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Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit for an Off-Premise Private Residence Club at 875 Main Street Unit A, conduct a
public hearing, and consider approving the Conditional Use Permit based on the
findings of fact, conclusion of law, and conditions of approval found in this staff report.

Description

Applicant: Victory Ranch Acquisitions, LLC represented by Jeff
Graham, Director of Development

Location: 875 Main Street Unit A

Zoning: Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential Condominiums/Resort
Commercial/Bar/Restaurant/General/Office

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits require review and final action by
the Planning Commission

Proposal

The applicant requests to use the existing commercial condominium unit, privately
owned by the applicant, for an off-premise private residence club at 875 Main Street,
Unit A. The proposed use requires a Conditional Use Permit in the Historic Recreation
Commercial (HRC) District.

Background
On April 1, 2015, the City received a complete Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

application requesting approval of a private residence club, off site, at 875 Main Street,
Unit A. Since November 2014, Victory Ranch has occupied the space with a retail
business license. It was determined that they weren't using the space as retail and
therefore needed a business license specifically for a private residence club, off site,
and a Conditional Use Permit would be required.

Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015 Page 237 of 723



The entire Unit A is 1225 square feet, platted as Private Commercial Ownership. The
space has been previously used as a Gallery, a financial office and a retail use, the unit
was approved with the Lift Lodge at Town Lift condominium plat in 1999. The building
was approved in June 11, 1997 with the MciIntosh Mill CUP. It was constructed as an
allowed us in the HRC zone following approval of the design by the Historic Design
Review ask Force per the Historic District Guidelines. It is not included in any MPD. The
Lift Lodge at Town Lift Condominiums was approved as a mixed use building consisting
of 13 condominium units (12,381 net square feet), 842 square feet of support
commercial uses, and 3,554 square feet of net leasable commercial space. In addition
there are 8,654 square feet of parking and storage. The Lift Lodge at Town Lift has 12
shared spaces reserved for the 3 commercial spaces within the condominium project.
Typically 2 cars per day from the member center use the parking garage spaces
allotted.

The Lift Lodge at Town Lift Plat

Unit A is shown on the plat as part of the private commercial ownership area
designation. The plat identifies four (4) categories: common areas and facilities, private
residential ownership, limited common areas, and private commercial ownership.
Commercial areas include retail, meeting rooms, and restaurants. The Condominium
Plat for this project notes residential and commercial units. The proposed off site
private residence club would be located within the proposed commercial space noted on
the Plat.

Purpose of the Historic Recreation Commercial District
The purpose of the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District is to:

(A) Maintain and enhance characteristics of Historic Streetscape elements such as
yards, trees, vegetation, and porches,

(B) Encourage pedestrian oriented, pedestrian-scale Development,

(C) Minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking,

(D) Preserve and enhance landscaping and public spaces adjacent to Streets and
thoroughfares,

(E) Provide a transition in scale and land Uses between the HR-1 and HCB Districts that
retains the character of Historic Buildings in the Area,

(F) Provide a moderate Density bed base at the Town Lift,

(G) Allow for limited retail and Commercial Uses consistent with resort bed base and the
needs of the local community,

(H) Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of Historic Buildings and resources.

() Maintain and enhance the long term viability of the downtown core as a destination
for residents and tourists by ensuring a Business mix that encourages a high level of
vitality, public Access, vibrancy, activity, and public/resort-related attractions.

The footnote attached to the Conditional Use of a Private Residence Club, Off Site
reads as: “Prohibited in storefronts adjacent to the Main Street, Swede Alley, Heber
Avenue, or Park Avenue Rights-of-Way, excluding those HRC zoned Areas north of 8tn
Street; excluding without limitation, addresses contained within the following Buildings:
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702 Main Street, 710 Main Street, 780 Main Street, 804 Main Street, 890 Main Street,
and 900 Main Street “. 875 Main Street is located north of 8" Street, therefore is
excluded.

*Please see vertical zoning exhibit “F”.
*Please see Exhibit “G” for a table showing allowed uses and Conditional Uses

Analysis
An off-premise private residence club is defined as “Any Use organized for the exclusive

benefit, support of, or linked to or associated with, or in any way offers exclusive
hospitality services and/or concierge support to any defined Owner’s association,
timeshare membership, residential club, or real estate project. Hospitality includes, but
is not limited to, any of the following services: real estate, restaurant, bar, gaming,
locker rooms, storage, salon, personal improvement, Office”. (LMC § 15-15-8.1.48 (D)).

The use of the member club will not be public and is for the exclusive benefit of the
Victory Ranch Members. It will be a home base at the bottom of Park City Mountain
Resort for members to utilize lockers, allow a space to change from/to ski gear, for
families to re-group, and to serve as a gathering spot for apres ski. There is no
commercial kitchen, but light refreshments and snacks are available to members.

The maximum occupancy is 48 people based upon the Fire District approval. The
member center is locked at all times and accessed with a card key, available for use
from the hours of 8:00 AM — 12:00 AM.

Included for Victory Ranch members is a Sprinter Van and Suburban which are always
on call for the members and guests. The vans are able to pick up members from various
locations and bring them to and from 875 Main Street. On an average day, 8 members
use the facility. On a great snow day, 12 people will normally utilize the center. Normally
4-6 people per van use the transportation service the member center provides. Parking
has not been a problem for members or patrons using Main Street, even during
Sundance. The Lift Lodge at Town Lift has 12 shared spaces reserved for the 3
commercial spaces within the condominium project. Typically 2 cars per day from the
member center use the parking garage spaces allotted.

The Planning Commission must review each of the following items when considering
whether or not the proposed conditional use mitigates impacts of and addresses the
following items as outlined in LMC 8§ 15-1-10(E):

1) Size and location of the site.
No unmitigated impacts. The entire unitis 1,225 square feet. The applicant is
requesting to use of the entire unit for the requested use. The max occupancy is 48
people; however the on-site staff confirms there are rarely more than 12 people utilizing
the location per day. The space is not used as a destination space rather as a transition
space for members of Victory Ranch to utilize the club before and after skiing/riding at
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the resorts and for the close proximity to shopping and dining on Main Street. Staff finds
that any impacts of this use regarding the size and location have been mitigated.

2) Traffic considerations.
No unmitigated impacts. The requested use allows the Victory Ranch Members to
shuttle in or park at the 875 Main Street parking garage. Although the member center
can hold a maximum of 48 people, the space is more commonly utilized by 12 people
per day. Staff finds the small number of people will not cause any unmitigated impacts
to traffic.

3) Utility capacity.
No unmitigated impacts. No additional utility capacity is required for the requested
use.

4) Emergency vehicle access.
No unmitigated impacts. Emergency vehicles can easily access the unit and no
additional access is required.

5) Location and amount of off-street parking.
No unmitigated impacts. According to the Non-Residential Parking Ratio, the
requested use fits best under the definition of a “Recreation Facility, Private or HOA”
(LMC § 15-3-13 (B)). The proposed definition triggers a minimum parking requirement
of 1 space per 4 persons maximum rated capacity. With the 1,225 square foot unit
having a maximum capacity of 48 people based on Fire District Approval, 12 parking
spaces would be required.

Recreation Facility, Minimum of 1 space per 4 persons
Private or HOA maximum rated capacity

The plat for the Lift Lodge Condos dedicates 12 spaces within the underground parking
garage reserved for the 3 platted commercial spaces. No spaces are reserved between
the commercial spaces; it is first come first serve.

The parking requirements for the building were determined using a shared parking
scenario. In addition to the platted spaces, there is a parking management plan
approved in 1998 that created shared parking between 875 Main Street and the Town
Lift Plaza/Caledonian. 875 Main Street agreed to physically connect their parking
structure with the existing 147 space parking structure for the Town Lift
Plaza/Caledonian. (Exhibit I). Exhibits H — M show the parking agreement proposal and
signed deeds and agreements that created the blended spaces in the shared garages.

The applicant, Victory Ranch LLC, provides a twelve (12) person sprinter van and a
Suburban that shuttle members from their homes to the member center and Main
Street. These vehicles are always on call. The Director of Development for Victory
Ranch noted that typically 4-6 people, per van, utilize this service a day. Staff believes
there are enough parking spaces provided for the maximum amount of people to attend
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the club without causing negative parking impacts on or around Main Street. Staff also
finds that this use is not as intensive as the code suggests for a destination recreation
facility, however this was the closest use staff could determine in the parking
requirement table. The on-site staff member for Victory Ranch has noted that only a
guarter of the maximum 48 people will visit the club on a normal basis. Half of which
utilize the shuttle service. Staff finds the requested use of the space is similar in nature
to the support uses to the primary development/use in the area and no additional
impacts need to be mitigated in terms of parking considerations.

6) Internal circulation system.
No unmitigated impacts. The parking area/driveway is directly accessed off 9" Street.
Secondary access is provided from the adjacent parking structure which has access to
Park Avenue. There is street parking and Main Street pedestrian access as well. Going
along Main Street there is an ADA easement that accesses the first floor of the Lift
Lodge at Town Lift Condominiums.

7) Fencing, screening and landscaping to separate uses.
No unmitigated impacts. Fencing, screening, and landscaping are not proposed at
this time and are not needed to separate uses as the uses are fully enclosed within the
existing building. Staff has surveyed the site and all landscaping around the Lift Lodge
looks great!

8) Building mass, bulk, orientation and the location on site, including orientation to
adjacent buildings or lots.
No unmitigated impacts. The requested use will not affect the existing building mass,
bulk, orientation and the location on site, including orientation to adjacent building. Staff
does not find there to be additional impacts as no exterior changes to the building are
being proposed.

9) Usable open space.
No unmitigated impacts. No useable open space will be affected with the requested
use from what is currently found on site.

10)Signs and lighting.
No unmitigated impacts. No additional signs or exterior lighting are associated with
this proposal. Any new exterior lighting is subject to the LMC development standards
related to lighting and will be reviewed for compliance with the LMC at the time of
application. All signs are subject to the Park City Sign Code.

11)Physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and
style.
No unmitigated impacts. The requested use will not affect the existing physical
design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and style.

12)Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect
people and property off-site.
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No unmitigated impacts. Noise, vibration, odors, steam or mechanical factors are
anticipated that are normally associated with a commercial use. The hours of use for the
member center are from 8:00 AM — 12:00 PM with a max occupancy of 48 people. The
Development Director Mr. Jeff Graham has noted that the club will hold small wine and
cheese gatherings for members once a month in the winter and roughly 15 people will
attend. The impacts for the private resident club will be less than a bar or restaurant
located in this area facing Main Street.

The applicants have heard from several neighbors within the Lift Lodge Condominiums
and assured them there would be no problems but the neighbors are always welcome
to point out matters of concern. The neighboring resident has not had any problems to
date and the residence club has occupied the space since November of 2014. The HOA
is responsible for enforcement of the CCRs.

13)Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
screening.
No unmitigated impacts. The proposal will require infrequent delivery trucks that are
subject to Main Street delivery hours. Trash and recycling will not require screening as
the bins are located within the garage below the location. The Association brings the
bins to the street for pickup at required times.

14)Expected ownership and management of the property.
No unmitigated impacts. The expected ownership and management of the property is
not projected to add impacts that would need additional mitigation. The entire unit is
owned by Victory Ranch Acquisitions LLC for the use of their members.

15)Sensitive Lands Review.
No unmitigated impacts. The proposal is not located within the Sensitive Lands
Overlay.

Process

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the
procedures found in LMC § 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly noticed by posting of the
permit.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.

Notice

On May 13, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on May 9, 2015.
Notice for this Conditional Use Permit application was provided for the May 27, 2015,
meeting. At the May 27, 2015 meeting the item was continued to June 10, 2015.
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Public Input
Staff received a phone call from the owner of the adjacent residential unit with specific

comments regarding the possibility of noise generated from the proposed use and
requested general information on the project.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit for an Off-Premise Private Residence Club at 875 Main Street Unit A, conduct a
public hearing, and consider approving the conditional use based on the following
findings of fact, conclusion of law, and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact

1.

2.

Applicant requests the use of the commercial condominium unit as an off-
premise private residence club at 875 Main Street Unit A.

The proposed use requires a Conditional Use Permit in the Historic
Recreation Commercial (HRC) District.

This use will not affect any exterior areas and no exterior changes are
proposed to the building.

The current space was previously used as a gallery, a development group
office, and a retail use.

The entire unit, Unit A, is 1225 square feet.

The requested use will occupy the entire unit.

Based on Fire District Approval the 1225 square foot unit has a maximum
capacity of 48 people.

The unit was platted as Private Commercial Ownership Unit A of the Lift
Lodge at Town Lift plat recorded in 1999. It is not part of any Master Planned
Development.

The structure was reviewed by the Design Review Task Force for compliance
with design guidelines and approved as an allowed use.

10.Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.5-3(B)(31) indicates that a Private

Residence Club, Off Site, is a Conditional Use in the HRC District.

11.The footnote attached to the Conditional Use of a Private Residence Club, Off

Site reads as: “Prohibited in storefronts adjacent to the Main Street, Swede
Alley, Heber Avenue, or Park Avenue Rights-of-Way, excluding those HRC
zoned Areas north of 8t Street; excluding without limitation, addresses
contained within the following Buildings: 702 Main Street, 710 Main Street,
780 Main Street, 804 Main Street, 890 Main Street, and 900 Main Street “.
875 Main Street is located north of 8" Street, therefore is excluded from the
provisions of the vertical zoning regulations.

12.The Land Management Code defines the Club, Private Residence Off-Site as:

Any Use organized for the exclusive benefit, support of, or linked to or
associated with, or in any way offers exclusive hospitality services and/or
concierge support to any defined Owner’s association, timeshare
membership, residential club, or real estate project. Hospitality includes, but is
not limited to, any of the following services: real estate, restaurant, bar,
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gaming, locker rooms, storage, salon, personal improvement, Office. “(LMC §
15-15-81.49)(E).

13.The actual use of the member club will not be public and is for the exclusive
benefit of the Victory Ranch Members. It will be a home base at the bottom of
Park City Mountain Resort for members to utilize lockers, allow a space to
change from/to ski gear, for families to re-group, and to serve as a gathering
spot for apres ski.

14.No additional utility capacity is required for the requested use.

15.Emergency vehicles can easily access the unit and no additional access is
required.

16.According to the Non-Residential Parking Ratio, the requested use fits best
under the definition of a “Recreation Facility, Private or HOA” (LMC § 15-3-13
(B)). This triggers a minimum parking requirement of 1 space per 4 persons
maximum rated capacity. With the 1225 square foot unit having a maximum
capacity of 48 people based on Fire District Approval, 12 parking spaces are
required.

17.The parking in the Lift Lodge provides 12 spaces to share between the three
(3) commercial uses in the building.

18.The unit was approved with the Lift Lodge at Town Lift condominium plat in
1999. The building was approved in June 11, 1997 with the Mcintosh Mill
CUP.

19. The Lift Lodge was involved in a shared Parking Plan with the Summit Watch
and Town Lift Plaza/Caledonian parking structures allowing the parking needs
for the adjacent developments to be shared.

20.The applicant, Victory Ranch LLC, provides a twelve (12) person sprinter van
and a Suburban that shuttle members from their homes to the member
center/Main Street. These vehicles are always on call. The General Director
of Victory Ranch noted that typically 4-6 people, per van, utilize this service a
day.

21.The parking area/driveway is directly accessed off 9" street and no changes
to the access or parking area are proposed.

22.Fencing, screening, and landscaping are not proposed at this time and are
not needed to separate uses as the uses are fully enclosed within the
building.

23.The requested use will not affect the existing building mass, bulk, orientation
and the location on site, including orientation to adjacent building.

24.No useable open space will be affected with the requested use from what is
currently found on site.

25. All signs are subject to the Park City Sign Code. No additional signs and
lighting are associated with this proposal.

26.Any new exterior lighting is subject to the LMC development standards
related to lighting and will be reviewed for compliance with the LMC at the
time of application. No additional lighting is proposed at this time.

27.The requested use will not affect the existing physical design and
compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and style.
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28.Noise, vibration, odors, steam or mechanical factors normally associated with
the purpose use will not require additional mitigation as the space was
constructed as a commercial unit and no changes to the shared interior walls
or to the exterior windows or doors are proposed.

29.The club will hold small wine and cheese gatherings for members once a
month in the winter and roughly 15 people attend. The impacts for the private
resident club are less than a bar or restaurant located in this area facing Main
Street.

30. The proposal will not affect any control of delivery and service vehicles,
loading/unloading, and screening.

31.The expected ownership and management of the property is not projected to
add impacts that would need additional mitigation.

32.The entire unit is owned by Victory Ranch Acquisitions LLC with private use
by members of the Victory Ranch Owner’s Association and guests.

33.The proposal is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay.

34.Unit A is shown on the plat as part of the private commercial ownership
designation. The plat identifies four (4) categories: Common areas and
facilities, private residential ownership, limited common areas, and private
commercial ownership. Commercial areas include retail, meeting rooms, and
restaurants. The proposed private residence club space would be located
within the commercial space noted on the Plat as Unit A.

Conclusion of Law:

1. The application complies with all requirements of the Land Management
Code.

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

3. The use is consistent with the Park City General Plan, as amended. The
effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval

1. The requested use shall be conducted within the specified space at 875 Main
Street, Unit A as approved by the Planning Commission, which is within a
fully enclosed building per Park City Land Management.

2. The applicant is responsible for management of the club and enforcement of
the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions of the Lift Lodge Condominiums.

3. If the Off Premise Private Residence Club use is abandoned for a year or
more, this Conditional Use Permit shall be void.

4. All conditions of approval of the Mcintosh Mill CUP continue to apply.

Exhibits:

Exhibit A — Applicant’s Project Intent

Exhibit B — Vicinity Map

Exhibit C — Floor Plan

Exhibit D — The Lift Lodge at Town Lift Plat Map (sheet 1&3)
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Exhibit E — Site Photograph

Exhibit F — Map of unaffected vertical zoning areas along Main Street

Exhibit G — HRC Chapter Allowed and Conditional Uses table of the LMC

Exhibit H — 875 Main St. Conditional Use Permit action letter

Exhibit | — 875 Main St. Staff Report

Exhibit J — 875 Main St. Parking Management Plan Planning Commission Action Letter
Exhibit K — McIntosh Mill and Summit Watch Garages Proposed Parking Plan

Exhibit L — Original Easement Deed

Exhibit M — Amended Easement Deed
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EXHIBIT A
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*SEE 1-10.XX FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

*SEE 1-10.XX FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

EXHIBIT C
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OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that McINTOSH MILL, LTD., a
Utah limited partnership, as the undersigned owner of the hereon
described tract of land to be known hereafter as THE LIFT LODGE AT
TOWN LIFT, a Utoh condominium project, hereby certifies that it has
caused this survey to be made and this Record of Survey map to be
prepared. McINTOSH MILL, LTD. hereby consents to the recordation of this
Record of Survey map. Also, the owner, or its representative, hereby
irrevocably offers for dedication to the City of Park City all the streets,
land for local government uses, easements, parks and required utilities
and easements shown on the subdivision plat and construction plans in
accordance with an irrevocable offer of dedication. The Owner herby
certifies that afl units shall be built as shown.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned set his hand this M_mLim day of
‘:)'o\\r/ . 1999,

MC'?I_TOSH MILL, LJ%"G Utah Limit Partnership
ONAAN— . Haa

Harry F. Reed {
General Partner

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of Utah

County of Summit

A
On the __'/_{___ day of __9:144';_7‘____, 1998, personally appeared
before me, the undersigned Notary”Publid in and for said state and county,
Harry F. Reed, being duly sworn, acknowledged to me that he is the gereral

partner of the above McINTOSH MILL, LTD. and that the said McINTOSH MILL,
LTD. is the owner of the herein described tract of land and that Harry F.

Reed signed the above Owner’s Dedication and Consent to Record on behalf
of, and at the authorization of McINTOSH MILL, LTD.

Notary Riiblic
My Commission Expires: E" 25~ ef) o

Residing in Summit County

SU RVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

I, John Demkowicz, certify that | am a Registered Land Surveyor
and that | hold Certificate No. 163931, as prescribed by the laws of

the State of Utah, and that | have caused to be made under my

direction and by the authority of the owner(s), this Record of Survey
map of THE LIFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT, a Utah Condominium Project in

accordance with the provisions of Section 57-8-13(1) of the Utgh

Condominium Ownership Act.

hereon is accurate.

I further certify the information shown

- 1-GA

John Demkowicz, LS #163 Date

NOTES:

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point North 28°50°00" West 593.95 feet along the west line of
EXHIBIT D Block 7, Park City Townsite Plat and dlong the west line of Block 53,

Synder’s Addition and North 61°10°00” East 90.71 feet from the Southwest

corner of Block 7, Park City Townsite Plat, said point is also located South
28°50°00” East 196.76 feet and North 61°10°00” East 112.22 feet from the
monument located at Park Avenue and 9TH Street; and running thence North
30°46°52” West 144.79 feet: thence North 13°18’00”7 West 10.51 feet; thence
North 58°45°00” East 49.31 feet to a point on a 25.00 foot radius curve to
the right, whose radius point bears South 31°15°00” East; thence along the
arc of said curve 40.80 feet through a central angle of 93°30°00"; thence

South 27°45°00" East 131.49 feet; thence South 61°10°00" West 70.72 feet
to the point of beginning.

Together with a 24 foot non-exclusive easement for vehicle secondary access as
described in aon eagsement deed recorded may 27, 1993, Entry No. 380058, Book
728, Page 127 in the Summit County Recorder’s Office.

1. THE CONDOMINIUM PLAT WAS PREPARED FROM ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS PREPARED BY
COOPER /ROBERTS ARCHITECT AND PROWVIDED BY THE OWNER.

2. TME UNITS IN THE LAFT LODGE AT TOwWN LIFT CONMDOMINIUMS ARE AT TOWN LIFT CONDOMINIUMS described as follows:
SERNICED BY & COMMONM PRIWATE SANITARY IEWER LATERAL. TVE

RESPOMSIBILVTY FOR MAINTE NANMCE |, REPAIR, AND KEPLACEMENT
OF SALD LATERAL BELONMGS To THE L\ET LODGE AT TOWMN LA\TT

CONDOMINIUMS HOMEOWRNERS, MASSOCIATION.

Also, together with an access easement to the first floor of THE LIFT LODGE

Beginning at a point North 440.05 feet and West 461.41 feet from the
Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section
16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Saolt Lake Base & Meridian, said point
also being South 27°45'00” East 173.94 feet along the center line of Main
Street and South 61°10°00" West 47.95 feet from an existing survey
monument at the intersection of Main Street and 39t Street; and running
thence South 12°33’58" East 29.02 feet to a point on a 15.00 foot radius

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS

323 Main Street P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060—-2664

L. ... .. . Planning Commission Meeting June 10, 2015

DAY OF _ 2wl ., 1999 AD. | puyor JULY _ , 1999 A.D.
BY 143(&/_6_@__[_%} v A [D_ . _@&gwm fe

FHAIRMAN PARK CITY ENGINEER

BY MB.Q\Q_Q‘%:E)?_?'
PARK CITY ATTORNEY

OF _VNARCH , 1999 A.D.

BY %@%Eﬂﬂ
ARK CITY RECORDER

FOUND NAIL curve to the left, whose radius point bears North 77°26’02" East; thence along
MAIN STREET/7TH srffé the arc of said curve 27.54 feet through a central angle of 105°12°397
Sc};\?NN%mNgué?g&vggég - _._T&)—"vg“’"_"_ thence North 62°13'23" East 11.06 feet to a point on the westerly
- - T Taosy - - T - - - — - - — - — - = —— — - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - = T eTREET S 3325 right—of—way line of Main Street; thence along the right—of—way line South
ﬁ | C/L MAN STREET S 27°45'00" E v C/L MAN STREEL ° 27'45'00” East 5.00 feet; thence South 6213'23” West 11.06 feet to a point
22';?:’:,\“ ELEVATION ! { 474,73 " on a 20.00 foot radius curve to the right, whose radius point bears North
‘ ui 27°46'37" West; thence along the arc of said curve 36.73 feet through a
<l central angle of 105°12'39"; thence North 12°33'58" West 27.56 feet; thence
: 8:8_ North 61°10°00” East 5.21 feet to the point of beginning.
IR
S: Subject to a 24 foot non-—exclusive easement for vehicle access and storm drain
z, CROPERTY CORNER as described in an easement deed recorded May 27, 1993, Entry No. 380056,
| ‘ TO BE SET Book 728, Page 102 in the Summit County Recorder’s Office.
| REES S i , SRaamna e Tl ( _
\ _ SIDEWALK & UTILITY EASEMENT . 0 /0 e e s e st A e e e e
. . 043 L ',"‘ - ’A. P ,*;!" ,-‘.“ 1""? .
l __N 27'45'00" W__ o L T LA LA
IR e 2] i s * o * s 2 ¢ . * s * s * At
. E ’() & ®
| ,————- 2
L N 351500" W__ R
T 1500 S E
| '—EU 18
R |
h N
| gy 1 g
< S THE LIFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT CONDOMINIUMS .
- o 18 875 MAIN STREET e
= 2otE , T
515 B 1
» B ke
-l B
L | -
\8 | GRANT OF EASEMENT
x . b % L RECORDED JULY 14, 1999, ENTRY NO. 544024, BOOK 1273, PAGE 828
*3 g EASEMENT IS LOCATED BELOW SHOWN
| 8 /a 3 e STAIRCASE AND ACCESSES THE FIRST
| E?) TR R I FLOOR OF THE LIFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT
L PATIO CONDOMINIUMS
z BN L f ! POB
o ' PATIO N _._a._ |’
| a4y 354657 W 144.79 ey — | LINE_TABLE
<< !
’;SOSERQ’ETCORNER Ly : LINE | LENGTH BEARING
L1 10.51 N 1318'00" W
. g { L2 [ 5.000 | S 274500" E
gg : L3 521 S 6110°00" W
1 L(L)- i i;gOBPER;YETCORNER }
':E\ RECORD OF SURVEY MAP TI,; CURVE TABLE
THE LIFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT ’
| ‘ . | C1 27.54 | 15.00° 10512°39]
i Siw Cz__ |36.75 | 20.00 | 105712397
\ %‘—)\ A UTAH CONDOMINIUM PROJECT LOCATED IN SECTION 16 =I%
; - TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST SALT LAKE BASE o F
\ Si AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH z!
i
— EXISTING STREET MONUMENT [ |
PARK AVENUE & 11TH STREET * | LEGEND
\ |
1
|
EXISTING STREET MONUMENT | ; = (@%O ¢ PROPERTY CORNER TO BE SET
PARK AVENUE & 9TH STREET ; === ® BENCHMARK
5 AN |
. \ ) ) _ C/L PARK AVENUE S 28'50'00" E B B ~ _ ~ ~ _ _ _ | N
vy —— — - - - - - - - - - - - 196.76'
B,A§\§.—QLF/@§PBE 31.56
&7 g 355900
PAGE 1 OF 4
JOB NO.: 1-6-98  FILE: Z:\TI\Reed\Condos\Plats\P1.dwg
(435) 649-9467
SNYDERVILLE BASIN SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE |z 595622 RECORDED
REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN SEWER APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY ACCOROMCE o oo as N N | APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS i Vi e Ao et ORD OF SRy APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH, COUNJY OF SUMMIT,_AND FILED
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS __lé_::_ PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 2& FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS -1311-[ DAY OF __ap_u_(—_\(__,,,,__, 1999 A.D. COUNCIL THIS H DAY COUNCIL THIS _Y DAY OF _MARCH | AT THE REQUEST OF o4« Tiop T TLE —

. DATE ¥-3-92¢7 TIME O7YSAMBOOK _ — PAGE =

'_,_@Ug 7139% sz_“_-:kf_ __M

FEE RECORDER
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RECORD OF SURVEY MAP

THE LIFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT

A UTAH CONDOMINIUM PROJECT LOCATED IN SECTION 16
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST SALT LAKE BASE
AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

ADA EASEMENT LOCATED UNDER THE

STAIRS AND ACCESSES THE FIRST FLOOR.

NOTES:

1. THE HALLWAY BETWEEN UNITS 101 THRU 104
IS RESTRICTED TO THE USE BY RESIDENTIAL
OWNERS AND THEIR INVITEES AND GUESTS.

10 ; 10 20

LEGEND

L
PQSHRA

LIMITED COMMON AREAS

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP

L g PRIVATE COMMERCIAL OWNERSHIP
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RECORD OF SURVEY MAP

LIFT

A UTAH CONDOMINIUM PROJECT LOCATED IN SECTION 16
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST SALT LAKE BASE
AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

UNIT 306

NOTES:

1. UNLESS AND UNTIL SUBSTITUTED BY ANOTHER UNIT IN
THE UFT LODGE AT TOWN LIFT PROJECT, UNIT 306 IS
RESTRICTED IN PERPETUITY TO COMPLY WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE FEDERAL AMERICANS WITH
DISABILITIES ACT IN EFFECT ON THE DATE OF
RECORDATION OF THIS RECORD OF SURVEY MAP.

2. ALL HALLWAYS AND HOT TUB ROOMS ON THE SECOND

AND THIRD FLOORS ARE RESTRICTED TO USE BY RESIDENTIAL
OWNERS AND INVITEES AND GUESTS.

10 9 10 20

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

'/ / | PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP

O] LIMITED COMMON  AREAS

i PRIVATE COMMERCIAL OWNERSHIP
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EXHIBIT G

The table below is shown to illustrate the allowed uses vs. conditional uses in the HRC
District, specifically in terms of conditional uses that may be allowed as administrative

review by Planning Staff, or support use to the primary development /use allowed as a
Planning Commission review.

Allowed As_, support Use to the : -
uses: primary development | Planning Commission
; or use, subject to review
MPD
e Single Bed and e Office, General Private Residence
Family Breakfast & Moderate Club, Off-Site**
Dwelling Inn e Office & Clinic, Triplex Dwelling
e Duplex Private Medical Group Care Facility
Dwelling Residence e Financial Multi-Unit Dwelling
e Secondary Club Institution w/out Guest House, on
Living Project and drive-up Lots one acre
Quarters Conversion window Group Care Facility
e Lockout Restaurant e Minor Retail & Public and Quasi-
Unit and café, Service Public Institution,
e Accessory Outdoor Commercial Church, School
Apartment Dining e Retail and Essential Municipal
e Nightly Outdoor Service Public Utility Use,
Rental Events and Commercial, Facility, Service and
e Home Uses personal Structure
Occupation Fences improvement Telecommunication
e Child Care, greater  Transportation Antenna
In-Home than six: Service Satellite Dish,
Babysitting feet (6°) in » Neighborhood greater than thirty-
«Child Care, height from Market without nine inches (39") in
Family Final gasoline sales diameter
e Child Care, Grade Café or Deli Plant and Nursery
Family Special e Restaurant, stock products and
Group Events General & sales
e Child Care Outdoor Dining Hotel, Major
Center Bar Timeshare Projects
eAccessory e Hospital, and Conversions
Building and Limited Care Private Residence
Use Facility Club Project and
o e Recreation Conversion
Conservation Facility, Public Office, Intensive
Activity and Private Office and Clinic,
eAgriculture e Recreation Medical
Facility,
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e Bed and
Breakfast Inn
e Boarding
House,
Hostel
eHotel,
Minor, fewer
than 16
rooms

¢ Office,
General5

e Parking
Area or
Structure,
with four (4)
or fewer
spaces

Commercial
Entertainment
Facility, Indoor
Commercial
Stables, Riding
Academy
Heliport

Financial Institution,
without drive-up
window
Commercial Retail
and Service, Minor
Commercial Retail
and Service,
personal
improvement
Neighborhood
Convenience
Commercial, without
gasoline sales

Café or Deli
Restaurant, General
Restaurant and
café, Outdoor
Dining

Outdoor Events and
Uses

Bar

Parking Area or
Structure, with five
(5) or more spaces
Temporary
Improvement
Passenger
Tramway Station
and Ski Base
Facility

Ski Tow, Ski Lift, Ski
Run, and Ski Bridge
Recreation Facility,
Commercial, Public,
and Private
Entertainment
Facility, Indoor
Fences greater than
six feet (6') in height
from Final Grade
Special Events

**Requested use.
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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
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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:   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...
	Exhibits
	Exhibit A – January 28, 2009 Site Plan
	Exhibit B – January 2010 proposed plat and various attachments
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	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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