PARK CITY

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
445 MARSAC AVENUE
PARK CITY, UTAH 84060

August 13, 2026

The Council of Park City, Summit County, Utah, met in open meeting-on August 13,
2026, at 2:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers.

Council Member Ciraco moved to close the meeting to discuss property and personnel

at 2:33 p.m. Council Member Toly seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra
EXCUSED: Council Members Miller and Zegarra

CLOSED SESSION

Council Member Miller attended via.Zoom. Council Member Zegarra arrived at 2:40
p.m.

Council Member Ciraco moved to adjourn from Closed Meeting at 5:21 p.m. Council
Member Parigian seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra

REGULAR MEETING

l. ROLL CALL

Attendee Name Status
Mayor Ryan Dickey

Council Member Bill Ciraco
Council Member Molly Miller
Council Member Ed Parigian
Council Member Tana Toly Present
Council Member Diego Zegarra
Adam Lenhard, City Manager
Margaret Plane, City Attorney
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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None Excused

Il PRESENTATION

1. Regional Emergency Operations Center Update:

Police Chief Wade Carpenter summarized a concept of a future regional emergency
operations center (EOC) and indicated he would like to have a discussion with: Summit
County, the Sheriff’s Office, and Park City Fire District (PCFD). It was noted-a location
had not been determined. He explained an EOC was a place to meet during major
incidents and could be a point of distribution for FEMA, where food, water,.and other
materials could be delivered. Historically, supply drops had been made in unsecured
locations during emergencies. This facility could be a dispatch and IT backup location.
He also felt this facility could be used as a triage center. One possible location for this
facility could be in Round Valley, east of the Peace House. The fire department owned
part of it and there had been plans for a future substation..He thought an EOC would be
good in the substation and noted this would become more relevant the closer the City
came to the 2034 Olympics. He asked that this location be considered.

Mayor Dickey stated grant funding for emergency services sales tax didn’t go through
because the application didn’t demonstrate a measurable impact in tourism, and he
asked to know why. Chief Carpenter indicated they felt there was sufficient proof of
tourism impact, but it was denied. Council Member Ciraco noted last Sunday an
evacuation notice was sent out while thousands of tourists were on Main Street. He
suggested that this example should be used when applying again. Council Member Toly
asked if the Council should discuss-this with the County Council. Chief Carpenter stated
he had toured a few regional EOCs and he felt the conversation would be appropriate.
He didn’t know where the location should be, but it needed to be decentralized.

Council Member Ciraco referred to the fire in Summit Park a few years ago and asked if
they envisioned a‘large enough parcel to set up tents and expand as the need
demanded, to which'Chief Carpenter affirmed. Ideally, this would be a multi-use facility
so he could put equipment and officers there. Council Member Zegarra thanked
Carpenter for.the long-term planning. Council Member Parigian asked how the facility
would be used when there weren’t emergencies, to which Carpenter said it would be
used as asubstation.

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

Mayor Dickey opened the meeting for any who wished to speak or submit comments on
items not on the agenda.

Steve Onysko 84060 attended the Planning Commission, and he asserted the rules set
by the chair violated the Open Meetings Act because they didn’t allow applause and
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didn’t allow speakers to address the audience. He thought the audience should be able
to applaud. Mayor Dickey stated the Council followed the same ground rules as the
Planning Commission. Margaret Plane, City Attorney, referred to the Open Meetings Act
and stated it was supplemented by the City Code. Resolution 01-2023 was Rules of
Order and Procedure.

Phoebe Halley 84060 requested that the Council not push the Bonanza Development
forward. It would have a negative financial impact on resident taxpayers. That much
capital into one project was an inefficient use of public funds. Those funds could be
used for trails and open space, workforce housing, etc. The hidden costs would wipe
out any gains. The density would strain the roads and increase the need for municipal
maintenance. It would also increase the demand for emergency services.

Jonathan Warden 84060 supported housing for the City’s workforce. Affordable housing
didn’t require that the City build affordable housing. He suggested testing portable rental
facilities. He thought a pilot program should be implemented for two years and then
compare it to the Bonanza project’s full cost. For years, the City had bought open space
and then paved over other areas of open space.

Sara Milligan 84060 stated they heard a lot of opinions, including support for affordable
housing and support for less density. She felt kids should see moose and elk as they go
to school. This data of opinions was missing in the.Bonanza project. Data from
EngineHouse and data on Transit riders would be helpful. The neighbors didn’t want this
project. She indicated 2,399 petition signatures had been gathered in the last few
weeks. More people signed the petition than voted for Council Member Toly, who was
the highest vote getter in the last election. She submitted the petition to the Council.

Dick Grannis stated the proposed buildings in the Bonanza project violated the code
and the developer did it to put in more units. The housing and commercial were too high
end. Also, all parked.cars could only turn right when leaving the project. He thought it
would make traffic worse on the ancillary streets. With regard to the petition, he asked
that the Council listen to the people.

Olivia Boger 84060 thanked Council for listening to them share their thoughts and
concerns. She noted many letters to the editor had been published with regard to the
Bonanza project. She quoted City Manager Adam Lenhard about working with local
leaders to guide development in a way that protects what residents value the most.

Mike Florence 84060 stated they walked around the park with the plans and were told
there were 50 people making noise. So they started a petition to see the actual number
of people who were against the project. He didn’t want just a park, but he didn’t like the
Brinshore design. He asked for the project to pause until they could figure out what
would be right for the parcel.
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Allison Cook 84060 supported affordable housing but opposed this plan. She thought
the intersection at Bonanza and Kearns was congested and were already blocked
throughout the day. There was no room for an emergency vehicle to get through. The
failure to plan for emergency service to the high school and McPolin was concerning.
The plan was an egregious and indefensible breach of proper planning standards that
prioritized development at the direct expense of public safety. The Mayor and Council
said the planning was too far along to cancel or amend but there was a termination
agreement that could be implemented.

Steve Petice 84060 thanked the Council for wanting to get something done on the 5-
acres, but this was not the plan. This plan would create such congestion for. skiers and
other roads would be clogged so employees could not get to work: He asked that
another solution for the 5-acres be found.

Patricia Kipp 84060 was a physician and was passionate about.emergency services.
She felt the City had a responsibility to make sure people could travel to the hospital.
She felt there were many hours per day where safe travel to the hospital was not
possible. Before anything else was done, Bonanza Drive.needed to be widened.

Maria Reinhart 84060 stated the Bonanza project should not be treated as an affordable
housing proposal, because it was a major mixed-use entitlement package with height
exceptions, traffic and parking impacts, and environmental cleanup obligations. The
traffic was already failing at that intersection. Also, the right turn out of the project was a
problem. They wanted documented-answers on the soil cleanup costs. Bonanza Park
Small Area Plan was limited to 35 feet building heights and that needed to remain. She
asked for the City to be transparent before making approvals.

Katherine Fagin 84060 stated the developer related all the changes that were being
made to the Bonanza project at the Planning Commission meeting last night. She
thought the City should do a separate analysis to obtain its own data.

Kim Irwinpack-84060 stated the Council had a tough job and they wanted to get projects
done. The Bonanza project had been going on for a long time. He implored the Council
to do the right thing. The affordable housing element was not workforce housing
because anyone could live there.

Mike Hunter stated he was at the Bonanza parcel holding a sign to honk for open space
and many cars honked. He thought the City couldn’t go wrong with open space. He
suggested an alternative development concept for open space and affordable housing.

Charlotte O’Connell 84060 stated a few years ago she participated in a mock
emergency evacuation and they gathered at the 5-acre parcel. She noted the County
only provided 10% affordable housing so the City should match that goal and not have
the 15% housing goal. She suggested building affordable housing by the Peace House
instead of at the 5-acre site.
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Rich Wyman 84060 requested that the Council remain open to a redesign of the
Bonanza project. He supported an arts and culture district that was envisioned in 2017
when the property was purchased. He compared arts and culture districts in other cities.
The arts in Park City was more important now than ever. He felt there were housing
needs but the project did not need to be one or the other.

Margorie Ellis 84060 opposed the current Bonanza project because of the increased
congestion and the building height. She did not favor the proposed paid parking either.
She felt this was a bad deal.

Kelly Pfaff 84060 said “Ditto” to all the comments given. She felt the developer didn’t
understand this community. Regarding the petition, her group presented the plans to
everyone they talked to, and most people had no idea about the project. They only
conveyed the City’s information and received over 2,000 signatures. She asked for the
project to be paused.

Jimmy May 84060 supported affordable housing but opposed the Brinshore proposal.
None of their group were NIMBY's and he supported helping.people get ahead. Granting
this development would create a precedent. He stated Brinshore would receive $60-$90
million from the City. They were all stakeholders:in the community, and the petition was
the will of the people.

Chelsea Strong 84060 stated in 2017, taxpayers purchased the 5-acre site and
declared it was for arts and culture: She reviewed the costs going into the proposed
project. She asked why this development was different than the original plan and noted
the costs associated with the current proposal. She asked where the funding would
come from.

Mike Todd 84098 stated he owned 24 units of affordable housing in 84060. He reviewed
the history of Park City and noted the only streetlight for some years was on the corner
of Kearns and Bonanza. He felt this property was a diamond and it deserved a diamond
project.

Suze Weir:84060 stated she wanted to see the Brinshore contract cancelled and
wanted the Council to interview landscape architects to design stunning landscapes
with art before 2034.

Lawrence Hurwitz eComment: “Subject: Public Comment on Thaynes / Three Kings
Phase Il Vision and Implementation — Drainage and Water Intrusion Concerns Dear
Members of the Planning Commission and City Council, We are writing regarding the
proposed Thaynes / Three Kings Phase Il project, specifically the recommendation to
install a continuous six-foot sidewalk along the east side of Three Kings Drive adjacent
to our property. We appreciate the City’s goal of improving pedestrian safety along
Three Kings Drive. The staff report correctly notes that the corridor lacks a continuous
pedestrian facility and that winter conditions can create conflicts between vehicles and

Park City Page 5 August 13, 2026



PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
August 13, 2026

Page|6

pedestrians. We also recognize that the preferred alternative was selected in part
because it is narrower and less intrusive than a shared-use path, and because the City
is attempting to minimize neighborhood and property impacts. The report states that the
preferred alternative includes a six-foot sidewalk on the east side, behind curb and
gutter, with targeted roadway narrowing to reduce impacts to adjacent properties. Our
concern is very specific: the proposed sidewalk may compromise the drainage and
water-mitigation system that currently protects our property. For approximately fourteen
years, we have dealt with water intrusion affecting our unit. The water has come from
multiple sources: mountain runoff, golf course runoff, water-treatment-plant-related
runoff, and surface water flowing down Three Kings Drive from the direction of Park City
Mountain. In 2024 we experienced a torrential flood, which we documented on video
and provided to the City. Following that event, meaningful corrective action was finally
taken, including larger drainage pipes, additional storm drains/sewers, widening of the
creek that drains into the pond on the 13th hole of the Park City Golf Course, installation
of multiple French drains and pumps, and significant landscape changes around our
unit, including a rock garden. Those improvements have worked. Since these measures
were completed, our water-mitigation system has been satisfactory, and we have not
had further water-intrusion issues. That is exactly why we are concerned. The current
combination of turf, grading, drains, pipes, French drains, pumps, and landscape design
now functions as an integrated barrier protecting.our property. Installing a sidewalk
immediately adjacent to our property could disturb that balance in several ways: 1. Loss
of absorptive turf and landscaping. Turf and landscaped areas currently absorb, slow,
and disperse runoff. Replacing that area with sidewalk removes a permeable surface
and substitutes an impermeable surface. 1. Creation of a new hard surface that may
redirect runoff. A sidewalk, curb,or altered grade could unintentionally channel water
toward our property rather than away from it. 1. Interference with existing drainage
improvements. We are concerned that construction could disturb or compromise
existing storm drains, French drains, pumps, sewer connections, pipe alignments, or the
recent drainage improvements that now protect our unit. 1. Potential reversal of recent
successful mitigation work. After years of water problems and substantial personal
expense, the current drainage solution is finally working. We want assurance that this
project will not.undo those improvements. We respectfully request that before final
design approval or construction, the City require a site-specific drainage and
engineering review for the segment adjacent to our property. At minimum, we ask that
the final design include: * A detailed pre-construction drainage assessment of our
frontage and the surrounding runoff patterns. * Identification and mapping of all existing
storm drains, French drains, pipes, pumps, sewer structures, and landscape drainage
features affecting our property. * Confirmation that the sidewalk, curb, gutter, and
roadway narrowing will not redirect water toward our unit. * A design that preserves or
improves the current drainage protections. * Use of permeable materials, additional
drainage inlets, swales, trench drains, or other mitigation if needed. * A written
assurance that any drainage infrastructure disturbed during construction will be restored
or improved. * Continued coordination with us before final design is completed and
before construction begins. We are not opposing pedestrian safety improvements. We
are asking that the City not solve one problem by recreating another. The staff report
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states that specific roadway narrowing locations and property impacts will continue to
be refined during final design. We respectfully ask that drainage protection for our
property be made an explicit part of that refinement process. Given our long history of
documented water intrusion and the substantial City, HOA and personal expense
already incurred to correct it, we request that the City ensure that the proposed sidewalk
does not compromise the drainage improvements that are now functioning properly.”

Katy Leslie eComment: “| am a resident of 84060 and a beneficiary of the affordable
housing of Park City. The reason that | am unable to attend, the meeting is because the
traffic was so backed up | could never have made it in time. | feel that adding more
housing in that location of 5 acres is a detriment to people who are already living here.
Although we want to help others, | think we need to help the people who are already
here. We are short on doctors, dermatologist, gas stations and roads. To add more
people and will not be able to serve them appropriately. Locals will not use the small
plots of grass surrounded by housing restaurants and retail. As a.City, we decided that it
would be the arts and culture district, now the city is changing the deal. And changing it
in favor of people who aren’t currently living here.”

Richard Ford eComment: I find it very ironic and hypaocritical, that the Planning
Commission is being asked to seriously consider abuilding height variance for many of
buildings being proposed for the 5 Acre Bonanza parcel. When less than two years ago,
the Planning Commission denied such a request.from the proposed developers of the
Double Tree property which is less than a 1/2 mile down the road. If altering the building
height code wasn't a good idea then, why would it be now? Just because Park City
owns the Bonanza/Kearns Blvd property, they should not get any "special” treatment nor
consideration. Please do not approve any variances to building height, unless you are
willing to open Pandora's Box and then do such for all future requests and past
requests.”

Lillian Laszlo eComment: “| attended the City Council meeting this past Thursday at City
Hall. It is obvious'to me that residents are overwhelmingly opposed to the Brinshore
development propoesal on the Bonanza 5-acre plot. | ask that you pause this decision
and consider other options. Please vote “no” on this project.”

MayorDickey closed the public input portion of the meeting.
IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF

Council Questions and Comments:

Council Member Ciraco thanked those who gave public comments. He heard their
comments and emails. On Monday, there was a deer that had been hit on SR224, and
he wanted to do something to ensure people and wildlife could co-exist here. Council
Member Toly stated she was also very engaged with the Bonanza project and feedback.
She indicated the workforce has had a tough summer here because of the debate on
whether they should be in this community. She stated the City had to compete with
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other entities for employees and employees kept the town vibrant. She thanked the
firefighters for their efforts in the Summit County fire.

Council Member Zegarra thanked the residents for keeping the conversation civil. He
thanked Kimball Arts Center for Arts Fest last weekend. He disclosed he had a conflict
of interest with Consent Agenda ltem Two. Council Member Miller thanked all the
firefighters. She disclosed she was a writer for Park City Education Foundation.and one
of the programs they supported was the Bright Futures group. This was a program for
first generation students to get to college and achieve a college degree. On August 17,
two young women with Bright Futures would attend Temple University in.Japan. She
wanted to recognize them for this achievement.

Mayor Dickey indicated there would be a joint City and County Council meeting on
October 9 and they would discuss emergency management. There was an affordable
housing work session coming up in September. He reiterated that the Bonanza Project
was on two tracks. It was going through the Planning Commission to see if it complied
with the Land Management Code. Then it was going to Council to negotiate the
development agreement, which would deal with the costs and uses of the development.

Staff Communications Reports:

1. May 2026 Sales Tax Report:

2. Park City and Summit County Arts Council Annual Contract Report for Public
Art Advisory Board Facilitation:

3. FY26 Revised Budget Refinements:

Council Member Ciraco_ stated the tax report could be startling to some and he asked
for an explanation on the timing issues. Robbie Smoot, Budget Department, stated
businesses submitted taxes monthly and those were received by the State Tax
Commission throughout the year. The report was only on the payments received and
distributed through a certain date each month. Last year, there was a lot of June
revenue in the May distribution, and that didn’t happen this year. Council Member
Ciraco asked if the timing was just a couple days difference each year. Smoot stated
May was an inconsistent month because it was the first distribution of the new year.

4. Citywide Transportation Demand Management Programs for 2026 Winter
Season:

V. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES

1. Consideration to Approve the City Council Meeting Minutes from July 16, 2026:

Council Member Toly moved to approve the City Council meeting minutes from July 16,
2026. Council Member Ciraco seconded the motion.
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RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra

VI. CONSENT AGENDA

1. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Professional Services
Agreement with Park City Senior Citizens Inc. in a Form Approved by the City
Attorney's Office, Not to Exceed $100,000 for Two Years, for Senior Center
Administrative Services:

2. Request to Approve the Nonprofit Services Advisory Committee's
Recommendations for Emergent Community Needs Grant Awards for a Total of
$27,500, to the Following Nonprofit Organizations: Park City Community
Foundation, Peace House, Inc., and Bridge21 Park City, Corp.:

3. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Agreement in a Form
Approved by the City Attorney’s Office with Shuttle Bus Leasing, Not to Exceed
$339,500 to Purchase Eight Previously Leased 35-Foot Low-Floor Diesel Buses
and Spare Engine/Transmission Assembly:

4. Request to Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Amendment to the
Professional Services Agreement with Ineo Systrans USA Inc., in a Form
Approved by the City Attorney’s Office, to Increase the Total Contract Value by
$180,000 for a Revised Not-to-Exceed Amount of $1,380,000 for Computer Aided
Dispatching and Automated Vehicle Location (CAD/AVL) Technology for Transit
Buses:

5. Request to Approve the Temporary Construction and Perpetual Easement
Agreements at the Appraised Value of $970,600 for the Citywide Bus Stop
Improvement Project:

6. Requestto Adopt Resolution 15-2026, a Resolution Adopting Revised
Procurement Rules for Park City Municipal Corporation:

Council Member Zegarra moved to remove Iltem Two from the Consent Agenda. Council
Member.Ciraco seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra

Council Member Toly moved to approve Consent Agenda Items One, Three, Four, Five,
and Six. Council Member Ciraco seconded the motion

Park City Page 9 August 13, 2026



PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
August 13, 2026

Page|10

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra

2. Request to Approve the Nonprofit Services Advisory Committee's
Recommendations for Emergent Community Needs Grant Awards for a Total of
$27,500, to the Following Nonprofit Organizations: Park City Community
Foundation, Peace House, Inc., and Bridge21 Park City, Corp.:

Council Member Zegarra recused himself from this item because he is an employee of
the Community Foundation. Council Member Ciraco asked if he should.recuse himself
because his wife was on the board of Peoples Health Clinic, and he noted there was no
personal financial gain. Plane stated he disclosed it and there was'no requirement to
recuse, so there was no legal conflict.

Council Member Toly stated one of the applicants did not receive.funding and asked for
an explanation. Hans Jasperson, Budget Analyst, indicated.Song Summit applied for
funding, but the criteria was for emerging needs outside of the organization’s normal
budget. This organization was a great community event, but.the committee did not see
a clearly defined emergent need. The applicant had also applied for fee waivers in 2025
and received $20,000 and their request for this'yearwas pending. Chris Neff, Nonprofit
Services Advisory Committee, stated “emergent need” meant emergency needs, and
that was what the committee was looking for. He.noted Song Summit was a great
organization and was a great candidate for the regular granting process and other
opportunities for funding.

Council Member Toly noted the regular funding was only distributed every other year.
She stated Song Summit had changed their model to focus on community and mental
health. Before, they could-not apply since they were a ticketed event. Now, they were a
nonprofit event and the funding requirements changed. She had hoped that if there was
something new, it would qualify. Jasperson stated that criteria was not put in by the
Council, but if Coeuncil wanted to discuss that at a future meeting, he would be willing to
have that discussion.

Council Member Parigian moved to approve the Nonprofit Services Advisory
Committee's recommendations for Emergent Community Needs Grant Awards for a
total of $27,500, to the following nonprofit organizations: Park City Community
Foundation, Peace House, Inc., and Bridge21 Park City, Corp. Council Member Miller
seconded the motion.

RESULT: APPROVED

AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, and Parigian
NAY: Council Member Toly

EXCUSED: Council Member Zegarra
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VIl. OLD BUSINESS

1. Consideration to Advance the Little Kate Road Project into Final Design for the
Preferred Alternative:

Alex Roy, Anna Maki, and Steven Dennis, Transportation Planning Department,
presented this item. Roy stated the preferred alternative was to have painted buffered
bike lanes and wider sidewalks and he reviewed the history of this project. Maki
displayed existing conditions on Little Kate and the project progress since 2023.

Roy thanked the community for their feedback on this project. He heard.from the
Council that traffic calming was a priority. Maki stated traffic calming options.included
curb extensions, median islands, traffic circles, and raised crosswalks or.intersections.
Some impactful tradeoffs included more complex snow removal, increased drainage
and debris potential, ongoing landscape maintenance, and increased emergency
response times. Additional safety features were being considered for this project as
well, including pavement markings, bike paint, and crosswalks for intersection safety.

Council Member Parigian asked about the bike lane widths;.to which Maki stated the
standard width was four to five feet and that was 'what the project included. Council
Member Parigian asked about considering a rolled gutter, to which Roy stated they
would look at that.

Council Member Zegarra asked if there were any traffic calming options that would be
complimentary to snow removal/storage. Maki indicated Troy Dayley, Public Works
Director, helped create the table«n the staff report showing the tradeoffs between traffic
calming features and maintenance. Council Member Zegarra asked if the bike paths
would be maintained in the.winter months. Maki stated maintenance would be similar to
the maintenance done today. Council Member Toly referred to curb extensions and
asked how many would be needed along that street. Maki stated multiple curb
extensions would be needed for traffic calming, but the exact number would be
determined in the design process. Council Member Toly asked if they would be used at
intersections, to which Maki affirmed. Council Member Toly asked where the safe route
to school pavement stamps would start, to which Maki stated they would need to work
with the school district since that was their program.

Council Member Miller supported increasing bike visibility, but she didn’t want to
increase.emergency response time. She asked for more information on that. Maki
stated there was a lot of research done on travel time and the data showed a delay of
two to three seconds with traffic calming measures. Mike Owens, Fire Marshall, stated
he did not like speed bumps and they wreaked havoc on response times, but
emergency vehicles were only allowed to go 10 miles over the speed limit, so they
supported the traffic calming measures in general.

Mayor Dickey opened public input.
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Katherine Fagin 84060 thought the preferred alternative and traffic calming measures
were wonderful. She asked staff to send all the information out to the community
because they would love to share their input. She thanked Maki and her team for her
work and integrity. She also thanked the resident leaders, Hong McDonald and Michelle
Rankin, and stated it made the project a win-win for everyone.

Melissa Janssen stated the reduced speed limit did not affect the actual speeds-on Little
Kate. She supported the project, but if the sidewalk was widened, she requested
keeping the existing fruit trees and root systems. She also suggested a sidewalk along
the easterly side of Little Kate with the intersection of Lucky John where.there was a
black paved pathway.

Donald Seibert eComment: “I am listening to the August 13 review of the Little Kate
Road project. | am pleased to see so much support for the Option 1. My concern is with
the traffic calming options. | favor the speed bump option as the-most effective and least
problematic. Obstacle based options are begging for accidents and interference with
emergency response. The curb extensions as described, seem to merge bike lanes with
the sidewalks which is a critical safety feature of the upgrades.”

Mayor Dickey closed public input.

Council Member Ciraco supported the preferred-alternative and some traffic calming like
the curb extensions. Council Member-Toly supported the preferred alternative. Maki
noted they would have an additional open house for the community. Council Member
Toly didn’t have an opinion on traffic calming. Council Member Miller supported moving
forward with the preferred alternative and thanked the Planning team. She thought the
curb extensions would be great or the raised crosswalks and she trusted the process.
She didn’t want to compromise-emergency response time.

Council Member Zegarra supported the preferred alternative and was partial to the curb
extensions. He wanted to see how traffic calming could be implemented around
intersections to.improve safety and make pedestrians feel more comfortable. Council
Member Parigian supported the preferred alternative and curb extensions, and he
asked if they would impact the bike lanes. Maki gave some scenarios and noted the
bike lanes would be impacted. Council Member Parigian suggested having a digital
speed sign saying “Thank You” when drivers were driving at the speed limit.

Mayor Dickey stated speed tables would have minimal disruption to emergency
response time. He noted driving down Lucky John and Little Kate took the same amount
of time. If traffic calming measures were put on Little Kate, they should be considered
for Lucky John as well. Dennis indicated they could put that into the next budget
process. Mayor Dickey asked what the timeline for this project would be from this point.
Maki stated they would refine the design and take it to the Park Meadows residents for
feedback. This would be slated for construction next summer.
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VIII. NEW BUSINESS

1. Consideration to Approve Ordinance No. 2026-19, an Ordinance Amending the
Land Management Code to Streamline Condominium Plat Amendments by
Shifting Review from the Planning Commission to Staff; to Align with Senate Bill
284 Local Land and Water Modifications; to Update the Transportation Impact
Study Guidelines and Establish Transportation Demand Management Criteria to
Clarify Project Review and Traffic Mitigation; and to Amend Requlations for Types
and Materials of Fences in Residential Historic Districts:

Rebecca Ward, Alec Barton, John Robertson, and Meredith Covey, Planning
Department, presented this item. Barton reviewed the proposed LMC amendments
received a positive recommendation from the Planning Commission. He reviewed the
amendments. Minor condominium plat amendments would now be eligible for
administrative review, and this change would save time for the applicant. Ward
explained the local land and water modifications, including Planning Commissioner
recusal, the City Council authority could enact a land use regulation if the Planning
Commission did not timely forward a recommendation, the new and unlisted business
licenses review process would be revised, and the burden of proof and standard of
review for land use appeals would be clarified.

Covey stated front yard fences were defined for historic districts in these amendments.
Robertson reviewed the challenge for applying right-of-way mitigations Citywide. They
proposed shifting the focus from roadway capacity to using the transportation demand
management (TDM) tool, which would provide strategies that would be assigned credits
for applicants. All projects must meet.a 50% minimum credit. He noted this did not apply
to traffic studies. Any project that had more than 75 new peak hour trips would have to
do a traffic impact study. This was done in conjunction with the Engineering, Planning,
Transportation, and Transportation Planning Departments. The Planning Commission
would still have the opportunity to look at each case.

Council Member Toly asked if projects could be made aware of the other projects and
ensure the traffic analysis would consider those other projects as well. Robertson stated
that was happening now and they were required to account for that future traffic.
Council Member Toly asked how to account for all the traffic coming in from the Wasatch
Back. Robertson stated there was a regional council that had traffic volumes, and those
percentages would be included when looking at future traffic models.

Mayor Dickey opened the public Hearing. No comments were given. Mayor Dickey
closed the public hearing.

Council Member Ciraco asked if the Council could approve the amendments now and
then revisit the weightings of the TDM methods later as needed. Plane stated they
would have to amend the LMC. Ward stated the percentages were part of the
Engineering Standards and Specifications, so they were not part of the code. Robertson
noted the standards came back annually and adjustments could be made.
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Council Member Toly moved to approve Ordinance No. 2026-19, an ordinance
amending the Land Management Code to streamline condominium plat amendments by
shifting review from the Planning Commission to staff; to align with Senate Bill 284
Local Land and Water Modifications; to update the Transportation Impact Study
Guidelines and establish Transportation Demand Management Criteria to clarify project
review and traffic mitigation; and to amend regulations for Types and Materials of
Fences in Residential Historic Districts. Council Member Zegarra seconded the-motion.

RESULT: APPROVED
AYES: Council Members Ciraco, Miller, Parigian, Toly, and Zegarra

IX. ADJOURNMENT

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder
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TODAY'S GOALS

Confirm whether to proceed into final design for the preferred
alternative: painted buffer bike lanes with widened sidewalk.
Provide direction on traffic calming and acceptable project
tradeoffs.

Staff is seeking Council direction on the preferred alternative
and traffic calming treatments.
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HOW WE GOT HERE

2023: Bus Stop
Project Kickoff

2025: Little Kate | Today:
Pathway Alternative

Recommendation

o [ ) o
2024: Bike and 2026: Little Kate
Pedestrian Plan Road Alternatives
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COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Type of Communication

Engage Park City Website
Citywide Spring Projects Open
House
Community Walkthroughs

Online Survey

Park Meadows Project Mailers

Little Kate Road Open House

Timeline

October 2025 - Present

Audience

1,500 Site Visitors

June 2

30 Community
Members

April 30 — Present

5 Community Members

June 11 -July 7

92 Responses

June 15

~ 890 Households

June 23

~ 80 Community
Members

PARK CITY
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COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Priorities

Reduce vehicle speeds
Safe Route to School
Maintain neighborhood
characteristic

Keep pedestrians and bicyclists

separate

Roadway widening
Property impacts

Bicyclists (adults) on the sidewalk

No change desired

PARK CITY
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COMMUNITY FEEDBACK - SURVEY

1A: BUFFERED BIKE LANES 2A: SOUTH SIDE BIKE LANES, STREET-
(MINIMAL) LEVEL
23
als!
SUPPORT OPPOSE DON'T KNOW

SUPPORT OPPOSE

2B: SOUTH SIDE BIKE LANES,
1B: BUFFERED BIKE LANES RAISED

12 8
. 59
17 6
14
8

SUPPORT OPPOSE SUPPORT OPPOSE DON'T KNOW W




RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
PAINTED BUFFERED BIKE LANES




TRAFFIC CALMING OPTIONS
‘ROADWAY DESIGNS’

Curb Extensions Lateral Shift 'PARK CITY |




TRAFFIC CALMING OPTIONS
‘ROADWAY DESIGNS'
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Median Island Traffic Circle -



TRAFFIC CALMING OPTIONS
‘RAISED FEATURES'’

Raised Crosswalk/ Speed
Table




TRAFFIC CALMING TRADEOFFS

Roadway & Design Operations & Maintenance Emergency
Access
* Roadwaywidening |* More complex snow * |ncreasesin
potential removal emergency
* Impactsto bike and |* Increased drainage and response
pedestrian space debris maintenance times

* Additional traffic impacts
during maintenance

* Ongoing irrigation and
landscape maintenance
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SAFE ROUTE

Pavement Markings Intersection Safety




COUNCIL DIRECTION

1. Does Council support moving forward with the recommended
alternative (buffered bike lanes and sidewalk improvements)?

2. Is Council comfortable with the tradeoffs associated with those
traffic calming measures, including: roadway impacts, maintenance,
emergency response, and bicycle/pedestrian facility changes?



NEXT STEPS

o e — — — — — — — — —— — —— — — —— — — —— — — —— — —— — — —— — — —

The Little Kate Road Project will return to
Council following additional traffic calming
evaluation and design.
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~ Ordinance No. 2026-19
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Minor Condominium Plat
Amendments — from Planning
Commission to Staff Review

Private habitable space within
attic/crawl space

Residential common/limited common
to private to reflect City-approved as-
built conditions

Enclosing a deck <100 sq ft

Combining up to two adjacent
residential units under one ownership

Major

Minor

TOTAL

Condominium Plat Amendments

22
14

36

61%
39%

100%



Senate Bill 284

Local Land and Water Modifications

Update Planning Commissioner removal, recusal, and annual training

Establish City Council authority to enact a land use regulation if the Planning
Commission does not timely forward a recommendation

Revise the review process for new and unlisted business licenses
Clarify the burden of proof and standard of review for land use appeals



Fences in Historic Residential Districts

requirements for Fences along
streetscapes that are more

The proposed Gmendmenfsclanfy Liareneranranirnimp et rinrenlfl
aligned with what was seen i

historically.
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Traffic and Transportation

Challenge: Traditional TIS mitigation measures—such as roadway widening
or other capacity improvements—are not consistent with the adopted city
plans and are often infeasible in Park City due to constrained City-owned

right-of-way.

Opportunity: Shift the focus from roadway capacity for vehicles to the
incorporation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies,
with measurable performance standards and flexibility to adapt over time.



Traffic and Transportation

Current Process adopted in 2023
« Scoping memo
* Transportation Impact Study
e 25 0or more net peak-hour vehicle trips
* Analyze five main intersections
* Analyze site access
« Based on a typical Friday during the peak winter period
* Vehicle level of service (LOS)
» Traffic volumes, parking, non-motorized transportation




Traffic and Transportation

Proposed Process
e Scoping memo
» Application of TDM tool* during site design
» 710 or more net new peak-hour trips
»  Weekaay AM or PM peak hour
« Transportation Impact Study (required for projects generating 25 net
new peak-hour trips)
* Analyze five main intersections
* Analyze site access
* Vehicle level of service (LOS)
« Traffic volumes, parking, non-motorized transportation

* Created upon review of similar strategies used by peer communities
and multiple sources highlighting the value of TDM strategies in
reducing vehicle usage



Traffic and Transportation

Transportation Demand Management Toolbox

The baseline required TDM credit is 50% of the project-generated peak-
hour trips

The applicant selects from a menu of TDM strategies in the Tool. Each
TDM is assigned a credit value

The credit values were initially developed based on TDM research and
adjusted to reflect community priorities.

The credit values of all applied TDM strategies are added together to
meet or exceed the baseline 50% credit;

All projects must meet the 50% minimum credit

More new developments in conjunction with Master Planned
Developments, Affordable MPDs, and Conditional Use Permits will apply
traffic-reducing tools

Designed to be flexible and adaptable



Traffic and Transportation

Traffic Impact Studies
» Required for projects generating 25 net new peak-hour trips (pht)
 TDM tool credits:

TDM Credit & TIS

50% 25 pht

60% 35 pht

0% 45 pht

80% 55 pht

90% 65 pht

100% 75 pht

Above 75 new peak-hour trips, reductions in LOS at intersections or driveways
become more likely.



Memo to: City Council & Mayor
From: Clive Bush, Resident Park City, 84060

Council Meeting: August 13, 2026

FOR PUBLIC RECORD

Subject: Transportation Impact Study Guidelines and TDM Toolbox

Having reviewed the supporting materials, the minutes, the City’s policy documents and
General Plan, | believe the record raises important unresolved questions that warrant
delaying adoption of the new Guidelines until the framework is more fully developed.

What’s Still Unresolved

While the Planning Commission supported the Toolbox’s general approach, it raised
questions about how strategies are weighted, whether they actually reduce vehicle trips,
whether the scoring system is supported by evidence, and whether scores would be
updated. Those questions remain materially unanswered because the evaluation
mechanism is not yet defined. The Toolbox identifies a “TDM Credit Adjustment (to be
confirmed by City).” At the June 24 hearing, staff confirmed that a peer review of the
Toolbox had already been coordinated and that input was still “forthcoming.”

There is no formal standard for review, only an informal intent to compare TDM outcomes
against the prior process. That comparison is compromised by the Engineer’s observation
that a TIS is going to identify “all kinds of mitigations that we can’t incorporate.” While a
new Site Transportation Assessment may address the engineering solutions that remain
available, it does not reveal the full range of transportation effects experienced by the
community or how those effects will be addressed.

These gaps matter because the credit score controls whether a TIS is required at all. The
Commission was told at its June 24 meeting that all projects generating 25 or more peak-
hour trips would require a TIS. The draft flowchart tells a different story: a project generating
75 project-generated trips may not require a TIS with an improved TDM score of 100%. That
is a significant policy change, not simply a technical adjustment, and it was not
presented to the Commission as such.

Policy Choices the City Hasn’t Addressed

The City’s May 2025 memorandum from Wall Consultant Group, which helped inform the
proposed Guidelines, draws in part on Aspen’s model but does not carry all of it forward.
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Aspen pairs its TDM credit system with a fee-in-lieu backstop when trips cannot be fully
offset through TDM or infrastructure investment; Park City’s draft includes no comparable
provision, nor does it say what happens if a project can’t meet the mandatory minimum
credit.

The memorandum describes Park City’s network as largely built out, calls for “less focus on
capacity and congestion,” and contemplates allowing development in “existing failed
locations provided they meet TDM goals.” It also expressly connects TDM with
“incentivizing continued growth” and using private investment to advance City goals.

These may be unintended consequences rather than stated policy objectives, but they are
consequences the City’s own consultant has identified and should not be left unresolved.
In particular, without a fee-in-lieu or other backstop, a project that cannot fully address its
transportation impacts may face less financial consequence than under the Aspen model.

There is also an asymmetry in how the risk is allocated: the developer receives the benefit
of the TDM credit when the project is approved, while the community bears the
transportation consequences if the credited reductions do not materialize.

Council should determine these potential consequences, decide what its policy is,
and clearly state that policy in the Guidelines.

What Has the City Learned Since 2016?

In 2016, the Fehr & Peers Final TDM Plan provided the City with a Park City-specific
framework. It included evaluating performance against at least one outcome-based
benchmark capping traffic-volume growth relative to housing and employment growth. The
current materials don’t explain what the City learned from that framework, what was put
into practice, or how it informed the 2026 Toolbox. It's also unclear whether that
benchmark remains sufficient today, or whether citywide measurements resolve local
impacts and vice versa.

Based on the City’s current reporting, the focus remains largely on participation rather than
results measured against a defined benchmark. If that is the City’s policy, it should be
documented and explained so the community can understand the progress the City
intends to achieve and how it will be monitored. The City’s own Winter TDM reporting
illustrates the distinction. It reports participation and estimated effects while
acknowledging “we cannot identify causation” between participation and those broader
outcomes.

What the benchmark should be—current conditions, conditions without the project,
or future conditions adjusted for growth—remains unclear.
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The 5-Acre Project

The proposed 5-acre development provides a current example of why this matters. Its
Traffic Impact Study identifies significant existing and projected transportation
deficiencies, including failing movements and substantial queues. The study relies in part
on TDM, multimodal strategies, and future BRT as potential means of reducing the project’s
transportation impact.

When conventional mitigation is constrained and a project is added to a network with
existing deficiencies, how will the City determine whether the credited measures
adequately address the project’s added demand and its effect on those existing
conditions? How will added parking above minimums affect the TDM credit, and how will
residents be told what transportation conditions to expect once the projectis built?

A Reason to Pause

The question is whether the proposed credit system is sufficiently developed to support the
consequences attached to it.

At present, the central credit adjustment remains unconfirmed, the relationship between
the TIS threshold and the TDM score contradicts what the Commission was told, and the
growth-related policy choices raised by the City’s own consultant remain unaddressed.

Council’s upcoming review of the “Park Once” philosophy provides an opportunity to
consider these policies together before the TDM framework becomes part of the LMC.

Given the unfinished nature of the Guidelines and Toolbox and the unresolved policy
questions surrounding them, there is a reasonable basis to pause adoption, complete
the framework, and resolve those questions before making the new system part of the
LMC.
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