity, and to make sure that even if the structure is being 
relocated to a new site, that it maintains its integrity and significance, that it does 
not have a negative effect on the District, and it does not threaten the structural 
soundness of the building.  A structural engineer needs to make sure that it can 
sustain relocation.  They also want to make sure that the applicant looked at all 
the options on the site and that restoring it on that site is not viable.                                                                                   
 
Planner Grahn stated that a Landmark structure is listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places. The National Register generally frowns upon relocation, 
although in some cases relocated structures are listed on the National Register.  
For that reason, Park City limits relocation to only Significant structures because 
they are not listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  Significant is a 
lesser designation and it allows more flexibility.   
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Vice-Chair Stephens asked if reorientation or relocation includes the case where 
a home is lifted and replaced.  Planner Grahn replied that the amendment 
addresses relocation of placement.  It would be more horizontal on the lot or 
turned around, rather than vertical up and down.   
 
The Staff recommended that the HPB forward a positive recommendation to the 
Planning Commission and the City Council on these amendments to the LMC. 
 
Vice-Chair Stephens opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Vice-Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.      
 
Board Member Holmgren liked the direction they were going with these 
amendments.  She understood that many people are afraid of the changes, but 
she thought it was very positive for the people who live in Park City.   
 
Vice-Chair Stephens was comfortable with the amendments because it is 
restrictive.  He is not a design professional, but he was pleased with what the 
Planning Department has been doing as far as design approvals.   
 
MOTION: Board Member Holmgren moved to forward a POSITIVE 
recommendation to the Planning Commission and the City Council to adopt an 
ordinance amending the Land Management Code of Park City to amend the 
Architectural Review Section 15-2.5-7, and Section 15-2.6-8, Purposes of the 
Preservation Board; Section 15-11-5 Relocation and/or Reorientation of a historic 
building or historic structure, Section 15-11-13.  Board Member Hewett seconded 
the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.          
 
 
 
 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:50 p.m.    
 
 
Approved by   
  David White, Chair 
  Historic Preservation Board 
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support stabilization of the historic structures; the plan was submitted according 
to the terms of the approval. 
 
 
12. On April 8, 2016, Park City Mountain Resort, Park City Historical Society and 
Museum, and Park City Municipal announced the formation of a new group 
dedicated to preserving the historic mining structures located at various locations 
at Park City Mountain named Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History. 
 
Conclusions of Law – PCMR Mountain Upgrade & MPD 
 
1. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval No. 4 had been met; 
 
2. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval No. 4 finding of compliance 
has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with this Code. 
 
Conditions of Approval – PCMR Mountain Upgrade & MPD 
 
1. All previous conditions of approval of the 2015-approved MPD apply. 
 
2. No documentation of the additional structures will be required at this time; 
however, the Silver King and King Con aerial tramway towers shall be 
documented in an addendum to the Historic Preservation Plan concurrent to 
submittal of any future development applications. 
 
Chair Strachan returned and resumed the Chair.   
 
 

2. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments – Amendments to the Park City 

Development Code, specifically amending Land Management Code – Chapter 

11 Historic Preservation – regarding Relocation and/or Reorientation of a 

Historic Building or Historic Structure.    (Application PL-14-02600) 
 
Planner Grahn explained that the purpose of this amendment is to make sure that unique 
conditions are in fact unique for the relocation and/or reorientation of a historic building or 
structure.  The intent is not to prevent the relocation or reorientation of Significant 
structures, but rather to make sure there are clear criteria.   However, it will be more 
difficult to relocate Landmark structures since that would impact the National Register of 
Historic Places listings. 
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Planner Grahn noted that on July 20

th
 the Historic Preservation Board had reviewed the 

proposed amendments provided in the Staff report.  Following their review and input the 
Staff revised the amendments. 
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council.              
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.   
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to the redlined bullet point D on page 111 of the Staff report. 
 He read the language which requires that a licensed structural engineer must certify that 
the historic building can successfully be relocated and that a professional building mover 
will move the building and keep it safe while it is being moved.  He questioned why it only 
applied to Item 3.  Commissioner Joyce asked why they were not applying the requirement 
for a structural engineer and a professional house mover to 100% of the requests to 
relocate a historic house.    
 
Planner Grahn replied that it does apply to almost 100%, but one or two could result in a 
more urgent situation.  As an example, if SR224 expands to a 12 lane highway and it could 
take out the McPolin Barn.  Currently there is very little flexibility for whether or not it could 
be relocated, but they would want to relocate it in order to preserve the buildings.  Another 
example would be if the barn was threatened at his current setting by a natural disaster in 
that location that would impact the building.   If that were to occur there would be more of 
an urgent situation to relocate the structure.  Planner Grahn stated that the unique 
conditions would be more than just opting to relocate the building and meeting all of the 
conditions.   
 
Commissioner Joyce asked whether the professional building mover would apply in an 
urgent situation.  Planner Grahn replied that it would depend on the situation.  The building 
might need to be panelized in order to relocate due to a highway expansion or sink hole, 
whereas, Item 3 speaks more to voluntary relocations.  Planner Grahn stated that a 
structural engineer is generally required before a building could be considered for 
relocation.  If the Planning Commission felt it was important for additional clarification, she 
was willing to add bullet point D to Items 1 and 2.   Commissioner Joyce stated that as 
written, it appeared that they were demanding the most for the least important.   
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Director Erickson asked if the preservation plan already requires a review by a structural 
engineer.  Planner Grahn replied that it generally does not.  However, if it is a unique 
situation and someone wants to voluntarily move their structure, she believed the owner or 
applicant would want to have a structural engineer confirm that it could be relocated 
successfully.   
 
Commissioner Suesser referred to the redlined language inserted under 15-11-13 on page 
110 of the Staff report.  She noted that the language talks about if the relocation will abate 

demolition; and the Planning Director finds that the building is threatened in its present 
setting because of hazardous conditions.   However, the provisions in subsection A below 

that has an or between bullet points 1 and 2.   Commissioner Suesser thought they 

needed to make the language consistent.  Planner Grahn agreed that the and in the 

language under 15-11-13 should be changed to or.    

 
Commissioner Suesser pointed out that just changing and to or was not inclusive of Item 3. 

Planner Grahn suggested adding or between 1 and 1 as Commissioner Suesser 
suggested.  However, since this addresses Landmark Structures, the intent is to clarify that 
a Landmark structure can only be relocated if the purpose is to abate demolition or the 
Planning Director and Chief Building Official find that the building is endangered at its 
present setting.  Those are the only two conditions for moving a Landmark structure.  Item 
3 would not apply to a Landmark Site.  
 
Commissioner Suesser referred to Item 3(d) on page 112 of the Staff report.  She noted 
that unique conditions must include all of a, b, c and d, and in d, one of the following must 
be met.  She did not feel that language made sense because (d) talks about a historic 
building located outside of the historic district, or a historic building that is a deterrent to a 
major improvement program outside of the historic district.  She was unclear as to why they 
would have to meet one of those conditions.     
 
Planner Grahn explained that there are historic structures located outside of the Historic 
Districts that might still retain their historic context.  For instance, there is a cluster of 
historic houses on Deer Valley Drive and they help each other with compatibility.  Number 
3 would be outside of the Historic District but it does not relate to its context in terms of the 
historic integrity of the streetscape.   Commissioner Suesser pointed out that if one of the 
two conditions under (d) must be met, it would not allow for relocation of a historic building 
to a new site within the historic district.  Planner Grahn stated that a structure within the 
Historic Districts would not have to move around because it already has historic context by 
being in the District.  They would not want the structure to be relocated because it 
contributes to the National Register Historic District of Residential Sites.  Commissioner 
Suesser clarified that the amendment as proposed would not create a situation where a 
historic building could be moved from a historic site.  Planner Grahn answered yes.  
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Structures within the Historic District could not be moved.  She suggested that the Staff 
should look closer at the number of opportunities there were in the past to relocate within 
the District, and whether they would want to do that.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean thought it was a good point that might need to be clarified.  
She noted that the proposed language says that only a historic building outside of the 
Historic District could be moved to a new site under unique conditions.  The idea is that 
moving to a new site is the least preferred option and it needs to be a very unusual 
circumstance.   
 
Commissioner Suesser asked about the Rio Grande building which was temporarily moved 
off its site and then moved back.  Planner Grahn replied that because it was temporary the 
conditions would not apply.  Instead, they looked at its original placement on the lot and the 
final location, as opposed to where it was temporarily being housed.   
 
Commissioner Campbell asked if that would be allowed under these new proposals.  
Planner Grahn stated that the HPB would have to find unique conditions.  Regarding the 
Rio Grande, the HPB would have had to find compliance with the criteria.  Assistant City 
Attorney McLean clarified that there were two situations.  One is moving within the site 
itself, such as the Rio Grande.  Commissioner Campbell asked how the Rio Grande met 
any of the three criteria.  Ms. McLean replied that it would not need to meet the three 
proposed criteria because the final resting place was still off-site.  She stated that if the Rio 
Grande had been moved to a new site, such as City Park, the new site provision would 
apply.  However, moving within its site, sub a) applies.  Planner Grahn remarked that the 
criteria on page 111 would apply to buildings being relocated on an existing site.  The Rio 
Grande would have had to meet that criteria.   
 
Planner Grahn reminded the Commissioners that at the time the Rio Grande was relocated 
it only had to meet “unique conditions” and unique conditions was not defined.  It was 
challenging for the Staff and the HPB to determine unique conditions, which is the reason 
for the proposed LMC revisions. 
 
Commissioner Joyce read from page 113 of the Staff report, “The historic building or 
structure is deterrent to a major improvement program outside of the historic districts that 
will be of substantial benefit to the community”.  Planner Grahn explained that they looked 
at what other cities do to relocate buildings.  For example, in Charleston, if there is not as 
much density of historic buildings in a neighborhood, they allow people to relocate a 
historic structure if they can show that the new development on that site will have a 
substantial benefit to the community.  She believed that in the 1990s when historic houses 
in Park City were relocated to accommodate the Town Bridge, it was a substantial benefit 
to the community.  Planner Grahn noted that “substantial benefit” was not defined, but the 

Packet Pg. 180



Planning Commission Meeting 
September 28, 2016 
Page 11 
 
 
Staff thought it was a good option to have since there are a few buildings located outside of 
the historic district that have been isolated and abandoned. Director Erickson pointed out 
that it would be an HPB public process decision appealable to the Board of Adjustment.   
 
Commissioner Thimm asked how substantial benefit would be defined.  Planner Grahn 
stated that because substantial benefit is not defined, the HPB would have to find that the 
relocation is necessary to achieve a substantial benefit to the community.  The burden 
would be on the applicant to demonstrate substantial benefit and the HPB would weigh it 
into their decision.  Commissioner Thimm asked if that should be spelled out in the LMC.  
Director Erickson thought they could define “substantial”, but “benefit” would be an open 
community discussion.  Commissioner Thimm stated that if a Board makes that decision, 
he assumed there would be a way to close a loop that is currently left open.  Assistant City 
Attorney McLean suggested that they could include a list of examples of what might be 
considered substantial benefits.  The list would not be inclusive, but it would be clear as to 
what might be considered as benefits.   
 
Commissioner Joyce questioned whether the HPB or the BOA have the proper skill set and 
expertise to make that decision; particularly if the benefit is roads, tax base, affordable 
housing, etc.  Chair Strachan thought it was clearly a policy decision for the City Council.  
Commissioners Phillips and Thimm agreed.  
 
Director Erickson stated that the Planning Commission could make the recommendation 
that the HPB is the proper body to make a recommendation on the basis of historic 
integrity; but the City Council should make the determination on whether or not there is  
public benefit.  They would also add examples of benefits.  One example is that moving the 
structure would result in the restoration of the historic building.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the LMC Amendments to Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation Board Design 
Review regarding relocation and reorientation of historic structures, as amended.  
Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.     
 

3. 7700 Stein Way – A Conditional Use Permit for an addition to the Stein Eriksen 

Lodge for ski lockers and guest recreational amenities, as well as 

improvements to the exterior pool and deck area and remodel of existing 

interior ski locker rooms and skier services    (Application PL-16-03176) 
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