












Total Cost Benefit Analysis - Spring City, Utah: Moving from 1.06 Acres to 0.50 Acres 

I Metric 

Total one-time benefits ($} 

Total one-time costs ($) 

Net one-time impact (benefits .. costs) ($) 

Total annual costs ($/yr) 
Total annual benefits {$/yr) 

Net annual impact (benefits - costs) ($/yr) 

Potential Annual Historic Designation Loss Impact 

Lot Size Premium (1 acre vs. 1/2 acre Estimated Premium) 

Included in analysis but not on Summary Sheet: 
Benefit and Cost Assumptions 

Calculations 

One-time Costs 

Annual Costs 

Potential Historic Impact 

One-time Benefits 

Annual Benefits 

Value I 
$2,125,000 

-$9,340,000 

-$7,215,000 

-$607,500 
$128,340 

-$479,160 

-$48,750 

25% to 30% Estimate provided by National Real Estate Association 













October 1, 2025 

Dear Spring City Council Members, 

I am writing in objection to the proposed "Protected Historic Zone" on most or part of Spring City. This 
proposal is packaged as a compromise because it would allow a few people on the outskirts of Spring 
City to subdivide to 0.5 acre lots while restricting that freedom to the rest. Please don't compromise by 
giving only increased freedom to some. Our city needs to allow homeowners to revitalize all the poorly 
kept up back lots in the city. Even worse, the proposed Protected Historic Zone will use the “historic” 
designation to impose permanent new limitations on homeowners and landowners in this area.  

Every year homeowners in Spring City get older and have a harder time keeping up with all the land 
imposed by the 1.06 acre minimum lot size. Land that is well taken care of is what makes a place 
beautiful, not open spaces filled with weeds and/or old vehicles. The historic district of Spring City has 
some of the smallest lot sizes, but their look and feel defines the town despite their small size. Some 
people in town would like the same freedom by subdividing and selling their land to others or giving 
children and grandchildren the chance to build. Don’t compromise that away. I think a new minimum lot 
size of 0.5 acres would revitalize the poorly cared for areas of the town and allow more family-friendly 
lots in town.  

The Protected Historic Zone is much more concerning. This year my dad submitted plans to tear down 
and rebuild a small house in Spring City. Although of old age, the house was not fit to preserve due to a 
sagging foundation, stick-framed walls insulated with adobe, termite problems and a host of other 
issues. It was best torn down and rebuilt. Some homes have real historic value, but not everything from 
the past is worth keeping and restoring. Our project was delayed and almost stymied by restrictions 
against new construction. I can only imagine how much more difficult it would have been to get 
approval to tear down an old building within a "Protected Historic Zone."  

The title of this new zone can only mean new rules about changing existing properties and on the look 
and feel of new homes. More regulations always result in fewer new homes and buildings. I fear that is 
precisely what many in and around town want and are using the Historical designation to conceal their 
real intent. Let’s not naively assume that there will be no more future restrictions from this new zoning 
framework. There surely will be, and it will only tread further on the property rights of home and land 
owners who are the real ones working and living to make Spring City beautiful and attractive. Let’s 
encourage these qualities with equally applied rules for small acre lots and keep the city growing in a 
stable, healthy way. 

Sincerely,  

Andrew Skousen, Resident of Spring City  
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