PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
November 9, 2017
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, November 9, 2017.
CLOSED SESSION
2:15 p.m. To Discuss Property, Personnel and Litigation
WORK SESSION
4:25 p.m. Council Questions and Comments
4:40 p.m. – Strategic Code Enforcement Update PAGE 4
5:00 p.m. – Discuss Proposed Amendments to Title 4, Licensing, Chapter 2, Business Licensing in
General, Section 15, Vibrant Commercial Storefront in HCB and HRC, of the Municipal
Code of Park City PAGE 8
5:30 p.m. – Park Silly Sunday Market 2017 Debrief PAGE 19
REGULAR MEETING
6:00 p.m.
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

APPOINTMENT
Consideration to Appoint Kendra Kahlow to Fulfill a Vacant Term on the Park City Public Art
Advisory Board, Ending June 30, 2019 PAGE 43

III.

COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
Staff Communications Reports:


Parking Enforcement Zone Updates PAGE 47



2018 Citizens' Budget PAGE 50



Hillside Soft-Surface Trail Enhancement Update PAGE 51



Summit Bike Share Update PAGE 54

IV.

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

V.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES
Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from October 12 and 24,
2017 PAGE 58

VI.

CONSENT AGENDA
1. Consideration to Approve Resolution 31-2017, a Resolution Proclaiming November
25, 2017, “Small Business Saturday” in Park City, Utah PAGE 92
2. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Professional Service
Agreement with Summit Land Conservancy in the Amount of $34,100 for the Library
Field Preservation and Stewardship Project PAGE 96
3. Consideration to Approve an Amendment to the Amended Encroachment Permit for
Deer Valley Resort Tunnel PAGE 99

VII.

OLD BUSINESS
1. Bonanza Flat- Resource Inventory Update PAGE 114
(A) Public Input

VIII.

NEW BUSINESS
1. Consideration to Approve Level Three Special Event Team USA Winterfest Olympic
Opening Celebration, to be Held on Lower Main Street Saturday, February 10, 2018, in a
Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 120
(A) Public Input (B) Action
2. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Sign a Professional Services
Agreement, in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, with ABM Parking Services for
Parking Support Related to Special Events, in an Amount Not to Exceed $105,371.00
PAGE 147
(A) Public Input (B) Action
3. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-58, an Ordinance Amending Title 9, Parking
Code, of the Municipal Code of Park City, Utah PAGE 178
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
4. Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Execute the Second Addendum to the
Professional Services Agreement, in a Form Approved by the City Attorney, with Dixon
Resources Unlimited for Parking Technology Program Consultation, in an Amount Not to
Exceed $125,000.00, for a Total Contract Amount Not to Exceed $238,654.00 PAGE 192
(A) Public Input (B) Action
5. Consideration of an Encroachment Permit Extension Request for a Crane Located at
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the Kimball Garage Development - 638 Park Avenue PAGE 229
(A) Public Input (B) Action
6. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-59, an Ordinance Amending the Land
Management Code Section 15, Chapters 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.5 Regarding Modifications to
Roof Design Criteria, Defining Contributing Roof Form and Allowing for Lower Roof Pitches
and “Green Roofs” in Specific Locations PAGE 270
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
7. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-60, an Ordinance Approving the 368 Main
Street Plat Amendment Located at 368 Main Street, Park City, Utah, Pursuant to Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in a Form Approved by the City
Attorney PAGE 304
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
8. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-61, an Ordinance Approving the Gold
Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended Plat, Located at 1887 Gold Dust
Lane 201& 202, Park City, Utah PAGE 320
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
9. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-62, an Ordinance Approving the Robison
Plat Amendment, Located at 1002 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah PAGE 334
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
10. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-63, an Ordinance Approving the Second
Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums Plat, Located at
11, 14, 17 and 24 Nakoma Terrace PAGE 351
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
11. Consideration to Approve Ordinance 2017-64, an Ordinance Approving the Second
Amended Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision Combining Lots 1 and 2, Located
at 7704 Village Way, Park City, Utah PAGE 378
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
12. Consideration to Approve Engineering and Professional Services Agreement Between
Rocky Mountain Power, a Division of PacifiCorp, and Park City Municipal Corporation for
Work to be Performed to Facilitate the Acquisition of Renewable Energy for Delivery to
Existing Customer-Owned Municipal Sites, Located in or Near Park City, Utah, in an
Amount Not to Exceed $31,000 in a Form Approved by the City Attorney PAGE 411
(A) Public Hearing (B) Action
IX.

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
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The current form of strategic code enforcement has the ability to adjust priorities and
phases of enforcement as a result of community concerns and needs. Staff’s current
focus is on construction mitigation, specific geographical areas, and proactive
enforcement- all of which have proven effective. Staff will continue to adjust
enforcement activity to ensure increased code compliance throughout the city.

Respectfully:
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Strategic Code Enforcement Update
Dave Thacker, Chief Building Official/Fire Code Official
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official
Building Department
November 9, 2017
Informational

Summary
Staff is returning to Council with a strategic code enforcement update. This is related to
the feedback received at the May 11, 2017 (packet pg. 192), the June 8, 2017 (packet
pg. 75), and the Aug. 17, 2017 (packet pg. 22) Council Meetings. Staff continues to
focus their efforts on construction mitigation, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), and health and life/safety violations. Future efforts will continue in this area
with continued focus on cross team collaboration to ensure the proper enforcement
team is addressing each concern.
Background
The Code Enforcement team’s approach is a hybrid or strategic code enforcement (as
opposed to strictly proactive or reactive). Park City code enforcement is primarily
complaint based with the ability to be proactive on specific, high priority topics. That
said, staff continues to increase their focus on proactive enforcement as they are
performing their day to day responsibilities. The proactive enforcement actions range
from educating a resident on a code they may be violating, to issuing a stop work order
for work being performed without a permit. Staff has utilized this form of strategic code
enforcement to balance and adjust to community concerns and achieve the overall goal
of compliance.
The current form of strategic code enforcement has the ability to adjust priorities and
phases of enforcement as a result of community concerns and needs. Staff’s current
focus is on construction mitigation, specific geographical areas, and proactive
enforcement- all of which have proven effective. Staff will continue to adjust
enforcement activity to ensure increased code compliance throughout the city.
Analysis
Staff has implemented these additional actions since receiving Council Direction:
 Outreach and Education
o Staff has updated the website and informed local contractors of the update
to the restricted working days listed in the construction mitigation plan.
o Staff continues to solicit feedback from customers related to construction
mitigation, enforcement efforts and overall service levels.
 Proactive Presence/Deterrence
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o Staff now has “Code Enforcement” identified vehicles, increasing the
visible presence of proactive patrols
o Staff continues to monitor many of the “challenging” construction sites to
ensure continued compliance.
o Code Enforcement and Building Inspection staff has been closely
monitoring the city for work being performed without a permit.
Noise
o At the July 26 Planning Commission Meeting (packet, pg. 83), staff
discussed amendments to the Park City Noise Ordinance as a courtesy to
provide opportunity for public comment and Planning Commission input.
o Staff discussed the planning commission proposals with Council on
August 17, 2017 (packet, pg. 4), and Oct.12, 2017 (packet, pg. 166). As
staff continues to address the public and Council concerns, a public
fieldtrip has been scheduled for the evening of November 10 to observe
the specifics of noise enforcement first hand. Staff will then return to
Council for direction on the noise ordinance.
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Enforcement
o One full time position was added to code enforcement approximately a
year ago in anticipation of the Storm Water Program. Code Enforcement
is responsible for the
inspection of sites that are
Storm Water Pollution
regulated by the new
stormwater ordinance. In
Prevention Efforts
anticipation of converting the
existing active permits from
Closed Permits
the State of Utah, code
enforcement has closed 52
25
Active Permits
expired (inactive) permits,
52
closed 25 others as the work is
20
Peding Final
completed, performed ongoing
5
Inspection
inspections on the permits that
are active and pending final
Expired Permits
inspections.

Construction Mitigation Plans
o Applicable construction conditions of approval are being delivered to
Building for inclusion within the Construction Mitigation Plan at the time of
Planning sign off on the permit
o The restricted working dates have been substantially modified to allow an
additional 22 working days annually and allow an exemption for interior
work which does not negatively impact parking or generate noise in
violation of the City Code. Staff continues to evaluate restricted working
day exception requests and approves or denies them on a case by case
basis. Approval or denial is based upon location, type of activity, proximity
to an event, traffic/parking impacts and noise implications.
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o Code enforcement has been recruiting and coordinating with other city
departments to ensure that city projects (performed by third party
contractors) are complying with the Construction Mitigation Plans. Those
other departments have assisted in educating the contractors, monitoring
the sites and contacting code enforcement with subsequent site concerns.
o Code enforcement has been in direct communication with the Parking
Department regarding specific construction sites with parking concerns to
ensure that the resulting enforcement action (stop work orders or parking
citations) are appropriate in accomplished the ultimate goal of compliance.
o Code enforcement has also coordinated with the Public Utilities
Department to conduct outreach (informational letters, not citations)
regarding trees located within the city right-of-way which require trimming
in order to maintain public safety.
With the addition of a
code enforcement
officer, complaint files
have increased with
emphasis in outreach
and cross team
coordination with
other departments.

Complaint Files
600
500
400

106

OutreachConstruction Parking
and Tree Pruining in
ROW

Proactive
Staff has been
289
300
Investigations
striving to accomplish
257
289
235
the goals of
200
community education,
Community
compliance, and
100
148
113
96
94
Complaints
responding to Council
0
and community
2014
2015
2016
2017
concerns while not
(YTD)
being punitive.
Additionally, staff
anticipates code enforcement to continue to adjust strategies and priorities as a result of
evolving concerns, construction activity fluctuation, seasonal changes and the specific
needs of special events.
Department Review
The Legal, Parking, Planning and Executive Department have reviewed this report.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

In order to protect and maintain the unique historic character of Park City’s Historic
District and ensure the long-term economic viability of Park City, City Council amended
Title 4 to create the “Vibrant Commercial Storefront” definition and other standards
pertaining to the Historic Commercial Business District (HCB) and Historic Recreation
Commercial District (HRC). Staff recommends amending sections 4-2-15 of the
Municipal Code to make the definition and requirements more clear.
 Currently, the definition is in the negative and defines what a Non-Vibrant
Commercial Storefront would be.
 At minimum staff recommends re-writing the ordinance in the positive to define
what a Vibrant Commercial Storefront is.
 If a storefront does not meet the (updated) definition of “Vibrant Commercial
Storefront”, the location will not be eligible for any SETABL.
 City Council will be asked if they want to remove the current exceptions in the
ordinance for building, planning, or construction permits and actively advertising
for rent.

Respectfully:
Rebecca Gillis, Accounting Manager
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:

Vibrant Storefront Ordinance (Vacancies)
Rebecca Gillis, Finance Manager
Jon Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager

Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Finance
November 9, 2017
Work Session

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends amending section 4-2-15 of the Municipal Code to make the Vibrant
Commercial Storefront definition and requirements more clear. Staff recommends that if
a change to the Ordinance is made that it not be effective until February 1, 2018 so as
not to change the Code so close to Sundance.
Executive Summary
In order to protect and maintain the unique historic character of Park City’s Historic
District and ensure the long-term economic viability of Park City, City Council amended
Title 4 to create the “Vibrant Commercial Storefront” definition and other standards
pertaining to the Historic Commercial Business District (HCB) and Historic Recreation
Commercial District (HRC). Staff recommends amending section 4-2-15 of the
Municipal Code to make the definition and requirements more clear.




Currently, the definition is written in the negative and defines what a Non-Vibrant
Commercial Storefront would be, rather than defining a Vibrant Commercial
Storefront.
If a storefront does not meet the (updated) definition of “Vibrant Commercial
Storefront”, the location will not be eligible for any Single Event Temporary
Alcoholic Beverage License.
City Council will be asked if they want to remove the current exceptions in the
ordinance for building, planning, or construction permits and actively advertising
for rent/lease/sale.

Acronyms
CSL
GRAMA
HCB
HPCA
HRC
PCMC
SETABL

Convention Sales License
Government Records Access and Management Act
Historic Commercial Business Zoning District
Historic Park City Alliance
Historic Recreation Commercial Zoning District
Park City Municipal Corporation
Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage License
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The Problem
The Code, as adopted







The definition is in the negative and defines what a Vibrant Commercial
Storefront is not, rather than what it is.
Currently, it would not allow for a location that was not considered vibrant to have
a liquor license. Therefore, if a restaurant were to open in a space that had been
considered non-vibrant there could not be a liquor license until staff had made
another determination that the location meets the definition of vibrant.
The current definition allows for a business to provide quarterly financial records
(i.e. payroll, profit/loss statement) or utility bills to prove they are Engaging in
Business, which is one of the standards that can demonstrate vibrancy.
o Staff does not have the expertise in specific operating models for each
unique business to determine whether or not the location is Engaging in
Business.
o Most businesses prefer to keep their financial details private. Any
documentation provided would be discoverable public document when
submitted to the City through the GRAMA process.
It is staff’s determination that under the current Code ALL Storefronts, in their
current state, qualify as vibrant.
o A few locations that may have been in question:
 573 Main (Claimjumper) has a current license, the tenants are
actively advertising, utilizing or occupying the property (staff visited
twice and was open both times), the location has a current lease in
place, and there are signs, displays, or clear indication that they are
open or occupied.
 Will likely be used for a CSL and SETABL in January 2018
 268 Main (OP Rockwell) has an open building, planning, or
construction permit.
 Will likely be used for a CSL and SETABL in January 2018
 660 Main (ex-Zoom) is actively offered for sale/lease/rent.
 Will likely be used for a CSL and SETABL in January 2018
 628 Park Ave (ex-Church Public House) is actively offered for
sale/lease/rent.
 Will likely be used for a CSL and SETABL in January 2018
 556 Main Street (ex-Fatali) has an open building, planning or
construction permit.
 Will likely be used for a CSL and SETABL in January 2018
 692 Main Street has a business license as event space and has a
full-time liquor license so a SETABL would not be necessary.
 Will likely be used for a CSL in January 2018
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The Code, as proposed in Alternative 1:







Staff believes it will be more consistent, accurate and easier to determine
whether or not a Storefront is vibrant based on quarterly, in-person (varying
days/times/staff) inspections, see Attachment 1.
Staff will inspect with a list of active business licenses, log notes, track
vacancies/closed businesses, and track non-licensed businesses. The
information will be shared across Finance, Building, Planning, Economic
Development and any other impacted departments.
The Finance Manager will make a determination of vibrancy based on the data
collected and the criteria in the Code.
All locations found not to be Engaging in Business for two (2) consecutive
quarters will be put on Notice of the ineligibility for a SETABL.
If a business not considered Vibrant the only impact to the location will not be
eligible to receive a SETABL until considered vibrant.

Consequences of Pursuing this Alternative:







The Code, as adopted, allows for an exception if a building is under construction
with an active building, planning or construction permit.
o Removing this exception would only make a location ineligible for a
SETABL if it is under construction for a period longer than two (2)
quarters. The business would still be eligible for a full-time alcoholic
beverage license and a business license or a CSL.
The Code, as adopted, allows for an exception if there is satisfactory evidence
that the property is actively being offered for sale, lease, or rent.
o While a property may be actively on the market, staff does not have the
expertise to determine if it is being offered at a market rate.
o Removing this exception would only make a location ineligible for a
SETABL if it is for sale, lease, or rent without a tenant for a period longer
than two (2) quarters. The business would still be eligible for a full-time
alcoholic beverage license and a business license or a CSL.
It is staff’s determination that under Alternative 1, with the exceptions intact, ALL
Storefronts, in their current state, would still qualify as vibrant. See Attachment 2.
It is staff’s determination that under Alternative 1, with the exceptions removed,
4-5 Storefronts, in their current state, would not qualify as vibrant. See
Attachment 2.

Background
 On June 29, 2017 staff presented the new Code to City Council, see page 184 of
the Packet and Minutes.
 Staff recommended adopting a “Vibrant Commercial Storefront” definition for
these Zones, to give incentives to properties that maintain year round occupancy,
such as allowing them to obtain a Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage
License, while restricting properties deemed unoccupied for their licensed
purpose from having the same privilege.
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The language of the “Vibrant Commercial Storefront” sections are written so that
every business operating on a year round basis will meet the requirements.
The continued goal of this section is to encourage property owners to utilize their
storefront space on a year round basis, and properties determined to not be
“Vibrant Commercial Storefronts” will be noted by the Finance Department and
not be eligible for a SETABL.
Staff met with stakeholders on 10-03-17 and discussed changing the Ordinance
to be positive rather than negative while leaving the Code generally the same,
including the exceptions. All present were in favor.
Staff met with stakeholders on 10-23-17 and discussed this at a high level. In
general, the group voiced concerns with a more restrictive change in the
ordinance that removed current exceptions. They felt it would unnecessarily
punish those with legitimate intentions to fill vacancies, and could further limit a
building owner’s ability to generate income through a temporary rental.
o Stakeholders were not in favor of removing the exceptions
Stakeholders at one or both meetings included Sundance, HPCA, Rick Margolis,
Mike Sweeny, Eric Nelson, Michael Kaplan, John Maxfield, Thomas Cooke, Hans
Fuegi, Jamie Gull, Tim Henney, Becca Gerber, and staff.
HPCA supports the Vibrancy Ordinance and supports changes to the language
and enforcement approach that increase the predictability of outcomes and give
staff the tools they need to make an accurate determination.

Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative 1: Change the definition to be items that are easily
determined and tracked by staff and are not discretionary. Exceptions could be
included or excluded. See Attachment 1 for a summary of how staff will manage
enforcing Vibrant Storefronts.
4-2-15 Vibrant Commercial Storefront In HCB And HRC Districts
A. A vibrant commercial storefront is a Storefront Property, as defined in Section 15-15-1 of the
Land Management Code, in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) or Historic Recreation
Commercial (HRC) districts which meets all of the following conditions:
1. Is found to be actively advertising, utilizing, or occupying the property in a way that
constitutes Engaging in Business continuously for at least one (1) of two (2) consecutive
quarters (Jan-Mar, Apr-Jun, Jul-Sep, Oct-Dec); and,
2. Is found to have an active Business License.
B. If a property is not considered a "Vibrant Commercial Storefront"' and is a Storefront Property as
defined in Section 15-15-1 in the HCB or HRC Districts of the Land Management Code, the
property owner or business licensee must provide proof that the property meets one (1) of the
following exceptions:
1. There is an open building, planning, or construction permit for repair, rehabilitation, or
construction of a building on the parcel and the owner receives a certificate of occupancy
for the repair, rehabilitation, or construction within one year from the date the initial
permit was issued; or
2. The owner provides satisfactory evidence that the property is actively being offered for
sale, lease, or rent. Satisfactory evidence shall include, but is not limited to, evidence that
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the owner has hired a real estate agent or other rental agent who advertises and promotes
the commercial storefront for rent, lease, or sale, or proof the commercial storefront is
offered for sale on multiple listing services or any other comparable real estate listing
services.
C. Failure to maintain a vibrant commercial storefront in the HCB or HRC zone shall result in the
following:
1. The location will not be eligible for a Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage
License; and,
2. The City reserves the right to utilize the area in front of the storefront property to display
Art or other educational materials in the pedestrian area in front of the property as
approved by the City Council until such a space is occupied by a vibrant commercial
storefront.
Any property designation under this Section may be appealed and shall be conducted as set forth in
Section 4-3-15 (License Denial Appeals).

Pros
a. This will make the Code easier to understand and administer.
b. This will incentivize Unoccupied Storefronts to adopt a year round presence,
reducing negative impacts along the Main Street Commercial Corridor.
c. Updating this Code would continue to satisfy the City Council’s identified
Goals of maintaining a “Thriving Mountain Community, and “Complete
Community that values historic preservation, economic diversity, and the arts
& culture” by encouraging active commercial presences in the HCB and HRC
Districts.
d. Almost all of locations in the HCB and HRC Districts would meet this
definition, and would not have to make any changes to how they currently
operate to maintain compliance.
i. If the location did not meet the definition a SETABL would not be
issued until the location met the definition.
e. Even if the location didn’t meet the definition, they could open as a restaurant
or bar since this only precludes SETABL. A regular liquor license could be
obtained.
f. Construction would have to be complete by a certain date in order to get a
SETABL for Sundance. For example for Sundance 2019, construction would
have to be complete by 4 weeks prior the deadline for a SETABL.
Cons
a. Some locations within the Districts would not be allowed a SETABL, see
Attachment 2 for 2017 Sundance SETABL.
b. Construction times could be extended to allow for a SETABL.
c. A property owner could list the property for rent/lease/sale at a rate above
market in order to meet the exception and still be allowed a SETBAL, but
remain vacant throughout the remainder of the year.
d. Unlikely to prevent storefronts from being disqualified from getting a SETABL
due to the exceptions.
It may also be considered that staff monitor days/hours of operation, i.e. a business
must be engaging in business for a minimum of 5 hours a day (between 8am and
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midnight), 4 days a week, or 200 days per year to be considered vibrant. This would be
difficult to administer, but would make the Ordinance more defensible if a SETABL were
denied.
Alternative 2: Change the current definition to define what a Vibrant Storefront is rather
than what it is not. Leave the requirements as is.
4-2-15 Vibrant Commercial Storefront In HCB And HRC Districts
A. A Vibrant Commercial Storefront is a Storefront Property, as defined in Section 15-15-1 in the
HCB or HRC Districts of the Land Management Code, which can meet three (3) or more of the
six (6) following conditions:
1. Has a current lease in place or that is actively advertising, utilizing, or occupying the
property in a way that constitutes Engaging in Business for at least 270 days per year, or
that is open and physically occupied during the hours typically consistent with the
licensed use of the property for at least the past 30 days; or
2. Has an active business license in place, or a pending business license application within
the past 30 days; or
3. Tenants are actively advertising, utilizing, or occupying the property in a way that fulfills
the definition of Engaging in Business 4-1-1.15; or
4. Has signs, displays, or clear indication that they are open or occupied such as having an
employee on site, doors open or clearly marked as open to the public, or lights on within
the premises; or
5. Can provide quarterly sales tax receipts, payroll records, profit/loss statements, or similar
financial records that show consistent month-to-month occupation and commercial
activity; or
6. Can provide utility bills or meter readings (water, gas, trash or electric) that are consistent
with the use of similarly active licensed businesses.
B. If a property is not considered a "Vibrant Commercial Storefront"' and is a Storefront Property as
defined in Section 15-15-1 in the HCB or HRC Districts of the Land Management Code, the
property owner or business licensee must provide proof that the property meets one (1) of the
following exceptions:
1. There is an open building, planning, or construction permit for repair, rehabilitation, or
construction of a building on the parcel and the owner receives a certificate of occupancy
for the repair, rehabilitation, or construction within one year from the date the initial
permit was issued; or
2. The owner provides satisfactory evidence that the property is actively being offered for
sale, lease, or rent. Satisfactory evidence shall include, but is not limited to, evidence that
the owner has hired a real estate agent or other rental agent who advertises and promotes
the commercial storefront for rent, lease, or sale, or proof the commercial storefront is
offered for sale on multiple listing services or any other comparable real estate listing
services.
C. Failure to maintain a Vibrant Commercial Storefront in the HCB or HRC zone shall result in the
following:
1. The Business at the Storefront Property will not receive local consent or be eligible for a
Liquor License of any kind including Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage
License; and,
2. The City reserves the right to utilize the area in front of the Storefront Property to display
art or other educational materials in the pedestrian area in front of the property as
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approved by the City Council until such a space is occupied by a Vibrant Commercial
Storefront.
D. Any property designation under this Chapter may be appealed and shall be conducted as set forth
in Section 4-3-15 (License Denial Appeals).

Pros:
a. Code would be easier to understand than the current code; therefore, easier
to enforce.
b. Monitoring could be done through the same process; however, the location
may be required to submit additional documentation.
Cons:
a. The Code will remain difficult to administer.
b. Discretion will need to be applied to some of the requirements.
c. Very broad on who qualifies. Unlikely to prevent storefronts from being
disqualified from getting a SETABL due to the exceptions.
Alternative 3: Leave the Code as is.
Pros:
a. All Storefronts will likely continue to meet the definition.
Cons:
a. The current Code will remain confusing and difficult to administer.
Alternative 4: Repeal
Pros:
a. All Storefronts would be eligible for a SETABL.
Cons:
a. Vibrancy would not be monitored and may become an issue.
Analysis
 The issue of “vacancy” appears to have greatly diminished recently. There have
been a few recent closures of businesses within the District, but remain to meet
the current definition of Vibrant Commercial Storefront. Staff is maintaining a list
of properties and monitoring their “vibrancy”.
 573 Main Street was widely considered vacant for a number of years, but
continues to be programmed during large special events. Approximately one
year ago, in response to pressure from the City, the storefront was filled by an art
gallery. While the perception is that this location still may not be vibrant, staff
made two separate visits to the location and it was open for business in both
instances.
 During a typical Sundance, PCMC issues approximately 110 Convention Sales
Licenses and approximately 50 Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage
Licenses, 26 of which were in a Storefront Property.
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Department Review
Sustainability, Planning, Executive, Legal, Finance, HPCA
Attachments
Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:

Internal policy on vacancy monitoring
Sundance 2017 SETABL
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Enforcement of Vibrant Storefronts in the HCB and HRC Districts

Purpose
Vibrant storefronts are required under Municipal Code 4-2-15 in order to be eligible for a
Single Event Temporary Alcoholic Beverage License. This policy describes the process
that Staff will use to determine whether or not a storefront is vibrant throughout the year.
General
Park City wishes to protect and maintain the unique historic character of the HCB and
HRC Districts and ensure the long-term economic viability of Park City. In an effort to
equally enforce, staff will do the following:








Quarterly a report will be exported from Eden to Excel with all active business
licenses within the district in order of address.
Staff will rotate responsibility to do a complete walk through of the district
following the generation of this report by:
o Building/Code Enforcement
o Sustainability/Economic Development
o Planning
o Finance
Staff will choose a different day of the week and time of day to complete the walk
through each quarter.
Staff will document:
o whether or not the business is open during the walk through.
o if there is a business in address without a license.
 Business License Specialist and Code Enforcement will be notified.
o if there is a license in a vacant storefront.
 Business License Specialist will be notified.
o Any other pertinent information.
Each quarter the file will be saved on a shared Citywide drive for easy access
and historical data.

If a business is documented as closed two quarters in a row the licensee/owner will be
put on Notice that the City deems their storefront as not vibrant and will need to
demonstrate they meet the definition of a vibrant storefront as defined in the Municipal
Code 4-2-15.
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2017 Sundance Single Event Liquor

Applicant Name
Utah Film Commission
VIP Event Mgt/TAO
Uintah Partners
Done to Your Taste/KAC
Metropolitan/Rocky Mountain Cinemas
William Morris
St. Regis Deer Valley
Durkin Group/Ecoluxe Lounge
Slamdance
Done to Your Taste

Location Address
1167 Woodside
1251 Kearns
136 Heber Ave
1401 Kearns Ave
1776 Park Ave.
221 Main Street
2300 Deer Valley Drive
255 Main Street
255 Main Street Suite C
260 Main Street

Business License
In Studio Design
The Yard
Gateway Building
Kimball Art Center
Metropolitan/Rocky Mountain Cinemas
Riverhorse Provisions
St. Regis Deer Valley
TMI
TMI
Susan Schwartz Gallery

Vibrant Under Current
Code or Alternative 2 & 3
Not in the Districts
Not in the Districts
Not Storefront
Not in the Districts
Not in the Districts
Yes
Not in the Districts
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Yes

Sundance Inst./Done to Your Taste
AFCI Beyond Cinema
A-List Communications
The Blended Table
PC Performance - 10 days
Kuhl/Alfwear
Stella
Chef Dance
Sundance Inst./Church & State Spirits
Brilliant Consulting/YouTube
Stella Lounge
Sundance Inst./Top Shelf Services
SSI Venture
Park City Municipal Corp
Luxe Marketing/Swisher Media

268 Main Street
305 Main Street
306 Main Street
314 Main Street
328 Main Street
333 Main Street
364 Main Street
427 Main Street
449 Main Street
449 Main Street
449 Main Street
475 Swede Alley
515 Main Street
528 Main Street
543 Park Ave

OP Rockwell
Meyer Gallery
Firewood
David Beavis Gallery
Egyptian Theatre
Kuhl/Alfwear
Elegante
Chef Dance
Robert Kelly
Robert Kelly
Robert Kelly
Bob Wells Plaza
Northface
Museum
Washington Schoolhouse

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Storefront
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Applicable
Yes
Yes
Not in the Districts

Ex-Fatali
Mer D'or
Prospect Fine Art
Prospect Fine Art
Montana Silversmiths
Lunds
Habit
Root'd
Downstairs
Downstairs

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Storefront
Not Storefront

556 Main Street
Top Shelf Services/IMDB
570 Main Street
Sundance Inst./Top Shelf Services
573 Main Street
Chase Sapphire
573 Main Street
Top Shelf Services/Jaunt
580 Main Street
Brilliant Consulting/Kola House
591 Main Street
The Blended Table/Canon Creative Studios592 Main Street
Root'd
596 Main Street
Variety Media Lounge
625 Main Street
Utah Film Commission
625 Main Street

NVE

628 Park Ave
657 Park Ave

Ex-Church Public House
Big Moose Yacht Club

Yes
Yes

Indie Lounge
Precious Entertainment
Sundance Inst./Top Shelf Services
Emerson College
DC Berridge/Best Events
DC Berridge/Best Events
Sundance Inst./Top Shelf Services
Acura
DC Berridge/Best Events
Acura/Sundance Inst.
Top Shelf Services

660 Main Street
710 Main Street
738 Main Street
751 Main Street
804 Main Street
820 Park Ave
825 Main Street
825 Main Street
825 Main Street
836 Park Ave
890 Main Street
890 Main Street

Ex-Zoom
Reef's
Paint Mixer
Butchers
Prime
Townlift
Townlift
Bridge
Bridge
Townlift
Mustang
Mustang

Yes
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Yes
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront

Vibrant Under Alternative 1
Not in the Districts
Not in the Districts
Not Storefront
Not in the Districts
Not in the Districts
Yes
Not in the Districts
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Yes
Vacant for over 2 qtrs, but has
open building permit
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Storefront
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Applicable
Yes
Yes
Not in the Districts
Vacant for at least 1 qtr, but has
an open building permit
Yes
Depends if actively open
Depends if actively open
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Vacant for at least 1 qtr, no
open building permit, but is
available for
lease/rent/purchase
Yes
Vacant for over 2 qtrs, but is
available for
lease/rent/purchase
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Yes
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront
Not Storefront

Packet Pg. 18

DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

As part of the requirements in the City Services Agreement, staff is returning to update
City Council with an end of season report regarding the performance of Park Silly
Sunday Market. Staff finds that Park Silly Sunday Market has complied with the Council
approved ‘Measures of Success’, City Services Agreement and Level Three Special
Event for their operations in 2017.
Staff also is recommending the approval of the 2018 PSSM dates that are attached in
Exhibit A as part of this report.

Respectfully:
Jennifer Diersen,
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

2017 Park Silly Sunday Market End of Season Review
Jenny Diersen, Special Event & Economic Development
Manager
Special Events & Economic Development
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Park City Council affirm staff findings that the Park Silly
Sunday Market operated consistently with their City Services Agreement and has
satisfactorily completed the Measures of Success for the 2017 contract year.
Staff also recommends the approval of the dates for the 2018 PSSM season as
presented in Exhibit A – 2017 PSSM End of Season Review Measures of Success
Executive Summary
As part of the requirements in the City Services Agreement, staff is returning to update
City Council with an end of season report regarding the performance of Park Silly
Sunday Market. Staff finds that Park Silly Sunday Market has complied with the Council
approved ‘Measures of Success’, City Services Agreement and Level Three Special
Event for their operations in 2017.
Staff also is recommending the approval of the 2018 PSSM dates as part of this report.
Acronyms
HPCA – Historic Park City Alliance
PCMC – Park City Municipal Corporation
PSSM – Park Silly Sunday Market
SEAC – Special Events Advisory Committee
The Problem and the Opportunity
The PSSM has become an important part of Park City’s cultural identity and event
calendar. Its success includes cultivating new, local businesses, and creation of
community gathering space. The success of the event has also created impacts that
need to be mitigated for specifically in the Old Town neighborhood and Main Street
areas.
Background
Date
April 27, 2017

Item
Park Silly Sunday Market Supplemental Plan & Approval
Staff Report – page 164/ Minutes - page 10 - 11
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June 15, 2017
August 3, 2017
August 31, 2017
September 14, 2017

Addendum to PSSM Supplemental Plan – Transportation
Mitigation – page 164 / Minutes page 5 & 6
Park Silly Sunday Market Mid Season Review
Addendum to PSSM Supplemental Plan – Pilot Paid Parking
page 200 / Minutes page 13 - 15
Park Silly Sunday Market Contract Approval page 202 /
Minutes page 12

On March 11, 2014 PCMC and PSSM entered into a three year City Service
Agreement. The goals of the agreement were to reduce the negative impacts of the
market, and provide a means for all stakeholders to provide feedback in an effort to
reach the goals of all parties involved. As part of the City Service Contract, PSSM must
present a complete an end of season review to City Council by November 15th of each
contract year. PSSM continues to be compliant with the requirements of the contract.
In 2013, City Council approved a three year contract which included the following
changes to previous contracts for the Park Silly Sunday Market:
 3-year contract that renewed each year based on PSSM being in compliance
with the ‘Measures for Success’ (EXHIBIT A).
 Cash contributions from the City to the market were reduced by $5,000 on an
annual basis. The cash contribution from the City went from $50,000 in 2014 to
$45,000 in 2015 and to $40,000 in 2016.
 There will not be any expansion of the Market’s footprint.
 Includes definitions on different vendor categories.
On November 10, 2016, City Council approved a one year extension to the PSSM City
Service Contract that included the terms below. This is the contract that the end of
season review for 2017 will focus on:
 1 year contract with no automatic renewal.
 PCMC waives the City Service Fees estimated at $77,000 for 2017.
 PCMC will make a cash payment of $20,000 to PSSM.
 PSSM will operate 14 markets on Sundays from June 4, 2017 through
September 17, 2017. No market would be held on Sundays, August 6 (for the
Arts Festival) or on Sunday, August 13.
 All other terms from the previous contract would remain the same, including:
o Use areas;
o City Council Check-ins; and
o Performance Measures.
On September 14, 2017, City Council approved a new three year City Service contract
with PSSM. This contract begins for the 2018 season.
The 2017 End of Season Measures of Success chart is included as Exhibit A.
Additionally, an Analysis of 2017 PSSM Season is attached as Exhibit B regarding the
following topics:
 Operational Times & Days 2017
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Working Group
Financial Considerations
Year End Comparison – Attendance & Sustainability Efforts
Transportation & Parking Count Comparison

Analysis Summary
As the End of Season Measures of Success and Analysis of 2017 PSSM Season shows
(Exhibits A and B), PSSM has been operating consistently with the City Service
Contract.
Feedback from the community remains split regarding the PSSM. During the 2017
PSSM operations, staff received very few complaints from residents, staff or businesses
regarding the event. Any time a grievance was received by staff or PSSM, the complaint
was brought to the attention of PSSM immediately and the challenge was further
mitigated. Specific examples of this are outlined as the 2017 Analysis of PSSM in
Exhibit B. PSSM has been and continues to be willing to address challenges brought to
their attention.
PSSM has worked to ensure that they are continually in compliance with the parameters
of the City Services Agreement, Measures of Success and Level Three Event Permit
and has worked with staff to continue to address concerns and implement mitigation
opportunities as soon as they arise.
Both staff and PSSM understand that in future years, additional mitigation efforts will be
needed. However, where this report is specifically focused on the required 2017 end-ofseason debrief, staff will hold discussion of potential mitigation strategies and additional
changes for a staff report to be presented to Council in a subsequent meeting.
Questions for Council – (please refer to Exhibits A & B)
1. Does Council agree with the staff findings that PSSM performed within the
standards of the past contract?
2. Does Council approve of the dates for the 2018 PSSM?
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: Affirm Staff findings that PSSM is operating
consistently with the City Services Agreement and has satisfactorily completed the
Measures of Success for the 2017 contract year. Council should also approve the dates
for the 2018 season as reflected in Exhibit A.
This is Staff’s recommendation.
Pros:
a. Staff believes the event’s programs align with City Council’s goals of
providing a complete community that values economic diversity and arts and
culture, creating engaged and effective government, and a thriving mountain
community in the following ways:
 Vibrant arts and culture offering;
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Protected and celebrated history, as well by creating a community
gathering place;
Safe Community;
Balance between tourism and local quality of life;
Varied and extensive event offerings;
Accessibility during peak times
Well utilized, fare-free, regional public transit, walk-able and bike-able
community;
World-class, multi-seasonal resort destination

2. Deny Alternative: Deny that Park Silly Sunday Market is operated consistently with
their City Services Agreement and satisfactorily completed the Measures of Success for
the 2017 year.
Cons
a. Compliance with the Measures of Success and City Services Agreement for the
2017 season would not be approved.
3. Continue the Item Alternative: The City Council may continue the item for more
information or discussion, thus postponing the findings of the 2017 End of Season
Review, and postpone the recommendation that PSSM operated consistently with the
City Services Agreement and Measures of Success.
Cons:
a. This will further postpone the approval of compliance for the 2017 PSSM season
with regards to the Measures of Success and City Services Agreement.
Department Review
Special Events, Sustainability, Economic Development, Legal, Executive, Budget,
Building, Police, Public Works, Transit and Transportation Planning Departments have
reviewed this report and comments have been incorporated.
Community Engagement
Staff worked to facilitate debrief & prioritization discussions with SEAC regarding the
2017 Park Silly Sunday Market at the May, June, August and September meetings.
SEAC’s comments have been incorporated into this report.
Staff worked to facilitate a debrief of the Market season with the HPCA event committee
in October. Their comments have been incorporated into this report.
Funding Source
Funding for the Park Silly Market comes from the Transportation and Parking Fund from
income generated through the paid parking meter program.
Attachments
Exhibit A
2017 End of Season Measures of Success
Exhibit B
2017 Analysis of PSSM
Exhibit C
2017 PSSM Use Area
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Exhibit A – 2017 PSSM End of Season Review Measures of Success
Park Silly Sunday Market – 2017 Season
Measures of Success

Legend
S – Succeeding in meeting Contract Requirements
I - In progress / Meeting Requirements
U – Unsatisfactory - Not meeting Requirements

Vendor Mix
Importers ( allowed per week maximum)
i. 2017 - 6

Jewelers (allowed per week maximum)
i. 2017 - 12

On-site Food Vendors & Snack food Vendors (per week maximum )
i. 2017 - 12

PSSM will invite tow (2) HPCA representatives in the jurying of jewelry
vendors.
PSSM will coordinate three (3) market walk through with the HPCA and
PCMC to identify possible conflicts and/or issues with vendor mix.

PSSM will provide to the City a list of vendor classification definitions
along with preference criteria for vendor mix.

Notes:
Requirements are currently being met.
All markets have had under 6 importers. Most markets have
had 4 importers, except one market where there was 5.
Notes:
Requirements are currently being met.
On the June 25th market, there were 13 Jewelry Vendors,
which was over the allotment, as there was a last minute
vendor cancellation and a jeweler was able to fill the
cancelled space.
Notes:
Requirements are currently being met. At all markets Food
Vendors have been at 12 food vendors, there were 5
markets where there were between 11 and 9 food vendors.
Notes:
Requirement was met by PSSM. HPCA sent two
representatives.
Notes:
Dates were set. HPCA and City identified representatives.

June 11 – No Show from HPCA. Council was
unable to attend

July 23 – Transit Experience – All were in
attendance.

August 20 – Market walk through

September 12 – Feed the Pigs in Kamas

September 20 – PSSM End of Season Review/
Debrief
Notes:
Requirements have been provided and met and are attached
below.

S

S

S

S

S

S

Parking / Traffic / Pedestrian Management
Create event parking plan
i. Identify vendor vehicle with license plate identification.
ii. Identify public parking locations both in Old Town/Main Street
along with alternative parking areas.
iii. Identify locations where parking will be removed to provide space
for event and mitigate impacts of event
iv. Increase communication between departments and PSSM to
encourage parking of vendors in vendor locations.

Notes:
PSSM continues to work with Staff & private parking garages
to park vendors in appropriate areas.

A resident parking area has been established and
is being enforced along the west side of Park Ave.
from 9th to 13th Street. This area is not being used
by residents to park, but residents are
appreciative of the spaces being un-utilized, as it
helps them get out of their drive ways.

Parking Enforcement continues to communicate
with the residents to resolve parking concerns
during the Park Silly Sunday Market if they arise,
through little comment has been received.

Beginning at the June 25th Market, Parking
Enforcement has placed residential parking only
signs up during each PSSM.
Concerns that staff is working on include:

Taxi & Shuttle Circulation and Drop Offs in the
Old Town area.

Abuse of 30 minute spaces on Swede Alley

Heavier citations in the 2 hour spaces.

Heavy pedestrian traffic at the Main and Heber
intersection.

Park City High School Lot has been about 20% full.

S
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Exhibit A – 2017 PSSM End of Season Review Measures of Success
Work with Special Events and Transit to get out alternate
transportation messaging out with:
i. Co- messaging with PC Transit Dept.
ii. PSSM will create and implement different methods of informing
the public (PSA’s, print ads)
iii. Create and implement a program encouraging non-motorized
forms of transportation to the market.

Notes:
Meeting requirements; PSSMs print, online and radio
advertising includes directions for participants to take
alternate transportation to the event. Including City transit,
biking or walking to attend.

PSSM did run an additional shuttle on July 2nd
with 358 riders. This service ran on September 3
as well and had 250 riders. This was a direct line
between the high school and town lift plaza.

Salt Lake Pedi Cab has not been able to attend
the market. PSSM has been discussing Pedicabs
with a company out of San Francisco who runs
Pedicabs along very steep hills.

Submit sign Plan to Staff at the time of Supplemental Plan containing
the following:
i. Locations
ii. Size & Type
iii. Message
iv. Placement and removal times

Notes:
Requirements have been met – this was provided in the
2017 Supplemental Plan.

Work with City to create a pedestrian management plan that addresses
the crossings of Heber/Main and Swede Alley

Notes:
Requirements are currently being met – currently
intersection does not require additional management.

S

S

S

Market Set-Up and Inspections
a. Weekly notification to staff of footprint or operational changes

b. Location of interior sponsor signs

Notes:
Staff is working with PSSM to ensure that requirements are
met. Changes were made including an addendum to the
Supplemental Plan on June 15 adding additional
transportation options, and August 31 adding paid parking
for the September 3 (Miners Day weekend) market.
Notes:
Requirements were met. If signs were noted after a market,
they were removed immediately. On several instances, signs
were placed from existing businesses (not as part of the
market) and the issue was addressed.

S

S

Street Cleaning and Trash Removal
a. Pre-Meet with City’s Street Department to create a street cleaning
and trash removal plan
b. Meet with Street Department two (2) additional times throughout
summer to address any issues with plan.

Notes:
Requirements were met.

S

Notes:
No meeting required. Staff has been coordinating VMS
schedule with Transportation Planning and Streets
Department.

S



The main challenge has been ensuring VMS
boards are running, as every Sunday, staff had to
contact UDOT to ensure signs are up.

Coordination with PCMC and HPCA
a. PSSM will schedule monthly ‘Working Group” meetings from June
through September.

b. PSSM will schedule three (3) market walkthroughs with the “Working
Group” within the season.

Notes:
PSSM recommended dates for the 2017 Working Group
meetings and requested representatives from both HPCA ,
City Staff and City Council.
Notes:
PSSM has set dates for the 2017 Working Group.

June 11 – No Show from HPCA. Council was
unable to attend

July 23 – Transit Experience – All were in
attendance.

August 20 – Market walk through – all were in
attendance

September 12 – meeting was cancelled. PSSM still
attended.

September 20 – PSSM End of Season Review/
Debrief – representatives from City, HPCA and
PSSM were in attendance

S

S
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Exhibit A – 2017 PSSM End of Season Review Measures of Success
c. PSSM will schedule a weekly market walk through with City
representatives

d. PSSM will supply the City Representatives with weekly report
containing the following
i. Estimated attendance
ii. Zero Waste statistics
iii. Breakdown of number of vendors and types

Notes:
PSSM and the City have scheduled the weekly meetings.
Meetings are to be conducted at 9 a.m. prior to the start of
each Market. Additionally staff has a standing weekly
meeting with PSSM.
Notes:
Requirements are currently being met. Zero waste statistics
will be reported by pound. Vendor types and mix will be
reported weekly.

Average attendance =
2016 Season: Average attendance per week in
2016 was 14,222 per week with an overall
attendance of 199,109.
More than 2,500 bikes were part of the Bike Valet
Program.
2017 Season: Average attendance was 12,713 per
week, with an overall attendance of 177,978 in
2017. The highest attendance was on July 2nd at
20,536 people. Lowest attendance was June 18
with 9,615 people. The total attendance in 2017
was 12% lower than in 2016.
More than 1,868 Bikes were part of the Bike Valet
program. This was a 34% decrease from 2017.
This may be due to decreased attendance
numbers.

Zero Waste =
2016 Season: PSSM diverted 25,520 lbs of
comingled recycle, compost and glass; as
compared to 4,150 going to the landfill. Total
market diversion rate was 86%.
2017 Season: PSSM has diverted 29,084 lbs of
comingled recycle, compost and glass; as
compared to 7,272 lbs to the landfill. Total
market diversion is 80%. It is likely that diversion
rate decreased, as compostable food containers
are not placed in the compost bin (not good for
the pigs), they are placed in landfill bin.

Breakdown of Vendors =
PSSM has averaged 147 vendors per market.

S

S

Please see attachments later in this report for
total attendance, zero waste and vendor types.
Notes:
Requirements were met by PSSM, as they have provided an
initial list of vendor license plates. PSSM continued to
provide the list of license plates to Parking Services staff
weekly.

S

a. HPCA logo on all advertisements & promotions

Notes:
Requirements were met.

S

b. Engage in cross promotions with Chamber, HPCA, Park City
Restaurant association

Notes:
Requirements were met.

S

c. Media – The HPCA logo and sponsorship credits will be provided in
all media placement that the PSSM currently employs, including but
not limited to:
I. Print ads
II. Ads, links or info listings on Utah tourism, business and special
internet websites;
III. Periodic television coverage;
IV. Radio PSAs and promotions;
V. Website spots, summer guides, fairs, non-profit organization
calendar listings;
VI. Email blasts; and
VII. Social media, ‘ if applicable”

Notes:
Requirements were met.

e. PSSM will supply the City Representatives with an ongoing list of
vendor and staff license plates:
i. Prior to the start of the June 4 Market.
ii. At any time they add license plates to the market throughout
the 2017 season.
iii. License plate lists should be provided to the City
Representative no later than 10:00 a.m. each Sunday.

Marketing and PR

S
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Other Items:
Attendance must average 7,500 visitors to the market per season. This
number shall be established and verified annually by City Staff and
PSSM .
Quantify Marketing & PR Value – of at least $150,000
PSSM shall present an annual report to the city in February of the
preceding market season. This report will contain the following:
i. Estimated attendance
ii. Zero Waste statistics
iii. Breakdown of number of vendors and types
iv. List of non-profit groups attending the market
v. Advertising information etc.

2018 Date Request
PSSM has requested the dates as reflected for the 2018 season. Council
should review and approve the date request so that PSSM can begin
planning for the 2018 season and start accepting vendor applications.
*Staff recommends approving the dates as we are beginning to
coordinate possibly having Tour of Utah back in Park City in 2018. If the
event does not return, Park City would have potentially have two no
event Sundays in the middle of the summer season.

Notes:
Average attendance was 12,713 per week, with an overall
attendance of 177,978 in 2017. See above.

S

Notes:
Requirements were met.

S

Notes:
Requirements were met. 2017 numbers are reported in
today’s report. PSSM will report out 2018 information at the
Supplemental Plan Review for the next market season in the
Spring of 2018.

S

1. Sunday, June 3 – (Ragnar Weekend)
2. Sunday, June 10
3. Sunday, June 17 – (Savor the Summit Weekend)
4. Sunday, June 24
5. Sunday, July 1 – (Fourth of July Weekend)
6. Sunday, July 8 – (Triple Crown Weekend)
7. Sunday, July 15 – (Triple Crown Weekend)
8. Sunday, July 22 – (Pioneer Day Weekend)
9. Sunday, July 29
Sunday, August 5 (Required Break – Arts Festival)
Sunday, August 12 (Required Break – *Possible Tour of Utah)
Sunday, August 19 (Required Break – no event Sunday)
10. Sunday, August 26
11. Sunday, September 2 – (Miners Day Weekend)
12. Sunday, September 9 – (Walk A Mile In Her
Shoes)
13. Sunday, September 16 – (Autumn Aloft/ Tour De
Suds Weekend)
14. Sunday, September 23 – Closing Weekend
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There are a few items that staff would like to inform Council on outside of the measures as written:
Noise Ordinance:
PSSM staff has been reminded that all amplified noise, music and announcements are to be halted no later than 5:00
p.m. in accordance with their contract.
 The only exception is that noise, music and announcements shall end by 6 p.m. on September 17th, 2017.
o PSSM sent reminders to residents reminding them of the extension.
 Staff has been monitoring PSSM stages, and music is within allowed limit of 90 decibels for the event between
10 a.m. and 5 p.m.
o Staff has noticed that other private stages from surrounding businesses has exceeded the allowed limit
of 65 decibels, often exceeded 90 decibels that PSSM was kept to and that music on private business
often continued past 5 p.m. Staff worked with Police and Code Enforcement to continue enforcement
for the private businesses. Staff is concerned that PSSM may be held responsible for this noise.
 In 2014, Park Avenue Residents reported that the climbing wall, erected on 9th Street, had an air horn attached
to the top that people would activate when they reached the top, and asked that this horn be disconnected.
PSSM was reminded and complied that the horn not be activated on the climbing wall during the 2017 season.
Construction:
Staff is working to ensure that PSSM is aware of all construction ahead of time by providing the market with a
construction mitigation matrix. There were no concerns/challenges with any of the construction during the 2017 market
season.
Parking Count Graphs:
Staff continues to coordinate with Parking Services to get parking counts for various areas throughout the market. The
graphs for 2017 are indicated below. Number of Weekly Totals have slightly dropped, which may coincide the slight
decrease in attendance as compare to past years.
In summary, between the 2016 Parking Counts and 2017 Parking Counts below staff believes the following:
 819 fewer cars were parked on July 2, 2017, than on July 3, 2016 (Fourth of July Weekend Market Date)
 300 fewer cars were parked on July 23, 2017, as compared to July 24, 2017 (Pioneer Day Weekend Market Date)
 More vehicles are parked at 1:00 p.m., than at 10:00 a.m. or 4:00 p.m. This is consistent with year’s past.
 Temporary Residential Parking Areas are very seldom being used. Anecdotally, residents like the temp zones, as
it prevents people from blocking driveway on Park Avenue. Staff currently anticipates continuing temp
residential zones in future years.
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0.00%
1:00 PM 64.78% 63.57%

18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

13-Aug

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

10-Sep

17-Sep

33.48%

35.80%

41.03%

43.75%

29.15%

42.23%

48.08%

33.50%

27.23%

27.23%

37.50%

45.60%

46.30%

37.26%

49.91%

68.30%

66.29%

64.96%

66.52%

69.06%

64.15%

54.00%

59.64%

59.64%

57.19%

55.73%

59.28%

59.12%

4:00 PM

56.07%

55.27%

51.61%

56.25%

49.20%

58.30%

60.13%

52.08%

51.21%

51.21%

46.16%

53.81%

53.81%

58.07%

49.91%

54.29%
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4-Jun
36
133
93

10:00AM
1:00PM
4:00PM

11-Jun
61
154
117

18-Jun
60
40
118

25-Jun
64
148
127

2-Jul
67
148
118

180

Total Number of Cars

Total Number of Cars

30-Jul AF
100
153
141

13-Aug
0
0
0

20-Aug
76
154
127

27-Aug
77
148
77

3-Sep
106
148
133

10-Sep
95
95
99

17-Sep
106
148
133

140

120
100

10:00AM

80

1:00PM

60

4:00PM

40

10:00AM

36

1:00PM

133

154

40

148

148

153

153

153

153

0

154

148

148

4:00PM

93

117

118

127

118

141

141

141

141

0

127

77

133

4-Jun

11-Jun
483
852
695

18-Jun
378
842
735

18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

60

64

67

100

100

100

100

0

76

77

106

25-Jun
441
866
866

2-Jul
516
872
697

9-Jul
578
859
711

16-Jul
332
783
657

1000
1000
900
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

23-Jul
591
846
746

30-Jul AF
708
858
791

13-Aug
207
384
377

20-Aug
370
703
639

13-Aug

27-Aug
451
689
602

3-Sep
544
649
664

10-Sep
452
580
509

17-Sep
328
602
579

All Time Zones

900

800
Total Numbers of Cars

Total Numbers of Cars

23-Jul
100
153
141

20
11-Jun
0
61

4-Jun
335
858
639

10:00AM
1:00PM
4:00PM

16-Jul
100
153
141

All Pay Lots (Brew Pub & Main Street)

160
180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

9-Jul
100
153
141

4-Jun

700
600
500

10:00AM

400

1:00PM

300

4:00PM

200
11-Jun
100

18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

378

441

516

578

332

591

708

207

370

451

544

858

483
0
852

842

866

872

859

783

846

858

384

703

689

649

639

695

735

866

697

711

657

746

791

377

639

602

664

10:00AM

335

1:00PM
4:00PM

13-Aug
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4-Jun
138
286
236

10:00AM
1:00PM
4:00PM

11-Jun
181
263
292

18-Jun
166
328
254

25-Jun
169
348
248

2-Jul
184
300
190

9-Jul
198
281
258

16-Jul
122
400
205

450

20-Aug
120
334
238

184
288
276

27-Aug
169
299
219

3-Sep
206
256
229

10-Sep
188
292
258

17-Sep
211
308
293

350

Total Numbers of Cars

Total Number of Cars

10:00 AM
1:00 PM
4:00 PM

30-Jul AF
163
267
267

Untimed Lots

400

450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

23-Jul
285
372
285

300
250

10:00AM

200

1:00PM

150

4:00PM

100
4-Jun

11-Jun 50 18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

10-Sep

17-Sep

169

184

198

122

285

163

184

120

169

206

188

211

263

0 166
328

348

300

281

400

372

267

288

334

299

256

292

308

292

254

248

190

258

205

285

267

276

238

219

229

258

293

27-Aug
13
8
12

3-Sep
6
9
6

10-Sep
16
15
10

17-Sep
6
11
5

17-Sep

10:00AM

138

181

1:00PM

286

4:00PM

236

4-Jun
3
3
1

11-Jun
3
1
4

18-Jun
10
7
8

25-Jun
1
1
6

2-Jul
3
3
4

9-Jul
2
3
4

16-Jul
1
3
4

23-Jul
2
4
2

30-Jul AF
6
3
1

0
0
0

20-Aug
7
9
7

Temporary Residential Areas
Total Number of Cars

12
10
8

6
4
2
0

4-Jun

11-Jun

18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

10-Sep

10:00 AM

3

3

10

1

3

2

1

2

6

0

7

13

6

16

6

1:00 PM

3

1

7

1

3

3

3

4

3

0

9

8

9

15

11

4:00 PM

1

4

8

6

4

4

4

2

1

0

7

12

6

10

5
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4-Jun
80
78
82

10:00AM
1:00PM
4:00Pm

11-Jun
69
74
58

18-Jun
90
92
86

25-Jun
76
86
70

2-Jul
96
93
86

9-Jul
95
100
95

120

Total Numbers of Cars

Total Number of Cars

120

100
80
60
40

20

4-Jun
80

1:00PM

78

74

4:00Pm

82

58

4-Jun
8
8
15

10:00AM
1:00PM
4:00PM

11-Jun
9
16
14

82
85
81

20-Aug
61
66
77

27-Aug
85
85
79

3-Sep
87
95
92

10-Sep
63
65
70

17-Sep
76
68
68

80
10:00AM

60

1:00PM

40

4:00Pm

20

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

10-Sep

17-Sep

76

96

95

92

93

98

82

61

85

87

63

76

92

86

93

100

97

87

81

85

66

85

95

65

68

86

70

86

95

78

73

75

81

77

79

92

70

68

30-Jul AF
12
19
17

20
27
25

3-Sep
6
12
16

10-Sep
403
523
461

17-Sep
1300
657
643

18-Jun
8
17
11

25-Jun
8
20
15

2-Jul
12
16
9

9-Jul
7
12
10

16-Jul
7
19
14

23-Jul
12
20
17

20-Aug
6
14
13

27-Aug
7
12
8

Occupied ADA Spaces

25

Total Numbers of Cars

1400
1200

1000
Axis Title

30-Jul AF
98
81
75

Residential

30

800
600

400
200
0

23-Jul
93
87
73

100

11-Jun 0 18-Jun
69
90

10:00AM

16-Jul
92
97
78

20
10:00AM

15

1:00PM
10

4:00PM

5
4-Jun

11-Jun

10:00AM

8

9

18-Jun

25-Jun

2-Jul

9-Jul

16-Jul

23-Jul

30-Jul

AF

20-Aug

27-Aug

3-Sep

10-Sep

17-Sep

8

8

12

7

7

12

12

20

6

7

6

403

1:00PM

8

1300

16

17

20

16

12

19

20

19

27

14

12

12

523

4:00PM

15

657

14

11

15

9

10

14

17

17

25

13

8

16

461

643

0
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Exhibit A - PSSM Vendor Types Definition & Vendor Mix
All categories are juried by the PSSM staff by way of required online application details including, but not limited to:
product descriptions, photo samples of products, photo of booth display, history/business description including their
‘story’, list of sources and co-packing use.
PRIORITY 1: Artisan– A vendor that sells unique, art and handmade crafts (excluding food and jewelry). Starting
materials must be significantly altered and enhanced by the artist. Preferential consideration given to local artists based
in the state of Utah.
PRIORITY 2: Farmer – A vendor that sells fresh produce from his or her farm and/or a vendor that sells food products
made of produce from his or her farm.
PRIORITY 3: Jeweler – A vendor that sells unique, handmade jewelry of their own making and design. Limited space
available in this category (12 per market date).
PRIORITY 4: Gourmet Food – A vendor that sells foods or baked goods, made in Utah, which are intended/packaged for
off-site consumption. Preferential consideration given to members of Utah’s Own.
PRIORITY 5: Designer – A vendor that plans the precise form, look or working of an item, excluding jewelry, in writing
before such item(s) is manufactured pursuant to that vendor’s specific request. To qualify as a designer, the vendor shall
be required to submit specific design plans of all item(s) to be sold at the market. Preferential consideration given to
local designers based in the state of Utah.
PRIORITY 6: Young Vendor – A vendor, 17 years of age or younger, that sells their own unique, handmade goods.
PRIORITY 7: Food – A vendor that prepares and sells food for consumption at the Market. First right of refusal is offered
through the HPCA membership. Limited space available in this category (12 per market date, 10 of which are propaneapproved space).
PRIORITY 8: Service Vendor – A vendor that provides on-site services to market attendees (ex. – henna, face-painting).
LAST PRIORITY: Importer – A vendor that purchases goods manufactured and/or procured outside the U.S. (jewelry not
permitted in this category). This category is considered a ‘last sell’ vendor type. Vendors in this category are invited in
April, based on remaining space available, in an effort to maximize opportunity to other vendor types. Limited space
available in this category (8 per market date).
Vendor Mix Requirements
1. Vendor Mix (maximum allowed per week)
a. importers– 6
b. Jewelers – 12
c. Food Vendors & Snack Food Vendors – 12
d. PSSM will include HPCA representative in jury of jewelry vendors.
e. PSSM will coordinate three (3) market walk through with the HPCA and PCMC to identify possible conflicts or
other issues with vendor mix.
f. PSSM will provide to the City a list of vendor classification definitions along with preference criteria for vendor
mix.
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Event Days and Attendance:
The Park Silly Sunday Market operates for fourteen (14) Sundays. The 2017 Market ran from
June 4th through September 17th from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The market ran until 6:00 p.m.
on September 17th, for Silly Fest. This was approved in the supplemental plan as part of
section B.2.2.3 of their contract. The street was clear and open by 8 p.m. Average attendance
was 12,713 per week, with total market attendance of 177,713.
Reminders:
Park Silly Sunday Market was not held on:
Sunday, August 6 for the Arts Festival
Sunday, August 13 – no event scheduled
Working Group
1: June 11; 11:00 a.m.

2: July 23; 2:00 p.m.
3: August 20; 11:00 a.m.
4: September 12; 10:00 a.m.
5: September 22; 10:30 a.m.

Walk-through, Main Street
This walk through was cancelled due to absence from HPCA
and Council. Council’s absence was excused.
Meet at High School – Park & Ride to the Market
All were in attendance.
Walk-through, Main Street
Sustainable Efforts – Compost to the pigs in Kamas. This
was cancelled.
End of Season Debrief – HPCA, Council, PSSM and staff
were in attendance.

HPCA Vendor Cancellation & Date Requests
HPCA did have a vendor signed up to participate that did not show up to the July 16 th market.
HPCA was notified and paid the $150 no show fee on time. The HPCA has showed up for all
other scheduled times.
Vendor Mix
PSSM regulates their vendor mix to mitigate for potential of adverse impacts to brick and
mortar Main Street Businesses.
 Importers – 6
 Jewelers – 12
There were 13 jewelers at the June 25th market because a vendor cancelled and the
jewelry vendor was able to fill the space for the cancelled space.
 On-site Food Vendors & Snack Food Vendors – 12
Transportation
City Council approved an addendum to the Park Silly Sunday Market Transportation Plan on
June 15th, allowing the following items:
 ProTrans Shuttle Service (direct line) on July 2 and September 3.
o These dates were selected because these are historically the two busiest days
over the market season.
o PSSM paid for this increased service.
 On July 2nd, more than 300 people took this direct line at the market.
 On September 3rd, 250 people took the direct line.
 Ebike Pedi Cab Service Pilot Program
o The vendor that PSSM worked with was not able to attend the market.
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Parking & Residential Mitigation
Please review Exhibit A for a summary if parking counts during the Market.
Between the 2016 Parking Counts and 2017 Parking Counts below staff believes the following:
 819 less cars were parked on July 2, 2017, than on July 3, 2016 (Fourth of July
Weekend Market Date)
 300 less cars were parked on July 23, 2017, as compared to July 24, 2017 (Pioneer
Day Weekend Market Date)
 More vehicles are parked at 1:00 p.m., than at 10:00 a.m. or 4:00 p.m.
 Temporary Residential Parking Areas are very seldom being used. Anecdotally,
residents like the temp zones, as it prevents people from blocking drive way.
Starting with the June 25th Silly Market, Parking Services team began placing residential
parking only signs in the Old Town Area in an effort to reduce traffic in Old Town. This will
continue to be required at each Market throughout the rest of the season.
Staff is coordinating with the transportation and parking teams to propose potential paid
parking/transportation trial program during this year’s PSSM likely in September. Staff will
return at a future meeting to discuss possibilities for paid parking, transportation and residential
mitigation for the current market season.
SEAC & HPCA Debrief & Engagement
SEAC conducted debrief of the PSSM at the September 20 meeting. Their comments are
below.
The committee felt that this is a great event because it creates a gathering place and it is there every
week. There is proven value in the event as they noticed it was missed during the ‘event free’ Sunday.
The funkiness and variety of vendors is important each Sunday. There is still some concern for the
parking impacts/complaints on Old Town residences, and look forward to the balance of the 2018
calendar. SEAC continues to look for feedback on this event and they look forward to gaining broader
perspective through a special event community survey.

SEAC Engagement - though several PSSM dates were made available for SEAC to
walkthrough with staff, one SEAC member signed up to walk through with staff during the
market to learn about the operations and coordination during the event. Staff does believe
several SEAC members have attended the market on their own.
HPCA participated in the Working Groups as well as completed debrief with HPCA event
committee, and are aware this item is being presented to Council this evening. Staff will
verbally provide feedback during the Council discussion on Thursday, as at the time of this
report a statement was not available. Staff and HPCA may look to restructure working group
as we work towards the 2018 event to ensure that HPCA can address challenges and
opportunities in the future both before the supplemental plan is being presented and
throughout the season each year. Parking availability continues to be one of the challenges
that HPCA brings up during the event. PSSM continues to look for ways to help promote Main
Street businesses throughout the season.
Sustainability Efforts
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PSSM will report zero waste statistics weekly to Staff, who will compile a total amount of zero
waste statistics at the mid-season and end of season reports.
 In 2016, PSSM’s zero waste efforts generated 25,910 pounds of compost, co-mingled
recyclables and glass, as compared to 4,150 pounds of waste to the landfill.
 In the first 5 weeks of the market, PSSM diverted 9,112 pounds of commingled recycle,
compost and glass from the landfills.
 PSSM is reminding people to bring reusable bags to the event in their weekly eblasts.
Financial Considerations
Estimated fee waivers for 2017 were $77,283. Current estimated fees are $75,150. Fees are
are less than the anticipated amount, some of the areas highlighted below reflect actual
current numbers, specifically for Building Permits and Police Services.
Staff believes there may also be changes to the cost of parking fees in coordination with the
Parking Demand implementation, and understands there may be city fee increases for banner
installation in the future.
Cash payment for the PSSM has decreased to the amount of twenty-thousand dollars
($20,000), and was released in May.
A summary of City Service Fees is listed in the chart below.
Departments Item

Actual
Fees
2015

Estimate End Of Estimate Current
Fees
Season Fees
Fees
2016
Actual 2017
2017

Parking
Department

Parking
$22,050
spaces
for 14 days

$22,050 $22,050 $22,050 $22,050

Police
Department

520 Hours $39,000

$39,000 $37,500 $39,000 $39,900

Transit
Department

15 Hours

$2,250 $2,250 $2,250 $2,250

Parks
Department

Banner
$648.70
installation

$648

$648

Building
Department

Inspections $3,375
and
permits

$3,375

$7,575 $7,575 $4,541.24

Application
Fee

Annual
$80
Permit Fee

$160

$160

VMS Signs
&
Barricades

2 VMS/
$5,600
Electronic
Signs

$5,600

$5,600 $5,600 $5,600

$2,250

$648

$160

$648

$160
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Total Fees

Totals

$73,003.70 $73,083 $75,783 $77,283 $75,150
2015
2016
2016
2017
2017
Actual
Estimate Actual Estimate Total

Site Plan / Construction Mitigation
PSSM and staff will continue to work and address site plan variations due to private and City
construction to ensure smooth flow of traffic and transportation around the venue, as well as,
safety of event participants along with the ease of access to residents in the PSSM Use Area.
 PSSM was aware of two construction projects in the Main Street area including 4 th Street
Utilities and Sidewalk Construction.
 Additionally PSSM is working to ensure there are no conflicts with private construction
projects at 638 Park (Old Kimball Garage) and Marriott Summit Watch (Sidewalk Repair).
Event Coordination
A summary of events that occur on the same day as Park Silly Sunday Market 2017 Season is
below. Staff does not have any concerns with these events occurring simultaneously. Staff will
continue to work with organizers of both PSSM and the events as outlined below to ensure
traffic and transportation plans run smoothly, as well as, that the organizer of each event is
coordinating mitigations to impacts they cause. PSSM continues to be willing to work with the
organizers of other events to coordinate event logistics:
DATE

June 4
June 11
June 18

June 25
July 2

July 9

July 9

EVENT

Ragnar
Weekend
Deer Valley
Music Fest
Savor the
Summit
Weekend
Deer Valley
Music Fest
Fourth of
July
Weekend/
Deer Valley
Music Fest
Park City
Food & Wine
Classic /
Triple Crown
1033
Foundation
Ride and
Concert /
Triple Crown

A–
Geographic
Separation
Park City
Resort
Deer Valley
Main Street

B - Proposed
Time &
Duration
6 a.m. – 6:00
p.m.
5:00 – 10:00
p.m.
NA

C–
Anticipated
Attendance
6,000
4,000
4,000

5:00 – 10:00
p.m.
5:00 – 10:00
p.m.

4,000

Various
Locations

8am – 8pm

30 – 50 per
venue

Deer Valley

1:00 p.m. to
5:00 p.m.

750

Deer Valley
Deer Valley –
Various
Locations

4,000
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July 16

Big Stars
Bright Nights
/ Triple
Crown
July 23
Big Stars
Bright Nights
September Big Stars
3
Bright Nights
/ Miners Day
Weekend
September Walk A Mile
10
In Her Shoes
/ Miners Day
Weekend
September Autumn Aloft
17
September Tour De Suds
17

Deer Valley

5:00 to 10:00
p.m.

2,500

Deer Valley

5:00 to 10:00
p.m.
5:00 to 10:00
p.m.

2,500

City Park

8 a.m. to
noon

250

N40 Fields

7 a.m. to
noon
9 a.m. to
noon

2,500

Deer Valley

City Park

2,500

350

Department Coordination
Park Silly Sunday Market has worked with Staff to set meetings with Public Safety as well as
Parks and Building Maintenance, and Transportation to ensure that operations with regards to
both aspects remain well coordinated.
 In August of 2017, Public Safety required additional security measures from PSSM
including hard barricades at each intersection. PSSM was able to provide these
required security measures with less than a week’s notice.
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2016 PSSM Key
5x8 Booth

Restrooms

Seating

Cookin g Vendor s

Wat er S t at ion s

Music &
Entertainment

Snack Foods

Zero Waste
Stations

Beer Garden

Farmer ’s Market

Featured Artist

10x10 Booth

?

Information/First
Aid Booth

$$

Cash Stations

Featured Chef

DABC Line
Kids Activites

4th Street

4th Street

Stage

Miner’s Park
Bandits
21

No Name

s
er
r m ic
F a Mus

20
19

5th Street
1e

2e

3

4

5

Post Office

6

$

7

Info3

Farmers & Gourmet Food
18

17

16

15

14

13

5th Street

12

11

10

9

8

Swede Alley

501 Main

Museum

Transit Ctr.

Brass Bear

Gateway Bldg
Schoerer’s Centennial Park

Sw

ede

A ll e

y F
re

Heb
er A
v

e P
a rk

enu
e

in g

T ro

ll e y

P ic

Heber Avenue

kup

Road Closed
Sky Lodge Patio
Kimball
Uppe r
Deck

$

Info1 & Merch

21
2

HPCA

3

PCPAA

Busker

22
23

4

24

5

25

Kimball Lower Deck

26

6

27

7

Park Avenue

28
10’

29

8

30c

9

Kimball Lot - SugarBear

25’
5’

31c

10

32

11

33
34

12

35
13

36

14

37
12’

Marri o tt
Rec Center

Parking Garage $

38

15

39

16

40

17

41
42

Banhoff

43
19

1

44

20

1

Photography
Galler y

2
5’

7
8
9

Uppe r S idew
alk

11

15’

10
20’

11

13e

12

15e

DABC SOFT ENCL
OSURE

17e

’

18

16

Snacks

17

19
20

18

21
5’

22

20
21

23

15 ’

Lindsey O’Michaels

x

DABC

24

23

25

24

Undergro u n d
Parking

26

25
Stairs (no access)

Uppe r Sidew
alk

28
29
30
31

27

32
5’

28

33

29

34

30

35
36

31

Featured Artist

5’

$

32
33
34

x
Main
Sta g e

Spider Box

FC
F e a t ur e d
Chef

Bouncy House

28
35

Roge r Dodge r Land
Kids Activi t ies

36

1

Mustang

$

10

Food Vendors
B4

B5

B6

B7
20’

Top Shelf

l

B8
Propane
Cooking
Spaces

ai

B3

Tr

B2

ke

B1

Sn

Beer/Liqour
Service

100’

Bi

Road Closed

Promontory

ow

ie
B9

Rock Climb

9th Street
Bike Valet

Info 2

Road Close d

Marri o tt
Undergro u n d
Parking $

The Bridge
Restauran t

27
5’

p e Brid g e
P eopl
26

x

Elevator

S w e e n e y ’s
Upper Deck

No Access

22
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

There is one vacant term on the Park City Public Art Advisory Board (PCPAAB). Based
on Council’s direction, staff recommends that City Council appoint Kendra Kahlow to
fulfill the vacant position with a term ending after June of 2019.

Respectfully:
Jennifer Diersen,
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City Council
Staff Communications Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Public Art Advisory Board (PAAB) Appointment
Jenny Diersen, Special Events and Economic Development
Program Manager
Economic Development
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Based on City Council’s direction, staff recommends that City Council appoint of Kendra
Kahlow to fulfill a vacant term on the Park City Public Art Advisory Board ending after
June of 2019. The newly appointed member would begin the term at the November
PAAB meeting.
Acronyms
PCPAAB – Park City Public Art Advisory Board
Executive Summary
There is one vacant term on the Park City Public Art Advisory Board (PCPAAB). Based
on Council’s direction, staff recommends that City Council appoint Kendra Kahlow to
fulfill the vacant position with a term ending after June of 2019.
Background
In 2003, the City established the Public Art Plan and Policy. In 2013, the Public Art
Advisory Board developed a strategic plan designed to coincide with the quality and
purpose of public art. The PAAB continues to review its policies and strategic plans on a
yearly basis, and focuses their efforts on programs and projects that related to specific
goals.
The PCPAAB is comprised of seven (7) community members who reside in the City
Limits of Park City appointed by the City Council. Terms were amended to 3 year terms
starting in 2016.
PAAB’s mission is to enrich and connect the Park City community through visual art in
public places. PAAB’s vision is to inspire a complete community, celebrating Park City’s
vibrant history, culture and environment.
PAAB’s role is to help promote and cultivate the Public Art Plan, Policy and Public Art
Collection by expending funds on and facilitating works in order to:
 Stimulate vitality and economy of the City.
 Enhance Park City’s standing as a leading cultural destination.
 Advance public understanding of visual art.
 Enhance the aesthetic quality of daily life and provide a sense of place.
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It is important to remember that PAAB’s recommendations will impact the:
 Community, arts and culture groups, and local businesses.
 Involvement and coordination with other City Departments.
 Goal in the General Plan of promoting a sense of community (page 28 through
31) by continuing to grow as an arts and culture hub.
Analysis
Staff noticed the PAAB vacancy on the City’s website, through the Park City Summit
County Arts Council and by sending out notice to the PAAB contact list. Staff received 3
applications from community members who had not applied to PCPAAB before.
Based on City Council’s direction, staff recommends that City Council appoint Kendra
Kahlow to fulfill a vacant term on the Park City Public Art Advisory Board ending after
June of 2019.
Department Review
The Special Events, Economic Development, Executive and Legal Departments have
reviewed this report.
Funding Source
No funding is needed for appointment, as members are not compensated. Public Art
Projects are funded both through one percent (1%) of City Improvement Projects,
through additional allocations from the Capital Improvement Project Funding (CIP), and
Restaurant Tax Grant funding.
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative:
Based on Council’s direction, appoint Kendra Kahlow to serve on the Park City
Public Art Advisory Board to fulfill a vacant term, ending after June of 2019. The
newly appointed member would begin the term at the November PAAB meeting.
Pros
a. PAAB’s work positively impacts the City’s Council’s goals for creating a world
class, multi seasonal resort destination, and creating an inclusive community
of diverse economic and cultural offerings.
2. Null Alternative:
Make alternative appointments or reopen the recruitment process.
Cons
a. PAAB positions would remain unfilled and future meetings may be postponed
until the positions are filled.
3. Other Alternatives:
City Council could choose to provide no direction regarding the appointment of PAAB
member.
Cons
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a. PAAB position would remain unfilled and staff would lack direction on how to
proceed with the PAAB vacancy.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Two new parking enforcement zones have been established. “Zone H” includes the
Homestake Employee Parking Lot, located at 1875 Homestake Road. “Zone L” includes
the Library and Mawhinney Parking Lots, located at 1255 Park Avenue.

Respectfully:
Kenzie Coulson,
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City Council
Staff Communications Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Parking Enforcement Zone Updates
Kenzie Coulson, Parking & Fleet Manager
Parking Services
November 9, 2017
Informational

Two new parking enforcement zones have been established. “Zone H” includes the
Homestake Employee Parking Lot, located at 1875 Homestake Road. “Zone L” includes
the Library and Mawhinney Parking Lots, located at 1255 Park Avenue.
The attached photo demonstrates the areas for new parking enforcement zones. This
information was advertised in the Park Record newspaper on October 21, 2017 &
October 25, 2017.
The Homestake Employee Parking Lot, located at 1875 Homestake Road, will be
designated as “Zone H.” Beginning December 15, 2017, Old Town employees will be
eligible to park in Zone H, which will offer a free Park-and-Ride service to the Old Town
Transit Center. Information on registering to park in Zone H is located on the
parkcity.org website.
The Park City Library & Mawhinney Parking Lots, located at 1255 Park Avenue and
adjacent, will be designated within the Permit Parking Zone as “Zone L.” These parking
lots are designated for library building patrons and City Park goers and will remain free.
The establishment of a parking zone will allow enforcement of unauthorized vehicles.
The Library Board is supportive of this step, as there are current issues with Park City
Mountain Resort skiers and employees parking at the Library and in the Mawhinney lot.
It is expected, come the December 15 paid parking implementation, that the issue of
unauthorized parking could be exacerbated. Staff is proactively seeking tools to
potentially address future issues before they arise. Staff will plan to return to Council
when and if there are further discussions related to changes at the Library and
Mawhinney Lots.
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This is to notify of the designation of two
new enforcement parking zones effective
November 1, 2017, per Park City
Municipal Corporation Code – Title 9.

ZONE H –

Employee Homestake
Parking Lot located at 1875 Homestake
Road will be designated as “Zone H.”
Beginning December 15, 2017, Old Town
employees will be eligible to park in Zone
H, which will offer a free Park-and-Ride
service to the Old Town Transit Center.
For information on registering to park in
Zone H, please visit our website:
http://www.parkcity.org/departments/parking/
permits

ZONE L – Library & Mawhinney
Parking Lots located at 1255 Park
Avenue and adjacent will be designated
within the Permit Parking Zone as “Zone
L.” These parking lots are designated for
library building patrons and City Park
goers and will remain free. The
establishment of a parking zone will allow
enforcement of unauthorized vehicles.

For questions please contact Parking
Services at (435) 615-5301.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

This Staff Communications Report addresses the Fiscal Year 2018 Citizens’ Budget that has been
recently made available for the public on the City’s website.
Citizens’ Budget: The Citizens’ Budget provides residents and other interested parties with a
simple, concise, and understandable overview of Park City’s budget, how the budget process
works and an overview of the services that the City provides. The document addresses two
questions: (1.) “How is the City funded?” (2.) “How are those funds spent?”
How the City is funded?
This question is addressed in the Citizens’ Budget by explaining the different types of taxes
(Property Tax, Sales Tax) and the other revenues (Fees, Grants, Municipal Bonds) the City
receives.
How are those funds spent?
This question is addressed first by discussing the Budgeting For Outcomes process to help the
public understand the thought process behind the creation of the budget and how it aligns with
Council’s goals. The document also details big ticket capital projects and includes proposed
project start and end dates and associated funding sources.
The Citizen’s Budget is now available online, and can be viewed at:
http://www.parkcity.org/home/showdocument?id=46905

Respectfully:
Corbin Beastrom, Budget Analyst
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

In June of 2017, staff started exploring options to enhance neighborhood connectivity to
and from Main Street along with providing safer options to avoid Hillside Avenue. Staff
worked with Alliance Engineering Inc. to design trail improvements to the existing softsurface trail in the Chambers Right of Way (ROW). On Thursday October 5th, 2017 a
public bid opening was held at the Marsac building 3rd floor. The construction bidding
experienced a lack of ready and willing respondents to the project. Alliance Engineering
Inc. advised staff that this may be due to the seasonality of the construction bidding as
many companies are trying to complete existing projects before the winter season. Staff
and Alliance Engineering Inc. intend to revisit the project delivery and construction in
Spring 2018.

Respectfully:
Julia Collins, Senior Transportation Planner

Packet Pg. 51

City Council
Staff Communications Report
Subject: Hillside Soft-surface Trail Enhancement Update
Author: Julia Collins, Senior Transportation Planner
Logan Jones, Trails and Open Space Coordinator
Lynn Ware-Peek, Community Engagement Liaison
Department: Transportation Planning and Sustainability
Date: November 9, 2017
Type of Item: Informational
In June of 2017, staff started exploring options to enhance neighborhood connectivity to
and from Main Street along with providing safer options to avoid Hillside Avenue. Staff
worked with Alliance Engineering Inc. to design trail improvements to the existing softsurface trail in the Chambers Right of Way (ROW). Alliance Engineering Inc. was
procured to support the engineering design, survey and construction support for the
project.
As part of the design development, staff conducted extensive neighborhood outreach by
means of in-person discussions with 16 residents, email communication and hand
delivered 35+ letters with the surrounding neighbors from Grant Avenue, Main Street,
Hillside Avenue, Prospect Street and Sandridge Avenue. The public outreach effort
aimed to gather and incorporate the community’s comments in the development of a
final design, trail features, and alignment for the trail enhancement project. The
neighborhood comments were in support of the project and their feedback was
incorporated into the design. The design of the trail will look to enhance the function,
safety, and aesthetics of the existing trail. The project will provide additional connections
and improvements to support walkability near Hillside Avenue and Swede Alley.
On Thursday October 5th, 2017 a public bid opening was held at the Marsac building 3rd
floor. The construction bidding saw a lack of ready and willing respondents to the
construction project. Alliance Engineering Inc. advised staff that this may be due to the
seasonality of the construction bidding as many companies are trying to complete
existing projects before the winter season. Staff and Alliance intend to revisit the
project delivery and construction in Spring 2018. Staff will notify the residents of the
updated project timeline through e-mail or door-to-door outreach.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Park City and Summit County contracted service with Bewegen Technologies, Inc.
(Bewegen) to provide e-bikes and support facilities necessary to implement and operate
the Nation’s first 100% electric pedal-assist bike share system. The first season of the
Summit Bike Share Program was well received and utilized by visitors and residents
with over 32,400 total miles and approximately 9,500 total trips. The Summit Bike Share
program will be closed for the winter season starting on November 3rd 2017 through
Spring 2018. During the winter months, staff and Bewegen will be evaluating the
successes, challenges and evaluating lessons learned from the first year and making
operational adjustments in time for reopening the system next season.

Respectfully:
Julia Collins, Senior Transportation Planner
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:

Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

End of Season Summit Bike Share Update
Alfred Knotts, Transportation Planning Manager
Julia Collins, Senior Transportation Planner
Matthew Hartnett, Associate Transportation Planner
Transportation Planning
November 9, 2017
Staff Communications Report

Executive Summary
Park City and Summit County contracted service with Bewegen Technologies, Inc.
(Bewegen) to provide e-bikes and support facilities necessary to implement and operate
the Nation’s first 100% electric pedal-assist bike share system.
The first season of the Summit Bike Share Program was well received and utilized by
visitors and residents with over 32,400 total miles and approximately 9,500 total trips.
The Summit Bike share program will be closed for the winter season starting on
November 3rd 2017 through Spring 2018. During the winter months, staff and Bewegen
will be evaluating the successes, challenges and evaluating lessons learned from the
first year and making operational adjustments in time for reopening the system next
season.
Acronyms
SOV
VMT

Single Occupancy Vehicle
Vehicle Miles Traveled

Analysis
The launch of the Summit Bike share program on July 19th, 2017 included infrastructure
of 80 electric bikes and nine stations (4 in Park City limits, 5 in Summit County) with a
total of 160 docks. The system will be closed for the winter season starting on
November 3rd 2017 through Spring 2018. In the first season, the system was widely
utilized with over 32,400 total miles and over 9,500 trips. As a result of the system use,
significant energy benefits were seen as the system displaced over 1400 gallons of fuel,
which prevented over 25,900 lbs of CO2 from entering into the atmosphere (using the
National average of 22 MPG and assuming 10% ethanol mix). The emissions avoided
by the use of the e-bikes in just the first week of the program in July, is equivalent to
greenhouse gas emissions from one car driven for half a year.
The Summit Bike share program also provides recreational opportunities, transportation
connections and “first/last mile” solutions for residents and visitors as the nine stations
are in close proximity to transit, major destinations and readily accessible by the urban
pathway network. The Summit Bike share program was developed to help advance
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Park City’s multi-modal transportation goals as identified the General Plan and Traffic
and Transportation Master Plan – to increase access to and the attractiveness of transit
and active modes of travel and to reduce rates of Single-Occupancy-Vehicle (SOV) use
and associated Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and air quality impacts.
In the first season, the Summit Bike Share program was successful and widely utilized
far more than what was initially predicted. As with any pilot program, the system
experienced a range of operational challenges that City/County staff and Bewegen
intend to address and incorporate lessons learned over the upcoming months.
To date, Bewegen has incorporated the following refinements to the system:
 Added additional bike mechanics and technicians, purchased additional vehicles
to support reshuffling and servicing bikes
 Established operational protocols for equipment and technology
 Updated the real-time functionality of the mobile application/website
 Hired an operations manager for Summit Bike Share that will commence work
on November 20th, 2017 and lead the system improvement plan
Bewegen, City and County staff intend to incorporate customer feedback and lessons
learned from the first season to implement modifications over the upcoming months in
time for reopening the system in the Spring 2018. This evaluation process will occur
annually and establish a model of continuous improvement for the program. They will
take a detailed look at the following categories to make adjustments accordingly, which
include:
 System operations
 Functionality and content of the website and mobile application
 System maintenance
 Customer service, including the call center and service procedures
 Targeted marketing plan, that will include bike ambassadors, instructional videos,
bike system tips, and additional information on memberships
 Daily system performance dashboard for real time monitoring
 Service level agreement reporting and performance metrics
In the near term, Bewegen will be contacting all 2017 users of the system and asking for
customer feedback through an online survey. City and County staff with Bewegen will
develop an end of season evaluation report in late December that will provide detailed
bike routes, ridership, and include modifications to the system and operations. Staff will
provide this report, any additional information, timeline and program adjustments to City
Council shortly thereafter in a Staff Communications report.
Background
 In April 2016, Bewegen was contracted to complete a feasibility study for an ebike share program in Park City and the Snyderville Basin.
 On January 26, 2017, the Summit County Council recommended that County
Council authorize the County Manager to enter a contract for service with
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Bewegen. This County staff report can be found here: Electric Bike Program and
Contract Execution
On March 9th, 2017 the Park City Council authorized the Mayor to enter into an
interlocal agreement between Park City and Summit County for cost sharing of
the electric bike share program. The Park City Municipal Staff report can be
found here.

Department Review
This report has been reviewed by the Executive, Legal, and Transportation Planning
Departments.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Attached for your approval, please find the minutes for the October 12 and 24, 2017 City
Council meetings. Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully:
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060
October 12, 2017
The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on October 12,
2017, at 2:45 p.m. in the City Council Chambers.
WORK SESSION
Public Art Advisory Board (PAAB) Interviews:
The City Council, Mayor Thomas and Jenny Diersen, Public Art Advisory Board Staff
Liaison, interviewed Kendra Kahlow and Jennifer Gardner. The applicants were told
there was one more applicant that would be interviewed before a decision would be
made.
Council Member Henney moved to close the meeting to discuss property, personnel
and litigation at 3:27 p.m. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye:
Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel.
CLOSED SESSION
Council Member Gerber moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 4:15 p.m. Council
Member Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Gerber,
Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel.
WORK SESSION
Council Questions and Comments:
Council Member Henney attended the Summit County Mosquito Abatement District
meeting, and he met with Chris Bates from Senator Hatch’s Office along with
representatives from other entities within the community. He felt Bates left with new
information and thought it was a great meeting.
Council Member Beerman agreed that the meeting with Bates was very constructive
and suggested building coalitions with other cities, and maybe reaching out to Utah
League of Cities and Towns, in support of Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
(DACA). The Council agreed. Council Member Beerman went to a Lunch with Council,
and spoke with the Senior Citizens, and noted their excitement about the new facility.
He indicated Council had talked about having stronger construction enforcement and he
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asked for a staff report giving Council an update on this topic. Foster said a staff report
would be in the next Council packet.
Council Member Worel stated that in meeting with the Seniors, they requested that
Council meet with them once a quarter so they could be informed on the happenings in
the City. She also attended a Board of Health meeting and a Habitat for Humanity
Board meeting.
Council Member Gerber attended the Leadership welcome and farewell meeting. She
attended a class on climate change and health, and the Planning Commission meeting.
Council Member Matsumoto asked when construction would be finished on the Central
Park Condos. Heinrich Deters stated residents should be in those units by the end of
the year.
Mayor Thomas attended the American Planning Association meeting and spoke on a
panel with other planners. He and Matt Dias met with Clark Martinez at the Daley West
Headframe and noted there was 150 feet of unstable material there. He attended the
Park City Arts Board meeting, as well as An Inconvenient Sequel, Al Gore's movie. The
mayor in the movie attended, Mayor Ross, and both Mayor Thomas and Mayor Ross
participated in a panel discussion afterwards.
Discuss Triple Crown City Service Contract Negotiations:
Jenny Diersen, Special Events Manager, Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic
Development Manager, Bob Kollar, Chamber of Commerce, and Carey King, CEO of
Triple Crown Sports, presented this item. King stated this event had been in Park City
since 2003. Triple Crown coordinated premium sporting events. He acknowledged the
event disrupted the lifestyles of some residents, but he noted this was a family friendly
event and was therefore attractive to many in the community. He discussed the new
contract terms and stated the differences in the contract seemed to imply this event was
no longer wanted in Park City. He wanted to keep the event at Park City and have a
healthy relationship with the City for many years to come.
Kollar stated the City had this relationship with Triple Crown because the games ended
at 5:00 p.m., and then the visiting families ate at the restaurants, shopped at the stores
and took advantage of all of Park City's amenities. They also were in the City during the
week, which was typically a slower time for hotels and restaurants. This group made a
donation each year for capital improvements to the ball fields, so they were vested in
staying in the City.
Council Member Gerber asked if the event had grown since 2003. King replied the
event went from 100 teams per week for three weeks to 85 teams per week for three
weeks that played exclusively in Summit County. Council Member Beerman asked if the
reduction in teams was due to market forces, to which King responded in the
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affirmative. Council Member Worel asked about the difference between the economic
impact data versus the economic impact study that was requested. Weidenhamer
stated the City didn't push the economic impact study for the Triple Crown and Silly
Market events, so he would have to come back to Council and discuss it further. Kollar
stated the economic impact data was collected because room stays by team members
were tracked.
Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public comment.
Rhonda Sideris, Park City Lodging, stated Triple Crown participants in the past booked
lodging through VRBO, but Triple Crown made a requirement that participants had to
book at a hotel where Transient Room Tax (TRT) could be tracked. She indicated
another fulltime employee could be hired because of the revenue generated from this
event.
Josh Hobson stated he lived across the street from the north end of City Park. He liked
that the event was held at City Park and thought it was appropriate to keep the event at
all three locations.
Teri Whitney, Snow Flower Condominiums, asked if other events would pay for the
fields. Diersen clarified that Triple Crown paid the fee instead of the taxpayer. Kollar
indicated that if Triple Crown left Park City, nobody would be paying that fee.
Michael Barille, Executive Director of Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA), stated he
issued a survey about events in the City and there were 30 respondents so far. The
parade received high approval, but questions on the events in town received a variety of
responses.
Mike Sweeney indicated he took the HPCA survey and expressed his support in having
the sporting teams come to the City. The tenants in his building all noted revenue
increases for the week that this event was in town, and he felt events like this made
people want to come back again for vacations. He also explained the agreements he
made with his tenants were long term agreements because losing a good contract could
be hard to replace. He suggested the City enter into long term agreements with Triple
Crown and other valuable events.
William O'Leary, All Seasons Resort and Lodging and resident, stated he did not want
this event to go somewhere else. The properties at his resort went to 100% occupancy
during this event, and he supported this event continuing to come to Park City.
Carole Fontana stated this event was nice, but residents expressed event fatigue so
cutting back had to start somewhere. She encouraged the Council to cut back a little bit.
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Council Member Matsumoto indicated that when this contract came up for renewal,
residents told her they had event fatigue, but they didn't suggest not renting out City
Park, so she was in favor of having this event in City Park.
Council Member Gerber stated she heard some negative comments that residents
couldn't take their kids to the park because of the continuous games. She liked that
lodging was near the park so cars wouldn't be needed to travel to the park. She stated
the magnitude of events had grown from small town events to enormous events and a
way needed to be found to mitigate some of these events. She also stated that so many
events had requested fee reductions that it had reached a breaking point with the City.
This was a difficult balancing act, but she felt the City was moving in the right direction.
Council Member Matsumoto was fine with reducing the fees but noted this event worked
with many partners and ways could be found to get support from other partners as well
as the City.
Council Member Worel asked how the traffic would be mitigated, and requested a plan
from the sponsor to keep the cars off the street. Kollar stated there was not a bus route
to Quinn's Junction, but he would make an effort to meet with Transit for options.
Council Member Worel supported having the event at City Park
Council Member Beerman stated Triple Crown was not being singled out or pushed out,
but the community was at a maximum for events and the impacts needed to be pared
back. He felt three years was a good commitment and that might be enough time to
figure out the transit dilemma. He did not support opening the event up at City Park.
Council Member Henney stated the transportation issue was a big one and if it was
solved, that would be better than paring back the event. His issue was all the support
vehicles that came with the event. The streets were small and couldn't accommodate an
overwhelming amount of vehicles. He stated there would be a very different
conversation for the next contract renewal if Triple Crown could resolve this congestion
concern within the next three years. He supported Triple Crown playing at the City Park.
Rhonda Sideris stated the traffic problem could be the result of other events that were in
the City at the same time Triple Crown was in town because this event came and
stayed for a week.
Chris Eggleton, Lodging Board with the County and Chamber Board, stated the
Chamber sent out a survey that received 1800 responses. Of resort towns listed, Park
City was voted the easiest to get to, the most family friendly, and easiest to get around
within the City.
Mayor Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.
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Mayor Thomas felt the City had come a long ways. He knew the fee reductions were
being reduced, but it was a family friendly town. He liked having the youth come for their
sporting events. He supported having this event at City Park as well.

42

REGULAR MEETING
I.
ROLL CALL

43

Council Member Matsumoto reiterated her support for City Park saying the City was the
biggest supporter of the event, with its $50,000 contribution, so she wanted the
attendees to stay in the City.
King expressed appreciation to the Council and stated he would work on the
transportation problem over the next three years.
Main Street Plaza Uses:
Council Member Beerman recused himself due to the proximity of his property to the
plaza. Jonathan Weidenhamer and Jenny Diersen presented this item. Weidenhamer
stated the plaza was geared towards passive events. He recommended having the
current event process in place for this plaza. He thought noise was an issue but
indicated there was a noise ordinance in place that addressed noise levels.
Council Member Gerber asked if, under Option 1, amplified music would be allowed
only in the Plaza or would it also be allowed on the street. Weidenhamer stated this
would be a discussion point, but if Silly Market was held in the Main Street Plaza, the
music could be limited from 12:00 p.m.-5:00 p.m., and the acoustic might go past the 65
DB. Diersen stated staff was trying to determine the activities to include at the plaza to
make it vibrant. Weidenhamer didn't include amplified music in the staff report because
the noise levels were already controlled by the code. Council Member Matsumoto
stated the City spent a lot of money on the revitalization of Main Street. The business
community asserted the number one priority was the plaza. Residents wanted grass, a
water feature and other green spaces and the City listened. She thought events should
be held there but not new events.
Council Member Worel stated a traffic study was supposed to be part of this project,
and she didn't understand how the number of events held there could be determined
prior to getting that study back. Weidenhamer stated that the specific uses outlined
would not change the existing conditions. He knew there could be improvements, such
as signage, traffic flow, etc. Diersen indicated the special event process mandated that
any special event wanting to use the plaza would be required to come before the
Council for approval. Also, each event had a specific transportation plan and that would
continue as well.
Mayor Thomas indicated public comment would be taken in the regular meeting and
then this item would be continued to the October 24th agenda.
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Attendee Name
Jack Thomas
Andy Beerman
Becca Gerber
Tim Henney
Cindy Matsumoto
Nann Worel
Diane Foster
Mark Harrington
Matt Dias
Michelle Kellogg
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Title
Mayor
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member
Council Member
City Manager
City Attorney
Assistant City Manager
City Recorder

Status
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

II.
COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF
Staff Communications Reports:


Construction Report October, 2017:



2018 Budget Report - First Quarter:



Annual Integrated Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES)
Plan Submission:

III.
PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON
THE AGENDA)
Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for those who wished to address the Council
regarding the Main Street Plaza.
Clive Bush said he was shocked by the report. He lived in the area of the plaza and
thought the plaza would be more park-like rather than the proposal to make it event
oriented. He stated if restrictive covenants weren't put in place, the plaza would see
constantly increasing events. He wasn't saying all events should be prohibited, but limit
the use to an occasional event. The report discussed moving the events from lower
Main to the plaza, but there wasn’t a traffic study to support it. He encouraged the
Council to take a step back for further consideration, since the plaza was surrounded by
residential neighborhoods on three sides.
Peter Marth indicated the HPCA requested this plaza in 2011 in order to bring people to
the top of Main Street, but it didn't request this result. The current plaza had low noise
uses and he was concerned about the impact to residents with the proposed plaza.
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There was a 100% increase in commercial traffic on Hillside, and this plaza would
increase the traffic even more.
Doug Stephens wanted to make sure the City didn't construct itself into a corner. The
City was trying to promote the historic structures on Upper Main Street. He hoped all
these projects could work well together. He moved to Old Town for some activity so he
was in favor of some events being held there.
Michael Barille, HPCA, stated the HPCA initiated an event subcommittee and he hoped
they would be functioning soon. He wanted the plaza to be an amenity and not just a
passive park. He felt programming the plaza was necessary and would benefit the
business district. He hoped policies could be set so events could be held without closing
down the street. Programming could include Level One and Level Two events, which
would still create a draw to the plaza. In response to the staff report, HPCA supported
staff in their work to mitigate impacts, and their Option One and Two. He hoped the
plaza could remain a vibrant and active place.
Mike Sweeney indicated the plazas at Lower Main and Upper Main would be bookends.
He felt the big events that required road closures would still be held on Lower Main. The
Main Street Plaza would be meant for the local people.
Carole Fontana stated amplified acoustic instruments were not horrible, but electric
instruments were a different story. She would be in favor of programming that prevented
amplified electric instruments. She presented a video of a Level Three event that she
could hear from her home.
David Constable indicated he heard the same concert as Fontana from his home, which
was located 300-400 yards away from the event. He urged Council to keep the
residents in mind and limit these events.
Patricia Constable read a prepared statement noting that residents wanted a good
quality of life. Businesses liked the events because events added to the business
owners' quality of life, but the residents had invested in this City as well. She was in
favor of Main Street Plaza, but suggested the events begin at a slow pace, with only
acoustic music allowed. She stated residents were no less important than the Main
Street businesses.
Ed Parigian agreed with the comments given and stated Council needed to consider
what they wanted Old Town to be: a party, historic, or something else. He indicated
there was not a lot at the top of Main Street and residents should have the first priority.
Susee Williams stated traffic had increased on Hillside immensely over the years. Her
neighborhood was saturated with events and the residents had enough.
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Chris Dixon stated she loved the City and loved sitting outside and listening to the
stream behind her home. The big events would affect her life in a negative way and she
didn't support it.

40
41

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for those who wished to address the Council on
items not listed on the agenda.
Sanford Melville discussed the planned event space located at the historic Kimball
Garage. After the appeal to the Council in April, he asked for an update but his
questions were unanswered. The Planning Commission held a work session on the
remand of the issue and it would be on the Planning Commission agenda on October
25th. The Council's next meeting after that was November 9th and he didn't know if that
was enough time to appeal to the Council if needed. He asked that Council not let this
item fall through the cracks.
Council Member Matsumoto asked if Melville would be required to make another
appeal. Harrington indicated another appeal would need to be made, and indicated the
Council could not schedule this on an agenda before the results of the Planning
Commission were known. Council Member Worel asked if the Planning Commission
could push the item to another meeting. Harrington stated Council would have the
opportunity for a call up or an appeal if necessary, and a special meeting could be
scheduled in order to meet any requirements.
Mayor Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.
IV.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from September 14
and 21, 2017:
Council Member Beerman referred to Page 150 in the packet and stated he had
indicated that Halloween and the Shot Ski events were for the community so he didn’t
want to eliminate all off season events. Council Member Worel referred to Page 137,
Line 27 of the packet and clarified that the Mental Wellness Alliance had a strategic
plan. She also referred to Page 142, Line 25 and noted the Farmer’s Market was held in
front of the Summit County Health Department.
Council Member Beerman moved to approve the City Council Meeting minutes from
September 14 and 21, 2017, as amended. Council Member Gerber seconded the
motion.

42
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
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CONSENT AGENDA

1.
Request to Accept Moose Sculpture as a Donation into the Public Art
Collection:
Council Member Worel moved to accept the Moose Sculpture as a donation into the
public art collection. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.

VI.

OLD BUSINESS

1.
Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-53, an Ordinance Amending
Title 6, Health, Nuisance Abatement, Noise; Chapter 3, Noise, of the Municipal
Code of Park City, Utah:
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official, and Tricia Lake, Assistant City
Attorney, presented this item. Downard stated that this noise code amendment would
be specifically geared towards special events. The proposed ordinance was discussed
with Planning Commission and the Council, and the intention was to maintain the noise
levels throughout the City. In preparation for the amendments, two new decibel meters
were purchased for enforcement purposes. Joint code enforcement shifts with Public
Safety occurred on uneventful event days to see what the standard was.
Lake stated staff recommended to use the least restricted use in the City and apply it to
the City. Currently the use was set at 65 decibels so residents bordering a commercial
district would be held to the acceptable commercial decibel level. Council Member
Beerman stated the decibel level of a commercial area should be at the residential
decibel level when the noise hit the residential area. Downard stated the business would
be allowed to comply with the least restricted use in that zone.
Council Member Worel asked if the noise ordinance would apply with the new changes
for Sundance, specifically load-in and load-out times. Downard indicated the allowed
load in/out times would comply with the specific permitting process.
Lake stated the proposal was to move from a Citywide decibel level to a reduced level
for residential areas and simplify it. Council Member Henney asked if the Main Street
businesses would be out of compliance if the more restrictive decibel level was
enforced. Lake stated that would be a possibility, but businesses were currently abiding
by 65 DB.
Mayor Thomas stated the residents adjacent to the commercial zone would have to
have a 10 decibel tolerance, but the neighbor across the street would expect a lower
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decibel level. Council Member Henney clarified it was not the adjacent resident but
rather the district the resident was in.

34
35

RESULT: CONTINUED TO A DATE UNCERTAIN
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

36
37
38
39
40
41
42

2.
Consideration to Approve the Proposed Library Field Preservation
Easement and Grant the Easement to Summit Land Conservancy, in a Form
Approved by the City Attorney:
Heinrich Deters, Open Space Manager, Kate Sattelmeier, Legal Counsel, and Joe
Cromley, President of Summit Land Conservancy, presented this item. Deters asked
that the Council approve the easement as well as grant the easement to Summit Land

Council Member Matsumoto stated people spoke at 65 decibels. Foster indicated staff
would like to get a sound engineer to give numbers on distance on the decibel level.
Downard stated the proposed ordinance would allow enforcement officers to measure
the decibels from the affected property.
Council Member Beerman suggested being more restrictive since Main Street was
generally compliant, noting he would prefer to err on the conservative side of the issue.
Harrington recommended the Council attend a field test in order to keep the issue
pragmatic. The Council agreed that a field test would be beneficial.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Mike Sweeney indicated the 65 DB could not be met and said traffic on Main Street
would exceed that level. Downard clarified that ambient noise was different from
sustained noise. Sweeney also thought any noise, whether stationary or not, would be
held to the same standard.
Michael Barille commented that this ordinance had come a ways, but from the
conversation tonight, it needed to be clarified and made easier to read and understand.
He was concerned that the time would come where a business would not be able to be
managed responsibly. He felt a balance should be struck with residences that were
adjacent to business districts. One suggestion would be to have community policing or
officers that were familiar with the ordinance.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Worel moved to continue Ordinance No. 2017-53, an Ordinance
Amending Title 6, Health, Nuisance Abatement, Noise; Chapter 3, Noise, of the
Municipal Code of Park City, Utah, to a date uncertain. Council Member Gerber
seconded the motion.
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Conservancy. He noted the red line language in the preservation easement would
remain in the easement.

20
21

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
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Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Ed Parigian thought the easement was a great thing and thanked Council for their
support.
Sharon Christianson thanked Council for granting this park for the enjoyment of the
residents.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Beerman thanked the COSAC members, Deters, and Summit Land for
all their hard work.
Council Member Beerman moved to approve the Library Field Preservation Easement
and grant the easement to Summit Land Conservancy, in a form approved by the City
Attorney. Council Member Worel seconded the motion.

3.
Public Hearing to Receive Input with Respect to (A) the Issuance of
Approximately $40,000,000 of Sales Tax Revenue Bonds and (B) Any Potential
Economic Impact that the Project to be Financed with the Proceeds of the Bonds
May Have on the Private Sector:
Nate Rockwood, Budget, Debt, and Grant Manager, stated Council authorized the
issuance of the bonds and the associated agreements on September 21st. Since that
time, the date of the sale had been adjusted. He expected the interest rate on the bonds
to be 2.7%.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Michael Barille stated there were concerns that there would be competing impacts for
the Arts and Culture District, noting businesses related to visual arts, culinary arts,
performing arts, etc., included much of the town. He hoped to be part of the stakeholder
group that would be organized for this project.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
VII.
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1.
Consideration to Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Contract, in a
Form Approved by the City Attorney’s Office, with Webb Management Services,
Inc., for Arts and Culture District Specialist Consultant Services Contract Award:
Nate Rockwood stated hiring a consultant was the first step of the public outreach
process and the first step of what an Arts and Culture District would mean in Park City.
The consultant would go through a visioning process, meeting with stakeholders and
performing outreach via public meetings. The design RFP would also be sent out. He
clarified that all three phases of the scope would total $97,955. Rockwood also stated
the consultant had experience all across the country and had the expertise, timeline,
and quality the committee was looking for in a consultant.

29
30

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

2.
Consideration of Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive Crosswalk Appeal by
Residents of Aerie Subdivision:
Corey Legge, Engineer, stated this appeal was due to a denial of a crosswalk across
Deer Valley Drive at Aerie Drive. A traffic study was performed and the recommendation
was to not have a crosswalk at this point. In order to collect additional data, a camera
was set up to collect data on pedestrians and bikes crossing at that point during
different days where events were being held. Legge displayed the data collected from
the camera, and noted the volume did not meet the requirements needed for a
crosswalk. He indicated before and after the Fourth of July parade there were large
numbers of crossings, but this could be addressed by placing an officer at the
intersection to help out during this event.

Council Member Worel asked where traffic would be studied in the timeline. Rockwood
stated three different consultants would be hired for this project. A traffic study would be
performed and would be part of the project timeline. Council Member Worel stated all
residents were stakeholders and should not have to wait until week Four to give input.
Rockwood stated they were doing as much as possible and no proposals would be
made until after the information gathering period. Council Member Beerman stated the
traffic study would evaluate existing conditions, yet a transit center would be in there.
Rockwood stated the study would also evaluate future conditions with the transit center
as well.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
Council Member Gerber moved to authorize the City Manager to enter into a contract, in
a form approved by the City Attorney’s office, with Webb Management Services, Inc.,
for Arts and Culture District Specialist Consultant Services Contract Award. Council
Member Beerman seconded the motion.

Park City

Page 12

Updated 10/12/2017 11:19 PM
Packet Pg. 70

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING - DRAFT
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
October 12, 2017
P a g e | 13
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Legge stated since the pedestrian volume did not warrant a crosswalk, the appeal was
denied by the Neighborhood Transportation Management Plan (NTMP) committee. He
indicated staff would support examining public transit routes with pick up locations at
Aerie Drive during special events, looking at new trail routes to connect the Prospector
Trailhead to the spine on Deer Valley Drive, and implementing micro transit, which
could benefit that area, as well as Uber and Lyft.
Three options for Council would be to deny the appeal, which was staff's
recommendation, continue the evaluation with more reliance on UDOT, or approve the
appeal and direct staff to make an application to UDOT since it was their right of way.
Council Member Worel asked if UDOT would pay for an underground tunnel. Legge
said the City would have to pay and negotiate with UDOT.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Mike King, Aerie Drive resident, stated it was not safe to cross Deer Valley Drive. He felt
having a crosswalk would reduce traffic. There was no sidewalk so the area was not
pedestrian friendly. He understood the information presented tonight, but asked Council
to find a solution to get people off the hill. He felt if a crosswalk were there, there would
be more pedestrian traffic.
Carl Tippit stated when he bought his home there was less traffic, but now he didn't feel
like he could walk to town. He thought that if a crosswalk was built, people would use it
and the pedestrian numbers would increase. Even if the numbers weren't reached, he
didn't understand what the problem would be with having it. He recommended the
Council consider Option Three of staff’s recommendations.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Matsumoto stated this was a problematic spot to have a crosswalk.
There were no trails or sidewalks available once the crosswalk was in place. The project
would be large scale and complicated. She didn't think that neighborhood was meant to
be a walkable neighborhood to Old Town. She recommended denying the appeal and
looking for alternatives.
Mayor Thomas agreed with Council Member Matsumoto and felt a path would be there
at some point in the future. Council Member Worel asked what would be involved in
talking with UDOT. Legge stated there were discussions with UDOT regarding this
crosswalk, but they all had the same result. Council Member Worel asked if a route
could be made to the roundabout. Bruce Erickson stated there was a possible route that
could lead to the roundabout. Council Member Matsumoto indicated a sidewalk should
be installed on the east side of Deer Valley Drive. Erickson stated this project was
possible but it would take some time. Council Member Beerman knew this area was
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problematic, and suggested a dirt path could go along the wall to accommodate walkers
and bikers.

15
16

RESULT: APPEAL DENIED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
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Tippit asked if Aerie residents could donate money for the HAWK crosswalk. Erickson
stated the City could not do anything to impact traffic on Deer Valley Drive, so that was
the reason for staff's recommendation to discuss alternatives.
Council Member Gerber liked the idea of having a path connect to Deer Valley Drive.
Council Member Henney supported a rustic path until an improved path could be
developed.
Council Member Matsumoto moved to deny the Aerie Drive and Deer Valley Drive
Crosswalk appeal by residents of Aerie Subdivision and direct staff to explore
alternatives. Council Member Beerman seconded the motion.

3.
Consideration to Approve Resolution 28-2017, a Resolution Adopting NetZero Energy Performance Requirements for All New or Renovated Buildings and
Facilities Constructed Using Funds Allocated by Park City, Utah to Promote
Energy Efficiency, Reduction of Carbon Emissions, and Sustainable Design:
Luke Cartin and Celia Peterson, Environmental Sustainability, presented this item.
Cartin indicated this was Climate Week. He reviewed efforts to reduce the City's carbon
footprint, including a water surcharge and energy efficiency projects. The goal was to be
100% renewable. He discussed the City's fleet, e-bikes, tree planting, and other
programs the City had implemented to attain the goal. Cartin stated the City spent $2
million per year on energy.
Peterson indicated the proposed resolution would focus on the performance of new
buildings and facilities, which would be energy efficient up to net zero. She explained
what was involved to obtain a net zero building.
Mayor Thomas asked if buildings were ever planned to be small and efficient instead of
as big as possible. Cartin stated the buildings were constructed net zero from the
beginning, but the scale of the building was relative and would need to be balanced.
Council Member Beerman stated that a lot of projects were going over budget, so being
net zero needed to be considered essential to the design or it would be valued out.
Peterson noted that passive house builders reviewed the resolution, and they
recommended being as stringent as possible. It was indicated a guidebook resource
would be created and staff would be trained. Cartin stated this resolution was the first of
its kind, so it would be a learning process. Mayor Thomas indicated he was optimistic
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on how the City’s net zero goal was unfolding. He knew there were efficient ways of
building.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
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Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
Council Member Beerman moved to approve Resolution 28-2017, a resolution adopting
net-zero energy performance requirements for all new or renovated buildings and
facilities constructed using funds allocated by Park City, Utah to promote energy
efficiency, reduction of carbon emissions, and sustainable design. Council Member
Gerber seconded the motion.

4.
Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-54, an Ordinance Approving
the Echo Spur Subdivision Amending Lots 2 and 3 Located at 441 Echo Spur and
449 Echo Spur, Park City, Utah:
Tippe Morlan, Planner II, and Bruce Erickson, Planning Director, presented this item.
Morlan stated the applicant requested that two separate lots be combined to one lot.
Council Member Worel asked how big the home could be on the lot. Erickson replied a
house on that lot could be a little over 4,000 square feet.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
Council Member Gerber moved to approve Ordinance No. 2017-54, an ordinance
approving the Echo Spur Subdivision amending Lots 2 and 3 located at 441 Echo Spur
and 449 Echo Spur, Park City, Utah. Council Member Henney seconded the motion.

30
31

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

32
33
34
35
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37
38
39

5.
Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-55, an Ordinance Approving
the Iron Canyon Subdivision Lot 42 Building Pad Adjustment Located at 2463 Iron
Mountain Drive, Park City, Utah:
Tippe Morlan stated the applicants requested a plat amendment to change the shape of
the building pad. There was a stream running on the west side of the lot, and the
applicants showed that the building pad would not encroach into the stream area.
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Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
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Council Member Henney moved to approve Ordinance No. 2017-55, an ordinance
approving the Iron Canyon Subdivision Lot 42 Building Pad Adjustment located at 2463
Iron Mountain Drive, Park City, Utah. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.

6.
Consideration to Approve Disposition of City Property Located at 8902
Empire Club Drive, #201, Pursuant to Municipal Code 2-3-11, Along with the Real
Estate Purchase Contract (REPC) with Joni Antar, for the City-Owned Property
Located at 8902 Empire Club Drive, #201, in the Amount of $800,000, and Also
Approve the Removal of Deed Restrictions, in a Form Approved by the City’s
Attorney’s Office:
Anne Laurent, Community Development Manager, presented this item and indicated
this property was to be sold at market rate and the City would use the proceeds to build
two affordable housing units.
Council Member Worel moved to approve Disposition of City Property located at 8902
Empire Club Drive, #201, pursuant to Municipal Code 2-3-11, along with the Real Estate
Purchase Contract (REPC) with Joni Antar, for the City-owned property located at 8902
Empire Club Drive, #201, in the Amount of $800,000, and also approve the removal of
deed restrictions, in a form approved by the City’s Attorney’s Office. Council Member
Gerber seconded the motion.
RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

IX.

PARK CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING

32I.

ROLL CALL

Attendee Name
Jack Thomas
Andy Beerman
Becca Gerber
Tim Henney
Cindy Matsumoto
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Committee Member
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Nann Worel
Diane Foster
Mark Harrington
Matt Dias
Michelle Kellogg
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32
33

Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

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

Chairman Thomas opened the public input portion of the meeting for those who wished
to speak on items not listed on the agenda. No comments were given. Chairman
Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.
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Committee Member
City Manager
City Attorney
Assistant City Manager
Secretary

III. NEW BUSINESS

1.
Consideration to Authorize the Governing Board of the Redevelopment
Agency (RDA), to Approve the Disposition of City Property Located at 1835 Three
Kings Drive #25-6, Along with the Real Estate Purchase Contract (REPC) with
Todd Bramhall, for the City-Owned Property Located at 1835 Three Kings Drive
#25-6, in the Amount of $139,398, in a Form Approved by the City Attorney’s
Office:
Anne Laurent stated this unit was purchased for the purpose of updating deed
restrictions and was being sold to a transit employee. The updated restrictions would be
presented to Council before closing.
Council Member Worel asked if everyone approved for the affordable housing units
would be held to the same standards. Laurent affirmed the qualifications were
standardized and also stated the historical deeds of the City’s affordable housing units
were all different so they would be making them uniform.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
Committee Member Beerman moved authorize the governing board of the
Redevelopment Agency (RDA), to approve the Disposition of City Property located at
1835 Three Kings Drive #25-6, along with the Real Estate Purchase Contract (REPC)
with Todd Bramhall, for the City-owned property located at 1835 Three Kings Drive #256, in the amount of $139,398, in a form approved by the City Attorney’s Office.
Committee Member Worel seconded the motion.
RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Committee Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

34
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2.
Consideration to Authorize the Governing Board of the Redevelopment
Agency (RDA) to Approve the Disposition of City Property Located at 1225 W.
Black Rock Trail #306, Pursuant to Municipal Code 2-3-11, Along with the Real
Estate Purchase Contract (REPC) with Lisa Roadfuss, for the City-Owned
Property Located at 1225 W. Black Rock Trail #306/P, in the Amount of $204,676
in a Form Approved by the City Attorney’s Office:
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.

31
32

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Committee Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

33
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Greg Bellmyer stated he worked in Park City, lived in #38 in Black Hawk Trail, and
asked how the deed amendments would be the same. He was not a Summit County
resident so he had no say in who sat on the Park City Council. He asked if the
amendments affected the residents of this community. Laurent stated the amendments
only affected the unit in question. Bellmyer expressed frustration with the lack of
information given to the residents. Foster indicated staff could meet with Bellmyer to
resolve his concerns.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Gerber asked if there was any ability to set limitations on the HOA for
the unit. Laurent stated the HOA could not be controlled and clarified for the record that
compliance was to verify that the owners were in the same compliance as when they
purchased the unit.
Committee Member Beerman moved to authorize the Governing Board of the
Redevelopment Agency (RDA) to approve the Disposition of City Property located at
1225 W. Black Rock Trail #306, pursuant to Municipal Code 2-3-11, along with the Real
Estate Purchase Contract (REPC) with Lisa Roadfuss, for the City-owned property
located at 1225 W. Black Rock Trail #306/P, in the amount of $204,676 in a Form
Approved by the City Attorney’s Office. Committee Member Gerber seconded the
motion.

X.

ADJOURNMENT

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES- DRAFT
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 84060
October 24, 2017
The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting on October 24,
2017, at 2:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers.
WORK SESSION
Public Art Advisory Board (PAAB) Interview:
Mayor Thomas, the Council, and Jenny Diersen, Staff Liaison for PAAB, interviewed
Lee Parker for a vacancy on the board. Parker was told a decision would be made in a
few days.
Council Member Henney moved to close the meeting to discuss property, personnel
and litigation at 2:55 p.m. Council Member Worel seconded the motion. Voting Aye:
Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel.
CLOSED SESSION
Council Member Beerman moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 4:15 p.m. Council
Member Gerber seconded the motion. Voting Aye: Council Members Beerman, Gerber,
Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel.
WORK SESSION
Council Questions and Comments:
Council Member Gerber attended a Youth City Council meeting where the students
learned about the roles of the City and County. She attended a Special Events Advisory
Committee (SEAC) meeting and indicated they discussed upcoming events. She also
attended the Commercial Chain Business stakeholder meeting.
Council Member Beerman attended the Library Field Hoedown event, the Utah League
of Cities and Towns (ULCT) Board meeting, and the Citizens Open Space Advisory
Committee (COSAC) meeting. He indicated there was a good chance Utah would move
forward with an Olympic bid. He was asked to serve on the exploratory committee,
overseeing how the games could be more environmentally friendly, and he asked
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Council if that would be acceptable. If so, he wanted a community discussion on the
level of enthusiasm for the Olympics to return to Park City. Mayor Thomas asked that
this be put on the next Council agenda for discussion. Council Member Beerman
thought the public meeting should be held at the Santy Auditorium so good public
feedback could be given.
Council Member Worel attended the taxi stakeholder group as well as the Women in
Leadership book club. She also attended the Joint Transportation Advisory Board
(JTAB) meeting where the members received updates on the new buses and the e-bike
program.
Council Member Henney attended the JTAB meeting as well and indicated the signal
prioritization system installation would be pushed back to the first week of December.
He also attended the Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA) meeting and noted Kenzie
Coulson from Parking gave the group an update on the parking program. Chain stores
were discussed as well.
Council Member Matsumoto attended the Sewer Board meeting, where they reviewed
the proposed budget, and indicated an increase in fees and impact fees were included.
She also announced she had a new grandson.
Mayor Thomas met with the Aspen Villas stakeholder group, and attended the Arts and
Culture visioning meeting, the Utah Green Business Awards luncheon, and the Quality
Growth Commission meeting. He and the Council set a date to go on a field trip to
evaluate the noise levels on Main Street on November 10th.
Open Public Meetings Act Training:
Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney, highlighted the materials presented in
the Council packet on open public meetings. She indicated the Open Public Meetings
Act was enacted to ensure that issues were deliberated in front of the public. She
reminded Council to be careful about emailing between Council members because it
could constitute a meeting if three or more members were corresponding via email.
Also, texting during the Council meetings between Council members was prohibited.
Samuels McLean noted that meeting agendas could only be changed prior to 24 hours
of the meeting time.
Park City Kimball Arts Festival Debrief:
Jenny Diersen, Special Events Manager, and Dave March, Marketing and Events
Director for the Kimball Arts Center, presented this item. Diersen stated the success of
the event was dependent on the entire community. One change for this year's event
was to shift the festival times back an hour in order to be open later in the evening. This
had a great impact on the area restaurants. The parking garage was 80%-90% full
during peak event times and the School District park-and-ride was well utilized.
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March displayed the economic impact rundown of this event on the City and noted the
revenue increased 5% over 2016, attendance was up 8% over 2016, volunteers
donated 2,164 total hours to the success of the event, and there were 233 artists
represented, which was the most to date.
Council Member Worel asked if the volunteers came back year after year and were they
from all over the country. March stated they came back, but unlike Sundance, they were
locals or lived in the region. Council Member Worel referred to the report under
sustainability and asked why idling was being limited and not prohibited. March stated
he didn‟t know why that was in there and indicated the code prohibiting idling was sent
to all applicants.
Council Member Gerber asked about the baseline attendance numbers. March stated
they tightened up the tracking so he estimated the average attendance being 53,00056,000. Council Member Gerber indicated she liked the moderate growth of this event.
Council Member Beerman expressed that he was pleased with residential and traffic
mitigation for this event. He suggested having a plastic bag and styrofoam ban. March
indicated they were working on that in their communications with the artists.
Main Street Plaza Uses:
Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager, and Jenny Diersen, Special
Events Manager, presented this item. Weidenhamer stated the goals for the plaza were
to create a public space that was for residents and visitors, which would be adaptable
for occasional events. He indicated this meeting was to get solid direction regarding
programming.
Matt Cassel, City Engineer, gave an update on the access and circulation study. He
stated the scope was expanded to include Hillside and the drop-off areas. The study
was complete except for the analysis on the drop-off shuttles. He estimated the draft
would be available in two weeks and the final report in a month. Council Member
Henney asked if the surrounding residential areas were being looked at as well, without
taking the plaza into consideration, since the neighbors had indicated that traffic was a
problem. Cassel stated the study would look at the other traffic issues on Hillside. At the
corner of Swede and Main was a bulb out to encourage people to go back down Swede
Alley. All these things were being looked at, and he acknowledged a lot of the Hillside
study was not connected to the plaza.
Diersen reviewed the event calendar for the plaza and indicated there were 76 events
that needed to be permitted each year, and of those, there were 57 events held on Main
Street. She said the level of event did not necessarily correlate to the noise level of the
event. She indicated special events were held to balance residential impacts,
community vitality, and economic goals. The special events process had the teeth to
keep out undesirable events. Her team worked very hard to mitigate impacts.
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Weidenhamer stated the administrative use policy for events would include the total
number allowed, total days allowed, and limits on hours and noise levels. Currently,
Council deferred the approval of Level One and Level Two events to staff. One option
could be to have Council approve all events held at this location. He also asked if
Council wanted to allow family reunions, small weddings or other gatherings at this
plaza.
Council Member Henney stated he thought an additional layer of regulation was
necessary in the beginning, and then adjustments could be made as time went on.
Council Member Matsumoto thought the administrative use policy might be too
cumbersome and she didn't know how it would affect Main Street. She favored Council
approving all events held in the plaza for the first year and then having Council
reevaluate the process.
Council Member Worel thought the special events process had tightened up over the
past year, but this was a unique space. She thought the administrative use policy might
be a good tool to use to consider the proposed events and the impacts it would have on
the neighbors.
Council Member Henney was confused by the noise conversation and the traffic. He felt
the policy needed to be simplified and uniform for all applicants. Diersen stated if there
was a complaint, the event would be notified immediately and she thought they would
adjust the levels because they would want to come back.
Mayor Thomas said the City has come to the point where the pressure to have events
and the tolerance of the community were butting heads. He hoped to make the process
work for all involved.
Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public input.
Peter Marth indicated this was a big project that would have an impact on this location.
He was not comfortable with this location being an events plaza because the pressure
would keep coming to increase the number of events. He suggested a location for an
events plaza should be under the Marsac building.
Carole Fontana didn't think this plaza should be compared to City Park and therefore
wanted to see private corporate events and family reunions removed from the plan.
Clive Bush thought the event classifications were insufficient to define noise and traffic.
He felt intermittent noise of event breakdowns could be more disturbing than the actual
events. Also, the time of year would make a difference in noise levels. He thought the
events were driven for monetary reasons. He also indicated the neighbors had put up
with commercial traffic on Hillside and the City was destroying that part of town. He felt
the character of the plaza would be gone if there were too many events, noting this part
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of old town was family driven and it was now diminishing as families were leaving. He
hoped Council could restore the livability of the neighborhood and not destroy it.
David Constable was not in favor of the events center on the plaza, but he appreciated
Council Member Henney's suggestion to start slow and take a look at it after a year.
Sandra Morrison, Chair of Historic Park City Alliance (HPCA), stated the merchants
weren't looking for new events on the street, but they were trying to deal with the events
already in place.
Michael Barille, HPCA Executive Director, asserted the primary motive of his
membership was to have a motive for people to visit the merchants on Upper Main
Street. HPCA would be supportive of giving staff additional criteria, but if Council
approved each event, they would be mired down with all the public comment.
Doug Stephens mentioned as construction documents were reviewed, he hoped all the
construction and commercial vehicles in the area could have a soft turn at the top of
Swede Alley. He hoped traffic congestion could be removed from that area.
Ed Godycki asked if Council had considered the affect the plaza, with its associated
noise levels, would have on property values.
Patricia Constable suggested that no Level Three Events be allowed at the plaza and
that only acoustic instruments be allowed there.
Michael Barille offered a solution related to breakdown noises, suggesting a tent could
be there seasonally that could be taken down at the end of the season, which would
eliminate repeated set ups and take downs.
Mike Sweeney supported staff in their recommendations. With all the events that were
managed by staff, they were capable of managing a small plaza. Also, the neighbors
had to understand the topography limitations with regard to noise levels.
Mayor Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.
Council Member Matsumoto stated Council already agreed traffic on Hillside was a
problem, and it didn't have anything to do with the plaza. Cassel stated direction was
given to keep traffic at a minimum on Hillside, but since it was a public right-of-way it
was hard to ban certain vehicles. Council Member Matsumoto suggested making the
street one way. Foster reviewed the Council had given direction on this problem, the
Neighborhood Transportation Management Program (NTMP) distributed a report, and
the Parametrix study was expanded as well, in the hope of finding a solution. Cassel
acknowledged there was a lot of traffic on Hillside and staff was working to mitigate it.
Council Member Matsumoto didn't like the administrative use policy, saying it was too
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complicated, but having Council review every event didn't seem feasible either. She
favored Council reviewing all Level Two and Three events for the first year so Council,
businesses, and residents could get the feel for the impacts to the neighborhood.

29

REGULAR MEETING
I.
ROLL CALL
Attendee Name
Jack Thomas
Andy Beerman
Becca Gerber
Tim Henney
Cindy Matsumoto
Nann Worel
Diane Foster
Mark Harrington
Matt Dias

30

Foster asked if Cassel should analyze banning commercial traffic on Hillside. Council
was in favor of the analysis.
Council Member Henney favored having more restrictions on the plaza initially. He
suggested banning tents which would eliminate the load in/out noises, and also thought
the traffic and noise policies being looked at would resolve the concerns of most of the
residents. He indicated he could support the administrative use policy or having Council
review each event application.
Mayor Thomas stated the plaza didn't have a lot of room for other elements in there. He
didn't favor private events being programmed at the plaza. He favored Council looking
at every event the first year.
Council Member Worel stated she had a hard time spending $8.5 million on the
construction of the plaza, and now she discovered it would not be a passive space. She
favored regulations and Council review.
Council Member Gerber supported an administrative use policy to limit Level Three
events to their current use. She wanted to let residents to know the events would be
predictable so they could enjoy the time when there weren't planned events. She
favored a sign at the base of the trolley area to turn vehicles around so they wouldn't go
up Hillside. She felt the special events permitting plan was great and should be used
alongside the restrictions and the administrative use policy for this plaza. She stressed
the residents were important to the community and they needed predictability.
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City Recorder

Present

COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

1.
Liaison Assignment Request: National Ability Center:
Mayor Thomas felt having a Council member as a liaison to the National Ability Center
(NAC) would be a great benefit for the community. Council Member Gerber offered to
be the sole liaison for the Bright Futures group, to which Council agreed. Council
Member Worel offered to be the NAC liaison until the next Council retreat when the
liaison positions could be reevaluated. Council Member Beerman volunteered to be the
alternate liaison for the NAC. The Council was in favor of these assignments.
Staff Communications Reports:


Summary of Coffee with Council – September 19, 2017



Sundance Supplemental Plan Preview



Special Event Fee Reduction Part 2 - Fiscal Year 2018 Update

IV.
PUBLIC INPUT (ANY MATTER OF CITY BUSINESS NOT SCHEDULED ON
THE AGENDA)
Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for those who wished to address the Council on
items not listed on the agenda. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas closed the
public input portion of the meeting.
IV.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from October 5, 2017:
Council Member Worel commented she should have been marked “Excused” for the
Redevelopment Agency meeting and the Water Service District meeting held October 5,
2017.
Council Member Beerman moved to approve the City Council Meeting minutes from
October 5, 2017 as amended. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.
RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
V.

CONSENT AGENDA

1.
Request to Approve Resolution 29-2017, a Resolution Declaring November
1, 2017 as "Extra Mile Day":
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Council Member Worel moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Council Member
Gerber seconded the motion.
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VI.

OLD BUSINESS

1.
Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-56, an Ordinance Amending
the Municipal Code of Park City, Sections 4-3-1 License Required; 4-3-3 Business
Confined to Private Property; 4-2-13 License Period; 4-3-9(D)(2) Convention Sales
and Commercial Hospitality; and Land Management Code of Park City, Utah:
Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager, Rebecca Gillis, Finance
Manager, and Hannah Tyler, Planner II, presented this item. It was indicated staff met
with stakeholders to determine the application pipeline requirements. They felt the
timeline should be reduced from 180 days to 120 days. Council Member Worel asked if
this could mean that a space could be vacant for two years. Weidenhamer stated it
could be vacant that long but most spaces had quicker turnovers. Council Member
Beerman favored the Letter of Intent (LOI) recommendation for the process. Council
Member Gerber was impressed with the discussion between the stakeholders, and
indicated the group felt an LOI was a lease for all practical purposes.
With regard to the section on the grace period, it was proposed to protect the landlord
as well as the tenant. The language would give six months or the end of the license
period to replace the Conventional Chain Business (CCB) in that location.
Gillis also addressed the Type 1 and Type 2 Convention Sales Licenses (CSL), stating
most CSL Type 2 licenses were issued for Sundance. If a CCB wanted to go into a
storefront they must meet the LMC requirements. The stakeholders thought the Type 2
should be exempted because Sundance was unique and these licenses wouldn‟t
detract from the overall historic character and vibrancy of Main Street.
Council Member Beerman expressed concern that chain businesses could come in at
other times of the year and manipulate their business model to meet code. Harrington
stated this could happen, and then the code would need to be adjusted.
Gillis reviewed the determination for CSL applicants who requested to engage in
business. She displayed a picture of a storefront and indicated a chain, such as a coffee
shop chain, could operate in a building, but had to be back 30 feet from the street, and
they could not have signs in the windows to advertise their presence.
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Council Member Henney stated initially the grace period was given for the benefit of the
landlord, but then it expanded to include the tenant. He favored having the grace period
for the landlord only since that was the original intent.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Rick Margolis, Columbus Pacific Properties, didn't want restrictions on CCB, but
indicated the outreach was incredible and the process was very productive. He
supported the LOI and noted the financial commitment was immediate in order to meet
the 120 day proposed time limit. He asserted some proposed language was excluded in
the final draft regarding the affirmation of commitment from the parent organization, and
he hoped it would be inserted upon approval from the Council. He also stated the term
“engaging in business” would encompass all companies, and hoped that definition
would be clarified further.
Michael Barille, HPCA, agreed that staff did a great job getting a variety of people to the
table to discuss these amendments. He thought there was still some conflicting
language and he wondered how it would be interpreted. This ordinance was important
to the HPCA because it would protect the authenticity of Main Street. He felt the
authenticity didn‟t exist during Sundance, so these details were important in order to
protect those that had storefront businesses.
Ed Godycki stated Sundance should come and talk more about the sponsors and nonsponsors because there was some confusion in the past.
Jamie Gill, Vice President of Real Estate for LL Bean, stated the tenant had a large
investment in the building and should have the right to lease or sublease their building.
He thought tenants would want to stay in business on Main Street and they employed
people in town. If a lease terminated and the employer didn't renew the lease, this
would restrict chain tenants but not chain landlords.
Michael Kaplan gave a scenario that if a lease came to an end and no other licenses
were available, then that would give the landlord an advantage. A provision should be
made to give the tenant an option to go somewhere else.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Henney indicated he favored the LOI amendment. He was concerned
with the temporary imbalance of the grace period and favored an assignment as was
suggested but favored the landlord. He also stated he would like to work on getting the
CSLs a little tighter. Gillis noted that an assignment of lease was the location and not
necessarily the landlord. As far as the CSL amendment, staff wanted to nail it down for
the applicants this year. Harrington stated the concern was with the definition. There
would be a gray area, but it only applied to one out of 112 applications. Council didn't
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want to create a market for an ambush company. He felt it would be wise to adopt the
language tonight and then tweak the definition at a future meeting. Council Member
Henney thanked Harrington and stated he would support the CSL, but worried that
HPCA expressed concern with ambiguity in the language.

39
40

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel

41
42

VII.

Council Member Gerber stated she was clear on differentiating between a national
brand and a CCB, and she supported it, as well as the LOI, and only wanted the grace
period to be applied to the location and not to the tenant.
Council Member Beerman asked if every Type 2 CSL application was looked at to
ensure compliance with the vertical zoning policy. Tyler stated every business had to
comply with the LMC, which included the vertical zoning policy. Council Member
Beerman was not comfortable with the CSL amendments, but was willing to try it for a
year. He supported the LOI and grace period for the landlord.
Council Member Worel asked if Sundance was at the table when the CSL language was
drafted, to which Gillis responded in the affirmative. Council Member Worel asked if
Sundance was supportive of this language. Ralph Rivera, Director of Operations for
Sundance, stated he agreed with the CSL language. The sponsors were under a Master
Festival License (MFL) so they were monitored that way. Council Member Worel
supported the CSL language, the grace period for the location only, and the LOI.
Weidenhamer explained the retracted code language referred to in the public hearing
was removed because the City couldn't capture all the scenarios out there.
Council Member Matsumoto favored the LOI, the grace period for the location only, and
the CSL language. She agreed the edited language should be removed from the CSL.
Council Members Henney and Gerber supported the language being removed. Council
Member Beerman favored having the language remain in the amendments. Foster
noted there would be tweaks needed in the future.
Council Member Matsumoto moved to approve Ordinance No. 2017-56, an ordinance
amending the Municipal Code of Park City, Sections 4-3-1 License Required; 4-3-3
Business Confined to Private Property; 4-2-13 License Period; 4-3-9(D)(2) Convention
Sales and Commercial Hospitality; and Land Management Code of Park City, Utah,
amended to allow the grace period for the location only. Council Member Gerber
seconded the motion.
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1.
Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2017-57, an Ordinance Approving
the Record of Survey to Vacate the Existing Public Access Easement and Create
a New Public Access Easement on Lots 1 and 2 of the Gaddis Subdivision
Located at 578 and 584 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah:
Hannah Tyler, Planner II, and Stephen Elrich, owner, presented this item and explained
there was a request to move the public access easement. Tyler indicated there was a
public comment in the form of an email that requested conditions of approval from the
original plat remain on the property, including:
1.
The original Conditions of Approval for this public easement remain in
place: 'Handicapped Access Only', 'No Main Street Deliveries Allowed'. A locked gate
and signage between the two future homes required.
2.
To prevent use of the properties as a parking lot prior to house
construction, a metal fence with green canvas should be installed across the Park Ave
boundary. Until house construction begins, the lots cannot be used as a „Staging Area‟
for other construction projects.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Thomas
closed the public hearing.
Council Member Worel moved to approve Ordinance No. 2017-57, an ordinance
approving the Record of Survey to vacate the existing public access easement and
create a new public access easement on Lots 1 and 2 of the Gaddis Subdivision located
at 578 and 584 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah with the additional conditions of approval.
Council Member Beerman seconded the motion.
RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
2.
Consideration to Approve Resolution 30-2017, a Resolution Adopting the
Revised Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual, Dated October 24, 2017 for
Park City Municipal Corporation:
Brooke Moss, Human Resources Director, asked if there were any questions with
regard to the proposed Personnel Policy amendments that were outlined in the packet.
Mayor Thomas opened the meeting for public input. No comments were given. Mayor
Thomas closed the public input portion of the meeting.
Council Member Beerman moved to approve Resolution 30-2017, a resolution adopting
the revised Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual, dated October 24, 2017, for
Park City Municipal Corporation. Council Member Gerber seconded the motion.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
3.
Consideration of an Appeal of Planning Commission Approval of a Steep
Slope Conditional Use Permit and Height Exception of Eight (8) Feet to Allow a
Garage on a Downhill Lot for the Construction of a New Single-Family Dwelling at
352 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah:
Mayor Thomas reviewed that this item was an appeal and a decision had to be
evidence based. New evidence also needed to be presented.
Tippe Morlan, Planner II, presented this item and indicated this was a third party appeal
for a steep slope CUP. The owner had proposed a new building on a vacant lot. Last
year the owner applied for a variance to the lot and it was denied. The original design of
the house had changed since that time. A plat amendment was approved in July.
Council Member Henney said the purpose tonight was to look at the process the
Planning Commission went through and to see if the appellant could make additional
comments that could meet the standard. Harrington suggested asking the Mayor to limit
comments to those that addressed the five criteria, but otherwise, the appellant had the
right to address the Council with her argument.
Ruth Meinstma, appellant, displayed a chart explaining what was compatible with the
guidelines of Historic Park City. She explained the history of the neighborhood. She
indicated she would not argue the exception for a garage on the steep slope lots, but
she had concern about allowing a two car deep garage. She could not find an example
in Old Town, yet the applicant was required to build one. She showed renderings of the
mass of neighboring structures. She gave an example of a home on Ontario that
received an exception by the Board of Adjustment and noted the Board required that the
mass be minimized.
Meinstma explained that the applicant redesigned the home and that had taken some
time. Although the applicant requested a two car garage, the applicant desired more
interior space over the additional garage space. She noted comparisons that were
made on uphill lots when the lot in question was a downhill lot. The other structure that
had received an exception was used as a comparison and had a single garage, but the
applicant‟s exception had a two car garage. She also stated this was a very visible
neighborhood and the neighbors were concerned about a flat roof, although she was
sure they would be happy with the finished product.
Council Member Matsumoto asked about the height exemptions of the comparable
structures, to which Morlan noted that the numbers given were for exterior heights
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because the interior building heights were not available. Because of this, there was no
way to compare the structures.
Council Member Worel asked if 368 Woodside was built before the change in the code.
Morlan stated the code changed in 2009 and the existing structures were built before
that time.
Council Member Beerman commented that if the garage was allowed, then
hypothetically, other homes could possibly be granted the same exception, but they
would be required to go through the CUP process. Harrington explained the code and
said the bigger issues of the appellant were that another car could be accommodated
outside the garage, the entry way could be smaller, the double garage was not
compatible with streetscape and design, and the intent of the code was for a single
depth garage. Harrington noted the code allowed for multiples garage spaces, and said
this would be a case-by-case determination, but since this was the first one, it should be
given careful consideration. If Council didn't want a double garage, they should just
eliminate the “s” in space(s), in the code.
Council Member Worel asked if the garage counted for square footage. Morlan said the
square footage didn't count, but the height counted.
Council Member Henney felt the Planning Commission applied the code appropriately,
This appeal went to the Board of Adjustment (BOA), to the Historic District, and to the
Planning Commission and he didn't see anything amiss.
Joe Tesch, Applicant‟s Counsel, indicated on Page 287 of the staff report, it showed
that the land use regulation favored a land use application.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Angela Moschetta thought this was a cogent argument brought to the Council. Things
that stood out while she listened to this issue being discussed in the Planning
Commission meeting were that Commissioner Campbell wanted to hurry up the
process, and the commissioners stated an exception should only be made if no other
option was available. But as was shown tonight, there were options for this parcel. The
applicant knew what he was getting when the lot was purchased and he should comply
with the code.
Ed Parigian stated this was not in compliance with the Historic District. He also
preferred the first design over the second design. He said the code changed for a
reason.
Carol Carter lived across the street from the lot in question. She felt there were some
problems such as the view of the mass of the extension which would look out of place
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for that street. The parking allowed for four to five vehicles which also was not
conducive to Old Town. She felt the applicant should comply with the height.
Steve Joyce said he was here representing the Planning Commission in case there
were any questions.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
John Shirley, representing Design Architecture, stated in the design review, comments
were always given that the design met the requirements.
Jacob Shirley, Design Architects, explained the process for designing the home, which
was in compliance with the code. He showed some errors the appellant made in her
presentation regarding the foundation, which would only be four feet above ground level
and covered with stone, and the mass of the proposed building. It was noted the
applicant was within the exception to the code limit of 35 feet for the entry and garage,
but the rest of the house had less than the height maximum of 27 feet. The Planning
Commission required the garage length be reduced from 40 feet to 36 feet, and the
applicant met the requirement.
Meinstma asked the City Attorney about the simple language which allowed mitigation.
Harrington stated it was not black and white so a decision would need to be made by
Council. A tie would be in favor of the applicant.
Council Member Worel asked if the interior would meet code if a portion of the bottom
level that was under the garage was not counted as living space, to which Shirley
responded that it would not be allowed. He also said the image shown tonight was the
shortened garage length. Council Member Gerber referred to the condition by the
Planning Commission that reduced the garage by four feet and suggested having the
four feet off the back of the garage instead of reducing two feet from the front and two
feet from the back.
Council Member Beerman stated the appellant's concern was over two car garages and
that was a discussion for another time.Council Member Matsumoto thought mass and
scale were important for infill homes fitting into the neighborhood. The areas should be
preserved and she was sympathetic. If this home stayed within the 35 feet allowed in
the LMC, she thought it would be acceptable.
Mayor Thomas stated he was on the Planning Commission when the code changed in
2009 to deal with steep slope lots. This issue was not whether or not it was pleasing,
but whether it met the design criteria, and he felt this design fit the criteria.
Council Member Worel liked the way the cut was minimized, and the step effect. In
looking at the code, she thought the applicant met the requirements.
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Council Member Beerman agreed that the Planning Commission did their job and the
tandem garage helped hide the cars. He stated Meinstma brought up a good point that
the two car garage could cascade to other areas which could be a problem.
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Council Member Gerber hoped to continue the garage discussion at a future date.
Council Member Council Henney moved to deny the appeal of Planning Commission
approval of a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit and Height Exception of eight (8) feet
to allow a garage on a downhill lot for the construction of a new single-family dwelling at
352 Woodside Avenue, Park City, Utah with the recommended findings of facts and
conclusions of law written in the staff report. Council Member Matsumoto seconded the
motion.

4.
Consideration to Continue Support of the Winter Balcony Enclosures Pilot
Program on Main Street and Approve an Agreement to Allow an Enclosed
Balcony Over a Public Pedestrian Right-Of-Way:
Bruce Erickson, Anya Grahn, and Hannah Tyler, Planning Department, presented this
item. Grahn asked for continued approval for this pilot program.
Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.
Mike Sweeney supported this project and thought it helped Main Street.
Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.
Council Member Matsumoto moved to approve the continued support of the Winter
Balcony Enclosures Pilot Program on Main Street and approve an agreement to allow
an enclosed balcony over a public pedestrian right-of-way. Council Member Gerber
seconded the motion.
RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Beerman, Gerber, Henney, Matsumoto, and Worel
VIII. ADJOURNMENT
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

By proclaiming Saturday, November 25, 2017, Small Business Saturday, Park City will
be joining in a nationwide effort to steer shoppers toward local independently owned
businesses during the holiday season and urge the residents of our community and
communities across the country to support small businesses and merchants
throughout the year.

Respectfully:
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject: Small Business Saturday
Author: Michelle Kellogg
Department: Executive
Date: November 9, 2017
Type of Item: Administrative
Summary Recommendation
Approve the proposed resolution proclaiming November 25, 2017, as “Small Business
Saturday” in Park City, Utah.
Executive Summary
Small businesses are the lifeblood of our city, and we salute small business owners,
entrepreneurs, and employees for enhancing our community and expanding
opportunities for all the citizens of Park City and the surrounding communities. The
hard work and ingenuity of our small businessmen and women are helping to sustain
our economic strength, vitality and authenticity. Small Business Saturday recognizes
and celebrates our many outstanding small business owners and employees for their
unique contributions to the Park City economy and for their entrepreneurial spirit.
Small Business Saturday is a campaign conceived by American Express, first observed
in 2010. The company reported that more than $5.5 billion was spent at independently
owned businesses on this day in 2014. Small businesses employ over 55 percent of
the working population in the United States. Eighty-nine percent of consumers in the
United States agree that small businesses contribute positively to the local community
by supplying jobs and generating tax revenue and eighty-seven percent of consumers in
the United States agree that it is important for people to support small businesses that
they value in their community.
The Opportunity
By proclaiming Saturday, November 25, 2017, Small Business Saturday, Park City will
be joining in a nationwide effort to steer shoppers toward local independently owned
businesses during the holiday season and urge the residents of our community and
communities across the country to support small businesses and merchants throughout
the year.
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: Staff recommends Council approve the proposed
resolution in support Small Business Saturday on November 25, 2017.
Pros
a. The resolution demonstrates the City’s support of small businesses.
b. The resolution promotes shopping at locally owned businesses.
c. Supporting this resolution could result in increased sales tax revenue.
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Cons
a. No impact on the business community.
Consequences of Selecting This Alternative
Supporting this resolution will demonstrate that the City values its local businesses
and promotes them in the community.
2. Null Alternative: No material impact.
Department Review
Legal and Executive Departments
Funding Source
There are no commitments associated with this resolution.
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Resolution No. 31-2017
RESOLUTION DECLARING NOVEMBER 25, 2017, AS “SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY”
Whereas, the government of Park City, Utah, celebrates our local small businesses and the
contributions they make to our local economy and community. According to the United States
Small Business Administration, there are currently 28.8 million small businesses in the United
States, which represent 99.7% of all businesses with employees in the United States, and are
responsible for 63% of net new jobs created over the past 20 years; and
Whereas, small businesses employ 48% of all businesses with employees in the United States;
and
Whereas, on average, 33 % of consumers’ holiday shopping will be done at small,
independently-owned retailers and restaurants; and
Whereas, 91% of consumers in the United States agree that it is important for people to support
the small businesses that they value in their community; and
Whereas, 76 percent of all consumers plan to go to one or more small businesses as part of
their holiday shopping; and
Whereas, Park City, Utah, supports our local businesses that create jobs, boost our local
economy and preserve our neighborhoods; and
Whereas, advocacy groups as well as public and private organizations across the country have
endorsed the Saturday after Thanksgiving as Small Business Saturday,
Now, Therefore, the Mayor and City Council of Park City, Utah, do hereby proclaim November
25, 2017, as SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY and urge the residents of our community, and
communities across the country, to support small businesses and merchants on Small Business
Saturday and throughout the year.

Passed and adopted this 9th day of November, 2017.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
_____________________________________
Jack Thomas, Mayor

ATTEST:

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a Professional Service
Agreement with Summit Land Conservancy in the amount of Thirty Four Thousand One
Hundred Dollars ($34,100) for the Library Field Preservation and Stewardship Project.

Respectfully:
Heinrich Deters, Trails and Open Space Program Manager
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject: Library Field Preservation Easement
Professional Service Agreement Summit Land
Conservancy
Author: Heinrich Deters
Department: Sustainability
Date:
November 9, 2017
Type of Item: Administrative- Award of Contract
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a Professional
Service Agreement with Summit Land Conservancy in the amount of Thirty Four
Thousand One Hundred Dollars ($34,100) for the Library Field Preservation and
Stewardship Project.
Executive Summary
Staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to enter into a Professional
Service Agreement with Summit Land Conservancy in the amount of Thirty Four
Thousand One Hundred Dollars ($34,100) for the Library Field Preservation and
Stewardship Project.
Acronyms
PCMC
SLC
RFQ

Park City Municipal Corporation
Summit Land Conservancy
Request for Qualifications

Background
On March 16, 2017, The Citizens Open Space Advisory Committee (COSAC) and
the Recreation Advisory Board (RAB) presented a joint recommendation to place a
preservation easement on the Library Field. On August 31st, City Council selected
Summit Land Conservancy to hold the Library Field Preservation Easement.
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Date

Item

March 16, 2017
March 16, 2017

Staff Report- Library Filed Preservation Project- Page 100
City Council Meeting Minutes- Library Field Preservation Project- Page 8

Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: Authorize the City Manager to enter into a Professional
Service Agreement with Summit Land Conservancy in the amount of Thirty Four
Thousand One Hundred Dollars ($34,100) for the Library Field Preservation and
Stewardship Project.
Pros:
 Summit Land Conservancy (SLC) was selected consistent with the City’s
procurement policy and confirmed SLC is a qualified responder to provide
the required services.
 Summit Land Conservancy holds numerous easements within Summit
County and has established qualifications to successfully provide the
required services.
Cons:
None
2. Alternative: Council may choose to readvertise the request for qualifications
(RFQ). (Not recommended by staff.)
Cons:
 Readvertising will delay moving forward with the project. Additionally,
Council has already selected Summit Land Conservancy. (Not
recommended by staff)
Analysis
On July 17th, staff advertised an RFP for the project on the City’s website. Additionally, the
project was noticed in the 19th and 22nd edition of the Park Record.
Three organizations/firms requested copies of the full RFP; however, staff only received
one proposal (SLC) by the July 28th deadline. Staff from Sustainability and Legal
Departments reviewed the proposal and confirmed SLC is a qualified responder.
Summit Land Conservancy requested the ability to raise funds from the community to
support costs associated with the easement, thus, the final contract amount and award
was put on hold. Over the past two months, Summit Land Conservancy raised Four
Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($4,500) through their community fundraising campaign.
The remaining balance of ($34,100) represents a one-time fee for the drafting of the
easement document, baseline inventory and ongoing stewardship of the property.
Department Review
This report has been reviewed by the City Attorney’s Office, the Budget Department and
Executive Departments. Their comments and edits have been included.
Funding Source
Funding for this project will come from the Open Space Maintenance Budget.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Deer Valley Resort has proposed the construction, operation and maintenance of an accessory
facility located in the tunnel leading into Snow Park Lodge. This accessory facility is proposed
to be used as a ski tech center. Part of the accessory facility is located within the Deer Valley
Drive Right-of-Way.

Respectfully:
Matthew Cassel, City Engineer
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:

Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Amendment to Amended and Restated
Encroachment Permit for the Deer Valley
Skier Bridges and Tunnels
Matthew Cassel, City Engineer
November 9, 2017
Legislative

Summary Recommendations:
Staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to execute an Amendment
to the Amended and Restated Encroachment Permit for the Deer Valley Skier Bridges
and Tunnels with Deer Valley Resort, in a form approved by the City Attorney, for the
purpose of constructing an accessory structure located at Snow Park Lodge.
Executive Summary:
Deer Valley Resort has requested an encroachment agreement that would allow for the
issuance of a building permit for the construction, operation and maintenance of an
accessory facility located in the tunnel leading into Snow Park Lodge. This accessory
facility is proposed to be used as a ski tech center. Part of this accessory facility
(proposed facility has a total footprint of 2,355 square feet) is located within Park City’s
Right-of-Way (ROW).
Acronyms:
ROW – Right-of-Way
The Problem:
The 1990 encroachment permit and 1995 amended and restated encroachment permit
with Deer Valley Resort allowed them to construct a tunnel under and through Deer
Valley Drive for the sole purpose of access into the Snow Park Lodge. Deer Valley
Resort is responsible for upkeep and maintenance of the tunnel/bridge. Recently, Deer
Valley Resort submitted building plans for the construction of an accessory facility to be
used as a skier tech center. Part of the accessory facility is located within the Deer
Valley Drive ROW.
To compound the issue, Deer Valley Resort, believing a building permit was imminent,
started construction of the facility. A building permit had not been issued and Deer
Valley Resort thus stopped construction (since then and on November 3, 2017, an atrisk building permit was issued by the Building Department).
Background:
 In May, 1990, An encroachment permit for Deer Valley Skier Bridges and
Tunnels was signed by Park City and Deer Valley Resort,
 In November, 1995, the encroachment permit between Park City and Deer Valley
Resort was amended and restated,
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In October, 2017 and before a building permit was issued, Deer Valley Resort
started the construction of the accessory facility (skier tech center). They have
since stopped construction.
On November 3, 2017, an At-Risk building permit was issued to Deer Valley
Resort to allow the continued construction of the facility.

Alternatives:
A. Approve the Request:
Approving the amendment to the amended and restated encroachment permit will
allow Deer Valley Resort to construct and operate a skier tech center located in Park
City’s ROW. This is staff’s recommendation.
Pros – Location of the ski tech center does not interfere with traffic and is not
seen as a safety concern by staff.
Cons – Un-typical use of Park City’s ROW
B. Deny the Request:
This alternative would not allow Deer Valley Resort to use part of the ROW for their
proposed skier tech center.
Pros – None noted.
Cons – Deer Valley Resort would need to remove the accessory facility located
within the Park City ROW.
Analysis:
The ski tech center will be located at the tunnel entrance level to Snow Park Lodge.
The location is adjacent to the skier tram turnaround pick-up/drop-off area. The tram
turnaround and skier pick-up/drop-off is located below the City’s Deer Valley Drive
ROW. A site map and aerial are provide in the attachments for reference.
The ski tech center will provide skiers entering and existing from the Snow Park base an
opportunity to have their ski equipment checked and maintained and have fitment
adjustments made to their boots. The services will be jointly provided by Deer Valley
Resort and Jans Mountain Outfitter/Rennstall.
The Planning Department has determined this use to be consistent with Deer Valley
12th Amendment Development Agreement as a resort accessory use. Ski tuning and
waxing are incidental to the use of guests ski check. The Planning Department has also
determined that signs will be restricted to only visitor information, commercial signs
must be interior to the building and commercial sales and food service would not be
allowed.
The 1990 encroachment permit and 1995 amended and restated encroachment permit
with Deer Valley Resort allowed them to construct a tunnel under and through Deer
Valley Drive for the sole purpose of access into the Snow Park Lodge. The permit,
however, does not provide for other uses of the City ROW and would need to be
amended to allow/include the use of the ROW for accessory uses such as a ski tech
center.
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The 1990 encroachment permit and 1995 amended and restated encroachment permit
does require Deer Valley Resort to provide and keep in continuous effect an insurance
policy. This policy shall name the City as additional insured. As part of this
amendment, the dollar amount of the insurance policy will be reviewed as part of this
amendment to make sure they are adequate.
Staff has reviewed the impacts of the ski tech center to the traffic and utility uses of
Deer Valley Drive and considers the impacts insignificant for the following reasons;
 The location of the ski tech center is in an area dominated by pedestrians and
the skier tram operated by Deer Valley Resort. There is no vehicular traffic within
the tunnel other than the skier tram. The location will not impact the flow of
vehicular traffic on Deer Valley Drive,
 The location of the facility does not impact our snow removal or other
maintenance operations on Deer Valley Drive. Deer Valley Resort is responsible
for ice and snow management within the tunnel,
 Per the existing encroachment permit, Deer Valley Resort is responsible for
maintenance and up keep of this area. Any damage to the City ROW will require
Deer Valley Resort to repair at their cost, and
 Per the existing encroachment permit, Deer Valley Resort is required to provide
insurance general liability and property damage insurance further protecting the
City.
A certified survey was not provided with the building plans so staff could not accurately
identify the exact impacts to the Deer Valley Drive Row. As part of this amendment
processing, a certified survey will be required so staff can accurately identify the section
of the facility actually located in the Deer Valley Drive ROW.
The one other issue staff has with the ski tech center is the un-typical use of the ROW
and whether other entities may look to also expand their facilities out into the ROW.
Because the accessory use fits within the Deer Valley 12 th Amendment Development
Agreement, this most likely should not be an issue but staff has proceeded carefully.
How did this issue go sideways? Staff reviewed the processing of this building permit
and discussed the issue with Deer Valley Resort staff and has concluded that this is a
one-off issue and that Deer Valley Resort was overly anxious in getting the construction
completed before the upcoming ski season. Staff does not see a pattern occurring.
Department Review:
This report has been reviewed by Public Utilities, Planning, Engineering, Building, Legal
and the City Manager’s office. All issues have been resolved.
Funding:
There are no significant or financial impacts arising from the recommended action that
have not previously been considered.
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Recommendation:
Staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to execute an Amendment
to the Amended and Restated Encroachment Permit for the Deer Valley Skier Bridges
and Tunnels with Deer Valley Resort, in a form approved by the City Attorney, for the
purpose of constructing an accessory structure located at Snow Park Lodge.
Attachment – Draft Amendment
1995 Amended and Restated Encroachment Permit Deer Valley Skier
Bridges and Tunnels
Deer Valley Resort Provided Site Plan
Aerial showing ROW Lines
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO AMENDED AND RESTATED ENCROACHMENT
PERMIT
DEER VALLEY SKIER BRIDGES AND TUNNELS

THIS SECOND AMENDMENT is made and entered into in duplicate this _____
day of ________________, 2017, by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION, a Utah municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of
Utah (“City”), and DEER VALLEY RESORT COMPANY, an Utah limited partnership,
(“DVRC”), to amend the Amended and Restated Encroachment Permit signed and
executed by the Parties on November 17, 1995.
WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS, the parties entered into an Encroachment Permit on May 9, 1990
(hereinafter Original Permit); and
WHEREAS, the parties then entered into an Amended Encroachment Permit on
November 17, 1995, (hereinafter “Amended Permit”); and
WHEREAS, the parties desire to amend the Original Permit and Amended Permit
to provide for the construction of an accessory facility within the City’s Deer Valley
Drive Right-of-Way; and
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises made herein and
other valuable consideration, the parties hereto now amend the Original Permit and
Amended Permit as follows:
1. AMENDMENTS:
a. SCOPE. The Scope of the permit shall be amended as follows:
i)

ii)
iii)

Deer Valley Resort will be allowed to construct an Accessory
Facility located partly in the Deer Valley Drive Right-of-Way
and as shown on the attached drawing.
Section 7 of the Amended Permit shall be modified as follows:
Section 5 of the Amended Permit shall be modified to define the
maintenance responsibilities of Deer Valley Resort and CITY in
regards to snow management.

2. OTHER TERMS. All other terms and conditions of the Original Permit and
Amended Permit shall continue to apply.
3. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Second Amendment is a written instrument and
cannot be altered or amended except by written instrument, signed by all parties.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Amendment to be executed
the day and year first herein above written.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City UT 84060-1480

__________________________________________
Diane Foster, City Manager
Attest:

___________________________________
City Recorder’s Office

Approved as to form:

___________________________________
City Attorney’s Office

DEER VALLEY RESORT
P.O. Box 889
Park City, Utah 84060

Tax ID#: _________________________
__________________________________
Printed Name
__________________________________
Signature
__________________________________
Title
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STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SUMMIT

)
) ss.
)

On this ________ day of _______________ , 2017, before me, the undersigned notary,
personally appeared
, personally known to me/proved to me through
identification documents allowed by law, to be the person whose name is signed on the
preceding or attached document, and acknowledged that he/she signed it voluntarily for
its stated purpose as
(title) for DEER VALLEY RESORT
COMPANY, an Utah limited partnership,

___________________________________
Notary Public
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

City Council should review and discuss the current Bonanza Flat Resource Inventory and
approve the following staff recommendations;
1. Extend the Resource Inventory through March 2018, so as to collect data specific to
the winter season; and
2. Identify and stake the Bonanza Flat property boundaries adjacent to Pine Canyon
and Guardsman Pass seasonal roads and monitor winter motorized use; and
3. Direct staff to meet with the Jurisdictional Stakeholder Group and Technical
Resource Committee to confirm the Conservation Values, based on the Resource
Inventory and initiate discussions associated with permitted and prohibited uses to
be identified within the Conservation Easement.

Respectfully:
Heinrich Deters, Trails and Open Space Program Manager
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject: Bonanza Flat Open Space Planning
Author: Heinrich Deters
Department: Sustainability
Date:
November 9, 2017
Type of Item: Administrative
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends City Council reviews and discusses the current Bonanza Flat
Resource Inventory (Attachment I) and approves the following;
1. Extend the Resource Inventory through March 2018, so as to collect data specific
to the winter season; and
2. Identify and stake Bonanza Flat property boundaries adjacent to Pine Canyon
and Guardsman Pass seasonal roads and monitor winter motorized usage; and
3. Direct staff to meet with the Jurisdictional Stakeholder Group and Technical
Resource Committee to confirm the Conservation Values, based on the
Resource Inventory and initiate discussions associated with permitted and
prohibited uses to be identified within the Conservation Easement.

Executive Summary
City Council should review and discuss the current Bonanza Flat Resource Inventory
and approve the following staff recommendations;
1.
2.

3.

Extend the Resource Inventory through March 2018, so as to collect data
specific to the winter season; and
Identify and stake the Bonanza Flat property boundaries adjacent to Pine
Canyon and Guardsman Pass seasonal roads and monitor winter motorized
use; and
Direct staff to meet with the Jurisdictional Stakeholder Group and Technical
Resource Committee to confirm the Conservation Values, based on the
Resource Inventory and initiate discussions associated with permitted and
prohibited uses to be identified within the Conservation Easement.

Acronyms
PCMC
UOL

Park City Municipal Corporation
Utah Open Lands
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The Opportunity
City Council has approved a planning framework associated with the Bonanza Flat
Open Space. The process allows for the coordination and input of a jurisdictional
stakeholder group, a technical resource group and the general public. It also stipulates
the importance of recognizing the property’s natural resources, from which discussions
associated with use and management of the property may be balanced. Each factor will
ultimately result in the drafting and adoption of a conservation easement and adaptive
management plan, to be held by Utah Open Lands.
Background
On June 15, Park City Municipal Corporation acquired 1350 acres of open space
located in Wasatch County. Furthermore, on the same date, City Council selected Utah
Open Lands as the land trust to hold the conservation easement.
On July 13, City Council approved a planning framework and timeline, which included
coordination and input of a jurisdictional stakeholder group, a technical resource group
and the general public.
On August 11th, staff hosted a Jurisdictional Stakeholder meeting. On August 25th, staff
hosted a Technical Resource Advisor meeting. A recap of both meetings has been
provided in (Attachment II).On September 20th, Utah Open Lands and City staff
participated in the City’s broader Fall Project Open House to collect public comment on
the Bonanza Flat planning process.
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Analysis
Staff has provided a timeline of approximately six months, which can find the timeline
here: Bonanza Flat Planning Timeline
Utah Open Lands has developed the Resource Inventory for the property, which can be
found in (Attachment I.)
The Bonanza Flat Conservation Area Resource Inventory (Inventory) consists of
eight sections that provide information regarding current uses, historic uses, and
scientific analysis of the conservation values found on Bonanza Flat.
The Inventory provides sets of data which allow for a greater understanding of the
current conditions on the property and the potential conservation trajectory of those
values based on those conditions. Beyond aiding in establishing a baseline of data that
can be utilized as applied to the baseline documentation that will accompany the
conservation easement, the Inventory provides basic building blocks for decision
making.


The Inventory provides a rudimentary explanation of what is taking place on the
property and the existing affects. Understanding the effects is a critical
component of determining permitted and restricted uses for the conservation
easement and guidance for the adaptive management plan and its eventual
framework. Its function is to aid the City Council, staff and identified stakeholders
in making the aforementioned decisions.

The Bonanza Flat Conservation Area is already a beloved landscape as evidenced by
the fundraising effort that brought communities and jurisdictional entities together. As
much as it is beloved, it is endanger of becoming overly loved and has a finite carrying
capacity. Achieving parity on balance of the conservation values may be more a
function of identifying distinct resource areas rather than ensuring that all uses
and all conditions remain constant for all areas.


An overarching value of Bonanza Flat is its unique characterization as a
watershed area. It is a locally significant value. The ability to store snowpack
and the flat nature of the property allows for natural ponding and both intermittent
and perennial water features. From this fact stems an initial conservation value
conflict.



Certain recreational uses may be in conflict with watershed protection.
Additionally, winter and summer recreational aspects and components are
fundamentally different and should be addressed accordingly. Determining
whether certain recreational uses should be restricted where resource protection
would be impaired by allowing these uses to occur or occur in the same
unregulated manner will be an important component of conservation easement
planning and adaptive management plan decisions. Solution based decisions
3
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like shifting/limiting recreational access points and providing increased
recreational infrastructure—facilities—by accommodating recreational uses
through a higher level of management will ensure that cumulative impacts and
increasing conflicts with other conservation values will be lessened.
Fundamentally, together with Park City staff, Utah Open Lands and the identified
stakeholders the City will need to determine the degree of use beyond simply the
type of use to sustain a healthy carrying capacity for Bonanza Flat and the protection
of all conservation values.
Next Update to City Council
On July 13th, staff committed to returning to City Council every six weeks, so as to
provide a planning and inventory update, as well as, provide for additional public input.
Staff anticipates the next scheduled City Council update to be in early to mid-January.
Department Review
This report has been reviewed by the Budget and Executive Departments, as well as
the City Attorney’s Office.

Attachment I- Bonanza Flat Resource Inventory November 2017
(This is a very large file, which takes time to load. Staff has provided a link to the
Document which is also located on the City’s Bonanza Flat Conservation Area
webpage)
Bonanza Flat Conservation Area Resource Inventory November 2017

Attachment II- Recaps of Jurisdictional Stakeholder and Technical Resource
Committee Meetings
Jurisdictional Stakeholders Meeting Recap
The jurisdictional meeting involved entities whose public charter, either through funds
provided, taxing authority or public purview encompassed Bonanza Flat. This initial
meeting was purposed to receive input from these entities regarding their conservation
or preservation priorities for Bonanza Flat. The meeting was geared to provide the
various stakeholders with the ability to discuss either how Bonanza Flat as a property
interfaced with their jurisdiction or vice versa. In attendance: Wasatch Mountain State
Park, US Forest Service, Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy, Salt Lake
City Public Utilities, Wasatch County, Midway City, Summit County, Snyderville Basin
Special Recreation District


Conservation Value Prioritization Discussion: Watershed, scenic, non-motorized
recreation, and wildlife. An overarching concern for each stakeholder was water
quality. From Summit County to Wasatch County, Metropolitan Water District to
Salt Lake Public Utilities, the concern over protecting the watershed value of this
4
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property exhibited itself as a high concern and was unanimous among
stakeholders. Among the stakeholders it was recognized that the property
effectually encompasses two different watersheds; big cottonwood and Provo
River. It was recognized that behavioral patterns from user groups could affect
both watersheds regardless of signage.
o Dog management. Specific to waste was identified as a major watershed
concern.
o Human waste and impacts from the lack of camping facilities was also a
watershed concern.
All stakeholders recognized the critical role Bonanza Flat plays in broader
regional recreational pursuits. Recreational pursuits varied slightly among the
stakeholders. There was not a specific activity cited by all jurisdictional partners,
however stakeholders identified potential threats to the Bonanza Flat area as
including: uninformed or uneducated users of the area, increased general
pollution, ‘loving the area to death’, watershed quality and human caused fire
dangers.
A key component identified by the stakeholders was the pristine nature of various
areas in Bonanza Flat. It was suggested by a few jurisdictional stakeholders that
protecting the pristine conditions existent on Bonanza Flat would be

Technical Resource Advisors Meeting Recap
The technical resource advisors in attendance: The Mountain Trails Foundation (MTF),
the Citizens Open Space Advisory Committee (COSAC), Trails Utah, Save our Canyons
(SoC) and Wasatch Backcountry Alliance (WBA) consists of organizations able to
provide technical advice associated with possible uses. This initial meeting was
purposed to introduce the planning framework and timeline, in addition to, receiving
initial input on proposed technical planning documents


Technical Planning Discussion: Similar to concerns echoed within the Mountain
Accord planning process, the sentiment from the advisory group was that the
property could be ‘loved to death’, should the access to the property be
mismanaged. Specifically, the group noted that the property and proposed
recreational amenities (trails) would have a carrying capacity, which ultimately
would be regulated by the type, amount and location in which access is provided.
o The creation of a sustainable trail network that manages use and impact
to the property by avoiding environmentally sensitive areas.
o Dog management within a watershed was discussed.
o Recreational snowmobiling versus the utilization of snowmobiles for
access to private property in the area was discussed.
o Education and enforcement was a topic that continually arose, noting that
any limitation and/or regulation of use would require a combination of both
to ensure the environmental properties of the land would be preserved.
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The Team USA Winterfest (2018 Olympic Opening Celebration) is being organized by
the USOC (United States Olympic Committee) who has been working with thirteen other
cities as they celebrate the road to the 2018 Winter Games in PeyongChang, South
Korea.
The Team USA Winterfest in Park City, will take place on the first day of the 2018
Games, and include an afternoon full of spirited interactive elements including a curling
challenge, virtual-reality experiences, interactive fan elements, athlete meet and greets,
pin trading, the S’moresmobile, and the Team USA Social Media Truck. The event will
culminate with a concert on Lower Main Street from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. featuring Good
Charlotte and Sleeping with Sirens.
Staff recommends the approval of the Team USA Winterfest event based on:
 The event calendar and not having any other street closures within close proximity to
the event;
 The fact that this event is a onetime event;
 The applicant has worked to minimize setup/ breakdown operations;
 Staff has worked to conduct ample notification and outreach for this event and
receiving positive and constructive feedback; and
 The event promotes Park City’s Olympic legacy, the City’s culture, and recreational
opportunities as well as will provide valuable marketing and economic benefit to
Park City.

Respectfully:
Jennifer Diersen,
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

New Level Three Event Approval Team USA Winterfest
Jenny Diersen, Special Event & Economic Development
Program Manager
Special Events & Economic Development
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
City Council should hold a public hearing, review and approve the Team USA Winterfest
Olympic Opening Celebration to be held on Lower Main Street on Saturday, February
10, 2018, based on findings that the event meets the requirements of a Level Three
Special Event Permit according to section 4-8 of the Park City Municipal Code in a form
approved by the City Attorney.
Executive Summary
The Team USA Winterfest (2018 Olympic Opening Celebration) is being organized by
the USOC (United States Olympic Committee) who has been working with thirteen other
cities as they celebrate the road to the 2018 Winter Games in PeyongChang, South
Korea.
The Team USA Winterfest in Park City, will take place on the first day of the 2018
Games, and include an afternoon full of spirited interactive elements including a curling
challenge, virtual-reality experiences, interactive fan elements, athlete meet and greets,
pin trading, the S’moresmobile, and the Team USA Social Media Truck. The event will
culminate with a concert on Lower Main Street from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. featuring Good
Charlotte and Sleeping with Sirens.
Staff recommends the approval of the Team USA Winterfest event based on:
 The event calendar and not having any other street closures within close proximity to
the event;
 The fact that this event is a onetime event;
 The applicant has worked to minimize setup/ breakdown operations;
 Staff has worked to conduct ample notification and outreach for this event and
receiving positive and constructive feedback; and
 The event promotes Park City’s Olympic legacy, the City’s culture, and recreational
opportunities as well as will provide valuable marketing and economic benefit to
Park City.
Acronyms
HPCA – Historic Park City Alliance
PCMC – Park City Municipal Corporation
SEAC – Special Events Advisory Committee
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USOC – United States Olympic Committee
The Problem and the Opportunity
In 2002, Utah and Park City hosted the world for the XIX Olympic Winter Games and
the VIII Paralympic Winter Games. The Games were a success showcasing more than
2,500 Olympians representing 77 nations. Since the 2002 Games, Park City has made
continuing efforts to celebrate our unique Olympic legacy, while looking to inspire the
community, visitors and the future of winter sport over the last sixteen years. The Team
USA Winterfest event is a onetime opportunity that will allow continued celebration of
Utah and Park City’s Olympic legacy on a local, national and international stage.
Due to the scope of the event, coordination between many departments in the City, as
well as, many community partners will be required to mitigate the impacts of this Level
Three Event.
Background
Date
October 24, 2017

Item
Special Event Fee Reduction Approvals Part 2 FY18 (pg.92)

The Team USA Winterfest Application and Supplemental Information is attached as
Exhibit A. A summary of the Team USA Winterfest is attached as Exhibit B regarding
the following topics:
 Event Timeline & Operations
 Transportation & Parking Plans
 Residential Mitigation Plans
 Environmental Sustainability
 Financial Considerations
 Community Engagement & Notification Plans
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: In accordance with Findings, Conclusions and
Conditions of Approval, staff recommends that City Council review and approve the
Team USA Winterfest Level Three Event based on findings, conclusions and conditions
of approval that they are operating consistently with section 4-8 of the Park City
Municipal Code in a form approved by the City Attorney.
Pros:
a. Team USA Winterfest is an important event that celebrates Park City’s
Olympic legacy.
b. Team USA Winterfest aligns with City Council’s goals of providing a complete
community that values economic diversity and arts and culture, and a thriving
mountain community in the following ways:
 Vibrant arts and culture offering;
 Protected and celebrated history, as well creating a community
gathering place;
 Safe Community;
 Balance between tourism and local quality of life;
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Varied and extensive event offerings;
Accessibility during peak times;
Well utilized, fare-free, regional public transit, walk-able and bike-able
community; and
World-class, multi-seasonal resort destination


Cons
a. Some community members may view this event as additive to the already full
event calendar, creating increased traffic and congestion, noise and working
against sustainability goals.
2. Deny Alternative: Deny that the Team USA Winterfest event meets the
requirements of a Level Three Special Event Permit according to section 4-8 of the Park
City Municipal Code.
Cons
a. Compliance with the Findings, Conditions of Approval and City Services
Agreement for the event would not be approved.
3. Continue the Item Alternative: The City Council may continue the item for more
information or discussion.
Cons:
a. This will further postpone the approval of the Team USA Winterfest.
.
Department Review
Special Events, Sustainability, Economic Development, Emergency Management,
Police, Building, Parks, Parking Services, Public Works, Transit, Transportation
Planning, Legal, Executive and Budget have reviewed this report. These departments
are coordinating to ensure that mitigation and conditions of approval are met.
Community Outreach
Special Events staff has discussed with event with HPCA, SEAC as well as the Utah
Olympic Legacy Foundation, Park City Chamber, Deer Valley and Park City Resorts.
Additionally staff completed merchant to merchant notification on lower Main Street
regarding the event. Comments regarding the Team USA Winterfest continue to be
supportive and positive.
Funding Source
The Team USA Winterfest was approved for full fee reduction in the amount of twelve
thousand, three hundred and sixty dollars ($12,360.00) during the Special Event Fee
Reduction process that took place in October of 2017. Special Event fee reduction is
currently estimated to be under the annual Special Event Fee Reduction Threshold of
$200,000.
Staff believes that departments can cover the costs, as there are other events (such as
Tour of Utah) that did not occur, for which departments normally covered the costs.
Police, Transit, Parks, and Economy departments will be impacted by this new one time
event. Staff will attempt to absorb these added service costs within existing budgets,
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however, if needed, a budget adjustment may be recommended during the budget
process later next year.
Attachments
Exhibit A
Team USA Winterfest Special Event Application & Supplemental
Information
Exhibit B
Team USA Winterfest Event Summary
Exhibit C
Team USA Winterfest Level Three Special Event Permit
Findings, Conclusions and Conditions of Approval DRAFT
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Print

Submit

Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application

Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

APPLICATIONS DO NOT CONSTITUTE AS A PERMIT.
PERMITS ARE APPROVED BY THE SPECIAL EVENTS DEPARTMENT OR CITY COUNCIL IN WRITING AFTER COMPLETE
APPLICATIONS ARE REVIEWED UNDER PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE 4-8.
Applications for Special Event Permits are due no later than 90 days (Level 3), 60 days (Level 2), or 30 days (Level 1) prior to an event.
Incomplete applications cannot be reviewed. Applications submitted after the deadlines as described above may be denied. More information
can be found at www.parkcity.org or by contacting specialevents@parkcity.org.
IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS, OR WOULD LIKE TO SCHEDULE A MEETING BEFORE SUBMITTING YOUR APPLICATION, PLEASE CONTACT:
Tommy Youngblood
tommy.youngblood@parkcity.org

435.615.5187

Jenny Diersen

jenny.diersen@parkcity.org

435.615.5188

APPLICATION FEES & EXPENSES

•
•
•
•
•

Level Three Special Event Permit $160.00
Level Two Special Event Permit
$80.00
Level One Special Event Permit
$40.00
Application Levels are determined by the Special Events Department after reviewing complete applications.
Additional fees for other City Services will be estimated and provided to the applicant upon receipt of a complete application.
Applicants may incur additional expenses from other City, County or State jurisdictions.
Fee Reductions for some City Services are considered bi-annually. Fee Reduction Applications are due on:
April 1, for events July 1 – December 31; and October 1, for events January 1 – June 30.
AS THE APPLICANT YOU UNDERSTAND & AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING: (Check all that you understand and agree to)

✔

To insure prompt and accurate processing of your application, ensure that ALL support materials and documentation accompany your
application. Failure to do so will constitute an incomplete application and may delay review and approval processes. I understand a
complete application shall include this application completed, with traffic and transportation plan, contingency plan – including operations
plan, emergency plan, weather conditions and residential and notification outreach plan; site plan and permission of use for properties.

✔

Park City Municipal Corporation requires a certificate of insurance in an amount to be determined by the City Attorney’s Office.
Submitting incomplete application information may delay the ability to determine the amount required. The amount of insurance required
by the City Attorney’s office is final and the applicant shall be required to submit proof of coverage including naming Park City Municipal
Corporation, 445 Marsac, P.O. Box 1480, Park City, Utah 84060 as additionally insured prior to the start of any event activity.

✔

After the application is evaluated, the applicant will be responsible for providing proof that I have obtained other permits as necessary
from City, County or State agencies, as well as the application fee amount based on the Level of event.

✔

I understand that as the applicant, I will assume and reimburse the City for any and all costs and expenses determined by Park City
Municipal Corporation. Park City Municipal Corporation may require a deposit to cover such expenses. I may incur costs from other
departments or other jurisdictional agencies. I understand I can request an estimate of City Services for the event upon submitting a
complete application, and that should I choose to, I can request a reduction of fees for some services as pertains to Park City Municipal
code 4-8-9 through the bi-annual fee reduction application and process.

✔

I understand I am able to request a meeting with the Special Events Department prior to submitting an application and that this
application does not constitute as a valid permit. I understand that permits are approved by the Special Events Department or City
Council in writing after complete applications are reviewed under Park City Municipal Code 4-8.
APPLICANT AND SPONSORING ORGANIZATION INFORMATION

NAME OF EVENT:

Team USA WinterFest

FIRST TIME
ANNUAL EVENT:
✔ Yes
No
EVENT:
ANNUAL EVENT THAT WILL BE THE SAME AS LAST YEAR:

✔ No

Yes

IF ANNUAL, HOW MANY YEARS:

ANNUAL EVENT THAT WILL HAVE CHANGES FROM LAST YEAR:
NAME OF APPLICANT (FIRST & LAST):
TITLE / POSITION:

Yes

No

Yes

No

Wasserman on behalf United States Olympic Committee

Agency of Record

BUSINESS /ORGANIZATION NAME: United States Olympic Committee
IS BUSINESS / ORGANIZATION A REGISTERED NON-PROFIT

✔ Yes, a copy of IRS paperwork is attached

No

MAILING ADDRESS OR BUSINESS / ORGANIZATION: 1 Olympic Plaza
CITY, STATE, ZIP: Colorado

Springs, Co 80909
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Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application
PHYSICAL ADDRESS OF BUSINESS / ORGANIZATION:

Same as above

CITY, STATE, ZIP:
PHONE (PRIMARY:
EMAIL:

PHONE (SECONDARY):

310-850-1244

bchalmers@teamwass.com

BUSINESS / ORGANIZATION WEBSITE:
SOCIAL MEDIA LINKS:

teamusa.org

@teamusa
DAY OF EVENT PRIMARY CONTACT

ON-SITE DAY OF PRIMARY CONTACT NAME (FIRST & LAST): Dan

McGowan and Brooke Chalmers

ON-SITE DAY OF PRIMARY CONTACT CELL PHONE: 919-332-1351,

310-850-1244

ON-SITE DAY OF PRIMARY CONTACT EMAIL: dmcgowan@teamwass.com

, bchalmers@teamwass.com

PUBLIC EVENT INFORMATION
WEB SITE FOR PUBLIC EVENT INFORMATION: teamusa.org
PHONE NUMBER FOR PUBLIC EVENT INFORMATION: N/A
EMAIL ADDRESS FOR PUBLIC EVENT INFORMATION: N/A
Overall event description is attached as a separate document, with the contingency plan and is submitted with the application.
EVENT LEVEL DETERMINATION
THE EVENT WILL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES: (Check all that apply)

✔

✔

FESTIVAL /
FAIR

SKI / SNOW
BOARD

PARADE

ARTS & CULTURE EVENT

RUN

BIKE

WALK

HOLIDAY CELEBRATION

TRAIL USE

CONCERT

RECREATION / SPORTING EVENT

CULINARY

FILMING

OTHER:

THE EVENT WILL INVOLVE THE USE OF: (Check all that apply)

✔
MAIN
STREET

✔
RESORT
PROPERTY

SCHOOL
DISTRICT
PROPERTY

PRIVATE
PROPERTY

CITY
PARKS

CITY
FIELDS

CITY
FACILITY
RENTAL

RESIDENTAL
AREAS

PARK CITY
LIMITS

MULTIJURISDICTION

AMPLIFIED
SOUND

THE TARGET MARKET FOR THIS EVENT IS: (Check all that apply)

✔

✔

✔

✔

YOUTH /
FAMILIES

ADULTS

LOCAL

STATE-WIDE

REGIONAL

NATIONAL

INTER
NATIONAL

OTHER:
SPECTATORS

PARTICIPANTS

THIS EVENT WILL: (Check all that apply)

✔
LIMIT # OF PARTICIPANTS

BE FREE FOR SPECTATORS

BE FREE FOR
PARTICIPANTS

LIMIT # OF SPECTATORS

CHARGE ADMISSION FOR
SPECTATORS

CHARGE PARTICIPANTS

✔

INCLUDE VENDORS OR
SPONSOR

BE FREE AND OPEN TO THE
PUBLIC

NOT INCLUDE VENDORS OR
SPONSOR

BE A PRIVATE EVENT

THIS EVENT WILL BE HELD: (Check all that apply)
EVENT DATE(S):

February 10, 2018

✔
MONDAY

TUESDAY

WEEKLY

NUMBER OF EVENT(S):

WEDNESDAY

MONTHLY

1

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

SERIES

# OF CONSECUTIVE DAYS:

SATURDAY

SUNDAY

ONE DAY

1

Packet Pg. 126

Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application
ONE DAY EVENT HOUR(S)
EVENT HOUR(S): 1pm

- 7pm

OPENING TIME: 1pm

EVENT ENDS: 7pm

EVENT SET-UP DATE: 2/9/18

BREAK-DOWN DATE: 2/10/18

SET-UP TIME(S): 12PM

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S): 7PM

2/9/18

2/10/18

MULTIPLE DAY EVENT HOUR(S) – If different for each date
DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

EVENT ENDS:

EVENT ENDS:

EVENT ENDS:

EVENT ENDS:

EVENT ENDS:

INCLIMATE WEATHER INFORMATION:
DAY:

DATE:

OPENING TIME:

EVENT SET-UP DATE:

BREAK-DOWN DATE:

SET-UP TIME(S):

BREAK-DOWN TIME(S):

✔

EVENT ENDS:

No inclement weather date is required, and the event will be held rain or shine. I understand the event may be cancelled or postponed by
the city due to hazardous or damaging conditions
EVENT ATTENDANCE (Complete all that apply)

IF ANNUAL EVENT:
TOTAL EVENT ATTENDANCE
TOTAL DAILY EVENT ATTENDANCE
OF PREVIOUS YEAR:
OF PREVIOUS YEAR:
ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SECTION (NEW OR ANNUAL EVENTS)
ESTIMATED # OF PARTICIPANTS: 3000-5000

ESTIMATED # OF VENDORS: 5

ESTIMATED # OF SPECTATORS:

ESTIMATED # OF VOLUNTEERS:

ESTIMATED # OF STAFF: 30

ESTIMATED DAILY ATTENDANCE: 3000-5000

ESTIMATED HIGHEST TOTAL ATTENDANCE
AT ONE TIME:

✔

5000

ESTIMATED TOTAL ATTENDACE
OF ENTIRE EVENT:

3000-5000

I anticipate the event to have an attendance of 500 or more people and understand, as the applicant, I may be required to obtain a mass
gathering permit from summit county: http://www.summitcountyhealth.org/
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Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application
SIDEWALK & STREET USE (circle and complete all that apply)
THE EVENT WILL HAVE:
STREETS

✔

STREET CLOSURE MAP IS ATTACHED
ROLLING CLOSURE

CLOSURE SIGN / MARKING

✔

PARTIAL CLOSURE

NAMES OF STREETS TO BE CLOSED:

FULL CLOSURE

NO CLOSURE

TIMES: (START / END OF CLOSURE)

Main Street

START: 2/9/18

END: 2/10/18

9th Street

START:

END:

Corner of 7th and Main St

START:

END:

START:

END:

REASON FOR CLOSURE:

Event Setup on Main Street between 7th and 9th

SIDEWALKS
SIDEWALK CLOSURE MAP IS ATTACHED
PARTIAL CLOSURE

CLOSURE SIGN / MARKING

✔

FULL CLOSURE

NO CLOSURE

CROWD CONTROL PLAN

ADDRESS:
ADDRESS OF CLOSURE: (FROM / TO)

TIMES: (START / END OF CLOSURE)

FROM:

TO:

START:

END:

FROM:

TO:

START:

END:

FROM:

TO:

START:

END:

FROM:

TO:

START:

END:

REASON FOR CLOSURE:

TRAILS
TRAIL COURSE MAP IS ATTACHED

COURSE / SIGN MARKING INFORMATION IS ATTACHED

NAMES OF TRAILS TO BE USED:

No Trail Usage

PARADE
ASSEMBLY AREA:

DISBANDING AREA:

# OF PARADE ATTENDEES:

PARADE IS:

WALKING ONLY

VEHICLES & WALKING

VEHICLES ONLY

WILL HAVE ANIMALS

OTHER PARADE INFO:
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Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application

Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

CITY PARKING FACILITIES REQUEST
GENERAL PARKING (Where will you be directing event attendees to park cars?)
HOW MANY PARKING SPACES DOES THE EVENT NEED?

AT HIGHEST POINT?

MAIN STREET

CHINA BRIDGE

FLAGPOLE LOT

BREW PUB LOT

SANDRIDGE PARKING LOTS

PARK AVENUE

CITY PARK

MAWHINNEY LOT
OTHER: Open to city suggestion for parking plan

QUINNS LOT

RICHARDSON FLATS

WILL THE EVENT PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION SERVICES TO THE EVENT FROM PARKING AREAS?:

YES

✔

NO

ADA PARKING AVAILABLE?:

YES

✔

NO

THE EVENT WILL REQUIRE PARKING REMOVAL?:
NO
✔ YES
The event will require parking removal as indicated below, and I will complete a special use of public parking application as required with
the Park City Parking Services Department
NAME OF AREA OR STREETS: Main
TIME – START / END: Am

Street

2/9 - 2am 2/11

BETWEEN: 7th
REASON (what/who): Event

NAME OF AREA OR STREETS:

and 9th

Load In and Setup

BETWEEN:

TIME – START / END:

REASON (what/who):

NAME OF AREA OR STREETS:

BETWEEN:

TIME – START / END:

REASON (what/who):

NAME OF AREA OR STREETS:

BETWEEN:

TIME – START / END:

REASON (what/who):
TRANSPORTATION
WILL THE EVENT PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS?

✔
BUS

BIKE

WALK

THE APPLICANT IS PROVIDING SHUTTLE OR BUS TRANSPORTATION OUTSIDE OF THE CITY’S SCHEDULE. THE APPLICANT
HAS PROVIDED BUS DROP OFF AREA ON THE SITE MAP ATTACHED WITH THIS APPLICATION.
NAME OF TRANSPORTATION PROVIDER / COMPANY:
PHONE:

EMAIL:

THE APPLICANT IS PROVIDNG BIKE TRANSPORTATION AT THE EVENT. WE HAVE PROVIDED BIKE PARKING AREAS ON THE
SITE MAP WITH THIS APPLICATION.
WE ARE PROVIDING WALKING AS AN OPTION TO ATTEND THE EVENT. WE HAVE PROVIDED WALKING PATH IDEAS ON THE
SITE MAP WITH THIS APPLICATION.
ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION:

Open to create additional signage for correct walking directions with city
approval and input
PUBLIC FACILITY USE

CHECK ALL
THAT APPLY:

MINERS HOSPITAL AT CITY PARK

PARK CITY LIBRARY MEETING ROOMS

JIM SANTY AUDITORIUM

SOUTH CITY PARK

CITY PARK COVERED BBQ AREA

CITY PARK GAZEBO / STAND

CITY PARK SOFTBALLFIELD

CITY PARK RUGBY FIELD

SKATE PARK AT CITY PARK

QUINN’S SPORTEX FIELDS

ROTARY PARK

SCHOOL DISTRICT FIELDS

DIRT JUMP PARK

PARK CITY ICE ARENA

OTHER:
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Park City Municipal Corporation
Special Event Permit Application
TEMPORARY STRUCTURES & FLAMMABLE MATERIALS

I UNDERSTAND ALL TEMPORARY STRUCTURES AND FLAMMABLE MATERIALS MUST BE APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY
BUILDING DEPARTMENT. SUCH INSPECTIONS WILL REQUIRE A FIRE/BUILDING PERMIT TO BE SUBMITTED 10 DAYS BEFORE
THE EVENT, AS WELL AS AN INSPECTION THE DAY OF THE EVENT.

✔

✔
TEMPORARY BLEACHERS

✔
✔
✔

INFLATABLES

CANOPIES

TEMPORARY BADGES

TEMPORARY LIGHTING

3-4

TENTS 10X10 OR UNDER

HOW MANY:

TRAILER

HOW MANY: (1) Truck 8'9"h x 32' L x 22' W (extended), (1) 12’ H x 22’ L x 8’ W, (1) 26 x 20 mobile stage

STRUCTURES OVER 6 FEET TALL

PURPOSE:

HOW MANY:

Snow globe, social media trailer, food truck for S'mores sampling from sponsor, Mobile stage

DOES EVENT HAVE ELECTRICAL
NO
✔ YES
NEEDS?:
WILL YOU BE REQUESTING PERMITS FOR FIREWORKS?:

DOES EVENT REQUIRE USE OF GENERATORS

✔

YES
YES

WILLTHE EVENT REQUIRE THE USE OF FLAMMABLE MATERIALS, FUELS OR GASSES?:

4

YES

NO

✔
✔

NO
NO

NAME SUCH MATERIALS:

WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RECYCLING
THE EVENT WILL PROVIDE ITS OWN GARBAGE CANS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT.
THE EVENT WILL PROVIDE ITS OWN DUMPSTERS, WHICH IS INDICATED ON THE SITE MAP.

✔
✔

THE EVENT WILL USE THE CITY’S GARBAGE CANS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT, REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FEES.
THE EVENT WILL USE THE CITY’S DUMPSTERS, REQUIRING ADDITIONAL FEES.
THE EVENT WILL HIRE A COMPANY AND PROVIDE RECYCLING SERVICES FOR THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS:

PLASTIC

PAPER

ALUMINUM

GLASS

CARDBOARD

COMPOST

OTHER

THE EVENT WILL UTILIZE CITY RESTROOM FACILITIES (List areas of city restroom facilities below:

✔

THE EVENT WILL BRING ITS OWN RESTROOMS AND SANATARY STATIONS.
(May be required by Summit County Health Department or Park City Building Department)

WILL ANIMALS BE AT THE EVENT?:

YES

✔

NO

IF YES, PLEASE DESCRIBE TYPE OF ANIMALS AND WASTE PLANS

TYPES OF ANIMALS:

I HAVE INCLUDED THE PLACEMENT OF THE ANIMALS IN THE SITE MAP OR LINE UP IN THE CONTINGENCY PLAN
WILL DOGS BE ALLOWED AT THE EVENT?:

✔

YES

NO

✔

LEASHED

UNLEASHED

WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN HAS BEEN DESCRIBED IN THE CONTINGENCY PLAN ATTACHED TO THIS APPLICATION.
FOOD & MERCHANDISE SALES

✔

I UNDERSTAND THAT ALL VENDORS MUST OBTAIN A PARK CITY BUSINESS LICENSE. ALL VENDORS SERVING FOOD OR
DRINKS MAY BE REQUIRED TO OBTAIN A FOOD SERVICE OR FOOD HANDLERS PERMIT FROM SUMMIT COUNTY.

✔
✔

WILL THERE BE SALE OF MERCHANDISE?:
WILL THERE BE COMPLIMENTARY FOOD?:

YES

NO

YES

NO

WILL THERE BE SALE OF FOOD?:

YES

WILL THERE BE ALCOHOL FOR SALE?:

YES

BEER

WINE

✔
✔

NO
NO

LIQUOR

I HAVE CONTACTED THE PARK CITY FINANCE DEPARTMENT REGARDING REQUIREMENTS FOR BEER & LIQUOR
LICENSES.
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Special Events Department
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P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

I UNDERSTAND THAT THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL (UDABC) MAY REQUIRE OTHER
PERMITS.

✔
✔

WILL FOOD ITEMS BE PRE-PACKAGED?:
WILL FOOD ITEMS BE COOKED ON SITE?:

✔

YES

NO

YES

NO

I UNDERSTAND THAT IF COOKING IS ONSITE, A PARK CITY BUILDING/FIRE PERMIT MAY BE REQUIRED.

✔

WILL FOOD ITEMS BE PREPARED OFFSITE?:

YES

✔

NO

DESCRIBE ITEMS:

Hershey's will have a food truck and be serving only S'mores as a free sample. Items will be heated inside truck with a microwave.

TEMPORARY SIGNS

✔

WILL THERE BE TEMPORARY SIGNS AT THE EVENT?:

✔

YES

NO

I HAVE ATTACHED A SIGN PLAN DESCRIBING THE CONTENT, SIZES AND LOCATIONS IN THE CONTINGENCY PLAN.
SAFETY - SECURITY

✔

THE EMERGENCY AND SECURITY PLAN HAS BEEN ATTAACHED IN THE OPERATIONS PLAN, INCLUDING CROWD CONTROL,
ACCESS, FIRST AID. AFTER REVIEW OF THIS APPLICATION, REQUIREMENTS FOR EMTS, FIRE AND POLICE SERVICES WILL
BE DETERMINED AS PART OF THE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL OF THIS EVENT. THE SPECIAL EVENTS DEPARTMENT WILL
BE ABLE TO GIVE THE APPLICANT AN ESTIMATE OF SUCH CITY SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.
THE EVENT WILL REQUIRE LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BEYOND ROUTINE PERIODIC PATROL.
THE EVENT WILL NOT REQUIRE LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES BEYOND ROUTINE PERIODIC PATROL.
COMMUNICATION NEEDS

WILL THERE BE INSTALLATION OF AN ANTENNA FOR COMMUNICATION NEEDS?:

YES

✔

NO

INSTALLATION OF AN ANTENNA FOR COMMUNICATION IS INDICATED IN THE SITE PLAN WITH SPECIFICATIONS.
MARKETING OF EVENT
PROPER MARKING OF YOUR EVENT IS VITAL TO ITS SUCCESS. PLEASE CONTACT THE PARK CITY CHAMBER FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION AND ASSISTANCE: .www.visitparkcity.com

✔

I HAVE CHOSEN TO LIST INFORMATION REGARDING MY EVENT ON THE PARK CITY CHAMBER’S WEBSITE.
I HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO LIST INFORMATION REGARDING MY EVENT ON THE PARK CITY CHAMBER’S WEBSITE.

WHO IS THE TARGET MARKET FOR THIS EVENT?:

Families and people of all ages

WHERE IS THE TARGET MARKET FOR THIS EVENT?: (choose all that apply)

✔

✔

LOCAL

✔

REGIONAL

✔

NATIONAL

WILLTHIS EVENT BE FILMED AND TELEVISED?: (choose all that apply)
LOCAL

REGIONAL

INTERNATIONAL

YES
NATIONAL

✔

NO

INTERNATIONAL

PLEASE LIST ALL ADVERTISEMENT INCLUDING MEDIA COVERAGE, NEWSPAPER AND MAGAZINES:
MEDIA (RADIO/TV): Radio: Salt Lake City – Ogden NBC: KSL – Salt Lake City Local NBC TV ads (KSL) beginning February, I Heart Radio ads beginning week of Feb. 5
NEWSPAPER:
MAGAZINES:
OTHER: USOC Digital and Social, Save the date distribution:Park City/SLC outlets, sponsors, NGBs, Local calendar listings Local media outreach (print, TV, radio)
PLEASE SELECT RANGE OF MARKETING BUDGET:

$100 OR UNDER

$100 - $500

$500 - $1,000

$1,000 - $2,500

ABOVE $2,500
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Special Events Department
City Hall, Third Floor
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City, Utah 84060
specialevents@parkcity.org

APPLICANT AGREEMENT & SIGNATURE
I, the undersigned representative, have read the rules and regulations with reference to this application and am duly authorized by the
organization to submit this application on its behalf. The information contained herein, including supporting documentation is complete
and accurate.
Name (Printed):

Brooke Chalmers

Signature:

BC

Date:

10/1/17
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Information
Event Permit Application

Packet Pg. 133

PROGRAM OVERVIEW
• Tour Details
• Event Layout
• Event Programming

TOUR INFORMATION
• Activation Overview & Details

ONSITE COMMUNICATION
• Safety & Communication Plan
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TOUR DETAILS
Welcome to Team USA WinterFest presented by HERSHEY’s! Our 13-stop,
interactive festival will crisscross the country to bring the excitement of the Olympic
and Paralympic Winter Games PyeongChang 2018 to Team USA fans around the
globe.

Tour elements will include:
• The HERSHEY’S S’moresmobile
• Team USA Social Media Truck with interactive fan elements presented by OREO
• Curling Challenge presented by OREO
• A Virtual Reality Skeleton experience Powered by Samsung
• Bobsled Boomerang photo op presented by HERSHEY’S
• Athlete meet and greets
• Team USA giveaways and more!
Team USA WinterFest will make five stops in 2017 and eight in 2018, leading up to
and during the PyeongChang 2018 Games. The first stop will be in Times Square on
Wednesday, Nov. 1 in conjunction with the 100 Day Countdown to the 2018 Olympic
Winter Games. The 100 Day Countdown event has become a celebrated milestone in
New York City’s iconic Times Square prior to each Olympic Games.
HERSHEY’S S’moresmobile
New interactive tour this year will be the HERSHEY’S S’moresmobile. The new
S’moresmobile will provide Team USA fans free, HERSHEY’S S’mores, while supplies
last, at select stops for Team USA fans to enjoy while sharing memories over the allAmerican classic treat.
The Bobsled Boomerang presented by HERSHEY’S
This activity will give fans the chance to experience what it’s like to be in an Olympic
bobsled, while capturing a boomerang photo to share on social media
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TOUR DETAILS
The Team USA Social Media Truck presented by OREO
Is are also new to the tour. The social media truck will feature multiple interactive
stations, including a Team USA Athlete Snapchat Face Swap, a GIF photo station, and
a digital postcard that will allow fans to share good-luck messages with Team USA
athletes ahead of the 2018 Games.
*This truck is ADA accessible
The Team USA Curling Challenge presented by OREO
The Team USA Curling Challenge will allow fans to test their curling skills and enter a
sweepstakes for a chance to win a trip to the WinterFest stop in Park City, Utah, on
Feb. 10. This tour stop coincides with the opening weekend of the 2018 Olympic
Winter Games.
Skeleton Virtual Reality
Additional tour elements include the Skeleton Virtual Reality Experience powered by
Samsung, which will take place in a life-size snow globe. The HERSHEY’S Stage for
live entertainment will also appear at select stops, welcoming renowned international
musical artists and creating an intersection of sport and music. Performances include:
* This activity is ADA accessible – can be used without the sleds
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ENTRANCE INFLATABLES
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COMMUNICATION PLAN
• Wasserman accepts that they are responsible for dealing with emergencies,
which might occur, and for taking the appropriate decisions and utilizing their own
resources when necessary. The decision to partially or fully evacuate the site will
however be made on the basis of a multi-disciplinary evaluation of the prevailing
conditions undertaken by the event organizers and/or local authorities.
• It is impossible to predict every eventuality that could necessitate the evacuation
of the event and it is not possible to specify for every eventuality how an
evacuation would take place. Emergency personnel would determine whether
this is necessary and this plan is to outline communication within the WinterFest
team
• In the event that a major incident develops, then control of the situation of the
event will be handed to the local Emergency Department (police/fire/medical).
• Communication received from emergency personnel will be passed from
Wasserman and USOC staff to sponsors and staff accordingly. Under no
circumstance should any staff be speaking with the media on behalf of the Team
USA WinterFest Tour. Please direct any communication requests to Wasserman.

• This is a rain or shine event. In cases of extreme weather and cold, The USOC
and Wasserman teams will be in communication with local authorities and will
communicate any updates or changes to each partner as they are received.
• Wasserman will work with Park City to provide the necessary safety and security
measures and will comply with any necessary city ordinances.
• Wasserman will have an EMT onsite for this event
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Staff recommends the approval of the Team USA Winterfest event based on:
 The event calendar and not having any other street closures within close proximity to
the event;
 The fact that this event is a onetime event;
 The applicant has worked to minimize setup/ breakdown operations;
 Staff has worked to conduct ample notification and outreach for this event and receiving
positive and constructive feedback; and
 The event promotes Park City’s Olympic legacy, the City’s culture, and recreational
opportunities as well as will provide valuable marketing and economic benefit to Park
City.
Event Timeline and Operations
Event Date & Time:
The Team USA Winterfest will be held on Saturday, February 9 from 1:00 to 7:00 p.m.
During the event free interactive programs and activities will be held for the public including a
curling challenge, virtual-reality experiences, interactive fan elements, athlete meet and greets,
pin trading, the S’moresmobile, and the Team USA Social Media Truck. The event will
culminate with concert on Lower Main Street from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. featuring Good Charlotte
and Sleeping with Sirens. Staff expects an attendance of 5,000 people to this event over the
course of 6 hours.
Event Set Up:
Friday, February 9th 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
 If inclement weather occurs (snow conditions) set up operations would be extended to
allow more time to safely set up the venue.
Event Breakdown:
Saturday, February 10th from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Sunday, February 11th from 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
 Street to be clear and reopened for parking and traffic by 12:00 p.m. (noon) on Sunday,
February 11th.
 If inclement weather occurs (snow conditions) breakdown operations would be
extended to allow more time to safely breakdown the venue.
Balancing the event calendar – event street/parking closures:
 There are currently no other special events planned in the City on the dates of the Team
USA Winterfest.
 This year, there will not be a road closure for the 2018 World Cup (January 10 through
12). All World Cup athletic events will be held at Deer Valley Resort.
 Staff does not anticipate a closure of Lower Main Street for the 2018 Sundance Film
Festival.
 The next event after TEAM USA Winterfest that staff anticipates needing to close the
street/ remove parking for is Thin Air Innovation Festival, which is currently anticipated
to be held April 5, 6, 7, 2018. As this event gets closer, staff will complete additional
outreach regarding impacts of this event. If there are major changes with this event,
staff would return to Council for approval of such changes. If the event does not have
major changes, the event can be approved by staff.
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Department Coordination
The event applicant continues to work City Departments regarding this event.
 Additional coordination meetings with Parks, Public Works, Transit, Transportation
Planning, Community Engagement, Public Safety will be required before this event
begins.
 Staff is working to coordinate security plans for the event, and should Council ask, can
return at a subsequent meeting (likely in January) to review such plans in a closed
session.
Transportation & Parking
Staff is coordinating with Park City School District and Resorts for supplemental parking areas
during the event with free parking and transit from these locations.
Staff recommends keeping normal daily rates as the Parking Program will be implemented by
this date.
 This means parking in China Bridge would be free until 5:00 p.m. At 5:00 p.m., the first
hour is free, and then there is a charge of $3.00 an hour.
 This parking program allows community to come enjoy the event during the day, and
then as the concert loads in for the evening, a higher rate to incentives people to stay at
the resorts and bus to the event, or park at the high school and take transit.
Transportation Planning is coordination with the Special Events department, and if needed will
increase ‘trippers’ to service supplemental parking locations.
Residential Mitigation
Staff anticipates placing no parking and no through traffic barricades throughout the old town
area, much like occurred during summer event season. This signage has helped to deter traffic
in residential areas.
Police will also have a presence at the event and will assist with traffic mitigation immediately
surrounding the venue.
SEAC, HPCA & Community Engagement
SEAC –
At the October 20 SEAC meeting, staff presented details of the Team USA Winterfest to SEAC
during their staff communications portion of the meeting. SEAC is aware of the event and did
not have any concerns of the proposal for the event and that the event proposal is coming to
Council this evening. Though SEAC does not review or approve events, they were excited
about the event and its tie to the City’s Olympic Legacy. They did not have concerns of the
event.
HPCA Engagement Staff presented a preview of this event at the October 17th HPCA Board Meeting. The board
was supportive of the event. Additionally, upon sending out the event review, Michael Barielle
reached out and requested direct outreach to affected businesses, as many pedestrian
crossings as possible, promotion of local business for event operations staff and coordination
with HPCA to direct patrons coming to the event to local businesses.
 Staff will continue to coordinate with the event applicant to make sure pedestrian
walkways are maintained between the venue and businesses/sidewalks, as well as, that
event applicant is promoting local businesses. There is one ‘food vendor’ Hershy’s
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chocolate that will be providing patrons with S’mores to patrons during the event. At this
time, there are no other food or beverage options associated with the event.
Staff did complete merchant to merchant outreach on Wednesday, October 25 and
received positive responses about the event. If business owners were not present,
information was left employees and staff followed up with a direct email to merchants
regarding the event with contact information for the merchant to reach back out to staff
with any questions or concerns. Staff was specifically able to speak with the following
business owners regarding the event:
o Atticus on Main
o Engle & Volkers
o Berkshire Hathaway
o Bahnoff Sports
o Grace Clothers
o Old Town Cellars
o Mustang
o Rich Haines Gallery
During these meetings or outreach opportunities the merchants were presented with a
site plan, a preliminary parking plan, event operation plans, City staff contact
information and tentative Council date of when this item would be presented.

As the event approaches, staff will return to HPCA, SEAC and the community with additional
impact information through local media partners, the City’s social media outlets, and by using
the City’s Special Event text alert system during the event.
Sustainability Efforts
At the time this report was due, the applicant was not able to provide a list of sustainability
items for this event. Staff will report this during the event approval and will continue, in
coordination with the application, to work to mitigate environmental impacts.
Financial Considerations
TEAM USA Winterfest applied for Special Event Fee Reduction during the October timeframe.
Fees were estimated based on previous events on lower main street and similar costs we see
for this type of set up (World Cup Concert, Thin Air, Park Silly Market). TEAM USA was
awarded a 100% fee reduction as they scored highly in all areas of the fee Reduction criteria.
As staff continues to plan this event, there may be required increased security needs. Staff will
continue to monitor costs and if the final costs rise above the $25,000 Council threshold, staff
will return to Council for approval of increased costs at that time. A summary of City Service
Fees is listed in the chart below.
Departments

Item

Estimated Fees

Parking
Department

Parking
spaces
for 14 days

$2,700

Police
Department

520 Hours

$6,000
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Building
Department

Inspections
and
permits

$2,500

Application Fee

Annual Permit $160
Fee

VMS Signs &
Barricades

2 VMS/
Electronic
Signs

$1,000

Total Fees

Totals

$12,360
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SPECIAL EVENT PERMIT
Type of License:
Event Name:
Event Date(s):
Event Location:
Licensee:
Contact Person:
Approved By:
Approval Date:

_ Level One _ Level Two X Level Three
Team USA Winterfest
Saturday, February 10, 2018
Lower Main Street
United State Olympic Committee
Brooke Chalmers
Special Events Coordinator X City Council of Park City
November 9, 2017

The Park City Council has approved has approved the Level Three Special Event Permit for Team
USA Winterfest to be held within Park City on Saturday, February 10, 2018. Use areas included in
the event include Lower Main Street including 7th to 9th Street and 9th Street. This Level Three Special
Event permit has been issued under the authority described within the Park City Municipal Code
Section 4-8-4(C) based on the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. Team USA Winterfest to be held within Park City. Areas included in the event include Main
Street on Saturday, February 10, 2018 from 1:00 – 7:00 p.m. Set up will begin on Friday,
February 9 at 8 a.m., breakdown to be complete by February 11 at 12:00 p.m.
3. The permittee has distinguished a transportation plan for vehicles that utilizes available public
parking and can accommodate the anticipated attendance numbers. Parking for the
anticipated crowd of 5,000 people, though not gathered all at the same location with in Park
City Limits, will be accommodated in existing parking lots in Park City.
4. Parking and traffic will be removed from the venue footprint including all of Lower Main Street
(7th Street to 9th Street) beginning on Friday, February 9 at 8:00 a.m. until Sunday, February 11
at 12:00 p.m. (noon). Parking and Traffic are to return to normal no later than 12:00 p.m. on
Sunday, February 11.
5. The City will deploy additional VMS boards and residential mitigation signs
6. The City and the permittee will work to coordinate communications and outreach regarding the
event as well as the impacts caused by the event including parking and transportation
planning.
7. The conduct of TEAM USA Winterfest will not substantially interrupt or prevent the safe and
orderly movement of public transportation or other vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the area
of its venue.
8. The event is oriented towards families and youth. The events associated with TEAM USA
Winterfest will not require the diversion of so great a number of police, fire, or other essential
public employees from their normal duties as to prevent reasonable police, fire, or other public
services protection to the remainder of the City.
9. The concentration of persons, vehicles, or animals will not unduly interfere with the movement
of police, fire, ambulance, and other emergency vehicles on the streets or with the provision of
other public health or safety services.
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10. There are no other Event Licenses that have been granted in Park City Limits for February 9
through 11. Therefore, TEAM USA Winterfest event will not interfere with the logistics and
venue for any event for which a license has already been granted and with the provision of City
services in support of other such events or governmental functions.
11. The size of the crowd and nature of the event will not create an imminent possibility of violent
disorderly conduct likely to endanger public safety or cause significant property damage.
12. The applicant, Brooke Chalmers of Wasserman a representative of the USOC, has been
working with City Staff and applicable departments to address all event concerns. The
Applicant demonstrates an ability and willingness to conduct the event pursuant to the terms
and conditions of this Chapter and has not failed to conduct a previously authorized event in
accordance with the law or the terms of a license, or both.
13. Staff finds TEAM USA Winterfest supports Council’s goal of creating a complete community
that values economic diversity, arts and culture, and a thriving mountain community. This
event is an important to Park City’s Olympic Legacy and creates a community gathering place,
encourages and supports the Historic Main Street Alliance, Park City Businesses and
encourages local and regional tourism and supports continued vibrancy.
Conclusions of Law:
1. The application is consistent with the requirements of the Park City Municipal Code, Title 4,
Chapter 8.
Conditions of Approval:
1. The permittee, at its' cost, shall incorporate such measures as directed by Staff in order to
ensure that any safety, health, or sanitation equipment, and services or facilities reasonably
necessary to ensure that the event will be conducted with due regard for safety are provided
and paid for by the applicant.
2. The permittee shall secure and provide free alternative parking, and will work with the City to
create a transportation plan approved by the Transportation Director and Chief of Police.
3. The permittee shall keep all noise to event hours, which are between 1:00 and 8:00 p.m., on
Saturday, February 10, 2017. The applicant must request and receive permission pursuant to
Park City Municipal Code 6-3 prior to conducting any activity in excess of the noise ordinance.
The applicant will work with City Staff to orient the activities so as to minimize sound impacts to
the neighborhood and the applicant shall monitor the following:
(A) The permittee, or his/her designee, shall provide on-site management for each aspect of
the event.
(B) The program manager shall be responsible to ensure that the sound system maintains
level adjustments not to exceed provisions of the Park City Noise ordinance for the outdoor
events.
4. The permittee shall provide proof of liability insurance in the amount of four million dollars
($4,000,000) or more as may be required by the Special Events Manager or the City Attorney's
Office, and shall further name Park City Municipal Corporation as additional insured. All
Applicants shall further indemnify the City from liability occurring at the event except for any
claim arising out of the sole negligence or intentional torts of the City or its employees.
5. All plans for tents, stages and other temporary structures shall be submitted to the Building
Department for review and permitting by Tuesday, January 15, 2017
6. The permittee, in coordination with City representatives, is responsible for conducting outreach
to businesses and area residents regarding impacts such as road closures, parking removal
Packet Pg. 145

Exhibit C – DRAFT Team USA Winterfest Level Three Special Event Permit Findings

and noise prior to the event.
7. The permittee is responsible for an Operations, Parking / Transportation Plan in a form
approved by the Park City Municipal Event Manager, Transportation Planning Manager and
Chief of Police.
8. The Park City Special Events, Police, Fire, Building Official/Fire Marshal and Emergency
Management have the right to cancel event upon any condition, violation or weather that
jeopardizes the life, safety or property of the residents or visitors of Park City.
9. Approved fee reduction for City Services for the event are $12,620. Changes in City Service
fees shall be reported in the debrief of the event and increases in fee reduction amounts
require the approval of either the City Manager or City Council.
10. The permittee agrees to have a sustainability plan for the event, which shall be approved prior
to January 14, 2018.
11. The permittee will provide a vendor list and sign plan for the event. All handouts, flyers,
banners and other signage, shall comply with Park City Municipal’s sign code.
12. The permittee will work with the Fire Marshall, and Public Safety Personnel regarding
placement of emergency staff and equipment, but anticipates that Fire and EMS will be staged
on 9th Street. The permittee has also submitted an Emergency Operations Plan which is being
coordinated with Park City Police, Emergency Management and Park City Fire.
13. The permittee use of barricade and signage will be in accordance with the Manual of Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) for the duration of the event.
14. All City, County and State permit approvals required for this event shall be secured by
Thursday, February 8, 2018 and submitted to Park City Municipal.
PASSED AND APPROVED this Thursday, the 9th Day of November, 2017.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
_________________________________
_
City Manager, Diane Foster
Attest:
________________________________
, City Recorder
Approved as to form:
_______________________________
Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

During the most impactful special events, Park City Municipal Parking Services has
relied on a contracted service to provide safe and efficient parking operations for events
or activities that require staffing beyond what the City can internally provide. As Park
City has grown, so have the events that require operational support. In preparation for
the upcoming year, an RFP was advertised and a selection committee reviewed the
proposal submitted by ABM Parking Services, as they were the only proposal received.
ABM Parking Services demonstrates strong knowledge of local events and has
presented a solution to provide flexible support as event needs are determined. Staff
recommends that Council authorize the agreement between ABM Parking Services and
the City for upcoming event staffing. The proposed agreement allows the City to
schedule staffing support hours as needs are determined during each event’s
supplemental plan review.

Respectfully:
Kenzie Coulson,
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Event Parking Operations Contract
Kenzie Coulson, Parking & Fleet Manager
Robbie Smoot, Parking Data Analyst
Parking Services
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to sign a Professional
Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with ABM Parking
Services for parking support related to special events, in an amount not to exceed One
Hundred Five Thousand, Three Hundred Seventy-One Dollars ($105,371.00).
It is anticipated that special event parking operation support may be necessary for the
following events: Sundance Film Festival, Fourth of July, Tour of Utah, Kimball Arts
Festival, and Park Silly Sunday Market. Other happenings that may require event
parking management include the Parking Technology Launch (December 15, 2017) and
the holiday week after Christmas (December 25, 2017 through January 1, 2018).
Executive Summary
During the most impactful special events, Park City Municipal Parking Services has
relied on a contracted service to provide safe and efficient parking operations for events
or activities that require staffing beyond what the City can internally provide. As Park
City has grown, so have the events that require operational support.
In preparation for the upcoming year, an RFP was advertised and a selection committee
reviewed the proposal submitted by ABM Parking Services, as they were the only
proposal received. ABM Parking Services demonstrates strong knowledge of local
events and has presented a solution to provide flexible support as event needs are
determined. Staff recommends that Council authorize the agreement between ABM
Parking Services and the City for upcoming event staffing. The proposed agreement
allows the City to schedule staffing support hours as needs are determined during each
event’s supplemental plan review.
Acronyms
RFP
PARCS

Request for Proposal
Parking Access and Revenue Control System

The Problem
The previous agreement for special event parking support lapsed in February of 2017.
It is the intention of staff to procure a new agreement that will sufficiently meet needs to
manage operations during all upcoming events where garages, streets, and surface lots
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require additional staffing. In addition, the proposed agreement addresses potential
needs for traffic mitigation on Main Street and barricade support aimed at reduction of
traffic in residential areas.
Effective December 15, 2017, the City will implement a technology project throughout
the Main Street Core. Hours of paid parking operations will be extended to City parking
lots and the China Bridge parking structure seven (7) days per week and will include
parking access revenue control, PARCS equipment and pay stations. This equipment
may be operational in select lots during certain events. Due to the upgrades to the
City’s parking technology and infrastructure, it is imperative that the chosen operational
support contractor have the ability to work with and utilize the upgrades to enhance
customer service and efficiency.
The City desires a contractor that can provide a customer-convenient support
solution that allows automated credit card payments in addition to the provision of
cash payments upon entry to the parking location. The proposed agreement is for a
single year, with the option of extension by mutual agreement for two subsequent
years.
The anticipated need for operational support may include the following events:
Event Name

2017-18 Schedule

Technology Project Launch
Holiday Week
Sundance Film Festival
4th of July
Tour of Utah
Kimball Arts Festival
Miner’s Day
Halloween
Park City Silly Market
Unanticipated Event (e.g. March)

December 15, 2017- December 24, 2017
December 25, 2017- January 1, 2018
January 18, 2018- January 28, 2018
July 4, 2018
August 6, 2018 - August 13, 2018
August 3, 2018 - August 5, 2018
September 9, 2018
October 31, 2018
Sundays June 7, 2018 – Sept 23, 2018
TBD

Background
 Historically, the City has established an annual not-to-exceed amount with a
parking contractor to support the anticipated special event parking needs.
 Most recently ABM Parking Services provided the City’s Special Event Parking
Operational Support Services to support Sundance Film Festival, Kimball Art
Festival, the Tour of Utah and any other large event that required event parking
management. The prior ABM Parking Services agreement expired in February of
2017.
 Originally, surface lot and garage operations were staffed during the Sundance
Film Festival. In subsequent years, services were added for additional events
and include enforcement, facilitation of emergency access, event load-in and
load-out, and traffic flow mitigation on Main Street.
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Prior to December of 2017, special event parking transactions have been manual
and relied upon portable cashier booths, cash handling processes, and advance
permit sales. With the added technology, operational support needs will evolve
and require assessment. The proposed Service Provider Agreement allows
flexibility to modify staffing based on assessed need.

Analysis
Selection Process
Staff advertised the Special Event Parking Operation Support RFP and
received one offer by the assigned deadline from ABM Parking
Services.
A selection committee comprised of the following individuals reviewed
the proposal:
Reviewer
Kenzie Coulson
Jenny Diersen
Kory Kersavage
Loretta Haslock
Scott Olsen

Department
Parking & Fleet Services
Special Events
Budget
Public Works Analyst
Parking Services

The bid submitted was evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria as
detailed in the RFP:
1. Plan for providing required services, including a technology plan for accepting
automated credit card payments.
2. Cost Proposal and Payment Schedule for Extra Work.
3. Plan for on-site management and training.
4. Description of contractor’s experience.
5. Project team resumes.
6. Exceptions to RFP specifications or City Provider Professional Services
Agreement.
The committee found that ABM Parking Services provided a quality proposal that
demonstrated extensive local knowledge, to include fifteen years of parking
experience in the Park City area. ABM Parking Services addressed all requested
needs at a cost deemed comparable to historical parking agreements.
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
Recommended Alternative: Staff recommends that Council consider authorizing the
City Manager to sign the Service Provider/ Professional Services Agreement in a form
approved by the City Attorney with ABM Parking Services, in an amount not to exceed
One Hundred Five Thousand, Three Hundred Seventy-One Dollars ($105,371.00)
annually, for parking staffing and operational support during events, and per the Park City
Special Event Operation Support RFP.
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Pros
a. The proposed Service Provider Agreement will result in the ability to staff upcoming
events, with the goal of ensuring efficiency, safety, customer service, and traffic
mitigation.
b. The Service Provider Agreement allows the City to request supplemental operational
staffing based on unique needs per each event.
Cons
The proposed Service Provider Agreement will result in spending from the Capital
budget.
Consequences of Selecting This Alternative
Selection of the staff recommended alternative will result in the authorization of the City
Manager to sign the Service Provider/ Professional Services Agreement in a form
approved by the City Attorney with ABM Parking Services, which will result in ability to
staff for events.
2. Deny the Item Alternative: Council could choose to not authorize the contract with
any proposer.
Pros
There would be no Capital spending in this area.
Cons
This alternative would require staff to begin the RFP process again, which may result in
a delay in obtaining required staffing for upcoming events. Staff does not recommend
this alternative.
3. Modify the Item Alternative: Council could choose to change the contract terms.
Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
Modifying the Item may result in a loss of traffic mitigation and customer service and
lack of staffing.
4. Continue the Item Alternative: Council could choose to continue the item. Staff
does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
Continuing may result in a delay in obtaining required staffing for upcoming events.
5. Do Nothing Alternative: Council could choose to do nothing regarding this issue.
Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
Doing nothing may result in reduced services, reduced traffic mitigation efforts, and
possible safety and queuing issues. Staff does not recommend this alternative.
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Department Review
This report has been reviewed by Public Works, Special Events, Transportation
Planning, and Budget.
Funding Source
This project is funded within Capital Improvement Funds.
Attachments
A
Park City Special Event Operation Support RFP
B
Park City Parking Event Staffing Pricing Summary
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Park City Municipal Corporation
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (NON-BID) FOR

Park City Special Event(s)
Parking Operation’s Support

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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NOTICE
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (NON-BID)
Special Event(s) Parking Operation Support
PROPOSALS DUE: By 4:00pm MST, on Tuesday, October 24, 2017. Proposals will not be accepted after
this time.
PROJECT NAME: Parking Operation Support for Park City Special Events
RFP AVAILABLE: Online at www.parkcity.org or via email request to Loretta Haslock, Project Manager,
Park City Municipal Corporation Public Works Department, at lhaslock@parkcity.org.
PROJECT LOCATION: China Bridge Parking Structure, Historic Main Street and City Parking Lots (to be
called the Main Street Core), and Homestake Parcel Employee Parking Lot, 1875 Homestake Road, Park
City, Utah.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Park City Municipal Corporation, (“City”) seeks a Contractor to provide Special
Event Parking Operation Support Services for City through a Provider Service Agreement.
PROJECT DATES: Special Event Parking Operation Support shall be necessary for the following event
dates. Note that event needs may change at any time.
Event Name

2017-18 Schedule

Technology Project Launch
Christmas Week
Sundance Film Festival
4th of July
Tour of Utah
Kimball Arts Festival
PC Silly Sunday

December 15, 2017-December 23, 2017
December 28, 2017-January 2, 2018
January 18, 2018- January 28, 2018
July 4, 2018
August 6, 2018 - August 13, 2018
August 3, 2018 – August 5, 2018
Each Sunday beginning June 7, 2018, and
ending on September 23, 2018

PROJECT BIDS DUE

Proposals due by 4:00 p.m. MST, on Tuesday, October 24, 2017.

BID OPENING:

At 4:05 p.m. MST, on Tuesday, October 24, 2017, at Park City Municipal
Corporation, Public Works Department, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, UT
84060

OWNER:

Park City Municipal Corporation
P.O. Box 1480/1053 Iron Horse Dr.
Park City, UT 84060
Loretta Haslock, Project Manager
Park City Municipal Corporation, Public Works Department
lhaslock@parkcity.org/(435) 658-9048 (facsimile)
All questions shall be submitted in writing to Loretta Haslock via email
or fax only by 4:00 p.m. on Monday, October 16, 2017,

CONTACT:

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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The City reserves the right to change any dates or deadlines related to the bid submittal
process.
The City reserves the right to reject any or all proposals received for any reason.
Furthermore, the City shall have the right to waive any minor irregularities or technicality in
any proposal received when in the best interest of the City.
Submitted proposals and pricing shall be valid for one hundred twenty (120) days.
I.

Introduction

The City Parking Services Department is seeking a professional management company to
provide qualified customer service personnel to manage, operate, and enforce parking for
parking operations during designated City special events. Support services require staffing,
cash/credit card handling, including collection and deposits, barricade placement, and parking
enforcement. All support services require a high level of proactive customer service. All
personnel must be trained and familiar with the support needs of the City. The Contractor
services include the hiring, employment, scheduling, training, and direct supervision of the
number of employees required for each event.
II.

Background

The City’s Special Event Parking Operation’s Support Services have been provided by ABM
Parking Services (formerly Ampco) to support Sundance Film Festival, Kimball Art Festival, the
Tour of Utah and any other large event that required event parking management. Originally
only lot and garage operations were staffed during Sundance Film Festival, with additional
services added in subsequent years on Main Street for enforcement staffing to facilitate
emergency access, event load-in and load-out, and traffic flow mitigation. Historically, the City
has established an annual not to exceed amount with the contractor to support the anticipated
special event parking needs.
In the past, special event parking transactions have been manual and relied upon portable
cashier booths, cash handling processes, and advance permit sales. The City desires a
contractor that can provide a customer convenient support solution that allows automated
credit card payments in addition to the provision of cash payments upon entry to the parking
location.
Effective December 15, 2017, the City will implement a paid parking plan throughout the Main
Street Core. Hours of paid parking operations will be extended to City parking lots and the
China Bridge parking structure seven (7) days per week managed by paid parking technology,
including parking access revenue control, (“PARC”) equipment and pay stations. This equipment
may be operational in select lots during certain events.
Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016

3

Packet Pg. 155

III.

Scope of Project

Pre-Event Requirements
Contractor shall interview and hire a sufficient number of qualified employees to perform the
specified activities under this contract.
Contractor shall train employees prior to the first day of the event with particular emphasis on
customer service, communication skills, ensuring the accountability of payments, and revenue
reconciliation.
In addition, this training should include, but not be limited to, the following aspects: customer
service, safety, traffic control, the prohibition of using drugs and alcohol, ethics (i.e., cannot
accept gifts or trade for other services) and the criminality of stealing or attempting to steal
parking revenues, as well as duty specific training and audit control procedures for all
employees handling monies and issuing parking citations.
Contractor shall provide a copy of the employee training manual prior to the first event for City
review and approval.
Contractor shall submit the proposed uniform to the City for approval prior to the first event.
Uniforms shall be professional, visible, identifiable, and appropriate for the weather conditions.
Contractor shall hold an informational meeting with employees that encompasses, among
other things, an overview of the parking locations, what credentials are accepted in those
parking lots, and a summary of the enforced parking regulations and event policies.
Event Requirements
Contractor shall supervise and monitor all parking areas, both paid and credentialed, within the
event area. This includes the China Bridge parking structure, Main Street and City parking lots
(to be called the Main Street Core), and the Homestake Parcel employee parking Lot. Each
unique event period may require a different level of enforcement and staffing.
Contractor shall be responsible for the transport of their personnel to ensure shift coverage.
Contractor shall assume responsibility for all funds collected until such funds are deposited with
the City.
Contractor shall provide the following services and describe the technology that will be
provided to support these requirements:
Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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1. Parking cashiering services for event regulated areas in the Main Street core for the
event periods outlined in this RFP, for the calendar year following contract award.
2. Highest level of customer service including proactive complaint resolution.
3. Ticket supplies, cash handling, and depositing to the bank.
4. Adequate supervision and oversight of personnel, including communication devices to
support field staff.
5. For Sundance Film Festival specifically: Provision of up to nine (9) people to monitor
Main Street during peak hours of 11:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., January 18, 2017, through
January 28, 2017. Provision of one (1) person to erect barricades on Main Street and in
the Main Street Core daily at the hours of 7:00 a.m., 1:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m., and 7:00 p.m.
Provision of seven (7) people to monitor parking lots, including China Bridge Garage,
Flag Pole Lot, and the Homestake Parcel. Provision of adequate supervisory staff.
6. For Sundance Film Festival specifically: Provision of up to three (3) portable cashier
booths or alternative technology.
7. For Sundance Film Festival specifically: Rental and transport of cashier booths and/or
alternative technology the week of January 18, 2018.
8. For Sundance Film Festival specifically: Removal, load out, and transport of cashiering
booths and/or alternative technology no later than February 1, 2018.
Sundance Film Festival Requirements
# of Staff
Service
0-4
Portable pay
booths/exit customer
service support
0-1
Night Customer
Service
0-1
Portable pay booth
0-1
Barricade Placement
0-9
0-1

Zone patrol
Portable pay booth

Area
China Bridge

Daily Times
7:00 AM- 11:30 PM

China Bridge

11:30 PM – 7:00 AM

Homestake lot
Main Street Core and Lots

7:00 AM- 11:30 PM
7:00 AM, 1:00 PM,
4:00 PM, 7:00 PM
11:00 AM - 7:00 PM
7:30 AM- 11:30 PM

Main Street
Flag Pole Lot

The City reserves the right to change the number of staffed positions.
Proposer must provide the services outlined within this section for the event dates listed at the
beginning of this solicitation. Note that Sundance Film Festival requirements are listed in detail.
Non-Sundance Film Festival event periods will require fewer positions and event needs may
change at any time.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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Minimum Qualifications
Contractor must show demonstrated experience in providing similar Special Event Parking
Operations Support Services for multiple large scale events.
Contractor must provide a reference and summary of services with a minimum of two (2)
previous and/or current clients that have used your Special Event Parking Operations Support
Services.
a. Reference information must include:
i. Agency name and address
ii. Brief project summary with operational dates
iii. Contact name and title
iv. Phone number
v. Email address
The Contractor must be capable of supporting each of the Project Event Dates listed within this
specification.
III.

Content of Proposal

Proposals will be evaluated on the criteria listed below. Proposals shall be limited to ten (10)
pages, excluding cover letter and resumes.
Successful proposals shall include:
1. Scope of Project – Describe the services the Contractor proposes to provide, including
all the required scope items detailed above and technology plan for accepting
automated credit card payments. Provide plan for hiring for the Sundance Film Festival
event, including transportation and housing planning.
2. Cost Proposal – Detail all costs, including hourly rates for these proposed services, and a
Payment Schedule for Extra Work.
3. References – Provide at least two (2) references and contact information for which the
Contractor has provided comparable services.
4. Description of Contractor’s experience.
5. Project Team – Provide the names and resumes of all members of the project team.
Indicate who will be the City’s primary point of contact for this engagement.
6. Exceptions to RFP Specifications or City Provider Professional Services Agreement.
The City reserves the right to reject any and all proposals for any reason. Proposals lacking
required information will not be considered. All submittals shall be public records in accordance
with government records regulations (“GRAMA”) unless otherwise designated by the applicant
Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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pursuant to UCA §63G-2-309, as amended. The award of contract is subject to approval by City
Council.
This is a best value proposal. Proposals will be evaluated on ability to provide these event
services, quality of advantages provided, and cost. Cost may not be the sole deciding factor.
IV.

Selection Process
Proposals will be evaluated on the factors listed in Section III, Content of Proposal,

above.
The selection process will proceed on the following schedule:
A.
Proposals must be received by the City by 4:00 p.m. MST on Tuesday, October
24, 2017, at the Park City Municipal Public Works Office, Attn: Loretta Haslock, Project
Manager, located at 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City, UT 84060.
B.
All questions must be submitted in writing to Loretta Haslock via email to:
lhaslock@parkcity.org or via fax at 435-658-9048 by 4:00 p.m. MST, Monday, October 16, 2017.
C.
A selection committee comprised of Parking Services, Special Events, Public
Works and Finance departments will review all submitted RFPs on Thursday, October 26, 2017.
D.

If deemed necessary, interviews may be scheduled for Wednesday, October 25,

2017.
E.
Award of contract is subject to City Council approval. It is anticipated that City
Council will award the contract on Thursday, November 9, 2017.
V.

Park City Municipal Standard Service Provider/Professional Services Agreement

The successful proposal will be required to enter into the City’s standard Service
Provider/Professional Service Agreement, in its current form, with the City. A draft of the
Agreement is attached to this RFP as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.
If there is a conflict between the written and numerical amount of the proposal, the written
amount shall supersede.
The nature and extent of requested changes to our standard Service Provider/Professional
Services Agreement (i.e. unwillingness to comply with our insurance/indemnity provision
counts against a proposer).

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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The City reserves the right to cancel or modify the terms of this RFP and/or the project at any
time and for any reason preceding contract award and reserves the right to accept or reject any
or all proposals submitted pursuant to this request for proposals. The City will provide
respondents written notice of any cancellation and/or modification. Furthermore, the City shall
have the right to waive any informality or technicality in proposals received when in the best
interest of the City. Any service provider who contracts with the City is required to have a
valid Park City business license.

VI.

Information to be submitted

To be considered, four (4) copies of the proposal must be received at the Park City
Public Works Office, Attn: Loretta Haslock, Project Manager, 1053 Iron Horse Drive, Park City,
UT 84060, by 4:00 p.m. MST on Tuesday, October 24, 2017.
VII.

Preparation of Proposals

A.
Failure to Read. Failure to Read the Request for Proposal and these instructions
will be at the offeror's own risk.
B.
Cost of Developing Proposals. All costs related to the preparation of the
proposals and any related activities are the sole responsibility of the offeror. The City assumes
no liability for any costs incurred by offerors throughout the entire selection process.
VIII.

Proposal Information

A.
Equal Opportunity. The City will make every effort to ensure that all offerors are
treated fairly and equally throughout the entire advertisement, review and selection process.
The procedures established herein are designed to give all parties reasonable access to the
same basic information.
B.
Proposal Ownership. All proposals, including attachments, supplementary
materials, addenda, etc., shall become the property of the City and will not be returned to the
offeror.
C.
Rejection of Proposals. The City reserves the right to reject any or all proposals
received. Furthermore, the City shall have the right to waive any informality or technicality in
proposals received when in the best interest of the City.
D.
No proposal shall be accepted from, or contract awarded to, any person, firm or
corporation that is in arrears to the City, upon debt or contract, or that is a defaulter, as surety
or otherwise, upon any obligation to the City, or that may be deemed irresponsible or
Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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unreliable by the City. Offerors may be required to submit satisfactory evidence that they have
the necessary financial resources to perform and complete the work outlined in this RFP.
E.
The City’s policy is, subject to Federal, State, and local procurement laws, to
make reasonable attempts to support Park City businesses by purchasing goods and services
through local vendors and service providers.
F.
If bidder utilizes third parties for completing RFP requirements, list what portion
of the RFP will be completed by third parties and the name, if known, of the third party.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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EXHIBIT “A”

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into in duplicate this ____ day of
_____________, 20__, by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, a
Utah municipal corporation, (“City”), and ____________________________________,
a ____________________________, (“Service Provider”), collectively, the City and the
Service Provider are referred to as (the “Parties).”
WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS, the City desires to have certain services and tasks performed as set
forth below requiring specialized skills and other supportive capabilities;
WHEREAS, sufficient City resources are not available to provide such services;
and
WHEREAS, the Service Provider represents that the Service Provider is qualified
and possesses sufficient skills and the necessary capabilities, including technical
and professional expertise, where required, to perform the services and/or tasks
set forth in this Agreement.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms, conditions, covenants, and
performance contained herein, the Parties hereto agree as follows:
1.

SCOPE OF SERVICES.
The Service Provider shall perform such services and accomplish such tasks,
including the furnishing of all materials and equipment necessary for full
performance thereof, as are identified and designated as Service Provider
responsibilities throughout this Agreement and as set forth in the “Scope of
Services” attached hereto as “Exhibit A” and incorporated herein (the “Project”).
The total fee for the Project shall not exceed __________________ Dollars
($_____________).
The City has designated __________, or his/her designee as City’s
Representative, who shall have authority to act in the City’s behalf with respect to
this Agreement consistent with the budget contract policy.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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2.

TERM.
No work shall occur prior to the issuance of a Notice to Proceed which cannot
occur until execution of this Agreement, which execution date shall be
commencement of the term and the term shall terminate on
________________________ or earlier, unless extended by mutual written
agreement of the Parties.

3.

4.

COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT.
A.

Payments for services provided hereunder shall be made monthly
following the performance of such services.

B.

No payment shall be made for any service rendered by the Service
Provider except for services identified and set forth in this Agreement.

C.

For all “extra” work the City requires, the City shall pay the Service
Provider for work performed under this Agreement according to the
schedule attached hereto as “Exhibit B,” or if none is attached, as
subsequently agreed to by both Parties in writing.

D.

The Service Provider shall submit to the City Manager or her designee on
forms approved by the City Manager, an invoice for services rendered
during the pay period. The City shall make payment to the Service
Provider within thirty (30) days thereafter. Requests for more rapid
payment will be considered if a discount is offered for early payment.
Interest shall accrue at a rate of six percent (6%) per annum for services
remaining unpaid for sixty (60) days or more.

E.

The Service Provider reserves the right to suspend or terminate work and
this Agreement if any unpaid account exceeds sixty (60) days.

F.

Service Provider acknowledges that the continuation of this Agreement
after the end of the City’s fiscal year is specifically subject to the City
Council’s approval of the annual budget.

RECORDS AND INSPECTIONS.
A.

The Service Provider shall maintain books, records, documents,
statements, reports, data, information, and other material with respect to
matters covered, directly or indirectly, by this Agreement, including (but
not
limited
to) that which is necessary to sufficiently and properly reflect all direct and
indirect costs related to the performance of this Agreement, and shall
maintain such accounting procedures and practices as may be necessary
to assure proper accounting of all funds paid pursuant to this Agreement.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016

11

Packet Pg. 163

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

5.

B.

The Service Provider shall retain all such books, records, documents,
statements, reports, data, information, and other material with respect to
matters covered, directly or indirectly, by this Agreement for six (6) years
after expiration of the Agreement.

C.

The Service Provider shall, at such times and in such form as the City may
require, make available for examination by the City, its authorized
representatives, the State Auditor, or other governmental officials
authorized by law to monitor this Agreement all such books, records,
documents, statements, reports, data, information, and other material with
respect to matters covered, directly or indirectly, by this Agreement. The
Service Provider shall permit the City or its designated authorized
representative to audit and inspect other data relating to all matters
covered by this Agreement. The City may, at its discretion, conduct an
audit at its expense, using its own or outside auditors, of the Service
Provider’s activities, which relate directly or indirectly to this Agreement.

D.

The City is subject to the requirements of the Government Records
Access and Management Act, Chapter 2, Title 63G, Utah Code
Annotated, 1953, as amended and Park City Municipal Code Title 5
(“GRAMA”). All materials submitted by Service Provider pursuant to this
Agreement are subject to disclosure unless such materials are exempt
from disclosure pursuant to GRAMA. The burden of claiming and
exemption form disclosure rests solely with Service Provider. Any
materials for which Service Provider claims a privilege from disclosure
based on business confidentiality shall be submitted marked as
“confidential - business confidentiality” and accompanied by a concise
statement from Service Provider of reasons supporting its claim of
business confidentiality. Generally, GRAMA only protects against the
disclosure of trade secrets or commercial information that could
reasonably be expected to result in unfair competitive injury. The City will
make reasonable efforts to notify Service Provider of any requests made
for disclosure of documents submitted under a claim of confidentiality.
Service Provider specifically waives any claims against the City related to
any disclosure of materials pursuant to GRAMA.

INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR RELATIONSHIP.
A.

The Parties intend that an independent Service Provider/City relationship
will be created by this Agreement. No agent, employee, or representative
of the Service Provider shall be deemed to be an employee, agent, or
representative of the City for any purpose, and the employees of the
Service Provider are not entitled to any of the benefits the City provides for
its employees.
The Service Provider will be solely and entirely

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
responsible for its acts and for the acts of its agents, employees,
subcontractors or representatives during the performance of this
Agreement.
B.

6.

In the performance of the services herein contemplated the Service
Provider is an independent contractor with the authority to control and
direct the performance of the details of the work, however, the results of
the work contemplated herein must meet the approval of the City and shall
be subject to the City’s general rights of inspection and review to secure
the satisfactory completion thereof.

SERVICE PROVIDER EMPLOYEE/AGENTS.
The City may at its sole discretion require the Service Provider to remove an
employee(s), agent(s), or representative(s) from employment on this Project.
The Service Provider may, however, employ that (those) individuals(s) on other
non-City related projects.

7.

HOLD HARMLESS INDEMNIFICATION.
A.

The Service Provider shall indemnify and hold the City and its agents,
employees, and officers, harmless from and shall process and defend at
its own expense any and all claims, demands, suits, at law or equity,
actions, penalties, losses, damages, or costs, of whatsoever kind or
nature, brought against the City arising out of, in connection with, or
incident to the execution of this Agreement and/or the Service Provider’s
defective performance or failure to perform any aspect of this Agreement;
provided, however, that if such claims are caused by or result from the
concurrent negligence of the City, its agents, employees, and officers, this
indemnity provision shall be valid and enforceable only to the extent of the
negligence of the Service Provider; and provided further, that nothing
herein shall require the Service Provider to hold harmless or defend the
City, its agents, employees and/or officers from any claims arising from
the sole negligence of the City, its agents, employees, and/or officers.
The Service Provider expressly agrees that the indemnification provided
herein constitutes the Service Provider’s limited waiver of immunity as an
employer under Utah Code Section 34A-2-105; provided, however, this
waiver shall apply only to the extent an employee of Service Provider
claims or recovers compensation from the City for a loss or injury that
Service Provider would be obligated to indemnify the City for under this
Agreement. This limited waiver has been mutually negotiated by the
Parties, and is expressly made effective only for the purposes of this
Agreement. The provisions of this section shall survive the expiration or
termination of this Agreement.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
B.

8.

No liability shall attach to the City by reason of entering into this
Agreement except as expressly provided herein.

INSURANCE.
The Service Provider shall procure and maintain for the duration of the
Agreement, insurance against claims for injuries to persons or damage to
property which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work
hereunder by the Service Provider, their agents, representatives, employees, or
subcontractors. The Service Provider shall provide a Certificate of Insurance
evidencing:
A.

General Liability insurance written on an occurrence basis with limits no
less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) combined single limit per
occurrence and Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000) aggregate for personal
injury, bodily injury and property damage.
The Service Provider shall increase the limits of such insurance to at least
the amount of the Limitation of Judgments described in Section 63G-7-604
of the Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, as calculated by the state risk
manager every two years and stated in Utah Admin. Code R37-4-3.

B.

Automobile Liability insurance with limits no less than Two Million Dollars
($2,000,000) combined single limit per accident for bodily injury and
property damage.

C.

Professional Liability (Errors and Omissions) insurance with annual limits
no less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence. If written on
a claims-made basis, the Service Provider warrants that the retroactive
date applicable to coverage precedes the effective date of this agreement;
and that continuous coverage will be maintained for an extended reporting
period and tail coverage will be purchased for a period of at least three (3)
years beginning from the time that work under this agreement is complete.

D.

Workers Compensation insurance limits written as follows:
Bodily Injury by Accident Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000) each
accident; Bodily Injury by Disease Five Hundred Thousand Dollars
($500,000) each employee, Five Hundred Thousand Dollar ($500,000)
policy limit.

E.

The Service Provider shall procure and maintain for the duration of the
Agreement crime insurance or a fidelity bond covering employee
dishonesty and theft with limits no less than $500,000 per occurrence.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

9.

F.

The City shall be named as an additional insured on general liability, auto
liability, and crime liability insurance policies, with respect to work
performed by or on behalf of the Service Provider and a copy of the
endorsement naming the City as an additional insured shall be attached to
the Certificate of Insurance. Should any of the above described policies
be cancelled before the expiration date thereof, Service Provider shall
deliver notice to the City within thirty (30) days of cancellation. The City
reserves the right to request certified copies of any required policies.

F.

The Service Provider’s insurance shall contain a clause stating that
coverage shall apply separately to each insured against whom claim is
made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the insurer’s
liability.

TREATMENT OF ASSETS.
Title to all property furnished by the City shall remain in the name of the City and
the City shall become the owner of the work product and other documents, if any,
prepared by the Service Provider pursuant to this Agreement (contingent on
City’s performance hereunder).

10.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS AND WARRANTIES.
A.

The Service Provider, in the performance of this Agreement, shall comply
with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and ordinances, including
regulations for licensing, certification and operation of facilities, programs
and accreditation, and licensing of individuals, and any other standards or
criteria as described in this Agreement to assure quality of services.

B.

Unless otherwise exempt, the Service Provider is required to have a valid
Park City business license.

C.

The Service Provider specifically agrees to pay any applicable fees or
charges which may be due on account of this Agreement.

D.

If this Agreement is entered into for the physical performance of services
within Utah the Service Provider shall register and participate in E-Verify,
or equivalent program. The Service Provider agrees to verify employment
eligibility through E-Verify, or equivalent program, for each new employee
that is employed within Utah, unless exempted by Utah Code Ann. § 63G12-302.
Service Provider shall be solely responsible to the City for the quality of all
services performed by its employees or sub-contractors under this
Agreement.
Service Provider hereby warrants that the services
performed by its employees or sub-contractors will be performed

E.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
substantially in conformance with the standard of care observed by
similarly situated companies providing services under similar conditions.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
11.

12.

NONDISCRIMINATION.
A.

The City is an equal opportunity employer.

B.

In the performance of this Agreement, the Service Provider will not
discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment on the
grounds of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, marital status, age or
the presence of any sensory, mental or physical handicap; provided that
the prohibition against discrimination in employment because of handicap
shall not apply if the particular disability prevents the proper performance
of the particular worker involved. The Service Provider shall ensure that
applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during
employment without discrimination because of their race, creed, color,
national origin, sex, marital status, age or the presence of any sensory,
mental or physical handicap. Such action shall include, but not be limited
to:
employment, upgrading, demotion or transfers, recruitment or
recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of
compensation, and programs for training including apprenticeships. The
Service Provider shall take such action with respect to this Agreement as
may be required to ensure full compliance with local, state and federal
laws prohibiting discrimination in employment.

C.

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

D.

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

ASSIGNMENTS/SUBCONTRACTING.
A.

The Service Provider shall not assign its performance under this
Agreement or any portion of this Agreement without the written consent of
the City, and it is further agreed that said consent must be sought in
writing by the Service Provider not less than thirty (30) days prior to the
date of any proposed assignment. The City reserves the right to reject
without cause any such assignment. Any assignment made without the
prior express consent of the City, as required by this part, shall be deemed
null and void.

Professional Service Agreement (Standard)

Revised 09.14.2016
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13.

B.

Any work or services assigned hereunder shall be subject to each
provision of this Agreement and property bidding procedures where
applicable as set forth in local, state or federal statutes, ordinance
and guidelines.

C.

Any technical/professional service subcontract not listed in this
Agreement, must have express advance approval by the City.

D.

Each subcontractor that physically performs services within Utah
shall submit an affidavit to the Service Provider stating that the
subcontractor has used E-Verify, or equivalent program, to verify the
employment status of each new employee, unless exempted by Utah
Code Ann. § 63G-12-302.

CHANGES.
Either party may request changes to the scope of services and performance
to be provided hereunder, however, no change or addition to this
Agreement shall be valid or binding upon either party unless such change
or addition be in writing and signed by both Parties. Such amendments
shall be attached to and made part of this Agreement.

14.

PROHIBITED INTEREST, NO THIRD PARTY RIGHTS AND NO
GRATUITY TO CITY EMPLOYEES.
A. No member, officer, or employee of the City shall have any interest,
direct or
indirect, in this Agreement or the proceeds thereof.
B. Nothing herein is intended to confer rights of any kind in any third party.
C.
No City employee who has procurement decision making authority
and is engaged in the procurement process, or the process of
administering a
contract may knowingly receive anything of value
including but not limited
to gifts, meals, lodging or travel from
anyone that is seeking or has a contract with the City.

15.

MODIFICATIONS TO TASKS AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.
A.

All work proposed by the Service Provider is based on current
government ordinances and fees in effect as of the date of this
Agreement.

B.

Any changes to current government ordinances and fees which
affect the scope or cost of the services proposed may be billed as an
“extra” pursuant to Paragraph 3(C), or deleted from the scope, at the
option of the City.

Revised 9.17.17
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C.

16.

17.

The City shall make provision for access to the property and/or
project and adjacent properties, if necessary for performing the
services herein.

TERMINATION.
A.

Either party may terminate this Agreement, in whole or in part, at any
time, by at least thirty (30) days' written notice to the other party.
The Service Provider shall be paid its costs, including contract closeout costs, and profit on work performed up to the time of termination.
The Service Provider shall promptly submit a termination claim to the
City. If the Service Provider has any property in its possession
belonging to the City, the Service Provider will account for the same,
and dispose of it in a manner directed by the City.

B.

If the Service Provider fails to perform in the manner called for in this
Agreement, or if the Service Provider fails to comply with any other
provisions of the Agreement and fails to correct such noncompliance
within three (3) days’ written notice thereof, the City may immediately
terminate this Agreement for cause. Termination shall be effected by
serving a notice of termination on the Service Provider setting forth
the manner in which the Service Provider is in default. The Service
Provider will only be paid for services performed in accordance with
the manner of performance set forth in this Agreement.

NOTICE.
Notice provided for in this Agreement shall be sent by certified mail to the
addresses designated for the Parties on the last page of this Agreement.
Notice is effective upon the date it was sent, except that a notice of
termination pursuant to paragraph 16 is effective upon receipt. All reference
to “days” in this Agreement shall mean calendar days.

Revised 9.17.17

Packet Pg. 171

20
18.

ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS.
If any legal proceeding is brought for the enforcement of this Agreement, or
because of a dispute, breach, default, or misrepresentation in connection
with any of the provisions of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be
entitled to recover from the other party, in addition to any other relief to
which such party may be entitled, reasonable attorney’s fees and other
costs incurred in connection with that action or proceeding.

19.

20.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE.
A.

This Agreement has been and shall be construed as having been
made and delivered within the State of Utah, and it is agreed by each
party hereto that this Agreement shall be governed by laws of the
State of Utah, both as to interpretation and performance.

B.

Any action of law, suit in equity, or judicial proceeding for the
enforcement of this Agreement, or any provisions thereof, shall be
instituted and maintained only in any of the courts of competent
jurisdiction in Summit County, Utah.

SEVERABILITY AND NON-WAIVER.
A.

If, for any reason, any part, term, or provision of this Agreement is
held by a court of the United States to be illegal, void or
unenforceable, the validity of the remaining provisions shall not be
affected, and the rights and obligations of the Parties shall be
construed and enforced as if the Agreement did not contain the
particular provision held to be invalid.

B.

If it should appear that any provision hereof is in conflict with any
statutory provision of the State of Utah, said provision which may
conflict therewith shall be deemed inoperative and null and void
insofar as it may be in conflict therewith, and shall be deemed
modified to conform in such statutory provisions.

C.

It is agreed by the Parties that the forgiveness of the nonperformance of any provision of this Agreement does not constitute a
subsequent waiver of the provisions of this Agreement. No waiver
shall be effective unless it is in writing and signed by an authorized
representative of the waiving party.

Revised 9.17.17

Packet Pg. 172

21
21.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT.
The Parties agree that this Agreement is the complete expression of the
terms hereto and any oral representations or understandings not
incorporated herein are excluded. Further, any modification of this
Agreement shall be in writing and signed by both Parties. Failure to comply
with any of the provisions stated herein shall constitute material breach of
contract and cause for termination. Both Parties recognize time is of the
essence in the performance of the provisions of this Agreement.
.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to
be executed the day and year first hereinabove written.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
445 Marsac Avenue
Post Office Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060-1480

________________________________
Diane Foster, City Manager
Attest:
___________________________
City Recorder’s Office
Approved as to form:
___________________________
City Attorney’s Office

Revised 9.17.17
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SERVICE PROVIDER NAME
Address:
Address:
City, State, Zip:

Tax ID#: _________________________
PC Business License#
BL_____________
_________________________________
Signature
_________________________________
Printed name
_________________________________
Title

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SUMMIT

)
) ss.
)

On this ____ day of ________________, 20__, personally appeared before me
_____________________________, whose identity is personally known to me/or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence and who by me duly
sworn/affirmed, did say that he/she is the _________________________ (title or
office) of __________________________________, a ___________________________
corporation (or limited liability company), by Authority of its Bylaws/Resolution of the
Board of Directors or Member Resolution, and acknowledged that he/she signed it
voluntarily for its stated purpose as _______________________ (title) for
_______________________________, a _______________ corporation (or limited
liability company).
__________________________________
Notary Public

Revised 9.17.17
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EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF SERVICES

Revised 9.17.17
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EXHIBIT “B”
PAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR “EXTRA” WORK
Proposer will provide a total cost to provide personnel for additional events in the
following categories:
Cashier:
Supervisor:
Enforcement (lot checker or on-street monitor):

$__________per hour
$__________per hour
$__________per hour

Revised 9.17.17
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Park City Parking Event Staffing 2018

Scheduled Event
Sundance Film Festival
Kimball Art's Festival
4th of July
Meter launch Dec 15

total # of staff Supervisor
5
4
2

2 x $25.00
2 x $25.00
1 x $25.00

Staff

Anticipated Cost
max staff

3 x $19.00
2 x $19.00
1 X $19.00

$64,097.38
$3,918.00
$1,154.00
$8,020.00

Total

Potential Event
Christmas Week
Tour of Utah
Miner's Day
Silly Market
Halloween
Unanticipated Event /
March

Total

Notes
Detailed grid in RFP Response
8 hr x 3 days plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day
8 hr x 1 day plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day
8 hr x 10 days plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day

$77,189.38

total # of staff Supervisor

Staff

Anticipated Cost
max staff

Notes

2
4
4
4
4

1 x $25.00
2 x $25.00
2 x $25.00
1 x $25.00
1 x $25.00

1 X $19.00
2 x $19.00
2 x $19.00
3 x $19.00
3 x $19.00

$5,614.00
$1,154.00
$1,154.00
$17,696.00
$1,106.00

8 hours x 1 day plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day

6

2 x $25.00

4 x $19.00

$1,458.00

8 hours x 1 day plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day

8 hours x 7 days plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day
8 hours x 1 day plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day
8 hours x 1 day plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day
8 hours x 16 days plus $450.00/veh, supplies & mgmt fee/day

$28,182.00
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The proposed amendments to Park City Municipal Code - Title 9 are intended to:
 Lessen the restriction for carpooling permits to require two occupants per carpool
vehicle, instead of three occupants per vehicle, which the current code requires.
 Remove outdated practices related to displaying parking receipts, in-car meters,
and token use.
 Add clarity to the existing time-limit restriction clause.
Staff has done extensive public outreach related to the December 15, 2017 launch of
the parking technology project, outlined in Attachment B. During the month of
September 2017, staff collected survey results from Main Street business owners and
employees to assess interest in employee solutions for park and ride and carpool
permits. There were 197 survey respondents, of which 80% expressed interest in an
employee carpool permit option requiring two vehicle occupants.

Respectfully:
Kenzie Coulson,
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject: Amendments to Title 9 of the Municipal Code
Author: Kenzie Coulson, Parking & Fleet Manager
Department: Parking Services
Date: November 9, 2017
Type of Item: Legislative
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that Council conduct a public hearing, pass, and adopt the attached
amendments to Title 9 of the Park City Municipal Code (Code). The proposed updates
suggest a carpool permit for employees that will require two vehicle occupants. Other
updates address discrepancies related to outdated parking technology.
Executive Summary
The proposed amendments to Park City Municipal Code - Title 9 are intended to:
 Lessen the restriction for carpooling permits to require two occupants per carpool
vehicle, instead of three occupants per vehicle, which the current code requires.
 Remove outdated practices related to displaying parking receipts, in-car meters,
and token use.
 Add clarity to the existing time-limit restriction clause.
Staff has done extensive public outreach related to the December 15, 2017 launch of
the parking technology project, outlined in Attachment B. During the month of
September 2017, staff collected survey results from Main Street business owners and
employees to assess interest in employee solutions for park and ride and carpool
permits. There were 197 survey respondents, of which 80% expressed interest in an
employee carpool permit option requiring two vehicle occupants.
Acronyms
PCMC
Code
RFP
TDM
HPCA

Park City Municipal Corporation
Title 9 of the Park City Municipal Code
Request for Proposal
Transportation Demand Management
Historic Park City Alliance

Description
The 2015 Nelson Nygaard study, The Downtown and Main Street Parking Plan,
recommends a demand-based parking program that will assist with better utilization of
existing parking. Staff has created action toward the suggestions of this study by
initiating a technology-based overhaul of the Parking Services department. The result of
the pending technology requires minor edits to the existing Code.
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Background
 On June 25, 2015, Council approved a consultant contract with Nelson
Nygaard for the creation of a strategic parking management study specific to
the Main Street area.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2060&Inline=True



On June 9, 2016, Council performed a final review of the Main Street Parking
Plan completed by consultant firm Nelson Nygaard.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2142&Inline=True



Following Council’s support of the Main Street Parking Plan, a Main Street
Parking Implementation Task Force was created. The Task Force convenes
bi-weekly.



On October 20, 2016, Blake Fonnesbeck brought an Informational Report to
Council regarding the status of the Downtown and Main Street Parking Plan
implementation and an anticipated timeline.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2195&Inline=True



On December 15, 2016, Council approved the Service Provider Agreement
for Dixon Resources Unlimited, for project management and consulting.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2213&Inline=True



On February 2, 2017, Kenzie Coulson offered a Staff Communications Report
to update Council on the revised anticipated parking technology timeline.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=14&ID=2222&Inline=True



On March 9, 2017, Kenzie Coulson brought an Informational Staff Report to
Council, outlining the Park City Municipal RFP issued on March 3, 2017
called the Complete Parking Management Solution.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2238&Inline=True



On March 20, 2017, the Complete Parking Management Solution vendor
selection committee convened and selected vendor T2 Systems Incorporated.



On March 30, 2017, Council approved the Service Provider Agreement for T2
Systems Incorporated, for implementation of the Complete Parking
Management Solution.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2243&Inline=True



On May 25, Council gave direction to launch nightly demand-based paid
parking on December 15, 2017, based on community feedback related to
concern regarding TDM disincentives coinciding with TDM incentives.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2258&Inline=True
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On July 13, 2017, a First Addendum to the Dixon contract was initiated in order
to extend the term of the Dixon agreement. The First Addendum did not
address increased scope of work or funding.



On July 20, 2017, Council conducted public hearing and adopted a Resolution
to amend the Park City Fee Schedule, Section 7, to prepare for demand-based
parking implementation.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2274&Inline=True



August/September 2017, staff conducted a survey via HPCA to assess Main
Street employee shift times and interest in targeted solutions such as the
Homestake Employee Lot and Park & Ride and the carpooling permit.



On October 5, 2017, staff brought a Communications Report to Council as a
project timeline update and to share findings of the recent Main Street
employee survey, which specifically demonstrated interest in carpool permits of
two vehicle occupants.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2294&Inline=True

Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Approve: Staff recommends Council approve the Amendments to Title 9 of the
PCMC Code.
Pros
Parking Code language will adequately represent current technologies.
Consequences of Selecting This Alternative
Approval of the suggested Amendments to Title 9 of the PCMC Code will result in
availability of a Main Street employee carpool permit which will require two
occupants per vehicle (instead of three occupants per vehicle). It will also result in
the elimination of language for outdated parking technology.
2. Deny: City Council may deny the request for Amendments to Title 9. Staff does not
recommend this alternative.
Cons
a. Code language will not adequately represent current parking technologies,
which will cause confusion.
b. Main Street Employees will be required to have three occupants per vehicle in
order to obtain a carpool permit.
3. Amend: City Council may amend the current recommendation and approve with
amendments. Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
a. Code language may not adequately represent current parking technologies,
which may cause confusion.
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4. Continue: Council may continue the item. Staff does not recommend this
alternative.
Pros
a. Continuing may allow more time for consideration.
Cons
a. Code language will not adequately represent current parking technologies,
which will cause confusion.
b. Main Street Employees will be required to have three occupants per vehicle in
order to obtain a carpool permit.
Funding
The proposed amendments do not require funding.
Department Review
This report was reviewed by Transportation Planning, Public Works, Sustainability,
Legal, and Executive.
Attachments
A
Proposed Ordinance for Amendments to PCMC Title 9
B
Parking Management Outreach Sessions
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Ordinance No. 2017-58
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, PARKING CODE, OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE
OF PARK CITY, UTAH;
WHEREAS, updates to Title 9 of the Municipal Code reflect the transition
to newer parking technologies and eliminate mention of outdated process; and
WHEREAS, members of the City Council find it in the best interest of the
public to clarify the Municipal Code as it pertains to carpool permits and parking time
restrictions; and
WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on November 9, 2017, to receive
public comments on the amendments; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
PARK CITY, UTAH THAT:
Section I. Amendments. Title 9, Parking Code, of the Municipal Code of Park City, Utah
is hereby amended to include the following:
9-3-3 Time-Limited Parking in Commercial Areas.
Public streets and public parking facilities within commercial areas may be
designated with time limitations. It shall be unlawful to park a vehicle in any area
so designated by posting signs or meter legends for longer than designated time
limits. Vehicles parked longer than posted time limits are subject to fine(s) and/or
impoundment.
A vehicle will be deemed to have been parked longer than the posted time limit, if
it has not been moved at least "Out of the Block Face" after the expiration of the
maximum time limitation indicated on posted signage or meter legends. A Block
Face is defined as the block in which the vehicle is parked, bordered by an
intersection at each end. A vehicle may not return to the same block sooner than
two hours following the expiration of the initial time period.
9-5-3 Types Of Permits.
The following permit types are established and shall be issued by the City upon
payment of the appropriate fee, if any, as designated in the Fee Resolution:
A. RESIDENT PERMIT. One (1) resident permit shall be issued for each vehicle
owned by a person residing within a Residential Permit Zone (RPZ). If more than
two (2) permits are requested for one (1) residence, the owner(s) of the vehicles
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of the residence must make a formal application to the City for additional permits.
In no case shall the number of resident permits issued to one (1) residence
exceed five (5). Permits will only be issued to the extent that the number of
vehicles registered at the dwelling exceeds the off-street parking available at that
dwelling to encourage the use of all available off-street parking. No more than
two (2) permits shall be issued to any residence within an RPZ that requires
parking on a public street subject to time limited parking, as set forth in 9-3-3 of
the Municipal Code. An applicant for a permit shall present a current Utah Motor
Vehicle registration, a current operator’s license, and proof of residence with the
application, and shall certify the application with his or her signature.
No permit shall be issued in the event that either the registration or license shows
an address not within the RPZ unless the applicant demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the City Manager or designee that the applicant is, in fact, a
resident of the RPZ and that the vehicle is used primarily by the applicant.
The resident permits shall be valid until the expiration date shown on the permit,
or until the resident, business, or qualified non-profit organization relocates
outside of the RPZ, or until the permitted vehicle is sold, whichever occurs first.
Resident permits shall be valid only in the same residential permit parking zone
in which the residence, business, or qualified institution is located.
B. RESIDENT GUEST PERMIT. One (1) resident guest permit shall be provided to
each residential, business or qualified non-profit institution address receiving at
least one (1) resident permit within an RPZ, subject to the following conditions:
1. Resident guest permits shall be issued for the exclusive use of the
resident permit holder’s guests only during periods when the guests are
actually visiting a resident permit holder’s address. Resident guest permits
shall display the host resident’s resident permit number. Residents shall
instruct their guests in the proper display and use of the guest permit.
2. Resident guest permits issued to business or non-profit institution guests
within an RPZ shall be valid only while the guest is actually engaged in
business at a resident permit holder’s business or institution address.
Resident guest permits issued to businesses or institutions within an RPZ
shall display the host business’s or institution’s resident permit number.
Businesses or institutions shall instruct their guests in the proper display
and use of the guest permit.
3. Resident guest permits may also be issued directly to guests by the
Transportation & Parking Department subject to reasonable conditions
imposed by the City Manager or designee.
The resident guest permits shall be valid until the expiration date shown on the
permit, or until the holder of the host permit relocates outside of the RPZ,
whichever occurs first.
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The resident guest permit shall be valid only in the same residential permit
Parking zone in which the host residence, business, or qualified institution is
located.
C. LODGING GUEST PERMIT. Lodge guests permits shall be issued to, or
approved for, lodges within a non-metered RPZ for the exclusive use of lodge
guests during their period of stay at the lodge. Lodge owners shall fill out the
lodge guest permit completely, using permanent ink, and instruct their employees
and guests in the proper display and use of the lodge guest permit. Passes shall
not be available for transient lodging units with available off-street parking for
their guests and/or employees, or for lodging units located within a metered
parking zone. Lodge guest permits may also be issued to individuals with
unusual or special needs at the discretion of the City Manager or designee.
The lodge guest permit shall be valid either only during the guest’s stay at the
lodge, or for seven (7) days from the date of issue to the guest, whichever is less.
The lodge guest permit shall be valid only in the same residential permit Parking
zone in which the host lodge is located.
D. EMPLOYEE PERMIT. If the City Manager or designee deems necessary,
employee permits may be made available upon payment of the prescribed fee, if
any, to Main Street area businesses that have inadequate off-street parking for
parking in designated public parking facilities.
E. BUSINESS PERMIT. If the City Manager or designee deems necessary,
business permits may be made available upon payment of the prescribed fee, if
any, to Main Street area businesses for parking in designated public parking
facilities.
E. F.SERVICE VEHICLE PERMIT. Service vehicle permits shall be made available
to allow building maintenance and cleaning functions for buildings in the resident
permit zones. Applicants shall possess a valid Park City business license.
Service vehicles shall be required to use short-term zones, or park in metered
spaces and pay the hourly fee while conducting service calls in the metered Main
Street core parking areas.
9-5-7 Valid Permit To Be Displayed Registered.
Permits will be valid through the registered expiration date date shown on the
face of the permit. It shall be unlawful to use display an expired permit while
parking in a permit area. Resident permits will be in the form of stickers, which
shall be affixed to the permittee’s vehicle as designated on the sticker, or permits
will be associated with a registered license plate number. All other Ppermits will
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be in the form of hangtags that shall be suspended from the rearview mirror so
as to face toward the front of the vehicle.
9-7-3 In Car Meters in Metered Zones.
[REPEALED]
9-7-4 Parking Meter Spaces.
A. MULTIPLE SPACE PARKING METERS. In zones regulated by multiple space
pay-by-plate parking meters, vehicles shall be parked either parallel or
perpendicular to the curb, as may be indicated by official signs or space
markings. Vehicles parked in a manner so that any portion of the vehicle is within
the zone regulated by the multiple space meter shall be required to pay the
amount indicated by the meter for parking in that zone.
9-7-5 Deposit of Coins and Currency., Tokens, or Cards.
No person shall park a vehicle in any multiple space parking meter zone, as
indicated by official signs, during the restricted and regulated times applicable to
the multiple space parking meter zone unless a coin or coins, coins or bills of
United States currency or authorized tokens or cards of the of the appropriate
denominations as shown on the meter legend indicated in the legend on the
meter shall have has been deposited therein, a receipt therefore received from
the multiple space parking meter, and the receipt clearly displayed on the
dashboard indicating an unexpired interval of time; or, such vehicle displays a
validly issued and properly operated portable, in-vehicle meter; or, such vehicle
displays a validly issued permit. No person shall display more than one (1)
multiple space parking meter receipt on the dashboard of any vehicle at one
time, except when complying with the provisions of Section 9-7-4(B) or has been
previously deposited therein for an unexpired interval of time, and the meter has
been placed in operation; or a valid payment has been made by mobile device
has been accepted in accordance with Section 9-7-4; or such vehicle displays a
validly issued permit. Payments or receipts are not transferable to other vehicles
or persons. Payments shall not be refunded or reduced for partial use of the time
period for which has been purchased.
9-7-6 Time Limits.
A. No person shall permit park a vehicle to be parked in any parking meter
space or multiple space parking meter zone, for a consecutive period of time
longer than that limited period of time for which parking is lawfully permitted in
the parking meter space or zone, as indicated by official signs, during the
restricted and regulated times applicable to the multiple space parking meter
zone.
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B. No person shall permit a vehicle within his control to be parked in any parking
meter space or zone during the restricted and regulated time applicable to the
parking meter space or zone, as indicated by official signs, while the parking
meter for such space indicates by signal that the lawful parking time in such
space is expired, or in multiple space parking meter zones, unless a coin or coins
of United States currency of the appropriate denominations as shown on the
meter legend shall have been deposited therein, or a valid payment has been
made by mobile device. without displaying a valid multiple space parking meter
receipt. This provision shall not apply to the act of parking or the necessary time,
which is required to deposit immediately thereafter coins, tokens or cards in such
meter.
9-7-7 Special Days.
A vehicle may be parked in a parking meter space or zone without operation of
the meter on special days as designated by the City Manager, and during those
hours of the day when the requirement to deposit coins, tokens, or cards
payment does not apply, as determined from the parking meter sign or legend.
9-7-11 City Assumes No Liability.
Payments of meter paid parking fees are strictly for the purchase of time and
space, and do not include or provide other services such as security of vehicles.
The City does not guard, assume card or accept liability for any vehicle, its
occupants or its contents, nor does it assume responsibility for damage while
parked in any paid or non-paid parking areas.
9-7-13 Carpool Exemption.
In order to provide preferential parking for carpool vehicles, the City Manager or
designee shall designate which public parking facilities are exempt to carpool
vehicles, and shall identify carpool exempt areas on the Parking Area Map.
Carpool permits shall be made available to individuals who register a carpool
with the City and who maintain a carpool with three (3) two (2) or more vehicle
occupants. No person shall display a carpool permit with less than three (3) two
(2) vehicle occupants.

Section II. Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion
of this ordinance is, for any reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of
competent jurisdiction, such provision shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and
independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions of this ordinance.
Section III. Conflict with Existing Ordinances, Resolutions, or Policies. To the extent
that any ordinances, resolutions, or policies of Park City Municipal Corporation conflict
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with the provisions of this ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
Section IV. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE PARK CITY COUNCIL this 9th day of November,
2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
_____________________________________
Mayor Jack Thomas
Attest:
__________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

Approve as to form:

__________________________________
Mark D. Harrington, City Attorney
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PARKING MANAGEMENT OUTREACH SESSIONS, NOVEMBER 9, 2017

Outreach Session Statistics:
Number of Community Meetings: 21
Number of Committees: 2
Number of Public Surveys: 2
Number of HPCA Updates (2017): 7
Number of Parking Professionals Consulted: 14
Number of Radio Interviews: 12
http://kpcw.org/search/google/kenzie?query=kenzie&cx=010251366440257945544%3Aevvhrpvjgeo&c
of=FORID%3A11&sitesearch=#stream/0
Number of Social Media Posts: 5
Main Street Door-to-Door Outreach Sessions:
DATE
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
14-Sep
18-Sep
18-Sep
18-Sep
18-Sep
18-Sep
29-Sep
29-Sep
29-Sep
29-Sep
4-Oct
4-Oct
5-Oct
5-Oct

BUSINESS NAME
Back Door Deli
Cade and Co
Handle (return for meeting with employees)
Details
Gateway Offices
HCVT (accountants in Gateway top level)
DiNapoli partners
Escape Room Old Town Gallery
Willie Holdman Photography
Barclay Butera
UBS
Main & Sky Hotel
Little Donuts
Dugins West
Dijore
Montgomery lee
Changing Hands
Aloha
KPCW
Riverhorse
350 Main
Silver Spur
Yuki Yama
Fletcher’s
Shabu
Handle

# OF PEOPLE REACHED
3
1
2
1
2
2
1
1
2
3
1
2
1
3
1
1
1
2
4
30
8
10
12
15
15
10
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9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
9-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
10-Oct
13-Oct
13-Oct
22-Oct
25-Oct
25-Oct
26-Oct
26-Oct
27-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct
22-Oct
22-Oct
22-Oct
22-Oct
22-Oct
30-Oct
30-Oct

PARKING MANAGEMENT OUTREACH SESSIONS, NOVEMBER 9, 2017
Bistro 412 – (returning for meeting w employees)
1
Livin Life
1
Cake
1
Cake Two
1
Lund Gallery
2
Norsk
1
Mtn Town Olive Oil
1
Mary Jane’s
1
Java Cow
3
Roots
1
Aura Spa
1
HI West Distillery (WILL RETURN END OF NOVEMBER)
2
Burns Cowboy Shop
1
Gorsuch (return for meeting with all employees before season)
2
Kuhl – return Wednesdays
1
Lululemon – return for managers meeting
1
Northwoods
1
Pine
2
Bistro 412
10
Chimayo (Spanish & English presentations)
20
Park City Sport
1
Old Town Cellars
2
Panache
1
Sunglass Shop Lower Main
2
Image Eyes
2
Firewood
16
Rock N Reilley’s (return before season)
2
Ah Shucks (return before season)
3
OC Tanner
2
Sock City USA
2
Double Diamond Shoes
1
Red Banjo
2
Park City Jewelers
2
Tupelo
15
Patagonia
1
Alpaca International
1
Habit
1
Rooted
1
Olive and Tweed
2
La Niche
1
Mangelson
2
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PARKING MANAGEMENT OUTREACH SESSIONS, NOVEMBER 9, 2017
30-Oct J-Go Gallery
1
2-Nov Restaurant Association
25
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The original agreement with Dixon Resources Unlimited provisioned contracting
services that moved the City toward fulfilling Transportation Demand Management
goals as suggested by the 2015 Nelson-Nygaard study.
Staff anticipates a need for continued consulting services throughout the year following
the December 15th parking technology project launch and recommends that the Council
authorize the City manager to execute a Second Addendum with Dixon Resources
Unlimited.
Dixon has continually proved to be a valuable asset to the successful planning and
implementation of the “Complete Parking Management Solution,” including technology
and vendor scoping, rate and citation research, training, and community outreach. As
this project moves toward complete implementation, Dixon’s consulting services will be
increasingly valuable. Due to the complexities of the project it is anticipated that there
will be issues arising, some of which staff has not considered, that may be more
expediently identified and resolved with the expertise of Dixon. Additionally, this project
affects many residents, businesses, and employees, many of whom are accustomed to
their particular parking practices. The proposed Second Addendum includes an
increased scope of work and increased emphasis on community outreach. The
provisioned contract is based on a Time and Materials (T&M) approach to invoicing,
which will allow staff the flexibility to obtain assistance with variable needs related to
troubleshooting. Staff intends to use the consulting services only when needed for
resolution and support.

Respectfully:
Kenzie Coulson,
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:

Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Consultant Contract Extension
Professional Services Agreement – Second Addendum
Dixon Resources Unlimited
Kenzie Coulson, Parking & Fleet Manager
Parking Services
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that Council authorize the City Manager to execute the Second
Addendum to the Professional Services Agreement, in a form approved by the City
Attorney, with Dixon Resources Unlimited for parking technology program consultation,
in an amount not to exceed One Hundred Twenty Five Thousand dollars
($125,000.000), for a total contract amount not to exceed Two Hundred Thirty Eight
Thousand Six Hundred Fifty-Four dollars ($238,654.00). The proposed Second
Addendum secures the services of Dixon to continue valuable consulting as the parking
technology is fully implemented, based on a time and materials approach. The revised
scope adds an increased emphasis on community outreach.
Executive Summary
The original agreement with Dixon Resources Unlimited provisioned contracting
services that moved the City toward fulfilling Transportation Demand Management
goals as suggested by the 2015 Nelson-Nygaard study.
Staff anticipates a need for continued consulting services throughout the year following
the December 15th parking technology project launch and recommends that the Council
authorize the City manager to execute a Second Addendum with Dixon Resources
Unlimited.
Dixon has continually proved to be a valuable asset to the successful planning and
implementation of the “Complete Parking Management Solution,” including technology
and vendor scoping, rate and citation research, training, and community outreach. As
this project moves toward complete implementation, Dixon’s consulting services will be
increasingly valuable. Due to the complexities of the project it is anticipated that there
will be issues arising, some of which staff has not considered, that may be more
expediently identified and resolved with the expertise of Dixon. Additionally, this project
affects many residents, businesses, and employees, many of whom are accustomed to
their particular parking practices. The proposed Second Addendum includes an
increased scope of work and increased emphasis on community outreach. The
provisioned contract is based on a Time and Materials (T&M) approach to invoicing,
which will allow staff the flexibility to obtain assistance with variable needs related to
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troubleshooting. Staff intends to use the consulting services only when needed for
resolution and support.
Acronyms
Dixon
PCMC
TDM
RFP
HPCA

Dixon Resources Unlimited
Park City Municipal Corporation
Transportation Demand Management
Request for Proposal
Historic Park City Alliance

The Opportunity
The complexities and broad nature of the parking technology program may result in
unforeseen obstacles that require timely resolution. The execution of the Second
Addendum to the Professional Services Agreement allows staff to secure consulting
services aimed at easing transition related to demand-based paid parking. Retaining
Dixon’s experience further ensures the ability for increased community outreach and
public education.
The launch of parking technology will create better tools for residents, employees, and
guests of Main Street. The initial phase of this project is anticipated to reduce
congestion and provide data to better understand the transportation patterns. While this
is a large scale roll out, there will be important continued assessment of the program,
with the larger intent of Transportation Demand Management goals and supporting
transportation as a critical priority.
Background
 On June 25, 2015, Council approved a consultant contract with Nelson
Nygaard for the creation of a strategic parking management study specific to
the Main Street area.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2060&Inline=True



On June 9, 2016, Council performed a final review of the Main Street Parking
Plan completed by consultant firm Nelson Nygaard.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2142&Inline=True



Following Council’s support of the Main Street Parking Plan, a Main Street
Parking Implementation Task Force was created. The Task Force convenes
bi-weekly.



On October 20, 2016, Blake Fonnesbeck brought an Informational Report to
Council regarding the status of the Downtown and Main Street Parking Plan
implementation and an anticipated timeline.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2195&Inline=True



On December 15, 2016, Council approved the Service Provider Agreement
for Dixon Resources Unlimited, for project management and consulting.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2213&Inline=True
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On February 2, 2017, Kenzie Coulson offered a Staff Communications Report
to update Council on the revised anticipated parking technology timeline.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=14&ID=2222&Inline=True



On March 9, 2017, Kenzie Coulson brought an Informational Staff Report to
Council, outlining the Park City Municipal RFP issued on March 3, 2017
called the Complete Parking Management Solution.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2238&Inline=True



On March 20, 2017, the Complete Parking Management Solution vendor
selection committee convened and selected vendor T2 Systems Incorporated.



On March 30, 2017, Council approved the Service Provider Agreement for T2
Systems Incorporated, for implementation of the Complete Parking
Management Solution.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2243&Inline=True



On May 25, Council gave direction to launch nightly demand-based paid
parking on December 15, 2017, based on community feedback related to
concern regarding TDM disincentives coinciding with TDM incentives.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2258&Inline=True



On July 13, 2017, a First Addendum to the Dixon contract was initiated in order
to extend the term of the Dixon agreement. The First Addendum did not
address increased scope of work or funding.



On July 20, 2017, Council conducted public hearing and adopted a Resolution
to amend the Park City Fee Schedule, Section 7, to prepare for demand-based
parking implementation.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2274&Inline=True



August/September 2017, staff conducted a survey via HPCA to assess Main
Street employee shift times and interest in targeted solutions such as the
Homestake Employee Lot and Park & Ride and the carpooling permit.



On October 5, 2017, staff brought a Communications Report to Council as a
project timeline update and to share findings of the recent Main Street
employee survey.
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2294&Inline=True

Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: Staff recommends that Council consider authorizing
the City Manager to execute the Second Addendum to the Professional Services
Agreement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, with Dixon Resources Unlimited
for parking technology program consultation, in an amount not to exceed One
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Hundred Twenty Five Thousand dollars ($125,000.000), for a total contract amount
not to exceed Two Hundred Thirty Eight Thousand Six Hundred Fifty-Four dollars
($238,654.00).
Pros
a. This contract supports staff and Council in the quick resolution of challenges
related to the implementation of the parking technology project and rate
structures.
b. Community outreach and public education will be enhanced by expert advice
and planning.
Cons
a. The proposed contract will result in spending from the City budget.
Consequences of Selecting This Alternative
Selection of the staff recommended alternative will result in the authorization of the
City Manager to sign the Second Addendum to the Service Provider/ Professional
Services Agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney with Dixon Resources
Unlimited, which will result in consulting services that extend beyond the launch of the
parking technology project.
2. Deny the Item Alternative: Council could choose to not authorize the Second
Addendum with Dixon Resources Unlimited and the consulting support will
terminate. Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Pros
There would be no Capital spending in this area.
Cons
Staff and Council would address challenges related to the parking technology launch
without outside professional consultation on retainer. Staff does not recommend this
alternative.
3. Modify the Item Alternative: Council could choose to change the contract terms.
Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
Modifying the Item may result in a loss of ability to retain consulting services.
4. Continue the Item Alternative: Council could choose to continue the item. Staff
does not recommend this alternative.
Cons
Continuing may result in a delay in consulting services.
5. Do Nothing Alternative: Council could choose to do nothing regarding this issue.
Staff does not recommend this alternative.
Pros
There would be no Capital spending in this area.
Cons
Doing nothing may result in slower resolution of unforeseen challenges and
opportunities.
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Analysis
In December of 2016, the City initiated an agreement with Dixon Resources
Unlimited, who was selected based on their demonstrated desire to collaborate on a
creative and customized option for implementation. Since the original contract began,
Dixon has followed through by engaging with the community and demonstrating
experience with customized solutions.
Dixon Resources Unlimited has a client list that includes thirty cities, some of which are
Oceanside, Los Angeles, Dallas, San Francisco, Sausalito, and Ann Arbor.
Based on Dixon’s knowledge of the complex project and local Park City needs, the
extension of the proposed agreement allows continued support and outreach as
opportunities with the demand-based parking program may arise.
A First Addendum to Dixon’s agreement was initiated in July of 2017, in order to extend
term. The First Addendum did not address scope changes or increase funding.
Department Review
This document was reviewed by Public Works, Executive, Legal, Sustainability, Special
Events, and Budget.
Funding Source
Funding for this project is available from City Capital Improvement Project (CIP) funds,
offset by parking revenues.
Attachments
A
B
C
D

Professional Services Agreement, Dixon Resources Unlimited
Professional Services Agreement, Dixon Resources Unlimited, First Addendum
Proposed Second Addendum, Dixon Resources Unlimited
Proposed Overall Parking Project Management Support Scope of Work
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SECOND ADDENDUM TO PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS SECOND ADDENDUM is made and entered into in duplicate this _____
day of ________________, 2017, by and between PARK CITY MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION, a Utah municipal corporation, (“City”), and Dixon Resources
Unlimited, a California corporation (“Service Provider”), to amend the PARK CITY
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION SERVICE PROVIDER/PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT signed and executed by the parties on December 15, 2016.
WITNESSETH:
WHEREAS, the parties entered into a Park City Municipal Corporation Service
Provider/Professional Services Agreement on December 15, 2016, (hereinafter “Original
Agreement”); and
WHEREAS, the term of the Original Agreement was due to end August 1, 2017;
and
WHEREAS, the term of the Original Agreement was extended to end August 18,
2018, per the First Addendum, executed on July 13, 2017; and
WHEREAS, work is still ongoing; and
WHEREAS, both parties to the Original Agreement desire to amend the Original
Agreement to include additional professional services of similar scope to those described
in the Original Agreement, include compensation for the additional services, and to
extend the contract date to complete the additional services.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises made herein and
other valuable consideration, the parties hereto now amend the Original Agreement as
follows:
1. AMENDMENTS:
a. SCOPE OF WORK . Changes in the Scope of Work are as listed below:
 Parking Administration
o Planning, organizing and implementing operational initiatives to
improve customer service, revenue collection, and functionality of the
parking operation.
o Interact extensively with the public, fielding questions about the
parking program and responding to complaints.

06/28/2017
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o Assist parking operation personnel; works closely with leadership
support staff on training, coaching, and developing team member and
practice strategic succession planning.
o Oversight of parking revenue reconciliation and reporting.
o Ongoing strategic planning for short and long-term visions of Park
City.
o Analyzes parking revenues and expenditures and debt service
obligations.
o Formulates and proposes parking policies, rates, levels of service and
capital improvement, and facility expansions to meet parking demand.
o Introduction of progressive initiatives and customer service based
solutions at the direct benefit of Park City.
o Draft and present agenda items to City Council.
o Review and evaluate parking programs and policies, research trends
and best-practices in municipal parking and recommend program
developments and changes.
o Performs related work as required.


Public Outreach/Parking Operations
o Support the City parking program, including operation of city parking
lots, garages and on-street parking.
o Project oversight and optimization for enforcement, maintenance,
collection and parking revenue reconciliation.
o Engage with the public and city staff in response to impactful parking
matters.
o Review reports and correspondence, including but not limited to a
monthly performance summary report; assigns, develops, and
evaluates staff; manages work processes.
o Ongoing representation at City Council & Community organized
meetings on parking related matters.



Parking Technology Development, Solicitation & Implementation
o Meets with vendors on new or proposed parking products and on
proposed development activities.
o Negotiate and administer contracts with various outside companies
related to parking contracts.
o Prepare project plans and system design proposals; prepare
specifications for bid proposal on vendor parking technology &
associated management services
o Project management of parking implementations

2
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b. ASSOCIATED FEE’S. The Associated Fee’s for this change in Scope of
Work as detailed above are not to exceed One Hundred Twenty Five
Thousand Dollars ($125,000.00).
OTHER TERMS.
All other terms and conditions of the Original Agreement shall continue to apply.
2. ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Second Addendum is a written instrument pursuant
to Section 21 of the Original Agreement between the parties and cannot be altered or
amended except by written instrument, signed by all parties.

3
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Second Addendum to be
executed the day and year first herein above written.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
445 Marsac Avenue
P.O. Box 1480
Park City UT 84060-1480

__________________________________________
Diane Foster, City Manager

Attest:

___________________________________
City Recorder’s Office

Approved as to form:

___________________________________
City Attorney’s Office

DIXON RESOURCES UNLIMITED, a
California corporation
3639 Midway Drive, Suite B345
San Diego, CA. 92110-5254
Tax ID#: 46-1496430
PC Business License #:BL B-015531
__________________________________
Printed Name
__________________________________
Signature
__________________________________
Title

4
Packet Pg. 225

STATE OF _________
COUNTY OF

)
) ss.
)

On this
day of
, 2017, before me, the undersigned notary, personally
appeared
, personally known to me/proved to me through
identification documents allowed by law, to be the person whose name is signed on the
preceding or attached document, and acknowledged that he/she signed it voluntarily for
its stated purpose as _______________________ (title) for DIXON RESOURCES
UNLIMITED, a California corporation.

___________________________________
Notary Public

5
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Park City
Overall Parking Operation Project Management Support
Proposed DIXON Extended / Expanded Scope of Work
DIXON will extend the current scope of work under its existing contract for consists of Engineering and
Consulting Services for all City-owned parking in the Main St. areas and design/integration of a parking
management solution. As the parking technology implementation progresses, the scope of work with be
expanded to include other areas of the City and additional tasks related to the City’s parking operation
including technology, enforcement, permits, paid parking rates, residential parking and stakeholder
engagement and outreach.
The following tasks include the extended and expanded scope of work to be provided by DIXON:
Parking Administration
 Planning, organizing and implementing operational initiatives to improve customer service,
revenue collection, and functionality of the parking operation.
 Interact extensively with the public, fielding questions about the parking program and
responding to complaints.
 Assist parking operation personnel; works closely with leadership support staff on training,
coaching, and developing team member and practice strategic succession planning.
 Oversight of parking revenue reconciliation and reporting.
 Ongoing strategic planning for short and long-term visions of Park City.
 Analyzes parking revenues and expenditures and debt service obligations.
 Formulates and proposes parking policies, rates, levels of service and capital improvement, and
facility expansions to meet parking demand.
 Introduction of progressive initiatives and customer service based solutions at the direct benefit
of Park City.
 Draft and present agenda items to City Council.
 Review and evaluate parking programs and policies, research trends and best-practices in
municipal parking and recommend program developments and changes.
 Performs related work as required.
Parking Operations
 Support the City parking program, including operation of city parking lots, garages and on-street
parking.
 Project oversight and optimization for enforcement, maintenance, collection and parking
revenue reconciliation.
 Engage with the public and city staff in response to impactful parking matters.
 Review reports and correspondence, including but not limited to a monthly performance
summary report; assigns, develops, and evaluates staff; manages work processes.
 Ongoing representation at City Council & Community organized meetings on parking related
matters.
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Parking Technology Development, Solicitation & Implementation
 Meets with vendors on new or proposed parking products and on proposed development
activities.
 Negotiate and administer contracts with various outside companies related to parking contracts.
 Prepare project plans and system design proposals; prepare specifications for bid proposal on
vendor parking technology & associated management services
 Project management of parking implementations

Cost Proposal
The Cost Proposal is based upon a Time & Materials (T&M) approach to ensure that the projects are
managed in the most cost-effective and efficient manner. Our Cost Proposal includes a Not-To-Exceed
amount and we will deliver within that budget, customizing our solution to focus on what the project
needs to achieve its objectives and adapting to ensure that the project is completed within the agreed
upon budget and timing.
DIXON Hourly Billing Rate Schedule
Classification
Labor Rate Per Hour
Principal
$185.00
Sr Associate
$145.00
Associate
$125.00
Extended Scope of Work Not to Exceed Value

$125,000
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The tower crane is located on the Heber Avenue sidewalk immediately adjacent to the
Kimball building. Staff provided a Staff Communication Report regarding the crane and
encroachment agreement to Council during the April 13, 2017 City Council meeting
(Packet, pg 50), and an additional staff report during the April 27, 2017 City Council
meeting (Packet, pg 133). On June 5, the City executed a Temporary Airspace and
Temporary Encroachment Agreement, allowing the crane to be erected from November
21, 2017 to March 31, 2018, see Exhibit A. On October 18, 2017, Columbus Pacific
Development submitted a request to extend the encroachment agreement until March
31, 2018.

Respectfully:
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Encroachment Agreement Extension Request for a crane
located at the Kimball Garage Development - 638 Park Avenue
Dave Thacker, Chief Building Official
Michelle Downard, Deputy Chief Building Official
November 9, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Staff requests City Council direction regarding the encroachment agreement extension
request for the continued use of a crane at the Kimball Development, located at 638
Park Avenue.
Staff recommends Council approve the Recommended Alternative, including the
approval of the extension of the easement agreement to allow the crane to remain, with
additional conditions related to snow management and mitigation, heightened traffic
control standards and practices, revocation of parking approvals, demobilization of
crane and amended construction dates.
Executive Summary
The tower crane is located on the Heber Avenue sidewalk immediately adjacent to the
Kimball building. Staff provided a Staff Communication Report regarding the crane and
encroachment agreement to Council during the April 13, 2017 City Council meeting
(Packet, pg 50), and an additional staff report during the April 27, 2017 City Council
meeting (Packet, pg 133). On June 5, the City executed a Temporary Airspace and
Temporary Encroachment Agreement, allowing the crane to be erected from November
21, 2017 to March 31, 2018, see Exhibit A. On October 18, 2017, Columbus Pacific
Development submitted a request to extend the encroachment agreement until March
31, 2018.
The Problem
The construction project located at 638 Park Ave is a complex development, designed
around the existing historic structure. This difficulty is compounded when trying to
balance the impacts of construction on the community. In addition, as a result of the
tight quarters around the Kimball Arts building, this is a difficult project to construct from
within the constraints of the property line. The original encroachment agreement was
conditioned with specific dates as identified to avoid the winter season. However, the
date could be thought to be ambitious considering the overall scale of construction.
Analysis
A building permit (BD-16-23516) was issued on Feb 16, 2017 for 638 Park Avenue for
an addition, restoration and expansion.
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Considerations to Approve the Extension:
The crane is electric and therefore reasonably quiet. It is very costly and disruptive to
the city street to remove and reinstall the crane. Removing the crane will likely prolong
the construction activity and could add to the overall timeline of the project. Staff
believes that an extension, with significant conditions, is a better solution for the
community than no extension.
Code Enforcement and the Police Department have not received complaints regarding
the crane. However, it is difficult to be certain if community members understand the
location of the base of the crane in relationship to City property, the resulting City
encroachment agreement and their ability to voice their concerns.
In addition to the easement agreement with Park City, Columbus Pacific Development
obtained airspace agreements from three neighboring properties; 693 Main St- Town
Lift Condos, 625 Main St- Sotheby’s, 628 Park Ave- (previously) The Church Public
House. Additionally, the developer has been required to provide ongoing notification
regarding the crane use to neighboring properties.
Considerations to Deny the Extension:
At times, traffic control has resulted in delays to Park City Transit and has also resulted
in excessive queuing that has caused backups on Heber Ave, Main Street, Park Ave,
and other adjacent streets. While this issue has and can continue to be mitigated by
traffic control during the off season (by shifting the traffic lanes) there is a risk during the
winter ski season and especially peak times such as special events that transit delays
may occur and traffic congestion may result in temporary gridlock without adequate and
effective mitigation . Additionally, this risk could be compounded during the winter
season due to the potential for snow causing impacts to general public travel and ontime transit schedule adherence.
Main Street is the core of Park City’s Old Town, for residents and visitors to enjoy. The
presence of a crane and covered walkway could distract from the visual appeal and
overall experience. However, most visitors to major destinations are used to seeing
scaffolding at major construction sites.
There are numerous special events that occur within close proximity to this site.
Specifically, the crane footprint resulted in a decreased concession/beer garden area
during the 2017 Arts Festival, potentially resulting in the forgone sales of $3,000 from
the previous year. If approved the extension would allow the crane to remain during the
winter holidays, 2018 Sundance Film Festival, Martin Luther and President’s Day
weekends. Conversations are ongoing with the Columbus Pacific Development and the
Sundance Institute in an effort to balance interests.
Alternatives for City Council to Consider
1. Recommended Alternative: Staff recommends amending the encroachment
agreement to allow the crane to remain until March 31, 2017 with the following
conditions, which are meant to emphasize mitigating adverse impacts.
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Snow Management and Mitigation – contractor shall be responsible for all snow
management and mitigation that has the potential to impede and/or obstruct
movement and access of Park City Transit, general purpose traffic, and
pedestrians. This includes but is not limited to shoveling, plowing, hauling, and
traction control/ice melt in and around the construction site including the
temporary pedestrian way. All snow must be managed within 2 hours of snowfall
greater than 3 inches and to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director.
Contractor shall be responsible for all cost and labor associated with these efforts
and shall submit a detailed Snow Management and Mitigation Plan for review
and approval by the Chief Building Official and City Engineer. The developer
shall provide a bond of no less than $10,000 to cover cost should they fail
comply. The bond shall be utilized to cover costs incurred by the City to perform
snow removal services. Additionally, the developer would be required to
surrender $250 of the bond to the City for any violation of the construction
mitigation plan or encroachment agreement.
Heightened Traffic Control Standards and Practices- Contractor shall ensure all
traffic control personnel is trained by American Traffic Safety Services
Association (ATTSA) or approved equal. Contractor provided traffic control
personnel shall give priority to Park City Transit and emergency vehicles and
Park City Transit shall not be delayed more than 2 minutes when one-way traffic
control is effect. Traffic control personnel shall perform traffic control in a manner
that does not result in excessive queue resulting in gridlock or blocking of
intersections.
Revocation of Parking Approvals- Any and all construction parking associated
with the project approval shall be subject to revocation at the sole discretion of
the City and revocation may occur within 12 hours.
Demobilization of Crane – Should the crane’s placement and operation result in
the inability of City personnel to perform routine City operations in an effective
and safe manner, Contractor shall demobilize the crane within 3 days of
notification until appropriate site conditions exists to the satisfaction of the Chief
Building Official, City Engineer, and Public Works Director
Amended Construction Dates- In addition to limiting construction on the site,
Crane operations shall be limited to weekdays from 7:00 AM to 12:00 PM (noon)
and shall also be prohibited on the following date(s):
o November 23 – 26, 2017 – Thanksgiving Holiday
o December 22, 2017 – January 1, 2018 – Christmas/New Year Holiday
o January 13 -15, 2018 – Martin Luther King Day Weekend
o January 18 – 28, 2018 – Sundance Film Festival
o February 16 – 19, 2018 – Presidents Day Weekend

Pros
a. This alternative would mitigate the concerns regarding the crane’s impact.
b. This alternative positively impacts City Council’s Priorities by maintaining the
electric crane and being emission free.
c. The positive consequences of this alternative would be the shorter
construction timeline for the development.
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Cons
a. The negative consequences of this alternative would be the visual impact and
decreased width of the overall right of way.
b. This alternative negatively impacts Council’s Priorities by having construction
impacts on the community.
Consequences of Selecting This Alternative
The tower crane would continue to limit the overall width of the public way on Heber
Avenue, with risks of impacting transit and special events, and be further
complicated by snow.
c. Null Alternative: Should City Council not take action, the current agreement,
with all conditions, with Columbus Pacific Development would apply, including
the removal of the crane by November 21, 2017.
Pros The tower crane would not be present during the winter season.
Cons The City would likely receive multiple requests for a mobile crane which
would cause more impact when in use (due to the larger footprint with
outriggers). The City maintains the right to approve or deny requests for a
mobile crane that impacts the right of way.
d. Other Alternatives: City Council may choose to amend the current
recommendation allowing the tower crane and easement agreement to be
renewed at a later date when there is less risk of traffic impacts and snow.
Pros The tower crane would not be present during the winter season.
Cons The City would likely receive multiple requests for a mobile crane which
would cause more impact when in use (due to the larger footprint with
outriggers). The City maintains the right to approve or deny requests for a
mobile crane that impacts the right of way.
Department Review
The Executive and Legal Department have reviewed this report.
Recommendation
Staff requests City Council direction regarding the encroachment agreement extension
request for the continued use of a crane at the Kimball Development, located at 638
Park Avenue.
Staff recommends Council approve the Recommended Alternative, including the
approval of the extension of the easement agreement to allow the crane to remain, with
additional conditions related to snow management and mitigation, heightened traffic
control standards and practices, revocation of parking approvals, demobilization of
crane and amended construction dates.
Exhibits
Exhibit A- Temporary Airspace and Temporary Encroachment Agreement
Exhibit B- Extension Request
Exhibit C- Construction Schedule
Exhibit D- Letter from Town Lift Homeowners Association
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Exhibit A- Temporary Airspace and Tzemporary Encroachment Agreement
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Exhibit B- Extension Request

October 18, 2017
Mark D. Harrington
City Attorney
445 Marsac Avenue
Park City, Utah 84060
Dear Mr. Harrington,
As outlined in the Air Space and Crane Encroachment Agreement between Park City Municipal Corporation, CPP Kimball, LLC,
R&O Construction Company, and Mountain Crane Service LLC, we are writing to request an extension of the current deadline
for removal of the crane from the Kimball on Main project.
We have attached a current project schedule showing the projected timeline for completion of the structural work on the
project. Unfortunately, we have experienced significant delays during the course of construction. Though not comprehensive,
the following list names some of the key issues that have pushed back our projected completion date.
•
Delays completing the utility bores under Main Street and Park Avenue, scheduling Rocky Mountain Power, and
coordinating primary power line relocation and transformer replacement.
•
Significant design modifications to temporary shoring systems to work around existing public, and private, utilities.
•
Dewatering and required design changes to address excessive ground water across the site.
•
Design changes resulting from the loss of an anchor tenant which required the deferral of fabrication and delivery of
structural steel for the project.
•
Design modifications requiring additional structural steel and an additional stairway to accommodate a new anchor
tenant.
You will note on page four of the attached schedule the concrete beams and post tension concrete roof will not be complete
until the middle of February. We had hoped to complete this work by the end of October, but our productivity on site has been
a fraction of our initial projections. We are doing all we can to recover time, but the harsh reality is with this work now taking
place in winter weather we are likely to lose additional time. The difficulty of working through the winter months would
increase exponentially without the crane on site to assist with critical weather protection operations such as placing snow tarps
in the evenings, lifting loaded snow tarps and dumping the snow into trucks for haul off, and moving heaters around the
structure to key locations for concrete placement and curing operations, and assisting with placement of temporary weather
protection barriers. Aside from weather protection, we simply cannot complete the elevated structural work on this site
without the crane. We are utilizing the crane within the project limits on a full-time basis every workday. All material deliveries
are offloaded and moved to their destination using the crane. All concrete steel reinforcement, post tension concrete cables,
formwork, welding equipment, structural steel components, moment frames, steel decking, edge angles, trusses, roof framing
systems, mechanical materials and equipment, electrical material and equipment, etc. are all lifted into place with the crane.
On a daily basis, structural materials are held in place with the crane while crews complete structural connections.

OFFICE ADDRESS:
2307 W High Mountain Rd · Park City · UT · 84098
MAILING ADDRESS:
6300 N Sagewood Drive · Suite H-534 · Park City · UT · 84098

Packet Pg. 261

Due to the limited space on site, and the difficulty accessing most of the structure from the adjacent streets, working the site
without a crane would significantly increase potential safety risks for our crews, and potentially the public. With the current
crane our operator can actually move to the pick point for each load and then move to the final destination prior to lowering
the load. This constant line of site approach would not be possible with a mobile crane, or with telescopic forklifts.

We are sensitive to the concerns with aesthetics and potential disruptions resulting from the presence of the crane on our
project site. Because of this we carefully selected the best electric model for this specific site with full reach to all areas of the
project. We also arranged to have a new unit delivered. This has provided a clean and cutting edge appearance and also
ensured silent operation with no motor or jib noise.
We are happy to report these measures have been successful. We have not received a single complaint about the crane or its
operation since it was erected this last spring. In fact, we have had numerous compliments on the appearance of the machine
and its silent operation. We also frequently see people stop inside our protected boardwalk to take group pictures and enjoy
the unique appeal of the temporary structure.
We have reviewed multiple alternatives to extending the time the crane will remain on site. Unfortunately, our analysis of each
of the options available to us shows they will significantly increase the total project duration, likely be more disruptive to
ongoing local business operations, and will increase the cost of the project dramatically. We discussed removal of the crane
from the premises during the various coming holidays. However, this would require multiple mobilizations of disassembly
crews, transports, and reassembly crews. It would also require repeated project shut downs, multiple modifications to the
boardwalk, and several additional road closures to allow removal and reinstallation of the crane. Depending on the number of
times this occurred the cost could range from $40,000 to $60,000. Any of these disruptions would also extend the total project
duration.
We are hopeful Park City Municipal Corporation will grant us the necessary time extension for the crane. We sincerely believe
with the equipment and protective measures already in place this will be the safest and least impactful option for the
surrounding community. We will continue to do everything in our power to minimize the impact of our operations on local
residents, visitors, and businesses throughout the remainder of the project. We will also continue to comply fully with all
requirements of the Construction Mitigation Plan and will shut down operations during all listed work restrictions. As outlined
in the Air Space and Crane Encroachment Agreement we are requesting the City grant a written extension of the timeline
through March 31, 2018. We hope to remove the crane before that time, but could conceivably be pushed into March if this is
a heavy winter.
We thank you for your consideration and assistance with this challenging project.

Respectfully,

John Maxfield
Columbus Pacific Development

OFFICE ADDRESS:
2307 W High Mountain Rd · Park City · UT · 84098
MAILING ADDRESS:
6300 N Sagewood Drive · Suite H-534 · Park City · UT · 84098
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Exhibit C- Construction Schedule
Act
ID

Description

Orig
Dur

Start

Finish

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

GENERAL OVERVIEW & PROJECT MILESTONES
PROJECT SUMMARY
KA1020

NTP - Pre-Construction

KA1030

Pre-Construction - Summary

113 * 31AUG16 A 07MAR17 A

0 31AUG16 A

KA1140

Initial Sitework & Demoltion - Summary

193 * 02DEC16 A 03OCT17 A

KA1250

Exisiting Bldg Structure & Exterior - Summary

317 * 08DEC16 A 01MAY18

KA1150

Submittals / Shop Drawings / Approvals

246 * 07FEB17 A 01MAR18

KA1230

Material Procurement / Fabrication / Delivery

281 * 07FEB17 A 19APR18

KA2390

NTP - Construction

KA1220

Addition - Structure & Exterior Summary

KA1980

Existing Bldg Rough-In & Finish - Summary

NTP - Pre-Construction
Pre-Construction - Summary
Initial Sitework & Demoltion - Summary
Exisiting Bldg Structure & Exterior - Summary
Submittals / Shop Drawings / Approvals
Material Procurement / Fabrication / Delivery

0 07MAR17 A

NTP - Construction

265 * 10APR17 A 25MAY18
72 * 07DEC17

Addition - Structure & Exterior Summary

12APR18

Existing Bldg Rough-In & Finish - Summary

KA2300

Tenant Improvement Start - Remodel

KA1740

Addition Rough-In & FInish - Summary

KA1830

Tenant Improvement Start - Addition

KA1730

Balance of Sitework - Summary

KA2590

Remodel Complete

0

10APR18

KA2610

Project Substantial Completion

0

26JUN18

Project Substantial Completion

KA2550

Addition Complete

0

28JUN18

Addition Complete

0

25JUL18

KA2650
Final Completion Complete
L.L. BEAN TENANT IMPROVEMENT

0 07DEC17
97 * 12FEB18

Tenant Improvement Start - Remodel
26JUN18

Addition Rough-In & FInish - Summary

0 12FEB18
67 * 21FEB18

Tenant Improvement Start - Addition
24MAY18

Balance of Sitework - Summary
Remodel Complete

Final Completion Complete

KA3600

Base Building - Permits Filed & Approved

0

16FEB17 A

KA3610

Structural Components Completed

0

09FEB18

KA3660

Entrances Secured

0

23FEB18

KA3630

200 AMP Temporary Power Panel

0

28FEB18

KA3640

Concrete Decks Cured & Within Tolerance

0

09MAR18

Concrete Decks Cured & Within Tolerance

KA3670

Temporary Lighting In Place

0

09MAR18

Temporary Lighting In Place

KA3680

Sewer & Floor Drain Connectons Complete

0

09MAR18

Sewer & Floor Drain Connectons Complete

KA3720

HVAC Duct & Roof Curbs Ready For TI Work

0

09MAR18

HVAC Duct & Roof Curbs Ready For TI Work

KA3620

MEP Penetrations Sealed / Firestopped

0

16MAR18

MEP Penetrations Sealed / Firestopped

KA3700

Roof System Complete - Roof Drains Connected

0

16MAR18

Roof System Complete - Roof Drains Connected

KA3650

Demising Walls Complete

0

16APR18

Demising Walls Complete

KA3710

Site Free Of Materials - Including Entrances

0

16APR18

Site Free Of Materials - Including Entrances

KA3690

Storefront Systems Installed - Glazed or Temp

0

16APR18

Storefront Systems Installed - Glazed or Temp

KA3740

Fire Alarm & Suppression Fully Operational

0

11MAY18

KA3730

HVAC Units Running & Servicable - Ready For TI

0

18MAY18

KA2890

L.L. Bean TI Construction

80 21MAY18

Base Building - Permits Filed & Approved
Structural Components Completed
Entrances Secured
200 AMP Temporary Power Panel

Fire Alarm & Suppression Fully Operational
HVAC Units Running & Servicable - Ready For TI

10SEP18

L.L. Bean TI Construction

PRE-CONSTRUCTION
DESIGN & BIDDING PHASE
KA1240

Complete Construction Drawings

KA1000

Contractor Selection

KA1010

Preconstruction Services

20 31AUG16 A 06MAR17 A

KA2780

Interior Demolition Permit

4 24OCT16 A 05DEC16 A

KA2870

Demolition Pricing

KA1330

City Plan Review

15 08NOV16 A 16FEB17 A

KA1060

Bid Work Scopes

13 11NOV16 A 09JAN17 A

KA2880

NTP For Demolition

1 06DEC16 A 06DEC16 A

KA1070

Establish GMP

5 21DEC16 A 07MAR17 A

KA1090

Trade Interviews & Approvals

KA1050

Bid Review Period

3 22DEC16 A 19APR17 A

KA2760

Award Excavation & Concrete / Rebar Contracts

5 03JAN17 A

10JAN17 A

Award Excavation & Concrete / Rebar Contracts

KA1040

Proposal Submitted

0

06JAN17 A

Proposal Submitted

KA1110

Scheduling Conference

1 06FEB17 A 08FEB17 A

KA1640

Building Permit

0 16FEB17 A

Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 1A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

90 24JUN16 A 08NOV16 A
5 24AUG16 A 30AUG16 A

5 02NOV16 A 11NOV16 A

10 21DEC16 A 15MAY17 A

Complete Construction Drawings
Contractor Selection
Preconstruction Services
Interior Demolition Permit
Demolition Pricing
City Plan Review
Bid Work Scopes
NTP For Demolition
Establish GMP
Trade Interviews & Approvals
Bid Review Period

Scheduling Conference
Building Permit

R&O CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
KIMBALL ON MAIN
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Act
ID
KA1080

Description
Notice to Proceed to R&O Construction

KA1100
Award Subcontracts
PROCUREMENT

Orig
Dur

Start

Finish

0 07MAR17 A

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

Notice to Proceed to R&O Construction

5 02MAY17 A 16OCT17

Award Subcontracts

REBAR & CONCRETE MIX DESIGN
KA3030

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

6 07FEB17 A 24FEB17 A

KA3040

Review & Approve

5 06MAR17 A 09MAR17 A

Review & Approve

KA3050
Fabricate & Deliver
STRUCTURAL STEEL

15 06MAR17 A 09MAR17 A

Fabricate & Deliver

KA3390

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

20 28FEB17 A 13JUN17 A

KA3400

Review & Approve

7 15JUN17 A 06JUL17 A

KA3410
Fabricate & Deliver
POST TENSION CABLE DESIGN

40 28JUN17 A 16OCT17

KA3360

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

20 10APR17 A 04MAY17 A

KA3370

Review & Approve

10 08MAY17 A 26MAY17 A

KA3380
Fabricate & Deliver
METAL DECKING

45 05JUN17 A 25SEP17 A

KA3270

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

10 22MAY17 A 08JUN17 A

KA3280

Review & Approve

KA3290
ELEVATOR

Fabricate & Deliver

30 14AUG17 A 05SEP17 A

KA3430

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

20 10APR17 A 13APR17 A

KA3440

Review & Approve

15 13APR17 A 26MAY17 A

8 29MAY17 A 31MAY17 A

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve

KA3450
Fabricate & Deliver
AIR HANDLER - CHILLER - MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT

90 01JUN17 A 09FEB18

Fabricate & Deliver

KA3330

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

15 04AUG17 A 25OCT17

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

KA3350

Fabricate & Deliver

80 21SEP17 A 02MAR18
10 26OCT17

KA3120

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

10 22AUG17 A 11OCT17

KA3130

Review & Approve

10 12OCT17

25OCT17

30 26OCT17

11DEC17

Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

KA3140
Fabricate & Deliver
DOORS & HARDWARE

09NOV17

Fabricate & Deliver

KA3340
Review & Approve
DUCTWORK & MISC. MECHANICAL

KA3090

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

8 10OCT17

19OCT17

KA3100

Review & Approve

5 20OCT17

26OCT17

60 27OCT17

19FEB18

KA3110
Fabricate & Deliver
FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEMS
KA3180

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

8 30NOV17

11DEC17

KA3190

Review & Approve

5 12DEC17

18DEC17

KA3200
Fabricate & Deliver
CURTAIN WALL & STOREFRONTS

20 19DEC17

09FEB18

KA3240

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

20 22AUG17 A 16OCT17

KA3250
KA3260
LIGHTING

Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver

10 13OCT17
75 26OCT17

KA3300

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

15 16NOV17

08DEC17

KA3310

Review & Approve

10 11DEC17

02JAN18

60 03JAN18

12APR18

KA3320
Fabricate & Deliver
ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT & PANELS

26OCT17
09MAR18

KA3150

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

8 28SEP17 A 06OCT17 A

KA3160

Review & Approve

5 03NOV17

09NOV17

KA3170
Fabricate & Deliver
ACOUSTICAL CEILINGS

45 10NOV17

09FEB18

KA2860

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

10 14FEB18

27FEB18

KA2800

Review & Approve

10 28FEB18

13MAR18

20 14MAR18

10APR18

KA2790
Fabricate & Deliver
AUDIO VISUAL / COMM / SECURITY
Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 2A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

Review & Approve
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve

Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver

R&O CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
KIMBALL ON MAIN
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Act
ID

Description

Orig
Dur

Start

Finish

KA3000

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

15 14DEC17

30JAN18

KA3010

Review & Approve

10 31JAN18

13FEB18

40 14FEB18

10APR18

KA3020
Fabricate & Deliver
CERAMIC TILE
KA3060

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings

8 13FEB18

22FEB18

KA3070

Review & Approve

5 23FEB18

01MAR18

35 02MAR18

19APR18

8 30JAN18
5 09FEB18

08FEB18
15FEB18

45 16FEB18

19APR18

KA3080
Fabricate & Deliver
FLOORING
KA3210
KA3220

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve

KA3230

Fabricate & Deliver

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver
Prepare Submittals / Shop Drawings
Review & Approve
Fabricate & Deliver

SITE-WORK
INITIAL SITE-WORK & DEMOLITION
KA1130

Temp Facilities & Fence

3 02DEC16 A 05DEC16 A

KA1120

Establish Line Grade

3 19DEC16 A 21DEC16 A

KA1160

SWPPP

2 29DEC16 A 03JAN17 A

KA1170

Remove Exiting Hardscape & Landscape

5 05JAN17 A

10JAN17 A

Remove Exiting Hardscape & Landscape

KA1180

Demolish Existing Structures

10 05JAN17 A

14JAN17 A

Demolish Existing Structures

KA2850

Remove Ramp & Retaining Walls

10 20MAR17 A 07APR17 A

KA1290

Underground Power Distribution

13 04MAY17 A 23JUL17 A

KA1260

Utilities & Storm Drainage

20 18SEP17 A 23OCT17

KA1310

Sewer on Main

15 21SEP17 A 03OCT17 A

Sewer on Main

KA1430

Fire Riser

12 28SEP17 A 03OCT17 A

Fire Riser

KA3590
Sewer on Park
BALANCE OF SITE-WORK

8 02OCT17 A 05OCT17 A

Temp Facilities & Fence
Establish Line Grade
SWPPP

Remove Ramp & Retaining Walls
Underground Power Distribution
Utilities & Storm Drainage

Sewer on Park

KA2840

Remove Existing C&G / Sidewalk

10 12FEB18

23FEB18

Remove Existing C&G / Sidewalk

KA1750

Rough Grade for Site Elements

5 21FEB18

27FEB18

Rough Grade for Site Elements

KA1800

Fine Grade for Hardscape

4 28FEB18

05MAR18

KA1810

Curb & Gutter

10 06MAR18

19MAR18

KA1890

Concrete Aprons & Walks

10 20MAR18

02APR18

KA2020

Granite Stairways & Walks

20 03APR18

30APR18

KA2010

Landscaping

25 06APR18

10MAY18

KA2130

Exterior Railings

12 01MAY18

16MAY18

KA2220

Asphalt Prep

6 04MAY18

11MAY18

KA2270

Asphalt Patching

4 14MAY18

17MAY18

KA2350

Site Signage

5 18MAY18

24MAY18

Fine Grade for Hardscape
Curb & Gutter
Concrete Aprons & Walks
Granite Stairways & Walks
Landscaping
Exterior Railings
Asphalt Prep
Asphalt Patching
Site Signage

NEW KIMBALL ARTS ADDITION
STRUCTURE & SUB-ROUGH
ISSUES & DELAYS
KA1210

Remove Existing Concrete & Masonry Elements

10 11APR17 A 27APR17 A

KA3580
RFI 041 Structural Steel - Procurement Delay
SUB BASEMENT

1 09AUG17 A 14SEP17 A

KA3510

Trenching & Primary / Secondary Conduits

8 03MAY17 A 22MAY17 A

KA2730

Micropiles & Supports At Transformer

3 15MAY17 A 31MAY17 A

KA3490
KA1200

Primary & Secondary Conduits At Subbasement
Structural Excavation

2 19MAY17 A 30MAY17 A
20 05JUN17 A 19JUL17 A

KA3520

Underpinning / Shoring

10 19JUN17 A 17JUL17 A

KA3500

New Transformer Install

KA1270
KA1280

FRIP Spot & Continuous Footings
FRIP Elevator Pit

10 25JUL17 A
15 27JUL17 A

KA2340

Foundation - Columns

15 01AUG17 A 17AUG17 A

KA2910

Water Proofing - Walls

5 21AUG17 A 28AUG17 A

KA2940

Structural Steel

3 29AUG17 A 04OCT17 A

KA1300

Backfill

5 11SEP17 A 13SEP17 A

Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 3A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

3 23JUN17 A 25JUN17 A
28JUL17 A
17AUG17 A

Remove Existing Concrete & Masonry Elements
RFI 041 Structural Steel - Procurement Delay
Trenching & Primary / Secondary Conduits
Micropiles & Supports At Transformer
Primary & Secondary Conduits At Subbasement
Structural Excavation
Underpinning / Shoring
New Transformer Install
FRIP Spot & Continuous Footings
FRIP Elevator Pit
Foundation - Columns
Water Proofing - Walls
Structural Steel
Backfill
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Act
ID

Description

Orig
Dur

Start

Finish

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

KA1340

Under-Slab Plumbing

4 13SEP17 A 15SEP17 A

KA2950

Decking

4 14SEP17 A 25SEP17 A

KA1360

Under-Slab Electrical

3 15SEP17 A 19SEP17 A

KA1380

Slab Prep

2 25SEP17 A 27SEP17 A

Slab Prep

KA1760

Under-Slab Waterproofing - Added Work

5 28SEP17 A 29SEP17 A

Under-Slab Waterproofing - Added Work

KA1390

FRIP Slab on Grade

3 29SEP17 A 03OCT17 A

FRIP Slab on Grade

KA3560

Slab on Deck

4 29SEP17 A 02OCT17 A

Slab on Deck

KA1420
Cure Slab on Grade
RETAIL BASEMENT

Under-Slab Plumbing
Decking
Under-Slab Electrical

6 02OCT17 A 09OCT17 A

Cure Slab on Grade

KA1190

Underpinning / Shoring

15 10APR17 A 02MAY17 A

KA1320

Structural Excavation

10 10APR17 A 26MAY17 A

Structural Excavation

KA2920

Micropiles At Mat Footing

10 04MAY17 A 13MAY17 A

Micropiles At Mat Footing

KA1370

FRIP Spot & Continuous Footings

12 16MAY17 A 15SEP17 A

KA1400

FRIP Foundations - Columns

15 22MAY17 A 26SEP17 A

KA2930

Foundation Tie-In @ Elevator Pit

KA1540

Concrete Columns & Foundations 2nd Lift

20 22AUG17 A 26SEP17 A

KA1460
KA2450

Backfill
Structural Steel

5 18SEP17 A 23OCT17
12 02OCT17 A 11OCT17

KA1570

Integral Beams & PT Slab 1st Floor - South

15 06OCT17 A 26OCT17

KA2480

Decking

KA2750

Slab On Deck

4 16OCT17

19OCT17

KA1480

Under-Slab Plumbing

10 27OCT17

10NOV17

KA1490

Under-Slab Electrical

10 06NOV17

17NOV17

KA1500

Slab Prep

3 20NOV17

22NOV17

KA1510

FRIP Slab on Grade

6 27NOV17

04DEC17

KA1530
Cure Slab on Grade
RETAIL LEVEL 1

6 05DEC17

12DEC17

5 14AUG17 A 17AUG17 A

4 09OCT17 A 13OCT17

Underpinning / Shoring

FRIP Spot & Continuous Footings
FRIP Foundations - Columns
Foundation Tie-In @ Elevator Pit
Concrete Columns & Foundations 2nd Lift
Backfill
Structural Steel
Integral Beams & PT Slab 1st Floor - South
Decking
Slab On Deck
Under-Slab Plumbing
Under-Slab Electrical
Slab Prep
FRIP Slab on Grade
Cure Slab on Grade

KA1590

Concrete Columns - Shear Panels - Elevator Shaft

12 27OCT17

14NOV17

KA1620

Integral Beams & PT Slab 2nd Floor

15 15NOV17

07DEC17

KA2810

Structural Steel

8 15NOV17

28NOV17

KA2820

Decking

4 29NOV17

04DEC17

4 08DEC17

13DEC17

12 08DEC17

03JAN18

15 04JAN18

09FEB18

20 04JAN18

16FEB18

Infill Framing

4 12FEB18

15FEB18

Roof Insulation

KA2830
Slab On Deck
RETAIL LEVEL 2
KA1650

Concrete Columns

KA1670
Integral Beams & PT Slab Roof
BUILDING ENCLOSURE

Concrete Columns - Shear Panels - Elevator Shaft
Integral Beams & PT Slab 2nd Floor
Structural Steel
Decking
Slab On Deck
Concrete Columns
Integral Beams & PT Slab Roof

KA1660

Infill Framing

KA1680

Roof Insulation

KA1690

Brick Veneer

30 12FEB18

23MAR18

Brick Veneer

KA1790

Roofing System

15 16FEB18

08MAR18

Roofing System

KA1860

Siding / Rain Screen System

20 08MAR18

04APR18

KA1870

Parapet Caps & Flashing

6 09MAR18

16MAR18

KA1880

Wood Tile Deck System

15 09MAR18

29MAR18

Wood Tile Deck System

KA3570

Topping Slabs

15 09MAR18

29MAR18

Topping Slabs

KA2060

Storefront Systems

15 27MAR18

16APR18

KA2140

Windows

10 17APR18

30APR18

KA2280

Glass Entries

8 01MAY18

10MAY18

Glass Entries

KA2290

Break Metal Trim

6 01MAY18

08MAY18

Break Metal Trim

KA2380

Contractor Inspection & Correction

5 11MAY18

17MAY18

Contractor Inspection & Correction

KA2430

Architect & Owner Punchlist

2 18MAY18

21MAY18

Architect & Owner Punchlist

4 22MAY18

25MAY18

Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

20 12FEB18

09MAR18

5 12FEB18

16FEB18

KA2460
Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist
ROUGH-IN & FINISH
KA1700

MEPF Overhead Rough

KA1710

Framing - Light Gauge

Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 4A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

Siding / Rain Screen System
Parapet Caps & Flashing

Storefront Systems
Windows

MEPF Overhead Rough
Framing - Light Gauge

R&O CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
KIMBALL ON MAIN

Packet Pg. 266

Act
ID
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Orig
Dur

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

Start

Finish

KA1720

Elevator Cab & Rails

15 12FEB18

02MAR18

Elevator Cab & Rails

KA1770

MEP Rough - Walls

6 21FEB18

28FEB18

MEP Rough - Walls

KA1780

Hollow Metal Door Frames

KA1850

HVAC Equipment Install

KA1910

5 20FEB18

26FEB18

Hollow Metal Door Frames

10 05MAR18

16MAR18

HVAC Equipment Install

Inspections Rough-In

3 19MAR18

21MAR18

Inspections Rough-In

KA1920

Thermal / Sound Insulation

3 22MAR18

26MAR18

KA1990

Drywall - Hang & Tape

20 20MAR18

16APR18

KA2120

Electrical Devices

15 13APR18

03MAY18

KA2080

Paint

12 11APR18

26APR18

KA2180

Elevator Finishes

KA2190

Tile & Stone

KA2200

Thermal / Sound Insulation
Drywall - Hang & Tape
Electrical Devices
Paint

5 27APR18

03MAY18

20 20APR18

17MAY18

Signage

3 27APR18

01MAY18

Signage

KA2210

MEPF Drops

6 27APR18

04MAY18

MEPF Drops

KA2250

MEPF Finish

5 07MAY18

11MAY18

MEPF Finish

KA2260

Elevator State Inspections

5 07MAY18

11MAY18

Elevator State Inspections

KA2330

HVAC Controls

5 14MAY18

18MAY18

KA2240

Contractor Inspection & Correction

10 11MAY18

24MAY18

Contractor Inspection & Correction

KA2320

Doors & Hardware

3 18MAY18

22MAY18

Doors & Hardware

KA2360

Casework

5 23MAY18

29MAY18

Casework

KA2420

Countertops

2 30MAY18

31MAY18

Countertops

KA2440

Architect & Owner Punchlist

8 01JUN18

12JUN18

KA2500

Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

10 13JUN18

26JUN18

Elevator Finishes
Tile & Stone

HVAC Controls

Architect & Owner Punchlist
Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

EXISTING BUILDING - REMODEL
STRUCTURE & SUB-ROUGH
ISSUES & DELAYS
KA2720

Existing Wall Condition - Redesign

1 27MAR17 A 15MAY17 A

KA2990

Erect Protective Scaffold Walkway

4 18APR17 A 21APR17 A

Erect Protective Scaffold Walkway

KA3480

Erect Additional Scaffold - Per EWG Request

3 19APR17 A 20APR17 A

Erect Additional Scaffold - Per EWG Request

KA3420

Procure Additional Reinforcing Steel

20 16MAY17 A 23JUN17 A

KA3550

FRIP Column Wraps Added In Rev 4

10 16MAY17 A 08AUG17 A

KA3470

Added Reinforced Shotcrete Lintel

30 26JUN17 A 01AUG17 A

Added Reinforced Shotcrete Lintel

KA3460

Reinforce Parapets

15 28JUL17 A

Reinforce Parapets

KA1350

Demoltion of Existing Finishes & Systems

10 08DEC16 A 28DEC16 A

KA2660

Strategic Slab Removal

10 20DEC16 A 24MAR17 A

KA2960

Remove Roof Decks At Barrel Trusses

10 22MAR17 A 10APR17 A

KA2970

Temporary Bracing

KA2900

Micropiles & Shoring

KA1450

FRIP New Reinforced Footings

15 29MAR17 A 22MAY17 A

KA1410

Remove Slab On Deck & Steel

15 05APR17 A 26APR17 A

KA2980

Remove Barrel Trusses

KA1470

Walls - Reinforcing Steel & Concrete

30 24APR17 A 08AUG17 A

KA2710

Sawcut & Remove New Retail Entries

5 17MAY17 A 18MAY17 A

KA3540

Remove Basement Slab At Spot FTGs

4 30MAY17 A 01JUN17 A

KA3530

FRIP Spot Footings

5 12JUN17 A 21JUN17 A

KA1440

Remove Remaining Slabs On Grade

8 14AUG17 A 19AUG17 A

KA1630

Structural Steel

KA2740

Moment Frame - Roof Support

KA1520

Backfill - Interior FTGs

15 19OCT17

09NOV17

KA1820

Level 1 - Floor Deck

10 19OCT17

02NOV17

KA2680

Sister Bow Trusses

15 26OCT17

16NOV17

KA2690

Level 1 - FRIP Slabs On Deck & Grade

6 03NOV17

10NOV17

Level 1 - FRIP Slabs On Deck & Grade

KA1550

Under-Slab Plumbing - Basement

10 10NOV17

27NOV17

Under-Slab Plumbing - Basement

KA1560

Under-Slab Electrical - Basement

10 17NOV17

04DEC17

KA1840

Bow Truss TJIs & Sheathing

12 17NOV17

06DEC17

Bow Truss TJIs & Sheathing

KA2670

Exterior Wall & Bow Truss Connections

10 17NOV17

04DEC17

Exterior Wall & Bow Truss Connections

Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 5A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

Existing Wall Condition - Redesign

Procure Additional Reinforcing Steel
FRIP Column Wraps Added In Rev 4

01AUG17 A

5 22MAR17 A 28MAR17 A
5 28MAR17 A 06APR17 A

8 11APR17 A 12APR17 A

20 13SEP17 A 18OCT17
8 27SEP17 A 16OCT17

Demoltion of Existing Finishes & Systems
Strategic Slab Removal
Remove Roof Decks At Barrel Trusses
Temporary Bracing
Micropiles & Shoring
FRIP New Reinforced Footings
Remove Slab On Deck & Steel
Remove Barrel Trusses
Walls - Reinforcing Steel & Concrete
Sawcut & Remove New Retail Entries
Remove Basement Slab At Spot FTGs
FRIP Spot Footings
Remove Remaining Slabs On Grade
Structural Steel
Moment Frame - Roof Support
Backfill - Interior FTGs
Level 1 - Floor Deck
Sister Bow Trusses

Under-Slab Electrical - Basement
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ID
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Orig
Dur

Start

Finish

2016
2017
2018
2019
AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG
SEP

KA2700

Flat Roof Deck

6 29NOV17

06DEC17

Flat Roof Deck

KA1580

Slab Prep

4 05DEC17

08DEC17

Slab Prep

KA1930

Roof Curbs

3 07DEC17

11DEC17

Roof Curbs

KA2770

Frame Mechanical Equipment Chase

6 07DEC17

14DEC17

Frame Mechanical Equipment Chase

KA1600

FRIP Slab on Grade - Basement

8 11DEC17

20DEC17

6 21DEC17

08JAN18

35 07DEC17

20FEB18

8 14DEC17

03JAN18

20 14DEC17

06FEB18

8 04JAN18

31JAN18

KA1610
Cure Slab
BUILDING ENCLOSURE

FRIP Slab on Grade - Basement
Cure Slab

KA1900

Repair Existing Veneer

KA1940

Exterior Doors

KA1950

Windows

KA2090

Tapered Insulation

KA2110

TPO Membrane Roofing

10 05JAN18

05FEB18

KA2150

Parapet Caps & Flashing

8 06FEB18

15FEB18

KA2160

Wood Tile Deck

15 06FEB18

26FEB18

KA2030

Storefront Entries

10 12MAR18

23MAR18

KA2370

Contractor Inspection & Correction

10 26MAR18

06APR18

Contractor Inspection & Correction

KA2490

Architect & Owner Punchlist

2 09APR18

10APR18

Architect & Owner Punchlist

15 11APR18

01MAY18

KA2510
Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist
ROUGH-IN & FINISH

Repair Existing Veneer
Exterior Doors
Windows
Tapered Insulation
TPO Membrane Roofing
Parapet Caps & Flashing
Wood Tile Deck
Storefront Entries

Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

KA1960

MEPF Overhead Rough

8 07DEC17

18DEC17

KA1970

Framing - Light Gauge

5 07DEC17

13DEC17

Framing - Light Gauge

KA2000

MEP Rough - Walls

5 11DEC17

15DEC17

MEP Rough - Walls

KA2040

Hollow Metal Door Frames

3 14DEC17

18DEC17

Hollow Metal Door Frames

KA2050

HVAC Equipment Install

5 14DEC17

20DEC17

HVAC Equipment Install

KA2070

Inspections Rough-In

3 21DEC17

03JAN18

KA2100

Thermal / Sound Insulation

5 06FEB18

12FEB18

KA2170

Drywall - Hang & Tape

7 09FEB18

19FEB18

Drywall - Hang & Tape

KA2230

Paint

4 19FEB18

22FEB18

Paint

KA2310

Electrical Devices

2 23FEB18

26FEB18

Electrical Devices

KA2400

Signage

2 23FEB18

26FEB18

Signage

KA2410

MEPF Drops & Lights

3 27FEB18

01MAR18

MEPF Drops & Lights

KA2470

MEPF Finish

2 02MAR18

05MAR18

MEPF Finish

KA2520

HVAC Controls

3 06MAR18

08MAR18

HVAC Controls

KA2530

Contractor Inspection & Correction

10 09MAR18

22MAR18

KA2560

Architect & Owner Punchlist

5 23MAR18

29MAR18

KA2570

Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

10 30MAR18

12APR18

MEPF Overhead Rough

Inspections Rough-In
Thermal / Sound Insulation

Contractor Inspection & Correction
Architect & Owner Punchlist
Complete Architect & Owner Punchlist

COMMISIONING & CLOSE-OUT

KA2540

HVAC Test & Balance

15 21MAY18

08JUN18

HVAC Test & Balance

KA2580

Startup & Commissioning

15 21MAY18

08JUN18

Startup & Commissioning

KA2620

O&M / As-Built Drawings

20 11JUN18

09JUL18

KA2600

Substantial Completion

KA2630

Complete Final Punch-List

KA2640

Final Completion

Start date
24AUG16
Finish date
10SEP18
Data date
10OCT17
Run date
10OCT17
Page number 6A
© Primavera Systems, Inc.

Early bar
Progress bar
Critical bar
Summary bar
Start milestone point
Finish milestone point

0
20 27JUN18
0

O&M / As-Built Drawings

26JUN18

Substantial Completion

25JUL18

Complete Final Punch-List

25JUL18

Final Completion
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Exhibit D- Letter from Town Lift Homeowners Association
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Since 2015, Planning staff has been working with the Historic Preservation Board (HPB)
to revise the 2009 Design Guidelines. As part of our discussions on compatibility of
designs for new construction and infill, there was considerable discussion on the overall
form of the building. The greatest concern was the form of the building as viewed from
the street and its relationship with adjoining and neighboring historic and non-historic
buildings. Through these discussions, staff found that flat roofs posed the greatest
threat to the character and integrity of the historic residential neighborhoods. Staff has
reviewed the attached Land Management Code (LMC) amendments with the HPB and
Planning Commission; both have forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council
for approval of these amendments.

Respectfully:
Anya Grahn, Planner II
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-16-03352
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Hannah Tyler, Planner II
Planning
November 9, 2017
Legislative- Land Management Code Amendment

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that City Council review the proposed administrative and substantive
amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC) regarding LMC Chapters 15-2.15(C), 15-2.2-5(C), and 15-2.3-6(C) and LMC 15-15 Definitions, as described in this
report, conduct a public hearing, and approve the attached Draft Ordinance.
Executive Summary
Since 2015, Planning staff has been working with the Historic Preservation Board (HPB)
to revise the 2009 Design Guidelines. As part of our discussions on compatibility of
designs for new construction and infill, there was considerable discussion on the overall
form of the building. The greatest concern was the form of the building as viewed from
the street and its relationship with adjoining and neighboring historic and non-historic
buildings. Through these discussions, staff found that flat roofs posed the greatest
threat to the character and integrity of the historic residential neighborhoods. Staff has
reviewed the attached Land Management Code (LMC) amendments with the HPB and
Planning Commission; both have forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council
for approval of these amendments.
Acronyms
ADA
DRT
HPB
LMC

American Disabilities Act
Design Review Team
Historic Preservation Board
Land Management Code

The Problem
Staff finds that there has been greater demand for Mountain Modern architectural styles
in Old Town. Coupled with this is the growing trend to incorporate large rooftop decks
and convert failing green roofs to outdoor living space. Flat roofs do not contribute to
the historic streetscape and detract from neighboring historic house forms. Staff is
proposing LMC amendments that will force facades of new infill construction to be
pitched so that the form of the house as viewed from the primary right-of-way will
complement neighboring historic houses and contribute to the look and feel of the
historic district overall. Flat roofs and rooftop decks are still permitted on rear
elevations.
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Background
In Park City, Planning staff has two primary tools to apply to development in the Historic
Districts--the Land Management Code and, through the Land Management Code, the
Design Guidelines. These tools are intended to fulfill the policy directives provided in
the General. While the Design Guidelines focus on design parameters, the LMC sets
forth the specific land use parameters for development.
Since 2015, staff has been working with the HPB to revise the Design Guidelines.
Staff’s desire was to provide greater clarity and conciseness. The Design have not
been updated since it was adopted in 2009. Between 2009 and 2015, staff found that
the document in its current form was could be more specific, and address issues that
we as staff saw in Old Town.
Staff has proposed amendments to the Design Guidelines for residential development
(both Historic and New Construction), including Universal Guidelines, General
Compatibility, and Specific Guidelines for Design Elements (such as porches,
windows/doors, foundations, etc.). Below is a list of HPB Staff Reports and Minutes
where Compatibility and related Design Guidelines were discussed:
● May 4, 2016 – Staff Report (starting page 108 [part II of packet]) + Minutes
(starting page 15)
● February 1, 2017– Staff Report (starting page 79) + Minutes (starting page 10)
● April 5, 2017 – Staff Report (see page 270 for compatibility) + Minutes (starting
page 21)
● June 7, 2017 – Staff Report (see page 83 for compatibility) + Minutes (starting
page 15)
As part of the Design Guideline revisions, staff spent considerable time discussing
mass, scale, and form with the HPB in order to craft our Design Guideline revisions.
Staff met with the HPB on the following dates to specifically discuss flat roofs:
● August 3, 2016 – Staff Report (starting page 107) + Minutes (starting page 16)
● March 1, 2017– Staff Report (starting page 153) + Minutes (starting page 36)
● June 7, 2017 – Staff Report (starting page 87) + Minutes (starting page 15)
● August 2, 2017 - Staff Report (starting page 159 [part II of packet]) + Minutes
(starting page 13)
Since August 3, 2016, staff has collaborated with the HPB to develop Land Use controls
for flat roofs that not only foster the goals of the General Plan, but also support the
recently proposed amendments to the Design Guidelines. As you will see in the above
links to the staff reports and minutes over the past year, staff’s journey with HPB
included:
1. Staff first proposed LMC changes to the Historic Preservation Board on August 3,
2016. During the meeting, staff heard the following from the HPB:
○ Flat roofs and pitched roofs need to work together to reflect the historic
character of Old Town.
○ Sustainability is important; however, there may be other ways to reaching
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our goals of sustainability that are not exclusive to flat roofs.
○ Overall, the HPB understood the market demand of rooftop decks;
however, they found that we needed to maintain the historic character of
Old Town as the primary design guidance. Pitched roofs better contribute
to the historic character.
○ The HPB requested that staff look for guidance from the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and also seek ways to better define and limit green
roofs and rooftop decks.
Echoing the public comment received during the August 3, 2016, meeting, staff
found that there were several factors that contribute to the negative and positive
impacts of rooftop decks:
○ Green roofs and rooftop decks are changing the look and feel of Old
Town.
○ Flat roofs often become rooftop decks. We have heard concerns that
these rooftop decks elevate activity levels so that they now intrude into
adjacent private living spaces, such as bedrooms. They become noisy and
the visibility of people on rooftop detracts from the Old Town experience.
○ As developers maximize footprints, there is no longer sufficient open
space in the backyards for activity areas. Rooftops become outdoor living
areas to compensate for the loss of open space. At that same time, the
mass and scale of new houses and additions are increasing because
outdoor living spaces have moved to the roof.
○ There are potential sustainability advantages of flat roofs, such as snow
retention and runoff water collection, etc.; however these factors should be
utilized without of our national and local historic district listings.
2. On September 21, 2016, staff held a public outreach session with the design
community to discuss flat roofs. The luncheon was attended by architects,
contractors, and designers. What we heard was:
○ Need a better explanation of how much of the roof needs to be vegetated
in order to be considered a green roof.
○ Need definitions of deck, roof deck, and roof terrace.
○ Better defining the location of the roof deck in relation to streetscape and
neighborhood.
○ LMC should incorporate height exceptions to incentive pitches.
○ Consider wall heights and compatibility on the streetscape.
3. Staff returned to the HPB on March 1, 2017, with a revised proposal to address
the August 3, 2016 and September 21, 2016 comments. Staff received the
following feedback from the HPB:
○ The HPB was concerned about unintended consequences based on the
numerical values being set to define the location and height of flat roofs.
○ The HPB found that additional massing could be created due to the need
for a railing on active flat roofs that were being used as outdoor living
space.
4. Staff returned to the HPB on June 7, 2017, with another revised proposal. Staff

Packet Pg. 273

received the following feedback from the HPB.
○ The HPB was concerned at the complexity of the metrics and requested a
simplified approach.
○ The HPB found the definitions to lack clarity.
5. Staff returned to the HPB on August 2, 2017, with the revised proposal
addressing the concerns regarding the metrics, definitions, and clarifications. The
HPB approved the revised ordinance with no amendments to the proposed
language.
Staff brought the proposal, recommended positively by the HPB, to Planning
Commission on August 9, 2017. Planning Commission requested additional information
regarding the history on the topic (provided above) and more analysis (provided herein)
and continued this item to September 27, 2017. Staff worked to vet the proposal with
the HPB and addressed a deeper analysis and broader history to give Planning
Commission a thorough understanding of how we landed here with the current
proposal.
During the September 27 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commission
forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council for the proposed LMC
amendments [Staff Report (starting page 272) and Minutes (starting page 35 )]. There
was some discussion over whether the Contributory Roof Form would become the
Primary Roof Form on a lot that measures only 75 feet deep; however, the majority of
the commissioners found that 20 feet would still allow a flat roof beyond the façade that
could be the Primary Roof Form. The Commissioners also requested that staff limit
rooftop decks to 23 feet from Final Grade, not Existing Grade, to permit more flexibility
in designs. Because staff had introduced new definitions that were specific to Park City,
Planning Commission had found the terminology proposed confusing and asked staff to
revisit it.
History of Flat Roof LMC Revisions
This is not the first time that staff has reviewed the concept of flat roofs with Planning
Commission and City Council. In 2012-2013, the Planning Commission and City
Council discussed roof form, bulk, and mass as part of the LMC amendments in 20122013 that addressed building height.
On November 21, 2013, the Park City Council adopted amendments to the Land
Management Code as Ordinance 13-48. These amendments included adding a
provision that limited the maximum interior height of a structure to 35 feet, measured
from the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest top plate that supports the ceiling
joists or roof rafters. The Planning Commission and City Council discussed these
changes to the LMC on the following dates:
● Planning Commission, August 22, 2012 [Staff Report + Minutes]
● Planning Commission, September 12, 2012 [Staff Report (starting page 229) +
Minutes]
● Planning Commission, September 26, 2012 [Staff Report (starting page 79) +
Minutes (starting page 13)]

Packet Pg. 274

● Planning Commission, November 28, 2012 [Staff Report (starting page 153) +
Minutes (starting page 17)]
● Planning Commission, January 9, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 5) + Minutes]
● Planning Commission, February 13, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 3) +
Minutes]
● Planning Commission, May 8, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 227) + Minutes
(starting page 9)]
● Planning Commission, June 26, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 145)] (This
staff report contains a thorough history of previous staff reports and minutes as
exhibits.)
● Planning Commission, October 9, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 259) +
Minutes (starting page 25)]
● City Council, November 21, 2013 [Staff Report (starting page 190) + Minutes
(starting page 6)]
Prior to 2009, the Planning Commission had expressed interest in amending the LMC to
―encourage construction of historically compatible structures that contribute to the
character and scale of the historic district,‖ and maintain the existing residential
neighborhoods. The LMC at the time already included a requirement that primary roof
pitches be between 7:12 and 12:12. There was a perception that steeper slopes
produced greater masses due to the excavation and number of stories allowed, and the
Planning Commission’s objective for the amendments was to bring the mass and scale
back into perspective, create compatible designs, and reduce environmental impacts.
The purpose of these amendments was largely to find ways to encourage compatible
design in Old Town. The Planning Commission spent considerable time working on
definitions for ―story‖ and crafting height regulations that would reduce the mass and
bulk of structures, especially when they climb the hill on steep slopes. The interior
height requirement largely originated in finding a way to balance full stories and split
levels while maintaining heights that were consistent with the scale of historic
development. Size, visual impact, and commonality with projects in the neighborhood
was a primary concern and both Planning Commission and City Council; they wanted to
see compatible design within the Historic District while allowing for creativity and
diversity of design.
During a joint Planning Commission-City Council work session, the group again
emphasized that the goal of the amendments was to create forms compatible with
historic volumes and encourage construction of historically compatible structure that
contributed to the Historic District.
● City Council, April 2, 2009 [Staff Report (starting page 28) + Work Session
Minutes (starting page 2) and Regular Session Minutes (starting page 9)]
● City Council, April 9, 2009 [Staff Report (starting page 32) + Minutes (starting
page 9)]
When City Council passed the ordinance, they added the provision allowing flat roofs if
they were green roofs as a way of encouraging sustainability in the H-Districts. This
provision had not been previously discussed in detail with the Planning Commission,
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who later lamented in 2013 about the compatibility of flat roofs and green roofs within
the Historic District.
Analysis
Staff has provided the following analysis based on Planning Commission feedback from
the August 9, 2017 meeting.
Recommendation based on HPB Feedback:
After the HPB Meeting on March 1, 2017, staff completed several walking field-surveys
of Old Town to identify flat roofs that were constructed using the existing LMC and
Design Guidelines. HPB had provided feedback regarding the proposed ―quantitative‖
LMC amendments and staff set out to vet the proposed LMC amendments against the
desired outcomes. Staff’s intentions were to identify flat roofs in the context of:
● Mass and scale within the neighborhood;
● Impacts of roof decks and Green Roofs; and
● Design compatibility with Historic Structures.
Overall, staff found that there are few flat roof examples. They are still in the minority of
buildings currently existing in Old Town. Despite the relatively low numbers of flat roofs,
the decks have a high proportion of negative discussions regarding neighborhood
compatibility and compatible relationships to historic properties. Based on our weekly
Design Review Team (DRT) meetings, we have found a growing demand for flat roofs
and Mountain Modern architecture. The HPB has considered flat roof structures to be
less than compatible to neighboring historic sites and less than compatible with
predominant patterns of the neighborhood.
Photographic examples of compatible roof forms were identified in the August 9, 2017
Planning Commission Staff Report (starting page 170). In addition, staff provided digital
3D renderings of potential flat roofs using the proposed LMC Amendment (starting on
page 174). Staff’s analysis of the photographic and digital renderings included:
● There are few examples of structures with a flat roof as the primary roof form that
are compatible with the Historic District. Those that are most successful blend
into the district by using traditional siding profiles and materials, traditional
window and door sizes and proportions, and traditional window and door
designs.
● Staff found that using a quantitative flat roof calculation could create monotonous
designs which would not achieve the desired outcome. Staff found that the most
successful examples of flat roofs incorporated flat roofs into the overall design;
however, flat roofs were not the primary roof form in many of these cases.
Staff recommends disallowing flat roofs along the primary façade in order to maintain
compatible streetscapes by disallowing flat roofs as the dominant roof form. This new
direction for the LMC Amendment will still allow for flat roofs, but the roof pitch of the
main roof form visible from the right-of-way must be between seven: twelve (7:12) to
twelve: twelve (12:12) ( unchanged from the current code). The seven: twelve (7:12)
and twelve: twelve (12:12) roof pitch is consistent with that of Historic Structures
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throughout Old Town. Staff finds that this still allows for flexibility in design of new infill
construction and new additions while maintaining the integrity of the Historic District.
The ―sustainable and snow benefits‖ of flat roofs can still be achieved as well.
In addition, staff is proposing to cap the maximum height of roof decks (including the
parapets, railings, and similar features) at twenty-three feet (23’) so as to limit the
nuisance and visual impact of roof decks on the neighborhood. Currently, roof decks
(including parapets, railings, and similar features) are permitted up to the zone height.
This sometimes creates decks that are three (3) plus stories above Final Grade. Staff
finds that this proposed revision will have positive impacts on both the livability of Old
Town, but also the compatibility of non-historic infill and Historic structures.
General Plan Analysis:
As stated previously, the goals of the flat roof LMC Amendments are to better align the
Design Guidelines and the LMC. The Design Guidelines are intended to fulfill the policy
directives provided in the General Plan. The General Plan is composed of four (4)
sections according to the Park City Visioning process that resulted in the following Core
Values:
● Small Town
● Sense of Community
● Natural Setting
● Historic Character
The Core Values were identified by the City’s residents in 2009 as the foundation upon
which the community should begin to look at its future. Since Historic Character has
been identified as a Core Value of the Community, specific Goals were identified in the
General Plan. Staff has identified Goals, Objectives, and Community Strategies in the
General Plan Volume I that address Historic Preservation, specifically compatibility
(integrity, mass, scale, historic fabric, etc.) which directly correlate to the LMC
Amendments proposed for flat roofs:
Core Value: Historic Character
● Goal 15: Preserve the integrity, mass, scale, compatibility, and historic fabric of
the nationally and locally designated historic resources and districts for future
generations.
○ Objective 15A: Maintain the integrity of historic resources within Park City
as a community asset for future generations, including historic resources
locally designated on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory and its two
National Register Historic Districts – the Main Street Historic District and
the Mining Boom Era Residences Thematic District.
○ Objective 15B: Maintain character, context and scale of local historic
districts with compatible infill development and additions.
○ Community Planning Strategy 15.8: Periodically review newly constructed
infill projects for suitability and compatibility of infill development within the
Historic Districts. Identify issues that threaten the aesthetic experience of
the districts and refine the Design Guidelines and/or LMC based on
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findings. The aesthetic experience should be measured from the
pedestrian experience at street frontage. In addition, the influence of site
design and architecture should be analyzed in the review.
○ Community Planning Strategy 15.9: Continue to update review criteria for
development on steep slopes to prevent incompatible mass/scale within
the historic districts based on findings of periodic reviews of ongoing
projects.
Within Goal 15, the following table identifies the characteristics of Compatible
development. Staff’s intent is for the proposed LMC Amendment to align with the
characteristics identified in this chart:

In addition, the General Plan Volume 2 includes Detailed Strategies for accomplishing
the Historic Character Goal. Staff has identified the applicable Detailed Strategies and
definitions applicable to the proposed LMC Amendments:
Detailed Strategy: Historic Character
● Strategy: Defining Compatibility, Mass, Scale and Subordinate Design
○ Why Does Compatibility Matter? The Historic District as a whole should be
perceived as a historic resource; however, this whole is comprised of
significant parts. New construction and additions must contribute to the
overall historic character of the neighborhood, rather than detract from it,
in order to protect the historic integrity and coherence of the historic
district. For this reason, design reviews are necessary to ensure that new
construction and additions maintain the overall feel and composition of the
neighborhood by taking a holistic design approach. While historic
structures represent their era of significance, the district as a whole is not
frozen in time. It is necessary to create appropriate infill, spur investment,
and promote the economic vitality of the community.
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○ Measuring Compatibility: The compatible design of new construction and
additions creates a harmonious appearance along streetscapes and the
district as a whole. Similarities between structures and designs are
necessary to preserve the neighborhood’s overall historic integrity,
character, and composition.
○ Defining Mass: Mass refers to the three-dimensional geometric
composition of a building or the overall bulk of the structure. When
designing new buildings or additions to existing historic buildings, the
overall size and shape of new construction must be compatible to the
historic context of the neighborhood. This can be achieved by minimizing
the visual impact of the overall mass, form, and scale through breaks such
as changes in wall plane or roof heights.
○ Defining Scale: In architecture, scale refers to a certain proportionate size,
extent, or degree, usually judged in relation to some standard or point of
reference. Scale is a unifying factor in the design of new infill and
additions within the historic district and helps maintain the visual
consistency of the neighborhood. Moreover, scale is also used to describe
windows, doors, porches, as well as building materials such as cladding
and trim. These elements all contribute to the visual coherence of new and
historic buildings within the historic neighborhood.
○ Defining Subordinate: In architecture, scale refers to a certain
proportionate size, extent, or degree, usually judged in relation to some
standard or point of reference. Scale is a unifying factor in the design of
new infill and additions within the historic district and helps maintain the
visual consistency of the neighborhood. Moreover, scale is also used to
describe windows, doors, porches, as well as building materials such as
cladding and trim. These elements all contribute to the visual coherence of
new and historic buildings within the historic neighborhood.
Staff is proposing the following based on HPB feedback of the HPB and General Plan
implementation analysis:
Design Guideline Analysis
As the HPB reviews and revises the Design Guidelines, much of their discussion with
staff has centered on compatibility. Initially, staff held a work session that solely focused
on compatibility [Staff Report (starting page 114)]. Through this work session, staff
worked with the HPB to develop a sidebar focused on compatibility to include in our
revisions. (The HPB has forwarded a positive recommendation to City Council for this
sidebar; however, Council has not yet reviewed it.) The sidebar again helps define
compatibility by outlining design elements that help the building’s appearance contribute
to the Historic District as a whole:
Compatibility & Complementary
Compatibility and Complementary are terms often used in historic preservation to
describe the relationship between two structures or a historic structure and its
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new addition. Many characteristics and features contribute to compatible and
complementary design. These include:













Form
Mass and scale
Roof shapes
Building height
Height of floor elevations
Setbacks
Materials
Repetition or rhythm of openings-to-solids
Rhythm of entrances and/or porches
Window and door sizes, proportions, and patterns
Orientation of entrances
Landscaping

The following proposed amendments to the LMC are based on City Council direction.
Following significant consideration and discussion, the HPB unanimously forwarded a
positive recommendation to Planning Commission. The Planning Commission made
minor changes to the proposed amendments, which are reflected in green below:
15-15 Definitions:
Staff is proposing the following amendments to definitions:
DECK:
A. Platform Deck: Open structure above the ground that is located in the
front yard, rear yard, or side yard of a Site.
B. Deck, Rooftop: Open structure located on or above the roof framework
and the enclosed gross floor area of a Structure.
ESSENTIAL HISTORIC FORM. The physical characteristics of a Structure that
make it identifiable as existing in or relating to an important era in the past. These
physical characteristics include, but are not limited to the structure’s form, Roof
Forms, window and door configuration, and materials.
PRIMARY ROOF FORM. The roof shape with the largest area of the Total Roof
measured in level square feet in plan is the Roof Form. The square feet in plan
of architectural features such as dormers, cupolas, chimneys, elevators, etc. is
not included in the calculation of the total level square feet of the Roof Form.
CONTRIBUTORY ROOF FORM. The most visually prominent roof form
viewed from the primary public right-of-way. Contributory Roof Form is
determined by a three-dimensional visual roof analysis. Appropriate
Contributory Roof Forms for residential Structures include gabled, hipped,
and shed roofs.

Packet Pg. 280

FLAT ROOF. A roof form with less than or equal to a 2:12 (two:twelve)
roof pitch.
SECONDARY ROOF FORM. Any roof shape included in a Structure’s
Total Roof, but not included in the calculation of the total square feet of the
Roof Form as measured in plan view.
TOTAL ROOF. The protective framework sheltering a Structure’s
Footprint, including any roof overhangs.
15-2.1-5 Building Height
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’)
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following
height requirement must be met:
A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from
the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports the
ceiling joists or roof rafters.
B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required unless
the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of the
Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.
C. ROOF PITCH. The roof pitch must be between 1. The roof pitch of a Structure’s
Contributory Roof Form shall be between seven: twelve (7:12) and twelve: twelve
(12:12) and shall occupy a minimum horizontal distance of 20 feet measured
from the primary façade to the rear of the building, as viewed from the primary
public right-of-way. A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch as
part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the primary
roof design Secondary Roof Forms may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch
and located on the primary façade (such as porches, bay window roofs, etc).
1. Secondary Roof Forms may be Rooftop Decks so long as they are not more
than 23 feet in height above Finished Grade. This height includes any railings,
parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on the Roof Deck.
2. The height of railings, parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on a Green
Roof or Flat Roof are included in the calculation of Building Height. Decks, hot
tubs, outdoor cooking areas, and seating areas are not permitted on Green
Roofs. Green Roofs must be vegetated.

Packet Pg. 281

5. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate that
supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green Roof, including
the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty four inches (24‖)
above the highest top plate mentioned above. Any required railings for a Green
Roof shall comply with Building Height.

6. Accessory Structures may be below the required seven: twelve (7:12) roof
pitch.
D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply:
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to
five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.
2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of
the Building.
3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA)
standards. The Applicant must verify the following:
a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator.
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved.
b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on
the Site.
c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American
Disability Act (ADA) standards.
4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA
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elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s)
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade.
Department Review
These amendments have been reviewed by the Planning and Legal Departments.
Process
LMC amendments are processed according to LMC § 15-1-7. Amendments to the LMC
require Planning Commission review and recommendation and City Council review and
adoption. City Council final action may be appealed to a court of competent jurisdiction
per LMC § 15-1-18. A public hearing is required by both the Planning Commission and
City Council, with proper notice.
Notice
Legal notice of a public hearing was posted in the required public spaces and public
notice websites and published in the Park Record on July 22 and September 16, 2017,
per requirements of the Land Management Code.
Public Input
Public input was taken at the August 3, 2016; March 1, 2017, and June 7, 2017 HPB
meeting as well as at the Planning Department’s public outreach to the design
community. Staff has noticed this item for public hearing on August 3, 2016; March 1,
2017, and June 7, 2017. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 9,
2017, and formally continued this item to September 27, 2017. Staff has included
Public Comment as Exhibit B.
Alternatives
● City Council may approve the LMC amendments as proposed or amended; or
● City Council may deny the LMC amendments as proposed; or
● City Council may continue the discussion to a date certain or uncertain.
Significant Impacts
Should City Council not approve the proposed LMC amendments, the LMC will remain
as-is. No changes will be made regarding flat roofs.
Staff finds that the proposed LMC amendments are necessary in order to promote
compatible infill and design within the Historic District, specifically the HRL, HR-1 and
HR-2 zoning districts. Greater clarity is also needed to define Flat Roofs, Green Roofs,
and Decks so that we can better control the placement of and activity that can occur on
these features in the designs that impact the historic district neighborhoods.
Attachments
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance
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Exhibit B – Public Comment

Exhibit A—Draft Ordinance
Ordinance No. 2017-59
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY,
UTAH, AMENDING TITLE 15, CHAPTERS 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, AND 15 REGARDING ROOF
PITCHES; LIMITING THE LOCATION, HEIGHT AND USE OF FLAT ROOFS AND
GREEN ROOFS ON PRIMARY FACADES; AND AMENDING ASSOCIATED
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 neighborhoods, and the economic investment by owners of
similarly situated property (currently Historic); 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, individual members of the Historic Preservation Board, (―HPB‖) the
official body to review matters concerning the design of buildings within the City, have
made recommendations to City Council to encourage compatible design;
WHEREAS, the pending amendments to the Land Management Code (―LMC‖)
and the Historic District Guidelines and any revisions to the Historic Building Inventory
are expected to be completed within the next six months;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah,
that:
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE
CHAPTER 2.1 (Historic Residential-Low Density (HRL) District). The recitals above are
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incorporated herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.1 of the Land Management Code of
Park City is hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit A).
SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE
CHAPTER 2.2 (Historic Residential (HR-1) District). The recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.2 of the Land Management Code of Park City is
hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit B).
SECTION 3. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE
CHAPTER 2.3 (Historic Residential (HR-2) District). The recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.3 of the Land Management Code of Park City is
hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit C).
SECTION 4. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15-LAND MANAGEMENT CODE
CHAPTER 15 (Definitions). 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 D).

SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon
publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of November, 2017
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

_________________________________
Jack Thomas, Mayor

Attest:
___________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

Approved as to form:
__________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit A- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.1 (Historic
Residential-Low Density (HRL) District), Section 5 (Building Height)
15-2.1-5 Building Height
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’)
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following
height requirement must be met:
A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured
from the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports
the ceiling joists or roof rafters.
B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required
unless the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of
the Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.
C. ROOF PITCH. The roof pitch must be between 1. The roof pitch of a
Structure’s Contributory Roof Form shall be between seven: twelve (7:12) and
twelve: twelve (12:12) and shall occupy a minimum horizontal distance of 20 feet
measured from the primary façade to the rear of the building, as viewed from the
primary public right-of-way. A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the
primary roof design Secondary Roof Forms may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch and located on the primary façade (such as porches, bay window roofs,
etc).
1. Secondary Roof Forms may be Rooftop Decks so long as they are not more
than 23 feet in height above Finished Grade. This height includes any railings,
parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on the Roof Deck.
2. The height of railings, parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on a Green
Roof or Flat Roof are included in the calculation of Building Height. Decks, hot
tubs, outdoor cooking areas, and seating areas are not permitted on Green
Roofs. Green Roofs must be vegetated.
5. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate that
supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green Roof, including
the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty four inches (24‖)
above the highest top plate mentioned above. Any required railings for a Green
Roof shall comply with Building Height.
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6. Accessory Structures may be below the required seven: twelve (7:12) roof
pitch.

D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply:
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to
five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.
2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of
the Building.
3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA)
standards. The Applicant must verify the following:
a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator.
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved.
b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on
the Site.
c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American
Disability Act (ADA) standards.
4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s)
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade.
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Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016
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Exhibit B- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.2 (Historic
Residential (HR-1) District), Section 5 (Building Height)
15-2.2-5 Building Height
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’)
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following
height requirement must be met:
A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured
from the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports
the ceiling joists or roof rafters.
B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required
unless the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of
the Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.
C. ROOF PITCH. The roof pitch must be between 1. The roof pitch of a
Structure’s Contributory Roof Form shall be between seven: twelve (7:12) and
twelve: twelve (12:12) and shall occupy a minimum horizontal distance of 20 feet
measured from the primary façade to the rear of the building, as viewed from the
primary public right-of-way. A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the
primary roof design Secondary Roof Forms may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch and located on the primary façade (such as porches, bay window roofs,
etc).
1. Secondary Roof Forms may be Rooftop Decks so long as they are not more
than 23 feet in height above Finished Grade. This height includes any railings,
parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on the Roof Deck.
2. The height of railings, parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on a Green
Roof or Flat Roof are included in the calculation of Building Height. Decks, hot
tubs, outdoor cooking areas, and seating areas are not permitted on Green
Roofs. Green Roofs must be vegetated.
5. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate that
supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green Roof, including
the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty four inches (24‖)
above the highest top plate mentioned above. Any required railings for a Green
Roof shall comply with Building Height.
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6. Accessory Structures may be below the required seven: twelve (7:12) roof
pitch.

D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply:
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to
five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.
2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of
the Building.
3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA)
standards. The Applicant must verify the following:
a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator.
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved.
b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on
the Site.
c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American
Disability Act (ADA) standards.
4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s)
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade.
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Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016
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Exhibit C- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.3 (Historic
Residential (HR-2) District), Section 6 (Building Height)
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’)
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following
height requirement must be met:
A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured
from the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports
the ceiling joists or roof rafters.
B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required
unless the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of
the Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.
C. ROOF PITCH. The roof pitch must be between 1. The roof pitch of a
Structure’s Contributory Roof Form shall be between seven: twelve (7:12) and
twelve: twelve (12:12) and shall occupy a minimum horizontal distance of 20 feet
measured from the primary façade to the rear of the building, as viewed from the
primary public right-of-way. A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the
primary roof design Secondary Roof Forms may be below the required 7:12 roof
pitch and located on the primary façade (such as porches, bay window roofs,
etc).
1. Secondary Roof Forms may be Rooftop Decks so long as they are not more
than 23 feet in height above Finished Grade. This height includes any railings,
parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on the Roof Deck.
2. The height of railings, parapets, stairs, and similar constructions on a Green
Roof or Flat Roof are included in the calculation of Building Height. Decks, hot
tubs, outdoor cooking areas, and seating areas are not permitted on Green
Roofs. Green Roofs must be vegetated.
5. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate that
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supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green Roof, including
the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty four inches (24‖)
above the highest top plate mentioned above. Any required railings for a Green
Roof shall comply with Building Height.

6. Accessory Structures may be below the required seven: twelve (7:12) roof
pitch.
D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply:
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to
five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.
2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of
the Building.
3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA)
standards. The Applicant must verify the following:
a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator.
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved.
b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on
the Site.
c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American
Disability Act (ADA) standards.
4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the
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garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s)
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade.
Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009
Amended by Ord. 10-14 on 4/15/2010
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016
Amended by Ord. 2017-XX on ?
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Exhibit D- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 15
(Definitions)
DECK:
A.
Platform Deck: Open structure above the ground that is located in
the front yard, rear yard, or side yard of a Site.
B.
Deck, Rooftop: Open structure located on or above the roof
framework and the enclosed gross floor area of a Structure.
ESSENTIAL HISTORIC FORM. The physical characteristics of a Structure that
make it identifiable as existing in or relating to an important era in the past. These
physical characteristics include, but are not limited to the structure’s form, Roof
Forms, window and door configuration, and materials.
PRIMARY ROOF FORM. The roof shape with the largest area of the Total Roof
measured in level square feet in plan is the Roof Form. The square feet in plan
of architectural features such as dormers, cupolas, chimneys, elevators, etc. is
not included in the calculation of the total level square feet of the Roof Form.
CONTRIBUTORY ROOF FORM. The most visually prominent roof form
viewed from the primary public right-of-way. Contributory Roof Form is
determined by a three-dimensional visual roof analysis. Appropriate
Contributory Roof Forms for residential Structures include gabled, hipped,
and shed roofs.
FLAT ROOF. A roof form with less than or equal to a 2:12 (two:twelve)
roof pitch.
SECONDARY ROOF FORM. Any roof shape included in a Structure’s
Total Roof, but not included in the calculation of the total square feet of the
Roof Form as measured in plan view.
TOTAL ROOF. The protective framework sheltering a Structure’s
Footprint, including any roof overhangs.
Amended by Ord. 2017-XX
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Anya Grahn
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Anya Grahn
Wednesday, August 02, 2017 8:53 AM
Doug Stephens; Jack Hodgkins; Lola Beatlebrox; pugg.holmgren@gmail.com; Randy
Scott
Hannah Tyler; Bruce Erickson (bruce.erickson@parkcity.org)
FW: For HPR Board August 2nd Meeting; Flat Roof Amendments to LMC

This is public comment regarding flat roofs for tonight’s meeting. I’ll also be handing out hard copies of this.
Thanks,
Anya
From: William Tew [wptew1@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 11:35 AM
To: planning
Cc: Pam Maupin
Subject: For HPR Board August 2nd Meeting; Flat Roof Amendments to LMC

Dear Historical Preservation Board,
As residents of Old Town, we have followed with interests the discussions of the Historic Preservation Board
on the issue of flat roofs in our Historic District (HR1). We feel strongly that flat roofs are not compatible with
the character of Old Town and should not be allowed as a primary roof form and that there should be clear
restrictions on uses of flat roofs. Of specific interest has been the Echo Spur development in HR1 on Rossie
Hill consisting of 7 flat/green roof homes. We are neighbors of Echo Spur and since late 2014 we have
communicated our objections to the Planning Staff as each home has come up for review.
Three homes have been completed, two under construction, with two lots remaining. The design of
these homes was approved by Planning Staff without input from the Planning Commission. Most
unfortunately, at the time of design approval, there was no clarity in the LMC on flat or green roofs in the
Historic District other that “they could not be painted green”.
As a result, we now have a ridgeline defined by a row of flat roof homes that are incompatible with the
design, mass, and scale of the surrounding neighborhood. Moreover these flat roofs are nothing more than party
decks masquerading as “green roofs”. In fact, one of these homes has bright green artificial turf on the roof in
lieu of living plants. Roof top railings, privacy walls, ventilation pipes, and air handling units well exceed 27
feet above grade. See the attached photos taken: 1. from our back yard, 2. from a neighbors back yard, and 3.
street view from intersection of Rossie Hill Drive and Echo Spur Road.
We encourage the HPB to propose amendments to the LMC that clearly define when and where flat
roofs are allowed in our Historic District and what uses are permitted. This is essential to protect the unique
character of Old Town. We understand that any amendment to the LMC will require Planning Commission a
recommendation and City Council adoptions. Hopefully, the requisite amendment can be approved
soon. Further delays will only increase the flat roof visual pollution in our Historic District. Without
appropriate amendments to the LMC, we will continue to see Echo Spur type developments within our Historic
District.
1
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Sincerely,
Pam Maupin & Bill Tew

525 Rossie Hill Drive
PO Box 2321
Park City, Utah 84060
mobile: 435-640-9640
wptew1@gmail.com
wptew@icloud.com

2
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Anya Grahn
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

sskelle@gmail.com
Tuesday, February 28, 2017 5:51 PM
Anya Grahn; Hannah Tyler; Bruce Erickson
....just a couple more things....

Thanks for meeting today. I missed one minor point:
P315: you note that the Green Roof, including parapets, should not extend more than 24 inches above the top plate.
Keep in mind that the thickness of a GR is roughly 12 inches, and therefore a parapet will only be 12 inches above the
grass on the GR...while the GR is not "habitable", people will still be going up there for maintenance, etc. I believe the
Building Code requires that parapets/fencing around any portion of a structure that can be accessed by people is 3 feet,
so I don't think the 24 inch recommendation jives with the Building Code. Requiring that the parapet be compliant with
Building Code seems to be an easy fix, particularly since the LMC already provides for a variety of roof height exceptions
like mechanicals, flues, etc. that can be up to 5 feet above the roof.
Separately, I would like to talk more about the potential abuse of building strategies that use stand alone garages on
uphill lots to get around the 35 foot rule. While 422 Ontario didn't maximize that play, I could see others doing so. This
may be a vast oversimplification, but why can't the LMC simply state that, for uphill lots, the 35 foot rule applies to new
garages whether or not the garage is attached? Please let me know what you think.
Thanks
Sean
Sent from my iPad

1
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sean Kelleher
Anya Grahn
Hannah Turpen
Re: November 2 HPB Meeting: Historic Home Sustainability
Friday, October 28, 2016 6:04:13 PM

Got it...I think I neglected to add things like cisterns and foam, while an additional
upfront expense, have a reasonable financial payback. A $10k investment in a
cistern will save you $300-400/yr, and more in ensuing years as water px's increase.
Plus the less quantifiable but positive impact on storm water issues, water district
infrastructure, etc. ThanksSean
Sent from my iPhone
On Oct 28, 2016, at 3:51 PM, Anya Grahn <anya.grahn@parkcity.org> wrote:
Thanks, Sean. I’ll share these comments with the HPB.
The point of historic preservation is to make alterations that are reversible. Spray in
insulation is generally frowned upon because it is not reversible.
Additionally, these Sustainability guidelines are suggestions to help guide historic
property owners. No one is mandating expensive studies or upgrades.
Anya
From: Sean Kelleher [mailto:sskelle@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 3:48 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Subject: November 2 HPB Meeting: Historic Home Sustainability

I read the suggested guidelines from pages 331-335. Given the amount of
research we put into analyzing Sustainable features at Echo Spur, and cognizant
of the differences between new construction & historic renovation, I'd like to add
a few thoughts to the discussion:
Stormwater management: at ES, all of our homes have underground
cisterns to capture snowmelt and rain and then pump it back out for
irrigation. This reduces the water runoff from our property by 90%;
provides free water for irrigation; and reduces the burdens on the Water
District (and stops the use of culinary water for irrigation purposes, an
enormous waste). Given the substantial new taxes being levied on PC
homeowners to manage our stormwater issues, the inevitable increase in
water rates in Utah, the inherent lack of water percolation areas in the
historic district, and the economic viability of cisterns, these should be
required. And while the 50 gallon rain barrels being offered through the
RainHarvest program are a step in the right direction, they are woefully
inadequate. Unlike a rain barrel, a buried cistern does not impinge of
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historic aesthetics either.
the recommendations for Green Roofs and Solar are spot-on;
geothermal systems in Old Town are not allowed in Old Town, based on
my conversations with Matt Cassel. You're last bullet point in the HVAC
section suggest otherwise.
The insulation section doesn't seem pragmatic to me; you're asking the
homeowner to undertake a bunch of expensive tests, and then denying
them the most effective strategy for mitigating the inevitable issue, which
is blown-in foam insulation. I understand why you don't want exterior
foam (which we use on all of our houses, btw) to alter a historic home's
dimensions, but blown-in foam insulation is the best bang for the buck and
is invisible. You note that these materials "may damage historical
materials" but I'm not sure I can bee how that would happen. All that said,
just opening up the wall cavities and throwing in foam insulation can be a
mistake; the decision to do so has to be made relative to the overall
dynamics of the house in terms of moisture, thermal & air movement (as
you point out). Many older homes have been damaged by blindly blowing
in foam insulation, but done right it is the best way to reduce the HVAC
load, cut utility bills, and require a less powerdul (& therefore cheaper)
furnace system.
Sean

Sean Kelleher, CFA
(m) 9734523727
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Jonathan DeGray - Architect
October 19, 2017

Park City Municipal Corporation
443 Marsac Avenue
Park City, Utah

Attn: City Council
Re: Pitched Roof Interim Ordinance, H Zones

Dear Council Members,
Staff has informed me that you will be considering adopting a new ordinance
requiring that the first 20’ of roof be a gable form of 7:12 pitch or greater on new homes
in the “H” zones. I’m generally in agreement with this proposal as it is applied to
standard 75’ deep lots in the “H” zones. These lots have enough depth to allow greater
flexibility in building form to integrate the required 20’ of sloped roof.
However, on lots less than 75’ in depth I believe that applying the same 20’ rule
could create problems achieving a cohesive roof form, some old town lots can be as
small as 50’ deep. I would recommend modifying the ordinance to allow lots that are
less than 75’ in depth to be required to provide 15’ of gabled roof instead of the 20’.
This will allow architects and designers some flexibility when dealing with a nonstandard lot dimension.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Jonathan DeGray
Jonathan DeGray - Architect

614 Main Street , Suite 302
P.O. Box 1674 , Park City , Utah 84060 Tel./Fax 435-649-7263
Email: degrayarch@qwestoffice.net Web: www.degrayarchitect.com
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The applicant is proposing to combine two (2) metes and bounds parcels into one (1) lot
of record in order to move forward with the rehabilitation of the existing historic building
and construction of a new rooftop addition. The site is designated as “Landmark” on the
City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).

Respectfully:
Anya Grahn, Planner II

Packet Pg. 304

City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

368 Main Street Plat Amendment
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planer
Planning Department
November 9, 2017
Legislative-Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that City Council hold a public hearing for the 368 Main Street Plat
Amendment located at the same address and consider approving the plat amendment
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as
found in the draft ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

368 Main Street Plat Amendment
368 Main Street
Historic Commercial Business District (HCB)
Commercial
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action.

Executive Summary
The applicant is proposing to combine two (2) partial lots and one (1) entire lot into one
(1) lot of record. The applicant is proposing to create a legal lot of record in order to
move forward with the rehabilitation of the existing historic building and construction of a
new rooftop addition. The site is designated as “Landmark” on the City’s Historic Sites
Inventory (HSI).
Acronyms
DRT
FAR
HCB
HSI
LMC

Design Review Team
Floor Area Ratio
Historic Commercial Business District
Historic Sites Inventory
Land Management Code

District Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District is to:
A. preserve the cultural heritage of the City’s original Business, governmental and
residential center,
B. allow the Use of land for retail, commercial, residential, recreational, and
institutional purposes to enhance and foster the economic and cultural vitality of
the City,

Packet Pg. 305

C. facilitate the continuation of the visual character, scale, and Streetscape of the
original Park City Historical District,
D. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures within the district,
E. encourage pedestrian-oriented, pedestrian-scale Development,
F. minimize the impacts of new Development on parking constraints of Old Town,
G. minimize the impacts of commercial Uses and business activities including
parking, Access, deliveries, service, mechanical equipment, and traffic, on
surrounding residential neighborhoods,
H. minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking on Historic Buildings and
Streetscapes, and
I. support Development on Swede Alley which maintains existing parking and
service/delivery operations while providing Areas for public plazas and spaces.
J. maintain and enhance the long term viability of the downtown core as a
destination for residents and tourists by ensuring a Business mix that encourages
a high level of vitality, public Access, vibrancy, activity, and public/resort-related
attractions.
Background
The Great Fire of 1898 destroyed the Grand Opera House that previously occupied this
site. Following the Great Fire, Julius Frankel purchased this site in March 1901 with the
intent to construct a new store building. The Frankel Building was constructed in 4
months out of brick. The store was open by Christmas 1901 and remained in business
until 1950. During the 1960s, the building was home to the Silver Palace Saloon and by
1971 it had become the Blackout Saloon, then a variety store and steakhouse. In 1995,
it was the Barking Frog restaurant and it is currently occupied by Chimayo restaurant.
In 1979, the site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places as part of the
Park City Main Street Historic District.
In October 1988, the Historic District Commission completed a design review
application that sought to construct a new two-story wood addition to the Barking Frog
Restaurant and redesign a private plaza for outdoor dining. Staff believes this addition
was constructed on the southeast corner of the historic building, behind 364 Main
Street.
In May 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Resubdivision
through Ordinance 96-19 (page 152) to remove common lot lines and permit an addition
to the restaurant. This plat was never recorded and the applicant returned in October
1996 to subdivide the property into two lots of record to allow for the construction of a
new building to the south of the Frankel Building. The Park City Council approved the
368 Main Street Subdivision as Ordinance No.97-4 (page 353) and it, too, was never
recorded.
Since then, the applicant has received approval to install nine decorative star lights in
1998 and a menu sign in 2012. They also received $13,275 in Historic District Grant
funds to restore the masonry on the building in 2007.
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On March 23, 2016, the Design Review Team (DRT) met with the applicant to discuss
options for constructing a rooftop addition to the historic building. At this time, staff
informed the applicant that a plat amendment would be needed to clean up the existing
interior lot lines. The applicant submitted a plat amendment application to the Park City
Planning Department on September 12, 2017; it was deemed complete on September
13, 2017. No HDDR application has yet been submitted for any remodel or construction
of an addition on this site.
The proposed plat amendment seeks to combine two (2) partial lots and one (1) entire
lot into one (1) lot of record. The legal description of the two (2) parcels is:
Parcel 1:
BEG AT A PT ON THE E'LY R/W LN OF MAINST SD PT BEING S 23*38'00" E 0.46 FT
FR THE NW COR OF LOT 13 BLK 22 PARK CITYSURVEY; & RUN TH N 23*38'00" W
60.39 FT ALG THE E'LY R/W LN OF MAIN ST; TH N 66* 35'02" E ALG THE OUTSIDE
FACE OF AN EXIST BLDG & SD BLDG FACE PROJECTED77.91 FT; TH S 23*29'48"
E 9.98 FT; TH N 66*32'39" E 47.06 FT ALG THE N'LY LN OF LOT 16 BLK 69; TH S
23*31'00" E 49.90 FT ALG THE E'LY LN OF LOTS 16 & 15 BLK69; TH S 66*29'56" W
49.85 FT ALG THE S'LY LN OF LOT 15 BLK 69; TH S 66*34'45" W 11.95 FT ALG THE
S'LY LN OF LOT 14 BLK 22; TH S 23*24'33" E 0.48 FT; TH S66*35'27" W ALG THE
OUTSIDE FACE OF AN EXIST BLDG & SD BLDG FACE EXTENDED 63.05 FT TO PT
OF BEG CONT.
Parcel 2:
BEG AT A PT N 23}38'00" W 10.00 FT FRTHE NW COR OF LOT 16, BLK 22, PC
SURVEY;& RUN TH N 66}40'00" E 77.97 FT; TH S23}29'48" E 24.98 FT; TH S
66}35'02" W 5.00 FT TO THE SE COR OF A BRICK BLDG;TH ALG THE OUTSIDE
BRICK FACE OF SD BLDGS 66}35'02" W 69.18 FT TOO THE SW COR OFSD BLDG
TH S 66}35'02" W 3.73 FT TO THE E'LY R-O-W LINE OF MAIN STREET; TH ALGTHE
E'LY R-O-W WAY LINE N 23}38'00" W 25.10 FT TO THE PT OF BEG. CONT.
On October 11, 2017, the Planning Commission unanimously forwarded a positive
recommendation of the 368 Main Street Plat Amendment to City Council.
Analysis
The purpose of this application is to combine the two (2) existing parcels in order to
create one lot of record. Within these parcels, there are remnant lot lines of Lots 15, 16
of Block 22 and Lot 17 of Block 69, Park City Survey, as well as Lot B. The applicant
proposes to maintain the existing historic building and is looking at opportunities to
expand the structure through an addition.
The existing building is a valid complying structure and it is located in the HCB zone.
There are no existing non-complying circumstances, except that the building was
constructed over the interior lot lines. The following are the lot and site requirements of
LMC for the HCB.
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Minimum Lot Size
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Setbacks
Front Yard
Rear Yard
Side Yard
Building Height above
Existing Grade

LMC Requirements
for HR-1 District:
1,250 sf.
4.0 FAR max.

Existing Conditions:
2,278 sf.
1.85 FAR

0 ft.
4 ft.
0 ft.
6 ft.*
0 ft.
0 ft.,
30 ft. at the front
23 ft. at the highest
property line,
point above natural
grade; complies.
proceeding at a 45
degree angle toward
the rear of the
property until it
reaches 45 ft. above
Natural Grade
*Please note that the historic building encroaches over interior lot lines, but does
not encroach onto neighboring parcels.
There are no existing encroachments on site.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as this plat will resolve the existing
building spanning over multiple interior lot lines.
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 § 1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.
Notice
On September 27, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the
Utah Public Notice Website on September 23, 2017, according to requirements of the
Land Management Code.
Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.
Alternatives
 The City Council may approve the 368 Main Street Plat Amendment located at
the same address; or
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The City Council may deny the 368 Main Street Plat Amendment located at the
same address 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 record of survey plat.

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 continue to be two parcels containing full and partial lots. The historic
building and its addition would straddle interior lot lines and any additions to the building
would be required to meet setbacks based on the interior lot lines.
Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 368 Main
Street Plat Amendment located at the same address and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Attachments
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Survey of Existing Conditions
Exhibit C – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius & Site Photographs
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Ordinance No. 2017-60
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 368 MAIN STREET PLAT AMENDMENT
LOCATED AT 368 MAIN STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 368 Main Street has petitioned
the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on September 27, 2017, the property was properly noticed and
posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on September 23, 2017, proper legal notice was published
according to requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were
sent to surrounding property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 11,
2017, to receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 11, 2017, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to
receive input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 368 Main
Street Plat Amendment located at the same address.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 368 Main Street Plat Amendment, 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 368 Main Street.
2. The historic Frankel Building was constructed in 1901. It was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places in 1979 and was designated “Landmark” on the City’s
Historic Sites Inventory in 2009.
3. In May 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Re-subdivision
through Ordinance 96-19; it was never recorded.
4. In October 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Subdivision as
Ordinance 97-4; it was never recorded.
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5. The property consists of two parcels, according to the Summit County Recorder’s
Office that includes, but is not limited to Lots 15, 16, and 17, Block 22 of the Park
City Survey.
6. The property is in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District.
7. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as
Landmark.
8. The Plat Amendment removes four (4) interior lot lines and creates one lot of record.
9. The proposed lot size will be 2,278 square feet.
10. In the HCB District, the minimum Lot Area is 1,250 square feet. This lot measures
2,278 square feet. The minimum Lot Width is twenty-five feet (25') and Minimum Lot
Depth is fifty feet (50'). The proposed lot is 25.22 feet along the west edge along
Main Street and the lot is 77.97 feet deep.
11. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building
setbacks are valid complying structures.
12. There are no minimum front, rear, and side yard setbacks in the HCB District. The
existing historic building has a 4 foot front yard setback, 6 feet in the rear, and 0 feet
on the sides. The existing building straddles various interior lot lines.
13. There are no existing encroachments onto adjacent property or the City rights-ofway.
14. No public snow storage easements are required due to the allowed zero setbacks in
this District.
15. The Park City Planning Department received the plat amendment application on July
26, 2017; the application was deemed complete on August 14, 2017.
16. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment.
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law 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
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. 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.
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SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of November, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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368 Main Street – looking northeasterly
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368 Main Street – looking easterly
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368 Main Street – looking southwesterly
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368 Main Street – looking southeasterly
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The applicant is proposing to adjust Units 201 and 202 of the Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums located at 1887 Gold Dust Lane to transfer approximately 129 square
feet from Unit 201 to Unit 202. This proposal reconfigures both units on the plat to
reflect the manner in which the space was remodeled in the past removing a portion of
the wall between the units.
The Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment on October 25, 2017 and
issued a positive recommendation to the City Council with a unanimous vote in favor
of this item.

Respectfully:
Tippe Morlan, Planner
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units
201 & 202, First Amended Plat
Tippe Morlan, Planner II
November 9, 2017
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Project Number:
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

PL-17-03655
Richer Development Services
1887 Gold Dust Lane Units 201 & 202
General Commercial
Office and Commercial Uses
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and City Council
approval.

Executive Summary
The applicant is proposing to adjust Units 201 and 202 of the Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums located at 1887 Gold Dust Lane to transfer approximately 129 square
feet from Unit 201 to Unit 202. This proposal reconfigures both units on the plat to
reflect the manner in which the space was remodeled in the past removing a portion of
the wall between the units.
The Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment on October 25, 2017 and
issued a positive recommendation to the City Council with a unanimous vote in favor
of this item.
Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving
the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 and 202, First Amended plat located at
1887 Gold Dust Lane based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and
Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Background
December 26, 1974 – The subject property was included as Lot 17A of the Prospector
Square subdivision recorded on December 26, 1974.
June 3, 1994 – The Prospector Square Resubdivsion of Lots 17A, 17B, and 18A was
recorded and included the subject property.
December 17, 1999 – The Fuegi Replat combining Lots 17A and 17C of the Prospector
Square subdivision was recorded and included the subject property.
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April 20, 2000 – The Gold Dust Plaza Condominium Conversion was approved by the
City Council creating 8 separate units within the office building located at 1887
Gold Dust Lane, which was under construction at the time. This condominium
plat was recorded on July 10, 2000.
October 23, 2002 – Based on Building Permit B02-08063 issued on October 23, 2002,
it would appear that a previous tenant constructed the units in the manner
proposed on the plat with the removal of a portion of the wall between Units 201
and 202.
August 31, 2017 – The City received a Plat Amendment application for the Gold Dust
Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended. The application was
deemed complete on September 22, 2017 and is the subject of this report.
October 25, 2017 – The Planning Commission reviewed this proposed plat amendment
and issued a positive recommendation to the City Council. The motion passed
with a unanimous vote.
Purpose
The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District is to:
A. allow a wide range of commercial and retail trades and Uses, as well as offices,
Business and personal services, and limited Residential Uses in an Area that is
convenient to transit, employment centers, resort centers, and permanent
residential Areas,
B. allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to avoid
strip commercial Development and traffic congestion,
C. protect views along the City’s entry corridors,
D. encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character of
the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian
Access with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments,
E. allow new commercial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to
the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural
details, color range, massing, lighting, landscaping and the relationship to Streets
and pedestrian ways,
F. encourage architectural design that is distinct, diverse, reflects the mountain
resort character of Park City, and is not repetitive of what may be found in other
communities, and
G. encourage commercial Development that incorporates design elements related
to public outdoor space including pedestrian circulation and trails, transit
facilities, plazas, pocket parks, sitting Areas, play Areas, and Public Art.
Analysis
The purpose of the proposed plat amendment is to transfer approximately 129 square
feet of area from Unit 201 to Unit 202. The Management Committee of Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums Owners Association has provided a Certification of Vote indicating that
greater than 75 percent of the Unit Owners have given consent to the proposed
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amendment (Exhibit D). The proposed change will not affect the use of the units. Both
units currently have a general office use which is an allowed use in the GC zone.
The proposed changes would memorialize existing as built conditions constructed in
approximately 2002 interior to the existing structure. These changes do not alter any
features of the building relating to building height or setback requirements. The
proposed change to both units requires a portion of the existing common wall to be
removed to allow an access to the newly created space, and creates a new common
wall line between the units. This proposal does not change the size of the overall
common area for the development. There is a difference of 1 square feet which may be
attributed to change in the amount of space the wall is taking up between the units. The
size of the subject property is as follows:

Unit 201
Unit 202
Total

Existing
994 SF
1109 SF
2103 SF

Proposed
866 SF
1238 SF
2104 SF

Parking is also maintained since the overall FAR and use of the building are not
changing. The parking requirements for Gold Dust Plaza fall under the Prospector
Square Subdivision regulations which have been based on a maximum density of 2.0
FAR with zero lot line development since it was first platted in 1974. The existing
parking for the Prospector Square Subdivision contains thirteen (13) shared lots with
1,096 total spaces intended for common use and satisfies parking requirements for this
development.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as conditioned. The proposed plat
amendment memorializes the reconfiguration of Units 201 and 202 and would not cause
an increase in the overall size or impact to the site. No changes have been or will be
made to the existing building on the site.
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.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No issues were brought up
at that time.
Notice
On October 11, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the
Utah Public Notice Website on October 11, 2017, according to requirements of the Land
Management Code.
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Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.
Alternatives
 The City Council may approve the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 &
202, First Amended plat as conditioned or amended; or
 The City Council may deny the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202,
First Amended plat and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or
 The City Council may continue the discussion on the Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended plat.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking recommended action
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that plat
would remain as is and would not reflect changes which have been made to Units 201
and 202 of the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums in approximately 2002.
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving
the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended plat based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft
ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Applicant Project Narrative
Exhibit C – Aerial Photograph with 500’ Radius
Exhibit D – Gold Dust Condominiums Management Committee Letter
Exhibit E – Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Plat
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance

Ordinance No. 2017-61
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE GOLD DUST PLAZA CONDOMINIUMS UNITS
201 & 202, FIRST AMENDED PLAT LOCATED AT 1887 GOLD DUST LANE 201& 202,
PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 1887 Gold Dust Lane Units
201 and 202 have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on October 11, 2017, the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on October 11, 2017, proper legal notice was published according to
requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were sent to
surrounding property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25,
2017, to receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 25, 2017, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to
receive input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, there is good cause and it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to
approve the Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended plat
located at 1887 Gold Dust Lane 201/202.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First
Amended plat, 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 1887 Gold Dust Lane Units 201 & 202.
2. The property is in the General Commercial (GC) District.
3. Adjacent land uses are office and commercial uses.
4. The subject property consists of Units 201 and 202 of the Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums which were recorded in 2000.
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5. Based on Building Permit B02-08063 issued on October 23, 2002, it would appear
that a previous tenant constructed the units in the manner proposed on the plat with
the removal of a portion of the wall between Units 201 and 202.
6. The subject property was included as Lot 17A of the Prospector Square subdivision
recorded on December 26, 1974.
7. The Prospector Square Resubdivsion of Lots 17A, 17B, and 18A was recorded on
June 3, 1994 and included the subject property.
8. The Fuegi Replat combining Lots 17A and 17C of the Prospector Square subdivision
was recorded on December 17, 1999 and included the subject property.
9. The Gold Dust Plaza Condominium Conversion was approved by the City Council
on April 20, 2000 creating 8 separate units within the office building located at 1887
Gold Dust Lane, which was under construction at the time. This condominium plat
was recorded on July 10, 2000.
10. On August 31, 2017, the City received a Plat Amendment application for the Gold
Dust Plaza Condominiums Units 201 & 202, First Amended. The application was
deemed complete on September 22, 2017 and is the subject of this report.
11. The applicant is proposing to transfer approximately 129 square feet of private area
from Unit 201 to Unit 202.
12. The Management Committee of Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums has provided a
Certification of Vote indicating that greater than 75 percent of the Unit Owners have
given consent to the proposed amendment.
13. The proposed change will not affect the use of the units. Both units currently have a
general office use which is an allowed use in the GC zone.
14. The proposed changes are interior to the existing structure and do not alter any
features of the building relating to building height or setback requirements.
15. The proposed changes to the units have already been constructed. The proposed
plat memorializes the as built condition of Units 201 and 202.
16. This proposal does not change the size of the overall common area for the
development.
17. Unit 201 is currently 994 square feet in size and will become 866 square feet in size.
18. Unit 202 is currently 1109 square feet in size and will become 1238 square feet in
size.
19. Parking is also maintained since the overall FAR of the building is not changing, and
the parking requirements are not changing.
20. The parking requirements for Gold Dust Plaza fall under the Prospector Square
Subdivision regulations which have been based on a maximum density of 2.0 FAR
with zero lot line development since it was first platted in 1974.
21. The existing parking for the Prospector Square Subdivision contains thirteen (13)
shared parking lots with 1,096 total spaces intended for common use and satisfies
parking requirements for this development.
22. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment.
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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
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. All other conditions of approval and platted requirements for the Gold Dust Plaza
Condominiums continue to apply and shall be noted on the plat.
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of November, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat
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Gold Dust Plaza Replat
Replating of Gold Dust Plaza Unit #201 and Unit #202. The
demising wall between the two condominium units has been
reconfigured to increase the size of unit #202 and decrease the
size of unit #201.
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Exhibit C - Aerial Photograph with 500' Radius

WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO:
Katharine Noble, Esq.
Haymond Law
1526 W. Ute Blvd., Suite 203
Park City, UT 84098

MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE CERTIFICATION OF VOTE
Reference is hereby made to the Declaration of Condominium and Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions for Gold Dust Plaza Condominiums, a Utah Condominium Project, dated
July 5, 2000 (the "Declaration"). Capitalized terms used herein but not otherwise defined shall have the
same meaning as set forth in the Declaration.
Reference is further made to an amendment to the Map of the Gold Dust Condo111iniu111s as set
forth on Exhibit A (the "Map Amendment"). Pursuant to Section 26 . 1 of the Declaration, Members can
effect such an amendment to the Map with the approval and consent of Unit Owners having not less than
seventy five percent (75%) of the undivided interest in the Common Area and Facilities. Section 26. I of
the Declaration fu1ther requires that any amendment so authorized requires the recordation of an
instrument executed by the Management Committee certifying that such a vote has occurred.
In connection therewith, the members of the Management Committee hereby certify and attest to
the following:
I.

2.

All of the members of the Management Committee are set forth below:
a. Hans Fuegi, President
b. Rick Brighton, Vice President
c. Jan Wilking, Secretary/Treasurer
The Management Committee has received the written approval and consent of Unit Owners
having not less than seventy five percent (75%) of the undivided interest in the Common
Area and Facilities to the Map Amendment.

Under penalties of perjury, the undersigned declares that they have authority to sign this
document on behalf of the Management Committee.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the members of the Management Committee have executed this
Management Committee Certification of Vote as of this J7 day of August, 2017.
OF GOLD DUST
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SECTION 8-8
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GOLD DUST PLAZA CONDOMINIUMS
A UTAH CONDOMINIUM PROJECT

.1..EGEliO

I

LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER Of SECTION 9
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH. RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

ANO MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

f<8X>§§<l

PAGE 2 OF 2
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GOLD OUST PLAZA CONDO 2 OF. 2
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SURVEYOR'S CERJJF!CAIT

I, John Ocmkowicz , certify thol I om o Registered Land Surveyor and thot I hold Certificate

No. 163931, os prescribed by the lows or the Stole of Utah, and that I hove caused to be
mode under my direction and by the authority of the owner(s), this Record of Survey mop of
GOLD D.UST PLAZA CONDOMINIUMS, o Ulch Condominium Project in occordonee with the provisions
of Section 57-8-13(1) of the Utah Condominium Ownership Act. I further certify the information

shown
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THE FUECI REPLAT, A LOT COMBINATION PLAT, according to the official plot of record in the office ol the

Summit County Recorder, Stole of Utah. Recorded 12/17 /99, os Entry No. 555496.
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GfNERAl NOTES·
1.

AU. TIES SHO'M-1 ARE PERPENOIOJLAR.

2. THE 5• W:OE AREA Of NO STRUCTURES APPUfS OHL Y
TO THAT PORTION OF LOT 17A 'MilCH IS AOJAC~T TO LOT 18A.
IW

01\tiERS OEOICAJION ANO CONSENT TO RECORD
Know all men by these present that, the owncr(s) of the herein described tract of land to be known hereafter
as GOLD D~~T PLAZA CONDOMINIUMS, o Utah Commercial Condominium project, having caused this Record of Survey
~f Condominium to be modo does horeby consent to the recordotlon of this Record of Survey Plot. Also, the owner(s), hereby
irrevocably offer_s for de~icolion to the City of Pork City oil the streets, land for focal government uses, easements,
~arks, ond required utilities ond easements shown on the plot and construction drawings in occordonce with on
irrevocable offer of dedication.
IN 'MTNESS

WH~

the undersigned set hts hand this

Gol~c:t,

_1.Q!!:: __

,Jhne____,

day of ___

TO THE v.£.ST PROPERTY LINE A~OSS THE ~· V.,OC UTILITY EAS(MENT.
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5 . THE COLO DUST Pl.A2A BUILDING IS SCRVCD BY A COMMON SANITARY
SEVl(R LATERAL TliE OYltlERSHIP AND MAltH[NANC( IS IDE RESPONSIBIUTY Of"
COLD DUST PLAZA HOMEOWNERS ASSOOATION.
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On th;s
day of ___..:f"Ul'lC_____ . 2000, HANS FUEGI
personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public in
and for said stole end county, who ofter being duly sworn,
acknowledged to me that he is the authorized Managing Member of
Gold Dust, L.LC.. a Utah Limited Lrobilily Company, that
he has signed the above and foregoing Owners Dedication and
Consent to Record on behalf of said Gold Dust, L.L.C.; that he
hos been duly authorized and enpowered, and that he
execu.ted this document in his capaci t y os Managing Member as the act
of said Gold Dust, l.L.C., for the purpose set forth herein.
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REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYOERVILLE BASIN SEWER
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS ~1"
DAY OF
2000 A.O.---- - -

Jff7----•

COHSUl.TIHG EHC/NCCRS

LANO PUJJHCRS

SUR\lfYORS

BY

~G~~~
S .B. S.1.0.

o.1~""

PLANNING COMMISSION

JI.

APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY
PLANNING f0Mt.41SSION THIS
DAY
--'~-"--;?-'. 2ro A .O.

or

BY

d-£!.::.

?!f__//~
--rCHAiR~A"N

ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATE
I FINO THIS PLAT TO BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON
FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS Z{.!!: __
DAY OF JUIJp__
_, 2000 A.O.
BY

~WM~ft=PARK CITY ENGINEER

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

-~_:..::._

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS
DAY OF _ _d.~"j_ ___ , 2000 A.O.

BY~~~Jv-

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST

or

I CERTIFY THIS RECORD
SURVEY
MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK CITY
COUNC,!L THIS _,t._E__ DAY

Of - :;:tt.~7-:_-· 2000 A.O.
BY( _/.. _-6_J!L.5id'__
~ITY RECORDER

COUNCIL APPRO:VAL AND ACCEPTANCE · ::t/=-5b'l?"'IO
APPROVAL ANO ACC~ETANCE BY THE PARK CITY
..cf~~'=---- ·
COUNCIL THIS _]~"-- DAY

or

,:R_~- A~.

,...._~

~=~~-~

FILE: Y:\D41\0WG\ SRV\PLAT97\PL- F1

RECORDED

or

or

STATE
UTAH, COUNTY
SUMMIT , ANO FILED
AT THE REQUEST
.I!.""1.i.r~
TLr:.1,.f!. ____ ;
DATE 0.Z-:-JJ?~TIME .f~..k'fBOOK
PAGE _-=.._·_:._

or

~/.u.i..!!..___
rrr

___

--=---

~)J,r):).!:...-:..-=--~
REctiiOEiF"'=

'

~r - U

Packet
Pg. 333
GOLO DUST PLAZA CONDO
1 OF 2

DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

The proposed Robinson Plat Amendment seeks to combine two existing lots addressed
at 1002 Woodside Avenue into one lot of record. The site consists of the entirety of Lots
31 and 32 of Block 4 of Snyders Addition. There is an existing significant historic
structure at this address. The home was constructed in 1910 with various significant
rear additions constructed between 1958 and 1995. The property line between the two
existing lots bisects the structure. Both lots consist of 1,875 square feet and will create a
lot of 3,750 square feet in size.
The Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment on October 25, 2017 and
issued a positive recommendation to the City Council with a unanimous vote in favor
of this item.

Respectfully:
Tippe Morlan, Planner
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Robison Plat Amendment
Tippe Morlan, Planner II
November 9, 2017
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Project Number:

PL-17-03670

Applicant:

Rich Robison

Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

1002 Woodside Avenue
Historic Residential (HR-1)
Residential – Single-family dwellings
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and City Council
approval.

Proposal
The proposed Robison Plat Amendment seeks to combine two existing lots addressed
at 1002 Woodside Avenue into one lot of record. The site consists of the entirety of Lots
31 and 32 of Block 4 of Snyders Addition. There is an existing significant historic
structure at this address. The home was constructed in 1910 with various significant
rear additions constructed between 1958 and 1995. The property line between the two
existing lots bisects the structure. Both lots consist of 1,875 square feet and will create a
lot of 3,750 square feet in size.
The Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment on October 25, 2017 and
issued a positive recommendation to the City Council with a unanimous vote in favor
of this item.
Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving
the Robison Plat Amendment located at 1002 Woodside Avenue based on the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Background
1910 – The original significant historic home was constructed on this site.
1958-1995 – There were several additions made to the house between 1958 and 1995.
Based on City records, these additions include a garage with a bedroom built on
top in 1992, an entryway porch addition in 1982 allowed with setback variances
approved by the Board of Adjustment, and the construction of a greenhouse in
1981 as allowed by the Board of Adjustment.
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September 19, 2017 – The City received a Plat Amendment application for the Robison
Plat Amendment. The application was deemed complete on September 29,
2017.
October 25, 2017 – The Planning Commission reviewed this proposed plat amendment
and issued a positive recommendation to the City Council. The motion passed
with a unanimous vote.
Purpose
The purpose of the HR-1 District is to:
A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,
B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,
E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Analysis
The purpose of this plat amendment is to combine two existing lots addressed at 1002
Woodside Avenue into one lot of record. These lots are 25 feet by 75 feet each and
1,875 square feet in size. The new proposed lot will be 3,750 square feet in size, with a
lot width of fifty feet.
There is an existing significant historic structure at this address constructed in 1910 with
significant rear additions constructed between 1958 and 1995. The applicant has
indicated that they would like to renovate the entire home and need to remove the
interior lot line which bisects the structure before any work can be done. Since this
property is in the HR-1 district, a Historic District Design Review will be required and the
renovations need to comply with the Historic District Design Guidelines.
HR-1 Requirements
All City documentation indicates that the existing home is a single-family dwelling which
is an allowed use in the HR-1 district. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling
is 1,875 square feet, and the minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet. A
duplex is allowed as a conditional use which would be need to be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission. With the proposed lot of 3,750 square feet,
either a single-family dwelling or a duplex would be an allowed use at this location. The
duplex would have to meet applicable conditional use permit review criteria and mitigate
potential impacts.
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The minimum lot width is in this zone is 25 feet. The proposed lot meets the
requirements of this zone at 50 feet in width. The proposed lot will also be 75 feet deep.
These measurements determine the minimum setback requirements which are as
follows:
Required Existing
Front Yard
10 feet
8 feet
Rear Yard
10 feet
2.5 feet
Side Yard
5 feet
North: 6 feet
South: 0 feet
The maximum building footprint for a lot this size is 1,519 square feet according to the
building footprint formula illustrated in Table 15-2.2 of the Land Management Code
(LMC). The existing footprint exceeds this number at approximately 2,182 square feet;
however, according to LMC Section 15-2.2-4, existing historic structures within the HR-1
zone which do not comply with certain lot and site requirements including building
footprint and setback requirements are valid complying structures.
Encroachments
Along the north side of this property, the neighboring house at 1010 Woodside Avenue
encroaches over the shared property line with this property by up to 6 inches for
approximately 20 feet. Since structures on both properties are historic, with the house
encroaching onto this property designated as a landmark historic site, an encroachment
agreement will be required.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment in that it will clean up the property lines
at this location and resolve any issues created by the extraneous lot line running
through the property and through the existing house. This amendment will allow the
property owner to make improvements and changes to the existing house as allowed by
the LMC and Historic District Design Guidelines. Snow storage easements will be
required and encroachments shall be resolved.
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. A
Historic District Design Review application will need to be submitted for review by
Planning Staff prior to issuance of building permits.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.
Notice
On October 11, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the
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Utah Public Notice Website on October 11, 2017, according to requirements of the Land
Management Code.
Public Input
No public input has been received at the time of this report.
Alternatives
 The City Council may approve the Robison Plat Amendment as conditioned or
amended; or
 The City Council may deny the Robison Plat Amendment and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision; or
 The City Council may continue the discussion on the Robison Plat Amendment.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking recommended action
The subject property would remain as two separate lots and the existing house would
continue to have a lot line running through it.
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving
the Robison Plat Amendment located at 1002 Woodside Avenue based on the Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Survey
Exhibit C – Existing Plat
Exhibit D – Applicant’s Project Description
Exhibit E – Site Photographs
Exhibit F – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance

Ordinance No. 2017-62
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ROBISON PLAT AMENDMENT LOCATED AT
1002 WOODSIDE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 1002 Woodside Avenue has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on October 11, 2017, the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on October 11, 2017, proper legal notice was published according to
requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were sent to
surrounding property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25,
2017, to receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 25, 2017, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to
receive input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Robison
Plat Amendment located at 1002 Woodside Avenue.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The Robison Plat Amendment, 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 1002 Woodside Avenue.
2. The property consists of Lot 31 and Lot 23 of Block 4 of Snyders Addition.
3. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
4. There is an existing significant historic structure at this address.
5. The existing home was constructed in 1910 with significant rear additions
constructed between 1958 and 1995.
6. The property line between the two existing lots bisects the structure.
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7. The applicant proposes to combine the subject lots into one lot of record.
8. Both existing lots consist of 1,875 square feet and are 25 feet by 75 feet each.
9. The proposed lot is 3,750 square feet.
10. The minimum lot area in the HR-1 District is 1,875 square feet for a single-family
dwelling. The minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet.
11. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot requirements for both a single-family
dwelling and a duplex dwelling.
12. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District. A duplex is a
conditional use.
13. The minimum lot width in the HR-1 District is 25 feet.
14. The proposed lot width is 50 feet, which meets the minimum lot width requirement.
15. The proposed lot depth is 75 feet.
16. Front and rear yard minimum setback requirements are 10 feet each and 20 feet
total. Side yard minimum setbacks are 5 feet each and 10 feet total.
17. Existing setbacks are 8 feet in the front yard, 2.5 feet in the rear yard, 6 feet in the
north side yard, and 0 feet in the south side yard; however, the structure is a valid,
complying structure since existing historic structures within the HR-1 zone which do
not comply with setback requirements are valid complying structures according to
LMC Section 15-2.2-4.
18. The maximum building footprint for a lot this size is 1,519 square feet.
19. The existing footprint exceeds this number at approximately 2,182 square feet, but is
a valid, complying structure since existing historic structures within the HR-1 zone
which do not comply with certain lot and site requirements including building footprint
are valid complying structures according to LMC Section 15-2.2-4.
20. The applicant does not intend to increase the building footprint with any remodels.
21. Along the north side of this property, the neighboring house at 1010 Woodside
Avenue encroaches over the shared property line with this property by up to 6
inches for approximately 20 feet.
22. The house encroaching onto this property is designated as a landmark historic site.
23. A Historic District Design Review application is required for any changes proposed
to the existing site.
24. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment.
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law 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:
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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
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. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for all new construction.
4. An encroachment agreement is required with the neighboring property owner(s) at
1010 Woodside Avenue for the portion of the neighboring house which crosses into
this property.
5. A10 foot wide public snow storage easement will be required along Woodside
Avenue and along 10th Street.
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of November, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

____________________________________
City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat
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Exhibit A - Attachment 1: Proposed Plat
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Exhibit B - Survey
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Exhibit C - Existing Plat
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Exhibit D - Applicant's Project Description
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Exhibit E - Site Photographs
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Exhibit F - Aerial Phototgraph with 500' Radius
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

This is a request for approval of a Second Amendment to the First Amended and
Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat for the duplex Units 1 and 2 and individual Units
7 and 8. This Second Amendment plat memorializes density (Units and Unit Equivalents
(UE)) and configuration of constructed units and identifies areas of private and common
ownership.
Acronyms defined
UE- Unit Equivalents (1 UE = 2,000 sf of residential floor area)

Respectfully:
Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:

Author:
Project #:
Date:
Type of Item:

Second Amendment to the First
Amended and Restated Nakoma
Condominiums Plat
Kirsten A. Whetstone, MS, AICP
PL-17-03644
November 9, 2017
Administrative – Condominium Plat

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends City Council hold a public hearing for the Second Amendment to the
First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat, for duplex units 1 and 2 and
individual units 7 and 8, and consider approving the plat amendment pursuant to
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as stated in the
Ordinance.
Topic
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:

Adjacent Land Uses:

Friends of Flagstaff, LLC
11, 14, 17 and 24 Nakoma Terrace
Residential Development (RD) as part of the Flagstaff
Annexation and Master Planned Development (MPD) and
the Village at Empire Pass MPD
Residential development parcels of the Village at Empire
Pass, Pod B1, and Open Space.

Proposal
This is a request for approval of a Second Amendment to the First Amended and
Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat for the duplex Units 1 and 2 and individual Units
7 and 8. This Second Amendment plat memorializes density (Units and Unit Equivalents
(UE)) and configuration of constructed units and identifies areas of private and common
ownership.
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Acronyms defined
CUP- Conditional Use Permit
DA- Development Agreement
HOA- Homeowners Association
MPD- Master Planned Development
LMC- Land Management Code
PUD- Planned Unit Development (a style of detached single family housing at Empire
Pass)
RD- Residential Development Zoning District
ROS- Recreation Open Space Zoning District
SBWRD- Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District
SF- Square Feet
UDOT- Utah Department of Transportation
UE- Unit Equivalents (1 UE = 2,000 sf of residential floor area)
VMPD- Village Master Planned Development (Pods A, B1 and B2)
Background
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving
the annexation and development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff Mountain area.
Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” Master Planned Development
(MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of
development; development approval process; as well as development conditions and
amenities for each parcel. The Agreement was amended in March of 2007.
On September 11, 2002, the Planning Commission approved an MPD for the Flagstaff
Mountain Resort Phase II known as the Village Master Planned Development (VMPD).
This MPD includes Pod B1 consisting of eighteen (18) detached single-family dwelling
units utilizing 27 Unit Equivalents (UEs) on the Northside Village Subdivision II, Lot B
(aka Nakoma); 25 townhouse multi-unit dwellings utilizing 37.5 UEs on Northside
Village Subdivision II, Lot C; and a twenty-two (22) condominium multi-unit building
utilizing 33 UEs on Northside Village Subdivision II, Lot D. Lot C has been developed as
Ironwood at Deer Valley, Lot D has been constructed as the Grand Lodge at Deer
Valley.
The Planning Commission approved an amendment to Lot B on October 27, 2004, in
which the UE count on Lot B increased from 27 to 45, while maintaining the same
footprint and maximum house size requirements as previously approved (3,000 square
foot footprint with a maximum house size of 5,000 square feet).
The Planning Commission approved an VMPD amendment to Lot B on October 26,
2005, in which the unit locations and the road alignment were reconfigured, while
maintaining the same footprint and maximum house size requirements as previously
approved.
On July 6, 2006, the City Council approved the Nakoma Condominiums record of
survey located on Lot B. That record of survey (know called a condominium plat) platted

Packet Pg. 353

the first 8 units (Units 9-16) plus additional land. The condominium plat for the
remaining units (1-8,17 and 18) was approved by the City Council on September 20,
2007.
A second amendment to the VMPD for Lot B was approved by the Planning
Commission on April 23, 2008. That amendment allowed for the combination of units 17
and 18 into a single unit of 7,500 square feet and further allowed the distribution of the
square footage to the other un-built units. Units 1-16 still have a maximum footprint of
3,000 square feet while unit 17 (combined unit) is allowed a maximum footprint of 5,000
square feet. The total UE count remained unchanged and cannot exceed 45 UEs
(90,000 square feet).
On April 23, 2008, the Planning Commission approved a third amendment to the VMPD
to Lot B to remove the 5,000 square foot cap on the total square footage of each unit
while maintaining the total square footage cap for the project (45 Unit Equivalents or
90,000 square feet of total square footage). That amendment would allow for variations
in size from 4,300 to 5,750 square feet and also maintain the cap of 3,000 square feet
on the footprint. An exception to both the maximum house size and footprint was
allowed with the combination of units 17 and 18. In this case, the maximum square
footage would be 7,500 square feet with a footprint of 5,000 square feet. The 2,500
square feet lost from the combination of 17 and 18 can be redistributed through the
other units. An amended plat was also approved in conjunction with the Third VMPD
Amendment.
The First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat was recorded on
December 31, 2008. A plat note on each of the previous condominium plats required
the re-platting once the units were constructed to show to actual unit configuration.
On November 11, 2009, the Planning Commission approved a Fourth Amendment to
the VMPD for Lot B. The Fourth Amended MPD allowed the following:






Units 1 and 2 combined into a duplex configuration, maximum footprint of 6000
square feet.
Unit 17 (previously combined with unit 18 into one larger unit) with an option to
become a duplex, returning the unit count back 18. As a duplex, footprint
increases from 5,000 square feet to 6,000 square feet.
Reduce minimum unit size from 4,300 to 4,000 square feet.
Maintain maximum unit size at 5,750 square feet (except if unit 18 is not
constructed as a duplex with unit 17 and 17 can be 7,500sf).
Maximum cap of 45 UE remain.

On May 20, 2010, the City Council approved the First Amendment to the Amended and
Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat to define private and limited common area for
units 9 through 16. This First Amendment plat was recorded on May 22, 2012.
On August 22, 2017, the City received a completed application for the Second
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Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat for the
duplex Units 1 and 2 and individual Units 7 and 8. This Second Amendment plat
memorializes the size and configuration of constructed units and identifies areas of
private and common ownership. Units 3, 4, 5 and 17 remain undeveloped at this time.
Planning Commission Action
On October 25, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and voted
unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to City Council. No public input was
received at the hearing.
Analysis
The zoning for the subdivision is Residential Development subject to the following
criteria:

Height

Permitted
28’ (+5’ for pitched roof)

Rear setback

20’, 25’ to front facing
garage
15’ from Lot B boundary

Side setbacks
Parking

12’ from Lot B boundary
Two spaces required

Front setback

Existing
Meets 28’ (+5 for pitched
roof)
Meets 20’, 25’ to front
facing garage
50’ minimum for unit 1, 80’
minimum for Unit 2, in
excess of 100’ for Units 7
and 8)
Meets or exceeds 12’
Two spaces in garages are
provided

In addition, the VMPD restricts Lot B units 1-16 to a 3,000 square foot footprint with a
maximum house size between 4,300 square feet and 5,750 square feet (whether
considered Basement or Floor Area by LMC definition), plus 600 square feet for a
garage. Combined, Units 1 and 2 may have a building footprint of 6,000 square feet.
Unit 17 may have up to 7,500 square feet of total floor area (again, whether Basement
or Floor Area as defined by the LMC) with a footprint not to exceed 5,000 square feet.
The 17 units represent the irrevocable consumption of 45 UE, which is the maximum
UE assigned to this project.
The platted units 1, 2, 7 and 8 include the following: Total Floor Area (includes
basements as required by the Development Agreement), Unit Equivalents and Building
Footprint:
Unit #
Unit 1
Unit 2
Unit 7
Unit 8

Total Floor Area
4,712 square feet
4,712 square feet
5,463 square feet
5,463 square feet

Unit Equivalents
2.356
2.356
2.732
2.732

Building Footprint
2,095 square feet
2,095 square feet
2,993 square feet
2,993 square feet
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Each unit has a garage less than 600 square feet that is not included in the total unit
size. None of the units exceed the maximum unit size of 5,750 square feet. Units 1 and
2 have a combined footprint of 4,190 square feet (not including decks, exterior
stairways, or the common courtyard between the units) which does not exceed the
6,000 square feet allowed. Units 7 and 8 each have a footprint of 2,993 square feet
which is less than the 3, 000 square feet allowed for each.
The Total UE consumed in these four units is 10.176 UE (20,350 sf). With the 20.70 UE
from the First Amendment there are now a total of 30.876 UE platted between the 4
Units of this plat and the previous 8 Units. There are 14.124 UE (28,248 square feet)
remaining for units 3, 4, 5, 6 and 17.
Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as it is consistent with the development
pattern envisioned in the amended MPD, the 14 Technical Reports, and the previous
requirement that the units be re-platted once constructed to memorialize density (Units
and UE) and configuration.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.
Notice
On October 10, 2017 the property was posted and notice was mailed to property
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Utah
Public Notice website on October 7, 2017.
Public Input
No public input has been received by staff or provided to the Commission at the public
hearing conducted on October 25, 2017.
Alternatives
 City Council may approve the Nakoma Condominiums Second Amendment to the
Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominium plat as conditioned or amended, or
 City Council may deny the Nakoma Condominiums Second Amendment to the
Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominium plat and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision, or
 City Council may continue the discussion on the Nakoma Condominiums Second
Amendment to the Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominium plat.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. Platting
the condominium units to reflect the as-built situation allows the units to be sold.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The plat would not be in compliance with the Flagstaff Development Agreement, the
amended Village Master Planned Development and previous plat requirements.
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Good Cause
There is good cause for this Second Amended plat to memorialize the size and
configuration of these units in order to describe the private and limited common areas
and to record the total UE utilized by these four units as stipulated by the Development
Agreement and the VMPD.
Recommendation
Staff recommends City Council hold a public hearing for the Second Amendment to the
First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums plat, for duplex units 1 and 2 and
individual units 7 and 8, and consider approving the plat amendment pursuant to
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the
Ordinance.
Exhibits
Ordinance
Exhibit A – Proposed plat
Exhibit B – First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominium plat
Exhibit C – Existing conditions
Exhibit D – Aerial photo
Exhibit E – Photos of site
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Ordinance No. 2017-63
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE FIRST
AMENDED AND RESTATED NAKOMA CONDOMINIUM PLAT LOCATED AT 11, 14,
17 AND 24 NAKOMA TERRACE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Nakoma Condominiums,
located at 11,14,17 and 24 Nakoma Terrace, have petitioned the City Council for
approval of the Second Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Nakoma
Condominium plat; and
WHEREAS, on October 10th, the property was properly posted and legal notice
was sent to all affected property owners; and
WHEREAS, on October 7th, proper legal notice was published in the Park Record
and on the Utah Public Notice website according to requirements of the Land
Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25,
2017, to receive input on the Second Amendment to the First Amended and Restated
Nakoma Condominium plat;
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 25, 2017, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, the City Council on November 9, 2017, held a public hearing on the
plat amendment; and,
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Second
Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Nakoma Condominiums record of
survey plat consistent with the Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The Second Amendment to the First Amended and Restated Nakoma
Condominium Plat as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following Findings of
Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 11, 14, 17 and 24 Nakoma Terrace.
2. The Nakoma Condominiums are located in the RD-MPD zoning district.
3. The City Council approved the Flagstaff Mountain Development
Agreement/Annexation Resolution 99-30 on June 24, 1999 and amended it in March
of 2007. The Development Agreement is the equivalent of a Large-Scale Master
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Plan. The Development Agreement sets forth maximum densities, location of
densities, and developer-offered amenities.
4. On September 11, 2002, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development for the Flagstaff Mountain Resort Phase II that includes Pod B-1.
5. The approved MPD includes a maximum density assignment and conceptual site
design for eighteen (18) detached single family units utilizing not more than 27 Unit
Equivalents on Northside Village Subdivision II, Lot B (aka Nakoma Condominiums).
6. The Planning Commission approved an MPD amendment to Lot B on October 27,
2004, in which the UE count on Lot B increased from 27 to 45, while maintaining the
same footprint and maximum house size requirements as previously approved.
7. The Planning Commission approved a second amendment to the Nakoma Master
Planned Development on April 23, 2008. That amendment allowed for the
combination of units 17 and 18 into a single unit of 7,500 square feet and further
allowed the distribution of the square footage to the other un-built units. Units 1-16
still have a maximum footprint of 3,000 square feet while unit 17 (combined unit) is
allowed a maximum footprint of 5,000 square feet. The total UE count remained
unchanged and cannot exceed 45 UEs (90,000 square feet).
8. On April 23, 2008, the Planning Commission approved the third amendment to the
MPD to remove the 5,000 square foot cap on the total square footage of each unit
while maintaining the total square footage cap for the project (45 Unit Equivalents or
90,000 square feet of total square footage). That amendment would allow for
variations in size from 4,300 to 5,750 square feet and also maintain the cap of 3,000
square feet on the footprint. The approved maximum building footprint for the units
1-16 detached single-family units on Northside Village Subdivision II, Lot B, is 3,000
square feet with a maximum house size between 4,300 square feet and 5,750
square feet (whether considered a Basement or Floor Area by LMC definition). An
additional 600 square feet is allowed for a garage.
9. Unit 17 may be up to 7,500 square feet of total floor area (again, whether Basement
or Floor Area as defined by the LMC) with a footprint not to exceed 5,000 square
feet.
10. On November 11, 2009, the Planning Commission approved a Fourth Amendment
to the MPD. The Fourth Amended MPD allows the following:
 Units 1 and 2 combined into a duplex configuration, maximum footprint of 6,000
square feet.
 Unit 17 (previously combined with unit 18 into one larger unit) with an option to
become a duplex, returning the unit count back 18. As a duplex, footprint
increases from 5,000 square feet to 6,000 square feet.
 Reduce minimum unit size from 4,300 to 4,000 square feet.
 Maintain maximum unit size at 5,750 square feet (except if unit 18 is not
constructed as a duplex with unit 17 and 17 can be 7,500sf).
 Maximum cap of 45 Unit Equivalents remain.
11. The proposed amended record of survey is consistent with the approved and
amended Master Planned Development for the Flagstaff Mountain Resort Phase II
and the previous condominium plats requiring a re-platting of the units.
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12. Units 1 and 2 each consist of 4,712 square feet in total floor area, including
basements but not including the garages. Units 7 and 8 each consist of 5,463 sf in
total floor area not including the garages.
13. Each unit has a garage less than 600 square feet and therefore no excess garage
area is included in the total unit size.
14. These units do not exceed the maximum unit size of 5,750 square feet.
15. Units 1 and 2 each have a building footprint of 2,095 sf. The combined footprint is
4,190 square feet (not including decks, exterior stairways, or the common courtyard
between them) which does not exceed the 6,000 square feet allowed.
16. Units 7 and 8 each have a footprint of 2,993 square feet which is less than the 3,000
square feet allowed for each.
17. The Total Unit Equivalents consumed in these four units is 10.176 UE (20,350 sf).
With the 20.70 UE from the First Amendment there are now a total of 30.876 UE
platted between the 4 Units of this plat and the previous 8 Units. There are 14.124
UE (28,248 square feet) remaining for units 3, 4, 5, 6 and 17.
18. Two parking spaces are required and provided for each unit.
19. The Flagstaff Density Summary already indicates that a total of 18 units and 45 UE
are platted in the Nakoma development. The Summary is updated when certificates
of occupancy are issued.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this amended condominium plat.
2. The amended condominium plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management
Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
amended condominium plat.
4. Approval of the amended condominium plat, 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 Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the amended condominium 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 amended condominium plat at the County within one
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within
one year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an
extension is submitted in writing and approved by the City Council.
3. All conditions of approval of the Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement,
as amended, and the Flagstaff Mountain Resort Phase II (Pod B-1) Master Planned
Development, as amended, and the Northside Village Subdivision II plat shall
continue to apply.
4. All applicable notes, easements and requirements of the First Amended and
Restated Nakoma Condominium plat continue to apply and shall be shown and
noted on this plat prior to recordation.

Packet Pg. 360

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon
publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ____ day of November, 2017.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibits
Exhibit A – Condominium plat
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EXHIBIT A



“

”















Packet Pg. 362

B

B

A

A

A

B

B

A

COMMON AREA EASEMENT/
OWNER ACCESS EASEMENT

UNIT #1 SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP UNIT

1

LOWER LEVEL - UNITS 1 & 2
SCALE: 1" = 10'

LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

LEVELS
LOWER
MAIN
SECOND
THIRD
GARAGE

SQUARE FOOTAGE
696 SF
1683 SF
1353 SF
980 SF
558 SF

MAIN LEVEL - UNITS 1 & 2
SCALE: 1" = 10'

2

UNIT #2 SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
SQUARE FOOTAGE
696 SF
1683 SF
1353 SF
980 SF
558 SF

B

B

LEVELS
LOWER
MAIN
SECOND
THIRD
GARAGE

A

A

A

3

SECOND LEVEL - UNITS 1 & 2
SCALE: 1" = 10'

B

B

A

RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT

NAKOMA PHASE TWO - UNITS 1&2

4

THIRD LEVEL - UNITS 1 & 2
SCALE: 1" = 10'


A UTAH PROJECT
LOCATED IN SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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A

BUILDING SECTION - UNITS 1 & 2
SCALE: 1" = 10'
COMMON AREA
PRIVATE OWNERSHIP UNIT
LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

B

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 1
SCALE: 1" = 10'

RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT

NAKOMA PHASE TWO - UNITS 1 & 2



A UTAH PROJECT
LOCATED IN SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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B

B

D

D

B

D

C

A

A

C

C

A

A

A

D

D

D

B

B

A

1

C

C

B

C

LOWER LEVEL - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

2

3

MAIN LEVEL - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

UPPER LEVEL - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
COMMON AREA

LEVELS
LOWER
MAIN
UPPER
GARAGE

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP UNIT
LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

A

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

B

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

C

SQUARE FOOTAGE
1,970 SF
2,425 SF
1,068 SF

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

558 SF

D

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 7
SCALE: 1" = 10'

RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT

NAKOMA PHASE TWO - UNIT 7



A UTAH PROJECT
LOCATED IN SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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B

B
C

C

C

A

A

D

D

D

B

B

A

B
1

C

C

A

A

D

D

D

B
C

LOWER LEVEL - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

2

3

MAIN LEVEL - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

UPPER LEVEL - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
COMMON AREA

LEVELS
LOWER
MAIN
UPPER
GARAGE

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP UNIT
LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

A

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

B

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

C

SQUARE FOOTAGE
1,970 SF
2,425 SF
1,068 SF

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

558 SF

D

BUILDING SECTION - UNIT 8
SCALE: 1" = 10'

RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT

NAKOMA PHASE TWO - UNIT 8



A UTAH PROJECT
LOCATED IN SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHBIT C
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EXHIBIT D

LADY MORGAN EXPRESS

UNIT 8

NAKOMA CONDOMINIUMS
FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED
CONDOMINIUM PLAT
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EXHIBIT E
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EXHIBIT F
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DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

This is a request for approval of a Second Amended Village at Empire Pass Phase One
Subdivision to combine Lots 1 and 2 into one lot of record to be known as Lot A. The
property is subject to the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (VEPMPD), approved on July 28, 2004. The platted lots have frontage on Village Way (a
private street) and Marsac Avenue. No changes in street configurations are proposed.
There are existing recorded access, utility, snow storage, and storm water easements
on the Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision that will also be noted on the
amended plat.
Based on a review of all units and UE platted and constructed to date, there remain
sufficient units and UE for development of this property. However, density is subject to
approval of an Administrative Conditional Use Permit (A-CUP) and density review per
the Flagstaff Development Agreement at time of A-CUP submittal. The MPD allows
Townhouse or PUD style units (similar to the tri-plex Larkspur units located directly to
the south on Village Way) on this site.
Acronyms defined
A-CUP (Administrative Conditional Use Permit)
CUP- Conditional Use Permit
LMC- Land Management Code
MPD- Master Planned Development
RD- Residential Development Zoning District
ROS- Recreation Open Space Zoning District
VEP MPD- Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (Pod A)
VMPD- Village Master Planned Development (Pods A, B1 and B2)

Respectfully:
Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner
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City Council
Staff Report
Application:
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-17-03620
Second Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One
Subdivision
Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP, Senior Planner
November 9, 2017
Legislative – Subdivision plat

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends City Council conducts a public hearing and considers approving the
Second Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision pursuant to
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as outlined in the
Ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Applicant representative:
Location:
Zoning:

Adjacent Land Uses:

Doug Ogilvy for REDUS Park City, LLC
Marshall King for Alliance Engineering, Inc.
7704 Village Way
Residential Development (RD-MPD) District, subject to the
Flagstaff Annexation and Village at Empire Pass Master
Planned Development (VEP MPD)
Deer Valley Resort, open space, condominiums,
townhouses, and other development parcels of the VEP
MPD Pod A.

Proposal
This is a request for approval of a Second Amended Village at Empire Pass Phase One
Subdivision (Exhibit A) to combine Lots 1 and 2 into one lot of record to be known as
Lot A (Exhibit B). The property is subject to the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development (VEP- MPD) approved on July 28, 2004. The platted lots have frontage
on Village Way (a private street) and Marsac Avenue. No changes in street
configurations are proposed. There are existing recorded access, utility, snow storage
and storm water easements on the Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision
(Exhibit C) to be noted on the amended plat.
Based on a review of all units and UE platted and constructed to date, there remain
sufficient units and UE for development of this property. However, density is subject to
approval of an Administrative Conditional Use Permit (A-CUP) and density review per
the Flagstaff Development Agreement at time of A-CUP submittal. The MPD allows
Townhouse or PUD style units (similar to the tri-plex Larkspur units located directly to
the south on Village Way) on this site.
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Acronyms defined
A-CUP (Administrative Conditional Use Permit)
AUE- Affordable Housing Unit Equivalent (1 AUE = 800 sf in this MPD)
CUP- Conditional Use Permit
DA- Development Agreement
HOA- Homeowners Association
LMC- Land Management Code
MPD- Master Planned Development
PUD- Planned Unit Development (a style of detached single family housing at Empire
Pass)
RD- Residential Development Zoning District
ROS- Recreation Open Space Zoning District
SBWRD- Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District
SF- Square Feet
UDOT- Utah Department of Transportation
UE- Unit Equivalents (1 UE = 2,000 sf of residential floor area)
VEP MPD- Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (Pod A)
VMPD- Village Master Planned Development (Pods A, B1 and B2)
Background
Flagstaff Annexation
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving
the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain area. Resolution
20-99 granted the equivalent of a” large-scale” MPD and set forth the types and
locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of development; development
approval process; as well as development conditions, restrictions, obligations, and
amenities for each parcel. The Flagstaff Development Agreement (Agreement) was
amended and recorded in March 2007 (Exhibit D).
The 2007 Amended Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be
developed for the Mountain Village. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a
maximum density of 785 unit equivalents (UE) configured in no more than 550 dwelling
units as multi-family, hotel, townhouse or PUD units, provided the number of PUD units
does not exceed 60, and 16 single family lots. At least 50% of the residential units
within the Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary development pod (Pod
A). The development pods are to be linked by transit. A fourth pod, pod D is allowed 30
single family lots (this area was platted with the Red Cloud Subdivision for 30 single
family home sites). Subject property is located within Pod A.
The Amended Agreement required the applicant to submit 14 specific technical reports
for review and approval by the City. The 14 studies, along with the LMC and Amended
Agreement form the standards under which the subject subdivision plat and subsequent
A-CUP are reviewed. See Exhibit E – link to technical reports.
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development
(MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass (Pod A); known as the Village at Empire Pass
Master Planned Development (VEP MPD), see Exhibit F. The VEP MPD was the first
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step in the development process for Pod A. The purpose of the VEP MPD was to
establish unit mix and density for the Mountain Village (Exhibit G), as well as
addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the Annexation Area. The VEP
MPD established building volumetric, including specific height exceptions for lodge
buildings, density, and development location. Prior to building permit issuance for
construction of townhouses or PUD style units, the applicant must receive approval of a
site-specific A-CUP.
Subdivision Approvals
Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision plat was approved by Council on
September 30, 2004, platting the east side lots of the Village at Empire Pass Master
Planned Development. An amended Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat,
amending the configuration and easements for Lot 9, was approved on January 6, 2011
and was recorded on January 4, 2012.
Submittal
This subdivision plat application was submitted on July 18, 2017 and deemed complete
on September 5, 2017, with submittal of a corrected title report.
Planning Commission Action
On October 11, 2017 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and voted
unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to City Council. No public input
was provided at the hearing or to staff prior. Planning Commission recommended
adding a finding to the Ordinance stating that the Flagstaff Annexation and Empire
Pass Units and Unit Equivalents density summary will be updated with each final
development approval and condominium plat recordation. At the request of the Legal
Department, staff added this to the Ordinance as a condition of approval.
Purpose of the RD District
The purpose of the Residential Development (RD) Zoning District is to:
(A)
Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities,
(B)
Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space,
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of
municipal services,
(C)
Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential
neighborhoods,
(D)

Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design,

(E)
Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent
Areas; and
(F)

Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types.
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Proposed Plat Amendment
The plat amendment combines Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase One
Subdivision into one lot of record to be known as Lot A. Lot A consists of 27,994 square
feet and has frontage on Village Way, a private street. There are also approximately 38
feet of frontage along Marsac Avenue just south of the intersection of Village Way and
Marsac Avenue. Access off Marsac is not allowed due to proximity of the intersection.
An aerial photo, existing conditions survey, and photos of the site were submitted with
the application (Exhibits H, I, and J).
Utilities are available to these lots. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District
(SBWRD) recommends conditions and plat notes to address their concerns. Final utility
plans are required to be submitted and reviewed with the A-CUP prior to issuance of a
building permit. All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat,
including utilities, storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc. No changes are proposed
to existing streets.
The Village at Empire Pass Phase One subdivision plat includes notes that require
compliance with RD District zone setbacks, unless otherwise approved by the Planning
Commission, requires approval of a CUP for each lodge building and an administrative
CUP for PUD and townhouse units prior to issuance of a building permit, requires a
declaration of condominium plat to be recorded prior to sale of individual units, requires
membership in the Empire Pass Master HOA, identifies Village Drive and Empire Club
Drive as a private streets, plats a 10 foot wide snow storage easement along the street
frontages, requires water efficient landscape, and includes other utility and
maintenance provisions. Staff recommends these notes be included on this amended
plat.
Land Management Code (LMC) and VEP MPD Analysis
RD Zoning District and/or VEP MPD
Lot Size

No minimum lot size.
Lot A is 27,994 sf (Lot 1 is 11,138 sf and Lot 2 is
16,856 sf). Complies.

Uses

Residential Townhouses and PUD style units are
allowed uses subject to A-CUP review. Density is
per the Flagstaff Annexation and Development
Agreement and VEP- MPD. Density for Lot A is
subject to A-CUP review and remaining density per
the Flagstaff Agreement, as amended. Density is
based on 1 UE is equivalent to 2,000 sf of
residential floor area. The Flagstaff Agreement
tracks both residential UEs (each 2,000 sf) and the
total number of units. Complies.

Front yard setbacks

LMC requires a minimum of 25 feet to front facing
garage, 20 feet to building (LMC exceptions apply).
Reviewed at time of A-CUP.
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Rear yard setbacks

LMC requires a minimum of 15 feet (LMC exceptions
apply). Reviewed at time of A-CUP.

Side yard setbacks

LMC requires a minimum of 12 feet (LMC exceptions
apply). Reviewed at time of A-CUP.

Building Height and Volumetric

Townhouses and PUD style units - 28’ height plus 5’
additional for 4:12 or greater roof pitch.
Building height will be reviewed at time of ACUP and verified at the time of Building Permit
review.

Parking

Two spaces per townhouse or PUD style unit are
required. Reviewed at time of A-CUP.

Architectural Design

All construction is subject to Village at Empire Pass
Design Review Board approval and LMC Chapter 155- Architectural Design Guidelines with final review
conducted at the time of the A-CUP and Building
Permits.

Residential Units (see Exhibit K)

Calculation of density in terms of UE for Lot A will be
determined during A-CUP review and based on
what remains of the total units and UE allowed by the
Flagstaff Development Agreement.

785 UE maximum multi-family(MF)
550 dwelling units maximum (MF)
(of which 60 can be PUD).
16 single family (SF) home sites (not
including 30 SF in Pod D) are also
allowed.

Total UE platted to date = 588.742 UE (196.258 UE
remain) (does not include units approved or assigned
but not platted with a condominium plat, such as
Tower Residential, this subdivision, Lots 2 and 3, or
B2East).
Total units platted to date = 382 units (52 are PUD)
At least 50% of the residential units
(168 units remain) (these are units platted with a
within the Mountain Village (Pods A, B1 condominium plat).
and B2) must be in Pod A (not including Total single family approved/platted = 16.
Total multi-family units approved/platted in Pod A =
SF home sites).
258 (condos, PUD style, townhouses).
67.5% of units are within Pod A (258/382).

Final approval of the building (s) and
UEs are subject to approval of an ACUP.

MPD Resort Support Commercial
Total of 75,000 sf maximum within the
Agreement area.

Complies with Development Agreement as there
are sufficient units and UE remaining.
No MPD Resort Support Commercial uses are
requested for this Lot.

This application meets the subdivision requirements of LMC Section 15-7 of the Park
City Municipal Code. No changes are proposed for utilities or street layout.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as it is consistent with the LMC,
Development Agreement, and the VEP MPD. Removing the common lot line between
Lots 1 and 2 allows for flexibility in site design. The property is constrained by the odd
shape and length of street frontages.
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Department Review
This application has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues raised at the
review have been addressed with revisions to the plat and conditions of approval.
Notice
The property was posted and notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
September 27, 2017. A legal notice was published in the Park Record, the City website,
and the Utah Public Notice website, on September 23, 2017.
Public Input
No public input was received at the Planning Commission hearing or prior to publication
of this report.
Alternatives
1. City Council may approve the plat amendment, as conditioned or amended, or
2. City Council may deny the plat amendment and direct staff to make Findings for this
decision, or
3. City Council may continue discussion to a date certain and provide Staff and the
applicant with direction regarding additional information needed in order to make a
final decision.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application that have
not been mitigated with conditions of approval and compliance with the Flagstaff
Agreement, technical reports, and approved Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The lots would remain as platted.
Recommendation
Staff recommends City Council conducts a public hearing and considers approving the
Second Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision pursuant to
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as outlined in the
Ordinance.
Exhibits
Ordinance
Exhibit A – Proposed plat amendment
Exhibit B – Applicant’s statement
Exhibit C – Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision plat
Exhibit D – Development Agreement (link to full document)
Exhibit E – Link to Technical Reports
Exhibit F – Village at Empire Pass MPD approval
Exhibit G – Village map
Exhibit H – Aerial photo of site
Exhibit I – Existing conditions survey
Exhibit J – Photos of the property
Exhibit K– Density Summary
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Ordinance No. 2017-64
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDED VILLAGE AT EMPIRE
PASS PHASE ONE SUBDIVISION PLAT, LOCATED WITHIN POD A OF THE
VILLAGE AT EMPIRE PASS MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, PARK CITY,
UTAH.
WHEREAS, owners of the property known as Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at
Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision located at 7690 and 7704 Village Way in Park City,
Utah, petitioned City Council for approval of an amended subdivision plat to combine
Lots 1 and 2 into one platted lot of record to be known as Lot A; and
WHEREAS, Lots 1 and 2 (Tax Serial numbers VEMP-1-1 and VEMP-1-2) are
vacant lots subject to requirements and conditions of the Village at Empire Pass Master
Planned Development.
WHEREAS, Lot 1 consists of 11,138 square feet and Lot 2 consists of 16,856
square feet and the proposed combined Lot A consists of 27,994 square feet; and
WHEREAS, legal notice of the public hearing was published in the Park Record
and on the Utah Public Notice website on September 23, 2017 and the property was
posted on September 27, 2017, according to the requirements of the Land Management
Code; and
WHEREAS, courtesy notice was sent to surrounding property owners on
September 27, 2017 for the revised plat, according to requirements of the Land
Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 11,
2017, to receive input on the subdivision plat; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 11, 2017, forwarded a
positive recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, City Council held a public hearing on the
subdivision plat; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Second
Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One subdivision.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The plat as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
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Findings of Fact
1. The property is located at 7690 and 7704 Village Way and within Pod A of the
Master Planned Development for the Village at Empire Pass.
2. The property is located within the Residential Development (RD) zoning district.
3. The property is subject to the Flagstaff Mountain Annexation and
Amended Development Agreement and the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development.
4. On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99
approving the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain
area.
5. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master planned
development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use, maximum
densities, timing of development, development approval process, as well as
development conditions and amenities for each parcel.
6. The Flagstaff Development Agreement was subsequently amended and recorded in
March of 2007.
7. The Amended Development Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within
three development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property
may be developed for the Mountain Village.
8. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum density of 785 UE
configured in no more than 550 dwelling units as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units,
provided the number of PUD units do not exceed 60. An additional 16 single family
home sites are allowed. At least 50% of the residential units within the Mountain
Village must be clustered within the primary development pod (Pod A).
9. There are currently 588.742 UE (382 multi-family units) platted within the Village at
Empire Pass (Pods A, B1 and B2). These units are platted with condominium plats
to memorialize the size and UE of the units.
10. Based on a review of all UE and units constructed and platted to date within the
Flagstaff Annexation Development area, there are sufficient remaining UE and units
for Lot A.
11. Townhouse and PUD style units are allowed on Lot A subject to the remaining
density of the Flagstaff Annexation Development Agreement and review of an
Administrative Conditional Use Permit for site specific conditions.
12. The applicant is not requesting allocation of any MPD Resort Support Commercial
for this Lot.
13. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development for the Village at Empire Pass (VEP-MPD) (Pod A).
14. The purpose of the VEP MPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Village
Master Plan, as well as address overall project infrastructure throughout the
Annexation Area. The VEP MPD established building volumetric diagrams, including
specific height exceptions, density, and development locations for the Lodge
Buildings.
15. Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved by Council on
September 30, 2004 and platted the east side lots. An amended Village at Empire
Pass Phase I Subdivision plat, amending the configuration and easements for Lot 9,
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was approved on January 6, 2011 and was recorded on January 4, 2012.
16. Six lodge buildings have been built to date namely Shooting Star, Silver Strike,
Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf B, and Grand
Lodge. A seventh building, One Empire Pass is currently under construction.
Additionally, Larkspur East and Larkspur West Townhouses (attached homes),
Paintbrush and Belles PUD style homes, and six single family homes in Banner
Wood are platted within Pod A. Of these units, one Belles PUD unit and 2 Banner
Wood single family units remain to be constructed. Additionally 13 PUD units within
Nakoma in Pod B1 are constructed.
17. The plat amendment combines Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase
One Subdivision into one lot of record to be known as Lot A.
18. Removing the common lot line between Lots 1 and 2 allows for greater flexibility in
site design. The property is constrained by the odd shape and length of street
frontages.
19. Lot A consists of 27,994 square feet and has frontage on Village Way, a private
street. There are also approximately 38 feet of frontage along Marsac Avenue just
south of the intersection of Village Way and Marsac Avenue. Access off Marsac is
not allowed due to proximity of the intersection.
20. According to the Village at Empire Pass MPD, an Administrative Conditional Use
Permit (A-CUP) is required prior to construction of any townhouse or PUD style
units.
21. Utilities are available to the lots.
22. SBWRD recommended conditions and plat notes to address their concerns.
23. All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat, including utilities,
storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc.
24. No changes are proposed to any existing streets and no new streets are proposed.
25. There is no minimum or maximum lot size or lot width in the RD District.
26. All applicable requirements of Land Management Code apply, unless otherwise
excepted per the Amended Development Agreement and Village at Empire Pass
MPD.
27. Snow storage area is required along streets and rights-of-way due to the possibility
of large amounts of snowfall in this location.
28. No AUE were identified for Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase One
Subdivision and will also not be identified or required to be constructed on Lot A.
29. The property is part of a greater planned area and is subject to requirements of the
MS4 Storm Water Permit program.
30. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law
1. There is good cause for this subdivision plat.
2. The subdivision plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions, the Park City General Plan, and the
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
subdivision.
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4. Approval of the subdivision, 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 Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the subdivision 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 Summit County within one year from the date of
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this
approval for the plat will be void unless a written request for an extension is
submitted to the City prior to the expiration date and the City Council grants an
extension.
3. The plat will note that all applicable conditions, regulations, requirements, and
stipulations of the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff
Mountain, Bonanza Flats, Richardson Flats, The 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel,
and Iron Mountain (recorded at Summit County on March 2, 2007), and associated
Technical Reports and Agreements, continue to apply.
4. The plat will note that conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master
Planned Development (Pod A) continue to apply.
5. Utility structures such as ground sleeves and transformers and other dry utility boxes
must be located on the lots.
6. Non-exclusive public utility easements (PUE) shall be indicated on the plat prior to
recordation as approved by the City Engineer and SBWRD, including drainage
easements.
7. A financial security to guarantee for the installation of any required public
improvements is required prior to plat recordation in a form approved by the City
Attorney and in an amount approved by the City Engineer.
8. A ten foot (10’) wide snow storage easement is required along all street frontages.
9. Modified 13 D fire sprinklers are required for new construction per the Chief Building
Official at the time of review of the building permit. A note stating this shall be on the
plat.
10. The property is located within a water source protection zone. All sewer construction
must comply with State of Utah drinking water regulations.
11. This development is part of a common plan development and a MS4 storm water
permit is required for all land disturbance activities for each separate phase of
construction, prior to building permit issuance.
12. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with Administrative Conditional
Use Permit application and in advance of issuing building permits.
13. The subdivision plat will include a plat note requiring water-efficient irrigation
systems and limited turf area. Limits of disturbance shall be indicated on A-CUP
plans.
14. The final plat shall contain a note that Village Way is a private road and another note
that the maintenance of the water system is the private responsibility of the Village at
Empire Pass Master Homeowners Association.
15. No vehicular access from Marsac Avenue is allowed due to the proximity of the
Village Way and Marsac Avenue intersection.
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16. The final plat shall be approved and signed by the SBWRD to ensure that
requirements of the District are addressed.
17. The Flagstaff Annexation and Empire Pass Units and Unit Equivalents density
summary will be updated with each final development approval and condominium
plat recordation.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this _______ day of November, 2017.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
________________________________
Jack Thomas, Mayor
ATTEST:
___________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibits
Exhibit A – Proposed amended subdivision plat
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EXHIBIT A

EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT B 2

EXHIBIT B
EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
Link to Technical Reports
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EXHIBIT F
(;+,%,7
)
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ0HHWLQJ
0LQXWHVRI-XO\
3DJH

)LQGLQJVRI)DFW0DUVDF$YHQXH &KDPEHUV6WUHHW5LJKWRI:D\

7KHSURSHUW\LVORFDWHGEHWZHHQSODWWHG0DUVDF$YHQXHDWWKH6DQGULGJHSDUNLQJ
ORWVDQGWKH*XDUGVPDQ&RQQHFWLRQWR6LOYHU/DNH

7KH]RQLQJDORQJWKHURDGLV+5DQG526

7KH &LW\ &RXQFLO DGRSWHG 2UGLQDQFH  RQ -XQH   DSSURYLQJ WKH
DQQH[DWLRQDQGGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWIRUWKHDFUH)ODJVWDII0RXQWDLQDUHD

7KH)ODJVWDII$QQH[DWLRQ'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW6HFWLRQVWLSXODWHVFHUWDLQ
URDG DQG LQWHUVHFWLRQ LPSURYHPHQWV LQFOXGLQJ ZLGHQLQJ WKH URDG GUDLQDJH
LPSURYHPHQWVDSDVVLQJODQHDQGUXQDZD\WUXFNUDPS
&RQFOXVLRQVRI/DZ

7KHUHLVJRRGFDXVHIRUWKLVVXEGLYLVLRQSODW

7KHVXEGLYLVLRQSODWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH0DVWHU3ODQ'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW
3DUN &LW\ /DQG 0DQDJHPHQW &RGH WKH *HQHUDO 3ODQ DQGDSSOLFDEOH6WDWHODZ
UHJDUGLQJVXEGLYLVLRQSODWV

1HLWKHU WKH SXEOLF QRU DQ\ SHUVRQ ZLOO EH PDWHULDOO\ LQMXUHG E\ WKH SURSRVHG
VXEGLYLVLRQSODW

$SSURYDORIWKHVXEGLYLVLRQSODWVXEMHFWWRWKHFRQGLWLRQVVWDWHGEHORZGRHVQRW
DGYHUVHO\DIIHFWWKHKHDOWKVDIHW\DQGZHOIDUHRIWKHFLWL]HQVRI3DUN&LW\
&RQGLWLRQVRI$SSURYDO

7KH &LW\ $WWRUQH\ DQG &LW\ (QJLQHHU ZLOO UHYLHZ DQG DSSURYH WKH ILQDO IRUPDQG
FRQWHQW RI WKH 6XEGLYLVLRQ 3ODW IRU FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK 6WDWH ODZ WKH /DQG
0DQDJHPHQW&RGHDQGWKHFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOSULRUWRUHFRUGDWLRQRIWKHSODW

7KHDSSOLFDQWZLOOUHFRUGWKH6XEGLYLVLRQ3ODWDWWKH&RXQW\ZLWKLQRQH\HDUIURPWKH
GDWHRI&LW\&RXQFLODSSURYDO,IUHFRUGDWLRQKDVQRWRFFXUUHGZLWKLQRQH\HDU¶V
WLPHWKLVDSSURYDODQGWKHSODWZLOOEHYRLG



(PSLUH3DVV0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW
(PSLUH3DVV0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW

3ODQQHU %URRNV 5RELQVRQ FRPPHQWHG RQ 3RG $ DW (PSLUH 3DVV DQG QRWHG WKDW WKH
3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQKDVGLVFXVVHGPDQ\GHWDLOVRIKLVPDVWHUSODQQHGGHYHORSPHQWRYHU
VHYHUDO PRQWKV  7KH SXEOLF KHDULQJ ZDV UHRSHQHG RQ -XO\  DQG FRQWLQXHG WR WKLV
HYHQLQJ7KH6WDIIKDVSUHSDUHGILQGLQJVRIIDFWFRQFOXVLRQVRIODZDQGFRQGLWLRQVRI
DSSURYDOIRUWKHPDVWHUSODQIRU3RG$3RG%ZDVSUHYLRXVO\DSSURYHG7KH6WDIIILQGV
WKDW WKLV DSSOLFDWLRQ FRPSOLHV ZLWK WKH /DQG 0DQDJHPHQW &RGH DQG WKH 'HYHORSPHQW
$JUHHPHQWZKLFKDUHWKHFRQWUROOLQJGRFXPHQWV7KHUHZLOOEHDGGLWLRQDOXQLWVDQGGHQVLW\
OHIWRYHUIURPWKLVDSSURYDODQG3RG%ZLOOFRPHLQDWDODWHUGDWHZLWKLWVRZQPDVWHUSODQ
RQFHWKHDSSOLFDQWVDUHIXUWKHUDORQJLQSODQQLQJGHYHORSPHQWIRUWKDWDUHD7KHDSSOLFDQW
KDGSUHSDUHGDQXPEHURIH[KLELWVDQGXSGDWHVIRUWKH&RPPLVVLRQHUV¶ELQGHUVZKLFKZLOO
FRPSULVHWKLVDSSURYDO7KHVHLQFOXGHVWKHSURMHFWGHVFULSWLRQDQGPLQRUJUDPPDWLFDO
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3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ0HHWLQJ
0LQXWHVRI-XO\
3DJH
HUURUDQGODQJXDJHUHYLVLRQV3ODQQHU5RELQVRQRXWOLQHGRWKHUXSGDWHVGLVWULEXWHGWKLV
HYHQLQJ  7KH 6WDII UHFRPPHQGHG WKDW WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ UHRSHQ WKH SXEOLF
KHDULQJFRQVLGHUSXEOLFLQSXWDQGSURYLGHGLUHFWLRQWRWKH6WDIIDQGDSSOLFDQW
&KDLU%DUWKUHIHUUHGWR3DJHVRIWKHVWDIIUHSRUW6XPPDU\RI&RPSOLDQFHZLWK
WKH7HFKQLFDO5HSRUWVDQGQRWHGWKDWKHGLGQRWVHHLQWKHGUDIWILQGLQJVDQ\UHIHUHQFHWR
LQFRUSRUDWH WKRVH SDJHV LQWR D PRWLRQ  3ODQQHU 5RELQVRQ UHFDOOHG WKDW RQ -XO\ 
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQUHTXHVWHGFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVDQGWKHGHFLVLRQZDV
PDGHWRSURYLGHWKHPDVDVHSDUDWHGRFXPHQW+HRIIHUHGWRDGGWKHPDVDILQGLQJ
'RXJ &O\GH UHSUHVHQWLQJ WKH DSSOLFDQW GLVWULEXWHG WR WKH &RPPLVVLRQHUV D YLVXDO
VLPXODWLRQ IURP .LQJ 5RDG WKDW ZDV LQDGYHUWHQWO\ OHIW RXW RI WKHLU SDFNDJH  +H ZDV
XQFHUWDLQZKLFKSKDVLQJSODQLVLQFOXGHGLQWKHLUSDFNHWVDQGZDQWHGWREHVXUHWKHRQH
WKH\KDYHVKRZVWKHULJKWXQLWV+HQRWHGWKDWWRZQKRPHXQLWVDQGDQGFOXVWHU
KRPHXQLWVDQGDUHLQ3KDVH,+HUHIHUUHGWRSDJHRIWKHUHFHQWKDQGRXWVDQG
FRUUHFWHGWKHQXPEHURI7RZQKRPHVDQG38'¶VIURPWRXQLWVLQWKHILUVWSKDVH
&KDLU%DUWKUHRSHQHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ
7KHUHZDVQRFRPPHQW
&KDLU%DUWKFORVHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQUHDGWKHFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOUHODWLYHWRWUDIILFFLUFXODWLRQEDVHG
RQWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWDQGDVNHGLIWKH\DUHSDUWRIWKHWUDQVSRUWDWLRQPLWLJDWLRQ
SODQDQGSDUWRIWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV0U&O\GHUHSOLHGWKDWWKH\DUHUHIOHFWHGLQWKH
H[LVWLQJFRQVWUXFWLRQPLWLJDWLRQSODQVFXUUHQWO\RQILOHZLWKWKH&LW\3ODQQHU5RELQVRQ
H[SODLQHGWKDWHYHU\&83WKDWFRPHVIRUZDUGZLOOQHHGLWVRZQFRQVWUXFWLRQPLWLJDWLRQSODQ
ZKLFKZLOOEHUHYLHZHGE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ
7KH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQDQG0U&O\GHGLVFXVVHGHQIRUFHPHQWSURFHGXUHVIRUGRZQKLOO
WUDIILF
3ODQQHU5RELQVRQUHYLVHG)LQGLQJRI)DFWE\LQVHUWLQJDFRPPDDIWHUA ([KLELW+ @DQG
DGGLQJADQGDFRPSOLDQFHPDWUL[ZLWKWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV ([KLELW, @
0U&O\GHUHIHUUHGWRWKHGHQVLW\LQGLFDWHGRQSDJHRIWKHVWDIIUHSRUWDQGQRWHGWKDW
 WDNHV LQWR DFFRXQW WKH DGGLWLRQDO  38' XQLWV  7KLV LV QRW UHIOHFWHG LQ WKH WDEOH
DERYH DQG KH VXJJHVWHG DGGLQJ WKH ODQJXDJH AFRXQWLQJ WKH DGGLWLRQDO  38' XQLWV
QRWHGEHORZ@
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3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ0HHWLQJ
0LQXWHVRI-XO\
3DJH
027,21&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQPRYHGWR$33529(WKH03'LQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKH
ILQGLQJVRIIDFWFRQFOXVLRQVRIODZDQGFRQGLWLRQVRIDSSURYDOZLWKWKHIROORZLQJUHYLVLRQV
 
7KH LQFRUSRUDWLRQ RI WKH UHYLVHG -XO\   SURMHFW GHVFULSWLRQ DV
SUHVHQWHGE\6WDII

7KHUHYLVLRQWR)LQGLQJRI)DFWLQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHFRPSOLDQFHUHSRUWZLWK
WKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWV([KLELW,

7KHUHYLVLRQWRWKHSKDVLQJSODQLQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHWRZQKRPH8QLWV 
DQGWKHFOXVWHUKRPH8QLWV 

&RUUHFWLRQ WR WKH VWDII UHSRUW SDJH  ZLWK UHJDUG WR WKH GHQVLW\
LQFRUSRUDWLQJWKHSKUDVHWKDWWKHXQLWVLQFOXGHVWKHXQLWHTXLYDOHQWV
UHIHUHQFHGLQ3RG%EHORZ

,QFRUSRUDWLRQRI&RQGLWLRQRI$SSURYDOWKDWWKH\LQFRUSRUDWHWKHWHFKQLFDO
UHSRUWXSGDWHVDQGFODULILFDWLRQVDVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVWDIIUHSRUW
0U&O\GHVWDWHGWKDWWKH38'¶VZHUHRULJLQDOO\LQWHQGHGWREHVTXDUHIHHWHDFKEXW
WKH\KDGDSUREOHPZLWKWKH8QLW(TXLYDOHQWFDOFXODWLRQ+HZLOOUHWXUQZLWKDUHYLVHG8(
FDOFXODWLRQZKLFKUDLVHVWKHQXPEHUE\DGGLWLRQDO8(¶V,WZLOOQRWFKDQJHWKHSODQEXWLW
ZLOOPDNHLWFRUUHVSRQGZLWKWKHZD\WKH\LQWHUSUHW8(¶V
3ODQQHU5RELQVRQUHIHUUHGWRWKHGHQVLW\LQWKH3RG%VHFWLRQRQSDJHDQGQRWHGWKDW
WKHODVWVHQWHQFHVKRXOGUHFRJQL]HWKDWVTXDUHIHHWVKRXOGEHDVVLJQHGWR/RW%
DQGQRW/RW&
&RPPLVVLRQHU(ULFNVRQLQFRUSRUDWHGWKHFKDQJHWR3DJHDVGHVFULEHGE\3ODQQLQJ
5RELQVRQLQWRKLVPRWLRQ&RPPLVVLRQHU3RZHUVVHFRQGHGWKHPRWLRQ
927(7KHPRWLRQSDVVHGXQDQLPRXVO\&RPPLVVLRQHU7KRPDVDEVWDLQHGIURPWKHYRWH
DQG&RPPLVVLRQHU=LPQH\ZDVQRWSUHVHQWIRUWKHYRWH
&RPPLVVLRQHU9RONPDQUHIHUUHGWRWKHVWDWXVRIWKHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVUHJDUGLQJWKHPLQH
VRLOVKD]DUGSODQDQGWKHODQJXDJHZKLFKVWDWHV A$GUDIWZRUNSODQIRUWKHFOHDQXSRI
(PSLUH &DQ\RQ ZDV DSSURYHG E\ WKH (3$ DQG UHYLHZHG E\ WKH 3DUN &LW\ 0XQLFLSDO
&RUSRUDWLRQ:RUNZLOOEHJLQWKLVVXPPHU@0U&O\GHH[SODLQHGWKDWWKH(PSLUH&DQ\RQ
ZRUNUHIHUUHGWRLVWKHFOHDQXSRIWKHFUHHNEHORZWKH'HHU9DOOH\'D\/RGJHDQGWKHWRS
RI'DO\$YHQXH,WKDVQRUHODWLRQWRPRYLQJWKHPLQHGXPS
)LQGLQJVRI)DFW(PSLUH3DVV

7KH 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0RXQWDLQ 9LOODJH  0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LV
ORFDWHGLQWKH5'03'DQG52603''LVWULFWV

7KH &LW\ &RXQFLO DSSURYHG WKH 'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQW IRU )ODJVWDII 0RXQWDLQ
'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW$QQH[DWLRQ5HVROXWLRQ1RRQ-XQH7KH
'HYHORSPHQW $JUHHPHQW LV WKH HTXLYDOHQW RI D /DUJH6FDOH 0DVWHU 3ODQ  7KH
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'HYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWVHWVIRUWKPD[LPXPSURMHFWGHQVLWLHVORFDWLRQRIGHQVLWLHV
DQGGHYHORSHURIIHUHGDPHQLWLHV
7KH )ODJVWDII 0RXQWDLQ $QQH[DWLRQ LV DSSUR[LPDWHO\ DFUHV  0L[HGXVH
GHYHORSPHQWLVOLPLWHGWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFUHVLQIRXU  GHYHORSPHQWDUHDV
LGHQWLILHGDV3RGV$%%DQG'7KHUHPDLQGHURIWKHDQQH[DWLRQDUHDLVWREH
UHWDLQHGDVSDVVLYHDQGRUUHFUHDWLRQDORSHQVSDFH
7KH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQWOLPLWVGHYHORSPHQWLQ3RGV$%%WR
1RPRUHWKDQ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWVLQQRPRUHWKDQUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWV LQFOXGLQJ
QRWPRUHWKDQ38'VW\OHXQLWV DQGQRPRUHWKDQVLQJOHIDPLO\KRPHVLWHV
QRPRUHWKDQVTXDUHIHHWRIUHVRUWVXSSRUWFRPPHUFLDODQG
DPD[LPXPVTXDUHIRRWGD\VNLHUORGJHLQ3RG%
7KH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQWUHTXLUHG&LW\UHYLHZDQGDSSURYDORIIRXUWHHQ  
WHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHV7KHUHSRUWVLQFOXGHGHWDLOVRQWKHIROORZLQJLQIRUPDWLRQ
0LQH6RLO+D]DUG0LWLJDWLRQ
$UFKLWHFWXUDO'HVLJQ*XLGHOLQHV
7UDQVLW
3DUNLQJ
2SHQ6SDFH0DQDJHPHQW
+LVWRULF3UHVHUYDWLRQ
(PHUJHQF\5HVSRQVH
7UDLOV
3ULYDWH5RDG$FFHVV/LPLWDWLRQV
&RQVWUXFWLRQ3KDVLQJ
,QIUDVWUXFWXUHDQG3XEOLF,PSURYHPHQW'HVLJQ
8WLOLWLHV
:LOGOLIH0DQDJHPHQW
$IIRUGDEOH+RXVLQJ
7KH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ FRPSOHWHG WKH UHYLHZ DQG DSSURYDO SURFHVV IRU WKH
WHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHVRQ'HFHPEHU
7KLV 0DVWHU 3ODQ IRU 3RG $ FRQVLVWV RI D WRWDO RI  XQLWV DQG  XQLW
HTXLYDOHQWVLQFOXGLQJWKHSUHYLRXVO\DSSURYHG3DLQWEUXVK/DUNVSXUDQG%XLOGLQJ+
WKH7UDQVLW+XEVNLOLIWDQGVNLWUDLOVDQGWKHORFDWLRQRIWKH$OSLQH&OXE
2YHU  RI WKH UHVLGHQWLDO XQLWV PLQLPXP   DUH ZLWKLQ 3RG $ DQG ZLWKLQ
ZDONLQJGLVWDQFHRIWKH7UDQVLW+XEDVUHTXLUHGE\WKH'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW
7KHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWVVWXGLHVDORQJZLWKWKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGHDQGWKH
'HYHORSPHQW$JUHHPHQW  IRUWKHVWDQGDUGZKLFKWKHVXEMHFW0DVWHU3ODQQHG
'HYHORSPHQWDQG3KDVHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQDOSODWDUHUHYLHZHG
7KH DSSOLFDQW KDV SURYLGHG VXSSOHPHQWDO PDWHULDOV LQFOXGLQJ 0DVWHU 3ODQ
'HYHORSPHQW3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ GDWHG-XO\([KLELW$ 6XSSOHPHQWDO3URMHFW
'HVFULSWLRQ DQG &RQGLWLRQV GDWHG -XO\   ([KLELW %  9ROXPHWULF$QDO\VLV
GDWHG-XO\([KLELWV'DQG( 9LVXDO$QDO\VLVGDWHG-XO\ ([KLELW
) $UFKLWHFWXUDO&KDUDFWHUGDWHG0DUFK ([KLELW* 6XSSOHPHQWDO3ODQV
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LQFOXGLQJ %XLOGLQJ +HLJKW 'LDJUDP 9HJHWDWLYH %XIIHU 7UDLOV DQG FRQVWUXFWLRQ
6HTXHQFLQJ ([KLELW +  DQG D &RPSOLDQFH 0DWUL[ ZLWK WKH 7HFKQLFDO 5HSRUWV
([KLELW, 7RJHWKHUZLWKWKH6LWH3ODQVGDWHG-XO\ ([KLELW& WKHVH
([KLELWVDQGWKLVUHSRUWFRPSULVHWKH9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'
7KH9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'LOOXVWUDWHVFRQFHSWXDODFFHVVDQGVWUHHWOD\RXWV
WKDWKDYHQRWEHHQVSHFLILFDOO\DSSURYHGE\WKH&LW\(QJLQHHUDQGWKH&LW\)LUH
0DUVKDOO)LQDOURDGOD\RXWZLOOEHVXEMHFWWRLQGLYLGXDO6XEGLYLVLRQVDQG&RQGLWLRQDO
8VH3HUPLWV
&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWDSSURYDOLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRDQ\GHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKH
9LOODJHDW(PSLUH3DVV03'DUHD
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
PD[LPXPGHQVLW\DVVLJQPHQWDQGFRQFHSWXDOVLWHGHVLJQIRU7KLUW\  GHWDFKHG
VLQJOHIDPLO\38'VW\OHXQLWVXWLOL]LQJ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWV
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
PD[LPXP GHQVLW\ DVVLJQPHQW DQG FRQFHSWXDO VLWH GHVLJQ IRU )LIW\2QH  
7RZQKRXVHXQLWVXWLOL]LQJ8QLW(TXLYDOHQWV(LJKWRIWKHVH7RZQKRXVHXQLWVDUH
LQDGXSOH[FRQILJXUDWLRQDQGFRXQWWRZDUGWKH38'OLPLWVRI
7KH SURSRVHG 9LOODJH DW (PSLUH 3DVV 0DVWHU 3ODQQHG 'HYHORSPHQW LQFOXGHV D
FRQFHSWXDOVLWHGHVLJQIRUVL[  VLQJOHIDPLO\KRPHV
&RQVHUYDWLRQ(DVHPHQWVDUHSURSRVHGZLWKLQSODWWHGORWV7KHVH&RQVHUYDWLRQ
(DVHPHQWDUHDVZLOOQRWFRXQWWRZDUGWKHGHYHORSPHQWDFUHDJH
7KH 38'VW\OH FOXVWHU KRPHV DQG WKH 7RZQKRPHV DUH WR EH SODWWHG DV
FRQGRPLQLXPVDQGQRWDVLQGLYLGXDOORWV
8WLOLW\ OLQHV DQG VNL WUDLOV ZLOO EH URXWHG LQ H[LVWLQJ FOHDULQJV DQG FRPPRQ XWLOLW\
FRUULGRUVWRWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQWSUDFWLFDOXSRQWKH&LW\(QJLQHHU¶VDSSURYDO
7KH(PHUJHQF\5HVSRQVH3ODQKDVEHHQUHYLHZHGE\WKH&KLHI)LUH0DUVKDOODQG
WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQLQRUGHUWRDOORZILUHDFFHVVDQGVDIHW\DWWKHHQGRIWKH
RYHUOHQJWKFXOGHVDF
7KH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ PD\ GHFUHDVH VHWEDFNV ZLWKLQ DQ 03'  6HWEDFN
YDULDQFHLVVKRZQRQ6KHHWRIRI([KLELW$GDWHG-XQH
7KH0D[LPXP%XLOGLQJ+HLJKWLQWKH5''LVWULFWLVIHHW IHHWZLWKDSLWFKHG
URRI
7KH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH6HFWLRQ ( DOORZVWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQWR
FRQVLGHU LQFUHDVHG EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW EDVHG XSRQ D VLWH VSHFLILF DQDO\VLV DQG
GHWHUPLQDWLRQ
7KHDSSOLFDQWKDVUHTXHVWHGDGGLWLRQDOEXLOGLQJKHLJKWIRUWKHVWUXFWXUHVSURSRVHG
DV %XLOGLQJV  LQFOXVLYH  7KH SURSRVHG EXLOGLQJ YROXPHWULFV DUH GHWDLOHG RQ
([KLELW'GDWHG-XQH
7KHSURSRVHGLQFUHDVHLQEXLOGLQJKHLJKWIRU%XLOGLQJV GRHVQRWUHVXOWLQDQ
LQFUHDVHLQVTXDUHIRRWDJHRUEXLOGLQJYROXPHRYHUZKDWFRXOGEHDOORZHGXQGHUWKH
]RQHUHTXLUHG EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW DQG GHQVLW\ LQFOXGLQJ UHTXLUHPHQWV IRU IDFDGH
YDULDWLRQDQGGHVLJQEXWUDWKHUSURYLGHVGHVLUHGDUFKLWHFWXUDOYDULDWLRQ
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3URSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  KDYH EHHQ SRVLWLRQHG WR PLQLPL]H YLVXDO LPSDFWV RQ
DGMDFHQW VWUXFWXUHV  3RWHQWLDO SUREOHPV RQ QHLJKERULQJ SURSHUWLHV FDXVHG E\
VKDGRZVORVVRIVRODUDFFHVVDQGORVVRIDLUFLUFXODWLRQKDYHEHHQPLWLJDWHGWRWKH
H[WHQWSRVVLEOHDVGHILQHGE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ
7KH VLWH SODQ IRU SURSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  LQFOXGHV DGHTXDWH ODQGVFDSLQJ DQG
EXIIHULQJIURPDGMDFHQWSURSHUWLHVDQGXVHV
7KH DGGLWLRQDO EXLOGLQJ KHLJKW IRU SURSRVHG %XLOGLQJV  KDV UHVXOWHG LQ PRUH
PLQLPXPRSHQVSDFHWKDQUHTXLUHGDQGKDVUHVXOWHGLQWKHRSHQVSDFHEHLQJPRUH
XVDEOH
$Q03'IRUSRG%ZLOOEHUHYLHZHGXQGHUDVHSDUDWH03'DSSOLFDWLRQ

&RQFOXVLRQVRI/DZ(PSLUH3DVV

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG FRPSOLHV ZLWK DOO WKH UHTXLUHPHQWV RI WKH /DQG
0DQDJHPHQW&RGH

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGPHHWVWKHPLQLPXPUHTXLUHPHQWVRI6HFWLRQRI
WKLV&RGH

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH3DUN&LW\*HQHUDO3ODQ

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGSURYLGHVWKHKLJKHVWYDOXHRIRSHQVSDFHDVGHWHUPLQHG
E\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ

7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGVWUHQJWKHQVDQGHQKDQFHVWKHUHVRUWFKDUDFWHURI3DUN
&LW\

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG FRPSOLPHQWV WKH QDWXUDO IHDWXUHV RQ WKH 6LWH DQG
SUHVHUYHVVLJQLILFDQWIHDWXUHVRUYHJHWDWLRQWRWKHH[WHQWSRVVLEOH

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG LV FRPSDWLEOH LQ XVH VFDOH DQG PDVV ZLWK DGMDFHQW
SURSHUWLHVDQGSURPRWHVQHLJKERUKRRGFRPSDWLELOLW\

7KH 03' SURYLGHV DPHQLWLHV WR WKH FRPPXQLW\ VR WKDW WKHUH LV QR QHW ORVV RI
FRPPXQLW\DPHQLWLHV

7KH 03' DV FRQGLWLRQHG LV FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH HPSOR\HH $IIRUGDEOH +RXVLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVDVDGRSWHGE\WKH&LW\&RXQFLODWWKHWLPHWKH$SSOLFDWLRQZDVILOHG
 7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGPHHWVWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKH6HQVLWLYH/DQGVSURYLVLRQVRI
WKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH7KHSURMHFWKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRSODFHGHYHORSPHQW
RQWKHPRVWGHYHORSDEOHODQGDQGOHDVWYLVXDOO\REWUXVLYHSRUWLRQVRIWKHVLWH
 7KH03'DVFRQGLWLRQHGSURPRWHVWKHXVHRIQRQYHKLFXODUIRUPVRIWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ
WKURXJKGHVLJQDQGE\SURYLGLQJWUDLOFRQQHFWLRQV
 7KH03'KDVEHHQQRWLFHGDQGSXEOLFKHDULQJVKHOGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWKWKLV&RGH
 7KH UHTXLUHPHQWV QHFHVVDU\ IRU WKH 3ODQQLQJ &RPPLVVLRQ WR JUDQW DGGLWLRQDO
EXLOGLQJKHLJKWZLWKLQWKH03'SXUVXDQWWRWKH/DQG0DQDJHPHQW&RGH6HFWLRQ
KDYHEHHQPHW
&RQGLWLRQVRI$SSURYDO(PSLUH3DVV

$&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWLVUHTXLUHGSULRUWRDQ\GHYHORSPHQWZLWKLQWKH9LOODJHDW
(PSLUH3DVV03'DUHD$VSHUWKH3KDVLQJ3ODQRQO\WKHQLQHODUJHPXOWLIDPLO\
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EXLOGLQJVUHTXLUHD&83UHYLHZE\WKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQ$OORWKHUXQLWVDUHWR
EHUHYLHZHGDWD6WDIIOHYHO
&LW\(QJLQHHUDSSURYDORIDXWLOLW\DQGLQIUDVWUXFWXUHSODQLVDFRQGLWLRQSUHFHGHQWWR
WKHLVVXDQFHRIDQ\EXLOGLQJSHUPLWVZLWKLQWKH9LOODJH0DVWHU3ODQQHG'HYHORSPHQW
DUHD
8WLOLW\OLQHVDQGVNLWUDLOVVKDOOEHURXWHGLQH[LVWLQJFOHDULQJVDQGFRPPRQXWLOLW\
FRUULGRUVWRWKHJUHDWHVWH[WHQWSUDFWLFDOXSRQWKH&LW\(QJLQHHU¶VDSSURYDO
,IDQGZKHQWKHUHDOLJQHG*XDUGVPDQ5RDGLVGHGLFDWHGWRWKH&LW\WKH'HYHORSHU
ZLOOH[HFXWHDQHQFURDFKPHQWDJUHHPHQWLQDIRUPDFFHSWDEOHWRWKH&LW\$WWRUQH\
DQG&LW\(QJLQHHUIRUWKHSULYDWHLPSURYHPHQWV VNLEULGJHVDQGRUWXQQHOV ZLWKLQ
WKHULJKWVRIZD\
$OOHVVHQWLDOPXQLFLSDOSXEOLFXWLOLW\EXLOGLQJVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHXWLOLW\SODQIRUWKH
VXEGLYLVLRQUHTXLUHDFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW
7KHSURSRVHGRYHUOHQJWKFXOGHVDFWKDWHQGVLQWKHVL[VLQJOHIDPLO\ORWVZLOOKDYH
DVHFRQGDU\HPHUJHQF\DFFHVVIURPWKHHQGRIWKHURDGWR0DUVDF$YHQXH7KH
HPHUJHQF\ DFFHVV ZLOOFRQWLQXHDVDPLQLPXPIRRWZLGHDOOZHDWKHUVXUIDFH
URDG
$&RQVWUXFWLRQ0LWLJDWLRQ3ODQLQFOXGLQJWUXFNURXWLQJLVDVXEPLWWDOUHTXLUHPHQWIRU
HDFK&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLW
$ SUHOLPLQDU\ ODQGVFDSH SODQ LQFOXGLQJ SURYLVLRQV IRU ZDWHUHIILFLHQW LUULJDWLRQ
V\VWHPVVKDOOEHVXEPLWWHGZLWKHDFK&83DSSOLFDWLRQ
$OOVXEVHTXHQWDSSOLFDWLRQVDQGDSSURYDOVDUHVXEMHFWWRWKH7HFKQLFDO5HSRUWVDV
DSSURYHGRUDPHQGHG
7KHWHFKQLFDOUHSRUWXSGDWHVDQGFODULILFDWLRQVDVSUHVHQWHGLQWKHVWDIIUHSRUWVKDOO
EHLQFRUSRUDWHGLQWKLVDSSURYDO
5HG&ORXG6XEGLYLVLRQ

3ODQQHU5RELQVRQQRWHGWKDW5HG&ORXGFRPPRQO\FDOOHG3RG'LVWKHWKLUGDQGILQDO
(PSLUH3DVVDSSOLFDWLRQ7KLUW\VLQJOHIDPLO\ORWVDUHSURSRVHGRQWKHODQGRZQHGDQG
FRQWUROOHG E\ 7DOLVNHU DQG WKH 8QLWHG 3DUN &LW\ 0LQH &RPSDQ\  $W WKH -XO\  ZRUN
VHVVLRQWKH3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQGLVFXVVHGWKH(QFKDQWHG)RUHVWDQGKRZWRDSSO\WKH
VWDWHPHQW LQ WKH GHYHORSPHQW DJUHHPHQW WKDW QR GHYHORSPHQW VKRXOG RFFXU LQ WKH
(QFKDQWHG)RUHVW3ODQQHU5RELQVRQXQGHUVWRRGWKHUHWREHJHQHUDOFRQVHQVXVIURPWKH
&RPPLVVLRQ WKDW KDYLQJ D VNL HDVHPHQWFRQVHUYDWLRQ HDVHPHQW DFURVV DQ DUHD WR EH
GHWHUPLQHGZRXOGFRQVWLWXWHDGHTXDWHSURWHFWLRQ7KHODQJXDJHZLOOSURKLELWVQRZPRELOHV
EXWZLOODOORZVNLLQJLQWKHZLQWHUIRUSHRSOHFRPLQJRIIWKH5HG&ORXGOLIW7KHRWKHULVVXH
GLVFXVVHGRQ-XO\ZDVZKHWKHUWRDPHQGWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWDQG([KLELW$RI
WKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWZKLFKVKRZVWKHSRGERXQGDULHVWRPRYHWKHERXQGDULHV
IXUWKHUVRXWKDQGZHVW7KLVZRXOGQRWFKDQJHWKHGHQVLW\RUDYHUDJHORWVL]H7KH6WDII
DQDO\]HGWKDWSURSRVDOIRUVHSDUDWLRQIURPVNLUXQVDQGDYLVXDODQDO\VLVDQGLWLVWKH
6WDII¶VRSLQLRQWKDWWKHGHYHORSPHQWDJUHHPHQWZRXOGKDYHWREHDPHQGHGWRDOORZWKDWWR
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EXHIBIT K
EXHIBIT K
Flagstaff Annexation and Empire Pass Units and Unit Equivalents Updated for 5.24.17
POD
A
B1
D
Totals

Single Family

Allowed SF lots

SF Permits

Banner Wood-platted
Northside-platted
Red Cloud-platted
(Single Family only)

POD
Multi-family
A
Horseshoe Townhouses on Lot 1 VEPN plat TDB
A
Lot 3 VEPN plat-(Bldg 3) Proposed
A
Lot 2 VEPN plat-(Bldg 4) TBD
A
Tower Residential- platted lot/no condo plat (Bldg 1)
A
Shooting Star-platted lot and condo (Bldg 2)
A
One Empire Pass-platted lot and condo (Bldg 5)
Silver Strike-platted lot and condo (Bldg 6)
A
A
Flagstaff -platted lot and condo (Bldg 7)
A
Arrow Leaf A-platted lot and condo (Bldg 8)
A
Arrow Leaf B- platted lot and condo (Bldg 9)
A
Grand Lodge-platted lot and condo (Bldg H)
A
Larkspur East Townhouses-all platted/condo (3 duplex = 6 PUD)
A
Larkspur West Townhouses-all platted/condo
A
Paintbrush PUDs- all platted /condo
A
Belles PUDs- all platted/condo
B1
Nakoma PUDs- phase 1 platted/condo
B1
Ironwood- all platted/condo
B2
B2 West Montage- 174 hotel rooms platted(apprvd 192)
B2
B2 West Montage condos- platted (apprvd 94)
B2
B2 East- B2East Subdivision approved/No condo plat yet
Totals (Multi-family only)
Maximum Allowed by Flagstaff Development Agreement
Remaining UE/Units/AUE

6
10
30
46

Units
Approved/Proposed
0
21
0
25
21
27
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
17
17
24
hotel rooms
94
70
509

550
41

SF CO #'s

4
10
12
26

Square Feet
Platted w/
condo

36,109
65,026
71,305
73,506
46,458
48,746
65,344
48,693
41,273
63,076
90,000
90,000
73,944
218,669
1032149

Units
UE
Platted w/ Approved/Proposed UE Platted
condo
w/ condo or sub
with condo
0
0
0
0
21
27
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
17
17
23
hotel rooms
84
0
382

550
168

4
10
11
25

MF Units
Platted as
PUDs

ADA
provided/r
EHU
equired provided

38.90
18.30
32.80
35.60
35.90
24.50
25.70
33.00
24.40
20.70
31.90
45.00
45.00
37.40
69.60
114.00
81.00
738.20

0
0
0
0
18.055
32.513
35.653
36.753
23.229
24.373
32.672
24.347
20.637
31.538
45
45
36.972
72.665
109.335
0
588.742

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
0
12
17
17
0
0
0
0
52

5
2
24

785.00
46.80

785
196.258

60
8

n/a
n/a

24.50

1
2
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
1

0
1
1
2
3
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
10
19

On Mtn AUE
provided/
proposed
CO UE's
0
1.1 AUE
2.0 AUE
0.75 AUE
0
1.125 AUE
1.1 AUE
1.6 AUE
2.85 AUE
0
1.2 AUE
0
0
0
0
0
1 AUE
0
7.8 AUE
4.2 AUE
24.725 AUE
16.675 AUE
built to date (on
mtn)

0
0
0
0
18.1
0
35.7
36.8
23.3
24.4
32.7
24.4
20.7
32
37.85
35
37.1
72.4
109.3
0
539.75

CO
Units

Status
0
0
0
0
21
0
34
37
28
28
27
15
12
12
14
13
23
1
84
0
349

Sub Plat under review
Sub Plat under review
Sub Plat under review
CUP expired/not platted
Completed
27 Under Construction
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
14 Completed
13 Completed
Completed
Completed -see note
Completed
Sub plat approved

Affordable Housing

MF Totals by POD only apprvd or platted (not SF lots)
A (not including Lot 3 and Tower CUP)
B1
B2 (plus 174 hotel rooms) not including B2East
A, B1, B2

Units Approved
258
41
94
393

Units
Platted
258
40
84
382

UE Approved
327.8
82.4
183.6
593.8

UE Platted
324.77
81.972
182
588.742

MF Units as
PUD
35
17
0
52

Total MPD Total off
Mtn AUE
AUE
required required

118.9
% of MF units total in Pods A, B1 and B2 that are in POD A
(MPD requires minimum of 50%)
SF- Single family lot/house
MF- Multi-family/condominium units
PUD- Planned Unit Development Style MF

94.175

Total off
Total on Mtn Mtn AUE
AUE required built

24.725

89

Total on
Mtn AUE
built
Total AUE owed

16.675

67.54%
EHU- Employee Housing Unit (no min number)
AUE- Affordable Unit Equivalent (1 AUE = 800 sf)
UE- Unit Equivalent (1 UE = 2,000 sf residential)

ADA- American Disability Act required units
VEPN- Village Empire Pass North Subdivision plat
CO- Certificate of Occupancy (hotel rooms counted as 1 CO total)
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13.225

DATE: November 9, 2017

TO HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL

Rocky Mountain Power’s current delivered electricity is heavily fossil fuel based. Park
City has a commitment to be 100% renewable electricity by 2022 for city operations and
2032 community-wide.
In order to meet the 2022 city operations goal, it is proposed that Rocky Mountain
Power and Park City enter into an Engineering and Professional Services Agreement.
This agreement will complete preliminary engineering, design and estimated costs of a
renewable project to meet our 2022 goal.

Respectfully:
Luke Cartin, Environmental Sustainability Manager
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City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Department:
Date:
Type of Item:

Engineering and Professional Services Agreement
Luke Cartin
Sustainability
November 8, 2017
Administrative

Summary Recommendation
Council approves the Engineering and Professional Services Agreement with Rocky
Mountain Power in a form approved by the city attorney.
Executive Summary
Rocky Mountain Power’s current delivered electricity is heavily fossil fuel based. Park
City has a commitment to be 100% renewable electricity by 2022 for city operations and
2032 community-wide (Resolution 23-2016 approved unanimously by Council on
September 22, 2016).
In order to meet the 2022 city operations goal, it is proposed that Rocky Mountain
Power and Park City enter into an Engineering and Professional Services Agreement.
This agreement will complete preliminary engineering, design and estimated costs of a
renewable project to meet our 2022 goal.
Abbreviations
EPSA
RMP
RSA

Engineering and Professional Services Agreement
Rocky Mountain Power
Retail Services Agreement

Background
 On September 24, 2015 City Council elevated Energy to a Critical Priority and
set a goal of net zero carbon emissions for municipal operations by 2022 and
citywide by 2032.
 On February 25, 2016 City Council requested that a resolution be drafted and
presented to Council specific to our Energy Critical Priority, inviting other
communities to join us in our goal.
 On March 24, 2016 City Council passed the aforementioned resolution.
 On September 22, 2016 City Council passed Resolution 23-2016 to set 100%
renewable electricity goals by 2022 for municipal operations and 2032
community-wide.
 On February 23, 2017, Park City and Rocky Mountain Power entered into a Joint
Clean Energy Cooperative Statement to work together to source 100%
renewable electricity for city operations and community-wide.
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How this could further the goals expressed in the General Plan
This program aligns with three goals expressed in the General Plan:
 5A Encourage development practices that decrease per capita carbon output,
decrease vehicle miles traveled, increase carbon sequestration, protect
significant existing vegetation and contribute to the community emission
reduction goal.


5B Encourage efficient infrastructure to include water conservation, energy
conservation, renewable resource technology, decreased waste production,
green public transit, and increased road and pathway connectivity.




5C Park City Municipal Corporation will be a strong partner in efforts to reduce
community GHG emissions, leading by example and providing policy guidance
while promoting personal accountability and community responsibility

The Problem
RMP’s current portfolio make up is based heavily in carbon emitting energy sources,
equating to 1.607 lbs. per kilowatt-hour.

To achieve the Park City 2022 and 2032 goals, the portfolio must be made up of
renewable resources.

2022 Goal: 100% renewable electricity for city operations
Currently Park City Government has many sources of renewable electricity. This is
comprised of:
o On-site solar panels: 327.7 kW of installed solar capacity
o Blue Sky Program participation: 996,000 kWh
o Subscriber Solar Program participation: 4,029,600 kWh
Park City Government is also making strides to reduce its electricity use at its existing
facilities. Public Utilities presented their energy conservation plan to City Council on
August 17, 2017. There are lighting upgrades happening at many of our facilities, and
an energy efficiency study at the Ice Arena.

Packet Pg. 413

As we continue to make our facilities more efficient, Park City Government is expected
to dramatically increase its overall electricity use. The increase will come from fleet
electrification. The Electric Xpress buses, as well as the addition of new electric buses
to the fleet next year, have a net carbon benefit of not burning diesel. These vehicles
use large amounts of electricity, and are drastically changing our electricity needs.
The Proposed Solution
The 8-page Engineering and Professional Services Agreement identifies the future need
of electricity for the city and the size of a renewable project that will be needed to meet
this demand. The agreement lays out responsibilities, milestones, and anticipated costs.
It will cost $31,000 and 550 days to complete. Once the EPSA is complete, Park City
will have the option to proceed to a Retail Service Agreement (RSA). The RSA includes
the long-term electricity contract and construction of the renewable facility. This
renewable facility could be owned by a third party, by Rocky Mountain Power, or by the
city.
Milestones:
Once EPSA is signed, the parties have 550 days to complete the agreement. During
this time, RMP and City staff will:
 Park City will make the initial payment of $23,400 to Rocky Mountain Power to
begin the study. The final $7,600 is due when the regulatory documents are
prepared.
 Model Park City government operations electricity needs.
 Determine the best renewable energy resource to meet Park City’s requirements
 Issue a Request for Proposals to identify potential renewable energy projects
 Complete all necessary design, engineering, procurement, regulatory,
interconnection and financial analyses.
 Complete financial impact analysis for all city-owned meters.
 Complete a draft Retail Services Agreement and present to City Council.
There is a good chance that the EPSA will be completed before this deadline, and we
can continue to the RSA phase as soon as practicable. If the EPSA is not proceeding as
hoped, Park City can decide not to continue and not pay the final $7,600 before the
regulatory documents are finalized.
Salt Lake City Goals:
Salt Lake City has a goal of 50% renewable electricity for city operations by 2020. This
goal requires more renewable electricity than Park City’s 2022 goal. Salt Lake City has
recently signed their EPSA with a similar timeline. This will allow the cities to look at
projects for their own needs, as well as the possibility of combining our needs together
for a larger renewable project.
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Recommendations for City Council to Consider
Options for City Council to Consider
This section outlines three recommendations that staff is making to Council. Included in
the recommendations are the pros and cons associated with adopting these
recommendations.
Option 1: Council adopt the Engineering and Professional Services Agreement (staff
recommended)
Pros
a.
b.
c.

Cons
a.

This would begin the process to identify renewable projects for the 2022
goal.
Gives Park City the option to partner with Salt Lake City on a large scale
renewable project.
Sets forth a plan for deliverables and prepares the regulatory and financial
analyses to complete a large renewable project.

If the 550-day EPSA process is not successful, it becomes more
challenging to identify other pathways to reach our 2022 goal.

Option 2: Do not sign the Engineering and Professional Services Agreement
Pros
a. Keep all options on the table on how to achieve the renewable energy goals
including proposing new enabling legislation or regulatory changes.
Cons
a. Finding solutions could be time and resource intensive.
Option 3: Modify the Agreement
Modify Engineering and Professional Services Agreement for RMP’s review. Any
modifications would then need to be approved by Rocky Mountain Power and returned
to City Council for consideration.
Department Review
Sustainability, Legal and Executive
Funding Source
The cost of this agreement will be paid for by the Environmental Sustainability budget.
Attachment
Engineering and Professional Services Agreement
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ENGINEERING AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER
AND
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

This ENGINEERING AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
(“EPSA” or “Agreement”), is entered into between Rocky Mountain Power, a division of
PacifiCorp, an Oregon corporation (“Rocky Mountain Power” or the “Company”), and
Park City Municipal Corporation, a Utah municipal corporation (“Customer”), for work to
be performed to facilitate the acquisition of renewable energy for delivery to existing
Customer-owned municipal sites, located in or near Park City, Utah (“Facilities”). Rocky
Mountain Power and Customer are each sometimes referred to herein as “Party” or
collectively as “Parties.”
WHEREAS, Customer and Rocky Mountain Power entered into a Joint
Cooperation Statement dated February 23, 2017, setting forth Customer’s municipal
operations and community-wide renewable energy goals;
WHEREAS, Customer desires that Rocky Mountain Power deliver renewable
power and energy to its Facilities to achieve its municipal operations goals;
WHEREAS, for Customer to achieve its municipal operations goals, Rocky
Mountain Power must execute a Power Purchase Agreement with a Renewable Resource
and sign a Retail Service Agreement with Customer to enable renewable resources to be
delivered to the Facilities;
WHEREAS, Rocky Mountain Power will incur certain costs in performing design,
engineering, estimating, professional services and procurement work related to the
acquisition and delivery of said renewable resources;
WHEREAS, the Parties intend that this EPSA more specifically address their
responsibilities to one another in this regard.
THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:
SECTION 1: DEFINITIONS
“Commission” means the Public Service Commission of Utah.
“EPSA” means an Engineering and Professional Services Agreement.
1
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“EPSA Completion Date” means the date upon which Rocky Mountain Power has fulfilled
the obligations as mutually agreed upon in the Scope of Work, attached to this Agreement
as Exhibit A, as amended pursuant to this Agreement.
“Electric Service Regulations” means Rocky Mountain Power's currently effective electric
service regulations, on file with and approved by the Commission, as they may be amended
or superseded from time to time with the approval of the Commission.
“Effective Date” means the date when both this Agreement is signed by the Parties and any
prepayment required under Section 3 has been received by Rocky Mountain Power.
“Exclusivity Period” means the period of time beginning on the Effective Date until the
later of (a) the date that Parties sign a Retail Services Agreement, or (b) five hundred and
fifty (550).
“Facilities” means the Municipal operations owned by the Customer to which the
renewable energy will be delivered.
“PPA or Power Purchase Agreement” means the contract signed between Rocky Mountain
Power and the owner of a Renewable Resource for renewable electricity to be dedicated to
the Facilities as governed by the RSA.
“Project” means and includes all of the work to be performed to facilitate the delivery of
renewable electric service from the Renewable Resource(s) to the Facilities.
“Renewable Resource(s)” means the resources from which Rocky Mountain Power will
help facilitate renewable electric energy at a location to be determined at a later date by the
Parties, located near the Park City, Utah region.1
“RSA” means Retail Service Agreement that will set forth the contract terms between the
Parties including, without limitation, pricing and delivery terms to purchase renewable
energy at the Facilities.
“Scope of Work Costs” means all reasonable costs, charges, and expenses incurred by
Rocky Mountain Power as described in Exhibit A.
SECTION 2: PURPOSE; COMPLETION; TERM
2.1
Scope of Work. Upon the Effective Date, Rocky Mountain Power will
begin preliminary engineering and design work, professional services and procurement
1

This could include southwestern Wyoming, Utah, or other sites agreed upon by the Parties.

2
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estimates for the improvements, transactions, contracts, and regulatory approvals necessary
to enable delivery of renewable electric service to the Facilities (“Project”). Rocky
Mountain Power shall not be obligated to perform construction work, or provide or enable
electric service to the Facilities, until Customer has executed a Retail Service Agreement
(“RSA”) governing those obligations. The preparatory activities encompassed within this
Agreement shall include, without limitation, those activities generally described in Exhibit
A. The Parties may alter the Scope of Work to reflect the requirements of the Project
through a written amendment signed by both parties
2.2

Contracting Phases.

a.
EPSA. This EPSA governs the first contracting phase between Rocky
Mountain Power and Customer, and sets forth (1) the rights and obligations of the Parties
during the initial contracting phase, and (2) the services to be provided as set forth in the
Scope of Work in Exhibit A. If Customer elects to move forward to the next phase of
contracting, Rocky Mountain Power shall present Customer with the RSA.
b.
Notice to Proceed; Initial Commitment. If Customer elects to move
forward with the next phase of contracting to secure renewable energy resources for the
Facilities as identified by the results of this EPSA, Customer shall provide written notice
to Rocky Mountain Power of its intent to enter into the RSA (“Notice to Proceed”) as soon
as practicable. Upon receipt of Customer’s Notice to Proceed, Rocky Mountain Power will
commence negotiation of the (i) PPA with the Renewable Resource supplier selected by
Customer; and (ii) the associated RSA with Customer. The final RSA will reflect Rocky
Mountain Power’s obligation to secure renewable energy resources, and provide electric
service to the Facilities.

c.
Failure to Provide Notice to Proceed. Customer’s failure to timely provide
its Notice to Proceed with the RSA will terminate Rocky Mountain Power’s obligation to
the Customer provided; however, Rocky Mountain Power will provide written notice of
termination to Customer and allow Customer thirty (30) working days to provide Notice to
Proceed after receipt of Rocky Mountain Power’s notice to terminate.

d.
Delay or Failure to Execute. If following submittal of a Notice to Proceed
by Customer but before execution of the RSA, Customer elects not to execute an RSA as
contemplated by this EPSA, this EPSA will terminate and Company will cease all work
hereunder. All payments by Customer under the EPSA will be retained by Company to
offset its costs incurred under this EPSA, subject to the terms in Section 3.2. Company
will not execute a PPA until such time as Customer has entered into an associated RSA.
2.3
Estimated Time of Completion. Provided that Customer executes the
EPSA on or before November 1, 2017, Rocky Mountain Power shall use commercially
3
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reasonable efforts to complete the activities described in Exhibit A, within five hundred
and fifty days (550) of the Effective Date. Rocky Mountain Power will not be liable for
delays in completing said activities, so long as such delays are not caused by Rocky
Mountain Power and do not cause harm to the Customer.

2.4
Term of Agreement. This EPSA shall be effective upon the Effective Date,
and shall remain in effect through the EPSA Completion Date, unless terminated earlier
pursuant to Section 3.3
SECTION 3: COST OF SERVICES
3.1
Estimated Costs. Rocky Mountain Power estimates total Scope of Work
Costs of up to $31,000 (the “Estimated Costs”). If Rocky Mountain Power determines it
must perform work that is not described in Exhibit A, Rocky Mountain Power shall request
written approval from Customer to proceed with additional work, and Customer will be
responsible for the costs of such additional work performed. If Customer requests
additional work, Rocky Mountain Power shall request written approval from Customer to
proceed with additional work and Customer shall be responsible for the cost of additional
work performed. Customer agrees to accept any associated delay in completion. Customer
shall pay Rocky Mountain Power for all Scope of Work costs incurred, subject to the terms
of this EPSA.
3.2
Prepayment, Allowance. Upon the full execution of this EPSA, Rocky
Mountain Power shall provide Customer with an invoice in the amount of $23,400 for
Exhibit A items 1A, 1B and 2. Rocky Mountain Power’s obligation to proceed with the
activities described in Exhibit A, shall be contingent upon receipt of such payment. The
Customer shall pay the remaining balance of $7,600 once a regulatory filing has been
prepared and is ready for submittal to the Utah Public Service Commission, if Customer
elects to proceed with the services. If Rocky Mountain Power determines that actual costs
may exceed the Estimated Costs, Rocky Mountain Power may request an additional
prepayment to cover the estimated cost of additional work. After the EPSA Completion
Date, Rocky Mountain Power shall apply the amount of any prepayments in excess of
actual total costs towards the RSA, or refund the excess amounts if the Parties do not agree
upon the final terms of the RSA or do not otherwise enter into the RSA.
3.3
Additional Work. If Rocky Mountain Power determines additional work is
necessary, Rocky Mountain Power will agree in writing to proposed changes, including
scope and cost. If Customer requests additional work, Customer shall provide written
authorization to proceed with additional work. Rocky Mountain Power may decline to
perform additional work requested by Customer based on staffing and workload constraints
if such work could be performed by Customer or its agents. Customer shall be responsible
for the cost of all additional work authorized and performed along with any associated
delay in the estimated time of completion.
4
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SECTION 4: FORCE MAJEURE
Neither Party shall be subject to any liability or damages for delay or failure to
perform its respective obligations hereunder to the extent that such failure was due to
causes beyond the reasonable control of the Party relying thereon as justification for such
delay or failure, including but not limited to the following: (a) the operation and effect of
any rules, regulations and orders promulgated by any commission, municipality, or
governmental agency of the United States, or subdivision thereof; (b) restraining order,
injunction or similar decree of any court; (c) war; (d) flood; (e) earthquake; (f) act of God;
(g) civil disturbance, sabotage, or terrorism; (h) strikes or boycotts; or (i) failure,
breakdown of, or damage to Rocky Mountain Power or third party electric facilities. The
Party claiming Force Majeure under this provision shall make every reasonable attempt to
diligently remedy the cause thereof. Time periods for performance obligations of Parties
herein shall be extended for the period during which Force Majeure was in effect.
SECTION 5: NOTICE
Any notice required to be given hereunder shall be deemed to have been given when
it is sent, with postage prepaid, by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested, to
the Parties hereto at their respective addresses as follows:
To Customer:
Park City Municipal Corporation
Attention: Luke Cartin
Environmental Sustainability Manager
445 Marsac Ave
Park City, Utah 84060
To Rocky Mountain Power:
Rocky Mountain Power
Attention: Chad Ambrose
Regional Business Manager
P.O. Box 39
7657 Holden Street
Midvale, Utah 84047
Phone: 801-220-4437

SECTION 6: ASSIGNMENT
5
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Customer may not assign its rights nor delegate its obligations under this EPSA
without the prior written consent of the Company. The Company may at any time assign
its rights and delegate its obligations under this Contract, in whole or in part, including,
without limitation, transferring its rights and obligations under this Contract to any: (i)
affiliate; (ii) successor in interest, or (iii) corporation or any other business entity in
conjunction with a merger, consolidation or other business reorganization to which
Company is a party. This EPSA shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Parties’
successors and permitted assigns and Company shall provide notice of any such assignment
within thirty (30) days.
SECTION 7: INTEGRATION
This EPSA replaces and supersedes in the entirety all prior agreements among the
Parties related to the same subject matter.
SECTION 8: WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL
To the fullest extent permitted by law, each of the parties hereto waives any right it
may have to a trial by jury in respect of litigation directly or indirectly arising out of, under
or in connection with this agreement. Each party further waives any right to consolidate
any action in which a jury trial has been waived with any other action in which a jury trial
cannot be or has not been waived.
SECTION 9: EXCLUSIVITY
For and in consideration of the EPSA and for other good and valuable
consideration, until the earlier of (a) the date that Parties sign a Retail Services Agreement, or (b)
five hundred and fifty (550) days following the Effective Date (the “Exclusivity Period”), Rocky
Mountain Power will have the exclusive right to pursue the acquisition of renewable energy
strictly related to this EPSA for the Facilities with Customer. During the Exclusivity
Period, Customer shall not negotiate with, solicit bids, or accept any bids from any person
or entity associated with the acquisition of renewable energy for its Facilities, This
exclusivity condition does not preclude the Customer from pursuing new net-metered
renewable energy systems or other forms of renewable energy for its Facilities not directly
duplicative of or tied to the renewable resources associated with this EPSA and its
procurement activities.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this EPSA to be executed by
their duly authorized officers as of the dates set forth below.

6
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CUSTOMER
By: _____________________________________
Name: ___________________________________
Title: ____________________________________
Date: ____________________________________

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

By: ______________________________________
Name: ___________________________________
Title: ____________________________________
Date: ____________________________________

7
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EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF WORK

1. (A) Determine the best renewable energy resource to meet the Customer’s
requirements through a request for proposal (RFP) process developed and executed with
the Customer, such process resulting in RMP agreeing to terms with the developer/owner
of the chosen renewable resource. $5,700
(B) Develop a phased delivery schedule to meet Customer’s renewable energy goals.
$5,700
2. Provide the necessary design, engineering, procurement, regulatory and financial
analyses. $12,000
3. Complete an interconnection agreement application. $2,000
4. Complete and obtain all associated facility, system impact and feasibility studies. $2,800
5. Obtain the necessary regulatory approval including pricing calculations. $2,800
6. Deliver complete EPSA and draft RSA to Customer.

8
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