PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

PLANNING COMMISSION PARK CITY
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

June 10, 2015

AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM

ROLL CALL

ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF May 13, 2015 and May 27, 2015

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS - Iltems not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
CONTINUATIONS

259, 261, 263 Norfolk Avenue — Consideration of the First Amended Upper PL-15-02665
Norfolk Subdivision Plat — Amending Conditions of Approval on Ordinance
No. 06-55.

550 Park Avenue- Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for Construction ofa  PL-14-02451
new single-family dwelling and a Conditional Use Permit for a parking area PL-15-02471
with five or more spaces.

CONSENT AGENDA -

936 Empire Avenue — Modification to the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit PL-15-02618
for a new single-family home on a vacant lot.

REGULAR AGENDA - Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below

7101 Stein Circle — Stein Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat Amending  PL-15-02680
the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat.

875 Main Street — Conditional Use Permit for an Off-Site Private PL-15-02732
Residence Club in the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) Zoning District
for Victory Ranch Member Center.

Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue — Alice PL-08-00371
Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment

A majority of Planning Commission members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the Chair
person. City business will not be conducted.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.



Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue — PL-15-02669
Conditional Use Permit for retaining walls up to 10’ in height.

Land Management Code Amendments regarding applicability of Master PL-15-02803
Planned Developments, Chapter 6.

Land Management Code Amendments regarding 1) Setbacks for patios and  PL-14-02595
hot tubs in HRL, Chapter 2.1, HR-1 Chapter 2.2, HR-2 Chapter 2.3, RC

Chapter 2.16; 2) Annexations procedure and review in Chapter 8; 3) Non-

conforming uses and non-complying structures in Chapter 9; 4) Definitions

of carports, essential municipal and public utilities, facilities, and uses and

others in Chapter 15; 5) Applicability of Steep Slope Conditional Use

Permits in HRL, HR-1, and HR-2; 6) Conditional Use Permit review and site

requirements in HRM Section 15-2.; 7) Board of Adjustment standard of

review and appeals in Chapter 1 and Chapter 10; and 8) Combination of

condominium units procedure in Chapter 7.

ADJOURN

A majority of Planning Commission members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the Chair
person. City business will not be conducted.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

MAY 13, 2015

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair Adam Strachan, Preston Campbell, John Phillips, Nann Worel
EX OFFICIO:

Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Christy Alexander; Planner; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Polly
Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL

Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:45 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioners Band, Joyce and Thimm who were excused.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

April 8, 2015

Commissioner Worel referred to the bottom of page 19 of the Staff report, page 17 of the
minutes, and removed the word they from the second sentence. The correct sentence
should read, “Mr. Fiat stated that more engineering work was done on this project
regarding those issues than has been done on any other project.”

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips to APPROVE the minutes of April 8, 2015 as corrected.
Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Planner Astorga submitted copies of signage the Planning Department was considering for
public noticing. The signs were more typical of the older signs. They are more expensive
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but they do stay in place and last longer. The signs will also include a sentence warning
people not to tamper with the noticing signs.

Commissioner Worel asked if a date had been set for the City Council/Planning
Commission dinner. Planner Alexander believed it was Tuesday, June 16",

Planner Alexander announced that an open house for the growth study with Envision Utah
would be held on June 15™. 1Itis an open house for the community and the Planning
Department will send out invitations when the specifics have been finalized.

Commissioner Phillips asked if it was possible for the Planning Commission to have a
session regarding historic building rehabilitation. His request was spurred by what had
occurred at the Rio Grande. Commissioner Phillips thought the end result was
unpredictable and not what he and others had expected to see. Regardless of whether it
was right or wrong, he wanted the opportunity to see if the Staff and the Planning
Commission could have done something different in the application process to at least
have made it more predictable.

Planner Alexander stated that the preservation planners could put together a presentation
for the Planning Commission. Commissioner Phillips asked if they could use the Rio
Grande building as an example so they could follow the process and see how it ended up
as it did. He thought it would be helpful for future applications to understand what they
could do to make sure the end result is what they intended.

Planner Astorga reported that the Preservation Planner, Anya Grahn was looking into the
Rio Grande building. He understood that Rory Murphy was scheduled to share his
thoughts and comments about the Rio Grande building at a City Council meeting the
following evening. Planner Astorga offered to pursue a work session when the full
Planning Commission and Planning Manager Kayla Sintz could be present.

Planner Kirsten Whetstone understood that Commissioner Phillips was asking for a work
session to discuss a general process for historic preservation, using the Rio Grande
building as an example to begin the discussion.

Council Member Cindy Matsumoto reported that the City Council had asked the Staff to
look into what happened with the Rio Grande Building. She understood that the legal
department was also going to look into. Ms. Matsumoto stated that when the first plan did
not go forward the applicant met with the Staff, and the question was whether or not that
was the correct process. She also did not believe the Staff had a full understanding of
what the applicant had proposed. Ms. Matsumoto thought it was a good idea for the
Planning Commission to look at it as well.
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WORK SESSION

Capital Improvement Projects

Planner Whetstone stated that Matt Cassel was unable to attend the meeting but he had
submitted a list of items for the Planning Commission to review. Mr. Cassel had
highlighted the items that pertained to the Planning Commission. Planner Whetstone
stated that if the Commissioners had input or questions they could either provide that now
or contact Matt Cassel.

Assistant City Attorney MclLean stated that if the Commissioners had questions, she
suggested that they invite Mr. Cassel to attend a meeting as opposed to contacting him
individually.

Commissioner Worel asked if the list was prioritized. Planner Whetstone believed it was a
general list and the projects were not prioritized. Commissioner Worel would like Mr.
Cassel to address some of the priorities.

Commissioner Phillips pointed out a typo on 1450-1460 Park Avenue. On the third line on
page 71 of the Staff report the number 2,61,750 was missing a digit. He was unsure where
the missing digit belonged but it could potentially be a 540,000 difference.

355 Ontario Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a new accessory
building/garage (Application PL-15-02716)

Planner Alexander stated that this was a discussion item for the Planning Commission prior
to the regular session for 355 Ontario Avenue. She noted that in November 2013 LMC
amendments were brought before the Planning Commission and the City Council in
regards to Building Heights in the historic districts. At that time the LMC was amended to
require a 10’ stepback of structures at the 23’ height to decrease the visible massing at the
street front or from cross canyon views.

Planner Alexander stated that something situations are overlooked when the Code is
amended because itis impossible to know what might come forward in the future. Planner
Alexander noted that Ontario is a unique neighborhood because it is a narrow street with
extremely steep slope coming off of Ontario on the downhill side. This applicant was
proposing to build a garage as an accessory building. An addition to the home was not
being proposed. However, a stepback at 23 feet would cut into the garage and they would
not be able to build a feasible garage large enough for a car. The entire purpose of
building the accessory structure is to provide on-site parking since the historic home does
not require parking and there is no on-street parking on Ontario. Planner Alexander stated
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that this item was discussed at a Staff meeting and they determined that the historic home
on the property steps back at the 22’ height and more than 10 feet. The Staff believes the
garage meets the intent of the Code. Looking from Marsac or from the public stairway
easement and down from the cross canyon view, a full three story massing is not seen.
Because the intent of the Code is to minimize the three-story massing directly from the
street, the Staff believes the garage meets the intent of the Code. However, the Code
itself for the HR-1 District, Section 15-2.2-5(b), the Building Height reads, “The ten foot
minimum horizontal step on the downhill fagade is required unless the first story is located
completely under the finished grade on all sides of the structure. The horizontal step shall
take place at a maximum height of 23 feet from where the building footprint meets the
lowest point of existing grade.” Planner Alexander stated that the language specifies
structure. It did not take into account an addition or accessory structure with an existing
home on the lot.

Planner Alexander stated that the Staff was suggesting for this project that the Planning
Commission find that it meets the intent of the Code. They also asked whether the
Planning Commission would like the Staff to look at amending the Code to address
instances in the future where additions or an accessory structure are proposed.

Commissioner Phillips felt the proposal met the intent of the Code as demonstrated in the
cross canyon view. He noted that it was a small portion of the upper level and not the
complete back of the building. If it went all the way across he might have issues with it, but
as proposed he agreed with the Staff determination that it meets the intent of the Code.
Commissioner Phillips identified several homes that did not meet the new Code, which was
a good example of why the Code was put into place.

Commissioners Worel concurred with Commissioner Phillips. Commissioner Campbell
thought it looked great.

Chair Strachan asked if they were talking about the garage and the house behind it.
Planner Alexander replied that it was an accessory building, which allows them to only
have the garage and storage. The applicants originally planned to build an accessory
apartment but it did not meet the Code in terms of size for an accessory apartment. The
kitchen and bathroom were removed from the plans and the applicant was aware that it
could only be used as a garage and storage. She clarified that the structure would be an
accessory building used as a garage and storage. It would not have livable space and it
would not have plumbing.

David White, the project architect, explained that the top floor is a small single car garage
with an open parking space beside it. The first and second floors were open space.
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Planner Alexander remarked that the work session was primarily to discuss the stepback.
The Planning Commission could go into more details of the project during the regular
session.

Chair Strachan preferred to hold his comments until the regular session.

Continuations (public hearing and continue to date specified.)

1. 212 Main Street, Condominium Conversion — Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the item to a date uncertain to
allow the Staff to confirm new ownership. (Application PL-14-02491)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE 212 Main Street Condominium
Conversion to a date uncertain. Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

2. 327 Woodside Avenue — Plat Amendment combining two (2) lots into one (1).
(Application PL-14-02663)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE 327 Woodside Avenue Plat
Amendment to May 27, 2015. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

3. 7101 Stein Circle — Stein Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat Amending the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat. (Application PL-15-02680)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE 7101 Stein Circle, Stein Eriksen
Residence Condominium Plat Amending the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat to May
27, 2015. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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4. 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue — Consideration of the First Amended Upper Norfolk
Subdivision Plat — Amending Conditions of Approval on Ordinance N. 06-55.
(Application PL-15-02665)

Planner Astorga stated that the developer requested a continuance to June 10, 2015 rather
than May 27, 2015.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue —
Consideration of the First Amended Upper Norfolk Subdivision Plat to June 10, 2015.
Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

REGULAR AGENDA - Discussion, public hearing, action.

1. 355 Ontario Avenue — Steep Slope CUP for a new accessory building/garage
on alot with an existing historic home. (Application PL-15-02716)

Planner Alexander reported that an existing historic home sits on the property. The owner,
William McKenna, was requesting to build an accessory structure with a garage that is
approximately 1,270 square feet total, including the garage. The footprint of the new
accessory building combined with the footprint of the existing home meets the maximum
footprint of 1,388.3 square feet. Due to the slope of the lot being an average of 40%, with
30% being within the first 50 feet from Ontario, a Steep Slope Conditional Use permit is
required.

Planner Alexander stated that the setback standards have been met and the applicant was
requesting a height exception. The maximum height within the districtis 27°. The height of
the garage goes up to 29'. Planner Alexander noted that the Code allows an exception if it
is approved by the Planning Director. She stated that the applicant made that request and
the Planning Director determined that because it was only a difference of 2 feet it falls
within exceptions that have been granted in other areas within the neighborhood.
Therefore, the Planning Director granted the height exception for the additional two feet.
The action letter was included in the Staff report.

Planner Alexander remarked that as discussed during the work session the applicant was

proposing to use the lower two floors as storage and work space. There will be no
plumbing in the structure. The garage will be the upper level with stairs that exit out on to
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an existing deck, which goes straight into the existing home. Planner Alexander stated that
parking is not required parking for this historic house; however, because Ontario Avenue is
very narrow and lacks on-street parking, and the steepness of the lot is very dangerous,
they applicant was requesting to build a garage.

Since there are several other garages within the neighborhood the Staff finds this to be a
good use of the property and finds no other issues or unmitigated impacts with the Steep
Slope CUP. The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public
hearing and approve the Steep Slope CUP.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Planner Alexander had received two letters from neighboring properties who were in favor
of this project. The letters would be added into the record.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Chair Strachan stated that having condition of approval #14, which states that no livable
bedrooms, bathrooms or kitchen areas shall be created inside the accessory building,
made him feel more comfortable. In looking at the cross canyon view, he thought the
structure looked like a house waiting to happen; and had the potential for a future owner to
violate the rules and add a bathroom and a bedroom to make it a home. He pointed out
that 1200 square feet was a significant size for a garage.

Planner Whetstone noted that the Code allows accessory structures to have living space
and bathrooms. The Code prohibits the structure from having a kitchen, without applying
for a conditional use permit for an accessory apartment. She asked Planner Alexander to
verify if the applicants were aware of Condition of Approval #14. Commissioner Strachan
noted that one of the findings of facts indicates that the applicant has stipulated to
Condition #14. Planner Alexander pointed out that the proposed structure could not
become an accessory apartment because an accessory apartment has to be one-third the
size of the existing home.

Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested that one of the Findings refer to the definition of
an accessory building found in LMC 15-15-1.3, which restricts it to “building on the same lot
as the principle building and that it is clearly incidental to and customarily found in
connection with such principle building such as attached garages, barns and other similar
structures that require a building permit, operated and maintained for the benefit of the
principle use, not a dwelling unit. It also includes structures that do not require a building
permit.”
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Planner Alexander noted that the one-third size for an accessory apartment was addressed
in LMC Section 15-4-7. She remarked that it has to be one-third of the principle dwelling
size but no less than 400 square feet. Since the existing home is not 1200 square feet it
would be impossible to make the proposed accessory structure an accessory dwelling unit.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the restrictions in terms of the use are defined
by the accessory building, which is defined in Section 15-15-1.3 and also in the definition of
a dwelling unit, which is a “building or portion thereof designed for the use as the residence
for a sleeping place for one or more persons or families.” She pointed out that it does not
meet the definition of a dwelling unit and it cannot have a kitchen.

Chair Strachan understood that Ms. McLean was suggested that the Planning Commission
make a finding that says it is subject to 15-4-7 and 15-15-1.3.

Commissioner Worel wanted to know whether these conditions of approval would be
followed if someone ten years from now applied for a building permit to make the structure
into an apartment. Ms. McLean replied that if the process works as it should, they would
see the prior approval for the Steep Slope CUP and the attached conditions. She thought
it might be worth adding a condition of approval as well as the finding. Chair Strachan
noted that Condition of Approval #14 already addresses that issue. He did not think they
should add that it must comply at all times with Section 15-4-7 because the Code might be
changed at some point.

Chair Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission approve the Steep Slop CUP with
the amendment to add Finding of Fact #27 to read, “The project shall comply with Code
Sections 15-4-7 and 15-15-1.3.”

MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to APPROVE the CUP for 355 Ontario Avenue
according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval with the
amendment to add Finding of Fact #27 as stated by Chair Strachan. Commissioner
Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact - 355 Ontario Avenue

1. The property is located at 355 Ontario Avenue.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the
purpose of the zone.
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3. The property is described as Lot A of the Ontario Three Subdivision. The lot area is
3,352 square feet.

4. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is required and will be
reviewed by staff for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites adopted in 2009.

5. This lot is a combination of a portion of Lots 18 and 19 located in Block 54 of the
Park City Survey, which was previously vacated. This is downhill lot with an existing
historic home.

6. Access to the property is from Ontario Avenue, a public street.

7. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. One space is proposed within an attached
garage and the second is on the driveway directly adjacent to the garage on the
south, within the lot area.

8. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic and historic residential
structures, single family homes and duplexes.

9. The proposal consists of a total of 1,270.5 total square feet, including the garage.

10.The proposed driveway was designed with a maximum width of twelve feet and is
approximately 20 feet in length from the garage to the existing edge of street and
located on the property. The garage door complies with the maximum height and
width of nine feet by nine feet.

11.The proposed driveway has an overall slope of 0% as measured from the front of the
garage to the edge of the paved street.

12. An overall combined building footprint with the existing Landmark historic house and
accessory structure of 1,338.3 square feet is proposed. The maximum allowed

footprint for this lot is 1,338.3 square feet. The accessory structure totals 596.3

square feet of footprint and the historic home totals 792 square feet of footprint.

13.The proposed structure complies with all setbacks of 5’ side yards and 10’ front and
rear yards, with the proposed structure setback 5’ on both side yards, 10’ on the
front and 44’ on the rear.

14.The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade except for portions of the garage.

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 11 of 723



The Planning Director has approved an exception to the height of 29’ for a garage
on a downhill lot. Portions of the building are less than 27’ in height.

15.The proposed structure complies with the LMC required total building height of 35’
from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall plate and is in compliance with the
LMC required step back of 10’ at the building height of 23’ at the rear fagade of the
existing historic home whereas it does not meet the step back on the accessory
structure itself.

16.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views and a streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of this home on the cross canyon
views and the Ontario Avenue streetscape.

17.Retaining is not necessary around the home on the upper, steeper portion of the lot.
There will be no free-standing retaining walls. There are no window wells.

18.The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner
as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.

19.The site design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation,
and decrease in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade

mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% or greater slope areas on the first 50’

of the front of the lot, which requires the Steep Slope CUP.

20.The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building
heights for portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are
less than twenty-seven feet in height.

21.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of other buildings in the area. No wall effect is created
with adjacent structures due to stepping, articulation, and placement of the house on
the lot.

22.The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site

grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size
and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such

as foundation, roofing, materials, window and door openings, and single car

garages.

23.No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
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Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards.
24.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, and streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of the proposed structure on the
adjacent streetscape.

25.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.
26.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

27. The project shall comply with Code Sections 15-4-7 and 15-15-1.3.

Conclusions of Law — 355 Ontario Avenue

1. The Steep Slope CUP application is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

2. The application is consistent with requirements of the Park City LMC, specifically
Section 15-2.2-6 (B) (1-10) regarding development on Steep Slopes.

3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval — 355 Ontario Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits.

3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public

improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.
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5. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit, the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites (Historic District Design Review) and the Land Management Code.

7. No building permit shall be issued until the Ontario Three Subdivision is recorded.

8. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.

9. This approval will expire on May 13, 2016, if a building permit has not been issued
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and the request is
granted by the Planning Director.

10.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new structures on the lot.

11.All exterior lighting, on porches, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be shielded to
prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way. Light trespass into the
night sky is prohibited.

12.Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.

13.All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,
shall be painted to match the surroundings.

14.No livable bedrooms, bathrooms, or kitchen areas shall be created inside the
accessory building as it is for a garage and storage only, due to the proposed
building not meeting the size requirement of an accessory apartment in association
with the size of the existing dwelling.
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2. 1021 Park Avenue — Plat Amendment combining two lots in order to remove
the lot line with an existing historic home (Application PL-15-02703)

Planner Alexander reviewed the application for a plat amendment for the purpose of
combining two existing lots that previously had a historic home located over the property
lines. The applicant, Bill Hart, and his representative Marshall King, were present to
answer questions.

Planner Alexander stated that the application first came to the Planning Department as a
Historic District Design Review in order to deconstruct the existing historic home that was
located on this property. It went through the HDDR process with Planner Anya Grahn and
it was approved. Planner Alexander noted that the applicant would be required to apply for
another HDDR for reconstruction of the home. A preservation plan is in place which
requires the owner to reconstruct the historic single family home exactly as it was previous
to deconstruction. The Staff report included a brief timeline summary of the historic home
and the reasoning for the deconstruction.

Planner Alexander reported that in order to reconstruct the home the existing lot lines need
to be removed to make the property one complete lot of record, which is why the applicant
was requesting this plat amendment.

The Staff found no issues with this request because the applicant had met the HDDR
requirements and the home was already deconstructed. The property is currently vacant.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a positive recommendation on this plat amendment.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Planner Alexander had received a letter from Ross Wilson, a neighbor at 1025 Park
Avenue, who supported the plat amendment and urged the Planning Commission to
approve the application. The letter from Mr. Wilson was entered into the record.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for the
plat amendment at 1021 Park Avenue, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Worel
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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Findings of Fact — 1021Park Avenue

1. The plat is located at 1021 Park Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.

2. The 1021 Park Avenue Subdivision consists of Lots 5 & 6 of Block 4 of the Snyder’s
Addition to the Park City Survey.

3. On February 25, 2015, the applicants submitted an application for a plat amendment
to combine two (2) lots containing a total of 3,750 square feet into one (1) lot of
record.

4. The application was deemed complete on March 11, 2015.

5. The site is a developed parcel which had a historic structure which has been
deconstructed, identified on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) as a “Landmark”
site.

6. The lots at 1021 Park Ave are currently vacant after the historic home was
deconstructed in order to satisfy the Building Department’s Notice and Order.

7. Approval of the HDDR for deconstruction was noticed on March 18, 2015.

8. The Encumbrance and Agreement for Historic Preservation for 1021 Park Avenue
states that the historic home must be reconstructed as outlined in the Historic
Preservation Plan by March 30, 2017.

9. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single family
dwelling.

10.The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 1,518.75 square feet for the
proposed lot based on the lot area of the lot.

11.The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements of ten (10") feet across
the frontage of the lot.

12.Lots 5 & 6 of Block 4 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey are located in
a FEMA flood zone X, which is an area with an 0.2% annual chance of flooding or an
areas with a 1% annual chance of flooding with average depths of less than one (1)
foot.
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13.The front yard setback is approximately 13 feet, the rear yard setback is
approximately16 feet. The side yard setbacks are approximately 11 feet each.
These setbacks meet the requirements of the Land Management Code.

Conclusions of Law — 1021 Park Avenue

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 subdivisions.

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 — 1021 Park Avenue

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment 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 amendment 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 complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted

by the City Council.

3. Recordation of this plat is required prior to building permit issuance for any
construction on the proposed lot.

4. 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.

5. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lots with Park Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

6. All conditions of approval from the HDDR approval of March 18, 2015 continue to
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apply.

3. 545 Main Street & 550/554/560 Park Avenue — Plat Amendment to create four
(4) lots of record from five (5) lots (Application PL-15-02466)

4. 550 Park Avenue — Steep Slope CUP for construction of a new single-family
dwelling and a CUP for a parking area with five or more spaces.
(Application PL-14-02541 and PL-15-02471)

Planner Astorga requested that the Planning Commission discuss the two items together,
conduct a public hearing and take two separate actions.

Planner Astorga noted that there were two different zone districts within the plat
amendment that includes 545 Main Street, which is the April Inn, and four lots on Park
Avenue. He presented a slide showing that Lots 2 and 3 would become larger. Lot 3
would be 32.5 feet in width and the standard 75’ deep lot. Lot 2 as proposed would be
32.42 x 75’. Lots 2 and 3 are on Park Avenue and the zoning district on that side of the
block is HR-2. Historically the HR-2 was known as the HTO zone, which was the historic
transitional overlay from the Main Street uses that tended to spill into the residential HR-1
zone.

Planner Astorga noted that the applicant submitted the plat amendment application, as well
as a conditional use permit. He explained that the purpose of combining 550 and 545 Main
Street is to accommodate a use that is listed in the HR-2 zone. Planner Astorga stated
that the plat amendment and the CUP are related because the special criteria for the HR-
2(A) zone applied to both. He stated that the reason for the plat amendment is to
accommodate a structure on 550 Park Avenue with a conditional use permit for the
structure and residential a parking area with five or more parking spaces for the associated
use on the same lot.

Planner Astorga reported that the original application that was submitted was not a plat
amendment. It rearranged the lot on Park Avenue but it did not combine the two lots. The
applicant had to request a plat amendment to remove the lot line because the use would
not work as the April Inn recently received a Historic District Design Review approval to
remodel 12 units into 3 units. Planner Astorga pointed out that the April Inn is not a historic
building; however when it was approved there was no parking on site. The developer
began working with the Staff and paid $14,000 per parking space in order to move forward
with that specific remodel. Planner Astorga remarked that his unique concept was a
conditional use permit based upon a building where the main floor and the upper floor
would be the single family dwelling, and the lower level would be the parking structure for
the uses associated in the HCB zoned lot. The Code allows for this type of request. The
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Staff report contained the analysis regarding the special requirements for the HR-2(A).
The Staff report for the conditional use permit application outlines the necessary criteria for
the Steep Slope CUP, special conditional use requirements, as well as the HR-2(A) criteria.

Planner Astorga reported that a few months ago the City Engineer, Matt Cassel, went
before the City Council on behalf of the applicant to see if the Council would grant an
easement on the alley to use the property for the lowest level of the structure. He noted
that people mistakenly think it is a right-of-way because of the layout, but it is actually City
owned property. The easement would allow the structure to only be accessed through
Main Street. The City Council indicated that the easement would be granted
and they were in the process of drafting the final language.

Planner Astorga reported on a letter he received from John Plunkett that was included as
public comment in the Staff report.

Chair Strachan understood that there would be six parking spaces in Lot 1; two would be
uncovered and four would be covered. He asked if the uncovered spaces would be off of
Park Avenue or toward Main Street.

Jonathan DeGray, representing the applicant, replied that they would be toward Main
Street. Planner Astorga reviewed the proposed site plan showing where the parking
spaces would be located.

Commissioner Phillips thought the two uncovered spaces already exist because people
park cars there. Chair Strachan asked if Lots 2 and 3 would eventually be single family
homes. Mr. DeGray answered yes. Commissioner Strachan asked if those homes would
have garages. Mr. DeGray answered yes. There would be space for one car in the garage
and another car in the driveway. Chair Strachan assumed there would be no access from
the easement to those lots. Mr. DeGray replied that this was correct. They would be
independent lots accessed off of Park Avenue. Planner Astorga clarified that the six
parking spaces belong to the April Inn. The main floor of the structure has separate
parking for the house.

Chair Strachan referred to the letter from Mr. Plunkett and he asked if the applicants would
be willing to a condition stating that none of the parking that may be built on Lots 1, 2, or 3
for the residential uses could ever be used for the April Inn or any commercial use. He
noted that Mr. Plunkett was concerned that if the April Inn parking overflows they could
potentially tell people to park in the Park Avenue residence parking.

Paul Colton, representing the applicant, noted that the Code already has that requirement
and they were not opposed to adding it as a condition. Planner Astorga noted that per
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Code the parking must be below the Park Avenue level. The Staff was comfortable adding
a condition of approval to reiterate the Code requirement.

Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested a condition to read, “Parking for the April Inn
may only be accessed from Main Street”. Mr. Colton pointed out that the only physical
access to the parking is off of Main Street.

Chair Strachan also favored some of the other conditions that were suggested by Mr.
Plunkett. For example, a condition stating that the emergency exit door for the April Inn
could not be used as an entrance. Planner Astorga clarified that he had not added
language regarding the door because the building permit for the April Inn shows that the
door would be eliminated. Chair Strachan asked if there was any access to the April Inn
from the Park Avenue side. He was told there was not. Chair Strachan stated that the fine
line between the HR1 and the HCB was difficult to work with and he felt this proposal
actually works for the commercial side without impacting the residential on Park Avenue.
Commissioner Worel thought it was a creative solution. Commissioner Phillips concurred.
It also relieves some of the existing parking pressures.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing for both the plat amendment and the CUP.

Sanford Melville, a resident at 527 Park Avenue, commented on the letter from John
Plunkett and he stated for the record that he fully supported the comments and concerns
that were raised in the letter. Mr. Melville was concerned about the four tandem parking
spaces on the middle level of the Park Avenue home. A one-bedroom residence was
being proposed and he thought it was unusual to have four-car parking for a one-bedroom
house. He believed it called into question the ultimate use of the parking. If this is
approved, Mr. Melville thought a condition of approval should include a statement that the
four car parking could only be used for the Park Avenue residents. Mr. Melville was also
concerned about the two garage doors facing Park Avenue for the tandem parking. He
referred to the elevation on page 190 of the Staff report. He thought it presented a visual
wall of garage doors on the street level which is something Park City has been trying to
eliminate from recent projects. Mr. Melville found nothing in the proposal to protect the
historic retaining wall at the top of the steps on Park Avenue on the City property. He
suggested adding a provision to protect or damage or not undermine the historic wall. Mr.
Melville was concerned about the re-routing of the steps leading from Park Avenue to the
alley and the City property. He thought it appeared that the applicant was proposing to use
almost all of the City property up to Park Avenue as entrances to the lower garage level.
The exhibit on page 188 illustrates how they intend to re-route the steps. The existing
steps go down into the alley. If the steps are re-routed he was concerned that they would
become very steep. Mr. Melville was concerned that the public steps would be sacrificed
for the project. He noted that the steps are heavily used by the residents of Park Avenue
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and re-routing them would be unfortunate. Mr. Melville believed there were inconsistencies
in the drawings as far as whether there would be doors on the six parking spaces or
whether it would be an open space. It was unclear from the packet how that would look.

Mary Wintzer, a resident at 320 McHenry, stated that she had not studied this particular
item; however, after listening to Mr. Melville she agreed that if this is a one bedroom
structure it makes no sense to have the parking. She asked the Planning Commission to
scrutinize the project and consider the comment about the stairs being used by the public.
If all of this is being facilitated by using City property, that also makes no sense because of
the Visioning of small town and historic character. If the applicant has to use City property
to facilitate all of this development, she would ask the Planning Commission to look at it
carefully because that was not what the citizens in Old Town intended in the Visioning.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Chair Strachan asked if the four spaces built for the single family homes would only be
used by the single family residents, or whether they could be used by April Inn. Planner
Astorga stated that per Code, the parking spaces that access off Park Avenue could only
be used for the single family dwelling. The HCB uses can only spill over into the HR-2 if it
is below the Park Avenue level. Therefore the spaces cannot be used as parking for any
of the HCB.

Chair Strachan asked the reason for having four spaces for a one-bedroom dwelling. Mr.
DeGray explained that the two tandem garages are locked out. Two spaces are required
and dedicated for the residents. The other two are for the building owner. When he rents
the building he wants to have a lockout to store his vehicles and other things.

Chair Strachan asked if Lots 2 and 3 would have tandem garages side by side. Mr.
DeGray stated that Lots 2 and 3 are individual single family lots that have not been
designed. Because of the loss of space on the lowest level to facilitate the parking for the
residential units at the April Inn, it would be a very small house that would probably be
used as a one-bedroom rental facility. Having extra storage for his uses made more sense
than having a 1,000 square foot home.

Commissioner Phillips agreed that it was a lot of stalls for one unit, but he understood that
the garage could be used for storage, table tennis, or other uses. However, the garage is
supposed to be subordinate in design, but he sees a lot of garage doors facing the street
with a subordinate entry. He personally did not believe the garages were subordinate.

Mr. DeGray stated that based on the Staff's input during the HDDR review they created
stepping in the front elevations and recesses at the entry and at the garage door to create
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movement along the front elevation. Mr. Phillips noted that those techniques are typically
used. He was unsure how to define subordinate and asked Planner Astorga if he was
correct in understanding that the Code requires garages to be subordinate.

Planner Astorga replied that the General Plan defines the word subordinate, but he was
unsure whether there was a specific regulation or policy requiring it. Planner Whetstone
noted that the Historic District Design Review Guidelines address garages being
subordinate.

Commissioner Phillips understood that the second half of the garage was for the building
owner. He asked if it was the same owner of the Main Street property, and if so, whether
he could park there and walk down the stairs into the other building. Regardless of
whether it is the owner or a tenant they were trying to discourage that type of access.
Planner Astorga replied that it was actually prohibited. Mr. DeGray noted that during the
plat discussion the Planning Commission had talked about adding a condition limiting the
use of the parking garage to the residents at 550 Park Avenue.

Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that Criteria #6 for a Steep Slope CUP outlined on
page 170 of the Staff report specifically states that the garage must be subordinate in
design to the main Building. Criteria #6 also states that in order to decrease the perceived
bulk of the main building, the Planning Commission may require a garage separate from
the main structure or no garage.

Mr. DeGray asked Planner Astorga to show the streetscape on page 191 of the Staff report
because he thought the west elevation of the building was somewhat deceiving as what is
seen from the street.

Commissioner Phillips noted that in the past the Planning Commission has requested
that applicants step the garage. He referred to the three homes on page 191 and
commented on the percentage of garage doors facing the street. He believed the intent
of the word “subordinate” was to keep from having the whole face of the house be the
garage. Commissioner Phillips pointed out that the existing house has a single car
garage with a nice dominant entry. He was concerned that the entry door of the
proposed house would not even be seen driving down Park Avenue because it is
recessed, and only the garage doors would be visible. Commissioner Phillips felt
strongly that the intent of the Code was to prevent that from occurring.

Assistant City Attorney McLean understood that Commissioner Phillips felt that the
double garage door impacts the building form and scale. However, those impacts could
be mitigated if, for example, there was one garage door. Commissioner Phillips
understood the difficulty of having one garage door because there were two separate
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garages. He thought adding windows to the side of the garage would help add some
interest to the building driving down the street. Commissioner Phillips offered design
suggestions for the applicant to consider. Planner Whetstone suggested the possibility
of flipping the entrance and the garage so the entrance would be to the front and the
garage would be recessed.

Commissioner Campbell thought that because it was already stepped the two garage
doors would not present the unified facade that it appeared to be in the drawing. He
believed the applicant had already complied with the intent of the Code by making that
step and they were giving up garage space to do it. He suggested that they try to
camouflage the garage doors in some way to make it look more like the siding of the
house. Commissioner Campbell thought a 3-D model would help better visualize the
true effect of the garage doors, because he believed the garages were stepped more
than what was showing in the drawing.

Commissioner Worel agreed that the garage doors were not subordinate to the house.
She also thought a 3-D model would help.

Chair Strachan read from the Code regarding special requirements for MPDs and
Conditional Use Permits in Subzone A. “The commercial portions of a structure
extending from the HCB to the HR-2 must be designed to minimize the commercial
character of the building and use, and must mitigate all impacts on the adjacent
residential uses.” He pointed out that it was not the classic “reasonably mitigate” the
impacts. In these situations all the impacts must be mitigated. Chair Strachan
remarked that the owner was using this as a personal garage to forward a commercial
use of renting the unit. He pointed out that under that scenario it was a commercial use
and not a residential use. The impact to the adjacent residential uses would be the
owner driving up and down Park Avenue to park in the garage when he does not live
there. Chair Strachan did not believe the purpose and intent of the garage a residential
use that complies with the Code.

Mr. DeGray thought Chair Strachan was misrepresenting the intent of the owner. The
owner intended to use the garage purely for storage while he was renting the building
whether nightly or monthly. The owner would not be using the garage daily. Chair
Strachan remarked that the owner may not have that intent but he could use it on a
daily basis. Mr. DeGray agreed, but the purpose is to use it as storage space, which is
not prohibited by Code. He clarified that it was not for a commercial enterprise.

Chair Strachan clarified that if this was only for a residential unit, the person designing

the residential unit would not opt for four parking spaces for a one-bedroom unit. He
believed they would opt to have more bedrooms and two parking spaces. Chair
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Strachan stated that the extra garage was obviously for the owner of the residential unit
on Lot 1 so he could park there and use it for storage in conjunction with the
commercial lot that he owns. He pointed out that in combining the lots Lot 1 becomes a
commercial lot. It is residential on the top but the rest is commercial.

Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the Planning Commission look at
Criteria. She understood that their concern was that the impacts of this design do not
coordinate with adjacent properties in terms of preserving of natural vegetation,
minimizing driveway and parking areas and provide variation of the front yard. Those
concerns were addressed in Criteria #5. She also heard concerns related to Criteria #6
regarding the garage must be subordinate in design to the main building. Another issue
was addressed in Criteria 8, the dwelling volume.

Commissioner Campbell stated that the perceived bulk of the garage and the house
were intertwined. He believed the only issue was the two garage doors. If one of the
garage doors looked like siding you would not be able to tell it was a garage door
unless you were up close to it.

Mr. DeGray summarized the direction from the Planning Commission for either re-
designing the front of the garage or better portraying what was actually designed. He
was willing to prepare a 3-D model showing the shade and shadow and how the
garages are stepped back. He would look at creating even further stepping between
the garage doors and making the entry to the building proud of the garage doors. He
asked if that would be acceptable to the Planning Commission if he came back with a
proposal that accomplished those three items.

Chair Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission could forward a positive
recommendation for the plat amendment this evening because the design for Lot 1
design works as a good way to access the HCB zone. They should continue the CUP
for the single family dwelling and approve the CUP for a parking area with five or more
spaces.

Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that the Findings for both CUPs were
intertwined. She recommended that both CUPs be continued and that the Staff draft
separate Findings for each CUP application. She noted that the CUP for parking could
be a Consent Agenda item at the next meeting.

Commissioner Campbell clarified that he was personally not opposed to having four

cars in the garage. However, he would like the applicant to hide the fact that two-thirds
of the front of the house is a garage door. Commissioner Phillips concurred.
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Mr. DeGray commented on the landscaping element and noted that the curb cut is
limited to the front of the northerly garage door. He would also show that as a street
view on a 3-D model.

Chair Strachan requested that the applicant also address the public comments
regarding the stairs and how they would be re-routed. Assistant City Attorney McLean
stated that she was not aware that the stairs were moving. The stairs are on City
property and she asked if they had obtained permission from the City engineer to re-
route the stairs. Planner Astorga stated that a condition of approval states that any
type of work or remodeling of the City stairs would have to be approved by the City
Engineer. Planner Astorga understood that the reason for changing the stairs was to
allow for a car to pull in and out of the first driveway.

Mr. DeGray stated that the bottom third of the stairs would be remodeled and the
number of rise and run would remain the same. The steepness of the stairs would be
the same. Mr. DeGray remarked that historic wall that was mentioned would not be
affected at all. Planner Astorga noted that the landscaping would also have to be
approved by the City Engineer through the encroachment agreement process. Chair
Strachan asked Mr. DeGray to address those issues at the next meeting to allay their
concerns and the public concerns.

Commissioner Phillips noted that the stairs are heavily used. He asked about the width
of the existing paved area of the alley and whether it would be wide enough to paint a
line for pedestrians. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that they were working on
the easement to allow the applicant to use the alley. As part of that they could require
designating a pedestrian area to make is safer for pedestrians since they were adding
parking for six additional cars.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City Council for the Plat Amendment at Cardinal Park Subdivision based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft
ordinance. Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE the Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit for construction of a new single-family dwelling at 550 Park Avenue, as well as
the Conditional Use Permit for a parking area of five or more spaces to June 10, 2015.
Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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Findings of Fact — Cardinal Park Subdivision — Plat Amendment

1. The property is located at 545 Main Street and 550, 554, 560 Park Avenue.

2. The property is in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) and Historic Residential-
2 (HR-2) District, respectively.

3. The subject property consists of Lot 1 of the 545 Main Street Plat and Lot 32, 33, 34,
and 35 of Block 9 of the Amended Plat of the Park City Survey.

4. The Main Street lot has a non-historic building known as the April Inn and is
recognized by Summit County as Parcel 545-MAIN-1.

5. The four (4) Park Avenue lots are vacant and are recognized by Summit County as
Parcels PC-137 (lot 32 & 33), PC-131 (lot 34), and PC-138 (lot 35).

6. The proposed Plat Amendment creates three (3) lots of record from the existing five
(5) lots.

7. The four (4) existing Park Avenue lots are to be reconfigured into three (3) lots with a
depth of seventy-five feet (75’) and a width ranging from 32.42’ to 35’ and the April
Inn lot would be combined with the newly reconfigured lot northwest of it.

8. Lot 1 would have two (2) addresses, one (1) for Main Street, the April Inn, 545 Main
Street and one (1) for Park Avenue, 550 Park Avenue.

9. Lot 2 would be addressed 554 Park Avenue.

10.Lot 3 would be addressed 560 Park Avenue.

11.Lot 1 would retain the HR-2 District zoning on the Park Avenue side and the HCB
District zoning on the Main Street side with all of their associated rights and

restrictions.

12.There are no provisions in the Land Management Code (LMC) which prohibit the two
(2) Districts within the same lot.

13.A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-2 District.

14.The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
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15.The area of proposed Lot 1 is 8,425.5 square feet.

16.The minimum lot are in the HCB District is 1,250 square feet.

17.The proposed area of lot 1 within the HR-2 District is 2,625 square feet.
18.The area of proposed Lot 2 is 2,431.5 square feet.

19.The area of proposed Lot 3 is 2,437.5 square feet.

20.The areas of proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings in
the HR-2.

21.A duplex dwelling is a conditional use in the Historic Residential-2 District.
22.The minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling is 3,750 square feet.

23.The proposed lots, including the HR-2 portion of Lot 1, do not meet the minimum lot
area for a duplex dwelling.

24.The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-2 District is twenty-five feet
(25").

25.The proposed lot width of Lot 1 within the HR-2 District is 35 feet.
26.The proposed lot width of Lot 2 is 32.42 feet.
27.The proposed lot width of Lot 3 is 32.5 feet.

28.The proposed lots, including the HR-2 portion of Lot 1, meet the minimum lot width
requirement.

29. Any provisions regarding lot size regarding Lot 1 shall be governed by the rights and
restrictions of their corresponding zoning Districts.

30.The maximum building footprint of lot 1 shall be 1,132.5 square feet. (HR-2 District).
31.The maximum building footprint of Lot 2 shall be 1,060.5 square feet.

32.The maximum building footprint of Lot 3 shall be 1,062.7 square feet.

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 27 of 723



33.The rear yard setback for Lot 1 shall be measured from the zone line.

34.The current property owner would own everything within these two areas, proposed
lot 1, until a Condominium Record of Survey is submitted by the applicant, reviewed
and approved by the City and recorded at the County.

35.The Property Owner must protect Significant Vegetation during any Development
activity.

36.Significant Vegetation includes large trees six inches (6") in diameter or greater
measured four and one-half feet (4 ¥2 ') above the ground, groves of smaller trees, or
clumps of oak and maple covering an Area fifty square feet (50 sq. ft.) or more
measured at the drip line.

37.The Property Owner must demonstrate the health and viability of all large trees
through a certified arborist.

38.The applicant must submit the required report by the certified arborist and that the
loss of significant mitigation is replaced on a like per like basis.

39.LMC § 15-2.3-8 indicates special requirements for Master Planned Development
and Conditional Use Permits in Sub-zone A, consisting of lots in the HR-2 District
that are west of Main Street, excluding those Lots within Block 13.

40.Special requirements apply to Lots in Sub-Zone A that are part of a Plat Amendment
that combines a Main Street, HCB zoned, Lot with an adjacent Park Avenue, HR-2
zoned, Lot for the purpose of constructing a residential dwelling or Garage on Park
Avenue.

41.The applicant requests to build a residential parking area for the April Inn below
grade of Park Avenue projected across the HR-2 and beneath the main floor of a
single-family dwelling, a residential structure facing Park Avenue.

42.The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the minimum side
and front yard setbacks of the HR-2 District as stated.

43.The parking structure below the single-family dwelling does not occupy side yard
setbacks other than the access leading to it.

44.The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the building height
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requirements of the HR-2 District as stated.
45.The new structure fronting on Park Avenue does not contain commercial uses.

46.0nly the lot area within the HCB portion of the lot shall be used to calculate the
commercial floor area.

47.The number of residential units allowed on the HR-2 portion of the Development is
limited by the Lot and Site Requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in Section 15-
2.3-4.

48.The access for the parking structure underneath the single-family dwelling is off
Main Street, HCB District, through an easement. The applicant is not asking for a
commercial structure. No emergency access onto the HR-2 portion of the property
is proposed.

49.Next to the four (4) parking spaces are four (4) small storage areas and also a small
mechanical room. The storage and mechanical areas cannot be seen from

elevation except from the south side as they are indeed located on the lowest
parking level and access from the interior part of this level.

50.The width of the proposed structure is twenty nine feet (29’).

51.There are no historic sites or buildings within the proposed plat amendment.
52.The applicant controls the Claimjumper Building located at 573 Main Street, which
already received a Plat Amendment approval by the City in 2012, and these same
Special Requirements were analyzed, reviewed, and applied, as findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval were met.

53.No density transfer is being proposed.

54.Maximum allowed Building Footprint for the HR-2 Lot is subject to Section 15-6-5(B).

55.All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law — Cardinal Park Subdivision — Plat Amendment

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 Subdivisions.

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 — Cardinal Park Subdivision — Plat Amendment

1. The 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. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the front of
the property along Park Avenue.

4. A note shall be added to the Plat Amendment to be approved in a form by the City
Attorney which shall indicate that the any provisions regarding lot size regarding Lot
1 shall be governed by the rights and restrictions of their corresponding zoning
Districts and for purposes of lot area shall not be added collectively.

5. Fire sprinklers shall be required for all new construction or substantial renovations,
as determined by the Park City Building Department during building permit review.

6. The applicant shall submit the report by a certified arborist per LMC § 15-2.3-15 and
that the loss of significant mitigation shall be replaced on a like per like basis.

5. 1893 Prospector Avenue — Master Planned Development for a new building
containing 11 residential units on Lot 25b of the Giga plat Replat of Parking
Lot F at Prospector Square (Application PL-15-02698)

Planner Whetstone stated that this project has two applications. One is a master planned
development and the second is a conditional use permit. The property is located in
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Prospector Square on one of the vacant lots at 1893 Prospector Avenue. There is
currently development occurring at 1897 Prospector Avenue. Planner Whetstone stated
that a plat amendment called the Giga plat amendment that was approved and recorded
and that property is under construction for the Park City lodging on the bottom floor and
four residential rental units for employees. Planner Whetstone stated that the lot subject to
this application is along the Rail Trail.

Planner Whetstone stated that the MPD is a request to approve a Master Planned
Development because there are ten or more units and because the applicants have
requested a height exception, which is allowed through the MPD portion of the Land
Management Code. She noted that the MPD is reviewed through the criteria in Section 15-
6-5 as outlined in the Staff report.

Planner Whetstone stated that the conditional use permit was for residential uses in the
GC zone. She explained that the GC zone does not allow single-family or duplexes, but it
does allow multi-family that requires a conditional use permit. This particular project is a
request for 11 residential units with 12 parking spaces on the lower level but not
underneath the ground. The structure is proposed to be on stilts with parking underneath.

Ehlias Louis with Gigaplex Architecture introduced the project architect, Andrew Foster,
and Brandon and Mike Schoefield with CDR Development.

Planner Whetstone stated that the Staff report identified some of the criteria for review of
the Master Planned Development. She noted that one of the requirements of an MPD is
for the Planning Commission to review a pre-MPD for compliance or consistency with the
General Plan and the goals of the General Plan that would be applicable in this area, as
well as the purposes of the GC zone. The Planning Commission reviewed the pre-MPD on
March 25™ and found that the concept plans were consistent with the General Commercial
Zone and the General Plan concepts.

Planner Whetstone stated that the applicant submitted a full MPD application for 11
residential units. The Staff had reviewed the application against the criteria on pages 226-
227. However, one item for discussion was the requested height exception. Page 228 of
the Staff report outlined the five criteria for granting a height exception. Planner Whetstone
stated that the applicant may request an exception and the Planning Commission may
consider an increase in height based on the five criteria.

Planner Whetstone reported that the applicant was requesting a height increase of 6’'6”".

The zone height is 35 and allows an additional five feet for a pitched roof. She noted that
the proposed design has a flat roof and the proposed building height is 41'6".
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Planner Whetstone reviewed the five criteria for a height exception. Criteria #1 is that the
increase in height does not result in additional density or additional floor area. She stated
that the lot is in the Prospector Square Overlay and has a density that is based on the floor
area ratio or two times the lot area. Under that formula the applicant would be allowed
11,520 square feet. The design as proposed is 11,279 square feet. The floor area
includes the required affordable housing. Planner Whetstone explained that the applicant
originally proposed ten units; however, with an MPD they are required to meet a housing
obligation which is why the MPD is for 11 units. She noted that the affordable housing plan
was still being reviewed. The question was whether the affordable housing requirement
would be satisfied with two units, which would make the project 9 market units and 2
affordable units; or if it would be satisfied with 1 affordable unit allowing for 10 market units.
PlannerthWhetstone stated that the City Housing Authority was scheduled to hear this on
May 28"

Planner Whetstone reviewed the site plan. She noted that in Prospector Square it is zero
lot line development due to the way the development area was platted.

Planner Whetstone noted that the applicant was only requesting the height exception for
the eastern roof, which is 30% of the total roof area. The height exception allows for more
articulation and open roof areas.

With the exception of the height and a resolution on the affordable housing, the Staff found
that the project complies with the criteria for an MPD. The Staff requested that the
Planning Commission discuss the height exception, conduct a public hearing and consider
approving this application according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Conditions of Approval outlined in the Staff report.

Ehlias Louis, representing the applicant, provided a global overview statement on how the
design concept came about. He stated that due to the replat they had a development
agreement with the Prospector Square HOA, which allowed them to do the replat but to
include the parking that existed. In order to do that they agreed to build their building on
stilts to preserve the amount of parking required. Mr. Louis stated that with the FAR of two,
the easiest solution was to build the building on stilts. The first floor would be the actual
dimensions of the lot and with a FAR of 2 they could build two of those and have a perfect
rectangle. However, from the standpoint of an architect, a rectangle did not add to the
flavor of the target market they were looking with the feel they wanted to provide to the
residents. Therefore, they looked at what would make sense. The target market is young
professionals and even though the units are small they wanted to take advantage of corner
views with natural light coming in. Mr. Ehlias pointed out that rather than a rectangle the
building would be L-shaped. Again, to create a community feel because it was a zero lot
line, they added as much deck space as possible for the residents. However, in order to
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provide the amount of livable space that is allowed in the FAR, the most interesting
rendition was a design with a third level residency on the eastern side, which pushes the
height above the 35’ foot height restriction.

The applicants had prepared a 3-D model to demonstrate their vision of an interesting
building with a modern design that provides diversity on the Prospector Avenue corridor. It
allows them to bring over the bridge to increase the alternate transportation uses of a
resort lifestyle for young professionals. Mr. Louis stated that the design challenge was
having 10 units coming to an MPD and using the LMC to request a height exception for the
eastern side.

Mr. Louis stated that Gigaplex Architects and their partnership are big proponents of the
affordable housing initiative in Park City. The requirement is to add 15% of the square
footage into the building and they were happy to do so. He pointed out that there were
options to delay the affordable housing to a future development or to pay an in-lieu fee.
They also had the ability add the affordable housing on-site in the building, which was their
preferred approach. Mr. Louis stated that in order to add 1350 square feet to this building,
they changed the number of units from ten to eleven to include a studio and a small
apartment. He believed they have designed a great solution to what they think is the spirit
of the LMC and the MPD for a project like this. It is interesting, it invites questions, itis a
modern design, it has open space, itis communal, and it abides by all of the development
agreements to move the lot.

Mr. Louis remarked that the main goal was to provide both affordable units within the
building rather than pay an in-lieu fee. That approach affords the ability to add more
square footage and density to the complex itself. He noted that they were not going to ask
for the extra 13,000 square feet on this building to accommodate the deed restricted units.
Therefore, the envelope of the building that the Commissioners saw with the pre-MPD
stays the same. The result is less market rate square footage, which they were willing to
do to put the affordable units in the building.

Mr. Louis stated that they really like their proposed design and believe it is the best solution
for the market they were targeting, as well as the greater community in general.

Commissioner Worel thought the 3-D model was helpful to see the difference in building
heights. She asked if the other structures on the model were approved under a different
LMC and why one structure had a 44.7 foot height. Mr. Louis stated that it was the
Suncreek Apartments. He did not believe there has been new residential development in
that area for ten or fifteen years. For that reason he was unable to speculate what the
LMC allowed at that time. Mr. Louis remarked that they did their due diligence to compare
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heights in the area to give the Commissioners an idea of how the requested height
exception would fit with what already exists.

Commissioner Phillips pointed out that the applicant was asking for a height exception for
one portion of the building; however, other portions of the roof were below the 35’ allowed
height. He thought it was safe to assume that the average roof height was at or below the
maximum allowed.

Planner Whetstone noted that the height of the building under construction at 1897
Prospector as shown on the 3-D model was actually the height of the penthouse and did
not need a height exception. The actual height of the main building is 35’. Mr. Louis
agreed that the main building is 35’. He clarified that penthouse did not require a height
exception because it is a pop-out for circulation and not habitable space.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

Charlie Wintzer stated that he had not intended to speak on this application. However, as
someone who typically speaks out against height exceptions this is the first time he has
heard a great cause for it. Itis in the right location, itis up against the hillside, the uses are
right, and the building fits the neighborhood. Mr. Wintzer encouraged the Planning
Commission to grant the height exception.

Lincoln Calder, a 30 year resident of Park City spoke in favor of the project. He is a local
realtor and given his age and peer group he works with a lot of younger buys with
moderate budgets. Mr. Calder stated that currently there is no product in Park City that
appeals to young professional buyers at a moderate price. There is an affordable housing
option, but young professionals are not interested in deed restricted housing with a price
appreciation cap. They want their primary residence to be an investment for a better
future. Currently, the young professionals only have the choice of buying at Kimball
Junction or other areas within the County. Mr. Calder pointed out that if the City wants a
diverse community in terms of income, age and occupation, this project appeals to that
group. He thought the City would gain more by granting a small height exception.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Campbell liked the proposed project. He was nervous about setting a
precedent by granting the height exception. However, he concurred with Mr. Wintzer that
this was the best case for granting height because it is low impact to the neighbors and
adds a lot of positives. Commissioner Campbell referred to the comment about young
professionals moving to Kimball Junction. He noted that those same people come to Park
City on Friday night and they all drive. He could see the people living in this building
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walking to restaurants and the grocery store. Commissioner Campbell thought this project
was exactly what they need in Park City.

Commissioner Worel appreciated the models. She thought the project was creative and
she liked how they included the heights of the surrounding projects to give them a better
perspective. Commissioner Worel pointed out that if they had designed a pitched roof the
allowed height would be 40'. Therefore, they were only talking about 1'6” more than what
was allowed. Commissioner Worel liked the project and thought it was well-done.

Commissioner Phillips liked how the project engages the Rail Trail. In his opinion this
project fits the definition of live/work/play. This proposal was one of the best he has seen
in his time on the Planning Commission. He thought they should encourage this type of
development as a model for other areas of town being redeveloped. Commissioner Phillips
suggested the possibility of having a future discussion about allowing additional height in
Bonanza Park for these same reasons.

Chair Strachan echoed the comments of his fellow Commissioners. He remarked that the
Planning Commission needed to make findings as to why the height exception was
appropriate. He thought the evidence was the 70/30 split and that overall the building
height was below the 35" maximum.

Commissioner Campbell had concerns with specifying the 70/30 split. If they approve the
height exception based on the average height being below the maximum, the next
applicant could have a design with an average below the 35’ maximum, but it may not meet
the other criteria.

Chair Strachan clarified that the Planning Commission needed to have some evidence on
the record as to why the height exception was appropriate for this project. The question is
whether the additional height increases the volume. If 70% is lower and only 30% is
higher, then the dwelling volume is not increased by the height exception.

Assistant City Attorney McLean commented on a potential problem she had just noticed as
she was reading through the Code. Under the MPD Section, there are different ways that
an MPD applies. She noted that prior to 2013 an MPD was required for any residential
project with ten or more lots or ten or more units. However, in 2013 that was changed to
ten or more residential unit equivalents. A residential unit equivalent is defined as 2,000
square feet, which is less than what was being proposed. Ms. McLean clarified that in this
case the MPD did not appear to be required and there were no commercial uses proposed.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that another section talks about when an MPD is
allowed but not required. She read from subsection 2, “The Master Planned Development
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process is allowed but is not required when the property is not part of the original Park City
Survey or Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey.....and the proposed MPD is for an
affordable MPD consistent with Section 15-6-7 herein.” Ms. McLean was unsure whether
that was the intent and she wanted the opportunity to look at the amended ordinance when
this was suggested to see if there was a typo and that the “and” was supposed to be an
“or” for affordable housing.

Assistant City Attorney McLean apologized for not catching this situation sooner, but when
she first saw this project she thought the MPD was required because there were more
than ten units. She found her mistake when she was reading the Code for another project.
Ms. McLean stated that legally she was uncertain whether the City could permit this to be
an MPD. She preferred to take the time to research it further to make sure that it was an
allowable application.

Planner Whetstone suggested that Ms. McLean look at Section 1, Allowed but not
Required, because that was where it fell under when it was discussed with the former
Planning Director. Ms. McLean believed there was consensus that the MPD was not
required under Item A. Subsection 1 that Planner Whetstone referenced states that, “The
Master Planned Development process is allowed but is not required in the historic
residential and historic residential HR1 and HR2 zones, only when the HR1 or HR2 zone
properties and combined with adjacent HCB or HRC zoned properties. Height exceptions
will not be granted for master planned development in those and other zones.” Ms.
McLean could not see what Planner Whetstone relied on when talking with the former
Planning Director.

Chair Strachan clarified that the applicant may not need an MPD and the plat amendment
was already approved. Ms. McLean explained that they might not need an MPD, and an
MPD may not be allowed or available to them under the Code. She understood that part of
the reason for seeking an MPD was the ability to request a height exception. She thought
it looked like a great project and again apologized to the applicants and the Commissioners
for raising the issue this late in the process. However, she was not comfortable having the
Planning Commission vote on something that may not be allowed by Code.

Commissioner Campbell asked if there was another mechanism to allow for a height
exception besides the MPD. Ms. McLean could not find another mechanism in the GC
zone if the space is habitable.

Commissioner Worel wanted to know how much parking was required for the entire area.
Mr. Louis stated that 103 spaces were required by the development agreement with the
Prospector Square Property Owners Association. Without parking under the proposed
building 12 spaces would be lost, reducing the parking to 91 spaces.
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Planner Whetstone noted that there was also a flood plain issue. Mr. Louis stated that the
flood plain issue was currently being studied by Gus Sherry. Mr. Louis has been working
with Mr. Sherry and Matt Cassel. Mr. Sherry had not completed his study but he did not
believe there would be an issue with the flood plain. Mr. Louis remarked that the flood
plain was one reason for the stilts concept. They could not build habitable units below the
base flood elevation.

Mr. Louis stated that the MPD process was started on December 15" and they were
unaware that it would take this long. They understood the process, but they were now on a
limited time-frame because of the Park City Lodging building that is under construction.
Mr. Louis preferred to have a yes or no answer from the Planning Commission. If the
answer is no, unfortunately they would lose the affordable units and possibly the bridge,
and they would be forced to build a box with larger condos. Mr. Louis reiterated that they
could not afford to wait much longer to start building.

Commissioner Worel asked if the Planning Commission could approve the MPD
conditioned on legal findings. For example, if Ms. McLean found that the MPD could move
forward the applicants could begin work without coming back to the Planning Commission.
If the MPD is not legal then the applicant would know to pursue a different approach.

Assistant City Attorney McLean was hesitant to have the Planning Commission to take an
action on something that did not appear to be permissible from the evidence she found this
evening. She preferred to continue this item to the next meeting to allow time to see if
there was something that could be done to help the applicant. Ms. McLean believed the
Staff and other have the mindset that ten units or more requires an MPD; however, that
requirement changed in 2013. She recognized that there were a number of benefits for
this MPD and she was sorry that neither she nor the Staff had caught the mistake before
this.

Assistant City Attorney McLean took a few minutes to pull up the ordinance from 2013 and
found that the word “and” was not a typo. She was hoping that the ordinance language
would say “or” but it did not. She reiterated her recommendation to continue this item to
the next meeting to allow for more research. If it is allowable, the Staff had the findings
ready to move forward with an approval.

Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested that the Planning Commission could take action
on the CUP this evening because the outcome of the MPD would not affect the CUP. Mr.
Louis stated that if they could get approval for the CUP they could at least begin designing
the rectangular building, which is what they would most likely build if they could not get the
height exception.
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MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE the Central Park City Condos —
Master Planned Development for a new building containing 11 residential units on Lot 25B
of the Giga Plat replat of Parking Lot F at Prospector Square to May 27, 2015.
Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

6. 1893 Prospector Avenue — Conditional Use Permit for residential uses in the
General Commercial (GC) zone for a new building containing 11 residential
units on Lot 25b of the Giga plat Replat of Parking Lot F at Prospector Square
(Application PL-14-02584)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.

There were not comments.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Chair Strachan stated that based on the MPD discussion, he was comfortable approving a
conditional use permit based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of
approval found in the Staff report. The Commissioners concurred.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit for
residential uses for Central Park City Condominiums based on the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the Staff report. Commissioner
Worel seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 1893 Prospector Avenue - CUP

1. The subject property is located at 1893 Prospector Avenue and consists of Lot
25b of the Gigaplat replat, a replat of Lots 25a, 25b, and Parking Lot F of the
Prospector Square Supplemental Amended Plat.

2. The Gigaplat replat was approved by City Council on June 5, 2014. The final
mylar was recorded on May 1, 2015.

3. Lot 25b is a vacant, undeveloped privately owned development lot.
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4. The property is located in the General Commercial (GC) zone and within the
Prospector Square Subdivision Overlay.

5. On December 15, 2014, Staff received an application for a pre-MPD for the
Central Park City Condominiums project located in the General Commercial
zoning district. The application was considered complete on February 24, 2015.

6. On February 24, 2015, the applicant submitted a complete application for the
Conditional Use Permit for residential uses in the GC District. The CUP
application was revised on April 13, 2015 to incorporate the required affordable
unit, bringing the total number of residential units to eleven.

7. On March 25, 2015, the Planning Commission conducted a public meeting on
the pre-MPD and Conditional Use Permit application. The Commission found
that the pre-MPD preliminary concept plans were consistent with the General
Plan and GC Zone. The Conditional Use Permit application was reviewed and
continued to the May 13, 2015 meeting.

8. In the General Commercial (GC) zoning district, residential uses, including
multi-dwelling units, are required to be reviewed per the Conditional Use
Permit criteria in the Land Management Code (LMC) and require approval by
the Planning Commission. Retail and offices uses are allowed uses in the GC
zone.

9. An FAR of 2 is allowed for buildings within the Prospector Square Subdivision
Overlay.

10. The building consists of approximately 11,279 sf of residential uses and
circulation area. The proposed FAR is 1.96. There are seven units at
approximately 810 sf, three units at 1,017 s, and one studio unit at 500 sf. The
units are designed to be smaller, attainable market rate dwelling units for full
time residents. At least one and potentially two units will be deed restricted
affordable unit depending on the Housing Authority’s approval.

11. Allowing smaller residential uses in an area of high employment opportunities and
within walking distance of the bus lines, shops, restaurants, schools, and recreation
amenities is one method of mitigating vehicular trips of residential uses.

12. The capacity of streets, intersections, and shared parking lots were
designed with the Prospector Square planned area to accommodate build
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out of all the development parcels. There are no significant traffic impacts
associated with the proposed uses as build out of these platted lots is
anticipated with the Prospector Square Subdivision approval. Office and
retail uses are allowed to be constructed on this lot without approval of a
Conditional Use Permit.

13. Utilities necessary for this use are available at or near the site. Prior to
recordation of the plat amendment for this property a utility plan and utility
easements will be approved by the City Engineer and utility providers.

14. Any additional utility capacity, in terms of fire flows and residential fire
sprinklers will be reviewed by the Fire District, Water Department, and
Building Department prior to issuance of a building permit and prior to
recordation of the subdivision plat. Necessary utilities and upgrades shall be
installed as required by the City Engineer.

15. The proposed development will not interfere with access routes for
emergency vehicles.

16. The residential uses create a reduced parking impact from the allowed uses of
retail and office. Parking demand (in terms of timing) for residential uses is
generally opposite the demand for retail and office uses.

17. There are 91 existing parking spaces within Parking Lot F.

Parking within Prospector Square is shared and upon completion of the
reconfigured Parking Lot F, there will be a total of 103 parking spaces, including
the 12 spaces located under the building, as per the Owner’s parking
agreement with the Prospector Square Property Owner Association. All 103
parking spaces are intended to be shared parking per the parking agreement.

18. Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system includes existing sidewalks
along Prospector Avenue, a Prospector Association walkway located to the west
of the parking lot, and the Rail Trail bike path located to the south, with informal
access that will not be altered. Circulation within the Parking Lot will be improved
with the reconfigured parking lot.

19. A pedestrian bridge connection to the Rail Trail is proposed from the
building. The Rail Trail is owned by State Parks and certain permits and/or
encroachment agreements will be necessary in order to construct the bridge.
The bridge will not be constructed if necessary agreements and easements
are not secured.
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20. No outdoor storage of goods or mechanical equipment is proposed.
21. No fencing is proposed.

22. The three and four story building is proposed to be located north of the Rall
Trail fully within platted Lot 25b. The Prospector Overlay within the GC zone
allows zero setbacks to property lines. The building is oriented towards the
Rail Trail and is separated from the Rail Trail and adjacent buildings so as

not to cause adverse shadowing on any existing units, or on the Rail Trail.

23. The building includes fagade shifts on all elevations. Residential uses are located on
the second, third, and fourth floors with common outdoor terraces and green roof elements
oriented to the south.

24. Maximum building height in the GC zone is 35’ and the applicant has
requested through the MPD application, a building height exception of six
feet six inches (6'6") for 30% of the roof for the eastern portion of the building
to a height of 41°'6”. The remainder of the building roof (70%) is less than the
allowed building height. The building would not exceed the allowable density
or maximum floor area ratio (FAR of 2) as allowed by the GC zone.

25. No changes to the existing open space within the Prospector Square
planned area are proposed with the residential uses. The new building is
proposed to be constructed on an existing re-platted lot. Common decks and
terraces are provided as open areas for the units to share.

26. The physical design of the building, in terms of mass, scale, style, design
and architectural detailing complies with Title 15-5-5- Architectural Design
Guidelines of the Land Management Code and is compatible with the
surrounding buildings. The proposed building is contemporary and distinct in
design and compliments the variety of building styles in the area. Materials
consist of wood, metal, concrete and glass. Green planted roofs and roof
terraces provide outdoor space for the residents.

27. No signs are proposed at this time. All signs are subject to the Park City Sign
Code.

28. Exterior lighting will be reviewed at the time of the building permit review.

29. The residential uses will not create noise, vibration, odors, steam or other
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mechanical factors that might affect people and property off-site.

30. The applicants propose to design and construct an enclosure for the existing
trash dumpster located at the southwest corner of the parking lot. The service
area within the enclosed parking area will include a recycling area.

31. There are no loading docks associated with this use.

32. If the owner desires to sell individual units in the future, a condominium record of
survey plat will need to be applied for and recorded at Summit County.

33. The proposal exists within the Park City Soil Ordinance Boundary.

34. The development is located in a FEMA Flood Zone A.

35. The development is located adjacent to a stream with wetlands.

36. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law — 1893 Prospector Avenue — CUP

1. The application satisfies all Conditional Use Permit review criteria for
residential uses as established by the LMC’s Conditional Use Review process
[Section 15-1-10(E) (1-15)] and all requirements of the LMC.

2. The use as conditioned will be compatible with surrounding structures in
use, scale, mass, and circulation.

3. The use as conditioned is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through
careful planning and conditions of approval.

Conditions of Approval 1893 Prospector Avenue - CUP

1. All standard conditions of project approval shall apply to this project.

2. Any signs associated with the use of the property must comply with the City’s
Sign Code.

3. No outdoor storage of goods or mechanical equipment is allowed on-site.
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4. Review and approval of a final drainage plan by the City Engineer is
required prior to building permit issuance.

5. Review and approval of the final utility plans for 1893 Prospector are required
prior to building permit issuance.

6. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building,
the reconfigured Parking Lot F shall be completed, including paving, striping,
and landscaping.

7. Building Height shall be verified for compliance with the approved MPD
plans prior building permit issuance.

8. The Construction Mitigation Plan, submitted prior to building permit issuance,
shall include detailed information regarding coordination of utility installation,
reconstruction of Parking Lot F, and the provision of any required interim parking
during construction.

9. Prior to issuance of a building permit for construction of the proposed pedestrian
bridge connection to the Rail Trail all required permits and/or encroachment
agreements shall be obtained from the State Parks property owner and the City.

10. A stream alteration permit and/or 404 permit will be required for any work in the
stream area.

11. An elevation certificate will be required showing that the lowest occupied floor is
at or above the base flood elevation.

12. A stream study will be required to determine the upstream and downstream flood
plain impacts. Impacts will be required to be mitigated.

13. A wetland delineation study by a certified wetland delineator will be required prior
to building permit issuance to verify if any wetlands will be disturbed with
construction of the building.

14. As part of the final utility plan and prior to issuance of a building permit, the water
system must be modeled to verify that adequate fire flows and pressures can be
provided to this building and whether water line upgrades are required.

15. All exterior lighting on the terraces and porches shall be reviewed by the
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Planning Department with the Building Permit application and shall be subdued,
down directed, shielded, and with no exposed bare bulbs.

16. All conditions of approval of the Master Planned Development for 1893
Prospector Avenue apply to this Conditional Use Permit.

7. Land Management Code Amendment regarding Nightly Rentals use in the HR-
L Chapter 2.1 and green roof definition and application in HR-L Chapter 2.1,
HR-1 Chapter 2.2, HR-2 Chapter 2.3, RC Chapter 2.16, and Definitions Chapter
15

Nightly Rentals in the HR-L East District

Planner Astorga stated that the Planning Department initiated this request based on many
discussions the Staff has had with residents in the HR-L East District. He explained that he
was calling it HR-L East because there are two sections in town with HR-L zoning. Oneis
known as the McHenry neighborhood and the other one is by King Road and Sampson
Avenue. Because of the proximity to PCMR, the Staff decided not to include the HR-L
West district in this discussion. Therefore, only the McHenry neighborhood was being
addressed this evening.

Planner Astorga noted that the first page of the Staff report had the definition of a nightly
rental. In addition, there were conclusions of law for each conditional use permit and the
15 mitigating review criteria for the CUP. Planner Astorga stated that another relevant
point was the parking requirement for a nightly rental, which is triggered by the seventh and
eighth bedroom. He explained that a house with six bedrooms has the same parking
requirements as the dwelling, which are two spaces, and that has always been a major
issue. Planner Astorga remarked that nightly rentals are allowed everywhere in Park City
with the exception of the HR-L District, which requires a conditional use permit. They are
also prohibited in the SF District where there are some exceptions throughout.

Planner Astorga stated that the Planning Department felt it was time to review nightly
rentals to see where the Planning Commission stands on the issues. The Staff will come
back on June 24™ with a more appropriate analysis. As indicated in the Staff report, the
intent is to survey all of the residents in the HR-L District regarding their thoughts on nightly
rentals. Planner Astorga noted that if the City decided not to allow nightly rentals they
would be creating a legal non-conforming use. The Staff would also come back with a
thorough General Plan analysis. Planner Astorga asked the Planning Commission whether
other studies or analyses should be conducted.
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Planner Astorga stated that the Staff had drafted a pending ordinance for the nightly rental
portion of the proposed LMC amendment. The pending ordinance allows the City to put a
hold on any conditional use permits for a nightly rental in this District.

Chair Strachan asked what needed to be done to solidify the pending ordinance to avoid a
rush of applications. Planner Astorga clarified that the pending ordinance was in effect and
no action was required by the Planning Commission. He explained that it would eventually
need to be acted on by the City Council, but the ordinance goes live as soon as it is noticed
and published on the agenda. Planner Astorga remarked that the pending ordinance did
not require a noticing letter, but because the District is small he planned to send a letter to
the property owners.

Planner Astorga stated that this was a legislative item and the Planning Commission had
the ability to make a recommendation to amend the Code. The original intent could be
reconsidered from the standpoint of the current situation of the use, the neighborhood, and
the impacts.

Green Roofs

Planner Astorga noted that there was not a pending ordinance for the green roof
discussion. Green roofs were introduced in the City in 2009. However, in 2009 the City did
not address active versus passive space, and accessible versus non-accessible, and that
has presented a challenge for the Planning Department.

Commissioner Worel recalled that the Planning Commission has had issues regarding
green roofs with past applications. Planner Astorga noted that the project discussed this
evening for 550 Park Avenue had a green roof, but it was passive and non-accessible. He
reiterated that the City decided to allow green roofs with the 2009 LMC amendments.

Commissioner Worel asked how many houses in the District have six bedrooms. Planner
Astorga was unsure. He stated that the minimum lot size in the District was 3750 square
feet, which is the equivalent of two old town lots. Therefore, the houses are larger than in
other parts of town just because the minimum lot size is doubled. He offered to do the
research on the number of bedrooms if the Commissioners thought it was necessary.

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing for nightly rentals.
Mary Wintzer explained that the HRL zone was created for McHenry Street, but not all of
Rossi Hill. Itis a dead-end street with extremely poor access. They are the last bastion of

full-time residents. Because they were full-time residents, for their protection and the
safety of their families, as well as trying to preserve the spirit of McHenry Street as a
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neighborhood, the City created the HR-L zone sometime around 1979 or 1980 specifically
for McHenry Street. Ms. Wintzer was not sure what happened but sometime between
1981 and 1984 it was taken away. There were 13 homes and no one received notice or
they would have spoken to it. Ms. Wintzer believed it was a bureaucratic snafu that on the
map they no longer had the designation of no nightly rentals. Ms. Wintzer stated that their
property values are higher because they are a full-time neighborhood and do not have
nightly rentals. They were also different from other Old Town neighborhood because they
have more open space and smaller homes on larger lots. Ms. Wintzer stated that a few
years ago when they created the Rossi Hill subdivision for some of the houses on the east
side of the road, the Planning Director asked them to cap the size of homes that could be
built on those lots. She owns two houses and they gladly did that because of the spirit and
how they feel about Old Town and their neighborhood. Ms. Wintzer remarked that they did
that with the promise that they would be helped to maintain this full-time neighborhood
status with no nightly rentals. Currently, the homes that are second homeowners are
owned by people who have a goal to live in Park City full time. Ms. Wintzer had contacted
as many of those owners as possible and no one was opposed. They all have nice houses
and have no interest in renting them nightly.

Ms. Wintzer just wanted the Planning Commission to understand the reason why nightly
rentals were only prohibited on McHenry Street, and that it does not take away from Old
Town or the nightly rentals. She asked the Planning Commission to consider giving it back
so they can return to what they always wanted to be and what they were for several years.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Worel asked for clarification if nightly rentals became a non-conforming use
in the District. Planner Astorga explained that as long as the dwelling is actively being
used for nightly rental the use can remain, even if the dwelling changes ownership. Itis
typically tracked through the business license. The business license has to lapse one year
before the use loses its non-conforming status.

Commissioner Phillips stated that he lives in Old Town and he understands the situation.
He believes they have lost their neighborhoods and it has completely changed in the short
time he has lived there. He sees this as preserving a neighborhood the same as they
would preserve a house. Commissioner Phillips understood why the HR-L West was
excluded, but he would be interested in knowing whether that neighborhood has the same
sentiment as those on McHenry Street.

Planner Astorga reiterated that they were only excluded from this discussion because of

the proximity to PCMR. The Planning Commission could include that area in their
discussion if they wanted, but the process is that the City Council would have the final say.
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Planner Astorga thought some residents on that side of the HRL would like to remove the
nightly rental conditional use. He suggested that they could schedule neighborhood
meetings to get a better feel for the sentiment of the majority.

Planner Astorga summarized that the Staff would do a neighborhood survey of nightly
rentals and they would do a thorough General Plan analysis. He asked if the
Commissioners wanted to see any other studies or surveys.

Chair Strachan thought it was important to have the broader discussion regarding nightly
rentals throughout Old Town. He did not want to hold up the pending ordinance because
he thought it was the right thing to do for this zone. However, once that is done, there
should be a broader legislative discussion on whether nightly rentals in Old Town should be
frozen. The Commissioners concurred.

Commissioner Phillips agreed that the McHenry Avenue issue should be addressed first
and separately. He thought it was clear-cut and prohibiting nightly rentals for that
neighborhood was wise.

Planner Astorga requested discussion on green roofs. He stated that the definition of a
green roof was included in the definition section of the LMC. The Staff report outlined the
roof pitch that currently exists in the Code and that the primary roof must be between 7/12
and 12/12 pitch. A green roof may be below the required 7/12 as part of the primary roof
design. He noted that the Planning Department was seeing more applications for green
roofs. He believed the evolution of design was taking that direction with mountain
architecture. Planner Astorga remarked that the Staff has had discussion with neighbors
regarding the active space versus passive space. For example, the Code does not prohibit
people from sunbathing on the roof. The Code is very unclear on uses. He asked the
Planning Commission if the uses should be clarified or whether they even care.

Chair Strachan did not believe a green roof should be counted as open space. On the
issue of active versus passive, he preferred active because it is better when people use
them.

Planner Astorga assumed the Planning Commission could recommend adding a sentence
to the definition of a green roof stating that, “Green roofs shall not count towards the open
space calculation.” Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that they could recommend that
additional language to the City Council.

Commissioner Campbell disclosed that he was currently building two projects with active
green roofs; one of which might be the genesis of this discussion. He did not believe it
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would affect his ability to speak to the technical aspects of green roofs. He had consulted
Ms. McLean and she did not think he needed to recuse himself from the discussion.

Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he was designing his house with a flat roof, but he
was unsure at this point whether it would be a green roof.

Planner Astorga stated that when the Code was clarified two years ago, item 1 was added
regarding green roofs. “A structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of
35" measured from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall top plate that supports a
ceiling joist or roof rafters”. He noted that it was the 35’ rule. However, the language
further states, “The height of the green roof including the parapets, railing or similar
features shall not exceed 24 inches above the highest top plate mentioned above.”
Planner Astorga stated that this regulation only works if it is a passive roof. If it becomes
an active roof by building an accessible staircase going up to it, the railing must be
increased to 36 inches.

Commissioner Phillips did not believe they should allow a railing to go any higher than what
was already stated. If the roof is going to be active and there is not enough room, then the
roof needs to be lowered. Planner Astorga asked if they could do it under the 27’ rule,
which is the situation they recently encountered.

Planner Astorga clarified that he was not looking for answers this evening, but he did want
the Commissioners to think about it for the discussion on June 24™. He hoped the full
Planning Commission would be in attendance for that meeting to hear everyone’s ideas
and opinions. He reiterated that the Planning Department was getting more and more
requests for green roofs. For that reason, Commissioner Worel thought they needed to
figure it out and make decisions fairly soon. Commissioner Phillips commented on the
number of green roofs already being built around town.

Planner Astorga stated that since the Code does not address passive or active, the Staff
interprets that to mean that either one can be approved as long as it meets the current
regulation for height. Assistant City Attorney McLean recalled that there was a slight
exception for railing under the Code. Planner Astorga replied that it was 24’. That was
done for the purpose of adding articulation on a possible parapet.

Commissioner Phillips asked if the Staff could do an analysis of some of the homes being
built with green roofs to see if they could learn anything from what has already come to
fruition. Assistant City Attorney stated that the Planning Commission should also provide
input to help the Staff craft language. She believed it came down to the height issue and
whether or not the roof can be an active area. She pointed out that these were policy
issues that could be determined. Ms. McLean agreed that the Code needed clarification.
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Chair Strachan thought the Planning Commission could provide firm direction on whether
or not green roofs should be allowed and whether they could be active. He believed there
was consensus that active green roofs should be allowed. The Staff would have the
burden of determining what types of active uses would be allowed.

Commissioner Campbell pointed out that green roofs are expensive to put in and they
need a lot of maintenance. He thought it would be irresponsible to make it unsafe for
people to maintain the roof, and noted that it may not always be a trained worker with a
harness. Homeowners will be on their flat roof putting in vegetable gardens or flower pots.
He emphasized that safety is a factor.

Chair Strachan thought there should also be percentages of impermeable surfaces versus
permeable surfaces. Commissioner Phillips suggested that screening may be another item
for discussion.

Planner Astorga stated that there were three different scenarios in three different parts of
town that he could come back with to show the massing, etc., that might help them tighten
the regulations.

Chair Strachan felt strongly that an active green roof needed to be a conditional use in Old
Town to mitigate the impacts to the neighbors.

Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the Commissioners provide input in
terms of the height, and whether fencing or railing should be included in the overall height.
She noted that it is included now, but there is a 2-foot height exception. Planner Astorga
clarified that the 2-foot rule was above the 35’ foot. They would still not be able to break
the 27-foot height even with the railing. Commissioner Phillips remarked that the railing
should not be allowed to break the 27’ plane. He did not believe this should be an
exception. Commission Campbell disagreed because he believed people would push the
deck of the roof up higher and leave off the railing. It would push them into what he
considers to be an unsafe condition. Ms. McLean understood that the Building Department
would not allow access to a roof without railing.

Chair Strachan suggested that it would be worthwhile for the Staff to draft height exception
language with conditions that have to be met. At that point the Planning Commission could
decide whether they did not want to allow a height exception or whether the conditions
could adequately mitigate the problems. He thought it should be clear for the next meeting
that there was no consensus from the Commissioners this evening and that their
comments were primarily brainstorming.
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Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on green roofs.

Charlie Wintzer stated that the green roof came to the Planning Commission through the
City Council. It was never brought to the Planning Commission, and they first found out
about it when they received an application for a green roof. The Planning Commission
wrote the definition of a green roof because they did not believe it was appropriate to have
people on a deck five feet from their property line. It also made the houses bigger, so they
were trying to deal with the mass and scale of the buildings and give some privacy on the
side yards of houses. Mr. Wintzer remarked that if they allow green roofs to become
habitable space it impacts their neighbors. He did not believe it was appropriate in Old
Town to have habitable spaces on a roof. If someone wants a deck they can put it in their
back yard, which is 15 or 20 feet away from the property line.

Chair Strachan stated that Mr. Wintzer had reminded him of some of the history. Currently
there are no controls over someone building a large deck and partying on their deck. Itis
not a conditional use.

Mr. Wintzer replied that the control is that people will not give up the living space in the
house to build a larger deck. If people want a deck they will make their house smaller.
However, if they allow green roofs to be habitable space, people will build bigger houses.
Mr. Wintzer was concerned that people who go to sleep at a reasonable hour are impacted
by someone in a nightly rental partying on the roof. The noise would be heard all over
town. He urged the Planning Commission to look at it closely because it would be a
problem.

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Phillips stated that Mr. Wintzer's comment was his reason for suggesting
that they keep everything as low as possible. If they do not have the room for it they will
not lose living space.

Chair Strachan stated that the Planning Commission would discuss the issues at the June
24" meeting with the full Planning Commission and make some decisions.

Planner Astorga stated that he would come back with a pending ordinance language.
Chair Strachan thought a pending ordinance may be going too far. Assistant City Attorney
McLean suggested that if they have language it would be easier for the Planning
Commission to revise and amend it, as opposed to waiting another month.

Chair Strachan preferred to wait for the full Planning Commission before directing the Staff
to come forward with an ordinance. He thought it was premature to provide that direction.
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MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE the LMC Amendments for Nightly
Rental in the HRL East District and green roofs in the Historic Residential and the RC
Districts to June 24, 2015. Commissioner Worel seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

MAY 27, 2015

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Vice-Chair Steve Joyce, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, John Phillips, Doug Thimm,
Nann Worel,

EX OFFICIO:

Kayla Sintz, Planning Manager; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner;
Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL

Vice-Chair Joyce called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioner Strachan who was excused.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

May 13, 2015

Vice-Chair Joyce referred to Page 32 of the Minutes, 5th paragraph, last line, and changed
Commissioner Wintzer to correctly read Mr. Wintzer.

Commissioner Worel referred to Page 44 of the Minutes, 3rd Paragraph, first line, and
changed Chair Worel to correctly read Commissioner Worel.

Since Commissioner Strachan was absent this evening and Commissioners Joyce, Thimm
and Band had not attended the May 13" meeting, the Planning Commission lacked a
quorum to aﬁprove the minutes. Approval of the Minutes of May 13, 2015 was tabled to
the June 10" meeting.

PUBLIC INPUT

Jim Tedford stated that he recently heard discussion on the radio regarding the new
building at 205 Main Street. It made him recall a letter that he wrote to the Planning
Commission in January 2013 concerning that and other things. Mr. Tedford stated that he
represents a group called Preserve Historic Main Street and they feel strongly about
preserving historic Main Street.
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Since most of the Commissioners were new to the Planning Commission, Mr. Tedford read
into the record the letter he had submitted in 2013 because the comments were still
pertinent today in terms of preserving the Historic District. His letter identified the
importance of Park City to visitors and it provided a history of the transformation of Main
Street beginning in 1950 after the mining decline. He pointed out that some of the
transformations were good and others were mistakes. Mr. Tedford noted that in 2013 his
letter indicated that a townhouse project on Main Street between the Imperial and Grappa
that was approved by the Planning Commission would be too massive and moderate for
Main Street, and there was no commercial space on the ground floor. Mr. Tedford pointed
out that he had noted at that time that the 205 Main Street building was inappropriate.

Mr. Tedford continued reading his letter, which stated that it was too late to correct past
mistakes but the City could make sure that future projects complement the existing historic
qualities of their mountain community. He noted that the LMC and Historic District Design
Guidelines determine what can and cannot be built, and it was time to strengthen those
laws as opposed to weakening them by creating exceptions or including ambiguous
language that would allow projects that do not belong on Main Street.

Mr. Tedford stated that when he found his letter on the computer, it reminded him that he
had never received a response on a request he made of the Planning Commission in 2013.
Mr. Tedford remarked that he has had an opportunity over the last couple of years to work
with the Planning Department and to provide input on the General Plan; and he found them
to be very receptive to his ideas. He appreciated the fact that the public is invited to
participate in the process and to have their ideas incorporated. Mr. Tedford had written in
his letter that according to the LMC Amendment Section of the Planning Application page,
“Citizens can always request that the City, being the Planning Department, Planning
Commission, City Council or the Historic Preservation Board, initiate proposed changes to
the LMC.” Mr. Tedford had requested that the Planning Commission initiate two proposed
changes to the LMC that he had attached to his letter. He was mentioning it again this
evening because he never received a reply. After waiting a year he was told that they first
needed to deal with the General Plan, but he never heard from anyone whether or not they
intended to consider his suggestions. Mr. Tedford clarified that he only wanted an answer
one way or the other. He was submitting his same suggestions again in hopes of getting a
response this time.

Mr. Tedford read the proposed changes to the LMC as stated in his letter. One concerned
the pre-application conference. He read the current language and believed it provided a
significant amount of gray area and left the door open to do something contrary to what
was originally intended. The second suggested change concerned the HPB. When he
arrived in Park City in 1963 the Historic Preservation Board had more power than it does
currently. Mr. Tedford read the current language which states that the HPB may participate
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in the design review of any City-owned project located within the designated Historic
District. He recommended giving the HPB a larger role and they should participate in the
review of any projects located within the zones. Mr. Tedford reiterated that if the City was
not interested in considering his suggestions he would understand, but he would like
someone to tell him.

On another issue, Mr. Tedford noted that when the plans were submitted for the addition to
the Carl Winters Building for the Library, he had made comments that the proposal did not
fit with meet the National Parks Service Guidelines or the Historic District Design
Guidelines. His comments were based on the drawings and after seeing the actual
building, he believed his comments were accurate. Mr. Tedford thought the addition is
totally out of place and it could have been done much nicer. He used the Marsac Building
as an example of great preservation.

Planning Manager Sintz responded to Mr. Tedford’s comment regarding the pre-application
conference. She stated that the Historic District Guidelines would be reviewed this
summer and the Staff would welcome Mr. Tedford’s input on how to revise the language.
She explained that the review would begin with the HPB Board and she suggested that Mr.
Tedford contact Planner Anya Grahn who would be scheduling the meetings.

Regarding the role of the HPB, Ms. Sintz recommended that Mr. Tedford attend a City
Council meeting and make his request since the Council designates the role of the HPB.

Planning Manager Sintz informed Mr. Tedford that the building at 205 Main Street was
scheduled for discussion at the City Council meeting the following evening. Planner
Astorga stated that the discussion would pertain to the clarification of the use.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Planning Manager Kayla Sintz reported that the City Engineer, Matt Cassel, would be at
the next meeting to answer questions from the Planning Commission regarding the CIP
report that was included in the May 13" Staff report.

Vice-Chair Joyce commented on the work that Snyderville Basin has been doing towards
banning wood burning fireplaces. He was disappointed with the lack of fight by the State
and the action that was taken during the last legislative session. Vice-Chair Joyce was
impressed with the efforts being made in Snyderville Basin and he asked if the Planning
Commissioners would be interested in having a conversation on whether or not to pursue a
potential ban in Park City. He understood that it was a sensitive issue and that there would
be pushback from the community and the developers. Commissioner Worel thought they
should at least look at it. Vice-Chair Joyce stated that the County Planners have spent
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significant time and effort researching the matter and he suggested that Planning Manager
Sintz contact the head planner at the County and try to piggyback on the information that
has already been researched. It would also be helpful to schedule it as a work session and
ask one of the Snyderville Basin Commissioners to speak with this Planning Commission
regarding their concerns.

CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.)

Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing on the following items. There were no
comments. Vice Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.

1. 875 Main Street — Conditional Use Permit for an Off-site Private Residence Club in
the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) Zoning District for Victory Ranch
Member Center (Application PL-15-02732)

2. Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue — Alice Claim
Subdivision and Plat Amendment (Application PL-08-00371)

3. Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue — Conditional Use
Permit for Retaining walls up to 10’ in height. (Application PL-1502669)

4, 7101 Stein Circle — Stein Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat Amending the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat (Application PL-15-02680)

5. Land Management Code Amendments regarding 1) Setbacks for patios and hot
tubs in HRL, Chapter 2.1, HR-1 Chapter 2.2, Chapter 2.3, RC Chapter 2.16; 2)
Annexations procedure and review in Chapter 8; 3) Non-conforming uses and non-
complying structures in Chapter 9; 4) Definitions of carports, essential municipal
and public utilities, facilities and uses and others in Chapter 15; 5) Applicability of
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permits in HRL, HR-1, and HR-2; 6) Conditional Use
Permits review and site requirements in HRM Section 15-2; 7) Board of Adjustment
standard of review and appeals in Chapter 1 and Chapter 10; and 8) Combination of
condominium units procedure in Chapter 7. (Application PL-14-02595)

6. 1893 Prospector Avenue — Master Planned Development of a new building
containing 11 residential units on Lot 25b of the Giga plat replat of parking Lot F at
Prospector Square. (Application PL-15-02698)

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE the CUP for 875 Main Street; the
Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment; the Alice Claim CUP for retaining walls up to
10’ in height; the condominium plat for 1701 Stein Circle; and the LMC Code Amendments
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to June 10, 2015; and to CONTINUE the MPD for 1893 Prospector Avenue to July 8, 2015.
Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
CONSENT AGENDA

Chair Worel requested that 317 Woodside Avenue be removed from the Consent Agenda
for further discussion.

1. 119 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment to combine two lots into a single lot of
record. (Application PL-15-02709)

Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing on the Consent Agenda
There were no comments.

Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Phillips disclosed that at one point he was the general contractor on 119
Woodside Avenue; and after it was sold he was approached by the designers to do the
additional work they planned to do. He was certain that his previous experience on this
project did not present a conflict or affect his ability to be objective.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda.
Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 119 Woodside Avenue

1. The property is located at 119 Woodside Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The subject property consists of Lot 6 and Lot 7, Block 32 of the Park City
Survey.

4. Lot 6 contains a single-family dwelling, built in 2013. The building footprint of the
single-family dwelling is approximately 841 square feet.

5. Lot 7 is currently vacant.
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6. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing
area consisting of approximately 3,750 square feet.
7. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

8. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet; the lot at
119 Woodside Avenue will be 3,750 square feet. The proposed lot meets the
minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.

9. The maximum building footprint for a lot this size, 3,750 square feet, is 1,519
square feet.

10. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling. Conditional
uses are reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

11. The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The
proposed lot is fifty feet (50°) wide. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot
width requirement.

12. The minimum side yard setbacks for a twenty-five foot (25’) wide lot are three
feet (3)).

13. The minimum side yard setbacks for a fifty foot (50’) wide lot are five feet (5).

14. When the single-family dwelling was built in 2013, it was built with the minimum
side yard setbacks of three feet (3’) as the lot width qualified as such.

15. Once the two (2) lots are combined, it would make the existing single-family
dwelling legal non-complying as the structure would not meet the increased side
yard setbacks from three feet (3’) to five feet (5).

16. The combined side yards setbacks are to be ten feet (10°) per Table 15-2.2 in the
Land Management Code.

17. As currently built the house was designed three feet (3’) from the south property
line.

18. There is an existing historic rock wall associated with the historic structure

located to the north at 133 Woodside Avenue. The historic rock wall extends
along the east property line of Lot 7. The historic rock wall cannot be removed.
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19. The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.

20. The proposed lot area of 3,750 square feet is a compatible lot combination as the
entire Historic Residential-1 District has abundant sites with the same
dimensions.

21. The applicant applied for a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application to
construct an outdoor living space and storage shed on March 3, 2015. A Pre-Historic
District Design Review

22. The applicant applied for a Plat Amendment application on March 3, 2015. The
Plat Amendment application was deemed complete on March 26, 2015.

23. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law — 119 Woodside Avenue

1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding lot combinations.

2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.

3. 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 — 119 Woodside Avenue

1. The 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. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
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Woodside Avenue frontage of the property and shall be shown on the plat prior to
recordation.

4. The property owner must enter into an encroachment agreement with the
owner(s) of 133 Woodside Avenue for the existing historic rock wall located on
the east property line of Lot 7.

5. 13-D sprinklers are required for any new construction or significant renovation of
existing.

6. A note shall be added on the Plat that recognizes the discrepancy from the
minimum standard from three feet (3’) to five feet (5’) on the south side yard
area. It shall also be noted on the plat that the combined side yard setbacks of
ten feet (10’) shall complied with as the setback on the north side can be
increased to seven feet (7’) minimum.

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION

1. 327 Woodside Avenue — Plat Amendment to combine two lots into a single lot
of record (Application PL-15-02714)

Commissioner Worel referred to the Conditions of Approval on page 62 of the Staff report.
She read Conditions 5 “The minor railroad tie retaining walls built over the south property
line shall be addressed prior plat to recordation; and Condition 6, “The encroachments into
the Woodside Avenue must be addressed prior to plat recordation.” She could not recall
ever seeing that language in the past and thought it was vague.

Planner Astorga explained that when the plat amendment was reviewed the Staff found
that the retaining walls were built over the property lines; however, it was not how they
were approved. Therefore, this applicant would have the responsibility of either removing
the minor railroad retaining walls to meet what was approved, or to work with the
neighboring property owner to get the retaining walls properly approved. One of those
solutions would have to occur before the plat is recorded.

Commissioner Worel stated that she would be more comfortable if the language was
changed to simply spell out what Planner Astorga had explained.

Planning Manager Sintz drafted language to say that, “The encroachment would be

removed or an easement obtained with the adjacent property owner property owner prior to
plat recordation.” Commissioner Worel requested the same for Condition #6.
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Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended replacing the word “addressed” with
“resolved” to indicate that the retaining walls must be resolved with either an easement or
removal prior to recordation.

Commissioner Campbell had an issue with Condition 7 and requested that it be re-written
for clarification. He noted that the reference of 3’ to 5’ did not call out what was being
changed. It was also noted that the word “complied with” in the second sentence should
be replaced with the word “comply”.

Commissioner Campbell asked if the first sentence of Condition 7 was implying that the
front yard setback was being increased from 3’ to 5. Planner Astorga replied that it was
the side yard setback. Commissioner Campbell pointed out that the condition did not
specify that it was a side yard setback. Planner Astorga noted that the last part of the
sentence states that it is the north side yard area. Commissioner Campbell remarked that
if the side yard setback was being changed then the condition should specifically say “the
side yard setback”. He thought the condition as written was unclear. Commissioner
Thimm agreed.

Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended revising Condition #7 to read, “A note shall
be added on the plat that states the LMC requirement of a 5’ setback for this size lot on the
north side yard area is not complied with, and it is currently 3 feet”. She explained that the
intent is to put people on notice that the side yard setback is an existing non-complying
situation. For example, if someone wants to put an addition behind the structure, they
would have to abide by the 5’ setback requirement.

Vice-Chair Joyce thought the same language needed to be replicated for the second
sentence of Condition #7 regarding the 10’ and 7’ setbacks.

Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that the intent of the second sentence was to
indicate that the overall setback needs to add up to 10’. Planner Astorga explained that
the LMC is written such that there are two standards for setbacks; the minimum setback
which is 5’; and then adding both sides for a total of 10°. If they leave the existing setbacks
it would be 3’ on one side and 5’ on the other side for a total of 8’, which would not comply
with the 10’ combined total setback.

Assistant City Attorney McLean drafted language for the second sentence to read, “The

note shall state on the plat that the combined yard setbacks shall be 10’. The south side
yard setback side shall be a minimum of 7 feet.”
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Commissioner Thimm pointed out that Condition 7 as revised also applied to 119
Woodside Avenue; however, he recognized that it had already been approved and it was
too late to make any changes. Ms. McLean remarked that 119 Woodside would be going
to the City Council for final approval and the Staff could revise the language prior to the
City Council meeting.

Planner Astorga stated that he had inadvertently mixed up the north and south. He
changed the reference to the north side yard to correctly read the south side yard.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the 327 Woodside Avenue plat amendment based on the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as amended. Commissioner Thimm
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 327 Woodside Avenue

1. The property is located at 327 Woodside Avenue.

2. The property is in the Historic Residential-1 District.

3. The subject property consists of Lot 7 and Lot 8, Block 30, Park City Survey.
4. Lot 7 contains a single-family dwelling, built in 2001.

5. Lot 8 is currently vacant.

6. The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing two
(2) lots consisting of a total of 3,750 square feet.

7. The maximum building footprint for a lot this size, 3,750 square feet, is 1,519
square feet.

8. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-1 District.
9. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
10. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.

11. A duplex dwelling is a conditional use in the Historic Residential-1 District.
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12. The minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling is 3,750 square feet.

13. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling. Conditional
uses are reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

14. The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-1 District is twenty-five
feet (25).

15.The proposed lot is fifty feet (50%) wide.
16. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot width requirement.

17. The minimum side yard setbacks for a twenty-five foot (25’) wide lot are three
feet (3)).

18.The minimum side yard setbacks for a fifty foot (50’) wide lot are five feet (5).

19. When the single-family dwelling was built in 2001, it was built with the minimum
side yard setbacks of three feet (3’) as the lot width qualified as such.

20. Once the two (2) lots are combined, it would make the existing single-family
dwelling legal non-complying as the structure would not meet the increased side
yard setbacks from three feet (3’) to five feet (5).

21. The combined side yards setbacks are to be ten feet (10’) per Table 15-2.2 in the
Land Management Code.

22.As currently built a small portion of the house was designed three feet (3’) from
the north property line and most of the house is approximately four-and-a-half
feet (4.5") from the same property line.

23. The submitted certified as-built survey shows four (4) minor railroad tie retaining
walls on the south property line.

24. Staff was not able to identify the retaining wall on the south property line on the
original building permit in 2000.

25. The railroad tie retaining walls and any encroachments across property lines
need to be resolved prior to plat recordation.
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26. The applicant bears the burden of proper approvals for the retaining walls, which
may include an encroachment agreement with the neighbor, or the railroad tie
retaining walls may be relocated or removed.

27. The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.

28. The proposed lot area of 3,750 square feet is a compatible lot combination as the
entire Historic Residential-1 District has abundant sites with the same
dimensions.

29. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.

Conclusions of Law — 327 Woodside Avenue

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 Subdivisions.

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 — 327 Woodside Avenue

1. The 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. Aten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
front of the property.
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4. Fire sprinklers shall be required for all new construction or substantial
renovations, as determined by the Park City Building Department during building
permit review.

5. The minor railroad tie retaining walls built over the south property line shall be resolved
prior plat recordation. The encroachment would be removed or an easement obtained with
the adjacent property owner property owner prior to plat recordation.

6. The encroachments into the Woodside Avenue must be resolved prior to plat
recordation. The encroachment would be removed or an easement obtained with the City
prior to plat recordation.

7. A note shall be added on the Plat that states the LMC requirement of a five foot (5)
setback for this size lot on the north side yard area is not complied with and is currently
three feet (3’). The note shall state on the plat that the combined side yard setbacks shall
be ten feet (10’). The side yard setback of the north side yard setback shall be a minimum
of seven feet (7°).

2. 429 Woodside Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a new
accessory structure on a lot with an existing historic home
(Application PL-15-02733)

Planner Kirsten Whetstone reviewed the application for construction on a steep slope for a
detached accessory building behind the historic house on 429 Woodside. The home has a
large addition that was previously approved and constructed.

Planner Whetstone noted that this item was not put on the Consent Agenda due to the
amount of public input received during the plat amendment process, as well as
conversations she had with the Quittin’ Time Condominium project during the HDDR
review. The Staff felt it was best to put this item on the regular agenda for a public hearing.

Planner Whetstone reported that in September of 2012 there was a plat amendment at 429
Woodside Avenue. The owner purchased a large parcel behind the lot and received an
approval for a plat amendment to combine the lots. Several conditions of approval were
attached to the plat amendment. Planner Whetstone noted that the property was
landlocked and only this owner or the condominiums could purchase the land and actually
use it. She stated that the parcel was purchased with the intention of using it for additional
living area.
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Planner Whetstone stated that a condition of approval states that if the accessory structure
contained more than 660 square feet of floor area it would require a Steep Slope CUP.
She pointed out that the requirement is normally a 1,000 square feet, but due to the
steepness of this particular lot, the Planning Commission reduced the requirement to 660
square feet through a condition of approval.

Planner Whetstone stated that the proposal presented this evening was a two-story
accessory structure, approximately 924 square feet of floor area plus 396 square feet of
basement area. The back of the lower story is considered basement area.

Planner Whetstone reported that another condition that was put on the plat stated that this
accessory building could not be separately leased, rented or sold. Therefore, it could not
be an accessory apartment. It also cannot be a guest house because it is not allowed to
be a dwelling unit with a kitchen. Planner Whetstone remarked that it does have a
kitchenette, which is allowed. It also has bedrooms and bathrooms.

Planner Whetstone stated that on this conditional use permit the Staff was recommending
a condition to deed-restrict this property prior to receiving a building permit, which states,
“The detached accessory building may not be sold, leased or used as a separate dwelling
unit or as an accessory apartment, and the detached accessory building may not be
attached to the main house. Planner Whetstone reiterated that the structure cannot have a
kitchen as defined by the LMC as a range having a 220 volt. The Staff also recommended
a condition stating that there cannot be separate utilities and all of the utilities must come
from the existing house. In addition, there must be substantial compliance with the plans
before a building permit can be issued.

The Planning Staff reviewed the proposed building for compliance with the Steep Slope
Criteria and found that it meets the footprint requirement, it is within the platted building
pad, and the building height is lower than the maximum.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider approving the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit at 429 Woodside Avenue
based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in the
Staff report.

Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.
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Vice-Chair Joyce asked if the deed restriction would be noted on the plat. Planner
Whetstone replied that the plat was already recorded; however the restriction would be
recorded against the deed. Commissioner Band noted that it would come up in a title
search.

Vice-Chair Joyce explained that he asked the question because many times people pull the
plat but they do not research the history of Planning Commission meetings to see whether
there were specific restrictions. He wanted to make sure that the deed restrictions were
clear and easy for a future owner to identify. Planner Whetstone stated that a note on the
plat indicates that the dwelling cannot be separately leased or sold. Vice-Chair Joyce was
comfortable with having that note on the plat.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the Steep Slope CUP for 429
Woodside Avenue based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of
Approval as found in the Staff report. Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 429 Woodside Avenue

1. The property is Lot 1 of the 429 Woodside Avenue plat amendment. The plat
amendment was approved by City Council on September 27, 2012, and recorded at
Summit County on June 5, 2013.

2. Lot 1 contains 11,426 sf of lot area and is an uphill lot that slopes up and westward
towards the adjacent Park City Mountain Resort ski trails.

3. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone. The Historic
Residential zone is characterized by a mix of single family homes, multi-family
homes, and smaller historic homes.

4. The existing house is listed as a “Significant” structure on the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory.

5. On September 10, 2008, the Planning Commission approved a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit for the reconstruction and addition at 429 Woodside Avenue.
The reconstruction and addition to 429 Woodside is complete and a certificate of
occupancy has been issued.

6. A Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit is a condition of approval of the 429
Woodside Avenue plat amendment for construction of an accessory building greater

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 66 of 723



than 660 sf within the platted building pad.

7. The LMC requires a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for construction of more
than1,000 sf on a slope of 30% or greater. The proposed construction of 1,320 sf is
located on an area with slopes ranging from 40% to 46%.

8. On April 1, 2015, the applicant submitted a Steep Slope CUP application for the
accessory building to be located on the property behind the historic house. The
application was considered complete on April 14, 2015.

9. This Steep Slope CUP application is for construction of an accessory building
containing 924 sf of residential floor area (1320 sf of total living area with 396 sf of
basement area below final grade) with a building footprint of 660 sf.

10.Access to the property is from Woodside Avenue. Access to the accessory building
is from the patio area behind the main house. No changes are proposed to the
existing driveway, access or garage.

11.The minimum lot size for a single family home in the HR-1 zone is 1,875 sf.

12.The maximum building footprint for the lot is 3,006 sf. The plat amendment limited
the total building footprint to 2,698 sf. The proposed building footprint is 2,529.3 sf
including the existing footprint of the historic house, completed additions, and the
proposed accessory building. The allowed maximum building footprint for the
accessory building is 660 sf to be located within the 804 sf platted building pad area.
The proposed building footprint for the accessory building is 660 sf.

13.The maximum height limit in the HR-1 zone for a single family home is 27’ above
existing grade. The Planning Commission approved a height exception of 33'1” on
September 10, 2008 for the central dormer addition to the historic house. The
proposed accessory building has a height of approximately 17°10” above existing
grade. Accessory buildings located within the rear setback area have a maximum
height of 18'. The proposed building is not located with the rear setback area.

14.Setbacks for the lot are 5’ minimum on the sides with a combined side yard
minimum of 14’, and 15’ minimum for existing house in front and 15’ in rear for
accessory building.

15.Existing historic house has a 13’ front setback and is a legal non-complying
structure. The existing addition has a 20’ front setback.
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16.Construction of the accessory building is limited to the platted building pad located
behind the existing house. The accessory building has a 37’ rear setback, a 5’ south
side setback, and 54’ north side setback.

17.A total of 2 parking spaces exist with one space in a garage and one space on
the driveway. No additional parking is required.

18.0ne of the goals identified in the current General Plan is to ensure that the
character of new construction is architecturally-compatible to the existing historic
character of Park City. The design has been reviewed for compatibility with the
adopted Historic District Design Guidelines.

19.The HDDR application was submitted on December 29, 2014, and deemed
complete on February 14, 2015. Additional revisions were provided on March 2,
2015 and the HDDR was approved on April 10, 2015 with a condition that a
Steep Slope CUP was a condition precedent to issuance of a building permit for
the accessory building.

20.The plans indicate no change in final grade around the perimeter of the house
exceeds four (4’) feet with the change in grade generally limited to two feet or
less.

21.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible
with both the volume and massing of the existing house and neighboring
structures. The building volume is not maxed out in terms of overall footprint,
setbacks, height, or potential floor area and much of the building volume of the
lower floor is located below final grade.

22.The proposed structure will not be viewed from the key advantage points as
indicated in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of the cross
canyon view.

23.The applicant submitted a visual analysis/ perspective, cross canyon view and a
streetscape. The design mitigates visual impacts of the cross canyon view in

that the proposed structure is located to the rear of the four story house set back
more than eighty (80) feet from the edge of Woodside Avenue. The height is
minimized and the foundation steps with the topography. No changes are
proposed to the front facade, garage, or access.

24.The accessory building is located and designed in such a manner as to
minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography as the
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foundation is stepped and the final grade is within two feet of the existing grade.

25.The design includes a stepped foundation, minimal grading, increased setbacks,
and approximately half of the lower floor is basement space below grade to
maximize the opportunity for open area and natural vegetation to remain on the
site.

26.Due to the height of the main house at thirty-one feet and the two story
accessory building located 24’ behind the main house, the structure will not be
visible from the Woodside Avenue right-of-way and is subordinate to the main
building.

27.No wall effect along Woodside Avenue is created by the accessory building due
to the proposed location behind the main house. No changes to the front facade
are proposed.

28.The accessory building is incidental to the main use, operated and maintained
for the benefit of the primary use (the main house) and is not a dwelling unit.
Accessory buildings are an allowed use in the HR-1 zone.

29.The 429 Woodside plat includes a note stating that “any detached, accessory
structure constructed on the rear portion of the Lot must be used as a part of the
existing house and may not be rented, sold, or leased separately from the main
house”.

30.The accessory building is not a Guest House as it is not a dwelling unit.

31.The accessory building is proposed to be used as additional living space for the
main house and contains three bedrooms, three bathrooms, a living/dining
room, a kitchenette, and ski prep/storage space.

32.The LMC defines a Kitchenette as, “An area used or designed for the
preparation of food and containing a sink, refrigerator, and an electrical outlet
which may be used for a microwave oven. No 220V outlet for a range or oven is
provided. A Kitchenette is not intended to be used in such a manner as to result
in the establishment of an additional Dwelling Unit”.

33.All utility services for the accessory building will be extended from those that
exist for the house.

34.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.
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35.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law — 429 Woodside Avenue

1. The Steep Slope CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code, specifically section 15-2.2-6(B), criteria for Steep Slope CUP.

2. The Steep Slope CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval — 429 Woodside Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan (CMP) is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits. The CMP shall include language regarding the
method of protecting the historic house on the property.

3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit. Separate utility service/metering is not allowed for the accessory
service

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

5. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is

reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit and the Historic District Design Review.
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7. All conditions of approval of the 429 Woodside Avenue plat amendment, as stated in
Ordinance 12-28, shall continue to apply.

8. As part of the building permit review process, the applicant shall submit a copy of the
certified topographical survey of the property with roof elevations over topographic

and USGS elevation information relating to existing grade and proposed building
height to confirm that the building complies with all height restrictions.

9. The applicant shall submit a detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building
permit. The shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer. The shoring plan shall take
into consideration protection of the historic structure on the lot.

10.This approval will expire on May 27, 2016, if a building permit application has not
been received and a permit issued before the expiration date, unless an extension of
this approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration and is granted by
the Planning Director, upon required public notice.

11.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this
lot, unless otherwise stipulated by the Chief Building Official.

12.All exterior lighting shall be shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent property and
public rights-of-way and shall be subdued in nature. Light trespass into the night sky
is prohibited.

13.Construction waste shall be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.

14.All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,
shall be painted to match the surrounding wall color or painted and screened to
blend in with the surrounding natural terrain.

15.A deed restriction shall be recorded against the property prior to issuance of a
building permit stating that the detached accessory building may not be sold, leased,
or used as a separate dwelling unit or as an accessory apartment and the detached
accessory building may not be attached to the main house.

16.The accessory building may not contain a kitchen as defined by the LMC and 220 V

outlets are not permitted within the accessory building. This condition shall be
reflected on the deed restriction.
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17.All utility services, including water, sewer, power, etc., for the accessory building
shall be extended from the existing utility services and shall not be installed as
separate services that would allow the accessory building to become a separate
unit. This condition shall be reflected on the deed restriction.

18.Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 27, 2015.

Commissioner Thimm understood that the LMC defines a kitchen as a room with a 220 volt
outlet. He asked if it would not be considered a kitchen if someone put in a gas range.
Planner Whetstone believed the definition also specifies an oven or range. Commissioner
Band recalled that the LMC prohibits a 220 volt outlet in the entire dwelling, which also
prohibits a dryer.

Assistant City Attorney McLean read the definition of a kitchenette from the LMC. *“A
kitchenette is defined as an area used or designated for the preparation of food and
containing a sink, refrigerator and electrical outlet which may be used for a microwave
oven. No 220 volt outlet for a range or oven is provided. A kitchenette is not intended to
be used in such as a manner as to result in the establishment of an additional dwelling
unit.”

Ms. McLean stated that a kitchen is defined as, “An enclosed area for the preparation of
food and containing a sink, refrigerator and stove.” She read the definition of a dwelling
unit as defined by Code. “A dwelling unit is a building or a portion thereof that is designed
for use as the residence or sleeping place of one or more persons or families, and includes
a kitchen but does not include a hotel, motel, lodge, nursing home, or walk-out unit.”

Vice-Chair Joyce thought the definition of a kitchenette aligns with the idea of not having a
220 volt outlet; however, itignores the fact that it is not supposed to have an oven or stove.
Specifying a 220 volt outlet would not prohibit a gas range in a kitchenette.

The Planning Commission and the Staff agreed that the definitions should be revised and
clarified as an LMC Amendment.

The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application No:  PL-15-02665

Subject: 259, 261, 263 Norfolk Avenue @

Upper Norfolk Subdivision Plat PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Author: Francisco J. Astorga, City Planner
Date: June 10, 2015
Type of Item: Administrative — Amending Conditions of Approval on

Ordinance No. 06-55

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Upper Norfolk
Subdivision Plat Amendment, located at 259, 261, 263 Norfolk Avenue, to amend
conditions of approval on Ordinance No. 06-55 adopted in 2006 continue the item to the
June 27, 2015 Planning Commission meeting to allow the applicant additional time to
work through their application.

Description

Applicants: 259 Upper Norfolk, LLC, Amos Fiat, member
261 Upper Norfolk, LLC, Amos Fiat, member
263 Upper Norfolk LLC, John Pelichioud, member
Represented by Jerry Fiat

Location: 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council approval

Proposal

This is a request to remove two (2) conditions of approval on executed Ordinance No.
06-55 adopted in 2006 which approved the Upper Norfolk Subdivision Plat. One of the
conditions of approval in the Ordinance called for construction access to take place from
King Road rather than Upper Norfolk Avenue. Construction access was made possible
through temporary access agreements with adjacent property owners with access from
King Road. The agreement was executed and recorded in October 2006, with a
stipulation that it would become void December 2009. The Upper Norfolk Subdivision
received approval in July 2006 and the plat was recorded in June 2007.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application No:  PL-14-02451 + PL-15-02471 W

Subject: 550 Park Avenue

Author: Francisco J. Astorga, Senior Planner PRI DEE RIS THIEN
Date: June 10, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative — Conditional Use Permit, Use and Steep Slope

Summary Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the
550 Park Avenue Conditional Use Permit, Steep Slope and Use, to a date uncertain to
allow Staff and the applicant additional time to work through the applications.

Description

Applicant: 545 Main Street Holdings, LLC represented by Billy Reed
and Jonathan DeGray

Location: 550 Park Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential-2

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential + Commercial

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits require Planning Commission
review and approval.

Proposal

This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a new single-
family dwelling on a vacant lot of record and a Conditional use Permit for a Residential
Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential
Building on the same Lot. Both uses would be accommodated on the same
structure/lot.
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Planning Commission m

Staff Report

5L

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: 936 Empire Avenue

Project #: PL-15-02618

Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner I

Date: June 10, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative — Modification to a Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Modification to
a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) at 936 Empire Avenue, conduct a public
hearing, and consider approving the Modification to the Steep Slope CUP for 936
Empire Avenue. Staff has prepared findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions
of approval for the Commission’s consideration.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but
should make its decisions independently.

Description

Owner/ Applicant: Steve Rosenberg

Architect: Bill Van Sickle, designer/Larry Feldman, representative

Location: 936 Empire Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential single family homes, duplexes, and condos

Reason for Review: Construction of structures with greater than 1,000 square
feet of floor area and located on a steep slope (30% or
greater) requires a Conditional Use Permit. The modification
to the April 8, 2015 approval of the Steep Slope Conditional
Use Permit is required due to minimal changes in the design
of the proposed home.

Proposal

This application is a modification to the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit which the
Commission approved on April 8, 2015. The previous SSCUP was for a 3,815 square
feet new single family home (including the full basement area and garage) on a 2,812.5
square foot lot located at 936 Empire Avenue. The new design is for the same square
footage of 3,815 square feet and the same footprint of 1,201 square feet. The original
SSCUP was based off assumptions and a pending application to the building
department that the neighbor to the north would be demolishing their existing home and
existing retaining walls in spring 2015. Due to the neighbor to the north at 940 Empire
Avenue not demolishing their home this Spring, the existing home at 940 Empire
Avenue and retaining walls encroach onto the subject property’s lot by 0.3 feet and the
design of the new single family home proposed for 936 Empire needed to be
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redesigned to meet fire code setbacks of 5 feet from any existing structures. Condition
of Approval #7 of the April 8, 2015 approval stated:

7. The existing home and retaining wall to the north that are encroaching on this
property must be demolished prior to building permit approval. If the home and
wall are not demolished the proposed home at 936 Empire Avenue will need to
be redesigned to meet current LMC required setbacks and building code
requirements from existing structures and this Steep Slope Approval shall be
amended or voided.

The applicant redesigned the home and therefore needs to come before the
Commission for a modification to the SSCUP approved on April 8, 2015. Please see the
April 8, 2015 staff report enclosed as Exhibit C and what changed in Exhibit B.

Background
On April 15, 2015, the City received an application for a Modification to the existing

Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 936
Empire Avenue. The application was deemed complete on April 15, 2015.

A separate Amendment to the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application for
the proposed home was submitted on April 15, 2015. This application was approved on
May 27, 2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites that were adopted in 2009.

Please see Exhibit C for the more background info from the April 8, 2015 report and
approval.

Analysis

Nothing has changed since the April 8, 2015 report in regards to square footage and
footprint size. The applicant shaved 2.3 more feet off the north side of the home in order
to meet fire code setback requirements of 5 feet from the nearest structures. The
existing home to the north encroaches on the property by 0.3 feet so the new design is
setback 5.3 feet off the north property line. The applicant then brought the garage 2 feet
forward to the 10 foot front setback and slightly modified the home increasing it further
into the rear yard 4 feet more without changing the total square footage or footprint
square footage. See below for description and changes of each floor. Areas highlighted
in yellow are the only changes found with the revised design:

Floor April 8, 2015 - Proposed Sq. June 10, 2015 - Proposed Sq. Ft.
Ft. for Home for Home

Basement 1,198 square feet 1,198 square feet

Garage 357 square feet 373 square feet

Lower 801 square feet 801 square feet

Main 844 square feet 828 square feet

Upper 615 square feet 615 square feet

Overall area 3,815 square feet 3,815 square feet

Staff reviewed the plans and made the following LMC related findings:
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Requirement

LMC Requirement

Proposed for New Home

Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 square feet | 2,812.5 square feet, complies.
Building 1,201 square feet (based on lot | 1,201 square feet, complies.
Footprint area) maximum

Front and Rear
Yard

10 feet minimum (decks,
porches and bay windows may
extend up to 3’ into the front
setback for a max width of 10"

Front- 10 feet, complies.
Rear- 14 feet, complies.

Side Yard 3 feet minimum for lot (6 feet 3 feet on the south side; 5.3 feet
total) There are existing on the north side, complies.
encroachments to the north
due to the existing home and
retaining wall which require a
5.3 foot setback on the north
side only.

Height 27 feet above existing grade, Various heights all at or less
maximum. than 27 feet - complies.

35 feet above existing grade is | No height exception for garage
permitted for a single car is requested.
garage on a downhill lot.

Total Building 35 feet from lowest floor plane | 35 feet- complies.

Height to highest wall plate

Final grade Final grade must be within four | (4 feet) or less- complies.
(4) vertical feet of existing
grade around the periphery of
the structure.

Vertical A ten foot (10’) minimum Third story on rear facade is 10’

articulation horizontal step in the downhill back from lower levels at 23’
facade is required unless the height—-complies.

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 Building Footprint
meets the lowest point of
existing Grade.

Roof Pitch Roof pitch must be between 7:12 for all primary roofs -
7:12 and 12:12 for primary complies.
roofs. Non-primary roofs may
be less than 7:12.

Parking Two (2) off-street parking Two (2) spaces within the

spaces required

proposed double car garage-
complies.
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The current design complies with the 35 foot total height requirement from the lowest
floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate. The current design was approved
on May 27, 2015 for their Amendment to the Historic District Design Review application
and remains consistent to that which was approved on April 8, 2015 (see Exhibit A and
Exhibit B for elevations to compare the similarity of the two home designs).

Steep Slope Review Criteria

The change in the home design due to the increase in north setback is de minimus and
does not increase any impact therefore staff has made no changes to the Steep Slope
Review Criteria analysis since the April 8, 2015 meeting and requests the Planning
Commission review that analysis for the modification.

Process

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18. Approval of the Historic
District Design Review application is noticed separately and is a condition of building
permit issuance. Recordation of the Plat within one year of City Council approval is also
a condition of building permit issuance.

Department Review

This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time other than standards items that have been addressed by
revisions and/or conditions of approval.

Notice

On May 27, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. On May 23, 2015, legal notice was published in the Park Record in
accordance with requirements of the LMC.

Public Input
At the time of publishing this report, no public input was received on this Steep Slope

CUP application.

Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may approve the Modification to the Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit for 936 Empire Avenue, or

e The Planning Commission may deny the Modification to the Steep Slope CUP
Permit for 936 Empire Avenue and direct staff to make Findings for this decision,
or

e The Planning Commission may request the applicant provide revisions or provide
other specific items and continue the discussion to a date certain.

Significant Impacts
As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this
application. The lot is a combination of one and a half vacant lots.

Recommendation
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Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Modification to
the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit at 936 Empire Avenue, conduct a public
hearing, and consider approving the Modification to the Steep Slope CUP for 936
Empire Avenue as outlined in this report. Staff has prepared findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission’s consideration.

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 936 Empire Avenue.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the
purpose of the zone.

3. The property is described as Lot 1 of the 936 Empire Avenue Subdivision. The lot
area is 2,812.5 square feet.

4. A Steep Slope CUP for 936 Empire Avenue was approved on April 8, 2015. This
application is a modification to that application.

5. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved on April 31,
2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites adopted in 2009.

6. An Amendment to the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application (in
conjunction with this Steep Slope CUP) was approved on May 27, 2015 for
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites
adopted in 2009.

7. This lot is a combination of one and a half “Old Town” lots, which was previously
vacant. This is a downhill lot.

8. Access to the property is from Empire Avenue, a public street.

9. The lot has an average slope, across the entire depth, of twenty four percent (24%)
but upwards of 35-38% slopes within the first 20 feet from the ROW.

10.There is an existing home and retaining wall to the north that encroaches onto the
property by 0.3 feet. The fire code requires that any new structures on the property
be setback at minimum five feet from existing structures with a one hour fire wall or a
setback of six feet with no fire wall.

11.Two parking spaces are proposed on site. Two spaces are proposed within an
attached garage within the lot area.

12.The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic and historic residential
structures, single family homes, duplexes and condos.

13.The proposal consists of a total of 3,815 square feet, including the basement area
and a double car garage.

14.The proposed driveway was designed with a maximum width of 16 feet and is
approximately 10 feet in length from the garage to the existing edge of street with a
minimum of 10 feet of driveway located on the property. The garage doors comply
with the maximum height and width of nine feet by nine feet.

15.The proposed driveway has an overall slope of 0.14% as measured from the front of
the garage to the edge of the paved street.

16.An overall combined building footprint of 1,201 square feet is proposed. The
maximum allowed footprint for this lot is 1,201 square feet.

17.The proposed structure complies with all setbacks with a 10’ front yard, 14’ rear
yard, 3’ south side yard and 5.3’ north side yard setbacks.
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18.The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less
than 27’ in height.

19.The proposed home complies with the LMC required total building height of 35’ from
the lowest floor plane to the highest wall plate and is in compliance with the LMC
required step back of 10’ at the building height of 23’ at the rear facade.

20.Retaining is not necessary around the home on the upper, steeper portion of the lot.
There will be no free-standing retaining walls. There are no window wells.

21.The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner
as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.

22.The site design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation,
and decrease in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade
mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% or greater slope areas.

23.The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building
heights for portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are
less than twenty-seven feet in height.

24.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall
effect is created with adjacent structures due to stepping, articulation, varied
setbacks, and placement of the house on the lot.

25.The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size
and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such
as foundation, roofing, materials, window and door openings, and double car
garages.

26.No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards.

27.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, and streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of the proposed structure on the
adjacent streetscape.

28.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

29.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:

1. The Steep Slope CUP application is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

2. The application is consistent with requirements of the Park City LMC, specifically
Section 15-2.2-6 (B) (1-10) regarding development on Steep Slopes.

3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval:

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits.
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3. Afinal utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

5. Afinal landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless it meets the design
approved by the Planning Department staff on May 27, 2015 for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit, the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites (Historic District Design Review) and the Land Management Code.

7. The plat approved by City Council on February 12, 2015 shall be recorded prior to
Building Permit issuance.

8. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.

9. This approval will expire on June 10, 2016, if a building permit has not been issued
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and the request is
granted by the Planning Director.

10.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new structures on the lot.

11.All exterior lighting, on porches, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be shielded to
prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way. Light trespass into the
night sky is prohibited.

12.Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.

13. All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,
shall be painted to match the surrounding materials or screened from public view.

Exhibits

Exhibit A - Plans (existing conditions, site plan, landscape plan, elevations, floor plans
(date stamped April 15, 2015)

Exhibit B — Visual of what changed to the plans

Exhibit C — April 8, 2015 Staff Report

Exhibit D — April 8, 2015 PC Meeting Minutes
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EXHIBIT A

New Residence

936 Empire Avenue

Park City, Utah 84098
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1. Radon Mitigation Plan AF103.6

Sub Slab Pressurization System (Passive) Radon
piping in crawl space at bottom of footing level with
washed gravel fill to top of footing covered with 6
mil plastic with 12" overlap on plastic joints.
Vertical termination of radon pipe thru the
mechanical room thru the roof.

Sub Slab Pressurization System (Active) AF103.12
Electrical outlet for in-line powered vent in

mechanical room.

NOTES:

1. CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY REQUIRED AFTER THE FOOTINGS AND PRIOR TO
FOUNDATION WALLS AND PRIOR TO SHEARWALL/4-WAY INSPECTION

2. CERTIFICATE OF ELEVATION: THE ELEVATIONS AT THE TOP OF FOUNDATION AT 4
MAJOR CORNERS OR ROOF RIDGES IS REQUIRED AFTER THE FOUNDATION HAS BEEN
POURED AND PRIOR TO SHEARWALL/4-WAY INSPECTION.

3. ALL 2/5 Ib GAS PIPE SYSTEM METER SETS REQURIES PRIOR APPROVAL FROM
QUESTAR GAS. PROVIDE A LETTER FROM QUESTAR APPROVING SYSTEM.

4. GAS LINE INTO HOUSE SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1"

5. (3) BACK FLOW PREVENTORS, HOUSE, LANDSCAPE AND STOP AND WASTE

Code Compliance
- 2012 IRC
-2012 I1BC
- 2012 IPC
- 2012 IMC
- 2012 NEC

Deferred Submittals:

1- Truss Specifications

2 - Fireplace Specifications

3 - Fire Sprinkler System (if required)

4 - Engineering on Rock Retaining Walls

SPECIAL STRUCTURAL NOTES:

37.%5'
N N 3559'00"W

@ Footprint Plan

1/8" = 1-0"

Square Footage

Name Area
Main Living 828 SF
Garage 373 SF
Basement 1198 SF

Upper Level 615 SF

Lower Level 801 SF

Total Living 3,458 SF
Total Gross 3,815 SF
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A3.1 Elevations
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THE ABOVE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND THE IDEAS, DESIGNS, AND
ARRANGEMENTS REPRESENTED THEREBY ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF
B.T. HARRIS INC. NO PART THEREOF SHALL BE COPIED, DISCLOSED TO OTHERS OR

USED IN CONNECTION WITH ANY OTHER WORK OR PROJECT OR BY ANY OTHER
PERSON FOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN THE SPECIFIC PROJECT FOR WHICH THEY
HAVE BEEN PREPARED AND DEVELOPED WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF B.T.
HARRIS INC. VISUAL CONTACT WITH THESE DRAWINGS SHALL CONSTITUTE
CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ON THESE DRAWINGS SHALL HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED
DIMENSIONS. CONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY, AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, ALL
DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS ON THE JOB AND THIS OFFICE SHALL BE NOTIFIED
IMMEDIATELY OF ANY VARIATIONS FROM THE DIMENSIONS AND/OR CONDITIONS
SHOWN BY THESE DRAWINGS. ALL SHOP DETAILS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THIS

OFFICE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH FABRICATION.

BY BUILDING THESE PLANS THE CONTRACTOR UNDERSTANDS THAT THERE MAY BE
ERRORS CONTAINED IN THIS SET, AND WILL NOT HOLD THIS OFFICE LIABLE FOR
ANY OVERSIGHTS OR ERRORS AND WILL NOTIFY THIS OFFICE OF ANY ERRORS THAT
ARISE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

LIMITATIONS OF LIABILITY
BY ACCEPTING THESE PLAN DOCUMENTS AND OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THESE
PLAN DOCUMENTS, THE CLIENT, THEIR CLIENT, BUILDER, SUBCONTRACTORS, USERS
AND ALL PRESENT AND FUTURE PERSONS OR PARTIES DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY
AFFECTED BY THE PLAN DOCUMENTS OR SERVICES OUTLINED IN THE PLAN
DOCUMENTS AGREE TO A LIMIT OF LIABILITY OF B.T. HARRIS INC. AND ITS
EMPLOYEES AND PRINCIPALS TO THE AMOUNT OF THE ORIGINAL VERBALLY OR
SIGNED AGREED CONTRACT.
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EXHIBIT B

What changed in site plan —setbacks and front and north side elevations

April 8, 2015 approved site plan
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EXHIBIT C

Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: 936 Empire Avenue

Project #: PL-15-02618

Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner I

Date: April 8, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) at 936 Empire Avenue, conduct a public hearing, and
consider approving the Steep Slope CUP for 936 Empire Avenue. Staff has prepared
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission’s
consideration.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but
should make its decisions independently.

Description

Owner/ Applicant: Steve Rosenberg

Architect: Bill Van Sickle, designer/Larry Feldman, representative

Location: 936 Empire Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential single family homes, duplexes, and condos

Reason for Review: Construction of structures with greater than 1,000 square
feet of floor area and located on a steep slope (30% or
greater) requires a Conditional Use Permit

Proposal

This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a 3,815
square feet new single family home (including the full basement area and garage) on a
2,812.5 square foot lot located at 936 Empire Avenue. The total floor area exceeds
1,000 square feet and the construction is proposed on a slope of greater than 30%.

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (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,
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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.

Background
On January 6, 2015, the City received an application for a Steep Slope Conditional Use

Permit (CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 936 Empire Avenue. The property
is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The application was deemed
complete on January 22, 2015. This application is a request for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit for construction of a new single family home which is proposed
to be 3,815 square feet total (including the full basement and the double car garage) on
an amended “Old Town” lot containing 2,812.5 square feet. The property is described
as Lot 1 of the 936 Empire Avenue Subdivision, a combination of one and a half
standard “Old Town” lots. Because the total proposed structure is greater than 1,000
square feet, and the slope within the first 30’ of the lot is greater than thirty percent
(30%), the applicant is required to file a Conditional Use Permit application for review by
the Planning Commission, pursuant to LMC § 15-2.2-6 and prior to issuance of a
building permit.

A separate Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application required for the
proposed home was submitted on January 6, 2015. This application was approved on
March 31, 2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites that were adopted in 2009. Issuance of a building permit for the proposed
home is dependent on approval of the Historic District Design Review.

On October 27, 2014, the applicant submitted an application for a plat amendment to
combine the one and a half (1.5) lots containing a total of 2,812.5 square feet into one
(1) lot of record in order to construct a new single family home. The City Council
approved the 936 Empire Avenue Subdivision plat on February 12, 2015 and is pending
recordation but will need to be recorded prior to February 12, 2016 and building permit
approval. There is an existing home and retaining wall to the north that encroaches onto
this property by 0.3 feet as addressed on the plat. There is also a current application
submitted to the Planning Department by the owner of the lot to the north requesting to
demolish that non-historic structure. The design of this proposed home is based on the
existing home to the north and wall being demolished. Therefore there is a condition of
approval that the existing structures which encroach on this property must be
demolished prior to building permit being granted.

Analysis

The lot has an average slope, across the entire depth, of twenty four percent (24%) but
upwards of 35-38% slopes within the first 20 feet from the ROW. The lot is a
combination of one and a half standard “Old Town” lots, both previously being vacant.
This property already has access to utility services for water, sewer, etc. off of Empire
Avenue.
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The proposed home contains a total of 3,815 square feet, including the basement and a

double car garage. The proposed building footprint totals 1,201 square feet. The
2,812.5 square foot lot allows a building footprint of 1,201 square feet. The house
complies with all setbacks, building footprint, and building height requirements of the

HR-1 zone. The third story includes horizontal stepping of ten feet (10’) which meets the

required ten feet (10’) of stepping. See below for description of each floor:

Floor Proposed Sq. Ft. for Home
Basement 1,198 square feet

Garage 357 square feet

Lower 801 square feet

Main 844 square feet

Upper 615 square feet

Overall area 3,815 square feet

Staff reviewed the plans and made the following LMC related findings:

Requirement

LMC Requirement

Proposed for New Home

Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 square feet | 2,812.5 square feet, complies.
Building 1,201 square feet (based on lot | 1,201 square feet, complies.
Footprint area) maximum

Front and Rear
Yard

10 feet minimum (decks,
porches and bay windows may
extend up to 3’ into the front
setback for a max width of 10°)

Front- 12 feet, complies.
Rear- 18 feet, complies.

Side Yard 3 feet minimum for lot (6 feet 3 feet on both sides; will comply
total) There are existing if home and retaining wall to
encroachments to the north north are demolished and
due to the existing home and remove building code issues
retaining wall which is due to the lack of separation of
proposed to be demolished but | the buildings, no window wells-
will affect setback requirements | complies.
if not demolished.

Height 27 feet above existing grade, Various heights all at or less
maximum. than 27 feet - complies.

35 feet above existing grade is | No height exception for garage
permitted for a single car IS requested.
garage on a downhill lot.

Total Building 35 feet from lowest floor plane | 35 feet- complies.

Height to highest wall plate

Final grade Final grade must be within four | (4 feet) or less- complies.

(4) vertical feet of existing
grade around the periphery of
the structure.
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Vertical A ten foot (10’) minimum Third story on rear facade is 10’
articulation horizontal step in the downhill back from lower levels at 23’
facade is required unless the height—-complies.

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 Building Footprint
meets the lowest point of
existing Grade.

Roof Pitch Roof pitch must be between 7:12 for all primary roofs -
7:12 and 12:12 for primary complies.

roofs. Non-primary roofs may
be less than 7:12.

Parking Two (2) off-street parking Two (2) spaces within the
spaces required proposed double car garage-
complies.

The current design complies with the 35 foot total height requirement from the lowest
floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate. The current design was approved
on March 31, 2015 for their Historic District Design Review application.

Steep Slope Review Criteria

LMC § 15-2.2-6 provides for development on steep sloping lots (30% or greater) if the
structure contains more than one thousand square feet (1,000 sq. ft.) of floor area,
including the garage, within the HR-1 District, subject to the following criteria:

Criteria 1: Location of Development.
Development of the home is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental
impacts of the Structure. No unmitigated impacts.

The proposed single family house is located on an approved platted lot, (which was
approved on February 12, 2015 and is unrecorded but will need to be recorded before
February 12, 2016 and building permit approval), in a manner that reduces the visual
and environmental impacts of the Structure. The main level is set slightly below the
grade of the street to minimize visual impacts on the Streetscape (Exhibit B). The
foundation is stepped with the grade and the amount of excavation for the home is
minimized due to the existing topography. There is no major vegetation present on the
vacant lot. The proposed 1201 square feet footprint of the home complies with that
allowed for the lot area. The front and rear setbacks are increased for portions of the
structure.

Criteria 2: Visual Analysis.
The Applicant must provide the Planning Department with a visual analysis of the
project from key Vantage Points to determine potential impacts of the project and
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identify potential for screening, slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation
protection, and other items. No unmitigated impacts.

The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, streetscape elevations
and photographs showing a contextual analysis of the proposed home related to visual
impacts (Exhibit B). The proposed structure cannot be seen from the key vantage
points as indicated in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of a cross
canyon view. The cross canyon view contains a back drop of two (2) and three (3) story
single family and duplex homes and a large condominium building.

This site contains a combination of one and a half “old town” lots with many similar
structures in the immediate neighborhood. The lot is currently vacant.

The visual analysis and streetscape demonstrate that the proposed design of the home
is visually compatible with the neighborhood, compatible in scale and mass with
surrounding structures, and visual impacts are mitigated. Potential impacts of the
design are mitigated by architectural stepping and a stepped foundation, minimized
excavation and greater horizontal step in the roofline. Additionally, the garage door is
located approximately 12 feet back from the edge of Empire Avenue.

Criteria 3: Access.

Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of the natural
topography and to reduce overall Building scale. Common driveways and Parking
Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged, where feasible. No
unmitigated impacts.

The proposed design uses access off of Empire Avenue. Side access is not feasible
due to the width of the lot. The proposed driveway has an overall slope of 0.14% as
measured from the front of the garage to the edge of the paved street. The proposed
driveway was designed to minimize Grading of the natural topography and to reduce
overall Building scale.

Criteria 4: Terracing.
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural
Grade. No unmitigated impacts.

The lot has a gentle grade at the rear becoming relatively steeper at the front. Overall,
the slope is 24%. There are no proposed retaining walls. The lots to the north of the
subject lot has an existing single family home and the lot to the south had an existing
single family home that has currently pulled a permit for demolition but is not yet
demolished, retaining between them is not necessary.

Criteria 5: Building Location.

Buildings, access, and infrastructure must be located to minimize cut and fill that would
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site. The Site design and Building
Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties to maximize opportunities for open
Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, to minimize driveway and Parking Areas,
and provide variation of the Front Yard. No unmitigated impacts.
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The new home’s building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a
manner as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.
The site design and building footprint provide a front setback area (12’) in front of the
garage and (18’) to the entry. Side setbacks and building footprints are maintained
consistent with the pattern of development and separation of structures in the
neighborhood. The driveway width is 16 feet. The garage door is setback 12’ from the
edge of the street and the ROW line. The front yard area adjacent to the driveway is
proposed to be landscaped with drought tolerant plants and trees.

Criteria 6: Building Form and Scale.

Where Building masses orient against the Lot’s existing contours, the Structures must
be stepped with the Grade and broken into a series of individual smaller components
that are Compatible with the District. Low profile Buildings that orient with existing
contours are strongly encouraged. The garage must be subordinate in design to the
main Building. In order to decrease the perceived bulk of the Main Building, the
Planning Commission may require a garage separate from the main Structure or no
garage. No unmitigated impacts.

The new home steps with the grade and is broken into a series of smaller components
that are compatible with the District. The stepping of the home creates the interior story
levels and allows the main level to meet existing grade. The garage however, is not
subordinate in design in that it is not setback more from the street than the home and
the width is not minimized. Staff has worked with the applicant to separate the garages
and setback one 3 feet from the other so as to create a shadow and minimize the
perceived bulk and “wall effect” and by implementing columns between the two garage
doors.

Criteria 7: Setbacks.

The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more Setbacks to
minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear Lot Line.
The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, proposed Building scale,
and Setbacks on adjacent Structures. No unmitigated impacts.

Front setbacks are greater than is required by Code as the garage portion of the house
is currently setback 12 feet from the property line and the edge of the street, to
accommodate the code required parking spaces inside the garages and entirely on the
lot. No wall effect is created with the proposed design of the home. Side setbacks are
consistent with the pattern of development and separation in the neighborhood. The
articulation in the front and rear facades reduce the overall mass of the structure and
does not create a wall effect along the street front or rear lot line. Rear elevation is
articulated with an increased horizontal step.

Criteria 8: Dwelling Volume.

The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot size, Building Height,
Setbacks, and provisions set forth in this Chapter. The Planning Commission may
further limit the volume of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to
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mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and existing Structures. No
unmitigated impacts.

The proposed house is both articulated and broken into compatible massing
components. The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for
portions of the structure. The proposed massing and architectural design components
are compatible with both the volume and massing of single family dwellings in the area.
The design minimizes the visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between
the proposed house and surrounding structures.

Criteria 9: Building Height (Steep Slope).

The maximum Building Height in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27'). The
Planning Commission may require a reduction in Building Height for all, or portions, of a
proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale
between a proposed Structure and existing residential Structures. No unmitigated
impacts.

The proposed structure meets the twenty-seven feet (27°) maximum building height
requirement measured from existing grade at the highest point. Portions of the house
are less than 27’ in height. The tallest portion of the house (27’) is midway back from
the front and the roof height at this location is not visually apparent from the front, back,
or sides of the house. The differences in scale between the proposed Structure and
existing Structures are mitigated.

While a 35 foot height is allowed for the garage on a downhill lot, this design does not
propose to utilize a height exception from existing grade. The design complies with the
27 foot height allowance measured from existing grade.

Staff finds that the design allows additional design aesthetics, provides compatibility of
design at the street level, meets the overall building Height requirement with no
exception needed for the garage, and reduces the mass at the rear of the structure.

Process

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC 8§ 15-1-18. Approval of the Historic
District Design Review application is noticed separately and is a condition of building
permit issuance. Recordation of the Plat within one year of City Council approval is also
a condition of building permit issuance.

Department Review

This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time other than standards items that have been addressed by
revisions and/or conditions of approval.

Notice

On March 25, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. On March 21, 2015, legal notice was published in the Park Record in
accordance with requirements of the LMC.
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Public Input
At the time of publishing this report, no public input was received on this Steep Slope

CUP application.

Alternatives
e The Planning Commission may approve the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
for 936 Empire Avenue, or
e The Planning Commission may deny the Steep Slope CUP Permit for 936
Empire Avenue and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or
e The Planning Commission may request the applicant provide revisions or provide
other specific items and continue the discussion to a date certain.

Significant Impacts
As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this
application. The lot is a combination of one and a half vacant lots.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit at 936 Empire Avenue, conduct a public hearing, and consider
approving the Steep Slope CUP for 936 Empire Avenue Staff has prepared findings of
fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission’s consideration.

Findings of Fact:

1. The property is located at 936 Empire Avenue.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the
purpose of the zone.

3. The property is described as Lot 1 of the 936 Empire Avenue Subdivision. The lot
area is 2,812.5 square feet.

4. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved on March 31,
2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites adopted in 2009.

5. This is lot is a combination of one and a half “Old Town” lots, which was previously
vacant. This is a downhill lot.

6. Access to the property is from Empire Avenue, a public street.

7. There is an existing home and retaining wall to the north that encroaches onto the
property 0.3 feet. There is a current application that has been submitted to the
Planning and Building Departments requesting to demolish these structures.

8. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. Two spaces are proposed within an
attached garage within the lot area.

9. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic and historic residential
structures, single family homes, duplexes and condos.

10.The proposal consists of a total of 3,815 square feet, including the basement area
and a double car garage.

11.The proposed driveway was designed with a maximum width of 16 feet and is
approximately 12 feet in length from the garage to the existing edge of street with a
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minimum of 12 feet of driveway located on the property. The garage doors comply
with the maximum height and width of nine feet by nine feet.

12.The proposed driveway has an overall slope is 0.14% as measured from the front of
the garage to the edge of the paved street.

13.An overall combined building footprint of 1,201 square feet is proposed. The
maximum allowed footprint for this lot is 1,201 square feet.

14.The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.

15.The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less
than 27’ in height.

16.The proposed home complies with the LMC required total building height of 35’ from
the lowest floor plane to the highest wall plate and is in compliance with the LMC
required step back of 10’ at the building height of 23’ at the rear facade.

17.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views and a streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of this home on the cross canyon
views and the Empire Avenue streetscape.

18.Retaining is not necessary around the home on the upper, steeper portion of the lot.
There will be no free-standing retaining walls. There are no window wells.

19.The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner
as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.

20.The site design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation,
and decrease in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade
mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% or greater slope areas.

21.The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building
heights for portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are
less than twenty-seven feet in height.

22.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall
effect is created with adjacent structures due to stepping, articulation, and placement
of the house on the lot.

23.The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size
and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such
as foundation, roofing, materials, window and door openings, and double car
garages.

24.No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards.

25.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, and streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of the proposed structure on the
adjacent streetscape.

26.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

27.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:

1. The Steep Slope CUP application is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

2. The application is consistent with requirements of the Park City LMC, specifically
Section 15-2.2-6 (B) (1-10) regarding development on Steep Slopes.
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3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval:

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits.

3. Afinal utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

5. Afinal landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit, the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites (Historic District Design Review) and the Land Management Code.

7. The existing home and retaining wall to the north that are encroaching on this
property must be demolished prior to building permit approval. If the home and wall
are not demolished the proposed home at 936 Empire Avenue will need to be
redesigned to meet current LMC required setbacks and building code requirements
from existing structures and this Steep Slope Approval shall be amended or voided.

8. The plat approved by City Council on February 12, 2015 shall be recorded at the
County prior to February 12, 2016 and Building Permit approval.

9. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.

10.This approval will expire on April 8, 2016, if a building permit has not been issued by
the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and the request is
granted by the Planning Director.

11.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new structures on the lot.

12. All exterior lighting, on porches, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be shielded to
prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way. Light trespass into the
night sky is prohibited.

13. Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.

14.All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,
shall be painted to match the surrounding
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Exhibits

Exhibit A - Plans (existing conditions, site plan, landscape plan, elevations, floor plans
(date stamped March 12, 2015)

Exhibit B - Visual Analysis and Streetscape

Exhibit C — Photographs and Vicinity Map

Exhibit D - Recorders plat (to be recorded at the County) and Aerial
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Park City Planning Department
454 Marsac Avenue
Park City, UT 84060

Re: 936 Empire Lot Photos for Plat Amendment / Lot Line Adjustment

The following attached photos are from the interior of the lot looking out for this lot.

Thanks,

Bill Van Sickle

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 109 of 723



Page 110 of 723

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015



Page 111 of 723

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015



Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 112 of 723



Page 113 of 723

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015



Gettmg asound

|

z
£
&
2
&

JAN 06 2015

1OSHT |

Page 114 of 723

M

hitps-ihwww.g cogle.comimaps/@40.6476762,-111,5014264,87midata=1 3m1l 163



836 EMPIRE AVENUE RE-PLAT

ANENDWENT TO LIOT 1 185 EUMPRE AVENUE PLAT ANENDLUENT SUBDMSION
BLOCK. 27 SNYDERS ADDNTION
LOCATED N THE NCATHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 16

SRAFHEC S0RE
s ]

OWNEFR'S DEDICATION ANDY OONSENT TO RECORD

O AL ST THESE PRESENTE THRT STENE I RESENEERS THE LNDERSIGRED: DWSERS OF

PASES AT UTLITES AT E
OOESTRSITEN DRSS I AROO0SRCANCE INTTH AN FREWOCASLE OFFeR OF DERCAROM.

N TEESS. PeeERELF THE LNDESGEED- 557 #IS SN0 =5 oA OF

EENE L REENEE RS

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STUFE OF ST i
FDOCNEY OF SOMRAT: YSS

O S L= g I

FESSOMMLE ¥ SFPERTED SERDSE M. THE UMDERSEAED: MITARYY PEUC, VAT PO BAD STATE
WD OOUHTI. FRCPaNG BEEW DU SE0RDd, ___ ACIMOVILEDGET: TOME THAT

HE IS5 THE DWAER (F THE HEREIN CESOREED RAACT OF LN, A3 THAS RE SEONED THE S3IVE.
DWINERTS - DESHCATION IAND DIRSENT P SECORD FREELY MWD VIOLLITARLY.,

/ —

RESDRG I
NOTES: JFORMER PC-SI-Ac AL OF LSS 35, ANS THE MOSTHESIY HRLF OF LT 25, SLOCK TS,
SRYDESS ADDISCA T PASN OTY. ATODRTING T THE OFFCHL PLKT THERR OMELE
RN OF (SOOI N THE: STMMT COUMTY FECORGERS DFFCE.
L MODFIED -0 A0 ERS WL 155 RECESREN SO MEW SORSTRUCTION 45 SEIUFED
LEGEND- Y THE OHEF BULSNG DFFESAL AT THE 5 OF REVIEW OF THE SULDRG PERRET DR 12 SUL OF LOT 34, M0 THE SORTHERLY ISALF 0F LOT 25, BUOCK 15 SYSes
SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT SUEMITTAL EKATION FD PR CITE. ROCORDSNG TO T=E DFFIDAL FLT THERDE OR FILE ADIDF
OPEATVLNE: B IERSSAR S CAF LS STASEE P ETESOEY 5 FERRRR DF FARG DY, A, GRSy THAT [N A RECETERES L SUSREvs B TS AT SURLELT T TR OORDITEONS OF APPSO N DRCOVSINCE OF 1508
—_— e e B S RESAT BNOHDAR ENSECN MG THE STATE OF LTAM, HOLOTHG LICERSE WOL 3505308, THES PUAT AMENDMEENT IS PREFSScD) TORE PARSCELAR Y EENOREED AT FOLLOS:
TOMDER, MY GRSCTOM M W= oF
- i s sssa o R I T T s BESBIC AT TS MOTLANEST CORMER OF LOT 3. BCODK -5 SMYDSRTS AOMKM T
2 S THEMCE ST STTTDN FEST £ SEET. PeENCE ST }
FEET FO THE PO O BESARIVG. COMTANDNG 1515:50 Fis | [:
o] SREET ADDSESS (M EMPRE EVE.
(=== e T R =]
= OcT I? 2015
—_—-
F—Eﬂjulhﬁ APFSONED Y THE FARC CITE PLARNMG LD THES FILAT T BE- I ACDORDANCE WM AFFROVEDIAS TOFOSMTHS DAY OF | CERI TS REQDRS-0F SURVET 1A RS AFFRONTL AT ADDEPTAMCE SY THE PRRX O™ ETATE OF WTAS COUNT (F Sl SAD-F1LED
mﬂﬁw {-: SEVEWED FOS CONIFBANHCE IO SHVDERVILLE BASM CoummsTon IPSOFRARTEON 0 FILE BY WY DTS L aMAL APPRINED Y PARM OTY GOUNCE THS ____ DAY COUNCL RS DAYOF____ Buaan
B LL WATER FELLAMATION DXSTRCT SFIANDRACS N o CTU— SR THS__DAYOF | 2sakD [ S -1 ATTREREDESTOR
mS__ pawoF R By, ar
- B ARSI ASTORMNET 4 WEA DaFE___TmE. PODN FaSE
Fﬁ%ﬁ:ﬂ.aﬂu B e FARE DY EMGREE FAFEC Y PECORDES
- | LSk eai-0an SEWEL [y
anning Commission Meeting June 10] 2015 7= Pageerb of 723




EXHIBIT D

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

APRIL 8, 2015

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Vice-Chair Steve Joyce, Preston Campbell, John Phillips, Doug Thimm, Nann Worel
EX OFFICIO:

Kayla Sintz, Planning Manager; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Christy Alexander, Planner;
Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney

REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL

Vice-Chair Joyce called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioners Band and Strachan.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

March 25, 2015

Commissioner Worel stated that she had reached her term limits as Chair and that a new
Chair and Vice-Chair were appointed at the last meeting. On page 13 of the minutes she
was referred to as Chair Worel and that should be corrected to read Commissioner
Worel. .

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of March 25, 2015 as
amended. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC INPUT

Brooke Hontz stated that she is a former Commissioner who served on the Planning
Commission for 4-1/2 years. She truly appreciated their service because she could speak
from experience about the difficulty of the job and how much work it entails. Ms. Hontz
was present this evening because of the recent Land Management Code discussions
regarding TDRs. She had been unable to attend the previous meetings but to her
knowledge and from reading the minutes she understood that a recommendation had not
been finalized. Ms. Hontz stated that in her profession she represents development
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clients and she has also worked as a consultant for other cities and counties. She writes
Code and she has written some TDR ordinances.

Ms. Hontz stated that when she was a Commissioner the Planning Commission had the
opportunity to put the Code together and the City Council made it an ordinance, and it was
a major success. However, even at that time they were unsure whether they had the
metrics right or whether the way they measured how TDRs would be calculated was good
enough. The intent was to get something in an ordinance so it could be tested by time and
people inquiring. She believed the test has shown that TDRs are not quite where they
need to be.

Ms. Hontz remarked that the Planning Commission initially considered creating a TDR
bank. At that time Planner Katie Cattan and some of the Commissioners were on board
with moving forward with the bank. Ms. Hontz pointed out that through the process of
creating the ordinance it was evident that a TDR bank was an extra step and it was
complicated. All the moving parts needed to be more defined and it still needed more
work, even though everyone had agreed that it was an important piece for moving forward.

Ms. Hontz believes the program can and will work, and it was more than just the
measurement of value in terms of the number of TDRs that would be received. She
thought they were relatively close, if not accurate. Ms. Hontz would like the Planning
Commission to look into establishing the TDR bank, which is the fund that the City sets
aside, and begin looking at TDRs to purchase. She explained her reasons for making that
request and provided examples where a bank would be beneficial. Ms. Hontz stated that
when Flagstaff was established a 1% real estate transfer tax clause was included in the
Agreement. She ran the numbers from the previous 365 days on just the Montage and the
1% collected from that project, specifically for the City to fund open space and transit. She
met with Nate in the Budget Department to see where the Empire Pass fund was, how
much was in it, and whether it could be used for TDRs. She found that it could be used for
TDRs. There is money in the fund and it has increased over the past 365 days. Knowing
that there is money in the fund she would like the Planning Commission to ask the Staff to
look into the possibility of bringing everything together. She recognized that it was more a
matter for the City Council, but she felt the Planning Commission was only looking at part
of TDRs and not the entire picture. She requested that they consider that as they move
forward.

Neal Krasnick, stated that he has been a resident of Park City since 1988 and he owns a
condominium on the North End of City Park. Mr. Krasnick stated that he has worked in
different places and resources in Utah and California long enough to know that money and
orders eventually come from the government in terms of what they want to support. Mr.
Krasnick stated that when planners and developers come before the City Council, they
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need to know that there needs to be very good hiking and biking trails. Park City’s
business is outdoor recreation and while it is primarily in the winter, there is no reason why
they cannot expand that to outdoor recreation 12 months out of the year. He has built trails
for the Forest Service in the Mirror Lake area and he knows that sustainable trails are
possible and they do not have to be rebuilt continually. People can be attracted to Park
City to hike and bike and recreate; and when they came they bring money into town. They
can no longer rely on just ski vacations because the weather has changed.

On a separate issue, Mr. Krasnick stated that the City has been working on developing the
Prospector Park subdivision. He lives in Snow Country and he received a letter in the mail
saying that he now votes at the middle school rather than in the historic Old Town District.
He looked to see what subdivision he was in and found that he is no longer in the Old
Town District. Snow Country is now in the Prospect Subdivision in the General
Commercial District. He understood that to mean that Snow Country Condominiums could
potentially open a sexually oriented bar and restaurant because that use is allowed in the
GC zone. He asked the Planning Commission to keep that in mind and to also consider
his comments about hiking and biking trails to encourage tourism year-round.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Planning Manager Sintz noted that the Planning Department had sent an email asking
which  Commissioners would be available for a joint City Council/Planning
Commission/Planning Department dinner at the Mayor’s house on Tuesday, June 16"
Only two Commissioners had responded and she asked the others to let her know if they
planned to attend.

Planning Manager Sintz reported that four Staff members would be attending the National
American Planning Association Conference in Seattle the following week.

Vice-Chair Joyce clarified that there would not be a Planning Commission meeting on April
22" Ms. Sintz answered yes. The next meeting would be May 13"™. Vice-Chair Joyce
stated that he would be out of town for the May 13" meeting.

Commissioner Thimm disclosed that he worked collaboratively with Greg Brown several
years ago on a project outside of Utah. Mr. Brown was a representative on the Alice Claim
project and despite their past working relationship, Commissioner Thimm felt certain that
he could be objective in the Alice Claim discussion this evening.

Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he would be recusing himself from the Alice Claim
items on the agenda.
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Commissioner Phillips commented on on-site noticing and mentioned a number of
properties where the signs were falling over or lying on the ground. He pointed out that
the small white signs on a stick are not adequate and most are not visible. Commissioner
Phillips asked why they were not using the glass signs that stand out.

Planning Manager Sintz stated that wood stake signs were used prior to the double metal
signs with plexiglass. She noted that a considerable amount of money was spent on those
signs and unfortunately they kept disappearing. Ms. Sintz offered to look into signage and
come back with alternative options. She noted that a sign notification has been modified
as more of an FYI for reconstruction, which was requested by the HPB. She suggested
that the Staff could solicit bids again on a new type of custom sign based on the double
stick with plexiglass.

CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.)

Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing for 900 Round Valley Drive Pre-MPD, 550
Park Avenue- Steep Slop CUP, and the 550-560 Park Avenue & 545 Main Street Plat
Amendment.

There were no comments.

Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.

Planning Manager Sintz requested that the Planning Commission continue 900 Round
Valley to a date uncertain rather than May 13" as indicated on the agenda.

MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE 900 Round Valley — Pre-Master
Planned Development public hearing and discussion to a date uncertain. Commissioner
Preston seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE the 550 Park Avenue Steep Slope
CUP and the 550-560 Park Avenue & Main Street Plat Amendment to May 13, 2015.
Commission Campbell seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA
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Vice-Chair Joyce asked if the Planning Commission wanted any of the items removed from
the Consent Agenda for discussion. There were none.

Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing on the Consent Agenda: Fairway Village No. 1
PUD, 936 Empire Avenue-Steep Slope CUP, 823 Woodside Avenue — Plat Amendment,
and 205 Main Street — Condominium Record of Survey.

There were no comments.

Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE or forward a POSITIVE
recommendation on all items on the Consent Agenda. Commissioner Thimm seconded
the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

1. Fairway Village No. 1 PUD — Fairway Village HOA Re-plat — Plat Amendment to
memorialize existing building footprints. (Application PL-14-02569)

Findings of Fact — Fairway Village No. 1 PUD

1. The property is located at Fairway Village No. 1 PUD within the Residential
Development (RD) Zoning District.

2. The Fairway Village No. 1 Planned Unit Development was originally approved by
City Council on December 12, 1979 and recorded on December 17, 1979.

3. The total area of the Fairway Village No. 1 PUD is 3.19 acres.

4. There are twenty eight (28) units in the Fairway Village No. 1 PUD.

5. On December 8, 2014, the applicant submitted an application to amend the existing
Fairway Village No. 1 subdivision plat.

6. The application was deemed complete on January 6, 2015.

7. The sixteen (16) units on the west side of Fairway Village Drive were built with
hallways that connect the garage to the main unit.

8. The original Fairway Village No. 1 subdivision plat shows that the garages are
detached from the main units.

9. The proposed plat amendment would memorialize the existing built environment of
the Fairway Village No. 1 PUD.

10. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new noncomplying
or non-conforming situations.

11. Fairway Village Drive is private and is not maintained by the City.
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Conclusions of Law — Fairway Village No. 1 PUD

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 subdivisions.

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 — Fairway Village No. 1 PUD

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment 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 amendment 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 complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted

by the City Council.

3. The requested utility easements from the City Engineer, City Water Department, and
Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District must be placed on the amended plat
prior to recordation.

2. 936 Empire Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a new single-family
home on a vacant lot (Application PL-15-02618)

Findings of Fact — 936 Empire Avenue

1. The property is located at 936 Empire Avenue.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the
purpose of the zone.

3. The property is described as Lot 1 of the 936 Empire Avenue Subdivision. The lot
area is 2,812.5 square feet.

4. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved on March 31,
2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites adopted in 2009.

5. This is lot is a combination of one and a half “Old Town” lots, which was previously
vacant. This is a downhill lot.

6. Access to the property is from Empire Avenue, a public street.

7. There is an existing home and retaining wall to the north that encroaches onto the
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property 0.3 feet. There is a current application that has been submitted to the
Planning and Building Departments requesting to demolish these structures.

8. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. Two spaces are proposed within an
attached garage within the lot area.

9. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic and historic residential
structures, single family homes, duplexes and condos.

10.The proposal consists of a total of 3,815 square feet, including the basement area
and a double car garage.

11.The proposed driveway was designed with a maximum width of 16 feet and is
approximately 12 feet in length from the garage to the existing edge of street with a
minimum of 12 feet of driveway located on the property. The garage doors comply

with the maximum height and width of nine feet by nine feet.

12.The proposed driveway has an overall slope is 0.14% as measured from the front of
the garage to the edge of the paved street.

13. An overall combined building footprint of 1,201 square feet is proposed. The
maximum allowed footprint for this lot is 1,201 square feet.

14.The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.

15.The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27°) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less

than 27’ in height.

16.The proposed home complies with the LMC required total building height of 35’ from
the lowest floor plane to the highest wall plate and is in compliance with the LMC
required step back of 10’ at the building height of 23’ at the rear facade.

17.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views and a streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of this home on the cross canyon
views and the Empire Avenue streetscape.

18.Retaining is not necessary around the home on the upper, steeper portion of the lot.
There will be no free-standing retaining walls. There are no window wells.

19.The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner
as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.

20.The site design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation,
and decrease in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade

mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% or greater slope areas.

21.The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building
heights for portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are

less than twenty-seven feet in height.

22.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall

effect is created with adjacent structures due to stepping, articulation, and placement
of the house on the lot.

23.The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
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maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size
and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such
as foundation, roofing, materials, window and door openings, and double car
garages.

24 No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards.
25.The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, and streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of the proposed structure on the
adjacent streetscape.

26.The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

27.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law — 936 Empire Avenue

1. The Steep Slope CUP application is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

2. The application is consistent with requirements of the Park City LMC, specifically
Section 15-2.2-6 (B) (1-10) regarding development on Steep Slopes.

3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval — 936 Empire Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits.

3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

5. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit, the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
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Historic Sites (Historic District Design Review) and the Land Management Code.

7. The existing home and retaining wall to the north that are encroaching on this
property must be demolished prior to building permit approval. If the home and wall
are not demolished the proposed home at 936 Empire Avenue will need to be
redesigned to meet current LMC required setbacks and building code requirements
from existing structures and this Steep Slope Approval shall be amended or voided.

8. The plat approved by City Council on February 12, 2015 shall be recorded at the
County prior to February 12, 2016 and Building Permit approval.

9. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.

10.This approval will expire on April 8, 2016, if a building permit has not been issued by
the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and the request is
granted by the Planning Director.

11.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new structures on the lot.
12.All exterior lighting, on porches, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be shielded to
prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way. Light trespass into the
night sky is prohibited.

13.Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.
14.All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,

shall be painted to match the surrounding.

3. 823 Woodside Avenue — Plat Amendment to combine one and a half lots into a
single lot of record. (Application PL-15-02663)

Findings of Fact — 823 Woodside Avenue

1. The property is located at 823 Woodside Avenue.

2. The property is in the Historic Residential-1 District.

3. The subject property consists of the north one-half (2) of Lot 5 and all of lot 6,
Block 11, Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey.

4. The entire area is recognized by the County as Parcel SA-124.

5. The site is listed on Park City’s Historic Site Inventory and is designated as a
significant historic site.

6. The building footprint of the existing dwelling is approximately 1,000 square feet.
7. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing
area consisting of 2,558 square feet.
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Staff Report W

Project Number: PL-15-02680 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: Stein Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat

Author: Francisco J. Astorga, Senior Planner

Date: June 10, 2015

Type of Item: Administrative — Condominium Record of Survey

Summary Recommendations

Staffs recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Stein
Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat amending North Silver Lake Condominium Plat
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.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but
should make its decisions independently.

Description

Applicant: SR Silver Lake LLC represented by Marinel Robinson

Location: 7101 Stein Circle
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat

Zoning: Residential Development (RD) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Ski resort and residential

Reason for Review: Condominium Record of Survey Plats are required to be
reviewed by the Planning Commission and reviewed and
approved by the City Council

Acronyms

RD Residential Development

CUP Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

LMC Land Management Code (LMC)
MPD Master Plan Development (MPD)
ADA American with Disabilities Act (ADA)

Proposal
Due to market demand and buyer requests revisions, the applicant request to adjust

building envelopes and condominium interiors from the existing plat. Under the Deer
Valley Resort Master Plan, the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot 2B is permitted a
density of 54 residential units and 14,525 square feet of commercial/support space. In
2010 the Park City Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for
the development consisting of fifty four (54) private total units: sixteen (16) detached
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single-family dwellings/duplexes and four (4) condominium buildings containing thirty
eight (38) private dwelling units. In 2014, the applicant received Condominium Record
of Survey plat which is consistent with the approved 2010 CUP.

Background
On March 16, 2015, a complete application was submitted to the Planning Department

requesting approval of the Stein Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat amending the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat located at 7101 Stein Circle in Deer Valley. The
site is located in the Residential Development (RD) District. The proposed
Condominium Plat amends building envelopes and interiors from the existing plat
approved by the City Council on May 08, 2014. The project already started construction
and no units have been sold yet.

2009/2010 Conditional Use Permit

The original CUP application was before Planning Commission on five (5) different
occasions: August 13, 2008, October 22, 2008, February 25, 2009, May 27, 2009, and
July 8, 2009. During the July 8, 2009 review, the Planning Commission approved the
application with a three to one vote. One Commissioner abstained.

On July 17, 2009, neighboring property owners submitted an appeal of the CUP
approval for development of the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot 2B. The City Council
reviewed the appeal on October 15, 2009 and again on November 12, 2009. During the
November 12, 2009 meeting, the City Council remanded the CUP application to the
Planning Commission with specific items to be addressed.

The Planning Commission reviewed the remand during two (2) work sessions on
November 11, 2009 and January 13, 2010 and two (2) Planning Commission regular
agenda meetings on March 10, 2010 and April 28, 2010 to address specific findings of
the City Council. The Planning Commission approved the revised CUP with a four to
one vote on April 28, 2010. The applicant stipulated to additional condition of approval
#19 that “Lockout units have not been included within the current CUP application. The
addition of lockout units would be a substantial deviation from the current plan and must
be approved by the Planning Commission.”

The approval was appealed by two (2) separate parties. On May 7, 2010, Mr. Eric Lee
submitted an appeal on behalf of property owners in the neighborhood and on May 10,
2010, the City received an appeal from Ms. Lisa Wilson. The City Council reviewed
both appeals on June 24, 2010. The Council did not find merit in the notice issues, the
compatibility of revised design or other issues raised in Ms. Wilson’s appeal. The City
Council added an additional requirement of an opportunity for neighborhood input prior
to approval of the phasing plan(s), but found that the Planning Commission adequately
addressed the issues of the remand. Accordingly, the City Council affirmed and denied
in part the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the North Silver Lake Lot 2B
CUP. The City Council findings were ratified on July 1, 2010. The CUP approval
included a condition that the approval would expire on July 1, 2011 if no building permits
are issued within the development.
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First CUP _Extension

Land Management Code (LMC) 8§ 15-1-10(G) allows for two (2) extensions of an
approved CUP. On March 17, 2011, the Planning Department received a Request for
Extension of the CUP approval. The Planning Director reviewed the extension request,
Staff analyzed the application as provided within the administrative staff report, and
public input was considered. On April 28, 2011, the Planning Director approved the
Extension of the CUP for an additional year as conditioned.

The Planning Director’s approval of the extension was appealed by Ms. Lisa Wilson and
on June 8, 2011 the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider the appeal.
After hearing testimony from the appellant, the property owner, and Staff, the Planning
Commission reviewed the matter de novo and rendered a decision to uphold the
Planning Director’s decision and grant the extension of the CUP to July 1, 2012.

On June 20, 2011, the City Council received a written appeal of the Planning
Commission’s final action of June 8, 2011, upholding the Planning Director’s decision to
approve an extension of the CUP for the North Silver Lake Lot 2B development. On July
21, 2011, the appeal was heard by the City Council, who held a quasi-judicial hearing
before voting unanimously to uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to uphold the
Planning Director’s issuance of an extension of time for the July 1, 2010 CUP. Because
the appeal to uphold the Planning Director’s decision was decided on July 21, 2011, the
extension of the CUP was extended to July 21, 2012.

The Building Department had previously collected a bond to ensure that the existing
impacts of the site will be repaired at the time of first CUP extension. The landscape
plan includes re-vegetating the disturbed area including top soil and native grasses,
planting eighteen (18’) new trees that vary in height from ten to twelve feet (10’ - 12,
and installing an irrigation system for the establishment of the grass and ongoing
watering of the new trees. This work was completed by July 1, 2011 and complies with
the July 1, 2010 City Council conditions of approval. The applicant has continued
watering the trees and vegetation as required.

Second CUP Extension

On October 27, 2011, Staff received a complete application to extend the CUP for an
additional year, and on January 11, 2012, the Planning Commission heard the
applicants request for an additional and final one-year extension from July 21, 2012 to
July 21, 2013. After a public hearing, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 to approve the
request for the one-year and final extension to the original CUP for North Silver Lake,
Lot 2B.

On February 9, 2012, the City Council received a written appeal of the Planning
Commission’s final action of January 11, 2012, approving the request for the one-year
extension to July 21, 2013 of the CUP for the North Silver lake Lot 2B development.

The second appeal of the second extension was originally scheduled for the March 22,
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2012 City Council meeting. The appellant was unable to make it to the meeting due to
an accident. The City Council voted to continue the item to the April 5, 2012 City
Council meeting and directed Staff not to accept any additional materials from the
appellant or the applicant. On April 5, 2012 the City Council conducted a public hearing
and voted unanimously to deny the appeal and approve the extension of the CUP and
upheld with the following conditions of approval:

1. All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 21, 2011 order continue to
apply.

2. This approval will expire July 21, 2013, 12 months from the first extension of the
CUP.

3. Approval is based on plans reviewed by the City Council on June 24, 2010.
Building Permit plans must substantially comply with the reviewed and approved
plans. Any substantial deviation from this plan must be reviewed by the Planning
Commission.

In March 2013, the applicant received a building permit for the first single-family
dwelling. This structure will be used as their model home. Through 2014 and 2015
several other building permits have been issued as the site has been considered an
active building site since.

Nightly Rental Lockout Units

On February 26, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the applicant’s request of
thirty eight (38) Nightly Rental Lockout Units modifying the CUP approved by the City in
2010.

Condominium Plat

On May 8, 2014, the City Council approved the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat.
The approved Record of Survey identified private and common space and allowed the
developer to sell the units. The approval consisted of twelve (12) stand-alone single-
family dwelling units and (1) stand-alone duplex dwelling (containing 2 units) and forty
(40) units within the main four (4) condominium buildings instead of the original ten (10)
stand-alone single-family dwelling units and three (3) stand-alone duplex (containing 2
units each) dwellings equating to sixteen (16) units and thirty eight (38) units within the
main four (4) condominium buildings.

A subdivision plat, known as the North Silver Lake Subdivision, was recorded in 1993.
The subdivision created two (2) lots of record. According to this subdivision, Lot 2 was
contemplated for further subdivision and future development. The Lot 2 North Silver
Lake Subdivision was recorded in 1997. This subdivision further amended Lot 2 into
four (4) separate Lots A - D. In 2005, the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat
was recorded. That Plat subdivided Lot 2B into six (6) units and it identified convertible
land for future development of the remaining land.
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For additional history of the 2014 condominium plat see Exhibit C — 08 May 2014 City
Council Staff Report, Exhibit D — 08 May 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes, and
Exhibit E — 09 April 2014 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.

District Purpose
The purpose of the RD 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

Analysis
The proposed Condominium Plat Amendment adjusts the platted condominium units,

common area, and limited common area for the development. The proposed plat
identifies the private, limited common, support limited common and facilities, and
common areas.

The current Condominium Plat (2014) consists of twelve (12) single-family dwellings,
one (1) duplex dwellings with two (2) units, forty (40) multi-unit dwellings, two (2)
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as common areas), three
(3) support commercial units, and corresponding common areas and facilities, limited
common areas and facilities, support unit, and commercial units. The Condominium
Plat approved in 2014 was consistent with the 2010 approved CUP containing 54 units.

The proposed Condominium Plat consists of eleven (11) single-family dwellings, two (2)
duplex dwellings with two (2) units each, thirty-nine (39) multi-unit dwellings, two (2)
ADA compliant units (platted as common areas), three (3) support commercial units,
and corresponding common areas and facilities, limited common areas and facilities,
support unit, and commercial units. The boundary lines of each adjusted areas are set
forth on the proposed plat. The proposed Condominium Plat Amendment is consistent
with the 2010 approved CUP containing 54 units. Even though the number of detached
structures and multi-unit dwelling is changing from the Condo Plat, the density remains
the same at 54 units as specified in the Deer Valley Master Plan. The massing also
remains in substantial compliance due to the shift in size from the units that will be
modified from a single-family dwelling into a duplex and the changes from the multi-unit
dwelling being affected that does not increase additional building footprint but
completely interior changes.

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 129 of 723



In essence the following exhibit below from the 2010 approved CUP will still be
complied with as the footprint of the Multi-Unit Dwellings in the center will be in
substantial compliance with the original approval, and so will the footprint of the single-
family dwellings, and duplexes around the perimeter. See diagram showing the original
approved footprint:

.
}

Staff does not find that the original CUP has to be re-reviewed as the proposal complies
with the approved CUP. The density of 54 units still remains the same and the footprint
as specified on this diagram above is complied with. The open space calculations were
not associated with this.

The size of the private units within the single-family, duplex, and multi-unit dwellings
range from 1,997 - 8,686 square feet. All of the unit sizes are listed in Exhibit F — Draft
Condominium Declarations Second Amendment. The table below shows a size
comparison from the current recorded declarations to the proposed:

Table 1: Schedule of Units & Square Footage

Unit Identifying

Recorded 2014

Proposed 2015

Approx. Sg. Approx. Sg. Difference
NI OES Footage of Unit* Footage of Unit
131 4,101 4,137 +36
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132 4,603 4,630 +27
231 4,155 4,149 -6
233 3,654 3,655 +1
311 2,544 2,544 0
312 2,174 2,181 +7
313 2,170 (unit eliminated) -2,170
331 3,956 3,965 +9
332 3,493 3,503 +10
333 3,651 3,651 0
334 2,426 2,445 +19
341 2,009 1,997 -12
343 2,080 2,068 -12
411 2,544 2,541 -3
412 2,174 2,176 +2
413 2,171 4,333 +2,162
414 4,420 4,439 +19
421 4,589 4,579 -10
422 4,509 4,510 -1
431 4,759 4,761 -2
432 3,948 3,950 -2
433 3,002 2,993 -9
441 2,016 2,006 -10
442 2,016 2,008 -8
444 4,443 4,408 -35
511 2,707 2,702 -5
512 3,754 3,756 +2
521 4,713 4,704 -9
532 4,907 4,922 +15
541 2,009 1,999 -10
542 2,007 1,998 -9
543 4,086 4,064 -22
611 2,706 2,701 -5
612 3,745 3,733 -12
613 4,456 4,443 -13
621 4,708 4,704 -4
641 2,016 2,006 -10
642 2,009 2,000 -9
643 2,082 2,070 -12
644 4,450 4,417 -33
(Multi-unit dwelling difference): (-124)
e | 817 | 817 0
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C-2 723 909 +186
C-3 3,244 3,218 -26
SU-1 1,914 1,915 +1
(Commercial unit difference): (+161)
1 6,505 6,505 0
2 5,851 6,160 +309
3 5,824 6,148 +324
4 5,824 6,148 +324
5 6,559 6,688 +129
6 8,589 (see unit 6A & 6B) -8,589
6A (see unit 6) 6,106 6,106
6B (see unit 6) 6,106 6,106
7 6,529 6,760 +231
8 8,591 8,686 +95
9 6,296 6,572 +276
10 6,180 6,261 +81
11 6,706 6,438 -268
12 6,431 6,851 +420
13 5,046 6,051 +1,005
14 6,646 6,413 -233
(Single-family dwellings/duplexes difference): +(6,313)
Totals: 230,237 236,600 +6,363

As shown on the table above one (1) multi-unit dwelling unit is eliminated as a duplex is
accommodated as unit 6. This adjustment is consistent with the CUP plan and layout.
The net increase in size, shown on Table 1 above, is 6,363 square feet. The table
above was created by using the square footage on the recorded declarations and the
drafted declarations submitted with this amendment. As indicated 2014 staff report, the
Deer Valley MPD did not allocate a maximum house size or a UE allocation for each
residential unit. The allocation was based on a density of fifty four (54) units. Staff does
not find issues with the expansion of 6,363 square feet as the density remains the
same. The requested Condominium Amendment does not change parking and/or
lockout unit requirements.

During the original approved 2010 CUP and its Arbocare tree agreement, all significant
vegetation was identified and there were specific conditions approved and agreed upon.
These parameters included that if a trees of a specific category were to be removed
from the site, a ratio of tree replacement depending on the category of the tree, would
need to be re-plated. This parameter would continue to apply with this proposed Plat
Amendment.

Open Space issues addressed by 2010 Quasi-Judicial Appeal of CUP Application
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Under the Deer Valley Resort Master Plan Development (MPD) the North Silver Lake
Subdivision Lot 2B is permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,552 square feet
of commercial and support space. The Deer Valley MPD requires that all developments
are subject to the conditions and requirements of the Park City Design Guidelines, the
Deer Valley Design Guidelines, and the conditional use review of LMC Section 15-1-10.

The original CUP application was before Planning Commission several times and
approved in July 2009. That CUP was appealed. The City Council reviewed the appeal
in October/November 2009 and remanded it to the Planning Commission with specific
items included in the Order to be addressed. The Planning Commission reviewed the
remand during several Planning Commission work sessions and meetings in 2009 and
2010 to address the Order and findings of the City Council. The Planning Commission
approved the revised CUP on April 28, 2010.

That approval was appealed by two separate parties. The City Council reviewed the
appeal June 24, 2010. At that hearing, the Council reviewed the open space issue and
found that the sixty percent (60%) open space requirement for the project has been
met. The open space of the current design is 70.6%. When the Open Space was
calculated, the internal area, within the perimeter of the property was not utilized for the
calculation as it was expected for some areas to change in the future. Staff does not
find any discrepancies with the possible footprint amendment herein regarding open
space calculations.

Condominium Plat

LMC § 15-4-12 indicates that existing structures shall not be converted to condominium
ownership without first receiving the review and recommendation of the Planning,
Engineering and Building Departments, City Attorney, and Record of Survey plat
approval from the City. Furthermore, required public improvements and landscaping
shall be completed at the time of conversion or security provided to ensure completion
as provided by ordinance. The structure must be brought into substantial compliance
with the Building code as a condition precedent to plat approval.

These structures are in the process of being built. Several building permits have been
issued since the last Condominium Plat was approved and recorded in May 2014. The
applicant is actively working on the project. The structures are to be built per current
building codes. Staff finds good cause for this Condominium Plat Amendment as the
development will be in compliance with the approved CUP for the development.

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 staff review meeting. No further
issues were brought up at that time.
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Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record.

Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.

Process

The approval of this condominium record of survey application by the City Council
constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC
15-1-18.

Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may forward positive recommendation to the City
Council for the Stein Eriksen Residences Condominiums Plat amending the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat as conditioned or amended; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the Stein Eriksen Residences Condominiums Plat amending the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat and direct staff to make Findings for this
decision; or

e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on Stein Eriksen
Residences Condominiums Plat amending the North Silver Lake Condominium
Plat.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant impacts on the City from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The current Condominium Plat would govern what could be built. The property owner
would not be able to accommodate market demand and buyer request revisions.

Recommendation

Staffs recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Stein
Eriksen Residences Condominium Plat amending North Silver Lake Condominium Plat
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.

Exhibits
Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance with Proposed Condominium Record of Survey
Exhibit B — Project Description
Exhibit C — 08 May 2014 City Council Staff Report
Sub Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance with Proposed Condominium ROS
Sub Exhibit B — Project Description
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Sub Exhibit C — North Silver Lake Subdivision (1993)
Sub Exhibit D — Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision (1997)
Sub Exhibit E — North Silver Lake Record of Survey Plat (2005)
Sub Exhibit F — Planning Commission Action Letter dated March 4, 2014
Sub Exhibit G — Public Comments
Sub Exhibit H — Master Site Plan, Open Space
Sub Exhibit | — 2009 Fog Study
Exhibit D — 08 May 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes
Exhibit E — 09 April 2014 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Exhibit F — Draft Condominium Declarations Second Amendment
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Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance with Condominium Plat
Ordinance No. 15-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE STEIN ERIKSEN RESIDENCES CONDOMINIUM
PLAT AMENDING THE NORTH SILVER LAKE CONDOMINIUM PLAT LOCATED AT
7101 STEIN CIRCLE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Stein Eriksen Residences
Condominium Plat amending the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat, located at 7101
Stein Circle have petitioned the City Council for approval of an amended and restated
condominium record of survey plat; and

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 13, 2015, May
27, 2015, and June 10, 2015 to receive input on the North Silver Lake Condominium
Record of Survey Plat record of survey plat;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on June 10, 2015, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council;

WHEREAS, the City Council on June 25, 2015 conducted a public hearing to receive
input on the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the North Silver
Lake Condominium Plat.

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. North Silver Lake Condominium 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 site is located at 7101 Stein Circle in Deer Valley.
2. The site is located in the Residential Development (RD) District.
3. The proposed Condominium Plat amends building envelopes and interiors from
the existing plat approved by the City Council on May 08, 2014.
4. The proposed Condominium Plat Amendment adjusts the platted condominium
units, common area, and limited common area for the development.
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5. The proposed plat identifies the private, limited common, support limited common
and facilities, and common areas.

6. The current Condominium Plat consists of twelve (12) single-family dwellings,
one (1) duplex dwellings with two (2) units, forty (40) multi-unit dwellings, two (2)
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as common areas),
three (3) support commercial units, and corresponding common areas and
facilities, limited common areas and facilities, support unit, and commercial units.

7. The Condominium Plat approved in 2014 was consistent with the 2010 approved
Conditional Use Permit containing 54 units.

8. The proposed Condominium Plat consists of eleven (11) single-family dwellings,
two (2) duplex dwellings with two (2) units each, thirty-nine (39) multi-unit
dwellings, two (2) American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as
common areas), three (3) support commercial units, and corresponding common
areas and facilities, limited common areas and facilities, support unit, and
commercial units.

9. The proposed Condominium Plat Amendment is consistent with the 2010
approved Conditional Use Permit containing 54 units.

10. Even though the number of detached structures and multi-unit dwelling is
changing from the Condo Plat, the density remains the same at 54 units as
specified in the Deer Valley Master Plan.

11.The massing remains in substantial compliance with the 2010 CUP approval due
to the shift in size from the units that will be modified from a single-family dwelling
into a duplex and the changes from the multi-unit dwelling being affected that
does not increase additional building footprint but completely interior changes.

12.The original CUP does not have to be re-reviewed as the proposal complies with
the approved CUP. The density of 54 units still remains the same.

13.The size of the private units within the single-family, duplex, and multi-unit
dwelling ranges from 1,997 - 8,686 square feet.

14.0ne (1) multi-unit dwelling unit is eliminated as a duplex is accommodated as
unit 6.

15.This adjustment is consistent with the 2010 CUP plan and layout.

16.The net increase in size is 6,363 square feet.

17.The Deer Valley MPD did not allocate a maximum house size or a UE allocation
for each residential unit.

18.The Deer Valley MPD density allocation was based on a density of fifty four (54)
units.

19. Several building permits have been issued since the last Condominium Plat was
approved and recorded in May 2014.

20.The applicant is actively working on the project.

21. All findings in the analysis section of the staff report are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this Condominium Plat amendment.
2. The Condominium Plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium record of
survey plats.
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3.

4.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium record of survey plat.

Approval of the condominium plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated
below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of
Park City.

The condominium plat amendment is consistent with the approved North Silver
Lake Conditional Use Permit.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the condominium record of survey plat for compliance with State law,
the Land Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation
of the plat.

The applicant will record the 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 complete application
requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an
extension is granted by the City Council.

A note shall be added to the plat referencing that the conditions of approval of
the Deer Valley MPD and the 2010 North Silver Lake CUP apply to this plat
amendment.

All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 1, 2011 order on the
Conditional Use appeal shall continue to apply.

All conditions of approval of the Planning Commission's February 26, 2014 action
modifying the CUP to allow Lockout Units shall continue to apply.

All conditions of approval of the City Council’'s May 08, 2014 approval of the
North Silver Lake Condominium Plat shall continue to apply.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2015.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit B — Project Description ;-

North Silverlake Plat Map Amendment
Description of Request/Change:

Due to market demand and buyer request revisions, building
envelopes and condo interiors have been adjusted from the existing
plat. The building areas are maintained within the CUP approved
square footage and exterior envelope revisions are minor. Each
floor plan and envelope area has been reviewed through the Park
City Building Department and planning department to ensure
revisions are within the 2010 approval and then granted permit to
proceed with construction.

RECEIVED
FEB 0 4 2015

PA
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Exhibit C — 08 May 2014 City Council Staff Report

City Council m
Staff Report w

Project Number: PL-14-02225 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Subject: North Silver Lake Condominium Plat

Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner

Date: May 8, 2014

Type of Item: Administrative — Condominium Record of Survey

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the a
Condominium Record of Survey for the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat based on
the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft
ordinance.

Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
City Council, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but should
make its decisions independently.

Description

Applicant: SR Silver Lake LLC represented by Rich Lichtenstein

Location: 7101 Silver Lake Drive
Lot 2B Subdivision of Lot 2 North Silver Lake

Zoning: Residential Development (RD) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Ski resort and residential

Reason for Review: Condominium Record of Survey Plats are required to be
reviewed by the Planning Commission and reviewed and
approved by the City Council

Proposal

Under the Deer Valley Resort Master Plan, the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot 2B is
permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,525 square feet of commercial/support
space. In 2010, the Park City Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) for the development consisting of fifty four (54) private total units: sixteen (16)
detached single family dwellings/duplexes and four (4) condominium buildings
containing thirty eight (38) private dwelling units. The applicant requests the approval of
their proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat which is consistent with the
approved CUP (2010).

Background
On January 10, 2014, a complete application was submitted to the Planning Department

requesting approval of the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat located at 7101 Silver
Lake Drive in Deer Valley. The site is located in the Residential Development (RD)
District. The proposed Record of Survey identifies private and common space and
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allows the applicant to sell the units. On March 14, 2014, the application was revised to
include twelve (12) stand-alone single family dwelling units and (1) stand-alone duplex
dwelling (containing 2 units) and forty (40) units within the main four (4) condominium
buildings (the footprint of the main buildings will not change) instead of the original ten
(10) stand-alone single family dwelling units and three (3) stand-alone duplex
(containing 2 units each) dwellings equating to sixteen (16) units and thirty eight (38)
units within the main four (4) condominium buildings.

A subdivision plat, known as the North Silver Lake Subdivision, was recorded in 1993.
The subdivision created two (2) lots of record. According to this subdivision, Lot 2 was
contemplated for further subdivision and future development. The Lot 2 North Silver
Lake Subdivision was recorded in 1997. This subdivision further amended Lot 2 into
four (4) separate Lots A - D. In 2005, the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey
Plat was recorded. That Plat subdivided Lot 2B into six (6) units and it identified
convertible land for future development of the remaining land.

At this time, the applicant requests to replace the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of
Survey Plat (2005) with the proposed North Silver Lake Condominium Plat. The
proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat identifies private, limited common,
common areas, etc., within the project. All buildings are fully depicted. The current
recorded plat, North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat (2005), will be retired
when this one is recorded.

This Condominium Plat was originally noticed for the February 12, 2014, Planning
Commission meeting. Due to a personal matter, which required the absence of the
project planner, the applicant requested the Planning Commission continue the Condo
Plat and a request for a Condition Use Permit modification for Lockout Units to the
following Planning Commission meeting on February 26.

On February 26, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the applicant’s request of
thirty eight (38) Nightly Rental Lockout Units modifying the Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) approved by the City in 2010. The modified CUP is subject to the findings of
fact, conclusion of law, and conditions of approval of the Planning Commission action
letter dated March 3, 2014. See Exhibit F.

During the February 26, 2014, meeting the applicant and a group of neighbors
stipulated to specific conditions of approval that were approved by the Planning
Commission and reflected on the March 3, 2014, Planning Commission action letter.
Since then, the applicant and the same group of neighbors have also stipulated to
certain conditions related to this Condo Plat application, which have been incorporated
as specific provisions within the CC&Rs and updated by the applicant and would be
recorded concurrently with the proposed Condo Plat. This item was continued to the
April 9, 2014, Planning Commission meeting at the request of the applicant and
neighbors.
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During the April 9, 2014, Planning Commission meeting the Commission forwarded a
positive recommendation to City Council. The recommendation consisted of a
unanimous vote.

Open Space issues addressed by 2010 Quasi-Judicial Appeal of CUP Application
Under the Deer Valley Resort Master Plan Development (MPD), the North Silver Lake
Subdivision Lot 2B is permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,525 square feet
of commercial and support space. The Deer Valley MPD requires that all developments
are subject to the conditions and requirements of the Park City Design Guidelines, the
Deer Valley Design Guidelines, and the conditional use review of LMC Section 15-1-10.

The original CUP application was before Planning Commission several times and
approved in July 2009. That CUP was appealed. The City Council reviewed the appeal
in October/November 2009 and remanded it to the Planning Commission with specific
items included in the Order to be addressed.

The Planning Commission reviewed the remand during several Planning Commission
work sessions and meetings in 2009 and 2010 to address the Order and findings of the
City Council. The Planning Commission approved the revised CUP on April 28, 2010.

That approval was appealed by two separate parties, Eric Lee and Lisa Wilson. The
City Council reviewed the appeal June 24, 2010. At that hearing, the Council reviewed
the open space issue and found that the sixty percent open space requirement for the
project has been met. The open space of the current design is 70.6%. Within the Deer
Valley MPD, the applicant is allowed to utilize the open space of lot 2D toward the total
open space calculation for the project. The specific findings regarding this issue found
in the July 1, 2010, order state:

8. Within the Deer Valley MPD development parcels exhibit there is a note for
the NSL Subdivision Lot 2D Open Space stating “This parcel has been platted
as open space, with the open space applying to the open space requirement of
Lot 2B.” Lot 2D is 4.03 acres in size.

9. Within the original North Silver Lake Subdivision, the Bellemont subdivision
was allowed to also utilize Lot 2B towards the 60% open space requirement.
The Bellemont Subdivision utilized ¥4 acre of the Lot 2B parcel to comply with
the open space requirement. [sic — this should have read Lot 2D]

10. The current application site plan contains 70.6% of open space on the site
including the remainder 3.78 acres of open space on Lot 2D.

On July 1, 2010, the City Council ratified their decision on the appeal and modified the

Planning Commission Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Conditions of Approval and
Order with minor corrections to the findings and conditions.
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Under the current application, Staff received public comments regarding open space
miscalculations which had already been addressed in the July 1, 2010, City Council
order. All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 1, 2010, order shall continue
to apply under this approval.

The applicant has submitted a master site plans showing the open space which
calculated to the 70%. See Exhibit H.

District Purpose
The purpose of the Residential Development (RD) 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.

Analysis
The proposed Condominium Record of Survey memorializes condominium units,

common area, and limited common area for the development. The proposed plat
identifies the private area, limited common area, support limited common area and
facilities, and common area that allows the units to be sold individually.

The proposed Condominium Record of Survey consists of twelve (12) single-family
dwellings; one (1) duplex dwellings with two (2) units, forty (40) multi-unit dwellings, two
(2) American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as common areas),
three (3) support commercial units, and corresponding common areas and facilities,
limited common areas and facilities, support unit, and commercial units. The boundary
lines of each private unit are set forth on the proposed plat.

The size of the private units within the multi-unit dwelling ranges from 2,007 — 7,075
square feet. The size of the stand alone units as the single family dwellings and duplex
range from 5,046 — 8,591 square feet. See table below showing the dwelling type,
private square footage, and number of floors of units 1-14:

Unit# | Dwelling type | Private square footage | Number of floors
1 SFD 6,505 4
2 SFD 5,851 4
3 Duplex 5,824 3
4 Duplex 5,824 3
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5 SFD 6,559 3
6 SFD 8,589 3
7 SFD 6,529 3
8 SFD 8,591 3
9 SFD 6,296 3
10 SFD 6,180 4
11 SFD 6,706 4
12 SFD 6,431 5
13 SFD 5,046 3
14 SFD 6,646 3

The Record of Survey includes: limited common areas consisting of decks, roofs,
driveways, etc.; support limited common areas and facilities consisting of the private
road, patio, exercise area, lockers, swimming pool, lobby, lounge, etc.; support unit
consisting of the lobby; and the three (3) support commercial units identified as:

e Unit C-1: ski rentals, 817 square feet
e Unit C-2: spa, 852 square feet
e Unit C-3: dining area, 3,244 square feet

These support commercial areas mentioned above and all of the other amenities
identified on the plat are for the exclusive use of the unit owners and their visitors, e.g.
the only patrons allowed to use the spa, lockers, and the dining areas, are patrons
staying at the development through the ownership or possible rental of the private units
onsite. The Deer Valley Master Planned Development allocated 14,525 square feet of
commercial/support commercial for the Silver Lake Community. Per the 2010 approved
CUP, the applicant requested to accommodate 5,140 square feet of support commercial
space. At this time the updated CUP plans and Record of Survey indicates a combined
support commercial area of 4,913 square feet.

Staff finds good cause for this Condominium Record of Survey as it reflects the
approved CUP for the development.

Height of the single family dwellings and duplexes

After reviewing the previous staff reports and minutes, staff identified that the single
family and duplex dwellings along the periphery of the site are substantially beneath the
allowed height of 45 feet. The applicant’s representative indicated that their proposal
was designed to put all the units on the perimeter of the project at 33 feet maximum
height. The larger buildings in the center are designed at 50 feet. This is reflected on
the August 13, 2008, Planning Commission staff report and meeting minutes.

During the October 22, 2008, Planning Commission meeting it was indicated that the
homes on the perimeter were designed to be 33 feet above grade from natural grade;
two units on steep grade. It was also noted that there are units where the buildings
would be between 33 and 40 feet tall to create variation in the roof forms. These homes
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create a scale more compatible to the surrounding single family homes than the four
centralized condominiums.

During the February 25, 2009, Planning Commission the applicant’s architect reviewed
a fog study and talked about the massing of the project. It was stated that the
applicants took it upon themselves to apply a 33 foot height limit. That same staff report
indicated the following:

Height limitation: As previously mentioned, the applicant has self-imposed a 33
foot height limitation for the periphery detached homes in an effort to create
compatibility with the adjacent projects. The larger stacked flat condominiums are
50 feet in height. They are located within the center of the project and to the
north adjacent to open space. The new location of the larger buildings creates
less impact on the adjacent neighbors and less impermeable surface area than
the previous site plans.

During the May 27, 2009, Planning Commission, Planner Cattan reported that part of
the master plan is a 45 foot height limit with an additional five feet for pitched roofs. She
presented a display showing a 33 foot cloud over existing grade and noted that the
applicant has self-imposed a 33 foot height limitation around the periphery. The project
is above 33 feet in the central four units and in small portions around the periphery. For
the most part they stayed under the self-imposed 33 foot height limit. The allowed
height is 45 feet maximum. The Planning Commission commended the applicant on the
effort put forth to reduce heights along the periphery to match the adjacent zone height
of 33 feet above existing grade. The same was discussed during the July 08, 2009,
Planning Commission meeting and the November 12, 2012, City Council meeting.
Exhibit G — 2009 Fog Study was presented to the Planning Commission during the May
27, 2009, Planning Commission meeting.

On March 14, 2014, the applicant submitted a schematic site, floor, and elevation plans
to reflect the 33 foot limit for the purpose of comparing the various plans, fog studies,
etc., similar to the one above to ensure that the height of all structures matched what
the City approved. This includes the self-imposed height condition of the single family
dwellings and duplexes as the CUP was approved with this understanding. The
proposed Record of Survey shall indicate the appropriate heights per the previous
minutes, staff reports, and submitted exhibits reflect such self-imposed regulation. On
May 1, 2014, the applicant updated the schematic plans submitted on March 14. Staff
has identified that the structures are in substantial compliance with the 2009 fog study.
Staff recommends that the City Council add a condition of approval indicating that the
proposed Record of Survey shall indicate the appropriate heights per the previous
minutes, staff reports, and submitted exhibits reflect such self-imposed regulation.

Density
The 2010 approved CUP include the fifty-four (54) units in the form of sixteen (16)

single family dwellings/duplex and thirty eight (38) units within the multi-unit dwellings.
The applicant with the agreement from a group of neighbors is shifting that density
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slightly and requesting to plat twelve (12) single family dwellings, one duplex with two
(2) units, totaling fourteen (14) dwelling units and forty (40) units within the same multi-
unit dwelling. The footprint and size of the multi-unit dwelling is not expanding. The
applicant requests to add the two (2) units from the single family dwelling/duplex pool.
Staff does not find any detrimental impacts with this modification as the plat will still be
in substantial compliance with the 2010 CUP, the size of the multi-unit dwelling is not
expanding, and the overall density will remain at fifty-four (54) units.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental staff review meeting. No further
issues were brought up at that time.

Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record.

Public Input
Lisa Wilson has submitted comments in opposition of the condominium plat. See

Exhibit G — Public Comments.

Process

The approval of this condominium record of survey application by the City Council
constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC
15-1-18.

Alternatives

e The City Council may approve the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat as
conditioned or amended; or

e The City Council may deny the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat and direct
staff to make Findings for this decision; or

e The City Council may continue the discussion on North Silver Lake Condominium
Plat; or

e The City Council may remand the item back to the Planning Commission for
specific discussion on topics and/or findings.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant impacts on the City from this application.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The Condominium Record of Survey would not reflect the approved 2010 CUP
development. The owner would not be able to sell private units.

Recommendation
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the a
Condominium Record of Survey for the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat based on
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the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft
ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance with Proposed Condominium Record of Survey
Exhibit B — Project Description

Exhibit C — North Silver Lake Subdivision (1993)

Exhibit D — Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision (1997)

Exhibit E — North Silver Lake Record of Survey Plat (2005)

Exhibit F — Planning Commission Action Letter dated March 4, 2014

Exhibit G — Public Comments

Exhibit H — Master Site Plan, Open Space

Exhibit | — 2009 Fog Study
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Sub
Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance with Condominium Record of Survey

Ordinance No. 14-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE NORTH SILVER LAKE CONDOMINIUM PLAT
LOCATED AT 7101 SILVER LAKE DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the North Silver Lake
Condominium Record of Survey Plat, located at 7101 Silver Lake Drive have petitioned
the City Council for approval of an amended and restated condominium record of
survey plat; and

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 12, 2014,
February 26, 2014, and April 9, 2014 to receive input on the North Silver Lake
Condominium Record of Survey Plat record of survey plat;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 9, 2014, forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council;

WHEREAS, the City Council on May 8, 2014 conducted a public hearing to receive
input on the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the North Silver
Lake Condominium Plat.

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. North Silver Lake Condominium 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 site is located at 7101 Silver Lake Drive.

2. The site is located in the Residential Development (RD) District.

3. A subdivision plat, known as the North Silver Lake Subdivision, was recorded in
1993. The subdivision created two (2) lots of record. According to this
subdivision, Lot 2 was contemplated for further subdivision and future
development.

4. Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision was recorded in 1997. This subdivision
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further amended Lot 2 into four (4) separate lots. This record of survey plat is
development of Lot 2B of the Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision plat.

5. In 2005 the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat was recorded. This
Plat subdivided Lot 2B into six (6) condominium units and identified convertible
land

6. At this time the applicant requests to replace the North Silver Lake Lodge Record
of Survey Plat (2005) with the proposed Record of Survey. Upon recordation of
this current condominium plat, the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey plat
(2005) shall be retired.

7. The proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat identifies private, limited
common, common areas, etc., within the project.

8. Under the Deer Valley Resort Master Plan the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot
2B is permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,525 square feet of
commercial and support space.

9. In 2010 the Park City Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) for the development consisting of fifty four (54) private total units.

10.The proposed Condominium Record of Survey Plat amends Lot 2B of North
Silver Lake Subdivision.

11.The boundary lines of each private unit are set forth on the proposed plat. The
proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat consists of twelve (12) single-
family dwellings, one (1) duplex unit, forty (40) multi-unit dwellings, two (2)
American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as common areas),
three (3) commercial units, and corresponding common areas and facilities,
limited common areas and facilities, support unit, and commercial units.

12.The support commercial areas mentioned above and all of the other amenities
identified on the plat are for the exclusive use of the unit owners and their
visitors, e.g. the only patrons allowed to use the spa, lockers, and the dining
areas, are patrons staying at the development through the ownership or possible
rental of the private units.

13.The Deer Valley Master Planned Development allocated 14,525 square feet of
commercial/support commercial for the Silver Lake Community.

14.The 2010 approved CUP accommodated 5,140 square feet of support
commercial space.

15. At this time the updated CUP plans and this Record of Survey indicates a
combined area of 4,913 square feet of support commercial.

16. All findings in the analysis section of the staff report are incorporated herein.

17.The 2010 approved CUP include the fifty-four (54) units in the form of sixteen
(16) single family dwellings and 38 units within the multi-unit dwellings.

18. Currently the applicant is requesting to plat twelve (12) single family dwellings,
one duplex with two (2) units, totaling fourteen (14) dwelling units and forty (40)
units within the same multi-unit dwelling.

19.The size of the multi-unit dwelling footprint is not expanding. The overall density
is not increasing as the applicant requests to add the two (2) units from the single
family dwelling/duplex pool.

20.The condominium record of survey plat is in substantial compliance with the 2010
CUP. The size of the multi-unit dwelling is not expanding, and the overall density
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will remain at fifty-four (54) units.

Conclusions of Law:

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

There is good cause for this Condominium Record of Survey.

The Condominium Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium record of
survey plats.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium record of survey plat.

Approval of the condominium record of survey plat, subject to the conditions
stated below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the
citizens of Park City.

The condominium record of survey plat is consistent with the approved North
Silver Lake Conditional Use Permit.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the condominium record of survey plat for compliance with State law,
the Land Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation
of the plat.

. The applicant will record the 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 complete application
requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an
extension is granted by the City Council.

A note shall be added to the plat referencing that the conditions of approval of
the Deer Valley MPD and the 2010 North Silver Lake CUP apply to this plat.

The applicant shall be responsible of filing the proper documentation with Summit
County to retire the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat recorded in
2005 prior to recordation of this plat.

All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 1, 2011 order on the
Conditional Use appeal shall continue to apply.

All conditions of approval of the Planning Commission's February 26, 2014 action
modifying the CUP to allow Lockout Units shall continue to apply.

The proposed Record of Survey shall indicate the appropriate heights per the
previous minutes, staff reports, and submitted exhibits reflect such self-imposed
regulation.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2014.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
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Exhibit B — Project Descriptipn (

PROJECT AND PLAT DESCRIPTION
North Silver Lake Condominiums

This is an application for the approval of a condominium plat for North Silver Lake
Condominiums.

Lot 2B of the North Silver Lake subdivision was originally created pursuant to the plat entitled
“Subdivision of Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision”, which was recorded on September 18,
1997, The plat submitted with this application is a further subdivision of Lot 2B, in accordance
with the terms and conditions of a Conditional Use Permit approved on July 1, 2010 (“CUP”).
The CUP authorized the development on this property of 54 units, consisting of 16 single-family
homes (in detached or duplex configurations) and four stacked condominium buildings
containing 38 additional residential condominium units. The stacked condominium buildings
also include 3 commercial condominium units and 1 support condominium unit.

This plat divides the property into 54 condominium units and common areas including: (i) 4
single family units, (ii) 3 duplex buildings each with 2 units, (iii) 6 units currently shown as 2-
dimensional lots that will be amended later to depict the 3-dimensional unit locations, (iv) 38
stacked flats in 2 buildings (North Lodge Building and South Lodge Building), and (v) a private
road that is part of the common area. The condominium buildings have been designed to be
consistent with the project plans submitted with, and approved as part of, the 2010 CUP,

Lot 2B is currently encumbered by a Record of Survey Plat for North Silver Lake Lodge that
was recorded on April 19, 2005. That plat will be terminated of record immediately prior to the
recordation of the condominium plat submitted with this application.

JAN

eseniden

{1 20t
DMWEST #10427757 v1
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Exhibit C — North Silver Lake Subdivision (1993)
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Exhibit D — Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision (1997)
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Exhibit E — North Silver Lake Record of Survey Plat (2005)

Tal o

owrs
b
VICINITY MAP™

(RO \OEATIN)

2t é22

MALLEMONT AT DEXR VALLKY
RNTRE W T

o3
e T e

LEGEND

AEHE MMM (41 D}
A ATPITT s

TN M ANt A ()

T

NG T
ARECOHE BEATAS A
ow »Gr

SET ST AR A ()

[ ET—

| [ UAAEL SO ANTA AN FAGLITY YR T WENETTT A WP | ) &

:l awr s

ZHOT | wwIes A e S0n Lond DALY [ b ORI Ln. LR

22 J

-:'\\-&

FIRIT AMENONG
FHASY ONE DELLEVUIE
XY VL

b ]
T35 A AL SLBAM

1A uu.u.uaw_w OF CSHOTMWNIOM AND A AP
PURPOSE TF THE DHALE OF INDWOUAL UNITE WitHI 1Me w:nuu‘umr LOTS SHOWN

X TENSON
AMATION RSTRICT WTH THE
m:nm'm LIES T EACH T OF 101 w1 BE ’

FHASK 1 HELLEEY |
ANTRY - gy

AMENDED LOT 28
CONV ERTIBLE LAND
4,21 56 FT
501 ACRES

7101

o ABETROL 1O,
et tig

BELLEAKION AT DEKEN VALLEY
BT M Wi

ADDITIONAL NOTES

RECORD OF SUNVEY OF WO B BEOURED 1R THE |
HEWE O !

AREDNON | (LEA] WAL B2 WECUDED 10 BE TULED WIH 2 SNYDERVILLE BASH WATER
DEVELOPWIENT (o lu;"\l UMIT OF (OT SHOWN «EREON. EXTENDON OF MAN |

SLA-D0T MCESS AND

ulbl!l

oTEr . emiTh

Manth XIL'lK Mll
za

. 100 PN nmuc NN EXCLUSIVE

f SNOWSTORACE. DRAL

UTILITY KASEMEN

IVACE ANB puBLi

SHEET | OF 1

WAL " . W

STH4SSCL
wur
~\“ i
~

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

|, Bt D Amidd, § Frofeisnd |0, Sursemr o Sal Lide Chmgh UNaN, Moy Leeha de
ABTO0T ax presbwd by T4 Aws o the State oF Ut Ty eArMTy TRaY | e, Syt the Solb
Lotk County, Utos Wach uf kosd st hiscaan, the svTernal boundaes A shileh 10 dostitad o whoen

L rtioer sty Biol (v smbwante creyhms shown o i Fessie of Srrwy Mot o lecabed 3y sdticatsd ol
s slliean| Lo rsdty seloce S peesiotli this Suryey. Yol the nferristion dnewi e i aulicient fe

Arcolely obtt: the Jatarol boundarlen uf tha stivw deuic@ud Trocl, cod W the Lukgiy omited i T be
A1 o0 bt Gdcll IPA Ut Wlarmalier wnaah Simdin. A TG e axirotely, slabiLh 169 asiiansl

M TR B ls U S B The Ditd 10ated 3 10 D KCOLe B0 WeR (feck, 0Ad hal e »i:uu at
vy Wiy comyten wilk Uis provekns o Section: 67 <8-1303 ol the Ul Conogminm (meribe Ack, Ul
Codn Armokotes Soctions 5781, Iviaigh 57834 fape 2001

Briumr 0, - Arnedgh
POIMAS

LEGAL_DESCRIPTION
A¥ <t Lol T8, Sunde o 4 T HOIH SLEE LAKE SUBDIVSION. scoasig e (he efiid plet Inpr)
roooded Scptember W, 1007 dx Cntry Moo 487578 9l Ui oiboa swqecde o= e offkw f v Summil
Couinty Deconder. Bzem M SO0 (0 I3=NNGHE 10 M1 i <f) SR SUBSVEIOn OF L) 3, Nt Sive
Ve Sl

Tentiniog SR oo mere o loe

OWNER'S_CERTIFICATE

AROW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENT ot NORTH SIRVER (AKE, LLC, Me woguwmagiod ownwin] of the
ienarbed froct of Mnd do Mereny Senment Yo the recirsabion ol s RECOMD OF SRVEC of 6T
FLYER LAVY LODGE. A Uloh Expinectie nnd Cemwrilda Condonwisen Frojet

Vistnar, Ay wkner doas Hacaty Uravesmsiy GMet 1 descalios 18 1 P Gy Uincips © porntien,
My St Hesnan Wl Swshamutlon Diiat und Eaw Cliy Fre Prataclion DIRINe), s nan wisusie
st mie (hy Gty eocrments, ingl ssmementy, public ond priwile e seemenis sheim on- (i
01 12 IAA Papase S DroNSn Soms N LAY SUMILL, TN EAONEh, LSh DAL W eRAIUY RN ANAL
wct e Aol soman Ly W Geneeil gk, 0 oxnsebeate Al Sreccstle el wl tedesten

i witiess SHaLL The sOSABGNED Tk 46t I8 Tend ao WieESgny of M___, Rt
NORTH HLVER LAVE, LLE 3 Uksh Umited Listiily Cermpony.

By TMOm Amate LG, 08 Manegng Membive

7 137

Ihe maprity Mamnensvg, wiemin

By Vo £ Sovihes, 7

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
weowmiess wimeee wae _ Val T Sethunk
ary thareunto by qutaritM,

Ny cmpad thik malnamant 10 D o lm Ty AN Mo
e a3 oy l!\pql A (308,

ators off| ek | ek Sl ek LLE

Lhrtlwal ity Eartipihy
jo-

iy —Nal % Seul

Cnnly i Ot whhaorek
2005, pav ey exgennd belsre e

who, bwog Wy ma doly amern, dnt
acknoRace 1o I 1hal I W |epreasiting thw tag ity Uemhaehé infareats of Nk Sk
Loke, LG il Liaulily Crampeny. an 1Y ibe wiINn and Peegang H3iimm| ess

simed I Bl ot =id. isimgay By ulhvridy of e Krtictes of Qromvziiicn: an asd
._UAL_LEM AGanIadge 14 mw ThAL ST Comgan g wiautnd The site
Mpjery Euile
Rewdeg ol _w..‘::. \é—ﬁ‘\ SO
Wy weninimin v Oekeléa 18 d008

NOTES

A THL DUUNTARIES €F THE UNITSE ICLFRESENRT INE BOUNDARIES WITIIN WHCH AL Mo s AND ASSDOATED)
BMEE 2, mn THE Acnm BALLUG FONTFRINTS. rm Trﬁ UGS ARE

O M. E,! gt -',.
2.

L R —

STABLIDIED, W ACCTRUANCE WITH THE RECORDED CETLARATHNY OF M ANG DECLARATION 5
MlMﬂ. &lm\'ﬁ(’h LY ISH‘M.‘\NS e e lﬂu.(\.l e l"lm 1 CORPIRATEN LV
AFPUCABLE TETERSULE SPACE PROVICHS OF THE W) LHm AMBAN (NTERFACK
ITY. BULDING COOE, Lurn OF DONS' i () SHALL

O O OETOND YL 1
THE UNIT BOUNDARY, ALL DTS SHALL (AYC A WOIED o #PROTECHON S
o Y.

WSTALLLD PROR. T T GRUARCE. 08 & CERTINICATE OF OCCLRAN:
2. UPOW COMPLETION OF THE ANIFS, THE TERM “usir™ ‘)W 'UMWMN’ SHALL WCLUDE INT KN TIRE
BUT NOF LMITEY 10, THE ROGF FALOCTMIES, POROHES M oEonS

Dweiy INCLUENG,
TRSLTHER Wl WORE YTy ):ﬂvu:L {rits TARY AW wu VAT um.uvf Bl SHALL NCLAITE.
e =L CAND (N OWELUING (5 LOCATED, ALL ARLAS L‘U‘d)‘ INE bwlu‘w‘ SHALL
a 'ﬂu COMMON \S 0% uunw COMMCH AEEAS. AT THE CASE MAY L. AS TETERMINDT WX 1ME

= A}l‘ ESTAHLIE
RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT
NORTH SILVER LAKE LODGE

A UTAH EXPANDABLE AND CONVERTIBLE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT

LOCATED IN THE WEST 1/2 OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH,
RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

CITY COUNCIL CITY ENGINEER

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

APORGVLT AND ACCERTED BY THE

SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER
RECLAMATION DISTRICT

APPROVAL AS TO_FORM

P s ° M A s PRESENTED 1O ‘THE PARK CITY COUNGL APPROVED ANO ACCEPTED BY THE AOPHOVED. AS T FoRM
3% maveor MARCY o5 DAY CATY ENGHEERNG DEPARTMEN | FARK. DT ELANNING COMUISSIN, KLVIEWED Ko CONCAVANCE 10, SINDERWALE BASY s 4T nav or _APRIL 2008
" ¢ county o Somwat

2 st St Pakosy, Sl 22 AT WacH BLAT WAS APPROVED fos AT oayor APEIL.  oves s 43 oaver Apel  wes WATER RECLAVATICN DISTRICT STANDAROS

i ik Chy Ui AT N 2260y RECORDED AWD FUED AT THE REQUEST OF
(80Y) T0-5717 {8061 7 00-3782 {FAM s — o DA OF « 2008 :

Lh %@ 7Y ‘e Time 5259 At 2
HES CITY ENGWEDR CAARMAN ¢ T Bar B QTN r"%é

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015

18

5

Page 195 of 723



fastorga
Typewritten Text
Sub

fastorga
Typewritten Text


Sub Exhibit F -

Planning Commission Action Letter dated March 4, 2014

04 March 2014

SR Silver Lake LLC

Daniel Gryczman

11990 San Vicente Blvd. Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90049

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Application #: PL-13-02034

Subject: North Silver Lake

Address: 7101 Silver Lake Drive

Description: Conditional Use Permit for Lockout Units (nightly rentals)
Action Taken: Approved

Date of Action: February 26, 2014

On February 26, 2014 the Planning Commission of Park City approved your request of
38 Lockout Units (nightly rentals) to be located within the Stein Eriksen Residences
formerly known as the North Silver Lake Development, located at 7101 Silver Lake
Drive. Your approval is subject to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusion of Law,
and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact

1.

2.

3.

The subject property is at 7101 North Silver Lake Drive, Lot 2B of the North
Silver Lake Subdivision.

The property is known as Stein Eriksen Residences, formerly known as North
Silver Lake Lodge

The proposed development is located within the Deer Valley Master Plan
Development.

Within the Deer Valley Master Plan, the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot 2B is
permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,552 square feet of commercial
and support space.

In 2010 the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
consisting of fifty four (54) total units; sixteen (16) detached single family
dwellings/duplexes and four (4) condominium buildings containing thirty eight
(38) private units.

Plannin@ arbn@itysidivecipal Corptaziontd » 445 Marsac Av@eue » P.O. Box 1480 ¢ Park City, Utah 8406@gk4885 of 723
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NSL CUP Lockout Units
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6. The conditions of approval for the CUP reflect that lockout units were not
requested at that time, and would require Planning Commission approval, if
requested in the future.

7. At this time the applicant requests the use of thirty eight (38) Lockout Units to be
located in the four (4) stacked flats, condominium buildings and that nightly
rentals be permitted for the lockout units.

8. The original CUP application was before Planning Commission on five (5)
different occasions: August 13, 2008, October 22, 2008, February 25, 2009, May
27, 2009, and July 8, 2009. The Planning Commission approved the CUP on
July 8, 20009.

9. On July 17, 2009, the neighboring property owners submitted an appeal of the
CUP approval. The City Council reviewed the appeal on October 15, 2009 and
November 12, 2009. During the November 12, 2009 meeting, the City Council
remanded the CUP application to the Planning Commission with specific items to
be addressed.

10.The Planning Commission reviewed the remand during two (2) work sessions on
November 11, 2009 and January 13, 2010 and two (2) Planning Commission
regular agenda meetings on March 10, 2010 and April 28, 2010 to address
specific findings of the City Council. The Planning Commission approved the
revised CUP with a four to one (4 - 1) vote on April 28, 2010.

11.The April 28, 2010 CUP approval was appealed. The City Council reviewed the
appeals on June 24, 2010. All parties stipulated to additional condition of
approval #19 that “no lockouts are permitted within this approval”. The City
Council affirmed and denied in part the Planning Commission’s decision to
approve the North Silver Lake Lot 2B CUP. The City Council findings were
ratified on July 1, 2010.

12.The Land Management Code § 15-1-10(G) allows for two (2) extensions of an
approved CUP.

13.0n March 17, 2011, the Planning Department received a Request for Extension
of the Conditional Use Permit approval. On April 28, 2011, the Planning Director
approved the Extension of the Conditional Use Permit for an additional year as
conditioned.

14.The Planning Director’s approval of the extension was appealed on June 8,
2011. The Planning Commission reviewed the matter de novo and rendered a
decision to uphold the Planning Director’s decision and grant the extension of the
Conditional Use Permit to July 1, 2012.

15.0n June 20, 2011, the City Council received a written appeal of the Planning
Commission’s final action upholding the Planning Director’s decision to approve
an extension of the development.

16.0n July 21, 2011, the appeal was heard by the City Council, who held a quasi-
judicial hearing before voting unanimously to uphold the Planning Commission’s
decision to uphold the Planning Director’s issuance of an extension of time for
the July 1, 2010 Conditional Use Permit. Because the appeal to uphold the
Planning Director’s decision was decided on July 21, 2011, the extension of the
Conditional Use Permit was extended to July 21, 2012.

17.0n October 27, 2011, Staff received an application to extend the CUP for an
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additional year, and on January 11, 2012, the Planning Commission heard the
applicants request for an additional and final one-year extension from July 21,
2012 to July 21, 2013.

18.0n February 9, 2012, the City Council received a written appeal of the Planning
Commission’s final action of January 11, 2012, approving the request for the
one-year extension to July 21, 2013.

19.The second appeal of the second extension was originally scheduled for the
March 22, 2012 City Council meeting. The appellant was unable to make it to
the meeting due to an accident. The City Council voted to continue the item to
the April 5, 2012 City Council meeting and directed Staff not to accept any
additional materials from the appellant or the applicant.

20.0n April 5, 2012 the City Council conducted a public hearing and voted
unanimously to deny the appeal and approve the extension of the CUP and
upheld with the following conditions of approval:

a. All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 21, 2011 order
continue to apply.

b. This approval will expire July 21, 2013, 12 months from the first extension
of the CUP.

c. Approval is based on plans reviewed by the City Council on June 24,
2010. Building Permit plans must substantially comply with the reviewed
and approved plans. Any substantial deviation from this plan must be
reviewed by the Planning Commission.

21.In March 2013, the applicant received a building permit for the first single family
dwelling. This structure will be used as their model home.

22.The LMC defines a dwelling unit as a Building or portion thereof designed for Use
as the residence or sleeping place of one (1) or more Persons or families and
includes a Kitchen, but does not include a Hotel, Motel, Lodge, Nursing Home, or
Lockout Unit.

23.The LMC defines a Lockout Unit as an Area of a dwelling with separate exterior
Access and toilet facilities, but no Kitchen.

24.The requested use meets the LMC definition of a Lockout Unit, which is an area
of a dwelling unit and not a separate dwelling unit.

25. Staff does not consider the proposed use to be a hotel due to the specific
provision found in the Hotel definition which indicates that Lockout Units are not
Hotels.

26.The site will have accessory facilities in the development: a spa, ski rentals, and
a dining area that were shown on the approved 2010 CUP plans. The use of
these areas further reiterates that the use is not consistent with one of a hotel.
These areas are for the exclusive use of the unit owners and their visitors, e.g.
the only patrons allowed to use the spa, ski rentals, and the dining areas, are
patrons staying at the development through the ownership or possible rental of
the private units.

27.The proposal is in substantial compliance with the reviewed and approved CUP
plans as the Lockout Units are designed within the existing floor area of each unit
formerly reviewed and approved, located in the stacked flats.

28.No Lockout Units are being requested within the sixteen (16) single family
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dwellings/duplexes.

29.The number of Lockout Units within each unit range from one to three (1 - 3).

30.The floor plans have had minor alterations. The number of units has not
changed and the plans are in substantial compliance with the approved 2010
CUP plans.

31.The Planning Commission must review LMC § 15-1-10(E) when considering
whether or not the proposed conditional use mitigates impacts.

32.The proposed modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to size and location of the site which was not already
addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

33.Regarding traffic considerations including capacity of the existing streets in the
area, Staff received an updated Addendum to Traffic Impact Analysis prepared
by Riley Traffic Consultants, LLC, dated November 2013.

34.The updated 2013 traffic analysis indicates that under the maximum trip scenario
with all of the lockouts occupied, all traffic is still projected to function at LOS
(level of service) A, which is acceptable for a roadway of this classification.

35.The Applicant needs to work with the City Engineer to ensure proper site
distance per the 2009 Existing Traffic Counts and Traffic Projections which
indicates the following under Sight Distance conclusion and Recommendations
which indicates that special warning signage is recommended during the
construction period. Also mitigation for the limited sight distance could include a
warning sign, or clearing of the slope area across the street.

36.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to utility capacity, including storm water run-off which
has already been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

37.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to emergency vehicle access which has already
been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

38.Regarding location and amount of off-street parking, parking for all fifty four (54)
units must be provided within the North Silver Lake development.

39. According to the Deer Valley MPD off-street parking requirements shall be
determined in accordance with the LMC at the time of application for Conditional
Use approval.

40.The North Silver Lake development has a mix of single family dwellings/duplexes
and multi-unit dwellings. There is also support commercial space within the
project. No parking is required for the support commercial area.

41.The current LMC requires 1 parking space per dwelling unit if the apartment or
condominium is not greater than 1,000 sf floor area.

42.The current LMC requires 1.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit if the apartment or
condominium is greater than 1,000 sf and less than 2,000 sf floor area.

43.The current LMC requires 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit if the apartment or
condominium is 2,000 sf floor area of greater.

44.The required parking for the multi-unit dwellings is 76 parking spaces without any
parking reduction.

45.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to the internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation
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system which has already been addressed in the originally approved CUP
(2010).

46.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to fencing, screening and landscaping to separate
the use from adjoining uses which has already been addressed in the originally
approved CUP (2010).

47.The proposed modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to building mass, bulk, and orientation and the
location of buildings on the site, including orientation to buildings on adjoining lots
which has already been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

48.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to usable open space which has already been
addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010) and condition of approval no. 8.

49.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to signs and lighting which has already been
addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

50.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to physical design and compatibility with surrounding
structures in mass, scale, style, design, and architectural detailing which has
already been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

51.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical
factors that might affect people and property off-site which has already been
addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

52.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to control of delivery and service vehicles, loading
and unloading zones, and screening of trash and recycling pickup areas which
has already been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

53.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to expected ownership and management of the
project as primary residences, condominiums, time interval ownership, nightly
rental, or commercial tenancies, how the form of ownership affects taxing entities
which has already been addressed in the originally approved CUP (2010).

54.The proposed use modification, the requested Lockout Units, does not require
additional mitigation related to within and adjoining the site, environmental
sensitive lands, physical mine hazards, historic mine waste and Park City Soils
Ordinance, steep slopes, and appropriateness of the proposed structure to the
existing topography of the site which has already been addressed in the originally
approved CUP (2010).

Conclusions of Law

1. The application is consistent with the Deer Valley Master Planned Development
and the Park City Land Management Code, particularly section 15-1-10,
Conditional Use Permits.
The Use is compatible with surrounding structures in use and circulation.
The Use is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

w N
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4. The effects of any differences in Use or traffic have been mitigated through
careful planning.

Conditions of Approval

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 21, 2011 order shall continue
to apply.

3. Approval is based on plans reviewed by the City Council on June 24, 2010 and
the Planning Commission on December 11, 2013. Building Permit plans must
substantially comply with the reviewed and approved plans. Any substantial
deviation from this plan must be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

4. The applicant shall work with the City Engineer to ensure proper compliance with
the recommendations outlined in this staff report regarding site distance and
special warning signage during the construction period.

5. The maximum number of Lockout rooms permitted in the project is 38, all of
which shall be located in the units in the stacked condominium buildings as
determined by the Applicant. The condominium declaration for the project shall
contain a use restriction with this limitation, which use restriction shall not be
modified without the written consent of 67% of the owners of residences located
in the following adjacent subdivisions: (i) Evergreen; (i) Bellemont; (iii)
Bellearbor; (iv) Bellevue; and (v) Belleterre.

6. The project is approved as a Multi-Family Dwelling project and not as a Hotel,
and the inclusion of 38 Lockouts is deemed not to be a change in said Use. All
commercial and support units with appurtenant limited common areas shall be
restricted to the exclusive use of the owners of units and renters of units (or
Lockouts) currently in residence at the time of use, and their guests. No
advertising of the amenities to the public is permitted. The parking garage for the
stacked condominium buildings shall contain 80 spaces, and all parking access
for such buildings during the period in which Deer Valley Resort is open and
operating for public skiing each year shall be limited to valet parking at the main
porte cochere for the project. At all other times the parking garage may be
accessed only by on-site owners of units or renters of a unit or Lockout, and their
guests, as well as employees at the project, either by valet service or a
mechanized entry system.

7. Group events hosted in the common areas at the Project shall only be permitted
if all invited guests are staying at the Project or the host of the event owns a unit
at the Project. Such restriction, together with other reasonable restrictions on
event hours, use of amplified sound and other precautions typical of those found
in CC&Rs for other condominium projects in Deer Valley shall be included in the
condominium declaration.

8. The condominium declaration for the project shall prohibit construction of
Structures in the outdoor open space shown on the submitted plat for the project.

9. Applicant shall install a dimmer in the project monument sign to allow the
brightness to be reduced as appropriate for better compatibility with the
neighborhood.

10. The condominium declaration for the project shall contain the use restrictions
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described in conditions of approval 5-9.

Please be aware that the approval of a Conditional Use Permit by Park City in no way
exempts the property from complying with other requirements that may be in effect on
the property, and building permit regulations, as applicable. It is the responsibility of the
property owner to ensure compliance with these regulations.

As the applicant, this letter is intended as a courtesy to document the status of your
request. The official minutes from the Planning Commission are available in the
Planning Department.

If you have questions regarding your application or the action taken please don't
hesitate to contact me at 435-615-5064 or fastorga@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Francisco Astorga
City Planner
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Exhibit G- PUBLIC COMMENTS

Due to the size allowable on our website you may view Exhibit G here.
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Exhibit H — Master Site Plan, Open Space
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Exhibit | — 2009 Fog Study

Even though not required, perimeter
homes in Project are less than 33°-0” in
height (with a few minor exceptions) to
foster compatibility with the surrounding
communities.

G6T

Note: Homes 1 and 2 are measured from adjusted natural
grade due to grade alterations made to accommodate
Silver Dollar Ski Trail.

G GRADE
HEIGHT STUDY

NORTH SILVER LAKE LODGE

2009.05.13
17

Planning Commission Mdetiriy Jafe90, 2015 Page 265 of 328


fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text
Sub

fastorga
Typewritten Text


Exhibit D — 08 May 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes

1. Consideration of an Ordinance approving the re-establishment of Lots 30 and 31 of
Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision, located at 2519 and 2545 Lucky John Drive, Park
City, Utah City pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of
approval stated in the attached ordinance in a form approved by the City Attorney
continued from April 24, 2014.

Planner Alexander presented, with the applicant Steve Schuler, stating that the lots were
original combined in 1999 and now the owner wishes to divide the lots into two one acre
parcels.

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing.

Steve Swanson, representing the Holiday Ranch HOA, stated that they have a working
document with the owner and stated that the process has worked out ok. He stated that the
Holiday Ranch HOA is strong and will be here to stay. They work hard to create harmony in
their neighborhood.

Mayor Thomas closed the public hearing.

Council member Simpson moved to approve the re-establishment of Lots 30 and 31 of
Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision, located at 2519 and 2545 Lucky John Drive, Park City,
Utah City pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval
stated in the attached ordinance in a form approved by the City Attorney
Council member Henney seconded
Approved unanimously

2. Consideration of the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat located at 7101 Silver
Lake Drive, Record of Survey City pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law
and conditions of approval stated in the attached ordinance in a form approved by
the City Attorney continued from March 6, 2014

Mayor Thomas left the Council chambers. Planner Astorga presented the condominium plat for
the North Silver Lake Condominiums. Astorga informed the Council that condition of approval
number 7 has been met. Council member Beerman inquired about the difference between a
multi-family dwelling and hotel. Astorga stated that when the conditional use permit was
approved in 2010 the applicant was not looking at a lock out unit. In 2013 they decided to
modify the conditional use permit to allow lock outs. The intent is nightly rental but gives the
owner the option of living in the unit full-time and does not have public facilities for restaurants.

Mayor Pro Tem Simpson opened the public hearing.

Bob Dillon, representing the neighbors, stated that when the owner came forth with the lock out
the neighbors sat down with the developer and came to an agreement. He spoke to the details
of the agreement between the developer and neighbors stating that they are ok with the plat.

Mayor Pro Tem Simpson closed the public hearing

Council member Peek moved to approve the North Silver Lake Condominium Plat located
at 7101 Silver Lake Drive, Record of Survey City pursuant to the findings of fact,
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conclusions of law and conditions of approval stated in the attached ordinance in a form
approved by the City Attorney
Council member Beerman seconded
Approved unanimously

3. Consideration of the 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment, 901 and 907
Norfolk Avenue, Park City pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval stated in the attached ordinance in a form approved by the
City Attorney continued from April 17, 2014

Planner Alexander stated that the applicant is looking to reconfigure the lot lines from three lots
into two lots of record. She stated the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation.

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Mayor Thomas closed the
hearing. Council member Simpson thanked Alexander for an excellent staff report.

Council member Beerman moved to approve the 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat
Amendment, 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue, Park City pursuant to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval stated in the attached ordinance in a form
approved by the City Attorney
Council member Henney seconded
Approved unanimously

4. Consideration of approval of a subdivision plat for the Roundabout Subdivision
Record of Survey for 300 Deer Valley Loop, Park City pursuant to the findings of fact,
conclusions of law and conditions of approval stated in the attached ordinance in a
form approved by the City Attorney continued from April 24, 2014.

Planner Alexander stated that this is an application to amend the current subdivision plat. The
request is to remove the lot line in order to create one lot in to build an underground parking unit
as well as creating 4 condominium unit. Blake Henderson, applicant, reiterated Planner
Alexander’'s comments. Also speaking to the benefits of the underground parking and lot-line
removal stating that they are committed to following the construction mitigation plan and will be
mindful of the neighboring properties and the community.

Mayor Thomas opened the public hearing. None, closed the public hearing

Council member Simpson moved to approve a subdivision plat for the Roundabout
Subdivision Record of Survey for 300 Deer Valley Loop, Park City pursuant to the
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval stated in the attached
ordinance in a form approved by the City Attorney
Second Peek
Approved unanimously

IX. NEW BUSINESS
1. Consideration of an Ordinance vacating a portion of Deer Valley Drive adjacent to
the proposed Roundabout Condominiums Plat located at 300 Deer Valley Loop

Road pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval
stated in the attached ordinance in a form approved by the City Attorney
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3. 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 — Echo Spur Subdivision

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment 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 amendment 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 made in
writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council.

3. A ten foot (10’) snow storage easement shall be dedicated to Park City across the
lot’s frontage.

4. Modified 13-d sprinklers will be required for all new construction.

Commissioner Campbell returned to the meeting.

6. 7101 Silver Lake Drive, North Silver Lake Condominium Plat —
Condominium Record of Survey (Application PL-14-02225)

Planner Astorga reported that this application was originally scheduled for February 12.
Due to various circumstances it was continued to February 26" and again to April 9".

Planner Astorga reviewed the application for a condominium record of survey plat,
which allows 54 units to be subdivided as they are owned. Currently, the plat that was
filed in 2005 has six units and an area defined as convertible space. As conditioned in
the ordinance, the applicant would retire that document if the Condominium Record of
Survey is approved.

Planner Astorga noted that originally there were 16 units, of which 3 were duplexes and
the remaining ten were single family dwellings. Currently, the applicant was requesting
to plat 14 units around the periphery of the multi-unit dwellings in the form of one duplex
and ten single family dwellings. They were also requesting to move the two remaining
units inside the multi-unit dwelling. Planner Astorga had confirmed that adding the two
units would not make the building larger in terms of height, footprint or square footage
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because two of the other units they were planning to build would be smaller. The Staff
analysis found that the project was still in compliance with the Deer Valley Master Plan
and the number of units would remain at 54 units.

Planner Astorga stated that the conditions discussed during the February 26" meeting
for lockout units have been incorporated into the CC&Rs.

Chair Worel referred to a letter from Lisa Wilson on page 227 of the Staff report, in
which Ms. Wilson alleges that a courtesy notice was not sent to adjacent home owners
and that the sign was not posted. Planner Astorga replied that Ms. Wilson was
incorrect and did not understand the process. When the item was continued to
February 26" and then to April o™ it was always continued to a date certain. Another
notice is not mailed unless the item is continued to a date uncertain. Planner Astorga
stated that this application met the local and state requirements for noticing when the
application was continued. He had personally posted the sign in January.

Rich Lichtenstein, representing the applicant, reported that they had 40 reservations
and they were excited to be mobilizing and getting ready to excavate and build out the
project this summer.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Bob Dillon, legal counsel with Jones Waldo, stated that he was representing a number
of the adjoining neighbors who submitted several letters objecting to both the lockout
appeal and this plat approval. Mr. Dillon noted that during the lockout approval re-
affirmed a public statement that was made at that time. The objection letters were
combined for both hearings so he would not repeat what was said. Mr. Dillon had
reviewed the declaration and the plats and the applicant had made the changes
requested by the neighbors. They approve the reduction of two units on the perimeter
which eliminates two duplex units. Two units were placed inside the stacked building
without increasing the size by making two units out of what was formerly shown as one
two-story unit. Mr. Dillon had no objection to those changes. He stated that a main
objection was the six condo units that had no defined structure. However, the new plat
gives the dimensions for every unit in the project and they were pleased to see that.
The applicant had submitted detailed plans to the Planning Department showing
elevations and how they were calculated against the existing grade. Mr. Dillon stated
that the neighbors want out of that argument because they do not have any basis for
determining whether or not it is accurate, and prefer to leave that determination to the
Planning Staff, as well as whether or not they comply with the conditions of approval of
the project.
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Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Strachan asked if the percentage of open space would change.
Planner Astorga answered no. As measured, the open space exceeds the minimum of
60%.

The Commissioners questioned why the open space did not increase by removing the
units from the perimeter. Planner Astorga explained that the original calculation under
estimated the open space and did a blanket of all the periphery. At the time they did
not know where the driveway would be located. Therefore, the open space was
calculated with a bubble in the middle and everything around it, as well as Lot 2D.

Commissioner Gross asked if Lot 2D was the down slope on the north side. Planning
Manager Sintz asked for the size of Lot 2D. John Shirley, the project architect, replied
that it was 4 acres.

Chair Worel asked for the height of the existing model home. Mr. Shirley stated that it
was slightly under the 45’ height limit. Chair Worel referred to page 146 of the Staff
report which talks about a self-imposed 33’ height limit for the individual units. She
asked if they intended to build all the units to the 45'height, or whether they would
honor their self-imposed restriction. Mr. Shirley stated that the intention was to honor
the self-imposed limit. He explained that there was a natural dip in the grade where the
ski run was built to come around the project. In order to work with the natural contour,
two homes would be built to the 45’ height limit. The remaining units would be 33'.

Tom Bennett, Legal Counsel to the developer, stated that from the very beginning, as
reflected in the meeting minutes going back to 2008, it was always represented that for
the periphery units the self-imposed limit was 33’, but that a few units or portions of
those units broke the 33’ line. Mr. Bennett stated that the Staff report contained a
picture of a fog study which showed that several of the peripheral homes are higher.
The model unit and the one next to it have always been shown as breaking through the
33’ limit because of the contours of the land.

Planner Astorga stated that all of the conditions of approval of the original 2010
conditional use permit shall continue to apply, as well as the conditions of approval for
the lockout units.

Commissioner Phillips asked why the applicant chose to do a self-imposed 33’ height
limit. Mr. Lichtenstein stated that it was part of the ongoing discussions with the
neighbors. When they began to design the homes the architects indicated homes that
needed to exceed the 33’ limit. Commissioner Phillips clarified that the primary reason
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was to work with the surrounding homeowners. Mr. Lichtenstein answered yes.

Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners concurred with the Staff findings that there are
no detrimental impacts with this modification as the plat will still be in substantial
compliance with the 201 CUP. The Commissioners concurred.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City Council for a condominium record of survey on the North Silver Lake
Condominium Plat, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions
of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Campbell seconded the
motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact 7101 - North Silver Lake Drive

1. The site is located at 7101 Silver Lake Drive.
2. The site is located in the Residential Development (RD) District.

3. A subdivision plat, known as the North Silver Lake Subdivision, was recorded in
1993. The subdivision created two (2) lots of record. According to this subdivision, Lot 2
was contemplated for further subdivision and future development.

4. Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision was recorded in 1997. This subdivision further
amended Lot 2 into four (4) separate lots. This record of survey plat is development of
Lot 2B of the Lot 2 North Silver Lake Subdivision plat.

5. In 2005 the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat was recorded. This
Plat subdivided Lot 2B into six (6) condominium units and identified convertible
Land.

6. At this time the applicant requests to replace the North Silver Lake Lodge Record
of Survey Plat (2005) with the proposed Record of Survey. Upon recordation of

this current condominium plat, the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey plat
(2005) shall be retired.

7. The proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat identifies private, limited
common, common areas, etc., within the project.

8. Under the Deer Valley Resort Master Plan the North Silver Lake Subdivision Lot
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2B is permitted a density of 54 residential units and 14,552 square feet of
commercial and support space.

9. In 2010 the Park City Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) for the development consisting of fifty four (54) private total units.

10. The proposed Condominium Record of Survey Plat amends Lot 2B of North
Silver Lake Subdivision.

11. The boundary lines of each private unit are set forth on the proposed plat. The
proposed Condominium Record of Survey plat consists of twelve (12) single-family
dwellings, one (1) duplex unit, forty (40) multi-unit dwellings, two (2) American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant units (platted as common areas), three (3) commercial
units, and corresponding common areas and facilities, limited common areas and
facilities, support unit, and commercial units.

12. The support commercial areas mentioned above and all of the other amenities
identified on the plat are for the exclusive use of the unit owners and their

visitors, e.g. the only patrons allowed to use the spa, lockers, and the dining
areas, are patrons staying at the development through the ownership or possible
rental of the private units.

13. The Deer Valley Master Planned Development allocated 14,525 square feet of
commercial/support commercial for the Silver Lake Community.

14. The 2010 approved CUP accommodated 5,140 square feet of support
commercial space.

15. At this time the updated CUP plans and this Record of Survey indicates a
combined area of 4,913 square feet of support commercial.

16. All findings in the analysis section of the staff report are incorporated herein.

17. The 2010 approved CUP include the fifty-four (54) units in the form of sixteen
(16) single family dwellings and 38 units within the multi-unit dwellings.

18. Currently the applicant is requesting to plat fourteen (14) single family dwellings
and forty (40) units within the same multi-unit dwelling.

19. The size of the multi-unit dwelling footprint is not expanding. The overall density
is not increasing as the applicant requests to add the two (2) units from the single
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family dwelling/duplex pool.

20. The condominium record of survey plat is in substantial compliance with the 2010
CUP. The size of the multi-unit dwelling is not expanding, and the overall density

will remain at fifty-four (54) units.

Conclusions of Law — 1701 North Silver Lake

1. There is good cause for this Condominium Record of Survey.

2. The Condominium Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium record of
survey plats.

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium record of survey plat.

4. Approval of the condominium record of survey plat, subject to the conditions
stated below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the
citizens of Park City.

5. The condominium record of survey plat is consistent with the approved North
Silver Lake Conditional Use Permit.

Conditions of Approval — 1701 North Silver Lake

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the condominium record of survey 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 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 complete application
requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an
extension is granted by the City Council.

3. A note shall be added to the plat referencing that the conditions of approval of
the Deer Valley MPD and the 2010 North Silver Lake CUP apply to this plat.

4. The applicant shall be responsible of filing the proper documentation with Summit
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County to retire the North Silver Lake Lodge Record of Survey Plat recorded in
2005.

5. All conditions of approval of the City Council’s July 21, 2011 order shall continue
to apply.

6. All conditions of approval of the Planning Commission's February 26, 2014 action
modifying the CUP to allow Lockout Units shall continue to apply.

7. 469 Ontario Avenue — Steep Slope CUP

Planner Alexander reviewed the application for a Steep Slope CUP for a new single
family home to be located at 469 Ontario Avenue. The home is proposed to be 3,000
square feet, including a single car garage, on a vacant 3,650 square foot lot. Because
the total floor area exceeds 1,000 square feet and the slope is greater than 30%, a
Steep Slope CUP is required.

The Staff had analyzed the site and found no issues with the steep slope criteria. All
the criteria is consistent and there are no unmitigated impacted. Planner Alexander
noted that the Staff report indicated that the house was currently under review for an
HDDR. However, the applicant submitted new plans this week and she had approved
the new window drawings.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider approving the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were not comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Strachan thought this was a straightforward application. He liked the
contrast of seeing a simple project versus some of the more difficult projects that come
before them.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to APPROVE the Steep Slope conditional
use permit for 469 Ontario Avenue, according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of

Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the Staff report. Commissioner Gross
seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 469 Ontario Avenue

1. The property is located at 469 Ontario Avenue.

2. The property is described as Lot 1 of the Ontario Pack Subdivision. The lot contains
3,650 sf of lot area. The allowable building footprint is 1,486.58 sf for a lot of this
size.

3. The site is not listed as historically significant on the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory and there are no structures on the lot.

4. The property is located in the HR-1 zoning district, and is subject to all requirements
of the Park City Land Management Code (LMC) and the 2009 Design Guidelines for
Historic Districts and Historic Sites.

5. Access to the property is from Ontario Avenue, a public street. The lot is a downbhill
lot.

6. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. One space is proposed within an attached
garage and the second is on the driveway in a tandem configuration to the garage.

7. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic single family and duplex
houses. There are historic structures on Marsac Avenue, the street to the west of
Ontario Avenue.

8. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is being reviewed by staff for
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites
adopted in 2009. The design complies with the Guidelines except for the windows
which are being revised.

9. The lot is an undeveloped lot containing primarily grasses, weeds, and shrubs that
are not classified as significant vegetation.

10. There are no encroachments onto the Lot and there are no structures or wall on the
Lot that encroach onto neighboring Lots.

11. The proposed design is for a single family dwelling consisting of 3,000 square feet
(includes the single car garage) with a proposed building footprint of 1,435 sf.
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12. The driveway is proposed to be a maximum of 12 feet in width and 18 feet in length
from the edge of the street to the garage in order to place the entire length of the
second parking space entirely within the lot. The garage door complies with the
maximum width and height of nine feet (9).

13. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.

14. The proposed structure complies with allowable height limits and height envelopes
for the HR-1 zoning as the house measuring less than 27feet in height from existing
grade and the design includes a 10 foot step back at 23 feet on the rear elevation.

15. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the requirements of 15-5-5 of the LMC.
It is currently under review for compliance with the Historic District Design
Guidelines.

16. The proposed materials reflect the historic character of Park City’s Historic Sites,
incorporating simple forms, unadorned materials, and restrained ornamentation.
Though modern, the architectural style is a contemporary interpretation and
complements the scale of historic buildings in Park City. The exterior elements are
of human scale and the scale and height follows the predominant pattern of the
neighborhood, in particular the pattern of houses on the downhill side of Ontario
Avenue.

17. The structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The

size and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details
such as the foundation, roofing, materials, as well as window and door openings.
The single car attached garage and off-street parking area also complies with the
Design Guidelines and is consistent with the pattern established on the downhill side
of Ontario Avenue.

18. No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
the building permit for compliance with the Land Management Code lighting
standards.

19. The applicant submitted a visual analysis/ perspective, cross canyon view from the
east, and a streetscape showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts on adjacent
streetscape.

20. There will be no free-standing retaining walls that exceed six feet in height with the
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majority of retaining walls proposed at four feet (4) or less. The building pad
location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to minimize cut
and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.

21. The site design, stepping of the building mass, articulation, and decrease in the
allowed difference between the existing and final grade for much of the structure
mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% slope areas.

22. The plans include setback variations, increased setbacks, decreased building
heights and an overall decrease in building volume and massing.

23. The proposed massing, articulation, and architectural design components are
compatible with the massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall

effect is created with adjacent structures due to the stepping, articulation, and
placement of the house.

24. The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade and the highest portion is 27’ from
existing grade.

25. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.

26. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law — 469 Ontario Avenue

1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code,
specifically section 15-2.2-6(B).

2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval — 469 Ontario Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.
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2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permit.

3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.

4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

5. A final Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the City for review prior to building
permit issuance. Such plan will include water efficient landscaping and drip
irrigation. Lawn area shall be limited in area.

6. The plat must be recorded prior to building permit issuance.
7. An HDDR approval must be received prior to building permit issuance.

8. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building Official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.

9. This approval will expire on April 9, 2015, if a building permit has not been issued by
the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by
the Planning Director.

10. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and the Final HDDR Design.

11. All retaining walls within any of the setback areas shall not exceed more than six
feet (6) in height measured from final grade, except that retaining walls in the front yard
shall not exceed four feet (4’) in height, unless an exception is granted by the City
Engineer per the LMC, Chapter 4.

12. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this
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lot.

13. All exterior lighting, on porches, decks, garage doors, entryways, etc. shall be
shielded to prevent glare onto adjacent property and public rights-of-way and shall
be subdued in nature. Light trespass into the night sky is prohibited.

14. Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when
possible.

15. All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar panels,
shall be painted to match the surrounding wall color or painted and screened to
blend with the surrounding natural terrain.

8. 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision, 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue - Plat
(Application PL-13-02180)

Planner Alexander reported that the applicant was requesting a plat amendment due to
the fact that when the property was surveyed they found that the rebar was located one
foot off the existing property line. The title reports have shown Lot 1 at 26’ wide and Lot
2 as 24’ wide for several years. The purpose of the plat amendment is to correct the
error to make sure that the property line exists exactly where the markers are located.

Planner Alexander noted that Lot 2 would have been a substandard lot at 24’ wide, but
a home that was built in 1991 currently sits across Lot 2 and Lot 3. It is the same
property owner and they are requesting to remove the lot line between Lots 2 and 3,
creating two new lots of record. An existing historic home sits on Lot 1 and encroaches
on the 9™ Street right-of-way. The applicant is required to enter into an encroachment
agreement with the City.

Planner Alexander understood that the applicant intends to come in with an HDDR for
additions to both of the existing homes.

Commissioner Strachan asked if the one-foot error created a domino effect all the way
down the street. Planner Alexander replied that the one-foot error ends with Lot 2 so it
does not keep going.

Commissioner Campbell asked what would happen if the applicant is not able to get an
encroachment agreement with the City. Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that the
City Engineer, Matt Cassel, determines whether or not there is an encroachment into
the right-of-way, and it is fact specific. Requiring an encroachment agreement with the
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City is standard and it memorializes the fact that it is an encroachment.

MOTION: Commissioner Stuard moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision, located at 901 and 907 Norfolk
Avenue, based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision

1. The property is located at 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue within the Historic
Residential (HR-1) District.

2. On December 17, 2013, the applicant submitted an application for a plat amendment
to amend three (3) lots containing a total of 5,625 square feet into two (2) lots of

record in order to conform to the found rebar and cap and the existing ownership for
901 Norfolk Avenue and 907 Norfolk Avenue.

3. The proposed Lot 1 will contain 1,950 square feet and Lot 2 will contain 3,675
square feet.

4. The application was deemed complete on January 2, 2014.

5. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single-family
dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a duplex.

6. Based on the lot areas, the maximum footprint allowed for Lot 1 is 873.8 square feet
and for Lot 2 is 1,494.7 square feet.

7. The properties have frontage on and access from Norfolk Avenue.

8. Lot 1 contains an existing historic single family dwelling and Lot 2 contains an
existing non-historic single family dwelling.

9. As conditions, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-
complying or non-conforming situations.

10. The historic home at 901 Norfolk encroaches into the 9" Street ROW by less than

one foot (1’) and must obtain an encroachment agreement with the City for that
encroachment prior to plat recordation.
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11. The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements across the frontage
of the lots.

Conclusions of Law — 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision

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 subdivisions.

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 — 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment 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 amendment 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 complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted

by the City Council.

3. No building permit for any work shall be issued unless the applicant has first made
application for a Historic District Design Review and a Steep Slope CUP application
if applicable.

4. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment agreement from the City prior to
recording the plat for the encroachments into the 9th Street ROW.

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers may 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.

6. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
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the lots with Woodside Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

The Planning Commission resumed their earlier discussion regarding 300 Deer Valley
Loop Road.

9. Continued Discussion on 300 Deer Valley Loop Road, Roundabout
Condominiums — Plat Amendment  (Application PL-13092147)

Commissioner Campbell recused himself and left the room.

Chair Worel announced that the order of the agenda had changed and this item was
presented and discussed earlier in the meeting. At that time, the public hearing was left
open in the event that the public had judged the time of the public hearing based on the
agenda.

Commissioner Strachan noted that the Commissioners would not repeat the comments
they had already made during the discussion, and he suggested that the public read the
minutes from this meeting when they become available.

Chair Worel called for public comment.

David Constable had concerns with how this project would be staged. It is a tight space
and he wanted to know how construction would occur without blocking the sidewalk and
the street. Pedestrians had a difficult time last summer during the Deer Valley Drive
construction and it was a real problem. He believed that moving the bus stop closer to
the Roundabout would exacerbate the problem in terms of traffic coming around the
turn. He wanted to know if there were plans to stage the project without getting in the
way of the public on a busy sidewalk.

Commissioner Strachan informed Mr. Constable that a condition of approval was added
stating, “The construction mitigation plan required at building permit application shall
stipulate that all staging of the project must be done entirely on the applicant’s property,
and that the hours of hauling shall be between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday throughout the duration of the project.” Commissioner Strachan believed the
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. time frame mirrors the current LMC language for when
construction activity begins and ends.

Planning Manager Sintz stated that the Planning Commission could consider adding a
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condition of approval stating that a neighborhood meeting be held on building permit
issuance to make the neighbors aware of the different conditions and how construction
mitigation and other safety and welfare issues were addressed.

Patricia Constable noticed from the drawings that the steep slope appeared to be
mitigated and there was more assurance that the hillside would not be sliding into the
street. Chair Worel replied that she was correct. Commissioner Gross explained that
permanent shoring was proposed as part of the excavation. Commissioner Strachan
informed Ms. Constable that the Commissioners and the applicant had a lengthy
discussion regarding the shoring process.

Assistant City Attorney McLean informed Ms. Constable that if she did not want to wait
for the minutes, the recording of the meeting would be available within a day or two and
she could contact the Planning Department for a copy. Blake Henderson, the applicant,
offered to meet with Ms. Constable after the meeting to explain the shoring process.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Stuard noted that Finding of Fact #19 states that a geo-technical report
has been reviewed and approved. He wanted to know who approved it since it is not
the purview of the Planning Commission to review and approve geo-technical reports.
Planning Manager Sintz revised the language to state, “A geo-technical report was
provided to the Planning Commission for their review.” Commissioner Stuard did not
believe the brief review by the Planning Commission constitutes a full and necessary
review.

Commissioner Phillips suggested revising the language to say that the geo-technical
report was presented to the Planning Commission, but it should not say it was
approved. Commissioner Gross thought they could add a condition of approval stating
that the geo-technical report needs to be approved.

Mr. Henderson pointed out that it was a stamped certified geo-technical report by a
licensed engineer. Commissioner Strachan clarified that the report as submitted needs
to be approved by the City.

Chair Worel clarified that the wording in Finding of Fact 19 should read, “A geo-
technical report was presented.” Commissioner Stuard preferred to say it was
submitted because the applicant was not able to read the report and walk them through
it. The Commissioners concurred. The Finding was changed to read, “A geo-technical
report was submitted.”
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Commissioner Strachan noted that the sidewalk that runs in front of the project is a dual
use path that is used for biking and walking. He hoped that the construction staging
would not interfere because it is the only way to get up and down Deer Valley Drive.

Planner Alexander noted that Condition of Approval #12 requires that all construction of
the project must be staged on the property. Commissioner Gross asked if they should
add a separate condition to required screening and fencing on the south side of the
sidewalk. Commissioner Strachan suggested adding separate condition of approval
stating, “The sidewalk on Deer Valley Drive shall remain passable at all times.”
Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that they add the language to Condition
#12, as opposed to making it a separate condition.

Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners wanted to add a condition of approval
regarding a neighborhood meeting with the applicant. Mr. Henderson was not opposed
to meeting with the neighbors and working through the plans; however, he was unclear
on whether the neighbors would have a say in the construction mitigation plan. He was
concerned that different opinions from different neighbors would stall the progress.

Commissioner Gross remarked that meeting with the neighbors would be more
informational so they would know what to expect. Commissioner Phillips assumed that
Mr. Henderson would take into consideration any concerns voiced by the neighbors.

Condition of Approval 15 was added to say, “The applicant shall conduct a
neighborhood meeting that shall be held within 30 days of building permit issuance.”
Commissioner Stuard preferred “...within one week prior to the start of construction”,
rather than 30 days after the building permit.

Planning Manager Sintz suggested, “...within one week prior to the commencement of
construction”.

Commissioner Strachan thought they should require the applicant to make reasonable
efforts to inform the neighbors. He drafted language to state, “The applicant shall make
a reasonable effort to contact all the neighbors within 300 feet.”

Commissioner Stuard was interested in adding language stating that the Building
Department would look carefully at methods necessary to restore this site in the event
that there is a cessation of construction. Planning Manager Sintz offered to schedule a
work session where a representative from the Building Department could explain the
current process. It would help the Commissioners understand the process for future
applications. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the Staff would relay
Commissioner Stuard’s comments to the Building Department. She thought having a
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work session with a Building Department representative was a good idea.

Commissioner Strachan reviewed the Findings and Conditions that were revised or
added during this discussion.

Finding of Fact #19 — The geo-technical report was submitted.

Condition of Approval #12 — Add a sentence at the end, “The sidewalk on Deer Valley
Drive shall remain passable at all times.

Add Condition of Approval #15 — Applicant shall conduct a meeting with surrounding
neighborhoods within one week prior to beginning of construction. Applicant shall make
reasonable efforts to inform all neighbors within 300’ of the meeting.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to
the City Council for the Condominium Plat Amendment for 300 Deer Valley Loop Road,
according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval in the
draft ordinance and as amended. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously. Commissioner Campbell was recused.

Findings of Fact — 300 Deer Valley Loop Road

1. The property is located at 300 Deer Valley Loop Road.
2. The property is located within the Residential (R-1) District.

3. The R-1 zone is a transitional zone in use and scale between the historic district and
the Deer Valley Resort.

4. The condominium plat will create one (1) condominium lot of record containing a
total of 27,779.15 square feet.

5. There are no existing structures on the property.

6. Access to the property will be from Deer Valley Drive in a single access point on a
common driveway for all units to a shared underground parking structure.

7. The minimum lot size in the R-1 zone is 3,750 square feet for a duplex dwelling.
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8. A duplex dwelling is an allowed use in the R-1 zone.

9. The total private area of the condominiums consists of 5,230.2 square feet; the
Limited Common Area consists of 306 square feet.

10. Unit A consists of 3,769.6 square feet of private area and 2,852.3 square feet of
limited common area. Unit B consists of 2,581.2 square feet of private area and
2,013 square feet of limited common area. Unit C consists of 2,581.2 square feet of
private area and 2,013 square feet of limited common area. Unit D consists of
3,076.7 square feet of private area and 2,385.8 square feet of limited common area.
11. The entire project including the parking structure contains 9,446.1 square feet of
common area, 12,008.7 square feet of private area, and 9,264.1 square feet of
limited common area.

12. The footprints total 2,613 square feet for Units A&B combined and 2,286 square
feet

for Units C&D combined; with a total footprint of the project being 4,899 square feet.
13. The height of the buildings will be 22 feet above existing grade

14. The front yard setback will be 20 feet, the rear yard setback will be 10 feet and the
side yard setbacks will be 10 feet each.

15. The shared parking structure contains a total of 14 parking spaces, exceeding the
eight (8) parking space requirement.

16. There are existing encroachments on the property from the owner of 510 Ontario
Avenue.

17. The existing shared access easement will be removed with the approval of this plat.

18. Minimal construction staging area is available along Deer Valley Loop Road and
Deer Valley Drive.

19. The Geo-technical report was submitted.

20. A Construction Mitigation Plan will be required upon submittal of a Building Permit
application.

21. On June 14, 2007, the City Council approved the Roundabout Subdivision Plat.
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This plat was recorded February 21, 2008.

22. On November 13, 2013, the Planning Department received a complete application
for the Roundabout Condominiums plat.

23. Due to the bus pull-out modifications along Deer Valley Drive, the applicant will
need

to deed a portion of property to the City for ROW improvements and receive another
portion of existing ROW improvements back from the City. Exhibit C shows the 875
square feet that will be dedicated to the applicant and 164 square feet that will be
dedicated to the City. The applicant previously dedicated 3,152.54 square feet to the
City with the 2007 Subdivision for the bus pull-out and Deer Valley Drive and Deer
Valley Loop ROW improvements (Exhibit E). In order for this to occur, the applicant
will need to petition the City Council to vacate the 875 square feet of ROW.

24. As conditioned, this condominium plat is consistent with the conditions of approval
of the Roundabout Subdivision plat as per the findings in the Analysis section.

Conclusions of Law — 300 Deer Valley Loop Road

1. There is good cause for this condominium plat.

2. The supplemental 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
supplemental plat.

4. Approval of the condominium plat, subject to the conditions of approval stated
below, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.

Conditions of Approval — 300 Deer Valley Loop Road

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form of the
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 plat at Summit County within one (1) year from the date

of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within the one year time
frame, this approval will be void, unless a complete application requesting an
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extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted
by the City Council.

3. The applicant stipulates restricting the development to two (2) condominium
buildings with one (1) underground shared parking structure. This shall be noted on
the plat.

4. The footprint of each condominium building will not exceed 3,200 square feet, to be
noted on the plat.

5. Shared access for the four units will be a single access point for all units on a
common driveway into a shared underground parking structure, accessed from Deer
Valley Drive, to be noted on the plat.

6. All vehicles exiting the common driveway must pull out of the driveway onto Deer
Valley Drive front-facing, to be noted on the plat.

7. 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.

8. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lot with Deer Valley Drive and Deer Valley Loop Road and shall be shown on the
plat.

9. A five foot (5’) wide public utility easement is required along the rear and side lot
lines.

10. The applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in an amount approved by the City
Engineer and in a form approved by the City Attorney, for the public improvements
including, but not limited to, the fire hydrant, storm drain box, bus pull-out,
improvements to Deer Valley Drive, and lighting, prior to plat recordation.

11. An encroachment agreement between the applicant and the owner of 510 Ontario
Avenue that addresses all current encroachments (asphalt driveway, rock retaining
wall and hot tub) onto the applicant’s property shall be remedied prior to plat
recordation.

12. The Construction Mitigation Plan required at Building Permit application shall

stipulate that all staging of the project must be done entirely on the applicant’s
property and that the hours of hauling shall be between 8 am and 6 pm Monday

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 228 of 723



Planning Commission Meeting
April 9, 2014
Page 57

through Friday throughout the duration of the project. The sidewalk on Deer Valley
Drive shall remain passable at all times.

13. There shall be a tie breaker mechanism in the CCR’s.

14. Due to the bus pull-out modifications along Deer Valley Drive, the applicant will
need to deed a portion of property to the City for ROW improvements and receive
another portion of existing ROW improvements back from the City. In order for this to
occur, the applicant will need to petition the City Council to vacate the 875 square feet
of ROW prior to plat recordation.

15. Applicant shall conduct a meeting with the surrounding neighborhoods within one
week prior to beginning of construction. Applicant shall make reasonable efforts to
inform all neighbors of the meeting within 300'.

The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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Exhibit F — Draft Condominium Declarations Second Amendment

WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:

Thomas G. Bennett

Ballard Spahr LLP

201 So. Main, Suite 800

Salt Lake City, UT 84111-2221

SECOND AMENDMENT TO
DECLARATION OF CONDOMINIUM
FOR
NORTH SILVER LAKE

THIS SECOND AMENDMENT TO DECLARATION OF CONDOMINIUM FOR
NORTH SILVER LAKE (“Amendment”), is made as of this _ day of , 2015, by
SR SILVER LAKE, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“Declarant”).

RECITALS:

A. SR Silver Lake, LLC is the Declarant under that certain Declaration of
Condominium for North Silver Lake recorded June 17, 2014 as Entry Number 997266 in Book
2244 at Page 934 of the Official Records of the Summit County Recorder, as amended by that
certain First Amendment to Declaration of Condominium for North Silver lake recorded June 24,
2014 as Entry Number 997701 in Book 2245 at Page 1273 of the Official Records of the Summit
County Recorder (“Declaration”) that encumbers the real property situated in Summit County,
Utah and more particularly described in Exhibit “A,” which is attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference.

B. Section 26.2 of the Declaration permits the Declarant to unilaterally amend
Exhibit B to the Declaration to reflect the total square footages of each Unit after the Units have
been constructed and permits Declarant to unilaterally amend the Declaration during the
Declarant Control Period for any other purpose so long as such amendment does not materially
adversely affect title to any property.

C. Declarant has completed construction of certain Units and has made small
revisions to the construction plans for the remainder of the Project, resulting in changes to the
Square Footage of the Units.

D. Declarant now desires to amend Exhibit B to the Declaration to reflect the as-built
Square Footage of certain Units that have been constructed and to revise the projected Square
Footage of other Units.

AGREEMENT:

NOW, THEREFORE, Declarant hereby declares as follows:
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I. Incorporation of Recitals and Definitions. The foregoing Recitals are true and
correct and are incorporated herein as fully set forth hereinafter. Capitalized terms in this
Amendment, unless otherwise defined herein, shall have the meaning given to them in the
Declaration.

2. Replacement of Exhibit B. Exhibit B to the Declaration is hereby amended and
restated in its entirety and replaced with Exhibit B attached hereto, which exhibit is incorporated
herein by reference.

3. Declaration Remains in Effect. = This Amendment shall be considered
supplemental to the Declaration. Except as expressly amended by the foregoing, the Declaration
shall remain in full force and effect and shall not be cancelled, suspended or otherwise abrogated
by the recording of this Amendment. In the event of a conflict or inconsistency between the
terms of this Amendment and the provisions of the Declaration, the provisions of this
Amendment shall control.

4. Declarant Rights. Declarant shall retain all rights of Declarant as set forth in the
Declaration, and this Amendment shall neither amend nor abrogate such rights.

5. Authority.  Declarant hereby certifies that Declarant may execute this
Amendment without the signature of any other party pursuant to its rights under Section 26.2 of
the Declaration.

[Signatures on Following Page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this Second Amendment to
Declaration of Condominium for North Silver Lake as of the date first set forth above.

SR SILVER LAKE, LLC, a Utah limited liability
company

By:

Jeffrey Dinkin, Executive Director

STATE OF )
: SS.
COUNTY OF )
On this day of , 2015, before me , a notary

public, personally appeared Jeffrey Dinkin, the Executive Director of SR Silver Lake, LLC, a
Utah limited liability company, proved on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person
whose name is subscribed to this instrument, and acknowledged he executed the same. Witness
my hand and official seal.

NOTARY PUBLIC

My Commission Expires: Residing at:
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EXHIBIT A

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY

All of the condominium units and other property included in the NORTH SILVER LAKE
CONDOMINIUM PLAT, amending Lot 2B of North Silver Lake, as identified on the
Condominium Plat recorded June 17, 2013, as Entry No. 997265, and in the Declaration of

Condominium recorded June 17, 2014, as Entry No. 997266, in Book 2244 at Page 934, in the
Summit County Recorder’s Office.
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EXHIBIT B

SCHEDULE OF UNITS, SQUARE FOOTAGE,
VOTES AND UNDIVIDED INTERESTS

Umtggzlglet;ymg Approx. Sq. Footage of Unit! No. of[};(i):es Per Und1v1de[<Jinlirz;[erest Per
131 4,137 17 1.75%
132 4,630 20 1.96%
231 4,149 18 1.75%
233 3,655 15 1.54%
311 2,544 11 1.08%
312 2,181 9 0.92%
331 3,965 17 1.68%
332 3,503 15 1.48%
333 3,651 15 1.54%
334 2,445 10 1.03%
341 1,997 8 0.84%
343 2,068 9 0.87%
411 2,541 11 1.07%
412 2,176 9 0.92%
413 4,333 18 1.83%
414 4,439 19 1.88%
421 4,579 19 1.94%
422 4,510 19 1.91%
431 4,761 20 2.01%
432 3,950 17 1.67%
433 2,993 13 1.27%
441 2,006 8 0.85%
442 2,008 8 0.85%
444 4,408 19 1.86%
511 2,702 11 1.14%
512 3,756 16 1.59%
521 4,704 20 1.99%
532 4,922 21 2.08%
541 1,999 8 0.84%
542 1,998 8 0.84%
543 4,064 17 1.72%
611 2,701 11 1.14%
612 3,733 16 1.58%
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Unitl\}gre;l];aet;ymg Approx. Sq. Footage of Unit! No. Of[};?IeS Per UnleldeI(Ji rfilz;[erest Per
613 4,443 19 1.88%
621 4,704 20 1.99%
641 2,006 8 0.85%
642 2,000 8 0.85%
643 2,070 9 0.87%
644 4,417 19 1.87%
C-1 817 3 0.35%
C-2 909 4 0.38%
C-3 3,218 14 1.36%
SU-1 1,915 8 0.81%

1 6,505 27 2.75%

2 6,160 26 2.60%

3 6,148 26 2.60%

4 6,148 26 2.60%

5 6,688 28 2.83%

6A 6,106 26 2.58%
6B 6,106 26 2.58%
6,760 29 2.86%

8,686 37 3.67%

6,572 28 2.78%

10 6,261 26 2.65%
11 6,438 27 2.72%
12 6,851 29 2.90%
13 6,051 26 2.56%
14 6,413 27 2.71%

Totals: 236,600 1,000 100.00%

! Once the Units are completed, the Declarant has the unilateral right, but not the obligation to amend this

Exhibit B to reflect the actual Square Footage of the Units, as constructed.

: May total slightly more or less than 100% due to rounding.
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	Planning Commission
	Staff Report
	Subject:  Alice Claim aka Alice Lode     Subdivision & Plat Amendment
	Project #: PL-08-00371
	Author:  Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II
	Date:  June 10, 2015
	Type of Item:  Legislative – Subdivision & Plat Amendment
	Summary Recommendations
	Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment located at approximately Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue and consider forwarding a p...
	Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department.  The Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but should make its decisions independently.
	Topic
	Applicant:  King Development Group, LLC (“Applicant” or “King Development”)
	Location: Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue
	Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO)
	Adjacent Land Uses: Open Space and Residential (developed and undeveloped)
	Reason for Review: Planning Commission review and recommendation to City Council
	Proposal
	The Applicant is proposing that the Planning Commission consider the application of a nine (9) lot Preliminary and Final subdivision on 8.65 acres and a Plat Amendment on 0.38 acres, located at approximately the intersection King Road and Sampson Aven...
	The current plan will also include a plat amendment that will remove existing lot lines on contiguous platted lots encumbered by the existing King Road and Sampson Avenue. If approved, the property will be dedicated to the City as right-of-way.
	Background
	On May 23, 2005, the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for the Alice Claim Subdivision (also known as “Alice Lode”).  The Alice Claim is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Ov...
	Contiguous to this site are Historic Residential Low (HRL) zoned lots under the same ownership.  The two contiguous lots which are owned by the same owner are Lots 1 and 2 of the Ridge Avenue Subdivision.  Lot 1 is improved with a contemporary house, ...
	The rest of the contiguous Lots are within the Park City Survey (Lots 1-7 and 36-40, Block 77) and are mostly encumbered by existing King Road and Sampson Avenue; thus rendering portions of them undevelopable. The Applicant is requesting the Planning ...
	This area, historically known as Woodside Gulch, has some mining history and served as an early access to the Silver King Mine further up the gulch. The City owns an adjacent and bisecting parcel of land where a City-owned potable water tank and water...
	Please reference the October 8, 2014 Staff Report for the brief subdivision timeline and brief timeline of events related to the Alice Claim property Voluntary Clean-Up Program (VCP).
	The applicant has submitted a Draft Site Mitigation Plan to the Utah Department of Environmental Quality, but a Site Management Plan and Environmental Covenant have not been completed. The VCP is still active and the site has not been given a completi...
	A summary of the Commissioner’s concerns and items requested at the October 8, 2014 Work Session can be referenced in the April 8, 2015 Staff Report.
	At the April 8, 2015 Planning Commission meeting, the Applicant presented and discussed the revised site plan dated March 15, 2015, as depicted in the copies attached as exhibits in that meeting’s staff report.  The minutes from the April 8, 2015 meet...
	At the April 8, 2015 meeting the Commission focused on the following concerns:
	 Need for more clustering/Change layout
	 Site suitability with slopes/Possible geotechnical issues/Buildability
	 Further terracing, mitigation and landscaping the retaining walls
	 Reducing cut and fill and need for so many retaining walls.
	 Reduce disturbance on each lot
	 Compatibility with HR-1 zone
	 Lot 7 concerns
	 Request for staff  to evaluate building on steep slopes
	 Define Open Space conservation easement
	 Access
	On May 4, 2015 the applicant submitted updates and an amended site plan to their application in response to the April 8th hearing.  They updated the site plan, plat, open space and trails, retaining walls and responded to some of the items the Commiss...
	With the May 4, 2015 submittal, the applicant slightly changed the layout of the subdivision to bring Lot 7 off of the very steep slope and clustered closer to Lot 6 (Exhibits E & G). This change in layout eliminated the need for a drive and the bridg...
	Purpose of “HR-1” and “E” Zoning Districts
	The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-l 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.
	The purpose of the Estate (E) District is to:
	(A) Allow very low density, environmentally sensitive residential Development which:
	(1) Preserves ridge tops, meadows, and visible hillsides,
	(2) Preserves large, cohesive, unbroken Areas of Open Space and undeveloped land,
	(3) Preserves and incorporates wetlands, drainage ways, and intermittent streams as amenities of Development,
	(4) Mitigates geologic and flood hazards,
	(5) Protects views along the City’s entry corridors, and
	(6) Decreases fire risk by keeping Development out of sensitive wild land interface Areas.
	(B) Incorporate pedestrian trail linkages between and through neighborhoods; and
	(C) Encourage comprehensive, efficient, Compatible Development which results in distinct and cohesive neighborhoods through application of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
	Analysis
	Estate Lot
	The zoning for Lot 1 is Estate and is subject to the following criteria:
	The Estate District lot (Lot 1) is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and is thus subject to the regulations of LMC 15-2.21. The lot has Steep Slopes (15%-40%), Very Steep Slopes (greater than 40%) and a Stream Corridor. A Slope Analysis map was...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(A) SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS. Applicants for Development within the SLO must identify the Property's sensitive environmental and aesthetic Areas such as Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas, wetlands, Stream Corridors, wild land interface, and ...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(C) SITE DEVELOPMENT SUITABILITY DETERMINATION. Staff shall review the Sensitive Land Analysis, apply the applicable Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) Regulations, Sections 15-2.21-4 through 15-2.1-9, and shall prepare a report to the Applican...
	The previously proposed location of the house on Lot 1 was on Steep (15% - 40%) and Very Steep Slopes (greater than 40%). After the October 2014 Planning Commission meeting, the Applicant revised the site plan to bring the home on Lot 1 much further d...
	The Estate Lot in accordance with the May 18, 2015 submittal is lower on the hillside and the Applicant is requesting a reduction in the setback requirements for this lot, from the Planning Commission, to a 15’ front, 10’ both sides and 10’ rear setba...
	The applicant has proposed a no disturbance area of the Estate District lot of 2.62 acres, which is 87% of the total 3.01 acre Estate District lot. As per LMC 15-2.21-4 (H): the following Open Space and Density regulations apply:
	(1) 75% of the steep slope area must remain as open space; the applicant proposes 87% and the building pad is illustrated on the site plan.
	(2) 25% of the Steep Slope area may be developed in accordance with the underlying zoning subject to the following conditions:
	a. The maximum density on developable land within a steep slope area is governed by the underlying zoning and proof that the proposed density will not have a significant adverse visual or environmental effect on the community. The applicant proposes limiti�
	b. The developable land in the steep slope area is that area with the least visual and environmental impacts, including the visual assessment, and considering the visual impact from key vantage points, potential for screening location of natural drainage c�
	c. The applicant may transfer up to 25% of the densities from the open space portion of the site to the developable land. The applicant does not propose this transfer.
	d. The applicant must prove that the development will have no adverse impact on adjacent properties
	i. The density is compatible with that of adjacent properties. The density of the estate lot is proposed to be the same as adjacent HR-1 properties within the subdivision in regards to footprint size.  The height, however, will not be limited as it will be�
	ii. The architectural detail, height, building materials, and other design features of the development are compatible with adjacent properties. This will be mitigated during the HDDR process and will need to be part of the CC&Rs for the HOA.
	iii. The applicant has adopted appropriate mitigation measures such as landscaping, screening, illumination standards, and other design features to buffer the adjacent properties from the developable land. This will be mitigated during the HDDR process and�
	The Applicant proposes to deed this open space to a third party. No dedication has occurred at the time of this report. This open space will still remain part of the lot if it is deeded to a third party land conservancy and therefore would have to be ...
	The stream corridor is also protected within the Sensitive Lands Overlay as provided in the LMC:
	LMC 15-2.21-6(C) “No person shall disturb, remove, fill, dredge, clear, destroy or alter any Area, including vegetation, surface disturbance within wetlands and Stream Corridors and their respective Setbacks, except as may be expressly allowed herein.”
	The setbacks required per LMC 15-2.21-6(F) for stream corridors are a minimum of fifty feet (50') outward from the Ordinary High Water Mark.  There is no exception to this 50’ setback in the LMC other than Hardship Relief under LMC 15-2.21-2(D) which ...
	The proposed subdivision creates a driveway for Lot 1 within the fifty foot (50’) setback area from the stream corridor within the Estate zone with Sensitive Lands Overlay. In the January 23, 2015 submittal, the Applicant proposed to culvert the strea...
	Historic Residential Zone
	The zoning for the Lots 2-9 is HR-1 and is subject to the following criteria:
	Based on the analysis above, the average lot size (excluding the Estate Lot) is 0.18 acres (7,714 square feet); the average allowed maximum footprint is 2,500 square feet.  Based on analysis for other nearby developments (Exhibit S in the April 8, 201...
	(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,
	In order for the homes to be more compatible with such large footprint, Staff concurs with the applicant’s stipulation to placing conditions of approval on the plat that the homes shall be limited to 5,000 square feet maximum total floor area includin...
	Access
	Currently, legal access to the property is proposed to be gained through the platted but un-built King Road right-of-way. This access point is approximately 50 feet west (off-set) of the King Road – Ridge Avenue intersection where King Road turns nort...
	At the April 8, 2015 meeting, the adjacent neighbors stated that they would be interested in working towards an agreement to use the existing access. This has not been resolved at the time of this report and therefore the Applicant desires to move for...
	The proposed access to the Alice Claim Subdivision is at a point, although offset, where essentially four existing roadways meet, King Road, Sampson Avenue, Woodside Gulch, and Ridge Avenue. The proposed Alice Court would be a fifth point of access in...
	The Applicant does not propose to dedicate streets within the proposed development to the City but will complete the proposed Alice Court to meet City Standards for emergency access and parking.  If the Applicant decides to offer the streets for dedic...
	The existing City’s easement for access has been revised on the plat to incorporate trails and the City’s access easement changed by the Alice Court road. The Applicant will need to receive City Council’s approval to give them an access over  the City...
	With the May 4, 2015 revision to the site plan, Drive B up to Lots 2-7 is no longer as steep an access and associated retaining walls required to service a single home have become smaller in height and can be terraced at 6’ heights. The drive and brid...
	Slope
	According to the Slope Analysis provided by the Applicant (Exhibit P), 2.7% of the land located in the HR-1 zone is under 15% slope, 21.7% is 15-40% slope (defined as a Steep Slope), and 75.6% is over 40% slope (defined as a Very Steep Slope).  Below ...
	The proposed building pad areas on proposed Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are all on Very Steep Slopes (over 40%).  The Applicant has shown on the plat the limits of disturbance as a diagonal line from the proposed footprints to the proposed lot lines ...
	“Restrictions Due to Character of the Land: Land which the Planning Commission finds to be unsuitable for Subdivision or Development due to flooding, improper drainage, Steep Slopes, rock formations, mine hazards, potentially toxic wastes, adverse ear...
	The Applicant has provided information regarding the mitigation of potential hazards due to the Steep and Very Steep Slopes. Staff had previous concerns on developments over 40% slopes with the soils and massing of homes. The Geotech report reviewed b...
	The Applicant took the Planning Commission’s concerns at the April 8, 2015 meeting into consideration and moved Lot 7 off of the previously proposed Very Steep Slope to a less steep part of the subdivision and clustered it adjacent to Lot 6.
	In regards to ridgelines, staff’s determination is that the location of Lots 8 and 9 are not on a ridgeline.  Primarily, the City Ridgeline Map does not define the locations of Lots 8 and 9 as a ridgeline.  The attached City ridgeline map (Exhibit Q) ...
	In the revised site plan and Plat, the applicant has lowered Lots 8 and 9 further, and removed Lot 7 from the higher slope altogether.
	Beyond this City map, the LMC addresses ridgelines in several areas, although a Ridgeline is never specifically defined in the code.  Section 15-7.3-1D of the LMC states that development of ridgelines may be potential safety concerns, but the applican...
	Clustering
	The General Subdivision Requirements (LMC 15-7.3-2(E)) Open Space reads:
	“Units should be clustered in the most developable and least visually sensitive portions of the Site with common open space corridors separating clusters. This applies to both multi-family and single family projects. The open space corridors should be...
	The Applicant has provided an existing vegetation plan with the larger conifers to remain as discussed in previous years (Exhibit L: Vegetation Cover from the April 8, 2015 staff report). Outside of the stream channel, the disturbance from previous mi...
	A change to the home location on the Estate lot was proposed in response to the Planning Commission’s prior feedback that the most developable portion of the site is at the bottom of the canyon where utilities, emergency vehicle access, and the least ...
	Instead of clustering the homes closer together, the Applicant proposes that the homes will be no more than two (2) stories with no limitation to the height other than the LMC limits and up to 5,000 sq. ft. (maximum total floor area) in size (includin...
	Water Delivery Issue
	Staff was previously informed by the Park City Water Department, that all of the Alice Claim property proposed for development may not be serviceable by the current City water system due to low water pressure. The low water pressure is due to the smal...
	The Assistant Fire Chief also required that the Applicant provide water modeling to demonstrate the available pressure for the fire sprinkler system design for Lots #2 and 7 which the Applicant has demonstrated can be achieved.
	Sewer Utility Issue
	Staff was informed by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District that the Applicant has only met with them briefly prior to the April 8, 2015 meeting besides almost 10 years ago when the application was first submitted to discuss utility locatio...
	Good Cause
	Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this subdivision with the appropriate items described in the analysis being incorporated as conditions of approval. There may be future geographical visual impacts to the City as a result of this applicatio...
	Department Review
	Staff took the project back before the Development Review Committee on September 9, 2014, February 10, 2015, March 24, 2015, and May 12, 2015. Engineering continues to express concerns with the site access, SBWRD continues to express concern with lack...
	Notice
	The property was posted on February 11, 2015 and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet in accordance with requirements of the LMC on February 11, 2015. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on February 6, 2015 and on the pu...
	Public Input
	Public comment was taken during the various past meetings held to discuss the project.  The various Planning Commission meeting minutes will reflect that public input.  Any public comment received prior to the meeting will be forwarded to the Planning...
	Process
	This application is for a major subdivision and plat amendment as defined in 15-7.1-3(A) (2).  A major subdivision requires a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat although the Planning Commission may, at its sole discretion, combine the required hearings...
	Alternatives
	 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment as conditioned or amended; or
	 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City Council for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or
	 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the subdivision and plat amendment to a date certain and provide specific direction to the applicant and/or staff to provide additional information necessary to make a recommendation on this item.
	Significant Impacts
	There are no immediate significant fiscal impacts to the City from this application. If construction on the site were permitted, it will require a detailed Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) to protect existing development located near the proposed su...
	Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
	The parcels would remain as is and no construction could take place.
	Recommendation
	Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment located at approximately Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue and consider forwarding a p...
	Exhibits
	Exhibit A – Proposed Plat
	Exhibit B – Existing Conditions Survey
	Exhibit C – Vicinity & Zoning
	Exhibit D – Aerial
	Exhibit E – Revised Site Plan
	Exhibit F – Revised Utility & Grading Plan
	Exhibit G – Comparison of Old and Revised Site Plans
	Exhibit H – Revised Open Space & Trail
	Exhibit I – Revised Retaining Wall Illustrations & Site Sections
	Exhibit J – Sample of 6’ and 4’ Retaining Walls Illustration
	Exhibit K – PC Concerns Response Letter
	Exhibit L – Buildability Response Letter
	Exhibit M – Minutes from April 8, 2015 Planning Commission Meeting
	Exhibit N – Geotech Report
	Exhibit O – Mine Claim Geotechnical Consultants Letter
	Exhibit P – Sensitive Lands Analysis
	Exhibit Q – City Ridgeline Map
	Exhibit R – Photo Simulations
	Exhibit S – April 8, 2015 PC Staff Report
	Exhibit T – October 8, 2015 PC Staff Report Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
	Ordinance 15-
	AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ALICE CLAIM PLAT AMENDMENT AND SUBDIVISION PLAT, LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF KING ROAD, RIDGE AVENUE, WOODSIDE GULCH AND SAMPSON AVENUE (APPROXIMATELY), PARK CITY, UTAH.
	WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Alice Claim Subdivision located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue (approximately), have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Alice Claim Subdiv...
	WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
	WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners according to the Land Management Code; and
	WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25, 2006, January 28, 2009, February 25, 2009, April 8, 2015, May 27, 2015, and June 10, 2015 to receive input on the proposed subdivision;
	WHEREAS, on June 10, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation to the City Council; and,
	WHEREAS, on July 9, 2015 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision; and
	WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision plat.
	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 Alice Claim Subdivision 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 plat is located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue (approximately), within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts and Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO).
	2. The proposal includes nine (9) lots on 8.65 acres which will not be allowed to be subdivided further.
	3. The property is a “metes and bounds" parcel with contiguous platted lots.
	4. A City water tank and land owned by the City is adjacent to the subject property on the south end, and a City-owned parcel bisects the subject property.  The City water line does not run within the City owned property, but rather is located within a pre�
	5. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils on the site, which included soil remediation both in the Alice Claim 8.49 acre portion and within a 1.7 acre portion of the adjoining City property.
	6. The property can only be accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way as the owner cannot secure legal access through the Woodside Gulch water tank access easement used by the City.  The new roadway would require excavation and retaining walls �
	7. The Woodside Gulch stream runs through the property and any changes to the stream will require a Stream Alteration Permit. The Applicant previously applied for this permit and will need to amend their existing Stream Alteration Permit from the Army Corp�
	8. The property, which was once the site of the Alice Load Mine, was previously the site of mining activities, which have since undergone recent remediation.
	9. A Voluntary Clean Up of the property was initiated by the Applicant.
	10. Most of the remainder of the site has mature stands of oak, maple and aspen trees in addition to areas of smaller shrubs and grasses.
	11. A culvert for the stream is proposed for Lot 1 primarily in order to meet the 50’ setback regulations from streams within the Estate and SLO lot, otherwise the culvert would not be necessary.
	12. The applicant has proposed retaining walls in 3 locations up to 10’ in height that will be reviewed under a concurrent CUP.
	13. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. Lots 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 at a minimum appear to be in the streams flood plain.
	14. The applicant requests a setback reduction from the Planning Commission for Lot 1 to a 15’ front, 10’ side and 10’ rear setback from the required 30’ front, 30’ side and 30’ rear setbacks for this Estate District lot in order to allow the buildable are�
	15. Water Service is available and as proposed can meet required water pressure to all of the proposed development sites (proposed Lots) within the development.  The applicant will be responsible to propose acceptable mitigation should the water model or u�
	16. The utility plan does not show how each of the wet and dry utilities will be able to be placed within the drives with required separations or with special conditions as approved by the proper regulatory agencies and approved by the City Engineer.
	17. A Debris Flow Study has not been completed for the stream to determine if a debris basin is required.
	18. Existing trails are shown on the plat and granted a public easement.
	19. Proposed utilities have not been engineered to meet City Engineer’s approval but shall be prior to plat recordation.
	20. All roads are proposed over 10% grades and will not be eligible to be converted to public ROWs in the future.
	21. Because the Estate lot is directly adjacent to the HR-1 zone, the architectural detail, height, building materials and other design features of the development of the Estate Lot must show compatibility with adjacent properties when reviewed under the H�
	22. The homes within the HR-1 District in this subdivision are proposed to be a maximum of 5,000 square feet total including basement and garages, the footprints of all homes within the subdivision are proposed to be a maximum of 2,500 square feet as stipu�
	23. Building pads are shown in Exhibit A. Limits of disturbance as shown on Exhibit A are not legible and need to be revised. All other property as open space should be protected by 3rd party conservation easement to maintain the land.
	24. All homes within the HR-1 District in this subdivision are proposed be limited to a building height maximum of 25 feet from existing grade and all other building height exceptions found within the LMC continue to apply, as stipulated to by the Applican�
	25. The footprints of the proposed homes are larger than those in nearby streets. The average footprints on Daly Avenue are 1,465.44 square feet, on King Road are 1,342.31 square feet, on Sampson Avenue are 1,619.58 square feet, and on Ridge Avenue are 2,0�
	26. Applicant does not have an approved Sewer Service Plan.  Sewer Service must be designed to service the proposed development sites in accordance with the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District’s requirements. The applicant will be responsible to d�
	27. Proposed drives with utilities that are not private driveways are required to be 20’ wide and are shown as such on the plat. The drive grades are proposed to be 14%. Drives must be 10% in order to be eligible to be converted to public ROWs.
	28. Public trails are shown on Exhibit A with a 15’ public recreational trail easement.
	29. The proposed lots range in size from 3.01 acres within the Estate District and .18 acres (7,714-7,910 square feet) within the HR-1 District.
	30. A geotechnical report has been reviewed by the City Engineer for the overall site but individual geotechnical reports have not been submitted for each lot.
	31. The applicant owns other adjoining properties within the Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL) District. Two of these contiguous properties are lots 1 and 2 of the Ridge Avenue Subdivision.
	32. The Estate District lot (Lot 1) is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and is subject to the regulations of LMC 15-2.21.
	33. The proposed building pad areas on proposed Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are all on Very Steep Slopes (over 40%). Only the proposed building pad area on Lot 9 (and the Estate lot, Lot 1)  is on slopes less than 30%. Lot 1 is 31%, Lot 2 is 48%, Lot 3 is�
	34. The existing encumbered Lots 1-7 and 36-40, Block 77 will be dedicated to the City as right-of-way upon plat recordation as they current have a road over them.
	35. The proposed location of the house on proposed Lot 1 is on Steep Slopes (15% - 40%) and not on Very Slopes (greater than 40%), and also more than 50’ away from Very Steep Slopes and is thus not subject to review under LMC 15-2.21-2(A) and (C).
	36. The lots are positioned as proposed to avoid ridgelines and allow for drives that contour with the topography in order to meet the required grades.
	37. Very few homes within the Historic Districts compare in size to the total square footage, footprint and lot size as is proposed by the Alice Claim Subdivision. The layout of the homes is not as compatible to the historic density and clustering of homes�
	38. The existing mine shaft on the property is currently filled as stated on the site plan dated May 18, 2018.
	39. The Applicant has shown on the plat the limits of disturbance as a diagonal line from the proposed footprints to the proposed lot lines which have not been limited since the last meeting and are not legible. The applicant will be required to show this �
	40. The application for the Alice Claim subdivision was deemed “complete” by the Planning Department on May 23, 2005.
	41. Between 2006 and 2009, the Planning Commission conducted three work sessions to discuss the project and visited the property during two site visits.
	42. On October 8, 2014 the Planning Commission conducted a site visit and work session to discuss the history and 2009 site plan proposed for this project.
	43. The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for the subdivision and plat amendment on January 23, 2015.
	44. The Applicant submitted further revisions to the plat to address the City’s concerns on March 16, 2015.
	45. On April 8, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project and continued the item to May 27, 2015 to give the applicant sufficient time to submit revisions to the layout and clarify the concerns brought up by the Commissioners.
	46. The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for the subdivision and plat amendment on May 4, 2015.
	47. The Applicant submitted further revisions to the plat to correct discrepancies in the May 4, 2015 submittal on May 18, 2015.
	48. On May 27, 2015 the Planning Commission held a public hearing for this project and continued the item to June 10, 2015 in order to give staff sufficient time to review the changes submitted on May 18, 2015.
	It order to ensure all site improvements are made the applicant must either complete all Site Improvements prior to plat recordation, or if that is not possible, provide adequate financial Guarantees for completion, together with a right of entry to t...
	Conclusions of Law:
	1. There is good cause for this subdivision and plat amendment.
	2. The subdivision and plat amendment are consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable State law regarding subdivisions and plat amendments.
	3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the subdivision or plat amendment.
	4. Approval of the subdivision plat and 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 Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content of the plat amendment 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 amendment 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 complete application requesting�
	3. Recordation of this plat and completion and approval of final Historic District Design Review (HDDR) and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are required prior to building permit issuance for any construction of buildings or retaining walls withi�
	4. The architectural detail, height, building materials, and other design features of the development of the Estate Lot must show compatibility with adjacent properties when reviewed under the HDDR application process and will need to be part of the CC&Rs �
	5. 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.
	6. Snow storage of roads and private drives must be addressed and approved by the City Engineer throughout the development prior to plat recordation. Snow storage sites cannot discharge immediately into the stream.
	7. Sewer lateral design and service will need to meet Snyderville Basin’s requirements and receive written approval by SBWRD before the proposed plat can be signed by SBWRD.  If the sewer lateral design requires a substantial change, as determined by the P�
	8. The submitted water model will need to be revised with the submitted updates to the layout and receive written approval from the Water, Building, Engineering and Fire Departments in order for the subdivision to meet water requirements prior to plat reco�
	9. There shall not be any further subdivision of any additional lots in this subdivision.  A plat note shall reflect this condition.
	10. All state requirements must be met, state permits must be obtained and the culvert must be fully installed prior to plat recordation and owned and maintained by the HOA.
	11. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. Lots 1, 5, 6, 8, and 9 at a minimum appear to be in the streams flood plain. A study shall be completed extending the FEMA Flood Plains through this development prior to plat recorda�
	12. A Stream Alteration Permit from the State will be required for the culvert along with the Flood Plain Study to identify the culverts upstream and downstream impacts prior to plat recordation. The Stream Alteration Permit and Flood Plain Study must be c�
	13. The culvert inlet shall be at least 50’ away from any structure on Lot 1 and the culvert shall be owned and maintained by the HOA.
	14. A Debris Flow Study must be completed prior to plat recordation for the stream to determine if a debris basin is required.
	15. All homes within this subdivision shall be limited to the LMC required footprint maximums or 2,500 sf, whichever is lower and building pads shall be as shown in Exhibit A.
	16. Limits of disturbance as shown on Exhibit A shall be clarified on the plat prior to plat recordation to be able to quantify the square footage upon which shall remain in place and no changes shall be made. All other property shall be restricted as open�
	17. All homes within the HR-1 District in this subdivision shall be limited to a building height maximum of 25 feet from existing grade and all other building height exceptions found within the LMC continue to apply.
	18. The maximum total floor area of all homes within the HR-1 District in this subdivision shall be limited to 5,000 sf including basement and garages.
	19. The utility plan will need to be revised to show how each of the wet and dry utilities will be able to be placed within the drives with required separations or with special conditions as approved by the proper regulatory agencies and approved by the Ci�
	20. Any roads over 10% grade will not be eligible to be converted to public ROWs in the future.
	21. Drives must provide 20 feet wide of clear space to meet Fire Code. If parking impacts this 20 feet wide clear space, it will not be allowed and shall be signed No Parking.
	22. Roads less than 26 feet wide shall be marked NO Parking on both sides of the road.
	23. The Applicant will need to receive City Council’s approval to give them an access over the City’s property for Alice Court and where they may cross water lines, storm drainage, sewer, etc. This will need to occur prior to plat recordation.
	24. Applicant must still provide recommendations to the City Engineer for which scenario most satisfies turning movements and minimizes conflicts and implement the recommendations prior to plat recordation.
	25. The Applicant will need to receive, from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (“UDEQ”) under the UDEQ Voluntary Cleanup Program, a final Certificate of Completion for remediated soils within the Applicant’s property prior to building permit app˘
	26. If a Site Management Plan is required for the UDEQ Certificate of Completion for Alice Claim, the UDEQ approved Site Management Plan must be submitted to the Building Department prior to building permit approval.
	27. The applicant will need to receive CUP approval for the proposed retaining walls over 6’ prior to plat recordation.
	28. The applicant shall obtain an easement for use of city property for Alice Court drive prior to plat recordation.
	29. Public trails are shown on Exhibit A with a 15’ public recreational trail easement.
	30. Any structures built near the existing mine shaft shall be setback at least 10’ if the shaft is filled up to the ground surface with soil and/or gravel and 40’ setback if the shaft is not filled. The mine shaft shall be shown on the plat and the setbac˘
	31. If the site plan is substantially altered, as determined by the Planning Director, due to any utility redesign or retaining wall redesign or other unforeseen issues, this approval shall be null and void and an application to amend the Ordinance and pla˘
	32. All Site and Public Improvements shall be completed prior to plat recordation or if the Applicant submits a finalized and engineered design the Applicant may petition the Planning Commission to allow the Applicant to submit an adequate financial Guaran˘
	33. City utility maintenance access is required across the drives for Lots A & C.
	34. Individual water booster or fire sprinkler system pumps to increase water pressure will not be allowed.
	35. Individual geotechnical reports will be required for each lot prior to issuance of a building permit.
	36. All mature trees that will be lost due to the subdivision, retaining walls, addition of drives and building pads, shall be approved by the Planning Department and be replaced in kind or with three smaller trees as close to the original location as poss˘
	SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
	PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of ___________, 2015
	PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
	________________________________
	Jack Thomas, MAYOR
	ATTEST:
	____________________________________
	Marci Heil, City Recorder
	APPROVED AS TO FORM:
	________________________________
	Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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	Planning Commission
	Staff Report
	Subject:  Alice Claim aka Alice Lode     Subdivision & Plat Amendment
	Project #: PL-08-00371
	Author:  Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II
	Date:  April 8, 2015
	Type of Item:  Legislative – Subdivision & Plat Amendment
	Summary Recommendations
	Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment located at approximately Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue and consider forwarding a p...
	Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department.  The Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but should make its decisions independently.
	Topic
	Applicant:  King Development Group, LLC (“Applicant” or “King Development”)
	Location: Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue
	Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO)
	Adjacent Land Uses: Open Space and Residential (developed and undeveloped)
	Reason for Review: Planning Commission review and recommendation to City Council
	Proposal
	The Applicant is proposing that the Planning Commission consider the application of a nine (9) lot Preliminary and Final subdivision and plat amendment on 8.65 acres and a Plat Amendment on 0.38 acres, located at approximately the intersection King Ro...
	The current plan will also include a plat amendment that will eliminate other contiguous platted lots encumbered by the existing King Road and Sampson Avenue. If approved, the existing lot lines will be removed and the property will be dedicated to th...
	Background
	On May 23, 2005, the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for the Alice Claim Subdivision (also known as “Alice Lode”).  The Alice Claim is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Ov...
	Contiguous to this site are Historic Residential Low (HRL) zoned lots under the same ownership.  The two contiguous lots which are owned by the same owner are Lots 1 and 2 of the Ridge Avenue Subdivision.  Lot 1 is improved with a contemporary house, ...
	The rest of the contiguous Lots are within the Park City Survey (Lots 1-7 and 36-40, Block 77) and are mostly encumbered by existing King Road and Sampson Avenue; thus rendering portions of them undevelopable. The Applicant is requesting the Planning ...
	This area, historically known as Woodside Gulch, has some mining history and served as an early access to the Silver King Mine further up the gulch. The City owns an adjacent and bisecting parcel of land where a City-owned potable water tank and water...
	Please reference the October 8, 2014 Staff Report for the brief subdivision timeline and brief timeline of events related to the Alice Claim property Voluntary Clean-Up Program (VCP).
	A Draft Site Mitigation Plan has been submitted to the Utah Department of Environmental Quality, but a Site Management Plan and Environmental Covenant have not been completed. The VCP is still active and the site has not been given a completion letter...
	At the October 8, 2014 Planning Commission Work Session, the Applicant presented and  discussed the plan dated January 28, 2009, as depicted in the copies attached hereto as Exhibit Q.  The applicant has submitted updates and an amended site plan in t...
	A summary of the Commissioner’s concerns and items requested at the October 8, 2014 Work Session are described below:
	Commissioner Joyce stated that in looking at compatibility, he has concerns with the HR-1 District and the surrounding houses.  Commissioner Joyce stated that those issues were important to him from the standpoint of HR -1 compatibility and compatibil...
	Commissioner Strachan reiterated his comments from the 2010 meeting that the Estate lot was his biggest problem and the impacts created by a 20’ retaining wall was his second biggest concern. He was unsure how they could mitigate the impacts on a 50% ...
	Commissioner Strachan was also concerned about the term “private open space.” He asked how they would calculate the square footage and whether basements or other components would be excluded from the calculation.  Mr. Fiat replied that the 5,000 squar...
	Commissioner Thimm shared the concerns with the slope in excess of 40% on some of the lots.  He asked if it was possible to generate some cross sections and understand how the building envelopes and the building footprints were coming to rest on the l...
	Commissioner Band wanted to know how much of the lot is cleared around the footprint site. Mr. Fiat thought they could create an exhibit showing the limits of disturbance. Commissioner Band stated that a visual taken around the site would also be help...
	On January 23, 2015 the applicant submitted the following Exhibits A-O updating the site plan and plat and incorporating the items the Commission requested. Additional Revisions were made on March 16, 2015 to the January 23, 2015 submittal and are inc...
	Purpose of “HR-1” and “E” Zoning Districts
	The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-l 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.
	The purpose of the Estate (E) District is to:
	(A) Allow very low density, environmentally sensitive residential Development which:
	(1) Preserves ridge tops, meadows, and visible hillsides,
	(2) Preserves large, cohesive, unbroken Areas of Open Space and undeveloped land,
	(3) Preserves and incorporates wetlands, drainage ways, and intermittent streams as amenities of Development,
	(4) Mitigates geologic and flood hazards,
	(5) Protects views along the City’s entry corridors, and
	(6) Decreases fire risk by keeping Development out of sensitive wild land interface Areas.
	(B) Incorporate pedestrian trail linkages between and through neighborhoods; and
	(C) Encourage comprehensive, efficient, Compatible Development which results in distinct and cohesive neighborhoods through application of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
	Analysis
	Estate Lot
	The Estate District lot (Lot 1) is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and is thus subject to the regulations of LMC 15-2.21. The lot has Steep Slopes (15%-40%), Very Steep Slopes (greater than 40%) and a Stream Corridor. A Slope Analysis map was...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(A) SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS. Applicants for Development within the SLO must identify the Property's sensitive environmental and aesthetic Areas such as Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas, wetlands, Stream Corridors, wild land interface, and ...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(C) SITE DEVELOPMENT SUITABILITY DETERMINATION. Staff shall review the Sensitive Land Analysis, apply the applicable Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) Regulations, Sections 15-2.21-4 through 15-2.1-9, and shall prepare a report to the Applican...
	The previously proposed location of the house on Lot 1 was on Steep (15% - 40%) and Very Steep Slopes (greater than 40%). After the October 2014 Planning Commission meeting, the Applicant revised the site plan to bring the home on Lot 1 much further d...
	The Applicant took the Planning Commission’s recommendation to move the Estate Lot home further down the hillside and has shown that on the proposed plat. With this revision of location the Applicant is requesting a reduction in the setback requiremen...
	The applicant has proposed a no disturbance area of the Estate District lot of 2.62 acres, which is 87% of the total 3.01 acre Estate District lot. As per LMC 15-2.21-4 (H): the following Open Space and Density regulations apply:
	(1) 75% of the steep slope area must remain as open space, the applicant proposes 87%.
	(2) 25% of the Steep Slope area may be developed in accordance with the underlying zoning subject to the following conditions:
	a. The maximum density on developable land within a steep slope area is governed by the underlying zoning and proof that the proposed density will not have a significant adverse visual or environmental effect on the community. The applicant proposes limiti�
	b. The developable land in the steep slope area is that area with the least visual and environmental impacts, including the visual assessment, and considering the visual impact from key vantage points, potential for screening location of natural drainage c�
	c. The applicant may transfer up to 25% of the densities from the open space portion of the site to the developable land. The applicant does not propose this transfer.
	d. The applicant must prove that the development will have no adverse impact on adjacent properties
	i. The density is compatible with that of adjacent properties. The density is proposed to be the same as adjacent properties.
	ii. The architectural detail, height, building materials, and other design features of the development are compatible with adjacent properties. This will be mitigated at Steep Slope CUP and during the HDDR process.
	iii. The applicant has adopted appropriate mitigation measures such as landscaping, screening, illumination standards, and other design features to buffer the adjacent properties from the developable land. This will be mitigated at Steep Slope CUP and duri�
	The Applicant proposes to deed this open space to the Summit Land Conservancy. No documentation has been provided to the City to show that Summit Land Conservancy is in agreement with this dedication at the time of this report. This open space will st...
	The stream corridor is also protected within the Sensitive Lands Overlay as provided in the LMC:
	LMC 15-2.21-6(C) “No person shall disturb, remove, fill, dredge, clear, destroy or alter any Area, including vegetation, surface disturbance within wetlands and Stream Corridors and their respective Setbacks, except as may be expressly allowed herein.”
	The setbacks required per LMC 15-2.21-6(F) for stream corridors are a minimum of fifty feet (50') outward from the Ordinary High Water Mark.  There is no exception to this 50’ setback in the LMC other than Hardship Relief under LMC 15-2.21-2(D) which ...
	The proposed subdivision creates a driveway for lot 1 and lot 7 within the fifty foot (50’) setback area from the stream corridor within the Estate zone with Sensitive Lands Overlay. In the January 23, 2015 submittal, the Applicant proposes to culvert...
	Historic Residential Zone
	The zoning for the subdivision is HR-1 subject to the following criteria:
	Based on the analysis above, the average lot size (excluding the Estate Lot) is 0.18 acres (7,840.8 square feet); the average proposed footprint is 2,500 square feet.  Based on analysis for other nearby developments (Exhibit S), the proposed lot size ...
	(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,
	In order for the homes to be more compatible with such large footprint, Staff recommends placing conditions of approval on the plat that the homes shall be limited to 5,000 square feet maximum total floor area including basement and garages, two stori...
	Access
	Currently, legal access to the property is proposed to be gained through the platted but un-built King Road right-of-way. This access point is approximately 50 feet west (off-set) of the King Road – Ridge Avenue intersection where King Road turns nort...
	The proposed access to the Alice Claim Subdivision is at a point, although offset, where essentially four existing roadways meet, King Road, Sampson Avenue, Woodside Gulch, and Ridge Avenue. The proposed Alice Court would be a fifth point of access in...
	The Applicant is proposing to use “platted” King Road, which does not match where the road known as “Woodside Gulch driveway” is actually built.  The proposed roadway is off-set from the King Road/Ridge Avenue/Woodside Gulch/Sampson Avenue intersectio...
	The Applicant therefore submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) on January 23, 2015 to the City. However, the TIS was not responsive to the City Engineer’s request. The area does not have high traffic volumes. The City Engineer requested that the traff...
	The City Engineer’s request was to look at moving the entrance west along King Avenue, square the entrance up to King Avenue and determine the best location for this intersection.  The City Engineer requested they look at the intersection for King Roa...
	The requested evaluation was provided by the Applicant on March 16, 2015 for the City Engineer. The exact location of the access is important due to the associated location of the retaining walls related to the access.  Fehr and Peers submitted an int...
	The Applicant does not propose to dedicate streets within the proposed development to the City but will complete the proposed Alice Court to meet City Standards for emergency access and parking.  If the Applicant decides to dedicate the streets at a l...
	The existing City’s easement for access has been revised on the plat to incorporate trails and the City’s access easement changed by the Alice Court road. The Applicant will need to receive City Council’s approval to give them an access over the City’...
	Emergency access has been a continual concern with the Building and Fire Departments. Fire apparatus access roads shall be provided and maintained in accordance with Sections 503.1.1 through 503.1.3 of the 2012 International Fire Code (IFC). The Fire ...
	The recent review comments from the Assistant Fire Chief are that:
	 The road/driveway from King Road to Alice Court to lots 2-3-4 will need to be a minimum of 20-feet clear width as required by the IFC, along with the turn-around / hammer head. The proposed roads meet the required 20 ft. width. The utility plan will need�
	 Access to Lots 1 and 7, which is not a Private Road ROW, is acceptable as a private driveway, however, if any additional lots are added or developed, then this driveway will then need to be upgraded to meet the requirements of 20-feet wide for the fire d�
	 Also, even though it is not required, the Assistant Fire Chief strongly encourages the Applicant to provide turn-outs and turn-around for lots 1 and 7 where the length of the driveway is in excess of 200 feet. These have been identified on the plat.
	 The Applicant has revised the utility plan to show cross sections of how they will grade the private drive to Lot 7. Retaining walls cannot be built over utility lines and as presented the site plan appears that the private drive will need retaining wall�
	The recent review comments from the Chief Building Official are that:
	 The road to homes 1 and 7 shall be 20 ft. wide and there must be an area at the end of the road past the hammerhead that is a snow storage area so they do not fill the hammerhead with piles of snow. This shall be signed as a snow storage area with a 10 f�
	 The drive to home 7 will be considered a private driveway to a single family residence.
	 The roads shall be able to support an imposed load of a fire apparatus weighing 75,000 pounds.
	 The grade of the roads and drives may exceed 10% and shall not go over 14% for only 100 ft.  The International Fire Code states max grade is 10% per appendix D for access road per section 503.2.7 IFC. Any roads over 10% grade will never be eligible to be�
	 Roads less than 26 ft. wide shall be marked NO Parking on both sides of the road. With Parking there shall be at least 20 ft. minimum of driveway width from the parked cars to the other side of the road.
	 Secondary Emergency Access would be most appropriate in the future off the east side of the property through the Ridge Avenue ROW if that ROW is ever developed. The proposed plans show a stubbed road at Lot 8 that could potentially be extended in the fut�
	 Fire Hydrants must be approved by the Fire Code Official. A map was provided to Applicant with suitable Hydrant locations which there shall be 3 hydrants so that no point shall the hydrant be farther than 600 ft. from the farthest home per section 507.5.

	Slope
	According to the Slope Analysis provided by the Applicant (Exhibit M: Sensitive Lands Analysis), 2.7% of the land located in the HR-1 zone is under 15% slope, 21.7% is 15-40% slope (defined as a Steep Slope), and 75.6% is over 40% slope (defined as a ...
	The proposed building pad areas on proposed Lots 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8 are all on Very Steep Slopes (over 40%). The Applicant has shown on the plat the limits of disturbance around the proposed home sites. Only the proposed building pad area on Lot 9 is o...
	“Restrictions Due to Character of the Land: Land which the Planning Commission finds to be unsuitable for Subdivision or Development due to flooding, improper drainage, Steep Slopes, rock formations, mine hazards, potentially toxic wastes, adverse ear...
	Currently the Applicant has not provided information regarding the mitigation of potential hazards due to the Steep and Very Steep Slopes. Staff has concerns on developments over 40% slopes. Staff also has concerns for existing mine hazards that may b...
	Clustering
	The General Subdivision Requirements (LMC 15-7.3-2(E)) Open Space reads:
	“Units should be clustered in the most developable and least visually sensitive portions of the Site with common open space corridors separating clusters. This applies to both multi-family and single family projects. The open space corridors should be...
	The Applicant has provided an existing vegetation plan with the larger conifers to remain as discussed in previous years (Exhibit L: Vegetation Cover). Outside of the stream channel, the disturbance from previous mining activities and the recent remed...
	A change to the home location on the Estate lot is proposed in response to the Planning Commission’s prior feedback that the most developable portion of the site is at the bottom of the canyon where utilities, emergency vehicle access, and the least a...
	Water Delivery Issue
	Staff was previously informed by the Park City Water Department, that all of the Alice Claim property proposed for development may not be serviceable by the current City water system due to low water pressure. The low water pressure is due to the smal...
	The Assistant Fire Chief also required that the Applicant provide water modeling to demonstrate the available pressure for the fire sprinkler system design for Lots #2 and 7 which the Applicant has demonstrated can be achieved.
	Sewer Utility Issue
	Staff was informed by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District that the Applicant has only met with them briefly besides almost 10 years ago when the application was first submitted to discuss utility location and placement within the proposed...
	Good Cause
	Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this subdivision with the appropriate items described in the analysis being incorporated as conditions of approval. There may be future geographical visual impacts to the City as a result of this applicatio...
	Department Review
	Staff took the project back before the Development Review Committee on September 9, 2014, February 10, 2015 and March 24, 2015. Engineering continues to express concerns with the site access and height of retaining walls, Building expressed concern wi...
	Notice
	The property was posted on February 11, 2015 and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet in accordance with requirements of the LMC on February 11, 2015. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on February 6, 2015 and on the pu...
	Public Input
	Public comment was taken during the various past meetings held to discuss the project.  The various Planning Commission meeting minutes will reflect that public input.  Any public comment received prior to the meeting will be forwarded to the Planning...
	Process
	This application is for a major subdivision and plat amendment as defined in 15-7.1-3(A) (2).  A major subdivision requires a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat although the Planning Commission may, at its sole discretion, combine the required hearings...
	Alternatives
	 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment as conditioned or amended; or
	 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City Council for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or
	 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the subdivision and plat amendment to a date certain and provide specific direction to the applicant and/or staff to provide additional information necessary to make a recommendation on this item.
	Significant Impacts
	There are no immediate significant fiscal impacts to the City from this application. If construction on the site were permitted, it will require a detailed Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) to protect existing development located near the proposed su...
	Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
	The parcels would remain as is and no construction could take place.
	Recommendation
	Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment located at approximately Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue and Sampson Avenue and consider forwarding a p...
	Exhibits
	Exhibit A – Proposed Plat
	Exhibit B – Existing Conditions Survey
	Exhibit C –Vicinity & Zoning
	Exhibit D –Aerial
	Exhibit E –Site Plan
	Exhibit F –Utility Plan
	Exhibit G–Photographs/Panoramic Images
	Exhibit H–Perspective Rendering
	Exhibit I –Visual Analysis
	Exhibit J –Figure Ground Maps
	Exhibit K –Open Space & Trail
	Exhibit L –Vegetative Cover
	Exhibit M –Slope Analysis
	Exhibit N –Landscape Mitigation of Site Walls Plan
	Exhibit O –Retaining Wall Illustrations & Site Sections
	Exhibit P – Letter from SBWRD
	Exhibit Q – January 28, 2009 Site Plan
	Exhibit R – Minutes from October 8, 2014 Planning Commission Work Session
	Exhibit S – Mean building footprint analysis for other nearby neighborhoods and zones
	Exhibit T - Intersection Evaluation by Fehr and Peers
	Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
	Ordinance 15-
	AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ALICE CLAIM SUBDIVISION PLAT, LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF KING ROAD, RIDGE AVENUE, WOODSIDE GULCH AND SAMPSON AVENUE (APPROXIMATELY), PARK CITY, UTAH.
	WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Alice Claim Subdivision located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue (approximately), have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Alice Claim Subdiv...
	WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
	WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners according to the Land Management Code; and
	WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 25, 2006, January 28, 2009, February 25, 2009, and April 8, 2015 to receive input on the proposed subdivision;
	WHEREAS, on April 8, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation to the City Council; and,
	WHEREAS, on May 7, 2015 the City Council held a public hearing on the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision; and
	WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed Alice Claim Subdivision plat.
	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 Alice Claim Subdivision 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:
	2. The proposal includes nine (9) lots on 8.65 acres.
	3. The property is a “metes and bounds" parcel with contiguous platted lots.
	4. A City water tank and land owned by the City is adjacent to the subject property on the south end, and a City-owned parcel bisects the subject property.  The City water line does not run within the City owned property, but rather is located within a pre�
	5. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils on the site, which included soil remediation both in the Alice Claim 8.49 acre portion and within a 1.7 acre portion of the adjoining City property.
	6. The property can only be accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way as the owner cannot secure legal access through the Woodside Gulch water tank access easement used by the City.  The new roadway would require excavation and retaining walls �
	7. The Woodside Gulch stream runs through the property and any changes to the stream will require a Stream Alteration Permit. The Applicant previously applied for this permit and will need to amend their existing Stream Alteration Permit from the Army Corp�
	8. The property, which was once the site of the Alice Load Mine, was previously the site of mining activities, which have since undergone recent remediation.
	9. A Voluntary Clean Up of the property was initiated by the Applicant.
	10. Most of the remainder of the site has stands of oak, maple and aspen trees in addition to areas of smaller shrubs and grasses.
	11. A culvert for the stream is proposed for Lot 1 in order to meet the 50’ setback regulations from streams within the Estate and SLO lot.
	12. The applicant has proposed a bridge over the City’s property to Lot 7.
	13. The applicant has proposed retaining walls in 8 locations up to 20’ in height that will be reviewed under a concurrent CUP.
	14. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. Lots 1, 5, 6, 8, and 9 at a minimum appear to be in the streams flood plain.
	15. The applicant requests a setback reduction from the Planning Commission for Lot 1 to a 10’ front, 10’ side and 20’ rear setback from the required 30’ front, 30’ side and 30’ rear setbacks for this Estate District lot.
	16. Water Service is available to meet required water pressure to all of the proposed development sites (proposed Lots) within the development.  The applicant will be responsible to propose acceptable mitigation should the water model be further revised.
	17. Existing trails are shown on the plat and granted a public easement.
	18. Proposed utilities have not been engineered to meet City Engineer’s approval but shall be prior to plat recordation.
	19. All roads are proposed over 10% grades and will not be eligible to be converted to public ROWs in the future.
	1. The homes are proposed to be 5,000 square feet total including basement and garages, the footprints are proposed to be 2,500 square feet or lower to meet LMC requirements. Building pads are shown in Exhibit A. Limits of disturbance as shown on Exhibit A�
	20. The footprints of the proposed homes are larger than those in nearby streets. The average footprints on Daly Avenue are 1,465.44 square feet, on King Road are 1,342.31 square feet, on Sampson Avenue are 1,619.58 square feet, and on Ridge Avenue are 2,0�
	21. Sewer Service must be designed to service the proposed development sites in accordance with the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District’s requirements. The applicant will be responsible to determine this with Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation Di�
	22. Proposed roads with utilities that are not private driveways are required to be 20’ wide and are shown as such on the plat.
	24. The proposed lots range in size from three (3) acres within the Estate District and from .17 acres (8,712 square feet) to 0.198 acres (20,909 square feet) within the HR-1 District.
	25. The applicant owns several other adjoining properties within the Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL) District. Two of these contiguous properties are lots 1 and 2 of the Ridge Avenue Subdivision.
	26. The Estate District lot (Lot 1) is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and is subject to the regulations of LMC 15-2.21.
	27. The proposed location of the house on proposed Lot 1 is on Steep Slopes (15% - 40%) and not on Very Slopes (greater than 40%), and is thus not subject to review under LMC 15-2.21-2(A) and (C).
	28. The application for the Alice Claim subdivision was deemed “complete” by the Planning Department on May 23, 2005.
	29. Between 2006 and 2009, the Planning Commission conducted three work sessions to discuss the project and visited the property during two site visits.
	30. On October 8, 2014 the Planning Commission conducted a site visit and work session to discuss the history and 2009 site plan proposed for this project.
	31. The Applicant submitted revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for the subdivision and plat amendment on January 23, 2015.
	32. The Applicant submitted further revisions to the plat to address the City’s concerns on March 16, 2015.
	Conclusions of Law:
	Conditions of Approval:
	9. The Applicant has proposed a bridge over the City’s property to Lot 7. The proposed drive and bridge shall be engineered to meet City Drive Standards and UDOT Bridge Standards prior to plat recordation.
	10. There shall not be any further subdivision of any additional lots in this subdivision.  A plat note shall reflect this condition.
	11. No building permits shall be issued until the culvert is fully installed.
	12. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. Lots 1, 5, 6, 8, and 9 at a minimum appear to be in the streams flood plain. A study shall be completed extending the FEMA Flood Plains through this development prior to plat recorda�
	13. A Stream Alteration Permit from the State will be required for the culvert along with the Flood Plain Study to identify the culverts upstream and downstream impacts prior to plat recordation. The Stream Alteration Permit and Flood Plain Study must be c�
	14. A Debris Flow Study must be completed for the stream to determine if a debris basin is required.
	15. All homes within this subdivision shall be limited to the LMC required footprint maximums or 2,500 sf, whichever is lower. Lot 8 as proposed shall be limited to a footprint of 2,442.3 sf and Lot 9 as proposed shall be limited to a footprint of 2,355.5 �
	18. The utility plan will need to be revised to show how each of the main and dry utilities will be able to be placed within the drives with required separations and approved by the City Engineer prior to plat recordation.
	SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
	PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of ___________, 2015
	PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
	________________________________
	Jack Thomas, MAYOR
	ATTEST:
	____________________________________
	Marci Heil, City Recorder
	APPROVED AS TO FORM:
	________________________________
	Mark Harrington, City Attorney

	T PL-08-00371 Alice Claim Plat PC Staff Report 10 8 14 post draft - for PC - capsm TE MOST RECENT - FINAL
	Planning Commission
	Staff Report
	Subject:  Alice Claim aka Alice Lode    Subdivision & Plat
	Amendment
	Project #:  PL-08-00371
	Author:  Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II
	Date:   October 8, 2014
	Type of Item:  Work Session (Administrative – Subdivision & Plat Amendment)
	Summary Recommendations
	This is a Work Session item. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the project history and provide staff with input and direction regarding any additional information the Commission would like to see before it is placed on the Regular A...
	Topic
	Applicant:  King Development Group, LLC (“Applicant” or “King Development”)
	Location: Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue
	Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO)
	Adjacent Land Uses: Open Space and Residential (developed and undeveloped)
	Proposal
	The Applicant is proposing that the Planning Commission consider the approval of a nine (9) lot Preliminary and Final subdivision on 8.65 acres and a Plat Amendment on 0.38 acres, located at approximately the intersection King Road and Sampson Avenue ...
	Background
	On May 23, 2005, the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for the Alice Claim Subdivision (also known as “Alice Lode”).  The Alice Claim is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts with Sensitive Lands Ov...
	This area, historically known as Woodside Gulch, has some mining history and served as an early access to the Silver King Mine further up the gulch. The City owns an adjacent parcel of land where a City-owned potable water tank and water lines are loc...
	Brief Subdivision Timeline:
	 May 23, 2005 - Complete Application for the Plat Amendment received.
	 July 27, 2005 - Planning Commission work session and introduction of project.
	 January 11, 2006 - Planning Commission work session on revised site plan reflecting comments from July 2005 Planning Commission work session.
	 October 25, 2006 - Planning Commission public hearing on further revised site plans. Applicant requested the hearing to be continued to a date uncertain.
	 August 27, 2008 - Planning Commission site visit and work session on specific site issues and the voluntary remediation of the regulated soils on the site.
	 October 22, 2008 - Binder of revised proposals received from Applicant. Access is proposed from platted Sampson Avenue to the property. Binders provided to each Planning Commission member.
	 November 12, 2008 - Planning Commission work session discussion scheduled. Prior to the meeting Applicant requested the discussion be continued.
	 January 28, 2009 - Planning Commission site visit, work session meeting and regular meeting with a public hearing with a revised site plan. It is this site plan that the Applicant would like the Commission to review (see Exhibit A). The item was continue�
	 February 25, 2009 – Planning Commission public hearing, no public comment was made and the item was continued to a date uncertain.
	 March 11, 2009 – Planning Commission work session, Commissioners review Plan A, Plan B, and Plan C.  They note a preference for Plan B – the plan illustrating clustering of housing low in the valley.
	 December 17, 2010 – Applicant submitted a new binder containing Preliminary Plat documents to Planning Director Thomas Eddington with a similar design as the plan presented at the January 28, 2009 Planning Commission work session.    Submittal includes t�
	 February 9, 2011 – Planning Commission meeting to discuss whether to appoint a subcommittee regarding project at the request of Applicant.   Planning Commission decides not to appoint a subcommittee.
	 November 20, 2012 - Application is closed due to inactivity by the Applicant.
	 November 30, 2012 - An appeal of the closing of the file for the Alice Claim Subdivision is filed by the Applicant’s attorney.
	 January 2, 2013 - Planning Director, Thomas Eddington rescinds the closing of the file with the provision that the Applicant specify which site plan they wanted to move forward with (the last submitted plan or a revised plan per discussions) and agree to�
	 February 14, 2013 – Planning Director Eddington, City Attorney Harrington, and Applicant, through its attorney Joe Tesch, mutually agree to continue the March 13, 2013 meeting with the Planning Commission and to meet on February 26, 2013.
	 February 26, 2013 – Representatives of Applicant and City Planning and Legal Departments meet to resolve outstanding issues.
	 June 23, 2014 – Representatives of Applicant and City Planning and Legal Departments meet. Applicant through one of the Applicant’s attorneys (Brad Cahoon) emailed Thomas Eddington the same day with their desire to proceed with their January 2009 nine (9�
	The Applicant has previously performed soil remediation under the Utah Voluntary Clean-Up Program (VCP) on mine-waste contaminated soils in both the Applicant’s property and on the adjoining City property. No report on clean-up activities has been sub...
	 April 1, 2003 – Owner submits field sampling plan for targeted “Brownfields” assessment.
	 September 1, 2003 – Grant Submittal for Brownfields Clean-up Grant by Park City Municipal Corporation.
	 September 23, 2003 – Memo from Environmental Coordinator Jeff Schoenbacher to Planning Director Patrick Putt, Planner Ray Millner, Chief Building Official Ron Ivie, and City Engineer Eric Dehaan conveying the results of the Brownfields Assessment Phase I�
	 February 10, 2004 – final Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) (by URS operating Services).
	 July 7, 2005 – Original VCP Application (King Development Group)
	 July 13, 2005 – Initial ESA by King Development (submitted with the VCP Application).
	 July 14, 2005 – King Development request to be included in Soils Ordinance Boundary which was not accepted, property was entered into the VCP instead.
	 September 9, 2005 – Sampling Analytical Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan for Additional Site Characterization.
	 March 31, 2006 – Sampling and Analysis Report.
	 August 3, 2006 – Mitigation Work Plan Accepted by DEQ
	 April 28, 2008 – Letter to DEQ from King Development authorizing PCMC to be included in VCP.
	 July 18, 2008 – Acceptance of Park City as co-Applicant into VCP.
	 October 16, 2013 – Park City provides UDEQ final legal description for the City owned property to be withdrawn from the VCP.
	By the City signing on as a co-Applicant to the VCP, King Development remediated the soils of the City owned property, in exchange the City was able to assist in making disposal arrangements for the contaminated soil to be deposited in Richardson’s Fl...
	The Applicant confirmed that they wish to proceed with the plan dated January 28, 2009, as depicted in the copies attached hereto as Exhibit A.  The Applicant has provided Staff with several binders of information dating from 2006-2010 as well as othe...
	Below is a summary of discussions by the Planning Commission regarding the Alice Claim Subdivision during the January 2009 site visit and work session which was the last discussion the Planning Commission had concerning the project itself. The plan th...
	 A question was asked regarding the use prohibition of development on identified ridgelines. Since then the ridgelines have been re-assessed and this development will not occur on any identified ridgelines.
	 It was noted that the previous General Plan, page 148, states: “encourage future hillside development that is clustered at the base of the hills and off of ridgelines, compatible with the Historic District.”
	 It was reiterated that the entrance road could not utilize the existing easement from the owner of 135 King Road and the entrance would come off the public right-of-way with a new access drive and retaining wall.  That proposed access has not changed wit�
	 It was mentioned that the Planning Commission had discussed location and reconfiguration of the proposed lots, but they had not talked about lot sizes and how they compare with the historic district.  They have also not addressed the square footage that �
	 The Planning Commission commented that, regardless of existing development in either zone, the purpose statement for both zones says to build to the toe of the hill and historically compatible structures, which are traditionally smaller tightly compact h�
	 All Commissioners commented that they were not supportive of having the homes further (Lots 1 through 4) up towards the ridge, and would like to see the homes clustered toward the middle of the canyon rather than “pushed to the sides.”
	 It was also noted that the during the Conditional Use Permit process, the Planning Commission would have the opportunity to restrict or reduce height.
	 The Applicant noted that most of the homes in Old Town are very vertical with a lot of stairways and bedrooms are separated on different levels.   The Applicant believes this site provides the opportunity to create more horizontal living and concurred wi�
	 The Applicant pointed out that the Historic District Design Guidelines discourage garages off the front of houses and encourage side-entry garages.  The Applicant noted that a side garage is not possible on a 25 foot lot and if the lots are narrowed, the�
	 The Applicant stated that the placement of proposed Lots 6 and 7 as shown on the plan resulted from a conversation with former Planning Director, Patrick Putt, who indicated that it was not a significant ridge.  The Applicant remarked that a rendering sh�
	 The Planning Commission suggested that the Applicant provide an overlay of the old plan and a new plan showing revised Lots 6 and 7 and noted that a cross section through that area perpendicular to the ridgeline would be helpful.  The Planning Commission�
	Analysis
	Purpose of “HR-1” and “E” Zoning Districts
	The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-l 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.
	The purpose of the Estate (E) District is to:
	(A) Allow very low density, environmentally sensitive residential Development which:
	(1) Preserves ridge tops, meadows, and visible hillsides,
	(2)  Preserves large, cohesive, unbroken Areas of Open Space and undeveloped land,
	(3)  Preserves and incorporates wetlands, drainage ways, and intermittent streams as amenities of Development,
	(4)  Mitigates geologic and flood hazards,
	(5)  Protects views along the City’s entry corridors, and
	(6)  Decreases fire risk by keeping Development out of sensitive wild land interface Areas.
	(B) Incorporate pedestrian trail linkages between and through neighborhoods; and
	(C) Encourage comprehensive, efficient, Compatible Development which results in distinct and cohesive neighborhoods through application of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
	The proposed subdivision creates a nine (9) lot subdivision on 8.65 acres. One lot is within the Estate (E) District and is three (3) acres in size. The other eight (8) lots are within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and range in size from 0....
	The current plan will also include a plat amendment that will eliminate other contiguous platted lots encumbered by the existing King Road and Sampson Avenue. If approved, the existing lot lines will be removed and the property will be included in the...
	Estate Lot
	The Estate District lot (Lot 1) is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO) and is thus subject to the regulations of LMC 15-2.21. The lot has Steep Slopes (15%-40%), Very Steep Slopes (greater than 40%) and a Stream Corridor. A Slope Analysis map was...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(A) SENSITIVE LANDS ANALYSIS. Applicants for Development within the SLO must identify the Property's sensitive environmental and aesthetic Areas such as Steep Slopes, Ridge Line Areas, wetlands, Stream Corridors, wildland interface, and w...
	LMC 15-2.21-2(C) SITE DEVELOPMENT SUITABILITY DETERMINATION. Staff shall review the Sensitive Land Analysis, apply the applicable Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) Regulations, Sections 15-2.21-4 through 15-2.1-9, and shall prepare a report to the Applican...
	The proposed location of the house on Lot 1 is on Steep (15% - 40%) and Very Slopes (greater than 40%).  Within the SLO, 100% of the Very Steep Slopes shall remain as Open Space (LMC 15-2.21-4(I), no vegetation can be disturbed within fifty (50) verti...
	The Planning Commission may vary the Setback from Very Steep Slopes if the Planning Commission can make all of the following findings during the suitability review:
	1.  Varying the Setback does not create an intrusion of Buildings into the Ridge Line Area when viewed from Land Management Code designated Vantage Points (15-2-2.1(A)(4) or other Vantage Points designated by the Planning staff or Commission (15-2.21-3(B);�
	2.  Building Areas in the Setback do not create excessive cut or fill Slopes; minimal retaining walls to limit disturbance and meet Grade may be required by the Planning Commission subject to sections 15-2.21-4(B), (C), and (E);
	3.  Limits of Disturbance around any Structure within the Setback shall be limited to the minimal Area necessary to excavate and backfill the foundation.  Decks and patios in the Area of the Very Steep Slope Setback, may not extend more than fifteen feet (�
	4.  No additional erosion, land subsidence, or avalanche hazard is created;
	5.  The Site plan results in an improved organization of units through vegetation avoidance, minimization of changes to the viewshed from public Areas, and reduction of Site disturbance;
	6.  The reduction in Setback results in a reduction in overall project Density as established by the Planning Staff's Site suitability determination; and
	7.  In no case shall additional disturbance be allowed beyond the maximum Area determined in the Site Development suitability determination, see Section 15-2.21-2(C).
	The stream corridor is also protected within the Sensitive Lands Overlay as provided in the LMC:
	LMC 15-2.21-6(C) “No person shall disturb, remove, fill, dredge, clear, destroy or alter any Area, including vegetation, surface disturbance within wetlands and Stream Corridors and their respective Setbacks, except as may be expressly allowed herein.”
	The setbacks required per LMC 15-2.21-6(F) for stream corridors are a minimum of fifty feet (50') outward from the Ordinary High Water Mark.  There is no exception to this 50’ setback in the LMC other than Hardship Relief under LMC 15-2.21-2(D).
	The proposed subdivision creates a driveway for lot 1 and lot 7 within the fifty foot (50’) setback area from the stream corridor within the Estate zone with Sensitive Lands Overlay.  Any change to the stream will require a Stream Alteration Permit fr...
	Historic Residential Zone
	The zoning for the subdivision is HR-1 subject to the following criteria:
	Based on the analysis above, the average lot size (excluding the Estate Lot) is 0.31 acres (13,501 square feet); the average proposed footprint is 3,029 square feet.  Based on previous analysis for other nearby developments, the proposed lot size and ...
	Access
	Currently, legal access to the property is proposed to be gained through the platted but un-built King Road right-of-way. This access point is approximately 50 feet west (off-set) of the King Road – Ridge Avenue intersection where King Road turns nort...
	The proposed access to the Alice Claim Subdivision is at a point, although offset, where essentially three roadways meet, King Road, Sampson Avenue, and Ridge Avenue.
	The Applicant is proposing to use “platted” King Road, which does not match where the road known as “Woodside Gulch driveway” is actually built.  The proposed roadway is off-set from the King Road/Ridge Avenue intersection by about fifty (50) feet.  O...
	The Applicant does not propose to dedicate streets within the proposed development to the City but will complete the proposed Alice Court to meet City Standards.  If the Applicant decides to dedicate the streets at a later date, all of the streets wil...
	Emergency access has been a continual concern with the Building and Fire Departments. Fire apparatus access roads shall be provided and maintained in accordance with Sections 503.1.1 through 503.1.3 of the 2012 International Fire Code (IFC). The Fire ...
	The recent review comments from the Assistant Fire Chief are that:
	 The road/driveway from King Road to Alice Court to lots 2-3-4 will need to be a minimum of 20-feet clear width as required by the IFC, along with the turn-around / hammer head as shown on the marked up drawing.
	 Lots 1 and 7, Private Road ROW, is acceptable as a driveway, however, if any additional lots are added or developed, then this driveways will then need to be upgraded to meet the requirements of 20-feet wide for the fire department access road, based on �
	 Also, even though it is not required, the Assistant Fire Chief strongly encourages the Applicant to provide  turn-outs and turn-around for lots 1 and 7 were the length of the driveway are in excess of 200 feet.
	The recent review comments from the Chief Building Official are that:
	 The road to homes 1 and 7 shall be 20 ft. wide and there must be an area at the end of the road past the hammerhead that is a snow storage area so they do not fill the hammerhead with piles of snow. This shall be signed as a snow storage area with a 10 f�
	 The drive to home 7 will be considered a private driveway to a single family residence.
	 The roads shall be able to support an imposed load of a fire apparatus weighing 75,000 pounds.
	 The grade of the roads and drives may exceed 10% and shall not go over 14% for only 100 ft.  The International Fire Code states max grade is 10% per appendix D for access road per section 503.2.7 IFC.
	 Roads less than 26 ft. wide shall be marked NO Parking on both sides of the road. With Parking there shall be at least 20 ft. minimum of driveway width from the parked cars to the other side of the road.
	 The plan does not show any traffic calming devices or gates. These must be approved by the Fire Code Official and Fire Chief. Under Code traffic calming is prohibited.
	 Cannot tell where Fire Hydrants are located, These Hydrants must be approved by the Fire Code Official. Map provided with Hydrant location which there shall be 5 hydrants so that no point shall the hydrant be farther than 600 ft. from the farthest home p�
	Slope
	According to the Slope Analysis provided by the Applicant (Exhibit B: Sensitive Lands Analysis), 2.7% of the land located in the HR-1 zone is under 15% slope, 21.7% is 15-40% slope (defined as a Steep Slope), and 75.6% is over 40% slope (defined as a ...
	“Restrictions Due to Character of the Land: Land which the Planning Commission finds to be unsuitable for Subdivision or Development due to flooding, improper drainage, Steep Slopes, rock formations, mine hazards, potentially toxic wastes, adverse ear...
	The proposed building pad areas on proposed Lots1-4 and 6-8 are all on Very Steep Slopes. Only the proposed building pad area on Lots 5 and 9 are on slopes less than 30%. Currently the Applicant has not provided information regarding the mitigation of...
	Clustering
	The General Subdivision Requirements (LMC 15-7.3-2(E)) Open Space reads:
	“Units should be clustered in the most developable and least visually sensitive portions of the Site with common open space corridors separating clusters. This applies to both multi-family and single family projects. The open space corridors should be...
	The Applicant has provided an existing vegetation plan with the larger conifers to remain or be removed (Exhibit B: Vegetation Cover).  Outside of the stream channel and the disturbance from previous mining activities and the recent remediation, most ...
	Water Delivery Issue
	Staff was informed by the Park City Water Department, that much of the Alice Claim property proposed for development may not be serviceable by the current City water system. The low water pressure is due to the small elevation difference between the p...
	Good Cause
	Planning Staff is still determining if there is good cause for this subdivision. There may be future fiscal and or geographical visual impacts to the City as a result of this application with respect to additional site stabilization, proposed retainin...
	Department Review
	Due to the length of time since the previous Development Review, Staff took the project back before the Development Review Committee on September 9, 2014. Engineering expressed concern with the above 14% private drive gradients, site access, and heigh...
	Notice
	The property was courtesy posted but no notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet due to this item being a Work Session only. Legal notice will be published in the Park Record when it comes back before the Planning Commission on the Regular...
	Process
	This application is for a major subdivision as defined in 15-7.1-3(A) (2).  A major subdivision requires a Preliminary Plat and a Final Plat although the Planning Commission may, at its sole discretion, combine the required hearings for both prelimina...
	Public Input
	Public comment was taken during the various past meetings held to discuss the project.  The various Planning Commission meeting minutes will reflect that public input.  Any public comment received prior to the meeting will be forwarded to the Planning...
	Significant Impacts
	There are no immediate significant fiscal impacts to the City from this application. If construction on the site were permitted, it will require a detailed Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) to protect existing development located near the proposed su...
	Recommendation
	This is a Work Session item. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the project history and provide staff with input and direction regarding any additional information the Commission would like to see before it is placed on the Regular A...
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	Alice Claim Retaining Walls CUP report PC 6.10.15 FINAL.pdf
	Alice Claim Retaining Walls CUP report PC 5 27 15 capsm0604 (Recovered)
	1. The property is located at the intersection of King Road, Ridge Avenue, Woodside Gulch and Sampson Avenue (approximately), within the Historic Residential (HR-1) and Estate (E) Districts and Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO).
	2. The proposal includes nine (9) lots on 8.65 acres.
	3. The property is a “metes and bounds" parcel with contiguous platted lots.
	4. A City water tank and land owned by the City is adjacent to the subject property on the south end, and a City-owned parcel bisects the subject property.  The City water line does not run within the City owned property, but rather is located within a pre�
	5. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils on the site, which included soil remediation both in the Alice Claim 8.49 acre portion and within a 1.7 acre portion of the adjoining City property.
	6. The property can only be accessed through the platted King Avenue right-of-way as the owner cannot secure legal access through the Woodside Gulch easement.
	7. The new roadway would require excavation and 3 blonde sandstone veneer retaining walls of ten feet (10’) in height with four feet (4’) of horizontal terracing in between each wall, placed at the entrance to Alice Court. The four feet of horizontal terra�
	8. The retaining walls have not been engineered as of the date of this report and would require the City Engineer to approve the engineered plans.
	9. Historic District Design Review applications are required for any construction of retaining walls within the historic districts or any lots adjacent to the historic district.
	10. Snow storage, guardrails and lighting are elements of the retaining walls that require City Engineer and Planning Department approval.
	11. There are impacts created by the proposed retaining walls which include:
	a) Size and location of the Site; the applicant has determined the three 10’ walls must be placed in this location due to the access they are providing. Should the applicant work through the access issues with the adjacent neighbor, less retaining would be�
	f) Environmentally sensitive lands, physical mine hazards, historic mine waste and steep slopes have not been properly addressed in these locations with final engineered plans. This presents a negative health, safety and welfare impact if not addressed. Th	
	12. The applicant submitted draft utility plans dated May 18, 2015 that have not received final approval by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, Water Department, and City Engineer. The applicant will be responsible to determine what portion o	
	13. The application for the Alice Claim CUP was deemed “complete” by the Planning Department on January 23, 2015.
	14. Staff findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.
	15. Proposed tree heights will only screen approximately 50% of the walls vertically where located and proposed spacing of trees will only screen approximately 25% of the walls horizontally which creates a visual impact that can be mitigated by Condition o
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