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CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
April 26, 2017 

AGENDA 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM 
ROLL CALL 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF April 12, 2017 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda 
STAFF BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
CONTINUATIONS 
 
 
 

340 Main Street - Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for the 
establishment of a new Telecommunication Facility on the rooftop of a non-
historic building.  
Public hearing and continuation to May 10, 2017 
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Scarff 
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WORK SESSION - Discussion items only, no action taken 
 
 
 

Municipal Code Amendments regarding Xeriscaping, Gravel, and Parking 
requirements in Title 9: Parking (Chapter 9-1-3 Definitions, Chapter 9-2-16 
Parking on Previous Surfaces in Soil Coverage Areas Prohibited, Chapter 9-4-
1 Special Winter Limitations), Title 11: Building and Building Regulations 
(Chapter 11-15-3 Acceptable Cover in the Park City Landscaping and 
Maintenance of Soil Cover section), and Title 15: Land Management Code 
(Chapter 15-3-3 General Parking Area and Driveway Standards, Chapter 15-
3-4 Specific Parking Area and Driveway Standards for Single Family 
Residences and Duplexes, Parking Areas with 5 Or More Spaces, and Parking 
Structures, Chapter 15-5-1 Policy and Purpose, Chapter 15-5-5 Architectural 
Design Guidelines, and Chapter 15-15-1 Definitions). 
Discussion item only, no action taken.  Public input may be taken    
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REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below 
 
  Land Management Code (LMC) amendments - Administrative and 

substantive amendments to the Park City Development Code, specifically 
amending Land Management Code Chapter 2 Zoning Districts regarding 
setbacks, group mailboxes and others; Chapter 4 Supplemental Regulations 
regarding Fences, Childcare, Accessory Apartments, group mailboxes and 
others; Chapter 8 Annexations (amending the Annexation Expansion Area 
boundary and regulations for consistency with State Code); and Chapter 15-
15 Defined Terms for associated definitions.  
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 11, 
2017 
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A majority of Planning Commission members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the Chair person. City business will not 
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Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the Park City Planning Department 
at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 

 
166 Main Street – A plat amendment requesting to combine two existing 
lots located at 166 Main Street into one lot of record. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 23, 
2017 
 
250 Main Street – Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for the 
establishment of a new Telecommunication Facility on the rooftop of the 
Wasatch Brew Pub, a non-historic building.  
Public hearing and possible action 
 
Request for a four lot subdivision plat, known as Village at Empire Pass 
North Subdivision, located at the intersection of Village Way and Marsac 
Avenue east of the Silver Strike chair lift, to create 3 development lots for 
the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development and one lot for ski 
area related uses. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 11, 
2017 
 
Request for a Conditional Use Permit for the approximately 39,800 square 
foot Peace House facility to be located on Lot 8 of the Third Amended 
Intermountain Healthcare (IHC)/USSA Subdivision plat subject to the 
Amended IHC Master Planned Development. 
Public hearing and possible action 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
APRIL 12, 2017 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Vice-Chair Steve Joyce, Preston Campbell, John Phillips, Laura Suesser, Doug Thimm  
 
EX OFFICIO:  Planning Director, Bruce Erickson; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Makena 
Hawley, Planner; Tippe Morlan, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney, 
Jody Burnett, Outside Counsel   
=================================================================== 

REGULAR MEETING  

ROLL CALL 
Vice-Chair Joyce called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present except Commissioners Strachan and Band, who were excused.     
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES    
 
March 22, 2017 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Thimm moved to APPROVE the minutes of March 22, 2017 as 
written.  Commissioner Suesser seconded the motion.  Commissioner Joyce abstained 
since he was absent from the March 22nd meeting.     
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Rob Harris stated that he was building a home on King Road.  He was in the process of 
Design Review and he was willing to comply with all the current LMC requirements.  
However, he was confused about the green roof.  The LMC requires 1500 square feet of 
sod that has to be irrigated and maintained.   As the Planning Commission moves forward, 
he would like the LMC to allow other things such as better insulation or a cistern, which 
would be more green than a sod roof that needs to be watered. 
 
Vice-Chair Joyce noted that green roofs were on the list of LMC changes that would 
eventually come to the Planning Commission for review and input.             
 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
Director Erickson reported that Commissioner Suesser would not be attending the meeting 
on April 26th and Commissioner Joyce would miss the meeting on May 10th.  He wanted to 
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make sure that the other Commissioners would be attending those meetings so they would 
have a quorum. 
 
Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he would be recusing himself from the Alice Claim 
subdivision and Plat Amendment item on the agenda this evening due to a prior working 
relationship with the applicant.  
 
CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.) 
 
1. 1302 Norfolk Avenue – Appeal of a building permit (BD-17-23686) denial based 

upon the Community Development Director’s determination that there was already 
an active land use application for a Determination of Significance (DOS). 
(Application PL-17-03487) 
 

Director Erickson reported that this item is an appeal of the Planning Director’s 
determination on an active land use permit on a Determination of Significance.  The 
Appellant had requested that the Planning Commission continue this item to July 26, 
2017.   
 
Director Erickson requested that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing 
and continue this item to July 26th.   
 
Vice-chair Joyce opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Vice-Chair Joyce 
closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Suesser moved to CONTINUE the quasi-judicial appeal 
regarding 1302 Norfolk Avenue to July 26, 2017.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the 
motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
2. Land Management Code (LMC) amendments - Administrative and substantive 
 amendments to the Park City Development Code, specifically amending Land 
 Management Code Chapter 15-2.7 Recreation and Open Space (ROS) District; 15-
 2.13 Residential Development (RD) District; 15-6 Master Planned Developments; 
 and Chapter 15-15 Defined Terms 
 
Director Erickson stated that the Staff was proceeding with additional revisions to the MPD 
Section for affordable housing and essential public facilities.  The revisions were currently 
being reviewed by other City departments to make sure the system will be efficient for 
affordable housing.  In addition, the distinction in the residential District and the Open 
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Space District for essential public facilities makes a distinction between essential facilities 
and, for example, recreation facilities.  Once the reports are back the Staff will bring the 
revisions to the Planning Commission for review and input.     
 
Vice-chair Joyce opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Vice-Chair Joyce 
closed the public hearing.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Band moved to CONTINUE the Land Management Code 
Amendments to a date uncertain.  Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
1. 2467 Iron Mountain Drive –The applicant is proposing to adjust dimensions of 

the Building Pad on Lot 43 Iron Canyon Subdivision without increasing the 
4,000 sf. allowed area.    (Application PL-17-03478)  

 
Planner Makena Hawley reviewed the proposed plat amendment to adjust the dimensions 
of the building pad on Lot 43, 2467 Iron Mountain Drive.  The Staff finds that the allowed 
square footage of 4,000 square feet remains the same, and it is consistent with the 
development in the neighborhood.   A condition of approval requires compliance with all 
other Iron Canyon subdivision requirements. 
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council.   
 
Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing.  
 
Steve Schuler with Summit Engineering, representing the applicant, noted that the square 
footage of the original building will remain exactly the same at 4,000 square feet.  This 
proposal only rearranges the square footage to reflect the new architecture proposed for 
the lot.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Suesser moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the 
City Council for the Iron Canyon Subdivision building pad adjustment for Lot 43, based on 
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the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft 
ordinance.   Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – 2467 Iron Mountain Drive         
 
1. The property is located at 2467 Iron Mountain Drive. 
 
2. The property is in the Single Family (SF) District. 
 
3. Adjacent land uses are single family residential. 
 
4. The subject property consists of Lot 43 of the Iron Canyon Subdivision, approved in 
1983. 
 
5. The plat amendment changes small portions of the “Building Pad” area shown on 
the Iron Canyon Subdivision plat (recorded in 1983) to adapt to the current proposed 
design of the new residence. 
 
6. The building pad is proposed to be the same square footage as the platted building 
pad (4,000 sf.) and in the same general location. 
 
7. The entire site contains a total area of 3.1308 acres. 
 
8. On February 16, 2017, the City received a Plat Amendment application for the Iron 
Canyon Subdivision Amendment to Lot 43; the application was deemed complete on 
February 27, 2016. 
 
9. Four (4) lots within the Iron Canyon Subdivision have completed similar building pad 
adjustments including the following: Lots 4, 5, 11 and 29. 
 
10. Staff finds that the proposed plat amendment results in a building pad that is 
consistent with the pattern of development in the neighborhood. 
 
11. Per the existing plat, the maximum building pad is 4,000 sf. and this plat amendment 
results in a building pad that is not greater than 4,000 sf. 
 
12. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact. 
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Conclusions of Law – 2467 Iron Mountain Drive 
 
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 
applicable State law regarding lot combinations. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 
Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval – 2467 Iron Mountain Drive 
 
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final 
form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City 
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing 
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 
 
3. A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement along the frontage of Iron 
Mountain Drive shall be shown on the plat. 
 
4. Modified 13-D sprinklers are required by the Chief Building Official for new 
construction at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted 
on the final Mylar prior to recordation. 
 
5. New construction shall comply with Land Management Code Section 15-2.2 
regarding setbacks, building height, building envelope, building pad, etc. 
 
6. All other conditions of approval and platted requirements for the Iron Canyon 
Subdivision continue to apply and shall be noted on the plat. 
 
2. 2700 Deer Valley Drive B101 – A condominium plat amendment requesting to 

convert the existing common attic area into private area for Unit B101. 
 (Application PL-16-03208) 
 
Planner Tippe Morlan reviewed the request to amend the existing Courchevel Condos at 
Deer Valley condominium plat, specifically Unit B101.  The applicant would like to convert 
the existing common attic area of 314 square feet above the unit into private area for Unit 
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B101, with the intention of converting it into an additional bedroom and bathroom.  A new 
window in that area will be required to be shown on the building plans.   
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council.  Planner Morlan stated that there 
was good cause since it does not increase the building footprint, and all of the construction 
will be done within an existing building.  Additional parking will not be required beyond what 
is currently provided.  The proposal is consistent with the provisions for the Deer Valley 
Master Plan. 
 
Mike Johnson from Summit Engineering, representing the applicant, was present to answer 
questions.   
 
Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
  
Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Suesser moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the 
City Council with regard to the Sixth Amendment to the Courchevel Condominiums at Deer 
Valley plat amending Unit B101, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Conditions of Approval as stated in the draft ordinance.   Commissioner Thimm seconded 
the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – 2700 Deer Valley Drive – B101    
 
1. The property is located at 2700 Deer Valley Drive East. 
 
2. The Courchevel Condominium at Deer Valley plat was approved by the City Council 
on December 27, 1984 and recorded at Summit County on December 31, 1984. 
 
3. The Courchevel Condominiums at Deer Valley plat recorded 40 residential 
condominium units of 759 square feet each with 60 parking spaces in a shared 
underground garage. 
 
4. There are two (2) access driveways from the garage to Deer Valley Drive East. 
 
5. In November of 1989, an amended plat was approved and recorded increasing the 
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number of residential condominium units to forty-one (41). 
 
6. In February of 2012, a second plat amendment was recorded. This second 
amendment converted 608 square feet of common attic area above each of Units 
B301 and B303, 1,216 square feet total, to private area. 
 
7. Two of the three approved Courchevel buildings (Buildings B and C) were 
constructed beginning in 1984 and completed in 1988. Building A was never 
constructed. 
 
8. The second amendment reflected that Building A was not built and removed it from 
the plat. 
 
9. In December of 2012, a third plat amendment was recorded. This third amendment 
converted 470 square feet of common attic area above Unit B304 to private area. 
 
10. In January of 2013, a fourth plat amendment was recorded. This fourth amendment 
converted 608 square feet of common attic area above Unit B202 to private area. 
 
11. In January of 2013, a fifth plat amendment was recorded. This fifth amendment 
converted 139 square feet of common space to private area for Unit C301. 
 
12. Currently there are 27 condominium units and 31 underground parking spaces. 
 
13. Each existing condominium unit contains 759 square feet, except for Units B301, 
B303, and B304, which contain a total of 1,367 square feet, Unit B202 which 
contains 1,229 square feet, and Unit C301 which contains 898 square feet. Unit 
B101, if approved, will contain 1073.4 square feet. 
 
14. The property is subject to requirements and restrictions of the Deer Valley Resort 
12th Amended and Restated Large Scale MPD. 
 
15. The MPD originally allowed up to 20.5 UEs for the Courchevel parcel. 
 
16. The MPD was amended in 2001 to transfer seven (7) UEs as 14,000 square feet to 
the Silver Baron condominium project, adjacent to the north, leaving 13.5 UEs for 
the Courchevel property. 
 
17. At 2,000 square feet per UE, the total allowable residential square footage is 27,000 
square feet. The existing residential square footage for the 27 condominium units is 
23,240.4 square feet, including the pending 314.4 square feet for Unit B101 subject 
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to approval of the Sixth Amendment. 
 
18. On June 9, 2016, the City received a completed application for a Sixth Amendment 
to the Courchevel Condominiums at Deer Valley plat requesting conversion of 314.4 
square feet of common attic space above Unit B101 to private area. 
 
19. Unit B101 is located on the second floor of Building B. 
 
20. In February 2017, Courchevel Condominium owner's association voted unanimously 
(with more than 2/3rds of members voting) to approve the conversion of 314.4 
square feet of common attic space to private area for Unit B101. 
 
21. There are no exterior changes proposed. 
 
22. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose statements of the district. 
 
23. Unit B101 would increase by 314.4 square feet from 759 square feet to 1,073.4 
square feet, and the total floor area would become 23,240.4 square feet. 
 
24. The total proposed UEs for the project, including the pending Sixth Amendment, 
would be 11.62 UEs. 
 
25. The current Deer Valley MPD allows 13.5 UE for Courchevel Condominiums. If this 
amendment is approved and recorded there will be 3,759 square feet (1.88 UEs) of 
floor area remaining for future conversion of common area to private area. An 
additional 0.5 parking space would be required for each unit that exceeds 1,000 
square feet, unless a parking exception is approved by the Planning Commission 
per LMC Section 15-3-7. 
 
26. The building does not exceed the allowable 35' building height and there are no 
nonconforming setback issues. 
 
27. All construction is proposed within the existing building envelope. 
 
28. The current LMC requires one and a half (1.5) spaces for each unit greater than 
1,000 square feet and less than 2,000 square feet. The proposed Sixth Amendment 
complies with this requirement. 
 
29. Twenty-nine and a half (29.5) parking spaces will be required and thirty-one (31) 
spaces will exist with approval of the Sixth Amendment. 
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30. The property is located at the base area for Deer Valley Ski Resort and on the Park 
City bus route. 
 
31. The expanded unit would comply with the current parking code.      
 
Conclusions of Law – 2700 Deer Valley Drive – B101 
 
1. There is good cause for this amendment to the plat. 
2. The amended plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 
applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. The amended plat is consistent with the 12th Amended and Restated Deer Valley 
Master Planned Development. 
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 
amendment. 
5. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, will not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval – 2700 Deer Valley Drive – B101 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the amended plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City 
Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this 
approval for the plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an 
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted 
by the City Council. 
 
3. All conditions of approval of the Deer Valley Resort 12th Amended and Restated 
Large Scale MPD and the amended Courchevel Condominiums at Deer Valley plats 
shall continue to apply. 
 
4. The applicant may submit an application for a building permit according to City 
procedures after this plat amendment has been recorded. 
  
 
NOTE:  The Treasure Hill portion of the Minutes is a verbatim transcript.    
 
1. Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit, Creole Gulch and Town Lift Mid-station 

Sites – Sweeney Properties Master Plan   (Application PL-08-00370) 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 11



  
 
Planner 
Astorga: Francisco Astorga for the Planning Department.  We have before you the 

Treasure Conditional Use Permit.  To start out my portion, my presentation, 
I’d simply like to say that we do not have a traffic and transportation study in 
front of us that we’re showing you because we haven’t received it yet.  The 
applicant is still working on that.  I’ll let them explain the, the delay. 

 
  I personally do not want to advertise that we’re going to go ahead and bring it 

forth on May 10th, during the next meeting, just because we’ve tried doing 
that for several meetings.  So our commitment is that once we receive it---it, 
it’s obviously public record.  And as soon as we receive it we’ll place it on the 
next agenda that we will be reviewing the Treasure Conditional Use Permit.  
I, I would like to move forward with, with that.   

 
  As requested by the applicant, we’d like to have an introduction to conditional 

use permit criteria 7, 9, 10 and 12.  Criteria 7 is Fencing, Screening and 
Landscaping to separate the use from adjoining uses, on page 106 of your 
Staff report.  The applicant suggested that we review two sheets; Sheet V-12 
and V-04.   For Criteria 9, Usable Open Space, they’ve recommended that 
we review Sheet V-11 and Sheet SP1.   For Criteria 10, Signs and Lighting, 
they’ve asked that we look at Sheet V-14.  And for Criteria 12, Noise, 
Vibration, Odors, Steam or other mechanical factors that might affect people 
and property off-site, they requested that we look at Sheet V-13 and P2.  
They also suggest that we look at the, the plan on V-1 and the written…and 
the written explanation known as Appendix A1, right?  That’s it. 

 
Shawn 
Ferrin:  Yeah. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: As noted on your Staff report, on page 107, Criteria 7, fencing, screening and 

landscaping, they’ve submitted a plan which has areas that are to be 
landscaped in the future.  Staff would like to further define what exactly it is 
being proposed as landscaping.  If we review that sheet, which we can pull it 
up should you request that, it simply identifies areas to be landscaped.  We 
find that we need more information in order for us to do a full analysis. 

 
  Regarding Criteria 10, signs and lighting, it gets a little bit different.  And I 

would like to speak about signs first.  The Code, the Municipal Code, which 
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is Title 14, which is not part of our Land Management Code.  For some 
reason we’ve got the Sign Code in a different title, but it’s also part of the 
Municipal Code.  That title, Title 14, the Sign Code indicates that any multi-
tenant building requires a master sign plan.  That master sign plan is usually 
reviewed and approved and after a conditional use permit; and it can be, 
obviously, be reviewed concurrently with any applicable building permit.  But 
we have not received the specific of the signage that’s supposed to go on 
site, other than an overall site plan and an X marks the spot here for this type 
of sign and Y marks the spot for another type of sign there.  So I’m really 
unable to comment on if the proposed signs meet applicable codes.  
Obviously, the applicant has agreed that it will meet the Code.  I just can’t 
confirm that because I don’t have such, such specific information, which is 
not out of the norm.   That master sign plan is reviewed administratively by 
Staff.  It does not require a public.  And, however, I do point that out because 
it is Criteria 10, which is part of the mitigation that they’re supposed to 
propose to minimize or to remove any specific negative impacts of that 
specific component, which is signs.   

 
  And then to move on to the second portion of Criteria 10, which is lighting, I 

have an entire section in the Land Management Code that ranges from the 
specific spacing of lighting and lumens and whatnot regarding to lighting, 
which the applicant has simply not submitted at this point.  Unlike the master 
sign plan, I don’t have a separate application currently in the Planning 
Department that takes care of all the lighting.  So I am---again, very similar to 
the fencing, screening and landscaping, which is Criteria 7, unable comment 
with such compliance, other than the applicant’s commitment, which they 
said it will comply with the Lighting Code.  Oh, and they’ve also submitted… 
they reference Appendix 13 for their signage and lighting.  I’ve attached it to 
the Staff report, but again, it simply says the same statement, it will comply 
with dark skies and with applicable codes.   

 
  Regarding Criteria 12, noise, vibration and odors, the applicant submitted a 

site plan with corresponding building cross sections that identify specific 
areas for noise, and that specific distance to that next property.  I’m not sure, 
or…no, I am sure.  They haven’t submitted anything additional to how they 
are mitigating that impact.  It could be that they’re simply saying nothing else 
needs to be done because of the distance of separation between that 
specific area and the, and the following property.  We will be more than 
happy to examine that Exhibit before you.   
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  And then the last item, which is Criteria 9, usable open space, the entire 
master plan, the Sweeney Properties Master Plan, dedicated a big portion 
towards open space.  And we’ve got the calculation in front of us.  And this is 
one that Staff finds that it does meet the requirement of the Master Plan, as 
well as the existing Code regarding this specific conditional use permit 
criteria. 

 
  I will be more than happy to spend any additional time, or we can pull up any 

of these exhibits.  They’re not that many.  But we do find that, that, for that 
last one, that it, it does meet the open space requirements. 

 
  On a side note, as we were reviewing the, the areas, we identified several 

areas throughout the property that have at least two restaurant areas for 
outdoor dining.  And they’re also shown on the site plan two areas for the two 
ballrooms that have an extension towards an outdoor patio.  While those 
areas should be approved through that specific permit; for example, for the 
outdoor dining, it requires an administrative conditional use permit.  We, we 
are…Staff is indicating that we should really take a look at that at a later 
date, and we should not approve any of those areas until they go through 
that specific process, which may be after the conditional use permit is 
resolved and the appropriate tenant is found for that restaurant.  And then 
before that, before those areas can be activated…obviously they can’t use 
those areas until they apply and receive approval for those proper permits.  
We don’t want to treat them differently.  That’s how all outdoor areas are 
approved, through that subsequent application.  So the, the ones…and we 
are saying that simply because we do consider those uses subordinate, for 
lack of a better term, to the overall use of, of the project. 

 
  So the ones that I do have a specific process and procedure in the Planning 

Department for a separate approval, are for the outdoor spaces and for the 
Master Sign Plan.  Everything else, we find that we should be looking at 
specific at this stage, at conditional use permit.  As a reminder, once a 
conditional use permit is approved, then that use is approved and then the 
applicant is able to move forward with applying for a building permit.   

 
  So I just wanted to just remind you a little bit of the process so we could take 

a look at those specific recommended conditional use permit criteria by the 
applicant as they’ve requested that we look at 7, 9, 10 and 12 this evening. 

 
  That’s all I have for you, but like I said, I will be more than happy to connect 

my computer.  We can bring up any of the suggested sheets that were 
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requested and recommended by the applicant.  And we’ll go from there.  
Obviously, the applicant to my right, they’d like to present to you.  But I don’t 
know if you would like me to answer any questions at this stage, or if you 
want to hold them off towards the end of their presentation. 

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: I have a question for you.  When you did your calculation of the open space, 

was it consistent with the applicant’s exhibit showing the natural open space 
and the usable open space.  Was it consistent with that exhibit? 

 
Planner 
Astorga: It was.  Yes. 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Okay.  
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Anything else? 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Francisco, when you were mentioning that there was a need for more 

information on landscape areas, you talked about future landscape areas 
versus, for lack of a better term, non-future landscape areas.  Can you kind 
of expound on that a little bit, what you’re…where you’re heading? 

 
Planner             
Astorga: Yeah.  I don’t know exactly what you mean.  Let me pull up that section. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So you, you said you needed, that there was a need to understand more 

about how the areas are sort of broken down in terms of the landscape 
areas.  And you mentioned some of it is called future?  Maybe I missed… 

 
Planner 
Astorga: Is that something… 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Maybe I missed, missed what you said during your open monologue there, 

but… 
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Commissioner 
Phillips: I, I heard the same thing.  You, you talked about future landscaping. 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Just the need to have the details of what the future landscaping will be? 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: I’m just curious what, where, where you’re headed there.  So are we… 
 
Planner 
Astorga: I’m on page 107, Criteria 7, where it says, “The referenced exhibit consists of 

the site plan with the location of the skier safety and perimeter fencing, pool 
area with safety fencing and landscaping screening area.  The referenced 
exhibit and the written pictorial explanation do not indicated specifics about 
the proposal, but rather focus on preliminary concepts.  Specific components 
need to be reflected on the plans.  These components include but are not 
limited to each proposed fence to indicate its proposed material and detail.  
Landscape plan to show proposed plant name, quantity, size, locations, and 
spacing, etc.  each proposed mitigation and strategy needs to be listed and 
identified”.   

 
Commissioner            
Thimm: Okay.  So maybe you were talking about there would be more detail coming 

to us in the future. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: I, I would hope so.  
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Yeah.  Okay.  Now, now I get. It. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Because if, if we pull up that exhibit B-12, all we have is an area identified as 

area to be landscaped.   
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Right.  Okay.  I, I get it now.  I thought that we were talking about some sort 

of a layered plan or something that would have something that does in now 
and something that goes in later or something.  But now, now I see where 
you’re headed.  Sorry. 
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Planner 
Astorga: No, it’s okay.  
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Anything else for Francisco before… 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: You know, I…so, so you said that the signs can be done administratively, 

and the outdoor space as far as the use, correct? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Yeah, correct.  The reason why we can’t really make a determination on the 

outdoor dining is because we need to have specifics.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Right. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: How many tables are they going to have?  They’re going to say, we don’t 

know, that’s up to that restaurant owner to decide.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Yeah.  And it’s standard? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: That, that is standard. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: But then, but then we’re also tasked to make sure there’s mitigation in place, 

so… 
 
Planner 
Astorga: You’re absolutely right.  
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay.  I just wanted to make sure I was clear.  So if you do it 

administratively, my concern would be that the public and us don’t have as 
much input.   
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Planner 
Astorga: You’re absolutely right in terms of that.  Both of those permits don’t require a 

public hearing.  The outdoor dining spaces do require that we send letters to 
adjacent property owners instead of sending a notice to property owners 
within 300 feet like they, like it is required for a conditional use permit.  And 
the master sign plan requires no noticing.  It doesn’t require any noticing of 
any type.  They submit the application, the Planning Department reviews for 
compliance, and that’s it.       

 
Director 
Erickson: But, but I do think, Commissioner Phillips, that the Planning Commission in 

the consideration of the adequately mitigated section of the conditional use 
permit says that you could establish some criteria under which we would 
issue the administrative conditional use permit for outdoor dining and 
lighting.  So, for example, as the discussion goes forward and the applicant, 
perhaps, I’m speculating now, submits a plan for internally illuminated light, 
the Planning Commission can determine that that may not be appropriate on 
the external side of the building facing the neighborhood.  You may want it to 
be down lit.  So those kind of mitigation strategies we’ve asked for additional 
information on.  And we would expect you to be able to establish some 
criteria under which we would push those other permits.   

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay. 
 
Director 
Erickson: Does that make sense? 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Yeah, yeah.  No, I just…  
 
Director 
Erickson: Okay.  Thank you.  Sorry.              
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Wanted to kind of know kind of where we have the ability to still... 
 
Director 
Erickson: That’s where we are. 
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Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay. 
               
Planner 
Astorga: And I do apologize that I did not hyperlink the Sign Code where we can take 

a look at that.  However, I think at this stage, with all due respect, you’d be 
overwhelmed.  I mean, I’ve got a ton of information to show you, and it would 
be somewhat difficult for me to…for you to say, yeah, we’re, we’re 
completely comfortable saying that it shall comply with it.  Done.  That would 
be the challenge.  We can get into that Sign Code and I could tell you 
specifically, well, we believe these signs would be proposed, and this is the 
criteria and this is the standard.  And then we would say is the Planning 
Commission comfortable saying that we will handle that like, you know, 
administratively per this Code that they have to abide by. 

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay.  That, that answers my questions for now. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Anything else?  All right.  You guys have a show for us? 
 
Shawn 
Ferrin:  Good evening, Shawn Ferrin. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Shawn Ferrin is going to start the show. 
 
Shawn 
Ferrin:  Good evening.  I just wanted to give you a little bit of an overview about 

where we are in the entire process.  We continue to push on the traffic 
report, which we know you are anxious, excited, can’t wait for.  We anticipate 
getting it from the traffic engineer this week.  And we do anticipate being able 
to talk about it at the next meeting.  I understand Francisco’s concern about 
making sure he gets it in time to review it and go through it.  But that’s our 
plan is to be talking about traffic next.  

 
  I also want you to know that we’re spending a lot of time with architects and 

designers working through some refinements of the project as you’ve talked 
about.  Things that…based upon the comments we’ve gotten from you.  
Reducing volume and square footage, reducing excavation, decreasing the 
cliffscapes, increasing building efficiency, creating more stepping elements.  
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We’re working on that.  Again, that is not a quick process, as you know, 
going back and making those refinements.  The Treasure team is working 
very hard on it and hope to have that to you very quickly as well so you can 
see the refinements.   

 
  To touch just a little bit on this issue that Commissioner Thimm and 

Francisco were talking about, I don’t think that you want to see a full 
landscaping plan and a full lighting plan and a full signage plan.  That’s not 
appropriate at the conditional use permit level.  And so when I read the Staff 
report to say I don’t have enough information about it, that means that it’s an 
issue out there that needs to be addressed at some point, but not 
necessarily at the time the conditional use permit approval is given.  It can be 
addressed with, and this is something that needs to be looked at and 
addressed in this way going forward.  So not all of these issues are 
conditional use permit approval issues.  Maybe they are criteria or conditions 
to the permit. 

 
  We think that with respect to the issues that Pat and Steve are going to talk 

about tonight, the application looked at in total complies fully with the 
requirements of the CUP on these issues with respect to signage and 
fencing and noise.  And so I’m going to turn the time over to them to talk 
about that. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: What, what we thought would be most useful would be for Steve and I to go 

back and forth.  He’ll be commenting on my comments and visa-versa.  We 
have a technical issue that all this was set up on an, an Apple device, and 
apparently the new system doesn’t like Apple.  So we’ve shifted it over to 
Windows, which doesn’t like Apple, either.  So, we do have all the 
information that Francisco’s referred to in PDF form that we can scroll any of 
the, any of the items that Francisco mentioned. 

 
  A lot of these things have been covered in our submitted plans and 

appendices in previous meetings, but, you know, that’s not particularly 
helpful to you.  So we’re going to try and get into the heart of the matter with 
respect to these four criteria.  We’re going to take them in order where one 
segues into the next.  And so the first one will be usable open space, that’s 
Criteria 9 of the CUP criteria.  The second one will be fencing, screening, 
landscaping, and separation.  That will be…that’s Criteria 7 of the CUP 
process.  The third one will be noise, vibration, odor, steam and other 
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mechanical factors.  That’s Criteria 12 of the CUP process.   And the final 
one will be signs and lighting.  

 
  So we’ll, we’ll start with the first one in there, which would be the usable open 

space.  And that’s right there, Steve, you’re right next to it.  Right there, one 
up.  There we go.  And Steve’s going to take that.  So this really is a subject 
of one of the drawings in our application.  One of the pictorial drawings.  And 
Steve’s going to find that.  That’s way up the top, Steve.  Right there.  

 
Steve 
Perkins: Okay, and this drawing shows…well, I think, first to back up.  You saw on the 

Exhibit for the outline for this topic that really, the master plan process 
established that open space was really the criteria for establishing the 
density in the Creole and the Mid-Station sites.  And the original Sweeney 
Master Plan had 123 acres, and109 of those acres have been dedicated as 
open space area.  I think Francisco has outlined this already, but again, 
within those two parcels, those two area building boundaries, we were 
additionally required to maintain 70% open space, so that building footprints 
could occupy only 30% of that space.  So this diagram here, which is in our 
package, in the visualization drawings, shows the open space areas and the 
various types.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Can, can you move your pointer around there on that, Steve, so you could 

show them the big space. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Okay.  So, project open space not intended for recreational use is primarily 

the steeper areas within the cliffscape areas that have been discussed at 
length.  The project usable open space areas are the lighter green areas that 
primarily are in the central portion of the project in here.  And then the 
dedicated open space outside of the project area or the building area 
boundaries is the darker green that’s shown on here.  And then this is an 
overview of the entire 123 acres, again with our project site right here.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: One comment.  A lot of the usable light green space that you see there is ski 

runs. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Yes. 
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Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Do you, do you want to take questions as we go or… 
 
Steve 
Perkins: I think that would be easier rather than skipping back afterwards. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Trying to navigate back and forth?  It’s not directly related…well, I guess it 

kind of is.  One, one of the things that we’ve talked about in past meetings is 
what’s truly deemed to be the project boundaries, and discussion about what 
are building footprints versus the project boundaries versus the restricted 
open space zoning that was done, or recreational open space that was done. 
In this picture, it looks like there’s a whole lot of cliffscape that’s in…I’m just 
judging by the contour lines, there’s a whole lot of cliffscape right up behind 
buildings, what’s that four and five up in here, that, that are outside of what 
you’ve drawn as the project boundary lines.  And they seem to be in the ROS 
part that was, was zoned, it changed for zoning.  And when we looked at 
those line before, you guys have said, oh that’s just the lines for, I forget 
what the map was that we were looking at, the particular plat.  But you were 
describing those lines as being the area that was addressing building 
heights, and you said no that’s part of the project.  But it looks here like even 
in your own things, those cliffscapes are all outside the…or not all.  Most of 
the, most of the cliffscapes are outside the project lines.  

 
Pat 
Sweeney: I’ll address that, Steve.  Can you go to the, to the first drawing in that stack, 

the very first one?  Probably the best way, Steve, to explain that is the way 
we look at it is, our family started with that piece in green, and also some 
area down by the old Coalition building and some lots in between.  And we 
took three-fifths of the density, the paper density from this based on zoning 
at the time, and reduced that by two-fifths.  So we took three-fifths and, at 
the request of the City, put it down here.   

 
  Our perspective is that the land in the Master Plan that’s available to serve 

the Master Plan is this entire area, subject to all the underlying commitments 
we’ve made with the ski area, the City, and others.  A good example of how 
that works, and there’s three of them to date, that led to the first three plats 
on the hillside portion, are the upper Norfolk lots.  There’s two of them at the 
end of upper Norfolk.  I built one, a friend built another, and subsequently our 
friends bought that one.  But when we did that we, we put in a lot of 
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improvements on those two lots that allowed ski access to upper Norfolk.  
And those improvements were outside of quote, unquote, the building area 
zone, or the building area limits.  And they resulted in grading that went 
outside the platted lot lines.  And all, all the dirt, all the dirt was put on the ski 
run, the lower part of Quit’N Time and so that the ski run could be made 
wider.  And also in the process we created a better norther exposure. 

 
  All that activity happened outside of the building zone, or building limits.  Our 

interpretation of those is that that’s where the structure would go, the 
occupied structures. The same thing happened in the next plat, which 
involved the two homes built my Larry Meadows, the Fifth Street homes.  
Once again, there, there were significant retaining walls relative to those 
homes, and between those homes that are outside the quote, unquote, 
building area limits.  And all, we took all of the dirt from those two homes and 
put them on lower Quit’N Time and improved it even more.  And then finally, 
on the third plat that has been created from this piece is where my current 
home is.  It’s a small home but I disturbed about four acres to put in a water 
line down to the water line at the bottom of Quit’N Time. Disturbed it once 
again when it broke, when it leaked like a sieve.  And so, although I’m well 
within my building area limits and I don’t have any structures outside of there, 
there was a lot of work in regrading that went on in the ROS.  And with that 
site also we didn’t haul any dirt off-site.  The only thing we hauled off-site 
was trash.   

 
  So we look at, we look at this project as a similar situation, but obviously of a 

great magnitude because of the unit equivalents.  I don’t know if that 
answers your question. 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  I, I don’t want to get too deep in it tonight.  I said, I started with, it’s kind of a 

side note.  But it was just interesting to see the borders up the, the project 
borders.  I think this will come back to us again, but I just kind of wanted to 
point it out when you were looking…even, even the charts that you were 
showing us when, when the area were kind of outlined as here’s the two 
chunks of land that we were moving all the density into, I, I don’t think there 
were….I’m not going to put words into my fellow Commissioners’ mouths, but 
I wouldn’t have as much concern if there was something like, we’re putting 
dirt into a ski run to level something out, and then we’re going to come back 
in and grass it in, whatever.  I think the concern that I’ve personally have had 
is, is, you know, it’s a hundred foot permanent cliffscape.  So it’s not a 
question of was it a temporary thing that we did that goes away.  It, it’s a 
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giant retaining wall that’s forever, hopefully.  And so I just, when we come 
back to that I just want to make…this is kind of a good one for us to come 
back and grab.  But I appreciate the description. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay.  And Steve’s going to get into some of those questions you raised.  

And to finish up with Criteria 9, which is the first item, the key concept is that 
the source of our intensity was really transferred from what became open 
space.  And that was the idea behind that entire master plan. 

 
  The next criteria that we’re going to cover is one that follows, which is the 

more detailed landscaping items that you started to mention, Steve.  But, and 
Steve Perkins is going talk about those.  And, and they, they are criteria two, 
the second Item, Criteria 7 of the CUP criteria, fencing, screening and 
landscaping to separate the use from adjoining uses. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: I’m going to go ahead and read through this outline, because I think if I try to 

jump back and forth between the outline and the pictures it’s going to be a 
very difficult presentation to follow.  Anyway, what, what I want to talk about 
is, as Pat said, the criteria number 7, which really talks about how we 
separate our project from our neighbors and, and adjacent uses.  And so the 
first thing to talk about is that…and I’m going to jump a little bit here.  The 
original Master Plan, part of the Master Plan approval was that there would 
be significant setbacks and buffers established as part of that.  So when you 
start looking at the areas that we have intervening between our neighbors 
and our project, they are significant.  Especially when you look along, for 
instance, in here, we have significant separation between neighborhood and 
our buildings.  As you look on the western border here, along the four 
buildings, there’s significant separation between our buildings and the 
neighborhood.  Probably the closest relationship is along he Lowell frontage. 
And as you all know, that is our single point of access, and we really have to 
be close to that.  And I’ll talk about how we’re dealing with sort of mitigating 
some of that with vegetation in a second.   

 
  So anyway, in addition to that separation, we, we are going to propose, as 

Francisco said, significant landscaping.  But I want to…just in, in terms of 
discussing the criteria in order here, Francisco mentioned fencing 
specifically.  We really have not proposed any fencing to separate our 
project from the neighbors.  The fencing that we have proposed is 
primarily safety fencing related to skiing and, and also for protection 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 24



people above the cliffscapes.  And I’m going to go to exhibit in our written 
and pictorial, which is Exhibit 33. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Page 33.  
 
Steve 
Perkins: Page 33.  Sorry.  See if I can find it here.  Okay.  If you, if you go to page 

33, you will see that even though it is, there’s not a construction detail 
describing what those safety fences are, there is significant details as to 
how they’re to be constructed.  And in fact, some of these fences are 
already in place along the ski runs and along… 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Upper, upper Norfolk, Town, Town Bridge, town run. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: So those include [inaudible] posts with 3/16” stainless steel wire spaced at 

3-1/2”.  And located uphill from those will also be fences that the Park City 
Mountain Resort requires for temporary fencing, which will be constructed 
from 12’ high, 4 x 5 wood posts set in concrete, located 30 feet apart with 
¾” galvanized eye bolts in them that they can then connect temporary 
fencing to.  So from a fencing standpoint I think we do have some detail in 
there.  And we’re not proposing any other types of fencing, walls, or 
anything else that has a vertical separation to our neighbors.  We feel that 
both the topography and the separation of distance, and the supplemental 
landscape that we would be installing after the completion of buildings will 
do a substantially good job of doing that.   

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Can I ask you as question? 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Sure. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: So are you proposing this type of fencing above the cliffscapes as well? 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Yes.  Something similar to that, yes. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: That’s exactly where it needs to go to meet the safety requirements of 

Park City Mountain.  If you look at the pictures.  Steve, if you could…. we 
lost it.  There’s a picture there with a snow cad and a fence.  That’s on 
upper Norfolk.  Same scenario.  The upper trail that goes to Norfolk, 
there’s a 20 foot drop there, and we have that same exact same system.  
We have a permanent stainless steel fence that’s 6’ tall.  And then in 
addition to that on the inside towards the trail, the Resort required what 
they all the Halloween rope, which they string on, on those 4 x 4s that are 
30’ apart.  And they can move the rope up as the snow level changes.   

 
Planner 
Astorga:  If you look on page 115 of your packets you’ll see the location of the 

proposed fence.  What I’m hearing is that the fencing is not being 
proposed to separate uses.  So if we’re talking, going to talk about that 
criteria, let’s focus on the screening and landscaping. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: Yes.  That’s our next topic.  Okay.  If you could look at your screens. 

There’s really, in our minds, three sort of different types of landscape 
areas that we’re going to be dealing with, with this project.  The first one is 
sort of the frontage areas here, and the areas around the, the buildings, 
and the central amenities plaza, which would be more ornamental type of 
landscape experience.   

 
  The second area that we have to deal with is the ski runs and the lift areas 

going through the project.  So we have ski runs here, a ski run coming 
through here, and then, of course, the areas immediately adjacent to the 
lift. 

 
  The third area that we will need to deal with from a landscape standpoint 

will be the cliffscapes, which will be quite steep, on the sides of the one 
buildings and the five buildings, and then also around here to the four 
buildings.  And that has a whole different set of demands from a 
landscape standpoint.  So, we have…the, the drawing that you see here,  
let me see if I can…this drawing, if you zoom in on it, and what I’m going 
to show you the area right along the Lowell Frontage, shows proposed 
tree plantings and ground covers, ground cover areas within the project.  
And the sort of bluish colored trees with the scalloped edges, these like 
right here, represent what we think would be a conifer location.  The other 
tree symbols, the lighter green and the green with this orange represent 
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what we think would be deciduous trees.  Now to go in and at this point 
designate each and every one of these trees by species is perhaps, I 
think, a little bit…it’s very time consuming and very expensive.  And we 
don’t know at this point whether we’re even going to be landscaping a 
project similar to this.  But in response to Francisco’s request, we 
prepared some additional landscape guidelines. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Steve, they’re down towards the very bottom of your stack.  Just hit the 

pedal and then back up.  Right there.  I’m sorry.  Keep going.  This all was 
put together and then taken apart by technology, so.  There it is. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: Okay.  A draft, where we have listed not only some landscape species for 

each of these planting zones, but some sort of more general guidelines as 
to how they might be approached.  And, and each…all these plants that 
we’re going to, that are on this list, and we will give this list to Francisco 
and we will let him review it.  And we will be glad to discuss the plant 
species that are listed. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: And also, I want to point, the reason we got draft on there is because 

we’re interested in what you all are going to say and what the Staff says in 
terms of what type of plants.  What the, what the menu is, so to speak, 
before we go into a lot more detail.  But we think we’ve covered the logical 
choices for you all.  I mean, the ones that I think you see every day driving 
up and down the streets of Park City walking, and that you approve. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: And also, I think, Park City as a community is very cognizant of the fact 

that landscaping is a major water use in the community.  Most of these 
plants have been selected because they are either native or low water 
use, and that they are compatible and will do well and flourish in a Park 
City environment.  General principles are, is that we see the landscape 
plantings as being informal rather than formal.  We think that that fits 
better with the location, the site, the adjacency to open space areas.  We 
also think that the tree plantings give us opportunity to buffer, buffer from 
our adjacent neighbors, to soften the architecture, and to, so to create 
shade and visual variety within central spaces.  Obviously, there are some 
concerns that we have interfaces with the natural environment that we 
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maintain.  Sort of good wildfire practices in terms of laddering and fuel 
loads and that sort of thing.  

 
  All, all the planting will be irrigated with a drip or low flow system.  We may 

have…in the cliffscape areas we have no…cliffscapes and ski trails, 
actually, would have no permanent irrigation.  We may have some 
temporary irrigation there to help establishment of trees earlier on, larger 
trees and shrubs, but typically that’s going to be an unirrigated area down 
the road.  We would use weather smart irrigation controllers that are 
based on an evaporative [inaudible] rate.  And we would allow, obviously, 
some of the operational issues, having the system easy to drain for winter 
time shutdown.  And we would also utilize mulch, either gravel or bark, to 
reduce evaporative [inaudible].  

 
  The, the plant materials that we’ve selected, the next page, are ones that 

are available commercially, locally.  A lot of them are natives and many of 
them are drought tolerant.  You can see the list.  I’m not going to go 
through it.  We also have, obviously, the opportunity to do some annual 
perennial plantings.  In terms of lawn areas, we will comply with the code 
that restricts the amount of that lawn area.  We see, we see that that is a 
desirable thing only to be used in specific areas adjacent to active outdoor 
use areas.   

 
  On the ski trails we’re using a hydro seed mix that has been used and 

tested by the resort already.  So it’s similar to the mix that they also apply 
for revegetation on the ski slopes.  Where we have the lift terminus, we 
will probably use some lawn there, similar to the lawn that’s at the 
terminus of the Town Lift base. 

 
  And then in the cliffscape areas, we’ll use a combination of hydro-seeded 

shrubs and grasses.  And then where we can create planting pockets with 
deeper soils, we will then go ahead and plant on site larger trees and 
shrubs in those pockets.   

 
  Our expectation is that over time there is going to be native species that 

are going to naturalize in those areas as well.  So in the combination of 
those two, we will get an establishment of sort of a native plant 
community.  All the plants suggested for the cliffscapes are natives.   

 
  From a maintenance standpoint, all these areas would be maintained.  

And especially on the cliffscape and the ski trail areas we would be sure 
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to eliminate any noxious or invasive plants.  And that would be an ongoing 
maintenance thing, there.   Questions? 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So in these guidelines, so this is a palette that I guess that can be looked 

at in terms of planting materials and that sort of thing for, you know, as 
you indicated something that will be vital and, and will survive.  Is there 
anything in here that speaks to maturity or caliper size or anything? 

 
Steve 
Perkins: We didn’t, we didn’t list anything about sizes going in.  I think the 

important thing on planting is that we not over plant.  This is especially 
true from a water use standpoint, that really the plant groupings and 
spacings be, the plants be located with spacing that would reflect the 
mature sizes rather than packing them in close together.  And again, that 
means less plants so that the larger distribution of those plants would 
need less water.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Commissioner Thimm, I…regarding that you have some, I mean do, do 

you have some ideas?  Would you like something along those lines or… 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Well, I, I think it’s important that…in, in terms of the buffering and thinking 

about adjacent properties and that sort of thing.  And if we’re using 
planting materials as that mitigating factor, that they go in and have a level 
of maturity and a strong level of survivability, and, you know, enough size 
so they actually at day one start to achieve the buffering that, that we’re 
talking about. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: I think that that actually is, is a neutral sort of benefit.  Because that area 

is in fact our front door.  And that’s where we would also want to put larger 
plant materials.  So I think, I mean, I don’t see that as being a problem.  I 
think that’s probably going to happen in any case even if we didn’t have 
the neighboring residences there.  But I, I think we, we’re more than 
happy to work with Staff and everything on that.  And you look at 
specimen trees for those areas and to locate them where we can achieve 
the best sort of screening and buffering.   
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Commissioner 
Thimm: I think that’s a good idea.  
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Just so I’m clear on that, that’s your main concern in terms of maturity 

upfront early on would be along the interface with the adjacent homes and 
the street. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Especially there.  I mean, we want to see everything survive and, and 

achieve the goals that we’re talking about. This is an area that, you know, 
is viewed where we view ourselves as a place where people like to come 
and visit us and we like for them to have, I think, a proper backdrop for the 
rest of the City. 

 
Steve 
Perkins: Another consideration there, and it’s not necessarily shown clearly on our 

plans, but from a grading standpoint, our anticipation is that we would be 
able to stack soil up against the, that parking structure, if you will, in those 
locations.  That also, then, gives us the ability to give plant materials up 
higher, initially.  So I think that that is also one of the things in our tool box 
that we can look at from a planting standpoint. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay, thank you.  
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Yeah, I had the, the same concern.  And I think that the issue…you know, 

normally when we look at, you know, landscape plans and we’re trying to 
buffer something out visually, the thing we’re hiding is a ten foot wall or a 
two-story house or something like that.  And you guys obviously have a 
challenge that we’ve never seen before in Park City where you have, you 
know, very large buildings in an area that’s adjacent to much smaller 
buildings.  And you guys recognize that, because when you look at the, all 
the visuals that you gave us of, you know, that we’ve gone through a 
number of times of looking at the building from different intersections and 
things like that, you had some pretty large tree plantings and things like 
that in there already established.  And, obviously, you’re not going to plant 
it to be full grown.  But, I think that is something that we’d like to see some 
more detail on.  And quite frankly, I’m much less concerned about 
anything that’s like around the pool and between Building Four and Five 
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and things like that, and much more of the buffer both down along, what 
was it, Building Three and kind of along that line around the, as you get 
down to the string of the smaller building, but certainly around Lowell.  
And if there’s a way that you could maybe sync up the things that you had 
shown us in those kind of visual diagrams that we had in such a way that 
we can look at and go, yeah, you know, you’re not talking about planting a 
20-foot tree.  What you’re showing us in the visuals is a 60-foot tree 
because, you know, that’s nice 40 years from now or something.  But, you 
know, we need to understand.  Certainly things grow at different rates and 
some things are evergreens and some things are deciduous.  And I think 
that’s the piece that if you can help us not only with a little bit more detail, 
but maybe with some visual.  I’m not looking for some big model or 
anything like that, but you’ve already kind of done a cut at that.  So if you 
could go back and look at the things you already have shown us and 
figure out how…what, what would those be.  Does that make sense? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, actually, Steve, we’re working on a 3-D model kind of along the 

lines of what Commissioner Phillips suggested some time ago, that we 
have that ability to show those individual trees and sizes, that kind of 
thing.  It would be very helpful either from you all or the Staff to get an 
idea of what you think is a big pine tree going in up front.  The survival of 
pine tree, fir, aspen, choke cherry, whatever we decide on as a group.  
And then we could, we could highlight those.  

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Well, I think, I think the first thing…we could go into a lot more detail.  We 

just don’t have much to work with here because you’d have to kind of go 
through area by area.  The thing that, the thing that works really well when 
its sitting on top of a 10-foot retaining wall trying to hide the next 10-foot 
retaining wall is different than when you’re right next to a house looking at 
a 40-foot side of a building that has stuff right behind it that almost looks 
like its adjacent.  I mean, and all of a sudden your perception is you’ve got 
80-feet of vertical right there.  I don’t think I can give you an answer to one 
tree that does both.  So I think that’s part of it is, unless we have differing 
opinions, at least both Commissioner Thimm and I have said look, it’s the, 
it’s the borders along to the other properties that’s the areas we care 
about.  And we, I’d like to hear kind of a story about the cliffscapes a little 
bit more.  You talked about pockets and stuff, but is there real design to 
create those.  But, I, I think if we could get into more detail of what the 
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different sections are and what the different pieces would be in each of 
those. 

 
Director 
Erickson: Here, here’s where our kind of concerns that we’d like to bring to the 

Planning Commission.  We’d like some careful thought with respect to the 
planting plan and the snow removal plan at the same time, in that we’re 
not trying to plant large trees where we’re projecting snow removal and 
snow storage.  We’d like some micro-climate thought of having large trees 
up against what effectively is a heat sink on the east facing walls of those 
buildings.  And so as we go through town and we review our previous 
landscaping plans, the heat sink of the retaining wall affects what 
vegetation can grow in front of it.  We need to consider carefully how the 
vegetation interfaces with the sign plan.  So all of those criteria.   

 
  I also think the Planning Commission maybe wants to consider the 

existing micro-clim on the side of that hill, and that most of the vegetation 
that is deciduous is oak brush and choke cherry, and that, that grows on 
the east faces.  And the fir trees grow on the north facing.  So if we 
attempt to reverse that trend we’re not necessarily doing the right thing for 
the, for the site.  So, those are the kind of details we’re looking for.  Not 
necessarily picking the exact plant as much as establishing the criteria.   

 
  So as we develop conditions of approval or conditions for denial, we’ve at 

least got some criteria to review the future plans against.  And so would 
the Planning Commission consider those items as well at the request of 
the applicant? 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  It would be…I think everybody’s goal here would be, if we could get to a 

set of kind of generalized guidelines that the Planning Department could 
apply administratively at some, you know, some date in the future.  If we 
could get to that level of agreement, then I think that just gets buried in 
conditions and we’re good.   

 
  Anything else for this piece? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So regarding that, we, we will do the 3D.  The written pictorial has kind of 

a story of how it all works.  We’ll work from that with Staff, and then we’ll 
study what Bruce talked about.  I think upper Norfolk homes that are now 
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15 years out are a good example.  And we can maybe learn something 
from taking a look at those.  There’s probably some things we could have 
done better.  But there’s also some very good things. 

 
  Moving on.  The next item tonight is the Criteria 12, which is noise, 

vibration, odors, steam and other mechanical factors that might affect 
people and property off site.  And I’ll be doing that.   

 
  Starting with the criteria.  If you look at the slide the Criteria is 12.  The 

condition is the first two lines, noise, vibration, odors steam and other 
mechanical factors that might affect people and property off site.  The 
most important thing, we think, in regards to this is that there is an 
ordinance, it’s been developed over the years.  It’s got a lot of detail.  It’s 
enforceable and, and it’s in place.  And we intend to comply with that 
completely.  And the purpose of that, the noise ordinance is to manage 
really people being considerate of one another.  And the principle guiding 
that is that…is of timing.  And it’s real specific.  It’s less than 65 dba from 
property line.  That’s PL, 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  And then on Sunday to 
9:00 a.m.  And that is because our distance is both horizontal and vertical, 
it’s relatively easy for us to achieve.  

 
  And we intend to do better than that.  Fortunately, our site is such that we 

are back and above our neighbors.  And the mass and the structure will 
prevent that sound from penetrating, for the most part to our neighbors.  
And we really have more of a reflection problem up towards ourselves, 
which we intend to deal with, because we are our closes neighbors.  And 
this is a residential project.   

 
  Distance is a mitigator.  And Steve, if you could please go to the 

visualization drawing that shows that.  And that would be up towards the 
top of your list there.  It’s right there.  So there’s, there’s, we took…this 
drawing is from 2008.  We took several locations and looked at the 
separation in terms of distance, vertical and horizontal.  These are not to 
scale.  For example, Section C, which Steve would you mind just hitting 
that with your mouse.   So this is Section C.  Anyway, this, can you read 
there, Steve, that number right there.   

 
Steve 
Perkins: 135. 
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Pat  
Sweeney: 135 feet from here.  This is an active area of gathering and outdoor 

dining.  And this distance to the top of the…is 40 feet to the top of that 
home.  And that, that is right here.  It’s probably our worst case scenario.  
And that, that distance is a key factor.  And the other…I’m going to show 
you some other slides to deal with this, but I’m going to, while I’m right 
here I’m going to point out.  We’ve got a fence here, a glass fence.  
Acoustical glass is a key factor around those areas that are…where 
there’s activity.  People talking, a lot of people talking, sometimes people 
drinking and eating.  So in addition to those hours where you absolutely 
have to abide by those criteria, we intend to put acoustical glass fences 
here that will mitigate that significantly.  And a well-designed acoustical 
fence will have two, two, that’s like a double-pane window, but each pane 
is two layers of glass laminated with a substance material that absorbs 
sound.  And they’ll, they’ll, across the range that humans can here, will 
drop the sound in the range of 20 to 30 dB, which is huge.  And that’s 
what these are.  

 
  And then another material I’m going to show you briefly is material that 

absorbs sounds, and we propose to have that type of material around all 
these areas where there’s gatherings.  So on that level the sound doesn’t 
bounce around and is absorbed.  And there’s some very, very good 
systems to do that, and I’ll show you some. 

 
  In addition, you have, you have areas where you have mechanical noise, 

louvers that come out for example, on this part of the project right here.  
The distance there is…this exhibit, 190 feet from here to our neighbors, 
which are downhill.  Actually, it’s this one here, Section F.  What’s that 
Section F? 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  155. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: 155.  And then what’s to the top of the building? 
 
Steve 
Perkins: 55. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, 55.  So that’s a big difference.  These are where the louvers would 

be.  We’re proposing sound louvers and basically they, I’ll show you a cut 
of one that they, they suck the sound in, and the sound is converted in 
kinetic energy by glass and other substances. 

 
  So those are the things that in addition to the sound ordinance that we 

think are really significant mitigators.  And I’m going check my list here to 
see if I left anything out.  The other things that, that are important is the 
simple mass.  And a good example of that is the, the ski lifts right here 
where you have those two terminals, the one, the quad going up and the 
cabriolet going down, you have this mass here that, that protects the 
neighbors down below, Gary Kimball, in particular.  And that, that sound is 
just not going to go through there.  It’s going to go up and then you’ve got 
lots of distance and the dB’s will drop dramatically in that distance.  

 
  And then finally there’s mechanical.  I’m sorry.  Really low frequency that 

you have to use double isolation and just good, good construction and 
design and details for things such as compressors, air conditioners, in 
particular.   

 
  I’m sorry, somebody had a question. 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: You said this exhibit was created in 2008? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Pardon me? 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Did you say this exhibit was created in 2008? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yes. 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Okay.  Because, I think you need to take into consideration that a number 

of homes have been built around that corner of Lowell since 2008, I 
believe. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: Actually, this shows the, the home that Andy Bell built.  That’s the one that 

one, one of the owners frequently talks at these meetings.  That’s the 
closest one. 

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: And what’s the difference between that home and the funicular, for 

instance. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: The funicular is up here.  That’s, that’s really a ways.  The…this, this 

section right here, actually, and this section here shows that home.  And 
once again its not to scale.  But it, it, there’s, there’s a lot of separation 
both horizontal and vertical, and then in addition to that, Laura, where we 
have those active spaces, we’re proposing glass, acoustical glass fences 
that will drop that noise.  And I’m going to go through some, a little bit of 
physics.  It’s not going to bore you too much, hopefully, but to 
demonstrate the principles here.   And so Steve, can you go.  It’s up 
towards the top.   

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: So, so while you’re doing that, will you guys be providing us this 

information about the glass and the, the different mitigations that you’re 
planning on doing?  So that we have… 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yes.  We, we will.  We’ve, we’ve done that in our written and pictorial, but 

we’re going to take it in a different level.  And then for each of these items 
we’re going to create an appendices as part of our, of our presentation, 
our submittal, for example on noise.  And we’re going to try and get down 
to the nuts and bolts succinctly, clearly, specifically.   

 
  This, this is the basic concept, the distance.  And it’s, it, it, what it really 

boils down to without getting too complicated, is if you have 90 dB’s which 
is, say people talking, a lot of people talking.  I mean, really, like a party.  
A really loud restaurant.  By the time you get to 52 feet away from that 
source, you, you go from 90 dB to 66 dB.  And if you put an acoustical 
fence in here that drops that 90 down to 65, then in that same distance 
you go from 65 to 41 dB.  And 41 dB is a quiet room, like a classroom or, 
or a [inaudible].  And it also happens to be if you take a sound meter 
around Park City it’s pretty much ambient noise during the day.  And that’s 
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our goal.  And we’re comfortable saying we can meet that.  And there’s a 
lot of design detail at the time of final design that will need to be 
scrutinized and subject to some careful rules.  But that’s, that’s all doable.  

  
  Can you show them the next slide down, Steve?  So this is an example of 

this double laminated insulating acoustical glass.  It’s one manufacturer.  
This is the outside rating.  Overall its 35 dB reduction.  And all of these 
here are the different ranges.  And if you can see those, which I can’t from 
here, but the…it’s, it’s a remarkable amount of reduction of sound.  And 
that’s why I’m saying its possible.  And once again, if you have a loud 
party, 90; or a loud, you know, luncheon or whatever, and there’s one of 
those walls between that party and the City, and it absorbs that sound and 
lets 65 out, by the time it gets to our property line it’s going to be in, in the 
quiet room range.         

 
  Show them the next one.  This is one of the manufacturer’s acoustical 

block of stainless steel outdoor rated material that has a frame, a 
stainless steel front and back.  And inside there, I think, if I remember 
right, is glass.  And it, it does the same thing, it sucks up the sound.  And 
it doesn’t, it converts kinetic energy and it doesn’t bounce around.  And 
this is a perfect material or something similar to put on those, on the walls 
on the inside of the project where those busy areas are.  Once again, we 
are our closest neighbors.  And our residences are not going to want a lot 
of noise.  And we’re going to be front and center if there is noise.   

 
  Can you show them the next slide?  That’s just a close up of that material. 

 Next slide.  This is how you can put it around chillers on roofs and it 
provides a screen.  But it, it will dramatically reduce that noise. 

 
  Next slide.  This is the performance data on that system I just showed 

you.  There’s 24 installations.  And this is what they achieved in terms of 
dB reduction.  And it’s, this is log rhythmic, which means that’s a whole lot 
of sound.  And once again, if you have like a modern compressor, 90 
dB’s, on the other side of that wall it’s going to be 65.  And, and it’s going 
to drop from there very quickly.   

 
  Next slide.  This is an example of a sound absorbing louvre that would be 

in that one area I showed you.  And the, the concept there is first of all 
you want to have mechanical equipment inside properly isolated with, with 
double mechanical isolation.  And you want to get the stuff that’s 
somebody’s put some thought into making it quiet.  And then you, where 
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the air comes out you put this and, and you can get a quiet system.  
We’ve got a situation like that on the roof of the Town Lift base that we’ve 
learned the hard way on.  And it has a modern piece of equipment which 
reduced the dB’s from110 down to 85 range.  And with this system we’re 
down to where you’re standing right next to it, about 70. 

 
  Next slide, I think is…we’re done.  So that, that wraps up noise, Criteria 

12.   And we have…any questions?         
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Can, can I ask a couple of questions?  So you mentioned, I think, in part 

of the discussion, a noise contour of 65 dba at a property line.  Where is 
that?  I mean, is that part of what’s mitigated by the glass barrier, or… 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Well, that’s the Code.  That’s the Code, Doug. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Oh, okay.  So that is not a noise contour that… 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: That’s the Code from 10 o’clock at night to 7:00 in the morning.   
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay, so that, that’s the basic code.  Gotcha.  Okay. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: And, and what we’re saying is we’re going to obviously meet that Code, 

but we can do better than that at our property line.  
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay.   
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Our goal would be to get to the ambient noise.  In other words, what you 

go up there and hear right now. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay.  And then the only other thing is…so we, we’ve talked about all of 

these mitigating factors and distance and that sort of thing.  I presume 
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that those are all based upon full occupancy.  Do we have any idea what 
the noise is going to be like actually during construction? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Construction noise is a different beast, and that’s handled by a 

construction mitigation plan.  And the same basic principles adhere, which 
is distance equals sound reduction.  And you can actually put those 
fences I showed you, that stainless, around the bottom of the construction 
site.   

 
Shawn 
Ferrin:  And that will be addressed separately as part of the presentation of a 

construction mitigation plan. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Oh, okay.  Thank you.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Can, can you go to V-13 again for a moment. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: 13? 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Yes. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay, Steve, that’s about the sixth one down from the top.  From the very 

beginning and scroll down.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: So, I just want, want to ask you a question.  So one, I want to know to 

what degree of scale these are.  This is a good example, I think, of an 
area where we have multiple things that we’re trying to mitigate.  One is 
the visual with the trees that we already spoke on.  Second being sound.  
And obviously you guys have put a lot of thought into that.  But my 
question is, are these more of a boiler plate type section or is this a two-
scale with the project? 
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Pat 
Sweeney: It’s, they’re flattened.  If you look, if you look at this distance, and 

somebody’s going to have to read that for me. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: 135. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: 135.  And this is 45.  It’s not to scale.  It’s like this.  
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: So I, I would like to look at, at like section D.  And, and so Section D, 

what, what I’d like to look at is the landscaping plan along with this.  But 
Section D you have these trees that are also kind of a secondary buffer 
for, for sound, I would assume as well.  So you have these trees.  And my 
question is, are those trees really going to be at the level where they’re 
going to be between the sound source and the neighbor? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: The answer to that question is, we have, we have similar sections on our 

website that are from the architectural and engineering drawings that 
show that relationship.  This is squashed. 

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay, so this is, so this is more of a boiler plate? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, this is, this is schematic, very schematic.  To be honest with you 

trees and bushes don’t cut out very much sound.  They’re more a visual 
barrier so you need both. 

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: But you’ve got light.  I mean, all these things that we’re trying to impact the 

impact of the, the closeness to you and your neighbors.   
 
Pat 
Sweeney: And I think that these 3-D images that we will have we think in June, will 

help you appreciate that, the vertical relief there.  And, and the vegetation 
wrapping around the building.   
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Commissioner 
Phillips: Okay.  Thank you.   
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  One, one of the things that would help me, Laura mentioned it, but there’s 

a number of places where you’ve measured.  And I would assume that  
the red lines are, because it seems pretty consistent.  The length of the 
red line is kind of the distance that you got, but it kind of misses the 
nearest house.  Like if you look at D and E, they actually skip the first 
house and go to the second.  And if you look at G it goes by the first 
house and goes to the second.  And, yeah, I wish you could kind of blow 
that… 

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Can I, can I build on this real quick.  I’m just curious to know.  So if you 

guys, if you guys have a 3-D model could you not cut the actual section 
out of the model and kind of… 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Well, this is more of a video rendering model.  But we have sections on all 

of this, and what Steve is talking about is true.  But the, basically where 
you have this house here, and I know it’s there.  I can’t see it but I know 
it’s there, it’s a little bit outside that line.  And it’s, um, in one of these 
drawings it’s ghosted in.  And I think like here is that scenario.  Is that 
what you’re talking about? 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Yeah, I’m looking, I, I was just mostly paying attention to your actual map 

in the bottom right there that, that kind of shows where all the lines are. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: If there’s certain houses you want, it wouldn’t be a big deal for us to do 

very accurate sections on those. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  So, so my answer is the closest one.  I mean, it’s just, like when I’m 

looking at your line G down there, which is the bottom red line, there’s a 
house that’s almost half the distance away.  So I just, when I look at G 
and I go, oh, it’s 60 feet, but you skipped a house, it’s like, well, what does 
that mean?  Does that mean there’s a house 30 feet away. 
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Commissioner 
Phillips: I think some actual working sections of a few of those would be very 

helpful. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So if you, if you all or the Staff can give us a few of those we can cut 

them. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Yeah. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: And then they’ll be to scale.  And they’ll be based on the, whatever Rob, 

whatever the survey accuracy is pretty good.  
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  So either to you guys or to Francisco, or if Francisco is going to do this for 

you.  The, the thing that’s interesting to me is, you guys have a, a fair 
number of active outdoor areas that are over on, I’ll call it, the neighbor’s 
side.  So, you know, I, again, I’m less concerned about what’s going on 
around the pool as much…because it’s surrounded by buildings, as much 
as I am your impact on the neighbors.  And that’s what you did with these 
red lines.  But to me, the, the easy thing I would like to see measured is 
every time you get the middle of one of these outdoor activity areas to the 
nearest house to that point.  So it’s not like I care about neighbor Fred 
versus neighbor Jim.  Whichever house is closest, that’s the one I care 
about.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: We’ll do that.  We’ll do that.   
 
Steve 
Perkins:  And Steve, I think just to, I think Pat already said this, but if you really 

look at these diagrams, our closest neighbors are the people who are 
going to be living upstairs from these active outdoor use spaces.  So we 
really have a sort of responsibility and a desire to make that experience 
out there good for them as well.  Because my experience in working with 
all these, a lot of these kind of projects is that that’s your worst problem 
from a noise standpoint, is actually the people who are living in the units 
above these outdoor spaces. 
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Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Yeah, I, I would completely agree with you.  But I trust that you’re going to 

be really focused on taking care of your [inaudible].  I’m worried about the 
mitigation of impacts to the people around you.  And for what it’s worth, 
when I see the…I mean, I understand the physics of the, you know, the 
sound diminishing as you go out a square distance, but I can tell you, I 
live up in the Aerie, up in April Mountain, and I’m three-quarters of a mile 
from Old Town and on a quiet night when kind of everything else is 
settled, I can hear people talking in Old Town.  I can hear a dog bark.  
And I guarantee that dog is not barking at 140 decibels or anything.  So 
there’s, there’s a lot of sound bouncing around.  It doesn’t all just follow 
these straight, you know, sound room kind of measurements.  And, you 
know, the good news is you guys are going to kind of mostly be bouncing 
up and away from it.  But, so anyway, that’s the thing.  

 
  If you guys had very little outdoor space over on the neighbor side of 

things and almost all your outdoor space was, I think of it as kind of a big 
courtyard kind of surrounded by your buildings, I would be less concerned. 
So, I think I’d like to see details kind of from there to the nearest house 
from each of those places.  And I think you guys are close. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: We’ll do it.                     
   
Director 
Erickson: So here’s the other things we kind of want the Planning Commission to 

think about.  In the course of doing the previous portions of the Sweeney 
project and the Town Lift Master Plan there was some significant 
mitigation strategies in the conditional use permit for snowmaking noise.  
There was significant mitigation strategies for some of those adjacent 
houses in terms of windows. 

 
  I also think that Commissioner Suesser was right, she was looking at the 

funicular.  That is a pretty small scale operation.  However, the closest 
neighbors to any component of this project are going to be the gondola or 
the cabriolet, depending on the lift system.  And I think we should see 
some strategies at least to minimize shiv noise.  And if, if you think about 
riding the lifts, you can hear sometimes the lifts going over every one of 
those towers.  Now it’s affected by lift technology, and the old triple chair 
that’s sitting there now is damn near as old as me.  But I think it has to do 
with rope tension, it has to do with the rubber line shivs.  It has to do with 
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some other things in order to reduce that noise where our closest 
neighbors are to the project.  And that, that goes through Park, Woodside, 
all of those streets.  So I think we need to see some strategies with 
respect to snowmaking.  We need to see some strategies with respect to 
the lift operations.  

 
  You’ve spoken before about the operational times of the cabriolet, and 

that’s also a noise strategy that you’re going to want to consider going 
forward. 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  And certainly the snowmaking has the downside of that’s at night when 

the noise ordinances are in effect versus a ski lift running, which doesn’t 
tend to be… 

 
Director 
Erickson: The gondola, the gondola is going to run, they’ve represented, as 

midnight plus/minus.  So that, that’s running at night.  And we’re not real 
sure that the noise ordinance is limited to the times that are being 
represented here.  We think the noise ordinance exists all the time, and 
this is the outdoor dining or special event deck restrictions.  So we’re 
going to look at that a little bit.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: So just to comment on that, and then maybe we want to move on.  Your 

point is well taken, Bruce.  And we’ll look into implementing these same 
strategies with the cabriolet.  Closed cabin, materials, how it’s made.  I 
think the hours of operation if you read the noise ordinance, you’re 
probably limited to 7:00 to…7:00 to 10:00, unless there’s some 
dispensation based on performance.  And that is, you know, actually 
measuring when it’s up and running.  And we’re very sensitive about that. 
I think it’s a good point.  And we’ll, we’ll include that in our appendix with 
regard to noise.  And look forward to maybe getting some input from the 
Staff on that as well. 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Preston, John, anything? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So, like I said… 
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Director 
Erickson: Last one.  I’m sorry, Pat, but will you also go ahead and identify 

emergency gen set locations and bury and buffering those as well? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, those are noisy.  We, at this point, I mean, in final design it’s pretty 

hard to tell where those will be, but typically they would be on top of a roof 
and we would use that system I showed you. 

 
Director 
Erickson: That’s fine.  Just give us a criteria to work with.  
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay.                 
      
Laura 
Suesser: Can, can you just clarify one other thing for me.  Your main access point, 

that garage that comes off of Lowell, all of your delivery trucks, the 
garbage trucks, the people coming to the projects, everyone is coming 
into that garage there, or are they going to be using that emergency 
vehicle access? 

 
Pat  
Sweeney:   We’re going to try and hone, kind of zoom in on this.  Okay, we can’t.  

Sorry.  We’ll try and work with IT here and get, get it so we can do this 
better next time.   

 
Director 
Erickson: So I think the last criteria after we finish this will be signs for tonight. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Did we touch on lighting, yet? 
 
Shawn 
Ferrin:  Signs and lighting are together.  
 
Director 
Erickson: Yeah, signs and lighting are together. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Oh, okay.  Yeah, you’re right.  Okay.   
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Pat  
Sweeney: So, I think your question is are the deliveries in this driveway right here? 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: I’m, just asking… 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Is your question is it the deliveries in this driveway right there where the 

little hand is swirling around? 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Yes. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay.  The answer is no.  The deliveries are down here.  And the actual 

business end is right under here.  And that shows on our drawings.  And 
the idea is that even the bigger, like the Sysco trucks and so on, there’s a 
three bay dock that’s buried under here. 

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: But they all come in the same road? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: They would come, they obviously would come by one of the two roads.  

And that’s one area where we have some leverage as far as the City 
saying which road.  I mean we can enforce that, not perfectly, because 
nobody’s perfect, but, but you can say to Sysco or whoever.  And Gary 
Horton will be talking about that in some, some detail next time about how 
many deliveries we expect a day.  But we can, we can regulate those 
because, you know, you can basically execute a contract and you have 
some leverage, which is you use the other guy if they don’t comply.   

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Thank you. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So next is noise.  No, I’m sorry, lighting.  Signage.  Lighting and signage. 
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Planner 
Astorga: I have the, the, both plans.  Unless you want to show additional 

information.  I’ve got the illustrated and I have the sign.  Do you want it? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: We probably need…because he’s got a little bit of stuff.  Why Steve’s 

getting ready there, the next one is Criteria number 10, Signs and 
Lighting.   

Steve 
Perkins: Francisco mentioned the signage ordinance, and it is quite extensive.  

Okay.  This is CUP Criteria 10, simply signs and lighting.  As we just said, 
the important aspect of that is the Sign Code.  It requires that for a project 
with multiple buildings that a master sign plan be developed and be 
reviewed administratively by Staff, as Francisco has mentioned.   

 
  I’m going to review proposed signage and some project restrictions that 

we’re going to suggest.  Then we’re going to move on to lighting.  Again, 
there are sections in the current Code that do deal with lighting.  I’ll touch 
on those.  On some lighting principles.  Look at what kind of lighting 
fixtures are acceptable and which are unacceptable.  And talk a little bit 
about light quality and control.   Oh, where is it? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Towards the top, sixth one down. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Okay.  This is sheet V-14 which is an exhibit in our visualization drawings. 

And as Francisco mentioned, it is a schematic drawing showing where we 
expect that certain types of signage would occur.  That signage ranges 
from entry monuments to information kiosk, to transit signage to project 
identification signage, directional signage, trail signage.  Obviously 
this…until we have sort of a final design project, this is just our best first 
shot at where all these should go.  Francisco also mentioned the exhibit 
that’s in the, also within our package, that describes each of these 
different signage elements, and, and talks in general terms about what we 
think the materials they would be built out of.  Obviously, until we have 
sort of a project architectural kind of concept and theme, we can’t really 
coordinate that, that tightly with signage.  But most of the materials we’re 
suggesting I think are very appropriate to the location of the project and, 
and the architecture that we’re showing now.   
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  The master sign plan, which is required, will establish a comprehensive 
approach to the Treasure project signage.  We’ll try to develop a common 
vocabulary for the signage elements.  The signage will be integrated in the 
project architecture.  It’s going to be harmonious in material, color, and 
character.  And the master sign plan is a vehicle for assuring that the 
project signing is coordinated, legible, efficient, and creates unique project 
identity, provides convenient information and wayfinding for users.    

 
  Now when you go through the sign ordinance it is very specific about 

sizes of signs, heights, colors, letter types, all that sort of thing.  And we 
would abide, we would, we would abide by that sign ordinance.   

 
  There are a couple things, though.  We recognize that with our nearby 

neighbors, residential neighbors, that we think we’re willing to restrict in 
terms of signage for the project.  And the first of that is that we would be 
willing to assure that no commercial signs within the Treasure project 
would be visible from the adjacent public rights-of-ways, or from adjacent 
residential, residential areas, number one.  Commercial signage would 
instead be oriented to the internal pedestrian ways and portions of the 
project, and not directed out towards the adjacent neighborhood. 

 
  The second restriction we would be willing to entertain is that no backlit 

signs within the project would be visible from either public right-of-way or 
from the adjacent residences.  Otherwise, our signage would comply with 
the Sign Code, and the lighting on signs would sort of apply the principles 
that we’ve noted below, and also to the, the lighting standards within the 
Sign Code. 

 
  Before I go on to lighting, can we go ahead and ask for questions on the 

signage. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  One thing that isn’t on this map and it may be really more the kind of the 

City handling it than you guys handling it, but at some point when we get 
through all the transit pieces there was, there’s been a lot of discussion 
about do you go up Empire, do you go up Lowell, do you go this way and 
down the other and all this kind of thing.  I’d like to, by the time we get 
done I’d like to see some transit signs kind of on the way back out towards 
the intersection with Park Avenue that talk about whatever it is we’re trying 
to…however, it is we’re trying to flow the traffic needs to be shaped that 
way somehow.  So that’s just one more set of signs that, and again if it’s 
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the City doing it that’s fine, but as long as we can identify what needs to 
be done and agree on that.   

 
Steve 
Perkins: So you’re talking more about off-site signage than… 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Yeah, yeah.  Yep.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Wayfinding. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  I mean, I just…yeah, wayfinding signs.  There’s just been a lot of 

discussion about how that traffic can flow well with the addition of, you 
know, PCMR traffic coming out and all that kind of stuff.  We just need 
some signage to try to drive whatever it is we’re going to try to accomplish. 
  

Planner 
Astorga: Yeah, those fall under the category of public necessity signs, which are 

reviewed heavily by the Engineering Department with the Planning 
Department’s input.  But I think that will be part of the traffic and 
transportation update that we can make sure to not forget about those.   

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you.  Anything else on signs. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Well, just a quick question.  One of the restrictions that you indicated 

you’d be open to was something along the lines of no backlit signs will be 
visible to adjacent properties, or something along those lines.   

 
Steve 
Perkins: Yeah, from public right-of-way or adjacent neighboring properties. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Does that mean that other types of lighted signage will be visible, other 

than backlit? 
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Steve  
Perkins: The source, well, we were going to talk about lighting next, but the source 

of that lighting should be shielded so that the source is not visible.  I 
mean, that’s part of the, sort of the, what the current ordinance reads, and 
what we would be doing as well.  So, but the actual, in terms, in terms of 
having, if you think about the front of the project, we’re going to have an 
entry monument sign.  It would probably be lit at night.  I mean, it, it would 
not make sense from a wayfinding standpoint to have it not lit.  So, yes… 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Explain how it would be lit.     
     
Steve 
Perkins: Yeah, and so from sources that would shine on the sign, but not…but the 

visible light of the light source would not be visible because of the shields 
and the construction of that fixture.  

 
Pat 
Sweeney: So goosenecks with the canopy with the site. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Yeah. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Does the type of light fixture with the right spread and everything pointing 

right at the sign but nowhere else.  And that’s kind of done a lot on Main 
Street, and I know at least on our building. 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Okay.  Anything else on signage?  Okay.  Lights it is. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Lighting would also comply with the, the Municipal Code, specifically 

chapter 15-55(I), as well as general recommendations from the 
International Dark Sky Association, and the lighting standards as 
recommended by the illuminating Engineering Society of North America, 
as well as any applicable building codes.   

 
  Lighting design at Treasure will seek to reduce light trespass, excessive 

glare, and provide for a safe and secure nighttime environment, and 
promote energy efficiency.  And those are our goals.  And we talk…you 
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just asked about lighting fixtures.  I’ve got on the screen here the 
International Dark Sky Lighting Basics, and the International Dark Sky 
Association, an association in which is involved in trying to maintain dark 
skies throughout the, the globe.  They have…we’re really sort of the 
pioneers in this.  We have, since our initial application, subscribed to their 
principles as part of our set of project goals. 

 
  And this is an example of what they say are acceptable versus 

unacceptable light fixtures.   You can see that the unacceptable ones, 
which are on the left, have exposed light sources so that they create 
glare, and are unshielded and are visible.  The light source itself is visible. 
The ones on the right are the acceptable light sources.  They are typically 
fully shielded or partially shielded.  In addition to the shields, the lamps 
can have different distribution patterns that can be employed to make 
sure that light spill doesn’t happen onto adjacent areas.  And the, the 
sources for those lights then…in, in that manner we can sort of restrict the 
pollution of light in adjacent areas into the night sky and within our project 
area as well.   

 
  The last thing that we’d like to talk about is the lamp type and color.  You 

know, LED has become a very important element in lighting industry 
because of its energy efficiency.  But LED lights emit a lot of blue 
spectrum light.  And I think this is also recognized within the, the Municipal 
Code.  We would like to suggest that we would not be using any light 
sources that are less than 3,000k.  Or, or greater than 3,000k, sorry. 

 
  And then we also would like to suggest that we would be employing photo 

cells, motion detectors and dimmers to help control light, especially in off-
peak period.  

 
  So any questions on the lighting? 
 
Director 
Erickson: So, I’m going to leave a lot of this to the expertise of the architect in town, 

but the greatest potential light source for off-site are going to be the 
windows in the residential or hotel units.  And so we’re going to be asking 
the Planning Commission to ask for direction or mitigation strategies for 
those light sources as well, consistent with the lighting ordinance and the 
conditional use criteria.  So, I think that’s going to be a concern going 
forward.  We’ve mitigated that stra-…we’ve had mitigation on other 
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buildings with glass relative to these, these conditions.  So, that’s all for 
me. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: I, I guess these guidelines are just, just very current and that sort of thing. 

 I presume that, that the applicant is willing to make these part of a 
condition of approval, then? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Make that a yes.    
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Want a lot more than lip service, I guess, is the point. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Well, and, and if you look at your Code in the architectural review section, 

a lot of these principles are already essentially… 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Built in. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Built in, right.  
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Yeah.  But the, you know, the temperature of the light and that sort of 

thing, I, is certainly where things want to be.  The, the other thing, and 
Bruce kind of mentioned it, but understanding light emittance from 
residential windows and that sort of thing is an issue that we feel that 
should be addressed.  

 
Steve 
Perkins: Yeah, and that can be addressed in blackout curtains and other, other 

means.  Obviously, you need somebody to close those curtains when that 
room is being use, but… 

 
Director 
Erickson: And we have seen, we have seen strategies with different color glasses 

and distance of the internal light source to the window and all of those 
strategies.  I do think, Commissioners, you will have, you will adopt a new 
lighting code sometime in the next 60 days.  And so I think the measure of 
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the criteria here is these are going to be the standards, unless more 
restrictive in the new Code.  Community Development Director Laurent is 
bringing those things forward. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: I’m sorry, Bruce, I missed that.  Can you repeat that? 
 
Director 
Erickson: Well, most of it, basically, I expect in the next 60 days the Planning 

Commission is going to see a new light code, and that the standards that 
you’re proposing are the, are the standards unless more rigorous 
standards are adopted in the Light Code prior to your conditional use 
approval or action. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: We don’t have any problem with that.  On the inside, houses…I know on 

my house which you can…if you look hard you can see from Main Street 
in places.  On the inside I did the same thing.  I fielded the lights so you 
can’t see them from the City.  You can see that they’re on. 

 
Director 
Erickson: Right.  And we, we have some shielding standards for the inside coming 

out of Summit County as well, so. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah.  It’s a matter of just making it clear what you…upfront what you 

want.  
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  I think the, the challenge that I see that you guys have more than 

anything.  I, I love that you’ve kind of gone after the dark sky piece, but a 
whole lot of that is don’t light up the sky.  And the easy answer is point 
lights down and shield them so that you’re not putting light sideways, and 
certainly not putting light up.  Again, you’ve heard it a bunch of times 
tonight, my concerns is mostly about what impact you’re having on your 
neighbors.  And your neighbors are almost all below you.  And there’s a 
lot of lights that for flat ground might work just fine and meet the needs of 
pointing down everything just great.  But when you lift, like you were 
showing earlier with some of the sound ordinance kind of stuff, yeah, but 
the guy’s 50 feet below you.  And so if you’re point all your lights down 
you’re basically pointing them at him unless you get into a whole lot of 
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kind of light shaping.  And you mentioned that but I think that’s going to be 
really important and going to be one of the things that, especially on that 
outside kind of edge of your property I think is going to be really key to 
identify where that is.  And some of its going to be a challenge.  I mean, 
again, you guys put some, some nice, you know, outdoor entertainment 
kind of spaces there.  And you know, you can’t have an outdoor patio and 
stuff that’s not lit.  And so, those are going to be the things that when we 
get down to a little bit more detail, just kind of going dark sky isn’t enough. 
If you were at the bottom of the hill it would be. 

 
Director 
Erickson: Consistent with your commentary, one of the line items in Planning’s 

review for you would be how they intend to handle the garage entrances 
so that we’re not moving light through those big dark tunnels out into the 
street as well.  So we’re looking to the Planning Commission to give a little 
bit of direction on it.  There are some techniques that can be used about 
where you put that lighting and how far back from the door. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So, so one of the things that, and follow up of Commissioner Joyce’s 

comments that would be very helpful is a photometric plan that gave us, 
you know, lighting contours out until we reach zero.  You know, it’s based 
on the natural contour of the land so we understand how much light will be 
emitted from the site.  All of this, realizing that we say all these things 
about dark skies, but we still want safe sidewalks and that sort of thing.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Right.  There’s UBC requirements, yeah. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Yeah.  So if we could look at a photometric plan, I think that would be very 

helpful. 
 
Steve 
Perkins: Photometric in, again, in what sense?  In how much, what the maintained 

candles are on… 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So understand the foot candles as they relate to what is coming from this 

project and what that measurement might be at adjacent properties.  As, 
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as Commissioner Joyce has mentioned several times, we’re really 
concerned about mitigating impacts on adjacent properties.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: I, you know, I think that we, I don’t know if we can get to the point right 

now, Commissioner Thimm, because we’re not at that level of design.  But 
we can commit to, to things that Bruce talked about and Steve talked 
about.   I, there are, if you’re careful about it, with the combination of light 
pattern, the actual source of the light being less than 3,000kb, and 
shielding, we, we just need not to be shining lights in our neighbors eyes.  
And I, I mean, I totally get that, and I agree with it.  And I think we can 
meet that standard.  

 
Commissioner 
Phillips: I, I just noticed something.  I’m sorry, are you done?  Okay, I didn’t want 

to.  I just noticed something.  The, I believe there’s a house right there on 
Lowell, right on the horseshoe.   

 
Pat  
Sweeney: Right. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Where the driveway’s coming out. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Andy’s old house, yeah. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: And I really feel bad for them because every 30 seconds they’re going to 

have lights shining through their windows.  So, I don’t know if there is 
anything or can be required but… 

 
Pat  
Sweeney: We’re actually looking at that in some of our refinements.  We’re looking 

at moving the driveway a little bit down towards Empire. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Changing the angle. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: And then we do own the piece of property on that, the little [inaudible] 

piece of property there.  And, and we can do some things on that.  It 
would be somewhat of a…first of all, we have to maintain distance around 
that corner, so right off the edge of the curb and gutter we can’t put like 
tall trees.  But up towards the, that house you talk about, we can make 
that really dense, if that’s what the owner’s want.  Or there’s probably 
some, some, something that can be done there.  But I hear what you’re 
saying.   

 
Vice-Chair  
Joyce:  Preston? 
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: I have one question, I don’t know if it will be for Polly or for Bruce, but 

these changes that we’re going to be working on in the next 60 days for 
lighting, those are going to be updates to the LMC, right? 

 
Director 
Erickson: That’s correct.   
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: How does that affect this applicant? 
 
Director 
Erickson: It depends on what, what and when we take action on their permit.  They 

have a, they have an application in place. 
 
Assistant City 
Attorney 
McLean: The sign code, the lighting code would apply at the time that the lighting 

plan would be submitted.   
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: It should be at the time of the building permit, not at the time of the CUP. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: There’s a separate application for a lighting plan like the sign plan? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: There is not. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: We can, we can commit to abiding by that future ordinance. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: The, the issue is that…and I’m looking at the lighting code right here.  I’m 

looking at 15-55(I) section 4, which is titled, Submission of Plans and 
Evidence of Compliance with Code.  By the way, I’m looking at the 2004 
Land Management Code, and it reads under Item A, “The applicant, for 
any permit required by any provisions of the laws of this jurisdiction in 
connection with proposed work involving outdoor lighting fixtures, shall 
submit as part of the application for permit, evidence of the proposed 
lighting fixtures and light source will comply with this code.  The 
submission shall contain the following”.  And then it gives me three 
different paragraphs.  One relating to the location.  Second one, 
description of the illuminating devices.  And third one is the photometric 
analysis.  

 
  So the question for legal, and I hate to put you guys on the spot, is that it 

says for any permit required.  Now, when something does not require a 
conditional use permit and it’s simply an allowed use, that would be at 
building permit stage.  But I then do interpret that this needs to be 
submitted at this stage because this falls under the category of any permit 
required by the Code.   

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: So can it be conditioned? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: But we can look into that. 
 
Assistant City 
Attorney 
McLean: So I think, well, I think in this type of circumstance you don’t want to put 

the cart before the horse.  And not to kick the can, but you can condition 
this in the CUP saying that all lighting shall be, shall meet the 
requirements of the lighting code at the time of building permit, or 
something like that.  Especially, where we know it’s changing. 
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Commissioner 
Campbell: And that’s exactly what I’m after is how do we make sure that it meets the 

new lighting code that we know is going to…because we’re learning more 
about that all the time.       

 
Assistant City 
Attorney 
McLean: Right.  And we have the applicant’s assurance that they would meet the 

new Code.  So, I don’t think that that would be a problem. 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: To add a condition of approval? 
 
Assistant 
City Attorney 
McLean: It would be a condition of approval related to that conditional use permit.   
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Well, just for whatever it’s worth, I suspect that there are other places 

where at a planned development or a CUP stage, a photometric plan can 
be generated and at least set a standard.  Now things can change, but at 
least set a standard for the amount of foot candles that are impacting 
adjacent properties.   

 
Planner 
Astorga: Yes.  And it’s quite difficult on other municipalities where it’s the 

conditional use permit at a different…it’s not as big as a…when the 
development is not as big, they submit that photometric analysis right 
upfront.   

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Well, even large project. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Even large. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Anything else?  Turn it back to you guys.  Anything else? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: We’re good.  Thank you. 
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Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  So we still have…we need to do a public hearing.   
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: Can we take five? 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  We will take five minutes, and when we come back in we will start the 

public hearing and go from there.        
 
[Break] 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  So before we start the public hearing, Francisco, you wanted 30 seconds? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: I just want to say that I received two more public comments that were 

updated and placed on the website.  We received them this week.  And 
the second item is that we are completely up-to-date on our website.  All 
Staff reports, meeting minutes, everything is available online.  I finished 
putting on some remaining items this morning, so everything is there 
except for today’s meeting minutes.  They will be there in two weeks.   
That’s it. 

 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Okay.  The public hearing for Treasure.  Is there anyone in the public 

wishing to come up and speak?  If so, step up to the mic. 
              
Public Comment     
 
Nikki 
DeForge: I’m Nikki DeForge, here representing THINC, a non-profit group of Park 

City residents, homeowners, and business people.  First, we just want to 
echo the concerns that have been raised here tonight and share those 
very specifically.  Also, just echo this general concern about sort of the, 
the lack of information or the untimeliness of information that is being 
provided here, I think, with respect to three of the four CUP criteria that 
were on the agenda tonight.  The Planning Staff once again noted that the 
applicant had failed to provide the information in advance of this meeting. 
And this seems to be recurring theme where virtually every Planning Staff 
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report, at every Planning Commission meeting we go to there are 
concerns raised about, about the lack of information.  And, and this 
particularly impacts, as Commissioner Phillips noted, the right of the 
public to participate in this process, because when this information isn’t 
provided until we come to this meeting and see some more slides, it 
makes it difficult for them to review, to comment, to provide meaningful 
input.  And, and that’s particularly true where each of these meetings has 
a specific agenda with specific criteria we’re supposed to be looking at.  
And when that information is then provided later, after that meeting is 
over, it makes it difficult to go back and really address the specific issues 
that are pertinent to each of these specific criteria.  And we really feel like 
this is not the kind of process that the CUP ordinances contemplate.  It 
contemplates meaningful public input, comment, and, and review.  And, 
and that is not happening here.  And, and we don’t believe that this 
process really complies with, with the ordinances in that respect.  So, 
again, just want to emphasize the need for information upfront so that our 
members and other members of the public can actually participate in this 
process.  Some of this can be mitigated for the Commission by, as, as Mr. 
Erickson noted, just imposing some general conditions down the road.  
But again, that still cuts out the public and the public input in, in this 
process.   

 
  And then regarding some of the specific criteria that we talked about 

tonight starting with Criteria number 7 and, and also, I guess Criteria 
number 12.   The applicant mentioned that, that, that this criteria is how, 
quote, how we separate our project from our neighbors, and that we are 
primarily separating through setbacks.  And that they provided some, 
some exhibits here including Exhibit V-12, which I’d like you to look at.  
This exhibit purports to show a separation between this, again, this 
massive commercial development and these small adjacent properties.  
And on that exhibit there is a dotted black line that’s purporting to reflect 
this so-called separation.  This line is described in the map legend as 
quote, “approximate 100-foot setback from existing structures at the time 
of the 1986 Sweeney Master Plan approval.”  However, it is important to 
note that the relevant provisions of the master plan actually called for a 
100-foot setback from the road, not from the existing structures.  Not from 
the residences on the other side of the road.  And specifically on page 19 
of the master plan it says quote, “Building have been set back from the 
adjacent road approximately 100 feet”.  On page 15 of the master plan it 
says, “The hillside properties provide substantial 100-foot plus setbacks 
from the road with building sited considerably farther than the closest 
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residence.  So what is described in the master plan with regard to, quote, 
“separation” of the development of the existing uses, is simply not what is 
reflected in these exhibits that have been provided.  Rather than the 100-
foot setbacks from the road, which were approved in the master plan, the 
applicant now measures it’s 100-foot setbacks from the residences on the 
other side of the road.  And I…hoping, I assume, that nobody’s going to 
notice this discrepancy.  So, the applicant’s current plans place this 
development of this massive scale and height and elevation much closer 
to the road than 100 feet.  And therefore, much closer to the adjacent 
residences than was ever contemplated or approved in the master plan.   

 
  And this fact is also confirmed in Exhibit 13, which we’ve looked at a 

couple of times tonight.  If you look at those, those section D, E and F 
cross-sections, you can see that these depictions…in these depictions 
just how close this development is to the road.  There are no 100-foot 
setbacks there.  And because the development is much closer to the road 
than what was approved in the master plan, it is also much, much closer 
to the residences on the other side of the road than was approved in the 
master plan.   

 
  And as with so many other aspects of the applicant’s current development 

plans, these setbacks are no resemblance to what was actually approved 
in the master plan.  Additionally, as, as Commissioner Joyce noted in 
Section D and E, the applicant actually ignores the closest residence 
when calculating these purported distances.  And that’s also reflected in 
that, that little map on the lower right-hand corner where as has been 
noted there is a house in that horseshoe.  And that house is, belongs to 
Neals and Pam Vernagaard who are members of THINC and are, 
obviously, very concerned about all of the issues that have been raised 
here tonight, including the lighting, the sound, the lack of separation, the 
driveway that’s coming right out from across their house, the, the blind 
corner that’s there already with the existing landscaping on that, on that 
little semi-circle inside the horseshoe.  And the huge impact that this 
development is going to have on them.  And curiously, their house is 
omitted from a number of these exhibits, including Exhibit V-12 that we 
looked at.  It’s not even there when they’re trying to show us this dotted 
black line that’s reflecting this, this, you know, wonderful separation 
between their development and the houses.  So sometimes it’s there, 
sometimes it’s not, as reflected on these exhibits.  But it’s most certainly 
located right there as really they’re closest neighbor. 
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  Now, this sort of bait and switch on the setback issue bears directly on 
numerous CUP criteria, including Criteria 7 that we talked about as far as 
separation goes.  Also, Criteria number 12 that we talked about tonight, 
which requires mitigation of noise, vibration, odors, steam, mechanical 
factors.  Things that might affect people and property off-site.  It also goes 
back to Criteria 8, dealing with the building mass, bulk and orientation, 
location of buildings on the site, including the orientation to buildings on 
adjoining lots.  It also goes to Criteria 11, which requires compatibility with 
surrounding structures in mass, scale, style and design.  And it impacts 
this over-arching requirement that the proposed use be quote, “compatible 
with surrounding structures in mass, scale and circulation”.  And it’s very 
evident from the exhibits that have been provided that, that this just does 
not comply when you look at the, the adjacent residences.  And there 
really is no way for the applicant to mitigate theses detrimental impacts 
that will result from its failure to comply with the approved setback 
requirements under the CUP criteria.  And this is particularly true given 
that they claim that their separation is primarily accomplished through, 
through setbacks, but not the setbacks that they represented would, 
would be part of their, their final plans. 

 
  And I think also, as Commissioner Joyce pointed out, given the massive 

height and scale of this and the elevation of this project, just planting a 
few trees in front of the houses that are there on ground level will do very 
little to mitigate all of these impacts.  I mean, regardless of the setback 
issue, it’s not enough to just plant some trees that…even tall trees, 
because they simply will never adequately mitigate or screen the 
development from the adjacent and existing landowners. 

 
  Criteria 12, another point to talk about with respect to that.  Excuse me.  

Yeah, Criteria 12.  So again, sort of due to this misleading setback 
information, the applicant has failed to demonstrate that it can mitigate the 
ongoing issues of noise, vibration, odor and so forth that will exist if this 
development is actually built.  We’ve talked about some outdoor dining 
areas.  What about the two outdoor ballroom areas.  How do we mitigate 
that noise?  That, that’s going to…if we’re using the baseline as the 
outdoor dining and putting up a couple of soundproof, you know, fences 
here, what about all these other uses and all these other problems, 
particularly given how close these residences really are to these 
properties.  
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  And in addition to that, as we’ve also talked about tonight, there are no 
plans yet on the table for the construction.  And how do we evaluate 
Criteria number 12, the noise and the odors and the vibrations, when we 
don’t even know what this construction looks like.  There, there’s no 
possible way to do it.  And if you look at theses, some of these exhibits, 
like V-15 and V-16, you start to get a sense for how much excavation is 
actually going to be required here.  It’s going to be enormous.  And it’s not 
going to be complying with the existing grade.  It’s going to be dramatically 
altering the existing grade.  So again, how do we evaluate these criteria 
tonight effectively without knowing how they’re going to…what, what the 
plan is for the construction, much less how they can possibly mitigate for it 
given, given the adjacent residences.   

 
  It really seems to make little sense to continue going to these hearings 

and identifying these criteria that we cannot adequately access the impact 
of without information being provided as we go along.  Are we going to get 
to the end and suddenly they’re ready to, to submit this and they’re going 
to provide all of this information that they’ve been requested to provide all 
along?  And then do we go back and start the public hearing process 
again, and say okay, now that you’ve provided it and we have that 
information, now let’s go back and talk again about Criteria 7 and 10 and 
12.  Or do we just leave it in, in the hands of the Commission and, and 
really not give the public a chance to, to comment on it in any meaningful 
way.   

 
  I think…we think that the failure to provide this information in a timely 

manner to actually make this an effective public process is, is, makes this, 
makes this application unapprovable.  And then in addition to that as 
we’ve talked about many times and we’re talking about again tonight, 
these plans, regardless of what mitigation they propose simply do not 
comply with the master plan.  Tonight it’s setbacks, other days it’s been, 
it’s been square footage.  Something at every meeting where this, this 
does not comply with the master plan.  And here’s another one that 
impacts so many of the criteria that, that they must meet in order for this 
application to be approved.  And we again request that the application be 
denied on those bases.   

 
  Thank you, again, for your consideration. 
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Kyra 
Parkhurst: Hi, I’m Kyra Parkhurst.  And I promise to keep my emotions under control 

this evening.  So I apologize for that [inaudible].  I’m just going to…I just 
have a couple questions that would have been nice.  I know we can’t take 
public comment while they’re presenting but just…so I’m just going to 
bounce around here.  When I was flying in the last time, we happened to 
fly over Park City and I realized what a crack in the earth we live in.  That 
Main Street and Old Town literally sits in, like a crack in the earth 
surrounded with mountains on both sides.  And it creates a natural 
amphitheater.  Like Steve said, I, I live on one side in Old Town and there 
were some people once who came, worked at night, and they would sit 
out on their deck at 3:00 a.m. in the morning when they came home in the 
summer.  Most people in Old Town don’t have air conditioning so our 
windows are open.  And after about five nights of them coming home and 
putting their little Bose speaker out there and talking and waking me up, I 
finally drove…made them a thermos of hot chocolate and said, would you 
please go to bed.  I said, you’re keeping everyone awake.  And they didn’t 
realize that it happened.  So how do they mitigate these tall buildings.  
Everybody sitting out on their decks coming back and making the noise.  
You can hear people whispering and talking.  I’ve heard people say things 
in town that they probably don’t want other people to hear.  So nothing 
can really mitigate it because it is a natural setting of where this project is, 
as opposed to the St. Regis or Montage, who sit and look out into just 
absolute open space and not residential areas.   

 
  Also, with the funicular now, they said it was going to stay open to 

midnight, but now they might close it at 10:00.  But to me, all that does is it 
creates more, the more noise of cars and Ubers going up and down the 
roads.  And we all know, I can hear a car go down the road every single 
time.  So that just then increases traffic.  

 
  And then another thing that I started to think of that doesn’t seem to be 

covered is people in Old Town don’t have air conditioning.  When all those 
construction trucks are going up and down the hill and the streets during 
the summer, how are they going to mitigate the dust control that’s going to 
affect all of our breathing.  Are they going to clean the streets every week, 
every day?   Are they going to water them every day?  Because that 
affects just our everyday life and our breathing conditions.   

 
  And then, oh, the cliffside architecture.  I notice like when we drive out to 

Sundance, the cliffs have…a lot of places are using that artificial 
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fabrication that secures so they don’t have mudslides and runoff and 
things like that, and they use it like at the St. Regis at the funicular, there’s 
the wall there.  So if they’re just going to have landscaping, is that going to 
create mud slides and water drain off, and then are they later going to 
have to come back and go, you know, we need to put up that kind of wall, 
which then can’t be planted.  And then what kind of planting will survive on 
a scape where its constant runoff and melt off from the water.  And I think 
that’s a problem.  

 
  Oh, one other thing, back to noise, and I brought this up before, is when 

they were redoing the street and some of the construction projects of 
rehabs on the house, contractors will come down using their airbrakes.  
I’ve called the City once and the young woman who answered, she said, 
yes, there is an ordinance.  They’re not supposed to use it.  It is in the 
packet that we give to each developer, but the developer has to tell every 
subcontractor, and every subcontractor has to tell every driver, and 
consequently it really doesn’t get enforced.  So, especially with the 
thousands of trucks that we’re going to have up and down that street, how 
is that noise going to be mitigated.  And, and then, the picture that was up 
there that showed the whole details of the project and, you know, the road 
is here and then there’s the little square, and there’s all the open space.  
And then tonight they keep referring that we are, we are the neighbors, we 
are the neighbors.  But I believe one of the partners lives in, is it Chicago 
or New York, one brother lives in Salt Lake, and one lives up in the little 
corner up there, and they do not live, work, play, breathe, drive on the 
roads that are going to be greatly affected.   

 
  So, that’s it.  Thank you for your time. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Thank you.  Anyone else.  All right, let’s close the public hearing. 
 
End of public comment                                                               
  
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Which pass of the Commissioners.  Is there…I mean, we were kind of 

doing a little bit of hit and miss as we went through.  Is there anything that 
you’d like to go back and ask or say? 
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Commissioner 
Thimm: Just, just one, and I’ll make it really quick.  There was concern expressed, 

I think, by the applicant about the information that is being asked for and, 
and that sort of thing.  And I…what, what, what the LMC tells us is that the 
Community Development Department and the Planning Commission must 
review the CUP criteria.  And in order to review that criteria, we must have 
information to review.  And, and it’s really clear in the, in the LMC.   And I 
think that that is the measuring stick that we have to have. 

 
Commissioner 
Suesser: I agree with Commissioner Thimm’s comment.   
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Okay. 
 
Commissioner 
Suesser: Nothing further.  
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Anything?  Preston, John? 
 
Commissioner 
Phillips: No, I think I asked all my questions during our interactive session. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  Okay.  Well, thank you.  Then we need a motion to continue. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Suesser moved to CONTINUE the Treasure Hill Conditional 
Use Permit to the May 10th, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.  Commissioner 
Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Vice-Chair 
Joyce:  All right.  Thank you. 
 
 
4. Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment, south of intersection of King 

Road and Ridge Avenue – Request to subdivide their property into nine (9) 
lots of record and combine platted lots to deed to the City, review of the 
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“updated entry Gully Plan” as remanded by the City Council on March 9, 
2017.     (Application PL-08-00371)      

 
Commissioner Phillips recused himself and left the meeting. 
 
Commissioner Thimm disclosed that he had previously worked professionally with Greg 
Brown and Preston Stinger, who were representing the Alice Claim project.  However, 
that association would have no bearing on his decision this evening.  
 
Planner Astorga handed out copies of a document that was submitted by this applicant 
during the Treasure Hill presentation.  He had not had the opportunity to read it.  
Planner Astorga noted that it would become part of the record. 
 
Planner Astorga reviewed the Alice Claim subdivision and Plat Amendment.  The 
Planning Commission reviewed this application during the July 27, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting.  At that time, the Planning Commission forwarded a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on amended findings of fact and conditions 
of approval that were revised during the last public hearing.  The Planning Commission 
also approved the conditional use permit for three ten-foot retaining walls.   The 
Planning Commission had also forwarded a positive recommendation on the third 
application, referred to as the swap area, which was the Ridge Avenue subdivision and 
altered approximately 2,000 square feet from one lot to another.  
 
Planner Astorga reported that the conditional use permit was appealed by two parties; 
however, the two appellants, the City and the applicant were never able to find an 
appropriate date to hear the appeal.  Since then, the applicant was able to secure an 
access easement over the area called Woodside Gulch.  One appeal was officially 
withdrawn, and the plat amendment went on to the City Council.  On March 9, 2017, the 
City Council officially remanded the plat amendment back to the Planning Commission. 
That was the reason for reviewing it this evening.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that the Staff fully complied with the noticing requirements.  
There have been a number of meetings on Alice Claim, and each time the Staff did a 
complete full re-noticing and sent letters to property owners within 300 feet, posted the 
site, and published it in the newspaper. 
 
Planner Astorga stated that regarding the status of the conditional use permit, the City 
Council placed a stay on the CUP until the Planning Commission reviews it, takes 
action and send it back to the City Council.  Depending on that specific action, it might 
move forward if the City Council approves it; or it might come back to the Planning 
Commission if the CUP is denied or another action takes place. 
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Planner Astorga reported that the swap area was placed on hold by the City Council 
and continued to a future date.  The Council did not find it to be a significant application 
because it is 100% tied to the outcome of the Alice Claim plat amendment and 
subdivision. 
 
Planner Astorga stated that the access is the primary change since the previous 
recommendation by the Planning Commission.  A retaining wall is needed in order to go 
through the Woodside Gulch; however, the retaining wall has been reduced from three 
ten-foot walls to one six-foot maximum wall.  The entire wall is not 6’ tall.  The wall 
ranges in size from a few inches to up to a small area at 6’.  As of yesterday morning 
the site plan was amended and the retaining wall stops at the corner of Lot 5.  The 
amended site plan was inconsistent with Exhibit C in the Staff report.  The applicant 
was prepared to review the amended site plan.                       
 
Planner Astorga preferred to focus on the access issue.  The access had changed and 
it was no longer necessary to go around the driveway.  The Staff finds this to be a much 
better plan that the one previously presented and recommended to the City Council 
based on the Staff analysis that took place during the public hearings in July.       
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval found in the Staff report. 
 
Planner Astorga noted that Exhibit A was the proposed ordinance and he had bolded 
everything that was amended.  The findings and conditions that no longer applied were 
removed from the ordinance.  Planner Astorga was told that he may have incorrectly 
transposed some numbers, and he would let the applicant’s representative address 
those discrepancies. 
 
Commissioner Campbell understood that there was another change in addition to the 
information in the Staff report; and what the Planning Commission was being asked to 
vote on this evening was not included in the Staff report.  Planner Astorga replied that 
he was correct.  However, the change was not significant enough for the Staff to 
recommend a continuance. 
 
Commissioner Campbell clarified that he was not asking for a continuance.  His intent 
was to make sure that Assistant City Attorney McLean was comfortable with the 
process.  He recalled a similar situation recently where Ms. McLean recommended that 
the Planning Commission continue to item because the paperwork did not match the 
request.  Planner Astorga stated that he had reviewed the information and found that 
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the wall is slightly shorter than the original wall.  The change did not affect the Staff’s 
professional recommendation to the Planning Commission. 
 
Based on previous practice, Commissioner Campbell asked how the Planning 
Commission could vote on something that was different than the information shown in 
the packet.          
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the Planning Commission had the discretion 
to make that decision.  She recalled that the previous project Commission Campbell 
referenced was a condo plat, and the proposed changes became too complicated for 
the Planning Commission.  If the Planning Commission believes these changes are de 
minimum and would not change the recommendation, they could refer to the exhibit. 
 
Commissioner Campbell explained that his concern was making sure their action would 
be defensible.  Ms. McLean replied that it was within their discretion and it would 
depend on how they view the change.          
 
Greg Brown, representing DHM Design, introduced Jerry Fiat and David Kagen with 
King Development Group; Brad Cahoon, legal counsel with Snell and Wilmer; Joe 
Tesch with Tesch Law; Preston Stinger with Fehr and Peers; and Mark Deemer with 
DHM Design.    
 
Mr. Brown believed this was a simple change and he was pleased to show it to the 
Planning Commission.  He noted that the change was based on a recommendation the 
Planning Commission made in July.  Mr. Brown clarified that the entry was the only 
change.   He presented the plan that the Planning Commission recommended for 
approval in July 2016.  It was the approved plan using the King Road right-of-way 
access.  At that time there was the CUP for the three walls at 10-feet.  The Planning 
Commission specifically requested that they continue the negotiations with the owner of 
135 Ridge.  Mr. Brown reported that there was an agreement and they now have an 
access easement over Woodside Gulch Road, which is the 135 Ridge Avenue property. 
Mr. Brown clarified that they no longer need the CUP for the three retaining walls.  They 
do have one retaining wall, and it is a maximum of six feet tall.  Therefore, a CUP is not 
required.   
 
Mr. Brown presented the new entry plan.  He identified the road heading up what is  
now Woodside Gulch.  He noted that Woodside Gulch did not meet City standards for 
road width, and they will be paving that road and increasing the width to 20’.  With 
those improvements they need to install a retaining wall.  He pointed out the retaining 
wall and showed a profile to demonstrate how the height of the wall varies.  It reaches 
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its tallest point in the area of the existing evergreen trees that they plan on saving.  He 
noted that three of those trees were going to be removed with the other entrance. 
 
Mr. Brown stated that they were still planning on doing the other road improvements to 
King Road that the City Engineer had requested.  Those are off-site improvements to 
improve the traffic on King Road and the turning movements.   
 
Mr. Brown indicated the edge of Lot 5, which is where they were proposing to stop the 
retaining wall.  The plan in the Staff report showed that wall continuing across Lots 4 
and 5.  It would be owned and maintained by the HOA.  He stated that as lots four and 
five are developed, there will possibly be retaining walls as part of those development 
plans.   
 
Mr. Brown pointed out the old entrance and the new entrance.  He believed the new 
entrance was a significant change and a great improvement.  Mr. Brown presented the 
section along the road and the profile of the wall.  The section from the high point over 
was the section that was removed in the new plan.  
 
Commissioner Campbell clarified that the wall might go back in later as part of the 
development on Lot 5.  Mr. Brown stated that the wall could go in later as part of the 
development on Lot 5, and it would probably be part of the house.  If Lot 5 and Lot 4 
need retaining walls, it would be the responsibility of the lot owners.  The HOA owns 
and maintains the rest of the wall.  
 
Mr. Brown noted that the fire department requested that they revise the emergency 
vehicle access plan.  They were asked to take it up to the hammerhead turnaround, 
which is across from Lot 1.  Fehr and Peers redid the plan with the fire truck access 
point, as well as redoing the intersection.  It is a much better plan for emergency 
vehicles. 
 
Mr. Brown referred to a letter from Fehr and Peers that Planner Astorga had handed 
out, stating that the new entry is superior from a transportation standpoint.  The letter 
provided four or five reasons for their rationale.   
 
Mr. Brown presented the old plan and the new plan to show how the lots remain the 
same.  Once they get back to what was the alignment of Alice Court on the City 
property, there is no change from that point forward.  The lots are the same shape and 
size.   
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Mr. Brown stated that taking the old road away and going on to the 135 Ridge Avenue 
allowed them to increase the open space by .14 acres; bringing the site total up to 
88.5% of open space.   
 
Commissioner Thimm asked if the degree of slope to the access road changed with the 
proposed change to the retaining walls.   Mr. Brown replied that it was at 14%.  He 
recalled that it was slightly under 14% before the change.  The slope increased slightly 
because they took some length out of the road. 
 
Vice-Chair Joyce recalled engineering discussions about having adequate water 
pressure, and moving things down the hill to make everything better.  Now he 
understood that there were questions about whether there was really adequate water 
pressure.  He wanted to know if that was something new.  Planner Astorga replied that 
it was the same language as before.   
 
Vice-Chair Joyce asked about added language at the end, “The Alice Claim 
development exceeds 1 acre and shall meet the requirements of the MS4 storm water 
program.  Each lot must….”  Director Erickson explained that the language pertained to 
new State Regulation conformance with EPA regulations.  The Commissioners should 
expect to see that language as a standard condition of approval.   
 
Commissioner Thimm referred to page 138 of the packet and the recommended 
condition of approval concerning significant vegetation.  He did not see it bolded in the 
conditions of approval, and he asked if Planner Astorga was asking the Commissioners 
to provide input.  Planner Astorga explained that in the previous plan three trees were 
going to be removed.  With that plan he had concerns with four trees; however, with the 
new plan he is only concerned about one tree.  He kept the same condition so if the 
tree is lost they would get it back.  Mr. Brown noted that Stantec Engineering had done 
a lot of survey in the area.  The road was positioned for a number of reasons.  Part of 
their agreement with Lot 135 was to try to push as far away from them as possible.  
However, the applicant also wanted to be as far away from the trees as possible.  The 
existing terrain was surveyed right below those trees to make sure the wall was right at 
the drip line of the trees.  Mr. Brown was fairly confident that the trees could be saved, 
keeping in mind that they do not know the condition of the trees up above that.  The 
slope is already heavily eroded and this should fix a small problem.   
 
Mr. Brown suggested typo corrections to the findings of fact and the conditions of 
approval.  In Finding of Fact #25, page 144 of the Staff report, it lists the square footage 
of each of the eight lots in the HR-1 District as 5,410.  The actual number is 4,510.  
Commissioner Campbell noted that the second “proposed” should also be removed 
from that sentence.  Mr. Brown referred to pages 147 and 148 of the Staff report and 
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noted that Conditions #10 and #13 were in conflict.  One says that the culvert will be 
owned and maintained by the HOA and the other one says it will be owned and 
maintained by the City.  He recalled that Condition #10 is correct, that the culvert will be 
owned and maintained by the City.  Planner Astorga requested time to pull up the 
Minutes of July 27, 2016 before making that change to verify which one was correct.  
Mr. Brown noted that the road is on City property and they would just have an 
easement.  Assistant City Attorney McLean recalled that a condition of approval 
required that the culvert had to be built before the plat could be signed.  However, she 
could not recall discussion about the City owning it.   
 
Planner Astorga remarked that Conditions 10 and 13 were exactly the same in the July 
27, 2016 minutes.  He was looking through the discussion in the minutes to try and 
verify.  Mr. Brown recalled a back and forth discussion, and the City actually requested 
to take ownership and maintenance of it.  The stream had to get put into the culvert 
before they could record the plat because of Lot 1 being close to the stream otherwise. 
He believed that was the rationale for the City owning it.   
 
Commissioner Suesser asked if that discussion took place with the applicant and the 
Staff, or whether it was before the Planning Commission.  Mr. Brown thought it was 
both, but he was certain that it was with the Staff.   
 
Director Erickson suggested that they could address the issue by changing the 
condition of approval to say that the ownership of the culvert will be resolved to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer.  He noted that Condition of Approval #1 states, “The 
City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content of 
the plat amendment for compliance with State law, Land Management Code, and 
conditions of approval prior to recordation of the plat”.  Therefore, the City Attorney and 
the City Engineer would get a final look as well.   
 
Vice-Chair Joyce suggested that unless they have something definitive they should 
write it as to be determined.   
 
Director Erickson revised Condition of Approval #10, to read, “All state requirements 
must be met, state permits must be obtained and the culvert must be fully installed by 
the applicant prior to plat recordation, and the ownership of the culvert resolved to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer”.   He struck Condition of Approval #13.  Vice-
Chair Joyce noted that Condition #13 had additional information that needed to be 
retained.  Commissioner Campbell suggested that they put a period after Lot 1 and 
strike the rest of Condition #13.  Director Erickson was comfortable with that revision. 
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Assistant City Attorney McLean remarked that the Planning Commission would be 
forwarding a recommendation to the City Council, and the Staff could verify the 
ownership question prior to it going to the City Council.                              
 
Mr. Brown accepted the conditions of approval as revised.   
 
Commissioner Campbell disclosed that sometime after the appeal had been filed, Jerry 
Fiat approached him at Einstein Bagels.  He asked Mr. Fiat not to discuss anything 
definitive or substantive because there was a chance that this would come back to the 
Planning Commission.     
 
Vice-Chair Joyce opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Vice-Chair Joyce closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Suesser moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council with regard to the Alice Claim Subdivision and plat amendment in 
accordance with the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval 
found in the draft ordinance and as amended this evening.  Commissioner Campbell 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  Commissioner Phillips was recused.          
                                          
Findings of Fact – Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment                     
   
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. 
 
2. The proposal includes nine (9) lots on approximately 9.034 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 run within the City owned property. 
 
5. The applicant previously undertook a voluntary remediation of the regulated soils 
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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 owner secured legal access through an easement to the property 
through the Woodside Gulch access. As proposed, the access will not 
require retaining walls greater than 6 feet and therefore, no conditional use 
permit would be required. 
 
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 US Army Corp of Engineers. Any changes to the stream may also require an 
amendment to the Voluntary Clean-up Program remediation with the Utah 
Department of Environmental Quality. 
 
8. The property, which was once the site of the Alice Lode 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 in order to meet the 50‟ setback regulations 
from streams within the Estate District, otherwise the culvert would not be 
necessary. 
 
12. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. 
 
13. The applicant does not request any setback reductions from the Planning 
Commission for the Estate District Lot. 
 
14. 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 utility plans be further revised. 
 
15. 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. 
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16. A Debris Flow Study has not been completed for the stream to determine if a 
debris basin is required. 
 
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. 
 
20. Building pads/limits of disturbance are shown in Attachment 1. All other property 
as open space should be protected by conservation easement held by the City 
and the HOA to maintain the land. 
 
21. 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 determine this with Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation 
District prior to plat recordation. 
 
22. 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%. 
 
23. Public trails are shown on Attachment 1 with a 15‟ public recreational trail 
easement. 
 
24. The proposed lot within the Estate District is 3.009 acres. 
 
25. The eight (8) proposed lots within the HR-1 District are 4,510 square 
feet each. 
 
26. 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. 
 
27. The applicant owns other adjoining properties within the Historic Residential Low- 
Density (HRL) District. Two (2) of these contiguous properties are lots 1 and 2 of 
the Ridge Avenue Subdivision. 
 
28. The existing encumbered Lots 1-7 and 36-40, Block 77 of the Millsite 
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Reservation will be dedicated to the City as right-of-way upon plat recordation as 
they current have a road over them. 
 
29. 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. 
 
30. The existing mine shaft on the property is currently filled as stated on the site 
plan dated May 18, 2015. 
 
31. The application for the Alice Claim subdivision was deemed “complete” by the 
Planning Department on May 23, 2005. 
 
32. Between 2006 and 2009, the Planning Commission conducted three (3) work 
sessions to discuss the project and visited the property during two site visits. 
 
33. 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. 
 
34. The Applicant submitted a revised site plan, plat and all required submittals for 
the subdivision and plat amendment on January 23, 2015. 
 
35. The Planning Commission reviewed the request and held public hearings on 
April 8, 2015, June 10, 2015, July 8, 2015, and July 22, 2015. 
 
36. During this time consisting of October 2014 and July 2015 the applicant 
submitted further revisions to the plat to address City concerns as well as to 
address plat discrepancies. 
 
37. On August 12, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a negative 
recommendation to the City Council. 
 
38. On October 8, 2015 the City Council reviewed the proposal. 
 
39. On October 29, 2015 the applicant submitted an amended site plan which moved 
the lots closer to the gully. The City Council reviewed that amended site plan 
and remanded the application back to Planning Commission for their review. 
 
40. The Planning Commission held a work session on December 9, 2015. 
 
41. The Planning Commission held public hearings and reviewed the updated 
proposal on May 25, 2016, July 13, 2016, July 27, 2016, and April 12, 2017. 
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42. After Applicant secured access on Woodside Gulch and proposed a modification 
to the Application based on the new access, the City Council remanded the 
updated gully site plan with modified entry back to Planning Commission 
on March 9, 2017. 
 
43. The Planning Commission held a public hearings and reviewed the updated 
proposal with the new access through Woodside Gulch on April 12, 2017 
 
44. 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 the Property to complete that work be granted to the City. 
 
Conclusions of Law – Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment 
 
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 – Alice Claim Subdivision and Plat Amendment 
 
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 subdivision and plat amendment at the County 
within two (2) years from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not 
occurred within two (2) years‟ time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a 
complete application requesting an extension is made in writing prior to the 
expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. If the plat is not 
recorded within this time period, it shall be null and void and any resubmittal shall 
be a new application which is subject to all review requirements, zoning 
restrictions and subdivision regulations at the time of the submittal. 
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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 within 
this subdivision. Completion and approval of final HDDR applications are 
required prior to building permit issuance for any construction of retaining walls. 
 
4. Lot 1 in the Estate District shall be subject to HDDR process. 
 
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 Planning Director, to the layout of this subdivision 
plat, this approval shall be null and void and an application to amend the 
Ordinance and plat shall need to be submitted and be reviewed and go through 
the entire process including internal review, planning commission and city council 
review. 
 
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 recordation. If the water system requires a substantial change, as 
determined by the Planning Director, to the layout of this subdivision plat, this 
approval shall be null and void and an application to amend the Ordinance and 
plat shall need to be submitted and be reviewed and go through the entire 
process including internal review, planning commission and city council review. 
 
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 by the applicant prior to plat recordation, and the 
ownership of the culvert resolved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
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11. This development is located upstream of the FEMA Flood Plain Studies. A study 
shall be completed extending the FEMA Flood Plains through this development 
prior to plat recordation. Any lots located in a FEMA Zone A will require an 
Elevation Certificate showing the lowest occupied floor is at or above base flood 
elevation prior to building permit approval. 
 
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 completed and approved prior to Planning and Engineering 
approval. 
 
13. The culvert inlet shall be at least 50‟ away from any structure on Lot 1. 
 
14. A Debris Flow Study must be completed prior to plat recordation for the stream to 
determine if a debris basin is required. 
 
15. Limits of disturbance as shown on Attachment 1 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 space and/or protected by 3rd party conservation easement. 
 
16. 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 City Engineer prior to plat recordation. 
 
17. Any roads over 10% grade will not be eligible to be converted to public ROWs in 
the future. 
 
18. 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. Roads less than 26 feet wide shall be marked NO Parking on both 
sides of the road. 
 
19. 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. 
 
20. Applicant must still provide recommendations to the City Engineer for which 
scenario on King Road and the Alice Court most satisfies turning movements 
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and minimizes conflicts and implement the recommendations prior to plat 
recordation. 
 
21. 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 approval. 
 
22. 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. 
 
23. The applicant shall obtain an easement for use of city property for Alice Court 
drive prior to plat recordation. 
 
24. Public trails are shown with a 15‟ public recreational trail easement. 
 
25. 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 at least 40‟ 
setback if the shaft is not filled. The mine shaft shall be shown on the plat and the 
setback noted. 
 
26. 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 plat shall need to be submitted and be reviewed and go through the entire 
process including internal review, planning commission and city council review. 
 
27. All Public Improvements, except the Lot 1 culvert, may be completed after plat 
recordation but prior to the first home building permit. An adequate financial 
Guarantee for all Public Improvements shall be submitted prior to permitting. 
 
28. All engineering for utilities must be approved prior to plat recordation. 
 
29. City utility maintenance access is required across the drives for Lots A. 
 
30. Individual water booster or fire sprinkler system pumps to increase water 
pressure will not be allowed. 
 
31. Individual geotechnical reports will be required for each lot prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 
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32. 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 
possible within 1 year of tree removal. 
 
33. No duplexes will be allowed. 
 
34. Existing utility and access easements may be added, adjusted, vacated or 
remain in their current location. Changes to these easements and/or addition of 
easements shall be shown on the plat. 
 
35. The Alice Claim development exceeds one (1) acre and shall meet the 
requirements of the MS4 storm water program. Each lot within this 
common development shall be required to obtain a MS4 storm water permit 
prior to any construction activity.    
    
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 
 
 
 Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________ 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Subject: 340 Main Street Telecommunication  
 Facility Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
Project Number: PL-16-03264 
Author: Ashley Scarff, Planning Technician 
Date: April 26, 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative - CUP 

 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and 
continues the review of the request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the 
establishment of a new Telecommunication Facility to be located on the roof of 340 
Main Street to May 10, 2017. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Verizon Wireless, represented by Tom Foster, Elevation 

Wireless, LLC 
Location:  340 Main Street 
Zoning:   Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Main Street commercial uses to the north, west, and south; 

China Bridge parking structure to the east 
Reason for Review:  Planning Commission must review CUP requests for 

the establishment of new Telecommunication Facilities 
 
Proposal 
This application is a request for a CUP to allow Verizon Wireless to establish a new 
Telecommunication Facility with equipment located on the roof and within the top 
floor of the non-historic commercial building at 340 Main Street. The rooftop 
equipment will include one (1) small cell antenna enclosed within a fiberglass 
canister that will be painted to blend with the building, as well as additional 
equipment that will be completely hidden from view behind the parapet. There will 
also be support equipment located within an existing closet on the top floor of the 
building. The installation is meant to improve Verizon’s service capacity for the 
greater Park City area. 340 Main Street does not currently house any other 
Telecommunication Facilities. Staff requests that this item is continued to the May 
10, 2017 Planning Commission meeting. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: PL-17-03479 LMC Amendments –

Parking, Gravel, and Xeriscaping 
Author:  Tippe Morlan, MS, Planner 

Bruce M. Erickson, AICP, Planning Director 
Date:   April 26,  2017 
Type of Item:  Work Session – Discussion Only 
  
Summary Recommendations 
The Planning Department requests the Planning Commission open a public hearing and 
review the possible Land Management Code amendments as detailed in the Frequently 
Asked Questions.  
 
Background 
As part of constant review of the Land Management Code, the proposed amendments 
came up either as policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated 
and were discussed at the following meetings: 

July 21, 2016 – The City Council held a work session on the topic of the use of gravel 
throughout the City, specifically focusing on xeriscaping and parking requirements.  See 
attachment B to review minutes from this meeting. 

October 26, 2016 – The Planning Commission held a work session on the same topic. 
See Attachment C to review minutes from this meeting. 

Analysis 
Please review the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) reviewed and compiled by Staff 
in Attachment A. These questions and proposed changes to the Municipal Code have 
gone through an interdepartmental review. Upon Planning Commission review and 
discussion, these proposed changes will be converted into Municipal Code redline items 
which will be reviewed as a regular item at a future Planning Commission and City 
Council meeting. 
 
Parking 
Currently, Recreational Vehicles and all other similar vehicles (henceforth mentioned as 
RVs) are only allowed to be parked on an approved paved surface and are prohibited 
from parking on lawn or other landscaped areas. Additionally, these vehicles are 
prohibited from being stored on driveway areas. Beyond these stipulations, the 
Municipal Code does not indicate how and when to regulate the parking of these 
vehicles. It does not even define what constitutes vehicle storage. The proposed FAQs 
are intended to clarify such missing information, and any proposed additional details in 
the FAQs will be proposed as redline changes in the official review of this item.  
 
For your reference, here is Section 15-3-4(A.3) of the Land Management Code 
identifying the only existing regulations for recreational vehicle RV parking: 
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PARKING RESTRICTIONS. 
 

a. All vehicles, boats, RVs, trailers, and similar vehicles must be parked on an approved paved 
surface. At no time shall a vehicle be parked on lawn or other landscaped Areas.  

b. Driveway Areas are not to be used for the storage of any trailer, camper, motor home, boat or 
equipment at any time. 

c. Passenger automobiles may be parked on driveways serving private residences, provided 
the automobile is parking completely on private Property. EXCEPTIONS: Parking may be 
allowed within a Right-of-Way Area, such as within the Historic District when the Street is not 
located within the platted Right-of-Way and the Right-of-Way is between the Street and 
garage. Exceptions must be approved by the City Engineer. 

Gravel 
On top of the limited RV parking regulations, the existing Municipal Code does not 
define gravel nor does it differentiate between different types and sizes of gravel or 
rock. The code also does not currently identify where gravel should and should not be 
used. Since there are many adverse effects of gravel on City infrastructure and 
aesthetic, the FAQs and any future redlines that come from these ideas propose to 
define gravel mulch versus gravel rock and where this can be used on a property as a 
part of xeriscaping. 

 
Examples of the need for gravel regulation. When laid by itself, gravel 
mulch often bleeds off the gravel areas and into the streets and public 
infrastructure systems, especially when driven over. 
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Xeriscaping 
The current Municipal Code does not have very strict definitions of xeriscaping. Section 
11-15-3 of the Municipal Code identifies Xeriscaping as landscaping constituted of a 
weed barrier fabric with six inches or more of rock or bark maintained on top. The code 
also defines xeriscaping as “a landscaping practice that uses plants that grow 
successfully in arid climates and a landscaping design intended to conserve City water 
resources.” However, when most residents attempt to xeriscape their yards with gravel, 
they do not tend to incorporate this key element of xeriscaping into their designs. 
Adding a more detailed definition of xeriscaping may promote better xeriscaped designs 
which encourage water conservation while also discouraging parking on landscaped 
areas. 
 
Generally speaking, xeriscaping is a form of landscaping, defined in the Oxford English 
Dictionary as “the process of making a yard or other piece of land more attractive by 
altering the existing design, adding ornamental features, and planting trees and shrubs.” 
Simply laying a non-ornamental, unattractive gravel pit does not constitute a traditional 
definition of landscaping. Additionally, such areas of gravel tend to attract parking 
problems even though they are intended to be landscaped areas.  
 
As identified in the FAQs, the proposed additions to the definition of xeriscaping says it 
“shall consist of an attractive mix of plantings, boulders, and other landscaping 
materials. At least 50 percent of the xeriscaped area must contain plants, trees, and 
shrubs.” By adding a requirement to mix plantings and rocks and a requirement to 
ensure that 50 percent of the xeriscaped area includes plantings, property owners will 
need to include drought resistant plantings and other attractive water-wise strategies to 
design their property rather than simply laying down gravel. 
 
For your reference, the existing sections of the Municipal Code referencing xeriscape 
regulations are as follows: 
 

11-15-3 Acceptable Cover 

A. All areas within the Soils Ordinance Boundary where real property is covered with six inches 
(6”) or more of “approved topsoil” defined in Section 11-15-2 (B) must be vegetated with 
grass or other suitable vegetation to prevent erosion of the 6” topsoil layer as determined by 
the Building Department. 

B. Owners that practice xeriscape are allowed to employ a weed barrier fabric if the property is 
covered with six inches (6”) of rock or bark and maintained to prevent soil break through. 

C. As used in this Chapter, “soil break through” is defined as soil migrating through the fabric 
and cover in a manner that exposes the public and shall be deemed in violation of this 
Chapter. 

D. As used in this Chapter, “xeriscape” is defined as a landscaping practice that uses plants that 
grow successfully in arid climates and a landscaping design intended to conserve City water 
resources. 

15-5-5    M. LANDSCAPING. A complete landscape plan must be prepared for the limits of 
disturbance area for all Building Permit applications and Historic District Design Review projects for 
all exterior work that impacts existing vegetation within the limits of disturbance. The landscape plan 
shall utilize the concept of Xeriscaping for plant selection and location, irrigation, and mulching of all 
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landscaped areas. The plan shall include foundation plantings and ground cover, in addition to 
landscaping for the remainder of the lot. The plan shall indicate the percentage of the lot that is 
landscaped and the percentage of the landscaping that is irrigated. The plan shall identify all existing 
Significant Vegetation. 

 
Comparable Cities 
Other cities in the region, including other comparable resort communities such as 
Jackson, Wyoming, Pitkin County, Colorado, and Bozeman, MT have provisions in their 
municipal codes regulating, and in some cases prohibiting, recreational vehicles (also 
called oversized vehicles). For excerpts of those regulations, follow this link. 
Additionally, you can review excerpts of regulations for xeriscape and gravel here. 
 
Notice 
Legal notice of a public hearing was posted in the required public spaces and public 
notice websites on April 6, 2017 and published in the Park Record on April 12, 2017. 
 
Public Input 
Please see Attachments B and C for a record of the public input from the previous work 
sessions and public hearings on these code amendments. 
 
Recommendation: 
The Planning Department requests the Planning Commission open a public hearing and 
review the possible Land Management Code amendments as detailed in the Frequently 
Asked Questions.  
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Parking, Gravel, and Xeriscaping Frequently Asked Questions 
Exhibit B – Minutes from the July 21, 2016 City Council Work Session  
Exhibit C – Minutes from the October 26, 2016 Planning Commission Work Session 
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Xeriscape, Gravel, and Parking FAQs: 
 
PCMC wants residents and visitors to be able to enjoy their recreational vehicles in a manner that 
maintains the City’s infrastructure, environment, safety and aesthetic.  
 
Objectives: 

1. Maintain public infrastructure 
a. Improve water quality (including groundwater and storm water runoff) 
b. Improve snow removal efforts and impacts 
c. Maintain the integrity and durability of public streets and infrastructure 

2. Encourage safe and appropriate parking 
a. Prevent safety hazards associated with parked vehicles 
b. Reduce traffic conflicts and visibility issues in the street 
c. Encourage indoor storage of recreational vehicles 
d. Mitigate pest control impacts/situations 
e. Bring the Park City Municipal Code up to date with codes in the region and in other 

comparable vacation destination cities. 
f. Reduce fire hazards as a part of the Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
g. Allow RV parking in a manner which maintains safety and utility access 
h. Improve the enforceability and usability of the Code 

3. Improve the aesthetic and visual experience of Park City 
a. Improve water conservation efforts in an aesthetically pleasing manner 
b. Reduce thermal effects of gravel use 
c. Improve the Park City streetscape 
d. Reduce blight and illegal storage 
e. Keep up the appearance and visual experience of the City 
 

Parking (Recreational Vehicles) 
 

- Are Recreational Vehicles allowed?  
o Yes! RVs, boats, trailers and other similar vehicles are allowed to be parked in an 

appropriate manner which does not impede public safety or utility access and does not 
encroach upon public space for up to 72 hours at a time. Between April 1st and 
November 1st of each year, they are allowed to be parked for up to 30 consecutive days 
on a residential property. Outside of this time period, these vehicles must be parked and 
screened properly in an approved parking area in a rear yard and winter parking 
restrictions on City streets will continue to apply. 

o Between November 1st and April 1st of each year, snowmobiles and other similar winter 
recreational vehicles may be parked on a residential property and in an appropriate 
manner which does not impede public safety or utility access and does not encroach 
upon public space for up to 30 consecutive days. 

- How many are allowed? 
o Up to 2 recreational vehicles, boats, snowmobiles, trailers, or other similar vehicles are 

allowed to be parked at any residential address at the same time as long as the vehicles 
are parked in a legal and appropriate manner which maintains the two required off-
street parking spaces, access to the garage, and fire and utility access. 

- When am I allowed to park my RV/vehicle at my home? 
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o These vehicles are allowed to be parked on your property in an appropriate manner 
between April 1 and November 1 for up to 30 consecutive days. If you would like to park 
your vehicle in your rear yard, you may park your vehicles there in an approved parking 
area year round. 

- How long can I park my RV in front of my house? 
o If you are loading or unloading your vehicle for a trip, you may park your vehicle in front 

of your house on the street for up to 72 hours. If you are parking your vehicle off the 
street and in front of your house, and if it is not in use, you may leave it parked for up to 
30 consecutive days before it needs to be moved. 

- How long can I leave my RVs parked on the street?  
o If you are loading or unloading your vehicle for a trip, you may park your vehicle in the 

public road for up to 72 hours before it must be moved out of the public right-of-way. 
You may not park your vehicle on the street if it impedes traffic. Additionally, any non-
motorized equipment, including uncoupled trailers and snowplows, are not allowed to 
be parked on public streets (see Section 9-2-12 of the Municipal Code). 

- How will parking my RV affect the environment in Park City? 
o When you park your vehicle in an appropriate manner and according to the Municipal 

Code regulations in an approved parking area, you help prevent oil and runoff liquids 
from seeping into groundwater. These changes are in line with the Soils Ordinance 
(found in Section 11-15 of the Park City Municipal Code). You also prevent gravel, rocks, 
and other harmful materials from spreading off of your property and into public 
infrastructure. These materials can severely damage public roadways, storm water 
systems, and other public systems. 

- How will parking my RV affect safety issues in Park City? 
o When you park your RV in an appropriate manner, you help maintain firefighting access 

to your house as well the homes of all your adjacent neighbors. You also maintain 
access to the utilities in the easements along your property line which may need 
maintenance for safety reasons. When parking off the streets, you also reduce traffic 
conflict and visibility issues and improve street cleaning and snow removal efforts. No 
RV parking is permitted in areas including, but not limited to, side or front yard setback 
areas, utility easements, or site triangle areas for these reasons. 

- Why can’t I cover my RV/trailer? 
o Coverings for such vehicles are popular breeding areas for pests such as raccoons, 

squirrels, and hornets. When this occurs, this becomes a community safety hazard and a 
nuisance not only for you but also for your neighbors. We want to avoid these 
conditions as much as possible, and disallowing coverings mitigates these problems. 
Additionally, covering a vehicle is typically one indicator that the vehicle is being stored 
on site, and vehicular storage (parking beyond 30 consecutive days) is not allowed. 

- Why does the City have to enforce this rather than just an HOA? 
o Roughly two-thirds of development in Park City either has an inactive HOA or no HOA at 

all. It is the City’s responsibility to ensure that where vehicles are parked does not 
become a safety or nuisance issue. With an increasing number of complaints, it is clear 
that the City needed to take action on this issue.  

- We’ve been parking it here forever! Why does it have to change now? 
o With the increasing number of complaints and the increasing number of recreational 

vehicles being parked in a hazardous manner throughout the City, the City needed to 
take action to ensure that these vehicles are allowed in a manner that is beneficial to 
the residents,  the environment, and aesthetics of the neighborhoods. 
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- What is considered to be a hard surface?  
o Allowed hard surface materials for parking areas include pavers, permeable pavement 

(as allowed by the Planning Director), asphalt, and concrete. Any plans for a parking pad 
must be approved by the Planning Director. 

- What are the approved building materials for a parking area? 
o Allowed hard surface materials for parking areas include pavers, permeable pavement 

(as allowed by the Planning Director), asphalt, and concrete. Any plans for a parking pad 
must be approved by the Planning Director. 

- What is an approved parking pad? 
o An approved parking pad is a hard surfaced parking area built out of an approved hard 

surface material (i.e. pavers, permeable pavement, concrete, or asphalt) for the purpose 
of parking a recreational vehicle, boat, trailer, or other similar vehicle. These parking 
areas need to be approved by the Planning Director. The entire parking area must be a 
hard surface, so having only the wheels on hard surfaces does not fall under this 
definition. This is to prevent oil and runoff liquids from percolating into the ground soil 
and storm water systems. 

- Will it be a violation to have only the wheels on a hard surface? 
o Yes, the entire parking area underneath the parked recreational vehicle must be a hard 

surfaced material. This is to prevent any oil or runoff liquids from getting into the 
environment. 

- Will street cleaning and snow removal affect where I park my RV? 
o Yes, recreational vehicles cannot be parked on the street for longer than 72 hours for 

this purpose. Uncoupled trailers and other non-motorized equipment may not be 
parked on a public street. Additionally, any existing winter restrictions on parking will 
also still apply. 

- How do these regulations affect the Historic District? 
o RV pads are not permitted due to narrow setback areas in the Historic District. 

Exceptions are allowed on properties with a minimum of 12 feet of side yard since a 9 
foot wide parking pad can be installed while still maintaining the 3 foot setback area 
requirement. 

- What if I have a friend or family member visiting me in their RV? 
o The same rules apply to any recreational vehicle whether it is owned by the resident or 

not: vehicles may not be parked on the street in front of the home for longer than 72 
hours or on the property for more than 30 consecutive days. 

- Do I need a permit to park my RV on my property? 
o No. 

 
Parking Locations 

- Where are we supposed to park them if not on our own property? 
o There are many options for parking recreational vehicles in the region. Aside from the 

many RV storage facilities in the Summit County area, any vehicles parked in an 
approved covered garage that meets the architectural requirements of the Land 
Management Code may be parked and stored on a residential property year round. 
Additionally, any vehicles parked in an approved parking area in a properly fenced rear 
yard may be parked and stored year round. 

- Can I park in my side yard? 
o Yes, you can! When parking in side yard areas, you run the risk of blocking both access 

to the utilities in the easements along the property lines as well as firefighting access to 
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the sides and rear of not only your property but to all the properties adjacent to yours. If 
you would like to park in your side yard, be aware that you need to maintain two 
required off-street parking spaces, access to the garage, and fire and utility access. No 
vehicles may be parked on utility easements. Only one side of the house may be used 
for parking. Any parked vehicles may not be parked so that they extend beyond the 
front façade of the house, and any setback areas and sight triangle areas must remain 
clear of any vehicles. When parking in the side yard, you must also have a 6-foot opaque 
fence at the property line. As long as you meet these requirements, parking your vehicle 
on an approved hard surfaced parking area is allowed. 

- Can I park in front of my house? 
o Yes, you can! If you park in front of your house, please keep in mind that your vehicle 

must maintain two required off-street parking spaces, access to the garage, and fire and 
utility access. Your vehicle also cannot block or overhang into public utility easements, 
sidewalks, right-of-way areas, sight triangles, and setback areas. All vehicles must be 
parked on an approved hard surfaced parking area. Additionally, tandem parking 
allowances do not include recreational vehicles. Any vehicle parked in front of your 
house also needs to be kept in a reasonably maintained condition. Front yards and the 
fronts of houses make a huge impression on both your neighbors and visitors to Park 
City. We want to keep Park City, Park City, and a huge part of that is the visual 
experience that people get when they move through the City.  

- Can I park in front of my garage? 
o In order to legally park your recreational vehicle in front of your house, you must 

maintain your two required off-street parking spaces. Typically these are provided for in 
the garage. You can park in front of your garage if you don’t completely block access to 
two off-street parking spaces on your property. The goal here is to get cars off the street 
to reduce traffic conflict points and to improve street sweeping and snow plowing 
efforts throughout Park City. 

- Can I park on the street? 
o Regardless of what type of vehicle is parked on the street, the Parking Code states that 

no vehicle may be parked on any public street for more than 72 consecutive hours. 
Additionally, any non-motorized equipment (including uncoupled trailers and 
snowplows) are prohibited from parking in the street. We want to encourage cars to be 
parked off the street to reduce traffic conflict points and to improve street sweeping 
and snow plowing efforts throughout Park City. Because recreational vehicles tend to be 
larger than most typical commuter vehicles, parking them on the street create more 
visibility issues and conflict points for cars driving on the streets. We want to avoid 
these situations as much as possible in an effort to improve both safety and usability on 
Park City roads.  

- Where is it legal to park my RV on my property? 
o You may park your recreational vehicle on your property on an approved hard surfaced 

area as long as it does not block fire and safety access, utility access, your 2 required 
parking spaces or access to those spaces, and does not overhang onto or over the 
sidewalk or landscaping, into any easements, or over your property lines. Parking of an 
RV or similar vehicle is limited to 30 consecutive days unless the approved parking area 
is in your rear yard. Additionally, parking is permitted at all times in any enclosed 
structure which conforms to the zoning requirements.  

 
Parking in the Historic District 
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- What is my front yard? 
o The entire area of your property that sits in front of your home is your front yard. In the 

Historic District, that may not be much if there is any property there at all. A lot of 
property in your front yard may also be a part of the public right-of-way. 

- Can I park my RV in my front yard in the Historic District? 
o In the Historic District, you need to check to see how much of your front yard is in the 

public right-of-way. Recreational Vehicles are not allowed to be parked in the public 
right-of-way, and for a lot of homes in the Historic District, that means you cannot park 
in front of your house. 

- What is the right-of-way? 
o The right-of-way is defined as a strip of land, dedicated to public Use that is occupied or 

intended to be occupied by a Street, crosswalk, trail, stairway, ski lift, railroad, road, 
utilities, or for another special Use. In front of residential property, a right-of-way 
typically applies to streets, sidewalks, and other transportation related Uses. 

- Why is the right-of-way different in the Historic District? 
o Because the homes in the Historic Districts have been built so close together, many 

properties have right-of-way areas which encompass a large portion of their yards. As a 
result of this, there is limited space for things like a paved parking area on many of these 
properties. 

 
Landscaping – Gravel and Xeriscaping 

- What is xeriscaping? 
o Xeriscaping is defined as a landscaping method developed especially for arid and 

semiarid climates utilizing water–conserving techniques (such as the use of drought-
tolerant plants, mulch, and efficient irrigation). This type of landscaping reduces the 
need for supplemental irrigation and conserves water. Plants, trees and shrubs are used 
that are appropriate to the local climate, and care is taken to avoid losing water to 
evaporation and run-off. Xeriscaped areas shall consist of an attractive mix of plantings, 
boulders, and other landscaping materials. At least 50 percent of the xeriscaped area 
must contain plants, trees, and shrubs. The use of gravel/rock mulch or other mulch 
covering without any plantings does not constitute xeriscape. If rock mulch is used, the 
areas should contain rocks of differing sizes and include the use of boulders. Typically 
the area around plants should be mulched with an organic material to reduce heat 
effect from rock on the plants. 

- What is gravel mulch? 
o Gravel mulch is defined as rock mulch comprised of round rock or crushed stone 2 

inches or less in diameter. 
- Why can’t we put gravel in our yard? We are trying to be green! 

o We love that you want to be green! These regulations help Park City to be appropriately 
green. We still want to maintain a nice aesthetic standard for Park City, and it is possible 
to do this in a green way. Xeriscaping is not just laying down gravel. It involves a mixture 
of drought tolerant or resistant plantings and varying sizes of boulders, rock, and stone. 
It is intended to create an aesthetic landscaped area rather than a simple gravel area. 
We want to reduce blight and illegal storage throughout the City. We want to maintain 
the high quality appearance of Park City, and keep our city looking like a city rather than 
an unfinished road or parking lot. 

- Why are you regulating gravel? 
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o In recent years, a large majority of complaints received by code enforcement has been 
related to parking on gravel areas. This has become a major issue for the city in terms of 
enforcement, and we need to clarify and clean up the code related to this in order to 
allow for better enforcement. 

o Gravel can be a great tool for drought tolerant and water-wise landscaping. However, 
gravel is only one part of what makes up xeriscaping. Rock mulch alone has the potential 
to be damaging to the environment. In order to look better and function as landscaping 
rather than a gravel lot, xeriscaping needs to include a variety of rock sizes including 
gravel and boulders and rocks in between as well as a variety of drought tolerant 
plantings. An added benefit is that including plantings mitigates the thermal/heat island 
effect that can be caused by gravel areas. It also mitigates fire risk as a part of the 
Wildland-Urban Fire Interface Code. 

o Another reason to regulate gravel is that it moves every time it is driven over, and we 
want to prevent gravel and rocks from bleeding into roads, sidewalks, storm drains, and 
other public infrastructure where it has the ability to cause a lot of damage to the 
integrity and durability of various systems. 

- Do I need a permit to have xeriscaping in my yard? 
o All Building Permit applications (including Grading Permits) and all Historic District 

Design Review projects which impact existing vegetation within the limits of disturbance 
require a complete landscape plan as a part of the application. This includes xeriscaped 
areas. All relevant xeriscaping will be approved as a part of any applicable permits. All 
other properties do not require a permit approval, but they must still comply with any 
code requirements. 

 
Enforcement 

- Where can I find the City ordinance on this? What are the current City regulations/codes for 
oversized vehicle parking?  

o You can find all regulations on parking oversized/recreational vehicle parking in the Land 
Management Code under Section 15-3-4(A.3). You can find all regulations on 
Xeriscaping and Gravel in the Land Management Code under Section 15-5-5(M). For all 
parking regulations in general, please see the Parking Code in Section 9 of the Municipal 
Code. You can access the most up to date version of the entire Park City Municipal Code 
online at https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com.  

- Who do I contact with questions about these codes? 
o If you have any questions on where to find these regulations or on how to understand 

and interpret the regulations, please contact the Planning Department at 435-615-5060. 
If you would like to report any violations of these regulations, please contact Code 
Enforcement at 435-615-5112 or 435-615-5110. 

- How will I or the City know if I am in violation of these regulations? What happens if I am in 
violation of these regulations? 

o Since we only have so many resources at the City, these regulations generally are 
enforced on a complaint basis. 

- If I have been parking my RV in a way which will become illegal after these regulations are 
passed, can I be grandfathered in? 

o Unfortunately, the answer is no. We want Park City to be a great place to live, and a part 
of that is ensuring the atmosphere and experience is consistent throughout the City. 
These regulations are being proposed in response to resident complaints and safety 
hazards which have presented themselves in the way RVs are currently being parked 
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throughout the City. We want to be consistent, safe, and fair to all residents in all 
neighborhoods. 

- What if my I park my work trailer/oversized vehicle at my home?  
o Any trailers or oversized vehicles that are associated with a valid Home Occupation 

Business License are exempt from recreational vehicle parking regulations. These rules 
mainly apply to recreational vehicles. 

- What if I am doing work on my home and need to park trailers and oversized vehicles on my 
property for that purpose? 

o Construction or utility trailers and vehicles which are associated with an active building 
permit are also exempt from recreational vehicle parking regulations. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Application: PL-17-03483 
Subject: LMC Amendments 
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP, Senior Planner 
Date:   April 26, 2017  
Type of Item:  Legislative- Land Management Code (LMC) Amendments  
 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Planning Commission review the proposed administrative and 
substantive amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC), conduct a public 
hearing, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to City Council to adopt an 
ordinance approving amendments to the Park City Land Management Code related to 
1) lot and site requirements in the SF District (Chapter 2.11 ), 2) amending the 
Annexation Expansion Area (Chapter 8.7) and 3) elimination of the numbering of 
definitions in  Chapter 15 and throughout the LMC, pursuant to the findings of fact and 
conclusion of law in the draft Ordinance.  
 
Staff recommends continuation of amendments to amend and update annexation 
regulations and standards (Chapter 8) for consistency with recent amendments to State 
Code and to prohibit group mail boxes within City ROW in Historic Districts, to May 10, 
2017 to allow additional time for legal review. 
 
Description 
Project Name:  LMC Amendments 
Approximate Location: Citywide 
Proposal: Land Management Code (LMC) amendments- various 

administrative and substantive amendments to the Park City 
Development Code regarding the following: 

 
1) Lot and site development standards in the SF District 

(Chapter 2.11) 
2) Annexation Expansion Area boundary amendments 

(Chapter 8.7)  
3)  Elimination of numbering of definitions (Chapter 15)  

 
 
Summary 
As part of constant review of the Land Management Code and General Plan action 
items, the proposed amendments came up as policy discussions and procedural items 
which need to be addressed and updated. These amendments provide clarity and 
regulations regarding the following items: 
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1) Lot and site requirements in the SF District (Chapter 2.11);  
2) Annexation Expansion Area boundary modification (Chapter 8.7);  
3) Numbering of defined terms (Chapter 15 and throughout the LMC). 

 
The LMC implements the goals, objectives and policies of the Park City General Plan to 
maintain the quality of life and experiences for its residents and visitors and to preserve 
the community’s neighborhoods and unique character and values, as well as to comply 
with State requirements. These proposed Land Management Code (LMC) amendments 
have been reviewed for consistency with the current adopted Park City General Plan. 
 
Purpose of the Land Management Code 
The LMC is designed, enacted, restated and reorganized to implement the goals and 
policies of the (adopted) Park City General Plan, and for the following purposes: 
 
(A) To promote the general health, safety and welfare of the present and future 
inhabitants, Businesses, and visitors of the City, 
 
(B) To protect and enhance the vitality of the City’s resort-based economy, the 
overall quality of life, the Historic character, and unique mountain town community, 
 
(C) To protect and preserve peace and good order, comfort, convenience, and 
aesthetics of the City, 
 
(D) To protect the tax base and to secure economy in governmental expenditures, 
 
(E) To allow Development in a manner that encourages the preservation of scenic 
vistas, environmentally sensitive lands, Historic Structures, the integrity of Historic 
Districts, and the unique urban scale of original Park City, 
 
(F) To provide for well-planned commercial and residential centers, safe and efficient 
traffic and pedestrian circulation, preservation of night skies and efficient delivery of 
municipal services,  
 
(G) To prevent Development that adds to existing Geologic Hazards, erosion, 
flooding, degradation of air quality, wildfire danger or other conditions that create 
potential dangers to life and safety in the community or that detracts from the quality of 
life in the community, 
 
(H) To protect and ensure access to sunlight for solar energy devices, and 
 
(I) To protect or promote moderate income housing. 
 
It is the intention of the City in adopting this LMC to make amendments on a regular 
basis and to fully exercise all of the powers granted to the City by the provisions of the 
Title 10, Chapter 9a of the Utah Municipal Land Use Development and Management 
Act. Utah Code Annotated, 1991, as amended and all other powers granted by statute 
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or by common law, for the necessary regulation of the Use and Development of land 
within the City. 
 
General Plan 
These proposed Land Management Code (LMC) amendments have been reviewed for 
consistency with the current adopted Park City General Plan. The LMC implements the 
goals, objectives and policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life 
and experiences for its residents and visitors and to preserve the community’s 
neighborhoods and unique character and values. Additionally, the LMC is intended to 
be updated on a regular basis to stay current with State Law, as well as to adapt and 
anticipate changing conditions.  Where appropriate, the specific General Plan sections 
are discussed in the analysis below. 
 
Background 
As part of constant review of the Land Management Code, the proposed amendments 
came up either as policy discussions or as procedural items which need to be updated.  
 
Analysis 
Proposed LMC Amendments 
 

I. Lot and Site Requirements in the Single Family (SF) Zoning Districts (See 
Exhibit A- Chapter 2.11-3   Zoning Districts).  
 
Background: During normal application of the LMC Staff has identified language 
that is unclear or confusing that could lead to inconsistent interpretation.  
 
Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to clarify this 
section for consistency of application. No change to the regulations is proposed. 
 
Implications and consequences: These amendments clarify codified setbacks 
approved with the Thayne’s Canyon I and II, Prospector Village, and Prospector 
Park 1, 2, and 3 Subdivisions adopted by Ordinance and later incorporated into 
the LMC. Amending this language will make the LMC reflect clearly the intent of 
the subdivision approvals and eliminate current confusion as to whether the 
additional setback exceptions also apply to these subdivisions. No substantive 
changes are proposed to the regulations. These amendments propose to 
reorganize this section of the code for clarity of use. 
 
Staff recommendation: Staff proposes the following language: 
 

15-2.11-3 Lot And Site Requirements 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued for a Lot unless 
such Lot has Frontage on a Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan, or on a 
private easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan. All Development must 
comply with the following: 
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A. DENSITY. The maximum Density for Subdivisions is three (3) units per acre. Subdivisions must 
Cluster Development to maximize common Transferred Development Right (TDR) Open Space. 

B. FRONT, REAR, AND SIDE YARDS. All Development activity must comply with the 
following minimum Yards. See Section 15-2.11-3(I) for Front, Rear and Side Yard requirements 
exceptions for Thaynes Canyon Subdivision I and II, Prospector Village Subdivision, and 
Prospector Park Subdivision 1, 2, and 3. 

>>> 

I. OTHER EXCEPTIONS. FRONT, SIDE, AND REAR YARD REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THAYNES CANYON SUBDIVISIONS I AND II, PROSPECTOR VILLAGE 
SUBDIVISION, AND PROSPECTOR PARK SUBDIVISIONS 1, 2, AND 3.  

1. In Thaynes Canyon Subdivision I and II, and Prospector Village Subdivision, minimum 
required Yards are as follows: 

a. FRONT YARD. The minimum Front Yard for Main Buildings is twenty feet 
(20') and the Front Yard for garages is ten feet (10'); 

b. SIDE YARD. The minimum Side Yard is five feet (5'). On Corner Lots the 
minimum Side Yard abutting a Street is ten feet (10'). In Thaynes Canyon 
Subdivision 1, the minimum Side Yard is ten feet (10’).  

c. REAR YARD. The minimum Rear Yard is ten feet (10'). 
2. In Prospector Park Subdivisions 1, 2, and 3, minimum required Yards are as follows: 

a. FRONT YARD. The minimum Front Yard is twenty feet (20'). 
b. SIDE YARD. The minimum Side Yard is ten feet (10'). On Corner Lots the Side 

Yard that faces the Street must not be less than fifteen feet (15'). 
c. REAR YARD. The minimum Rear Yard is ten feet (10'). 

3. Front, Rear, and Side Yard Exceptions listed above also apply to Thaynes Canyon     
Subdivisions I and II, Prospector Village Subdivision, and Prospector Park Subdivisions 
1, 2, and 3.   

 
 
 

II. Annexation Expansion Area boundary modification (See Exhibits B, B1, 
and B2 - Chapter 8 Annexation).  
 
Background: In recent years the City purchased for open space purposes, as 
well as utility uses, land adjacent to and generally north and east of the current 
municipal boundary and the Round Valley Open Space areas. City Council 
desires that this open space be annexed into the municipal boundaries. It is 
currently unincorporated land located within the Summit County jurisdiction.  
 
The subject parcels are described in the following table.  
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Parcel Name Acres Use 
Gillmor-4-X Stoneridge Parcel 292 Open Space  
SS-57-2-A-X PRI Water Tank 29 Water Tank 
SS-57-A-X PRI Round Valley 300 Open Space  
SS-121-X Clark Ranch  125 Open Space  
PP-26-X Clark Ranch  125 Open Space  
SS-91-X Clark Ranch  45 Open Space  
PP-26-A-1-A-X Clark Ranch  44 Open Space  
TOTAL   960   

  
 
Purpose of Amendments: If annexed, land use decisions, including trails, 
trailheads, permitted and conditional uses, etc. will be reviewed by the Park City 
Planning Commission and/or City Council as opposed to by Summit County 
officials. Additionally, regulation of the land will be according to the Park City 
Municipal Code and Zoning (including the Land Management Code). The 
purpose of this amendment is to expand the Annexation Expansion Area 
Boundary (AEAB) to the north and east of boundary as currently identified in the 
Park City Annexation Policy Plan (Chapter 8.7 of the LMC). 
 
Implications and consequences: The primary implications and consequences 
of amending the AEAB are to include within the Expansion Area land the City 
owns, or may own in the near future, and other land that may be designated as 
recreation open space, located on the Northern and Eastern boundaries. 
Petitions for Annexation of land in Utah require that the property be within a 
designated Annexation Expansion Area before a municipality may accept them 
for further review and possible approval. This amendment does not annex any 
property but allows for an annexation petition to be filed consistent with State 
Code. 
 
General Plan: The Park City General Plan refers to these lands as “Proposed 
Expansion Area Boundary” and discusses adopting a modified expansion area 
that is consistent with City and County regional planning objectives, as well as 
mandates of the State Code. The General Plan further mentions that there are 
other identified lands, namely to the south, but also including additional lands 
east of Hwy 40, that should be considered for annexation “after further 
consultation with adjacent jurisdictions…”.  The General Plan also shows (in 
hatching marks) additional lands to the west of the current annexation 
boundaries that the City should consider for annexation. The City does not own 
these “hatched” properties to the west. 
 
State Code Requirements: The State Code (Section 10-2-401.5 - Annexation 
policy plan) regarding establishment (and amendment) of an annexation policy 
plan requires the following considerations: 
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In developing, considering, and adopting an annexation policy plan, the planning 
commission and municipal legislative body shall: 

(a)  attempt to avoid gaps between or overlaps with the expansion areas of other 
municipalities; Not applicable as no other municipalities are in this area. 

 (b)  consider population growth projections for the municipality and adjoining areas 
for the next 20 years; The included area is for open space to preserve 
lands for open space and recreational purposes anticipating 
population growth in the surrounding area. The subject land is not for 
residential or commercial purposes. 

 (c)  consider current and projected costs of infrastructure, urban services, and public 
facilities necessary:  Significant infrastructure, urban services, or public 
facilities are not anticipated if this open space land is annexed in the 
future. 

§  (i)  to facilitate full development of the area within the municipality; and 
§  (ii)  to expand the infrastructure, services, and facilities into the area being 

considered for inclusion in the expansion area; 
 (d)  consider, in conjunction with the municipality’s general plan, the need over the 

next 20 years for additional land suitable for residential, commercial, and industrial 
development;  Not applicable, as the subject land is not for future 
development. 

 (e)  consider the reasons for including agricultural lands, forests, recreational areas, 
and wildlife management areas in the municipality;  Added lands are for open 
space and a water tank. Reason to include recreational areas within 
City Limits is that the land was purchased for open space and is owned 
by the City. The City desires to be the land use authority on associated 
applications for trailheads, trails, and other recreational uses. 

 (f)  be guided by the principles set forth in Subsection 10-2-403(5). Not applicable 
as this refers to land within a County of the first class. 

 
Staff recommendation: Staff proposes the following Annexation Expansion 
Area options for Planning Commission consideration.  
a. Amend the Annexation Expansion Area Boundary (AEAB) to include only City 

owned property to the north and east of the current Annexation Expansion 
Area Boundary (Exhibit B1).  

b. Amend the AEAB to include all of the hatched areas designated in the 
General Plan (page 35) as Proposed Expansion Area Boundary. This 
includes the City owned open space to the north, other private and City 
owned properties to the north and east, as well as privately held properties 
located to the west of the current AEAB. This does not include any of the 
areas to the south that are indicated in the General Plan as “areas for future 
discussion” (Exhibit B2) 

c. Do nothing and leave the current AEAB as it is (Exhibit B). 
 

Staff recommends Planning Commission discussion, public hearing, and 
consideration of Option a at this time, with a recommendation to City Council to 
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schedule discussions with regional partners in Summit County concerning 
expansion of the AEAB to include parcels not currently owned by Park City but 
located within the General Plan map as “hatched areas” to the north and east. 

 
III. Elimination of numbering of Definitions in Chapter 15 

 
Background: The current LMC numbers each definition and sub-definition in 
addition to listing defined terms in alphabetical order. The City Recorder 
requested consideration of elimination of the numbering to streamline the 
updating process. 
  
Purpose of Amendments: The purpose of these amendments is to eliminate 
the numbering and maintain the alphabetical order of definitions and sub-
definitions to streamline the updating process with the new on-line LMC program. 
 
Implications and consequences: Eliminating the numbering, both in Chapter 
15, and throughout the LMC where some definitions are identified with a specific 
number, will streamline the updating process and prevent missed cross 
references between Chapter 15 definitions and the rest of the LMC. Many on-line 
development codes have removed numbering and use an alphabetical listing for 
ease of use as well as for accurate and streamlined updating. 
 
Staff recommendation: Staff proposes that all numbering of defined terms and 
definitions, in both Chapter 15 and throughout the LMC be removed. 
 

 
Process 
Land Management Code amendments are processed according to Section 15-1-7.  
Amendments to the Land Management Code require Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council adoption.  City Council action may be appealed to a 
court of competent jurisdiction per LMC § 15-1-18. A public hearing is required by both 
the Planning Commission and City Council, with proper notice as outlined in Section 15-
1-12- Notice.    
 
Notice 
On April 12, 2017, notice of the April 26, 2017 Planning Commission public hearing was 
published in the Park Record and placed on the City’s website as well as on the Utah 
Public Notice website.  
 
Public Input 
Public hearings are required to be conducted by the Planning Commission and City 
Council prior to adoption of Land Management Code amendments.  No public input was 
received at the time of this report on these items.  
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Alternatives 
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to approve 

Amendments related to 1) Site and Lot Requirements in the Single Family (SF) 
District, 2) Annexation Expansion Boundary amendments and 3) elimination of 
numbering of Definitions as presented or as amended; or  

• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to City 
Council to deny these Amendments and direct staff to return with findings 
supporting that decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the public hearing and discussion to a 
date certain. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts to the City from these LMC 
Amendments that provide clarification of current annexation and development code 
language and definitions as further described above. Amending the Annexation 
Expansion Area boundary allows the City to accept an Annexation petition and 
potentially annex such property into the City Limits following the procedures outlined in 
LMC Chapter 8.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Planning Commission review the proposed administrative and 
substantive amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC), conduct a public 
hearing, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to City Council to adopt an 
ordinance approving amendments to the Park City Land Management Code related to 
1) lot and site requirements in the SF District (Chapter 2.11-3 ), 2) amending the 
Annexation Expansion Area (Chapter 8.7) and 3) elimination of the numbering of 
definitions in  Chapter 15 and throughout the LMC, pursuant to the findings of fact and 
conclusion of law in the draft Ordinance.  
 
Staff recommends continuation of amendments to amend and update annexation 
regulations and standards (Chapter 8) for consistency with recent amendments to State 
Code and to prohibit group mail boxes within City ROW in Historic Districts, to May 10, 
2017 to allow additional time for legal review. 
 
Exhibits  
Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit A –  Chapter 2.11-3 – SF District Lot and Site requirements 
Exhibit B – Chapter 8.7- Annexation Expansion Area map - existing code 
Exhibit B1 – Proposed Annexation Expansion Area map 
Exhibit B2 – Annexation Section of the General Plan 
Exhibit C – Chapter 15.1- Defined Terms (just first two pages to show example) 
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Ordinance 17-XX 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY, 
UTAH, REVISING CHAPTER 2 ZONING DISTRICTS, CHAPTER 4 SUPPLEMENTAL 
REGULATIONS, CHAPTER 8 ANNEXATIONS AND CHAPTER 15 DEFINED TERMS  

 
 WHEREAS, the Land Management Code was adopted by the City Council of 
Park City, Utah to promote the health, safety and welfare of the residents, visitors, and 
property owners of Park City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code implements the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life and experiences for 
its residents and visitors; and to preserve the community’s unique character and values; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the City reviews the Land Management Code on a regular basis and 
identifies necessary amendments to address planning and zoning issues that have 
come up; to address specific LMC issues raised by Staff, Planning Commission, and 
City Council; and to align the Code with the State Code, the Park City General Plan, 
and City Council goals; and 
 

WHEREAS, Chapter 2.11 provides a description of requirements related to uses 
and development of land in the Single Family (SF) District that the City desires to revise 
for clarity of use. These revisions are specifically related to the Front, Rear, and Side 
Yard Setback requirements for the Thayne’s Canyon Subdivisions I and II, Prospector 
Village Subdivision, and Prospector Park Subdivisions 1, 2, and 3; and 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 8.7 provides a description of requirements, provisions, and 

procedures for annexation of land into the Park City Municipal Boundary that the City 
desires to amend. These amendments concern the amendment of the Annexation Area 
Expansion area and map to include City owned land currently outside of the Expansion 
area; and 

 
WHEREAS, Chapter 15 provides a list of defined terms that have definitions 

specific to this Land Management Code that the City desires to amend by removing the 
numbering for streamlining the updating process; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission hearing was duly noticed, a public hearing 

was conducted at the regularly scheduled meeting on April 26, 2017, and the 
Commission forwarded a recommendation to City Council; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council hearing was duly noticed and a public hearing was 
conducted at its regularly scheduled meeting on May 11, 2017; and  
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the residents of Park City, Utah to amend 
the Land Management Code to be consistent with the State of Utah Code and the Park 
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City General Plan and to be consistent with the values and goals of the Park City 
community and City Council, to protect health and safety, to maintain the quality of life 
for its residents, to preserve and protect the residential neighborhoods, to ensure 
compatible development, to preserve historic resources, to protect environmentally 
sensitive lands, and to preserve the community’s unique character. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management Code Chapter 

Two (SF Zoning District Chapter 15- 2.11). The recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact. Chapter 2.11 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby 
amended as redlined (see Exhibit A). 
 

SECTION 2.  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management Code Chapter 
Eight (Annexations- Section 15-8-7). The recitals above are incorporated herein as 
findings of fact. Chapter 8 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby 
amended as redlined (see Exhibit B). 

 
SECTION 3.  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15 - Land Management Code Chapter 

15 (Defined Terms). The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of fact. 
Chapter 15 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended to remove 
all numbering from the list of defined terms (see Exhibit C). 

 
SECTION 4.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Ordinance shall be effective upon 

publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____day of ________, 2017 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 
 

_________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, Mayor  

 
Attest: 
 
___________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, Recorder 
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
15-2.11-3 Lot And Site Requirements 

Except as may otherwise be provided in this Code, no Building Permit shall be issued for a Lot unless 
such Lot has Frontage on a Street shown as a private or Public Street on the Streets Master Plan, or on a 
private easement connecting the Lot to a Street shown on the Streets Master Plan. All Development must 
comply with the following: 

A. DENSITY. The maximum Density for Subdivisions is three (3) units per acre. Subdivisions must 
Cluster Development to maximize common Transferred Development Right (TDR) Open Space. 

B. FRONT, REAR, AND SIDE YARDS. All Development activity must comply with the 
following minimum Yards. See Section 15-2.11-3(I) for Front, Rear and Side Yard requirements 
exceptions for Thaynes Canyon Subdivision I and II, Prospector Village Subdivision, and 
Prospector Park Subdivision 1, 2, and 3. 

C. FRONT YARD. The minimum Front Yard is twenty feet (20'). New Front Facing Garages for 
Single Family and Duplex Dwellings must be at least twenty-five feet (25') from the Front Lot 
Line. 

D. FRONT YARD EXCEPTIONS.  
1. The Planning Commission may designate specific Single Family Lots on which the Front 

Yard Setback is ten feet (10') for the Main Building and fifteen feet (15') for a new Front 
Facing Garage or garage element, including any habitable space above the garage. This 
exception may be granted to: 

a. solve Access problems with relatively steep Grades, 
b. preserve Significant Vegetation, 
c. eliminate or minimize cut and fill Areas, 
d. promote Clustered Development, and 
e. preserve Open Space. 

Lots to which this exception applies must be so designated on the Subdivision Plat at the 
time the plat is approved. 

2. See Section 15-2.11-3(I) for Setback exceptions for Thaynes Canyon Subdivision I and 
II, Prospector Village Subdivision, and Prospector Park Subdivision 1, 2, and 3. 

3. The Front Yard must be open and free of any Structure except: 
a. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than four feet (4') in height, or as 

permitted in Section 15-4-2. On Corner Lots, Fences more than three feet (3') in 
height are prohibited within twenty-five feet (25') of the intersection at back of 
curb. 

b. Uncovered steps leading to the Main Building provided the steps are not more 
than four feet (4') in height from Final Grade, not including any required 
handrail, and do not cause any danger or hazard to traffic by obstructing the view 
of a Street or intersection. 

c. Decks, porches, and Bay Windows, not more than ten feet (10') wide, projecting 
not more than five feet (5') into the Front Yard. 

d. Roof overhangs, eaves, and cornices projecting not more than three feet (3') into 
the Front Yard. 
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e. Sidewalks, patios, and pathways. 
f. Driveways leading to a garage or Parking Area. No portion of a Front Yard, 

except for approved driveways and patios, allowed Parking Areas, and sidewalks 
may be Hard-Surfaced or graveled. 

g. Circular driveways meeting all requirements stated in Section 15-3-4. 
E. REAR YARD. The minimum Rear Yard is fifteen feet (15'). 
F. REAR YARD EXCEPTIONS. The Rear Yard must be open and free of any Structure except: 

1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than two feet (2') 
into the Rear Yard. 

2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 
Rear Yard. 

3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the Rear Yard. 
4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than three feet (3') into the Rear Yard. 
5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features projecting not 

more than six inches (6") beyond the window or main Structure to which it is attached. 
6. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18') in height and 

maintaining a minimum Rear Yard Setback of five feet (5'). Such Structure must not 
cover over fifty percent (50%) of the Rear Yard. See the following illustration: 
(ILLUSTRATION DELETED FOR THIS EXHIBIT) 

7. Hard-Surfaced Parking Areas subject to the same location requirements as detached 
Accessory Buildings. 

8. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located at least five feet 
(5') from the Rear Lot Line. 

9. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or as permitted in 
Section 15-4-2. Retaining walls may have multiple steps, however, each exposed face 
cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the horizontal distance between the walls, front 
face to rear face, must be at least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. 
The Planning Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 
requirements based on Site specific review.1 

10. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, or similar Structures not more than thirty inches (30") 
above Final Grade, provided it is located at least five feet (5') from the Rear Lot Line. 

G. SIDE YARD. 
1. The minimum Side Yard is twelve feet (12'). 
2. A Side Yard between connected Structures is not required where Structures are designed 

with a common wall on a Property Line, each Structure is located on an individual Lot, 
the Lots are burdened with a party wall agreement in a form approved by the City 
Attorney and Chief Building Official, all applicable Building and Fire Code requirements 
are met, and the Use is an Allowed or Conditional Use in the Zoning District. 

a. Exterior Side Yards shall be based on the required minimum Side Yard for each 
Lot; however the Planning Commission may consider increasing exterior Side 
Yards during Conditional Use Permit review to mitigate potential impacts on 
adjacent Property. Side Yard exceptions continue to apply. 

H. SIDE YARD EXCEPTIONS. The Side Yard must be open and free of any Structure except: 
1. Bay Windows not more than ten feet (10') wide projecting not more than two feet (2') 

into the Side Yard. 
2. Chimneys not more than five feet (5') wide projecting not more than two feet (2') into the 

Side Yard. 
3. Window wells and light wells projecting not more than four feet (4') into the Side Yard. 
4. Roof overhangs and eaves projecting not more than three feet (3') into the Side Yard. 
5. Window sills, belt courses, cornices, trim, and other ornamental features projecting not 

more than six inches (6") beyond the window or main Structure to which it is attached. 
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6. Patios, decks, pathways, steps, and similar Structures not more than thirty inches (30") in 
height above Final Grade, provided there is at least one foot (1') Setback to the Side Lot 
Line. 

7. Fences, walls, and retaining walls not more than six feet (6') in height, or as permitted in 
Sections 15-4-2. Retaining walls may have multiple steps, however, each exposed face 
cannot exceed six feet (6') in height and the horizontal distance between the walls, front 
face to rear face, must be at least three feet (3') and planted with approved vegetation. 
The Planning Director may approve minor deviations to the height and stepping 
requirements based on Site specific review.2 

8. Driveways leading to an approved garage or Parking Area maintaining a three foot (3') 
landscaped Setback to the Side Lot Line. A paved turn out Area, to aid in backing a 
vehicle out of a garage or Parking Area, is allowed but may not be used for parking, and 
must maintain a one foot (1’) landscaped Setback to the Side Lot Line. 

9. Detached Accessory Buildings not more than eighteen feet (18') in height, located a 
minimum of five feet (5') behind the front facade of the Main Building, and maintaining a 
minimum Side Yard Setback of five feet (5'). 

10. Screened mechanical equipment, hot tubs, and similar Structures located a minimum of 
five feet (5') from the Side Lot Line. 

I. OTHER EXCEPTIONS. FRONT, SIDE, AND REAR YARD REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THAYNES CANYON SUBDIVISIONS I AND II, PROSPECTOR VILLAGE 
SUBDIVISION, AND PROSPECTOR PARK SUBDIVISIONS 1, 2, AND 3.  

1. In Thaynes Canyon Subdivision I and II, and Prospector Village Subdivision, minimum 
required Yards are as follows: 

a. FRONT YARD. The minimum Front Yard for Main Buildings is twenty feet 
(20') and the Front Yard for garages is ten feet (10'); 

b. SIDE YARD. The minimum Side Yard is five feet (5'). On Corner Lots the 
minimum Side Yard abutting a Street is ten feet (10'). In Thaynes Canyon 
Subdivision 1, the minimum Side Yard is ten feet (10’).  

c. REAR YARD. The minimum Rear Yard is ten feet (10'). 
2. In Prospector Park Subdivisions 1, 2, and 3, minimum required Yards are as follows: 

a. FRONT YARD. The minimum Front Yard is twenty feet (20'). 
b. SIDE YARD. The minimum Side Yard is ten feet (10'). On Corner Lots the Side 

Yard that faces the Street must not be less than fifteen feet (15'). 
c. REAR YARD. The minimum Rear Yard is ten feet (10'). 

3. Front, Rear, and Side Yard Exceptions listed above also apply to Thaynes Canyon     
Subdivisions I and II, Prospector Village Subdivision, and Prospector Park Subdivisions 
1, 2, and 3.   
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EXHIBIT B- Existing LMC Chapter 15-8-7 

15-8-7 Expansion Area Boundary Map 

A. The Expansion Area Boundary Map is included as Exhibit A below: 
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B. The following criteria were used as justification to exclude from the expansion Area Property 
considered by State definition to be Urban Development: 

1. Topography and other physical constraints to efficient delivery of basic services. 
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2. Overlapping utility providers with services already being provided by others. 
3. Level of existing services and standing of existing roads are below City standards and 

require expensive upgrades. 
4. Other high fiscal implications to the City. 
5. Overlapping school districts, i.e. not in Park City School District. 
6. Overlapping taxing entities and location in Wasatch County. 

Adopted by Ord. 03-01 on 1/9/2003 
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EXHIBIT C 

15-15 Defined Terms 

• 15-15-1 Definitions 
• 15-15-2 List Of Defined Terms 

15-15-1 Definitions 

For the purpose of the LMC, certain numbers, abbreviations, terms, and words shall be used, interpreted, 
and defined as set forth herein. Defined terms will appear as proper nouns throughout this Title. Words 
not defined herein shall have a meaning consistent with Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, latest 
edition.  
 
Unless the context clearly indicates to the contrary, words used in the present tense include the future 
tense; words used in the plural number include the singular; the word “herein” means “in these 
regulations”; the word “regulations” means “these regulations”; “used” or “occupied” as applied to any 
land or Building shall be construed to include the words “intended, arranged, or designed to be used or 
occupied”. 
 
1.1 ACCESS. The provision of vehicular and/or pedestrian ingress and egress to Structures, facilities or 
Property.  
 
1.2 ACCESSORY APARTMENT. A self-contained Apartment, with cooking, sleeping, and sanitary 
facilities, created either by converting part of and/or by adding on to a Single-Family Dwelling or 
detached garage. Accessory Apartments do not increase the residential Unit Equivalent of the Property 
and are an Accessory Use to the primary Dwelling. 
 
1.3 ACCESSORY BUILDING. A Building on the same Lot as the principal Building and that is:  

A. clearly incidental to, and customarily found in connection with such principal Building, such as 
detached garages, barns, and other similar Structures that require a Building Permit; 

B. operated and maintained for the benefit of the principal Use; 
C. not a Dwelling Unit; and 
D. also includes Structures that do not require a Building Permit, such as sheds, outbuildings, or 

similar Ancillary Structures. See Ancillary Structure. 

1.4 ACCESSORY USE. A land Use that is customarily incidental and subordinate to the to the primary 
Use located on the same Lot. 
 
1.5 ACTIVE BUILDING PERMIT. Any Building Permit that has not expired. 
 
1.6 ADMINISTRATIVE PERMIT. A permit issued by the Planning, Building, and Engineering 
Departments for specified Use upon proof of compliance with certain criteria. 
 
(and continue to delete all numbering in this Chapter) 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 166 Main Street Plat Amendment  
Author:  Tippe Morlan, Planner II 
Date:   April 26, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Plat Amendment  
 
 

Project Number: PL-17-03499 
Applicant:  Robert A. Dixon 
Location: 166 Main Street 

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-2B) Sub-Zone B 
Adjacent Land Uses: Single family dwellings 

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

 
Proposal 
The proposed 166 Main Street Plat Amendment seeks to combine the two existing lots 
located at 166 Main Street into one lot of record.  The site consists of a majority of Lot 3 
and all of Lot 4 of Block 20 of the Park City Survey. 
 
The property owner requests to combine these two existing substandard lots into one 
(1) standard lot of record.  There is an existing house, built in 1993, that straddles the 
property line between both lots. Lot 3 consists of 1,409 square feet and Lot 4 consists of 
1,687 square feet; the total lot size is 3,096 square feet. 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 166 Main 
Street Plat Amendment located at 166 Main Street and consider forwarding a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, 
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Background  
August 30, 1993 – The Historic District Commission approved the design of this single 

family residence deeming the design in compliance with the Historic District 
Design Guidelines. The home itself was constructed in 1997 on a vacant lot at 
this location. 

 
August 5, 2016 – The applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) 

Pre-Application with a request to raise the house two feet to level out the 
driveway. The applicant will need to submit a full HDDR application in order to do 
this.  
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March 17, 2017 – The City received a Plat Amendment application for the 166 Main 
Street Plat Amendment; the application was deemed complete on March 28, 
2017.   

 
Purpose  
The purpose of the HR-2 District is to:  

A. allow for adaptive reuse of Historic Structures by allowing commercial and office 
Uses in Historic Structures in the following Areas: 

a. Upper Main Street;  
b. Upper Swede Alley; and 
c. Grant Avenue, 

B. encourage and provide incentives for the preservation and renovation of Historic 
Structures, 

C. establish a transition in Use and scale between the HCB, HR-1, and HR-2 
Districts, by allowing Master Planned Developments in the HR-2, Subzone A, 

D. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures and construction of historically 
Compatible additions and new construction that contributes to the unique 
character of the Historic District,  

E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 
policies for the Historic core that result in Development that is Compatible with 
Historic Structures and the Historic character of surrounding residential 
neighborhoods and consistent with the Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic 
Districts and Historic Sites and the HR-1 regulations for Lot size, coverage, and 
Building Height, and 

F. provide opportunities for small scale, pedestrian oriented, incubator retail space 
in Historic Structures on Upper Main Street, Swede Alley, and Grant Avenue, 

G. ensure improved livability of residential areas around the historic commercial 
core, 

H. encourage and promote Development that supports and completes upper Park 
Avenue as a pedestrian friendly residential street in Use, scale, character and 
design that is Compatible with the historic character of the surrounding 
residential neighborhood, 

I. encourage residential development that provides a range of housing 
opportunities consistent with the community’s housing, transportation, and 
historic preservation objectives, 

J. minimize visual impacts of the automobile and parking by encouraging alternative 
parking solutions, 

K. minimize impacts of Commercial Uses on surrounding residential neighborhood.  

Properties within the HR-2 District located east of Main Street, including properties 
fronting on Main Street, Swede Alley, and Grant Avenue along with properties west of 
Main Street within Both 13 and fronting on Main Street fall under Sub-Zone B. This 
includes the subject property. Special requirements for Sub-Zone B of the HR-2 District 
apply only to Commercial Uses and historic structures, and this property is neither 
commercial nor historic.  
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Analysis 
The purpose of the plat amendment is to remove the interior lot line between the two 
substandard subject lots to create one lot of record for an existing single family dwelling. 
The existing building currently straddles the lot line and sits on both lots, and this 
amendment would both resolve the situation so that the building does not sit on top of 
any lot lines and create one standard lot. 
 
At the time of the house’s construction in 1997, the building complied with all 
requirements of the 1997 Land Management Code and a building permit was issued for 
the existing house. There have been no modifications to the home itself since the 
original construction. This plat amendment does not change any of the requirements of 
the zone including minimum lot size, building height, and setback requirements. The 
HR-2B zone will remain in place. Additionally, a duplex would not be allowed on the new 
lot since it does not meet the minimum lot area of 3,750 square feet for that use. 
 
This plat amendment only includes a majority portion of Lot 3 on the north side of this 
property. This is due to the existence of a remnant parcel which has been deeded over 
to the property north (170 Main Street) in order to accommodate the historic home with 
a Landmark designation which sits on the original property line between Lots 2 and 3. 
The property owners of that lot will need to do a plat amendment in the future to 
officially incorporate the remnant parcel into their lot. 
 
Encroachments  
There are several existing encroachments along the boundaries of this property. On the 
south side of this property, there is a cinder block retaining wall which encroaches onto 
the lot to the south (158 Main Street). This adjacent lot was a part of the Saldarini Plat 
Amendment in 1997 which did not include an encroachment agreement for the retaining 
wall. An encroachment agreement will be required for this wall with this approval if it is 
to stay in place. 
 
On the east side of this property, there are several encroachment issues which need to 
be resolved before this plat amendment can be recorded. Along the rear property line, 
the existing deck and hot tub encroach onto City property by a few feet. Based on 
records of the original building permits, it appears that the deck was approved to be 
situated up to one foot behind the property line. The applicant will need to make the 
required adjustments to bring the deck and hot tub back onto their private property 
before the plat amendment may be recorded. The existing house on this lot is not 
historic, and these encroachments onto City property must be removed. An 
encroachment agreement will not be entertained by the City. 
 
Additionally, to the rear of the house, there is a stone patio which sits mostly on Park 
City property and an additional wooden deck which sits entirely on Park City property. 
There is also a wood steel fence which appears to sit on Park City property to the east, 
170 Main Street property to the north, and 158 Main Street property to the south. These 
must also be removed before the plat amendment may be recorded.  
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Good Cause  
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as the existing encroachments will be 
resolved with this plat. The plat amendment will also create one standard lot of record 
from two existing substandard lots. This amendment will clean up the property located 
at 166 Main Street and resolves any issues created by the lot line running through the 
middle of the property and through the house. This amendment will allow the property 
owner to make improvements and changes to the existing house as allowed by the 
LMC. 
 
Process 
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final 
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC §15-1-18.   
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No further issues were 
brought up at that time.  
 
Notice 
On April 12, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the Utah Public 
Notice Website on April 5, 2017, according to requirements of the Land Management 
Code.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received by the time of this report. 
 
Alternatives 

• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the 166 Main Street Plat Amendment as conditioned or amended; or 

• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the 166 Main Street Plat Amendment and direct staff to make 
Findings for this decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 166 Main Street 
Plat Amendment. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking recommended action 
The consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that 
the encroachments would not be resolved with the plat and the site would continue to 
have a lot line running through the middle of the existing house. 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 166 Main 
Street Plat Amendment and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 
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Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval 
as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1) 
Exhibit B – Existing Conditions (Survey) 
Exhibit C – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius 
Exhibit D – County Plat Maps 
Exhibit E – Site Photographs 
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance 
 
 
Ordinance No. 17XX 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 166 MAIN STREET PLAT AMENDMENT 
LOCATED AT 166 MAIN STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 166 Main Street has petitioned 
the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 12, 2017, the property was properly noticed and posted 
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on April 5, 2017, proper legal notice was published according to 
requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were sent to 
surrounding property owners; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 26. 2017, to 
receive input on plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 26, 2017, forwarded a _____ 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on May 23, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing to receive 
input on the plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 166 Main 
Street Plat Amendment located at 166 Main Street. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  The 166 Main Street Plat Amendment, as shown in 
Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of 
Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 166 Main Street.  
2. The property consists of most of Lot 3 and all of Lot 4 of Block 20 of the Park City 

Survey. 
3. Lot 3 consists of 1,409 square feet and Lot 4 consists of 1,687 square feet; the total 

lot size is 3,096 square feet. 
4. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-2) District Sub-Zone B.  
5. This site is not listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).   
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6. The Plat Amendment removes one interior lot line which bisects the existing home.  
7. The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one (1) lot measuring 

3,096 square feet.   
8. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the District.   
9. The house on this lot was constructed in 1997 on a vacant lot at this location. 
10. At the time of construction, the house complied with all requirements of the Land 

Management Code. 
11. The proposed amendment also complies with the existing Land Management Code. 
12. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet in the HR-2 

zone.  The proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings. The 
proposed lot would not accommodate a duplex dwelling as it would be less than 
3.750 square feet in area. 

13. The proposed lot width is width is approximately 50 feet along Main Street. 
14. The minimum lot width required is twenty-five feet (25’).  The proposed lot meets the 

minimum lot width requirement.   
15. The setback requirements in this zone are as follows: front and rear yards – 10 feet; 

side yards – 5 feet.  
16. At the time of approval, setback requirements in the HR-1 zone which applied to this 

property were as follows: front and rear yards – 10 feet; side yards – 3 feet. 
17. The proposed lot has front and rear yard setbacks of 10 feet and side yard setbacks 

of 5 feet and 4.5 feet.  
18. The proposed lot meets the setback requirements of the HR-1 zone which applied to 

this property at the time the house was constructed. No changes to setbacks from 
front, side, and rear lot lines are proposed. 

19. House size has consistently been interpreted to mean the Gross Residential Floor 
Area as defined by the Land Management Code. No changes to house size are 
proposed with this application. 

20. The deck at the rear of the house and a portion of the hot tub encroaches into Park 
City property to the east by approximately 1.5 feet. 

21. The cinder block retaining wall at the south of this property encroaches into the 
neighboring property at 158 Main Street by approximately 3 feet. 

22. The wood deck and stone patio to the rear of the home encroaches onto City 
property. 

23. The wood steel fence to the rear of the property encroaches on to City property. 
24. A remnant parcel exists at the north of Lot 3 which belongs to 170 Main Street which 

accommodates the Landmark Historic home which sits on the original lot line 
between Lots 2 and 3 of Block 20 of the Park City Survey. 

25. The remnant parcel on the north side of Lot 3 of Block 20 of the Park City Survey is 
a part of 170 Main Street and shall be incorporated into that lot with a plat 
amendment if the property owners of 170 Main Street choose to alter the lot or the 
historic home in any way. 

26. This plat amendment does not change any exterior lot lines of this parcel. 
27. This plat amendment does not change any setback, lot size, or other requirements 

for this zone as applied to this parcel and the existing single family dwelling.  
28. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 

as findings of fact. 
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Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment. 
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding lot combinations. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat 

Amendment. 
4. Approval of the Plat Amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Planner, City Attorney, and City Engineer will review and approve the final 

form and content of the plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 

2. The applicant will record the plat at the County within one year from the date of City 
Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one (1) years’ time, this 
approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing 
prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City Council. 

3. The encroachment of the cider block retaining wall must be resolved with the 
neighbor at 158 Main Street as the retaining wall encroaches over the south property 
line into their property. 

4. The property owner shall resolve the encroachment of the deck with the hot tub over 
the east property line into the adjacent City owned property to the rear of the house 
by removing the portion of the deck which encroaches on the City property. 

5. The property owner shall resolve the encroachment of the additional detached deck 
and the stone patio which encroaches over the east property line into the adjacent 
City owned property by removing the encroaching structures. 

6. The property owner shall resolve the encroachment of the wood steel fence which 
encroaches onto the properties to the north into 170 Main Street, south into 158 
Main Street, and east into City owned property by either removing the fence or by 
entering into an encroachment agreement with each of the affected property owners. 

 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May, 2017. 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 
________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST: 
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____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat 
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166 Main Street – looking westerly 
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166 Main Street – looking southwesterly 
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166 Main Street – looking easterly 
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166 Main Street – looking northeasterly 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 

 
Subject: 250 Main Street Telecommunication  
 Facility Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
Project Number: PL-16-03322 
Author: Ashley Scarff, Planning Technician 
Date: April 26, 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative - CUP 

 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission reviews the request for a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the establishment of a new Telecommunication 
Facility at 250 Main Street, conducts a public hearing, and considers approving the 
CUP based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval 
found in this staff report.  

 
Description 
Applicant:  Verizon Wireless, represented by Tom Foster,  
  Elevation Wireless, LLC 
Location:  250 Main Street 
Zoning:   Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Main Street commercial uses to the north and west; City-

owned parking lot to the south; Historic residential uses to the 
east 

Reason for Review:  Planning Commission must review CUP requests for 
the establishment of new Telecommunication Facilities 

 
Proposal 
This application is a request for a CUP to allow Verizon Wireless to establish a new 
Telecommunication Facility on the roof of the Wasatch Brew Pub located at 250 
Main Street, in order to provide improved capacity services to the greater Park City 
area. The proposal includes the installation of a roof-mounted small cell antenna, 
which will be enclosed within a screen box that is painted to match the building’s 
exterior. Staff finds that the project, as proposed, complies with all applicable 
requirements of the Land Management Code (LMC). This location does not currently 
house any other Telecommunication Facilities. 
 
Background 
On September 22, 2016, the Planning Department received an application for a CUP to 
allow Verizon Wireless to establish a new small cell Telecommunication Facility on the 
roof of the Wasatch Brew Pub located at 250 Main Street. The application was considered 
complete on March 2, 2017, once Staff received additional information that was requested 
from the applicant. The owner of the building has signed an ‘Affirmation of Sufficient 
Interest’ acknowledging the project. 
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The subject property falls within the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District. The 
LMC lists Telecommunication Antennas as a Conditional Use within the HCB zone, which 
is subject to LMC Section 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication 
Facilities, in addition to the standard Conditional Use review criteria of Section 15-1-10(E).  
 
Section 15-4-14 includes a list of additional submittal requirements and considerations for 
Telecommunication CUP applications, with the purpose of having the applicant 
demonstrate how the project aligns with the City’s vision for these types of facilities: 
 
LMC Section 15-4-14 Telecommunication Facilities 
The intent of this section is to ensure that Telecommunications Facilities are Compatible 
with the unique characteristics of each Zoning District of Park City, and that adverse 
impacts on community quality and safety in residential, commercial and industrial Areas, 
are mitigated. The intent of these requirements is to locate Telecommunications Facilities 
and related equipment where they are least visible from Public Streets, public Areas and 
designated view corridors and, to the best extent possible, provide Screening from 
adjacent Property Owners. 
 
The proposed equipment will consist of a roof-mounted small cell antenna enclosed within 
a screen box that measures 4 feet wide by 4 feet long (16 square feet in area), which will 
be painted to match the building wall of the Wasatch Brew Pub to mitigate visual impact. 
The antenna and screen box will have a height of 5 feet, 6 inches (5’6”) above the flat 
roofline, and will be set back 6 feet, 6 inches (6’6”) from the nearest, street-fronting roof 
edge. The proposal complies with requirements found in LMC §15-4-14(F), which states 
that Telecommunication Facilities shall comply with the setbacks of the underlying zone, 
and that roof-mounted antenna may extend up to ten feet (10’) above the existing 
structure, provided that it is set back from the roof edge a minimum distance that is equal 
to or greater than the height of the antenna. The entire rooftop area to be leased by 
Verizon amounts to 121 square feet (sf). 
 
Staff finds that the project, as proposed and conditioned, meets all requirements related to 
setbacks, height, and design found in LMC Section 15-4-14, Supplemental Regulations for 
Telecommunications Facilities. 
 
Analysis 
As mentioned above, LMC Section 15-4-14 includes a list of submittal requirements 
specific to new telecommunication facilities. To summarize, the intent of requiring these 
items is to ensure that there is legitimate need for the facility, that the proposed location is 
suitable to meet the need, that the applicant has made an effort to co-locate the 
equipment on existing buildings or structures, as well as mitigate potential negative visual 
impact.  
 
Please refer to the attached exhibits for the applicant’s project narrative and site location 
analysis, as well as maps showing existing and proposed Verizon installations and 
coverage areas, existing and proposed elevations of the Wasatch Brew Pub building, and 
detailed site plans.  
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LMC §15-1-10 Conditional Use Review Process 
 
E. REVIEW. 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: 
 

1. Size and location of the Site; 
 

Verizon plans to lease one (1) rooftop area measuring 121 sf from the building owner 
(refer to Exhibit C). The antenna will be entirely enclosed within a screen box, which 
will take up 16 square feet within the 121 sf lease area. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
2. Traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area; 

 
Not applicable, as all proposed equipment will have no direct impact on traffic counts 
or capacity of streets in the area. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
3.  Utility capacity, including Storm Water run-off; 

 
The proposed equipment shall not require any additional power beyond the Brew 
Pub’s existing electric service. In addition, the City is currently working with a fiber 
optic provider to negotiate a fiber optics right-of-way franchise agreement in order to 
provide service to this site, as well as to other proposed Verizon small cell antenna 
sites. Details of the fiber installation will be worked out through the franchise 
agreement, but concerns have also been addressed with the Conditions of 
Approval. Installation of the antenna equipment will require a Building Permit and all 
associated reviews/inspections. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
4.  Emergency vehicle Access; 

 
Not applicable, as all proposed equipment will be located away from vehicle 
circulation areas, i.e., on the rooftop. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
5.  Location and amount of off-Street parking; 

 
Not applicable, as the equipment is proposed to be located on the rooftop of the 
building. No parking will be displaced with this location. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
6.  Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system; 

 
Not applicable, as the equipment is proposed to be located in an area that will not 
interfere with vehicular or pedestrian circulation in any way. No Unmitigated Impacts.  

 
7.  Fencing, Screening, and landscaping to separate the Use from adjoining Uses; 

 
As described above, the rooftop equipment will be completely enclosed within a 
screening box that will be painted to match the exterior of the building. No 
unmitigated impacts.  
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8.  Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the Site; 
including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots; 

 
The proposed rooftop equipment will be entirely enclosed within one (1) screening box 
that measures 4 feet in width and 4 feet in length, which will be painted to match the 
existing building’s exterior to mitigate visual impact. The box and equipment will have a 
6’6” setback from the nearest roof edge, and will be 5’6” in height above the flat 
roofline. Staff finds that the proposed configuration meets all height, setback, and 
design requirements of LMC Section 15-4-14, Supplemental Requirements for 
Telecommunication Facilities. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
9.  Usable Open Space; 

 
Not applicable, as none of the proposed equipment will interfere with existing, usable 
open space in any way. No unmitigated impacts.  

 
10.  Signs and lighting; 

 
The project may include small signs meant to ensure the health and safety of the 
general public. They shall have no negative visual impact, and this approval has been 
conditioned so all signage must be reviewed by the Planning Department prior to 
installation. No unmitigated impacts.  

 
11.  Physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, scale, 
style, design, and architectural detailing; 

 
The proposed rooftop equipment meets all height, setback, and design requirements 
found in LMC Section 15-4-14(F), Site Requirements for Telecommunication Facilities, 
as conditioned. Visual impacts will be mitigated with stealth screening in compliance 
with requirements of LMC §15-4-14(F)4, Design of Telecommunication Facilities. No 
unmitigated impacts.  
 
12.  Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect 
people and Property Off-Site; 

 
The proposed equipment will not create undesirable situations such as noise, 
vibration, odors, or steam that would affect people and property off-site. No 
unmitigated impacts.  
 
13.  Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 
Screening of trash and recycling pickup Areas; 
 
Not applicable, as the proposed equipment will not affect the flow of delivery and 
service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, or trash and recycling pickup areas in 
any way. No unmitigated impacts. 

 
14.  Expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residences, 
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial tenancies, 
how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities; 
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Not applicable for this application, as the equipment will be located on the roof of the 
building, which is owned by the project applicant. Taxing entities will not be affected. 
No unmitigated impacts. 

 
15.  Within and adjoining the Site, impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Lands, 
Physical Mine Hazards, Historic Mine Waste and Park City Soils Ordinance, Steep 
Slopes, and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the topography of the Site; 
and 

 
Not applicable, as all project elements fall on/within an existing structure, and do not 
impact any land. No unmitigated impacts.  
 

Process 
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the 
procedures found in LMC §15-1-18. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review and all concerns that were 
raised have been addressed. 
 
Notice 
On April 12, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to affected property 
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on April 12th. 
 
Public Input 
As of the publish date of this report, no public input has been received by Staff. Public 
comment will be taken at the regularly scheduled meeting on April 26, 2017. 
 
Alternatives 
1. The Planning Commission may approve the CUP as proposed and conditioned; or 
2. The Planning Commission may deny the CUP and direct staff to prepare findings 
supporting this recommendation; or 
3. The Planning Commission may continue the discussion to a date certain to allow the 
applicant time to respond to any additional concerns or issues raised at the Planning 
Commission hearing. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant negative fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The CUP request will be denied, and Verizon Wireless will not be able to construct a new 
Telecommunication Facility at 250 Main Street. Verizon’s capacity services will not be 
increased in the greater Park City area through use of this site. 
 
In addition, the City is currently reviewing a right-of-way franchise agreement with a fiber 
optic provider to provide fiber optics to this site as well as other proposed Verizon small 
cell antenna locations. If CUP requests for all proposed Verizon antennas area denied, 
the City would also deny the franchise rights to the fiber optic provider. 
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Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission reviews the request for a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) for the establishment of a new Telecommunication Facility at 250 Main 
Street, conducts a public hearing, and considers approving the CUP based on the findings 
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval found in this staff report.  
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. On September 22, 2016, the Planning Department received an application for a 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow Verizon Wireless to establish a new 
Telecommunication Facility on the roof of the Wasatch Brew Pub, located at 250 Main 
Street. The application was considered complete on March 2, 2017. 

2. The subject property falls within the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District.  
3. The Land Management Code (LMC) states that, within the HCB District, 

Telecommunication Antennas are a Conditional Use, subject to LMC Section 15-4-14, 
Supplemental Regulations for Telecommunication Facilities, in addition to the 
standard Conditional Use review criteria of Section 15-1-10(E). 

4. The proposed rooftop equipment will consist of one roof-mounted small cell antenna 
enclosed within a screen box, which will be painted to match the building wall of the 
Wasatch Brew Pub to mitigate visual impact. 

5. The rooftop equipment will fall within a 121 square foot area to be leased by Verizon 
Wireless from the building owner. 

6. The antenna and screen box have been proposed to have a height of 5’6” above the 
flat roofline, and will be set back 6’6” from the nearest roof edge. 

7. Staff finds that the project, as proposed and conditioned, meets all requirements 
related to setbacks, height, and design found in LMC Section 15-4-14, Supplemental 
Regulations for Telecommunications Facilities. 

8. The project may also include small signs near the equipment meant to ensure the 
health and safety of the general public. 

9. The City is currently reviewing a right-of-way franchise agreement with a fiber optic 
provider to provide service to the subject site, as well as other proposed Verizon small 
cell locations. If all CUP requests for the Verizon small cell antennas are denied, the 
City would deny franchise rights to the fiber optic provider. 

10. If a fiber optic franchise agreement is reached, the fiber system would need to cross 
City property to reach the antenna site from the right-of-way. This will require the 
institution of a utility easement over City property. 

11. The applicant has indicated that all necessary power will come from existing sources 
on-site. 

12. On April 12, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to affected 
property owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record 
on April 12th.  

13. This application has been reviewed under Land Management Code Section 15-1-10 
(E). 

14. The Findings in the Analysis Section are incorporated herein. 
 
Conclusions of Law: 

1. The application satisfies all Conditional Use Permit review criteria as established    
by the LMC’s Conditional Use Review process (§15-1-10(E), Criteria 1-16); 

2. The Use, as conditioned, is compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, 
mass, and circulation; 
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3. The Application complies with all requirements of the LMC; and 
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful 

planning. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 

1. The scope of this approval includes the installation of one (1) small cell 
telecommunication antenna on the rooftop of the Wasatch Brew Pub as shown on 
the approved plans. 

2. The rooftop equipment shall be entirely contained within ‘Lease Area 1’ as shown 
on the plans. No equipment shall be located outside of the Wasatch Brew Pub’s 
building footprint. 

3. The screening box and all equipment shall not exceed ten feet 5’6”  in height 
measured from the plane of the flat roofline, and shall be set back a minimum of 
6’6” from the nearest, street-fronting roof line, as shown on the plans. 

4. The screening box shall be painted to match the exterior of the existing building, 
making the equipment as stealth as possible. Final design is subject to approval 
by Planning Staff during the Building Permit application stage. 

5. All necessary cable chases shall also be painted to match the existing building. 
6. Signs shall only be installed on site if necessary for the health and safety of the 

general public. Exact dimensions and placement shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Planning Department prior to installation. 

7. Prior to installing the equipment, the applicant must apply for and procure a 
Building Permit from the Building Department. 

8. The Building Permit application shall include a fiber and power plan, and is 
subject to review and approval by the Planning Department and City Engineer. 

9. If a fiber connection from the right-of-way is ultimately required, a utility easement 
must be recorded with Summit County for the line to cross City property to reach 
the subject site. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A - Project Narrative with Responses to Supplemental Submittal Requirements 
Exhibit B - Existing and Proposed Verizon Coverage Areas 
Exhibit C – Detailed Site Plans for Proposed Facility at 250 Main Street 
Exhibit D – Existing and Proposed Exterior Elevations 
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3773 Cherry Creek North Drive, Suite 575 
Denver, CO  80209 

Main (303) 331-3411  Fax (800) 507-9973 
 

 
Project:  UT2 Park City SC1 Small Cell Installation 
 
Address:  250 Main Street Park City, UT 84060 
 
The proposed installation will be a roof mounted small cell with an antenna that will 
protrude above the parapet 5’6”.  The proposed antenna will have a stealth shroud 
approximately 4’x4’ enclosure that will be painted to match the existing building.  The 
stealth shroud will be made from a fiberglass material.  The stealth shroud will be set 
back from the roof edge approximately 5’.  Please see enclosed drawings for elevations 
and plan views of the proposed installation. 
 
The proposed installation is to provide an increase in capacity to Verizon Wireless’s 
4G/LTE network. 
 
The proposed site is allowable under a conditional use permit. 
 
The proposed use is a roof top installation.  There are other roof top installation within 
the proposed area. 
 
The proposed installation has been designed to be compatible with the current roof top 
and minimize any sight issues. 
 
The proposed installation will not have dust, pollutants or odor.  The equipment is 
powered but any attributable noise will be at the roof level behind the parapet. 
 
The proposed installation will run 24 hours a day seven days per week. 
 
There are no special issues that need to be mitigated with this proposed installation. 
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Some info I’d like to request: 
 

1.      Documentary evidence regarding the need for the facility within the City. The information shall identify 
Verizon’s existing telecommunication facilities and coverage areas to demonstrate the need for the proposed 
facility within the city.   Downtown Park City is currently serviced by 0062 Prospector shown on the attached 
PowerPoint (Park City Main SC CUP Package upd (SC1).pptx).  The antenna is nearing capacity level and page two 
shows the sectors being serviced by 0062 Prospector.  On page three the small cell site at 250 Main Street shows 
the capacity which will be offloaded from 0062 Prospector. 

2.      Documentary evidence that a legitimate attempt has been made to locate the new Telecommunications Facility 
on existing Buildings or Structures or as a co‐location. Such evidence shall include a radio frequency engineering 
analysis of the potential suitability of existing Buildings or Structures or co‐location Sites in the radio frequency 
coverage Area for the proposed Telecommunications Facility. Efforts to secure such locations shall be 
documented through correspondence between the Applicant and the Property Owner(s) of the existing 
Buildings, Structures or co‐location Sites.  N/A given the small cell site will be located on an existing building.  No 
separate structure or tower will need to be constructed. 

3.      Document the locations of all of the Applicant’s existing Telecommunications Facilities that provide 
Telecommunications within the City, as well as any changes proposed within the following twelve (12) month 
period, including plans to discontinue or replace such existing Telecommunications Facilities. Applicants shall 
provide competent testimony from a radio frequency engineer regarding the suitability of potential 
Telecommunications Facility locations in relation to the Applicant’s existing Telecommunications Facilities.   Page 
four of on the attached PowerPoint (Park City Main SC CUP Package upd (SC1).pptx) shows the existing 
Telecommunications Facilities of Verizon Wireless.  Pages five shows the 11 new sites proposed in the Business 
District.  Page six shows the four new sites proposed in the Canyons.  Finally page seven shows the three new 
sites proposed on Main Street (including this site at 250 Main Street). 

4.      Each Application shall include a Site location alternative analysis describing the location of other Sites 
considered for the proposed Telecommunications Facility, the availability of those Sites, the extent to which 
other Sites do or do not meet the Applicant’s Telecommunications needs and the reason why the subject Site 
was chosen for the proposed Telecommunications Facility. The analysis shall address the following 
issues:   There was only one other alternative to 250 Main Street investigated.  It was the hotel located across 
the street at 255 Main Street.  The Landlord did not want to provide 24 hour access so we didn’t move forward 
with the Lease.  This would have been another small‐cell, rooftop application. 

A.     How  the  proposed  location  and  Telecommunications  Facility  relate  to  the  object  of  providing  full
Telecommunications  services  within  the  City  Area;   These  are  small‐cells  which  are  smaller  and  more 
inconspicuous and are  intended to work together as a system.  The  intent of the 11 new small‐cells  in the 
Business District, four new small‐cell sites in the Canyons and the three new sites proposed on Main Street
taken together will result in the objective of Verizon Wireless providing service within the area.  

B.     How  the  proposed  Telecommunications  Facilities  relates  to  the  location  of  the  Applicant’s  existing
Telecommunications  Facilities  that  provide  Telecommunications within  and  near  the  City;   The  proposed 
small‐cell site at 250 Main Street is intended to off load capacity from the larger Telecommunications Facility
known as 0062 Prospector shown on the attached PowerPoint. 

C.      How  the proposed Telecommunications Facility  relates  to  the Applicant’s anticipated need  for additional
Telecommunications  Facilities  that  provide  Telecommunications within  and  near  the  City;   The  proposed 
small‐cell site at 250 Main street is intended to off load capacity from 0062 Prospector, which will enable a
greater amount of capacity overall to the area serviced by 0062 Prospector (greater Park City) as can be seen
on  the attached PowerPoint.  The purpose of  this site  is  the  first of  three  in  the downtown area  that are
being proposed to increase capacity on Verizon Wireless’s 4G LTE network.  

D.     If applicable, how the Applicant’s plans specifically relate to, and are coordinated with, the needs of all other
Telecommunications providers within and near the City.  N/A. 
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UT2 Park City Main SC1 
250 Main Street 

CUP Information Package 
 

Capacity offload for Prospector 
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Existing 750 Best 
Server Coverage in 
the area showing 
Prospector. 
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Proposed 750 Best 
Server Coverage in 
the area showing 
Prospector and Park 
City Main Small Cell 1. 
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Active Cell Sites in 
and around the Park 
City area. 
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Zoomed-In Proposed 
Cell Sites in and 
around the Park City 
area. 
 
Park City Business 
District Area Small 
Cells 
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Zoomed-In Proposed 
Cell Sites in and 
around the Park City 
area.  
 
Canyons Area Small 
Cells 
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Zoomed-In Proposed 
Cell Sites in and 
around the Park City 
area.  
 
Park City Main Small 
Cells 
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UT2 PARK CITY SC1

250 MAIN STREET

PARK CITY, UTAH 84060

SUMMIT COUNTY

SMALL CELL INSTALLATION PROJECT

▪

▪

▪

▪
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
 
Application:  PL-16-03293 
Subject:  Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision  
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP, Sr. Planner 
Date:   April 26, 2017  
Type of Item:  Legislative – subdivision plat 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and forwards a 
positive recommendation to City Council regarding the Village at Empire Pass North 
Subdivision plat pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of 
approval in the draft Ordinance.  
 
Description 
Owners:   REDUS Park City LLC and Empire Residences LLC  
Applicant:    Alliance Engineering (representing Owners) 
Location:   Marsac Avenue and Village Way within Village at Empire 

Pass Master Planned Development (MPD) 
Zoning:   Residential Development (RD-MPD) District, subject to the 

Flagstaff Annexation and Village at Empire Pass MPD and 
Recreation Open Space (ROS) 

Adjacent Land Uses: Deer Valley Resort, condominiums, townhouses, and other 
development parcels of the Village at Empire Pass Pod A 
MPD, and open space areas. 

 
Proposal 
This is a request for a final subdivision plat (Exhibit A) to create three platted 
development lots of record for the Village at Empire Pass Pod A Master Planned 
Development approved on July 28, 2004, and a fourth lot for ski area uses only. The 
proposed subdivision consists of property that is currently described by metes and 
bounds. The request is for a 6.77 acre Lot 1, for future townhouse and PUD units, a 
2.01 acre Lot 2 for MPD Lodge Building 4, a 0.66 acre Lot 3 for future MPD Lodge 
Building 3, and a 0.10 acre Lot 4 for ski area uses only. 
 
The property consists of a total of 9.54 acres. The lots have frontage on existing platted 
Marsac Avenue (State Highway 224) and Village Way (a private street). No new public 
or private streets are proposed. Existing recorded and proposed utility, snow storage, 
storm water, ski lift, and access easements are shown on the plat.  
 
The applicant requests a plat note identifying the maximum density allowed on Lot 3 as 
24 UE configured in no more than twenty one (21) individual units, subject to final 
Conditional Use Permit review. Maximum density on Lots 1 and 2 is subject to 
remaining density of the Flagstaff Annexation Development Agreement to be 
determined during future Conditional Use Permit review. No density is assigned to Lot 4 
that is to be used in connection with Deer Valley Resort and similar activities.  
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Background 
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving 
the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain area. Resolution 
20-99 granted the equivalent of a” large-scale” master planned development (MPD) and 
set forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of 
development; development approval process; as well as development conditions, 
restrictions, obligations, and amenities for each parcel. The Flagstaff Development 
Agreement (Agreement) was amended and recorded in March 2007 (Exhibit B).  
 
The 2007 Amended Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three 
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be 
developed for the Mountain Village. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a 
maximum density of 785 unit equivalents (UE) configured in no more than 550 dwelling 
units as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units, provided the number of PUD units does not 
exceed 60. The Mountain Village is allowed 16 single family home sites. At least 50% of 
the residential units within the Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary 
development pod (Pod A). The development pods are to be linked by transit. A fourth 
pod, pod D is allowed 30 single family lots (this area was platted with the Red Cloud 
Subdivision for 30 single family home sites) (See Exhibit K). 
 
The Agreement required the applicant to submit 14 specific technical reports for review 
and approval by the City. The 14 studies, along with the Land Management Code and 
the amended Development Agreement form the standards under which the subject 
subdivision plat, and subsequent Conditional Use Permit, will be reviewed (Exhibit C –
technical reports).  
 
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development 
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development 
(MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass (Pod A), known as the Village Master Planned 
Development (VMPD) Pod A. (Exhibit D- Staff report and Action letter). The VMPD was 
the first step in the development process for Pod A.  A separate MPD for Pod B1 was 
approved in May 2002 and amended in 2008. On March 14, 2007, the Planning 
Commission approved a Master Planned Development for Pod B2 at Empire Pass.  
 
The purpose of the VMPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Mountain 
Village, as well as addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the Annexation 
Area. The VMPD established building volumetric diagrams, including specific height 
exceptions, density, and development location (Exhibits E and F). Prior to building 
permit issuance for any construction, the applicant must receive site-specific 
Conditional Use Permit approval from the Planning Commission.   
 
Construction to date 
Six lodge buildings have been built to date within Pod A (Exhibit F), namely Shooting 
Star, Silver Strike, Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf 
B, and Grand Lodge. A seventh building, One Empire Pass is currently under 
construction. Additionally, Larkspur East and Larkspur West Townhouses (attached 
homes), Paintbrush and Belles PUD style homes, and six single family homes in 
Banner Wood are platted within Pod A. Larkspur and Paintbrush units are complete. 
Four Banner Wood homes are complete. One Belles PUD style lot is vacant, 2 are 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 172



under construction, and 14 are completed. 
 
Three of the large lodge buildings (Buildings 1, 3, and 4) as well as approximately 19 
additional townhouse units remain to be constructed within the Village MPD Pod A. A 
Conditional Use Permit for the Tower Residential (Building 1) was approved however 
the approval expired. A Conditional Use Permit for the Tower Club (aka Talisker Club) 
was approved on a portion of the Building 1 lot and was constructed as a private club 
with private dining, exercise facilities, common swimming pool and hot tubs, ski lockers, 
changing rooms, restrooms exclusively for owners/members, as well as a small 
convenience store. An amended Tower Club CUP was approved by Planning 
Commission on December 14, 2016. A central shuttle/transit shelter was constructed 
on the adjacent Larkspur property for use by the entire Flagstaff Development.   
 
Within Village MPD Pod B1 ten Northside single family homes have been platted and 
constructed. All seventeen of the Nakoma PUD style units have been platted and 
thirteen are complete. Finally 23 townhouse units were constructed at Ironwood. 
 
The subsequent Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) required by the VMPD for each multi-
family parcel and/or building are intended to provide final architectural review by the 
Park City Planning Department Staff and Planning Commission and to demonstrate 
compliance with the Village MPD and Large Scale MPD (LSMPD) documented in 
Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement.  
 
Subdivisions  
The Village at Empire Pass West Side Subdivision plat was approved by Council in 
2005 and recorded at Summit County on August 12, 2005. This subdivision platted Lots 
12-18 of the VMPD (west side). Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was 
approved by Council on September 30, 2004 and platted the east side lots. An 
amended Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved on January 6, 
2011 and recorded on January 4, 2012.   
 
The subdivision plat notes require compliance with RD District zone setbacks, approval 
of a CUP for each building prior to issuance of a building permit, a declaration of 
condominium and a record of survey prior to individual sale of units, requires 
membership of the owner in the Empire Pass Master HOA, identifies Empire Club Drive 
as a private street, plats a 10 foot wide snow storage easement along the street 
frontages, requires water efficient landscape, and includes other utility and 
maintenance provisions.  
 
Submittal 
This subdivision plat application was submitted on August 30, 2016 and deemed 
complete on September 27, 2016. Staff requested additional time to review the 
Flagstaff Annexation and Empire Pass MPD approvals to understand the status of 
approved/platted Units and Unit Equivalents and to do an audit of all outstanding 
obligations required by the Development Agreement. Following a positive 
recommendation to City Council by the Planning Commission on February 8, 2016, the 
applicant requested a continuation of the March 9th Council hearing in order to revise 
the plat to include recently acquired property. The revised plat and associated plans 
were submitted on April 3, 2017.  
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Purpose of the RD District 
The purpose of the Residential Development (RD) Zoning District is to: 
 
(A) Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s 
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities, 
 
(B) Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space, 
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of 
municipal services, 
 
(C) Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential 
neighborhoods, 
 
(D) Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design, 
 
(E) Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent 
Areas; and 
 
(F) Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types. 
 
Proposed Subdivision Description 
The applicant requests approval of a subdivision plat of seven metes and bounds 
described parcels (PCA-S-98-BB, PCA-S-98-DD, PCA-S-98-DD-EE, PCA-S-384, PCA-
S-98 EE and adjacent remnant parcels) located to the north and east of the Village at 
Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision. These parcels include a total of 9.54 acres that were 
not included with any of the previous subdivisions of Pod A. The subdivision consists of 
a 6.77 acre Lot 1, for future townhouse units, a 2.01 acre Lot 2 for Lodge Building 4, a 
0.66 acre Lot 3 for future Lodge Building 3, and a 0.10 acre Lot 4 (previously labeled 
Parcel A) to be used in conjunction with Deer Valley Resort ski operations and similar 
uses only.  
 
The subdivision plat creates three buildable lots of record for Village at Empire Pass 
MPD Lodge Buildings 3 (Lot 3) and 4 (Lot 2) and the Horseshoe townhouses (Lot 1). 
Lodge buildings 3 and 4 are designated for multi-family, stacked flat buildings in the 
Village Master Plan. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required prior to construction of 
the Lodge Buildings and the townhouses. 
 
Lots 1 and 2 have frontage on Marsac Avenue, a State Highway. Lot 3 has frontage on 
Village Way, a private street. Lot 2 also has frontage on Village Way. Lots 2 and 3 will 
access off Village Way. Lot 1 will access off Marsac Avenue in an approved UDOT and 
City location. Townhouses on Lot 1 will not have direct access off Marsac but will 
access to a private driveway off Marsac. Staff recommends a condition and plat note 
that the final location of access off Marsac to the future buildings be approved by UDOT 
and the City. Access to Lot 4 is provided by recorded access easements. 
 
Utilities are available in the vicinity of these lots. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation 
District (SBWRD) recommends conditions and plat notes to address their concerns 
(Exhibit H). Final utility plans are required to be submitted with the Conditional Use 
Permit based on the proposed configuration of units and buildings. Any necessary utility 
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easements, based on final building design and approval, shall be recorded prior to 
building permit issuance 
   
All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat, including utilities, 
storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc. No changes are proposed to existing 
streets. Staff recommends a condition of approval and plat note that the final location of 
access off Marsac shall be approved by UDOT and the City. 
 
An aerial photo, existing conditions survey, and photos of the site were submitted with 
the application (Exhibits G, H, and I). The same requirements and conditions of the 
West Side Subdivision plat noted above are proposed for this subdivision.   
  
Land Management Code (LMC) and Village MPD Analysis 
The subdivision plat has been reviewed for compliance with lot and site requirements 
of the RD Zoning District as described below: 
 
 RD Zoning District and/or Village at 

Empire Pass MPD 
Lot Size No minimum lot size. Total property is 9.54 acres. 

Lot 1 – 6.77 acres, Lot 2 – 2.01 acres, Lot 3 – 0.66 
acres, Lot 4 – 0.10 acres. Complies. 
 Uses  Residential multi-family condominiums and 
Townhouses are allowed uses subject to 
Conditional Use Permit review. Density is per the 
Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement 
and Village and Empire Pass MPD. Applicant 
requests a maximum of 24 UE configured as no 
more than 21 units for Lot 3. Density for Lots 1 and 
2 is subject to CUP review and remaining density 
per the Flagstaff Agreement, as amended. (See 
below for analysis of commercial uses.) 
 

Density is based on 1 UE is equivalent to 2,000 sf of 
residential floor area. The Flagstaff Agreement 
tracks both residential UEs (each 2,000 sf) as well 
as total number of units (see Exhibit K). Complies. 
 
 
 

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

Rear yard setbacks LMC requires a minimum of 15 feet (LMC exceptions 
apply). Reviewed at time of CUP. 

Side yard setbacks LMC requires a minimum of 12 feet (LMC exceptions 
apply). Reviewed at time of CUP. 
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Building Height and Volumetric Per Village MPD Volumetric and Height (reviewed at 
time of CUP):  
 
Lot 3 (MPD Building 3) - 55% of the building to reach 
82’ above existing grade, and 45% of the building to 
reach 74’ above existing grade. The volumetric 
diagram allows Building 3 to be four to five stories. 
 
Lot 2 (MPD Building 4)-  20% of the building to reach 
80’ above existing grade, 55% of the building to reach 
92’ above existing grade, and 25% of the building to 
reach 74’ above existing grade. The volumetric 
diagram allows Building 4 to be four to six stories. 
 
Townhouses- 28’ height plus 5’ additional for 4:12 or 
greater roof pitch.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

         
   

Parking The Transit and Parking Management Plan requires a 
25% reduction in parking from what would be normally 
required by the LMC. Parking calculations to be 
determined with the Conditional Use Permits.  

Architectural Design All construction is subject to Village at Empire Pass           
Design Review Board approval and LMC Chapter 15- 
5- Architectural Design Guidelines with final review 
conducted at the time of the CUP and Building 
Permits. 

Residential Units (see Exhibit K)  
 
785 UE maximum multi-family(MF) 
550 dwelling units maximum (MF) 
(of which 60 can be PUD). 
16 single family (SF) home sites (not 
including 30 SF in Pod D). 
 
At least 50% of the residential units 
within the Mountain Village (Pods A, B1 
and B2) must be in Pod A (not including 
SF home sites). 
 
Final approval of the buildings and UEs 
is subject to approval of a Conditional 
Use Permit. 
 

The plat assigns Lot 3 a maximum of 24 UE 
(residential unit equivalent) configured in no more 
than 21 units. Assignment of maximum UE for Lots 1 
and 2 will be determined during Conditional Use 
Permit application review for these Lots.  
Total UE platted to date =  588.742 UE  (196.258 UE 
remain) 
Total units platted to date =  382 units (52 are  PUD) 
(168 units remain) 
Total single family approved/platted = 16.  
Total multi-family units approved/platted in Pod A = 
258 (condos, PUD style, townhouses). 
67.5% of units are within Pod A (258/382).  
 
Total multi-family units in Pod A with this plat =279  
69.2% of units will be in Pod A (279/403). 
Total units with this plat and B2East approval= 473 
59% of units are within Pod A (279/473). 
91.258 UE and 77 dwelling units remain for Lots 1 
and 2 of this subdivision, Building 1 (Tower 
Residential), and VEMP 1-1, VEMP 1-2 (after 24 UE 
(21 units) are built on Lot 3 and 81 UE (70 units) are 
built on B2East Lot 1). 
Complies with Development Agreement as there 
are sufficient units and UE remaining. 
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MPD Resort Support Commercial  
 
75,000 sf maximum with Agreement 
 

  
No MPD Resort Support Commercial uses are 
requested with this subdivision plat.  
 
A total of 71,313 sf of Resort Support Commercial 
are already allocated with plats and CUPs within the 
Agreement area, leaving 3,687 sf remaining to be 
allocated. 
 
 
 
 
 

  Residential accessory uses Common amenity areas can be proposed through the 
Conditional Use application for storage areas, locker 
rooms, fitness area, recreation and game rooms, 
lounge and lobby areas, children’s room and small 
business center areas for exclusive use by guest and 
owners.  

 
This application meets the necessary subdivision requirements of Land Management 
Code (LMC) Section 15-7 of the Park City Municipal Code for lot layout, utility 
easements, dedications, and street layout. Final utility plans will be provided with a 
future Conditional Use Permit application. 
 
On site affordable housing requirements are required by the Flagstaff Development- 
Affordable Housing Technical Report (24.725 AUE total on-site). This plat identifies an 
on-site housing obligation on Lot 2 (2.0 AUE) and Lot 3 (1.1 AUE) (per requirements of 
the Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan) to be incorporated into Lodge Buildings 4 (Lot 2) 
and 3 (Lot 3) and noted on the plat. There is still an outstanding requirement of 0.84 
AUEs that will be constructed in the Tower Residences (Lodge Building 1 of the MPD). 
The remaining on-site affordable units (4.2 AUE) are allocated to Lot 1 of the B2East 
Subdivision, approved March 9, 2017.  All deed restricted units are to be identified on 
the condominium plats prior to recordation of those plats. All deed restricted units shall 
be completed with completion of market rate units. 
 
All requirements of the Agreement, including transportation (gondola payments and 
shuttles), affordable housing, environmental (soils and mine hazards), etc. shall be 
reviewed and verified for compliance during the Conditional Use Permit application 
review for development on Lots 1, 2 and 3 and completed prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy. Some of these obligations are triggered based on the number 
of certificates of occupancy issued. All trails are complete and there are no trail head 
improvements required by the Master Planned Development that are associated with 
this property.  
 
A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with the Conditional Use Permit 
application and in advance of issuing the Building Permits. 
 
Resort Support Commercial/meeting space 
The Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement states a maximum of 75 UE 
(75,000 square feet) of Resort Support Commercial uses are allowed within the Village 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 177



at Empire Pass MPD (Pods A, B1 and B2). A total of 28,059 sf of restaurant, kitchen, 
bar, lounge, retail space and a total of 35,000 sf of Spa space were approved for the 
Montage Resort and Spa with the Pod B2 MPD. A total of 2,264 sf of kitchen, dining, 
and store space have been constructed at the Tower Club and an additional 1,115 sf 
were recently approved for the dining room addition. A total of 1,275 sf were approved 
with the Grand Lodge Condominium plat and a maximum of 3,600 sf were allocated to 
the B2 East Subdivision plat. Therefore a total of 71,313 sf of Resort Support 
Commercial are allocated, leaving 3,687 sf remaining to be allocated.  
 
At this time no Resort Support Commercial, support meeting space, or residential 
accessory uses are requested for this plat. Determination of these uses will be reviewed 
at the time of review of Conditional Use Permits for Lots 1, 2 and 3. 
 
Good Cause 
Staff finds good cause for this subdivision plat as it is consistent with the Land 
Management Code, Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement, and the Village 
at Empire Pass Pod A Master Planned Development. The subdivision plat provides lots 
of record, utility and access easements, and snow storage easements for the orderly 
development of Lodge Buildings 3 and 4 and the Horseshoe parcel townhouses.   
 
Department Review 
This application has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues raised at the 
review have been addressed with revisions to the plat and conditions of approval.  
 
Notice 
For the revised plat, the property was posted and notices were mailed to property 
owners within 300 feet on April 10, 2017. A legal notice was published in the Park 
Record, the City website, and the Utah Public Notice website, on April 12, 2017.  
 
Public Input 
Staff received a few phone calls requesting information about the location of these 
parcels and future development plans. No public input was provided at the previous 
public hearings.   
  
Alternatives 
1. The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City Council 

to approve the subdivision plat, as conditioned or amended, or 
2. The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to deny the 

subdivision plat and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or 
3. The Planning Commission may continue the discussion to a date certain and provide 

Staff and the applicant with direction regarding additional information needed in 
order to make a recommendation to City Council. 

 
Significant Impacts 
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There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application that have 
not been mitigated with the Flagstaff Agreement, technical reports, and Master Planned 
Development. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
No building permits can be issued.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and forwards a 
positive recommendation to City Council regarding the Village at Empire Pass North 
Subdivision pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval 
as stated in the draft Ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A – Proposed subdivision plat (revised) 
Exhibit B1 – Applicant letter regarding revised plat 
Exhibit B2 – Development Agreement sections (link to full document) 
Exhibit C – Link to Technical Reports 
Exhibit D – Village at Empire Pass MPD and plat approvals 
Exhibit E – MPD approved building volumetric  
Exhibit F – Village map 
Exhibit G – Aerial photo of site 
Exhibit H1 – Existing conditions survey 
Exhibit H2 – Recorders Plat of area 
Exhibit I – Photos of the property 
Exhibit J – Sewer District (SBWRD) letter  
Exhibit K – Flagstaff Development Agreement Density and Uses Chart- updated 
Exhibit L – Minutes of February 8th 2017 PC Action 
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Ordinance 17-XX 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE VILLAGE AT EMPIRE PASS NORTH 
SUBDIVISION, LOCATED WITHIN POD A OF THE VILLAGE AT EMPIRE PASS 

MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, owners of the property known as PCA-S-98-BB, PCA-S-98-DD, and 
PCA-S-98-DD-EE, PCA-S-98 EE, PCA-S-384 and adjacent remnant parcels located to 
the north and east of the Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision at Marsac Avenue 
and Village Way in Park City, Utah, have petitioned the City Council for approval of a 
subdivision plat; and 

 
WHEREAS, these parcels include a total of 9.54 acres that were not included 

with any of the previous subdivisions of the Village at Empire Pass Pod A Master 
Planned Development. The subdivision consists of a 6.77 acre Lot 1 for future 
townhouse units, a 2.01 acre Lot 2 for Lodge Building 4, a 0.66 acre Lot 3 for future 
Lodge Building 3, and a 0.1 acre Lot 4 for ski area related uses; and  

 
WHEREAS, legal notice of the public hearing was published in the Park Record 

and on the Utah Public Notice website on November 26th and December 28th, 2016, and 
on January 21, 2017, and on April 12, 2017 for the revised plat, and the property was 
posted on November 30, 2016 and April 10, 2017, according to the requirements of the 
Land Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, courtesy notice was sent to surrounding property owners on 

November 30, 2016 and resent on April 10, 2017 for the revised plat, according to 
requirements of the Land Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 14, 

2016 and January 11th and February 8th 2017, to receive input on the subdivision plat; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on February 8, 2017, forwarded a 

positive recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on March 1, 2017, the applicant requested a continuation in order to 

amend the plat to add property to Lots 1 and 2 that had recently been acquired; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 9, 2017, City Council held a public hearing on the 

subdivision plat and continued the item to a date uncertain; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 31, 2017, the applicant submitted revisions to the 

proposed plat adding 0.43 acres of property recently acquired to Lot 2 and 3.77 acres to 
Lot 1; and 

  
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 26, 2017,  to 
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receive public input on the subdivision plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 26, 2017, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on May 11, 2017, City Council held a public hearing on the 

subdivision plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Village at 

Empire Pass North subdivision.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

follows: 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as 

findings of fact. The 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 property is located at Marsac Avenue and Village Way within Pod A of the 

Master Planned Development for the Village at Empire Pass. Addresses will be 
assigned prior to plat recordation. 

2. The zoning is Residential Development (RD) within Flagstaff Mountain Resort 
Annexation and Village at Empire Pass MPD area (RD-MPD). Lot 1 is partially within 
the Recreation Open Space (ROS) District. 

3. On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 
approving the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain 
area.  

4. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master planned 
development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use, maximum 
densities, timing of development, development approval process, as well as 
development conditions and amenities for each parcel.  

5. The Flagstaff Development Agreement was subsequently amended and recorded in 
March of 2007. 

6. The Development Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three 
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be 
developed for the Mountain Village.  

7. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum density of 785 UE 
configured in no more than 550 dwelling units as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units, 
provided the number of PUD units do not exceed 60. The Mountain Village is also 
allowed 16 single family home sites. At least 50% of the residential units within the 
Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary development pod (Pod A). 

8. There are currently 588.742 UE (382 multi-family units) platted within the Village at 
Empire Pass (Pods A, B1 and B2).   

9. With approval of 24 UE (up to a maximum of 21 units) on Lot 3 of the Village at 
Empire Pass North Subdivision, there will be 612.742 UE platted (up to 403 MF 
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units), and 69% of MF units in Pods A, B1 and B2 located within Pod A. If 81 UE (70 
units) are built on Pod B2 there will then be a total of 693.742 UE and 473 units with 
59% of MF units located within Pod A.  

10. Upon Conditional Use Permit approval of the 24 UE for Lot 3 and 81 UE for B2East, 
90.758 UE and 77 dwelling units would remain to be allocated to remaining 
residential development sites in Pod A. The remaining sites include Lots 1 and 2 of 
VEPN subdivision, Lodge Building 1 (Tower Residential), and Lots 1 and 2 of the 
Village at Empire Pass Phase 1 subdivision (VEP1 and VEP2).   

11. The applicant is not requesting allocation of any MPD Resort Support Commercial 
for this subdivision at this time. There exist a total of 3,687 sf of unallocated Resort 
Support Commercial that can be allocated within the Village MPD to Pods A, B1, 
and B2. This includes the 3.600 sf allocated to the B2East Subdivision. 

12. Accounting of the support commercial, residential accessory space, and support 
meeting space is finalized at the time of review of the Conditional Use Permits and 
memorialized with final condominium plat approval.  

13. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned 
Development for the Village at Empire Pass (Pod A), known as the Village Master 
Planned Development (VMPD) Pod A.  

14. The purpose of the VMPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Village 
Master Plan, as well as addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the 
Annexation Area. The VMPD established building volumetric diagrams, including 
specific height exceptions, density, and development location. 

15. The Village at Empire Pass West Side Subdivision plat was approved by Council in 
2005 and recorded at Summit County on August 12, 2005. This subdivision platted 
Lots 12-18 of the VMPD (west side).  

16. Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved by Council on 
September 30, 2004 and platted the east side lots. An amended Village at Empire 
Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved on January 6, 2011 and recorded on 
January 4, 2012. 

17. Six lodge buildings have been built to date within Pod A namely Shooting Star, Silver 
Strike, Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf B, and 
Grand Lodge. A seventh building, One Empire Pass is currently under construction. 
Additionally, Larkspur East and Larkspur West Townhouses (attached homes), 
Paintbrush and Belles PUD style homes, and six single family homes in Banner 
Wood are platted within Pod A. Of these units, one Belles PUD unit and 2 Banner 
Wood single family units remain to be permitted and constructed. Additionally 4 PUD 
units within Nakoma in Pod B1 remain to be permitted and constructed.  

18. Three of the large lodge buildings (Buildings 1, 3, and 4) as well as additional 
townhouse and PUD style units remain to be constructed within the Village MPD 
Pod A. 

19. The proposed subdivision consists of property that is currently described by metes 
and bounds. The request is for a 6.77 acre Lot 1, for future townhouse and PUD 
units, a 2.01 acre Lot 2 for Lodge Building 4, a 0.66 acre Lot 3 for future Lodge 
Building 3, and a 0.10 acre Lot 4. The property consists of a total of 9.54 acres. 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 182



20. Lots 1 and 2 have frontage on Marsac Avenue, a State Highway. Lot 3 has frontage 
on Village Way, a private street. Lot 2 also has frontage on Village Way. Lot 4 has 
access to Village via a proposed access easement across Lot 2. 

21. Lots 2 and 3 will take access off Village Way. Location of access off Marsac Avenue 
requires review and approval by UDOT and the City Engineer, as Marsac Avenue is 
currently a state highway.  

22. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required prior to construction of the Lodge 
Buildings, PUD units, and townhouses.   

23. Utilities are available to the lots. SBWRD recommended conditions and plat notes to 
address their concerns.   

24. All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat, including utilities, 
storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc. No changes are proposed to existing 
streets.  

25. Final utility plans are required to be submitted with the Conditional Use Permit based 
on the proposed configuration of units and buildings. Additional off-site utility 
easements maybe required and will have to be recorded prior to issuance of building 
permits. 

26. There is no minimum or maximum lot size or lot width in the RD District. 
27. All applicable requirements of Land Management Code apply, unless otherwise 

allowed per the Flagstaff Development Agreement and the Village at Empire Pass 
MPD.   

28. A height exception and building volumetric were approved with the Village at Empire 
Pass Pod A Master Planned Development for the Lodge Buildings (Lots 2 and 3). 

29. The final Mylar plat is required to be approved and signed by the Snyderville Basin 
Water Reclamation District prior to recordation to ensure that requirements of the 
District are addressed.  

30. Snow storage area is required along public streets and rights-of-way due to the 
possibility of large amounts of snowfall in this location. 

31. On site affordable housing requirements are required by the Flagstaff Development- 
Affordable Housing Technical Report. This plat identifies an on-site housing 
obligation of 1.1 AUE for Lot 3 and 2.0 AUE for Lot 2 (per requirements of the 
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan) to be incorporated into MPD Lodge Buildings 3 
and 4 and noted on the plat. Also 0.84 AUE are an outstanding requirement of the 
Tower Residences to be constructed in MPD Lodge Building 1. No AUE are planned 
or identified for Lot 1 of this subdivision.  

32. Requirements of the Flagstaff Agreement will be reviewed and verified for 
compliance during the Conditional Use Permit applications reviewed for 
development on Lots 1, 2 and 3. This transportation, affordable housing, 
environmental, transfer fees, construction mitigation, and others as may apply. 
Some of these obligations are triggered by the number of certificates of occupancy 
issued.  

33. The property consists of more than 1.0 acres and shall is subject to requirements of 
the MS4 Storm Water Permit program.   

34. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact. 
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Conclusions of Law 
1. There is good cause for this subdivision plat. 
2. The subdivision plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding subdivisions, the Park City General Plan, and the 
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development. 

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
subdivision. 

4. Approval of the subdivision, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 

 
Conditions of Approval 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 

content of the subdivision plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 

2. The applicant will record the plat at Summit County within one year from the date of 
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this 
approval for the plat will be void unless a written request for an extension is 
submitted to the City prior to the expiration date and the City Council grants an 
extension. 

3. All applicable conditions, regulations, requirements, and stipulations of the Amended 
and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, 
Richardson Flats, The 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel, and Iron Mountain 
(recorded at Summit County on March 2, 2007), and associated Technical Reports 
and Agreements, continue to apply. 

4. The plat will note that conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master 
Planned Development (Pod A) shall continue to apply.  

5. Utility structures such as ground sleeves and transformers and other dry utility boxes 
must be located on the lots.  

6. Non-exclusive public utility easements (PUE) shall be indicated on the plat prior to 
recordation as approved by the City Engineer and SBWRD, including drainage 
easements. 

7. A financial security to guarantee for the installation of any required public 
improvements is required prior to plat recordation in a form approved by the City 
Attorney and in an amount approved by the City Engineer.  

8. A ten foot (10’) wide snow storage easement is required along the private street 
frontages of the lots and a ten (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required 
along public street frontages.  

9. Fire sprinklers are required for new construction per the Chief Building Official at the 
time of review of the building permit. A note stating this shall be on the plat. 

10. Prior to building permit issuance, documentation from UDOT showing approval of 
access to Lot 1 off Marsac Avenue is required. If documentation does not exist, a 
new application shall be submitted to UDOT for approval of the curb cut location.  
This approval shall be submitted to the City Engineer. 

11. Any proposed curb cuts for access directly to Marsac Avenue, a state highway, must 
be approved by the City Engineer and UDOT. 

12. A Conditional Use Permit approval is required prior to issuance of building permits 
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on Lots 1, 2 and 3.  
13. A final grading and utility plan, including storm water and drainage plans, shall be 

submitted with the Conditional Use Permits for development on Lots 1, 2 and 3, for 
approval by the City Engineer and SBWRD. No building permits shall be issued until 
all necessary utility easements are recorded.  

14. A declaration of condominium and a record of condominium plat are required prior to 
the sale of individual units within the development. 

15. All requirements of the affordable housing mitigation plan shall be addressed with 
the Conditional Use Permit and condominium plat. A note shall be included on the 
plat indicated that the development of Lot 3 has an on-site affordable housing 
obligation of 1.1 AUE and Lot 2 has an on-site affordable housing requirement of 2.0 
AUE, to be consistent with all requirements of the Flagstaff Affordable Housing 
Mitigation Plan. Lot 1 has no on-site obligation. All deed restricted units shall be 
identified on the final condominium plats prior to recordation of such plats. Phasing 
and certificates of occupancy for the affordable housing units shall be 
commensurate with the certificates of occupancy for the market rate units.  
Affordable units need to have prorated and reduced HOA fees or possibility rental 
only.    

16. Wastewater service to Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision shall be provided by 
the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District. A Line Extension Agreement with 
the District may be required for Lot 1. If a line extension is necessary, it shall be the 
responsibility of the Owner to extend the public wastewater system within Lot 1 
according to the requirements of the Line Extension Agreement.  

17. The property is located within a water source protection zone. All sewer construction 
must comply with State of Utah drinking water regulations. 

18. This development is part of a common plan development and a MS4 storm water 
permit is required for all land disturbance activities for each separate phase of 
construction, prior to building permit issuance. 

19. The CC&Rs shall provide notice and process for the tracking and collection of the 
Real Estate Transfer Fee as required and defined by the Flagstaff Mountain 
Development Agreement, as amended.  

20. Requirements and obligations of the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement, as 
amended and recorded at Summit County in March of 2007, as apply to this 
Property, shall be completed, or bonded for completion, prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy for any approved development located on Lots 1, 2, and 3, 
unless otherwise conditioned herein. This includes gondola payments, number of 
shuttles in operation, provision of affordable housing units, collection mechanism for 
real estate transfer fees, and all other such obligations as are outlined in the March 
2007 Agreement, some of which are triggered by the number of certificates of 
occupancy issued. 

21. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with Conditional Use Permit 
applications and in advance of issuing building permits. 

22. The ROS zoning line shall be indicated on the plat with a plat note indicating that all 
construction of units shall be restricted to the RD zoned portion. Construction 
disturbance within ROS portions of the Flagstaff Annexation area are subject to the 
Development Agreement and associated technical reports (e.g. for trails, ski runs 
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and lifts, utilities, access roads, etc.). 
23. Each parcel developed within this common development shall meet the 

requirements of the MS4 Storm Water Permit program.  
 
 

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

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 

      ________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
   
___________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Proposed subdivision plat 
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The Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision 
Amended Application 
April 3, 2017 
 
On February 8th, 2017, Park City Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the Village at Empire Pass North (“VEPN”) Subdivision as submitted on August 30th, 
2016.  Subsequent to Planning Commission review, the applicant foreclosed on 
three parcels immediately adjacent the pending subdivision.  At the applicant’s 
request the subdivision application has not yet been brought before City Council for 
approval.   
 
The applicant requests approval of the amended VEPN Subdivision application 
incorporating the three additional adjacent parcels into Lots 1 and 2. 
 
The amended Subdivision application now includes additional easements between 
and Lots 2 and 3 and Lot 4 (previously Parcel A).  It also includes a very minor 
amendment to the density restrictions on Lot 3. 
 
The Village at Empire Pass is part of the Flagstaff Annexation Area with 
development governed by the Amended Flagstaff Development Agreement.  The 
Small Scale MPD for the Village at Empire Pass was approved on July 28th, 2004 with 
approved volumetrics established for condominium buildings at that time.  The 
Village at Empire Pass Phase One (East Side) was platted in November 2004, 
followed by the Village at Empire Pass West Side platted in August 2005.   
 
As the holder of the balance of entitled development land in the Village at Empire 
Pass, REDUS Park City LLC (REDUS) desires to record the VEPN Subdivision to 
create lots of record for the three remaining development sites.  The proposed 
parcelization is consistent with that shown at the time of MPD approval. The VEPN 
Subdivision also includes a Lot 4 (that was previously Parcel A) situated beneath the 
Silver Strike Chair with plat notes restricting use to resort and similar activities.  Lot 
4 is assigned no residential density. Development on each of the three lots will 
require a Conditional Use Permit. 
 
In the amended application, Lot 2 now includes a 0.13 acre strip of land between 
PCA-S-98-DD and One Empire Lodge.  Lot 2 now also includes a 0.3 acre triangle of 
land between Marsac Avenue and the southern portion of the Marsac Claim (PCA-S-
384).  In the amended application, Lot 1 now includes an additional 3.77 acres of 
land north and east of Parcel PCA-S-98-BB. Total increase in lot area from previous 
subdivision is 4.2 acres. 
 
With the amended application, permitted development density on Lot 3 is increased 
from 23.5 UEs to 24.5 UEs, while the permitted number of dwelling units is reduced 
from 23 to 21.  No densities are assigned to Lots 1 or 2 at this time.   
 
 

EXHIBIT B 1
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EXHIBIT B
EXHIBIT B 2
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EXHIBIT C

Technical Reports

See Link in Exhibit list.
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report
Author: Brooks T. Robinson 
Subject: Village at Empire Pass,

Master Planned Development 
 Date: July 28, 2004 PLANNING

DEPARTMENTType of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendations: 

Topic
Applicant United Park City Mines / Talisker Corp. 
Location   Village at Empire Pass (formerly known as Flagstaff 

Mountain Resort) 
Zoning   Residential Development (RD) as part of the Flagstaff 

Master Planned Development (MPD) 
Adjacent Land Uses Deer Valley Resort ski terrain, State Route 224 

Background

 G
EXHIBIT D
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Proposal

Lot Unit Equivalents Actual Units Acres
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TOTAL:  77 units (10 
SFD homes do not 
count towards total) 

123.7 77 28.35 acres outside 
of Pod A 

Lot Unit
Equivalents

Actual Units  Units as PUDs Single Family 

Total 375 298 38 6

Analysis

Master Planned Development Review
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1.  The increase in building height does not result in an increase in square 
footage or building volume over what could be allowed under the zone-
required building height and density, including requirements for facade 
variation and design, but rather provides desired architectural variation.

Complies.
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2.  Buildings have been positioned to minimize visual impacts on adjacent 
structures. Potential problems on neighboring properties caused by 
shadows, loss of solar access, and loss of air circulation, have been 
mitigated to the extent possible as defined by the Planning Commission.

Complies.

3.  There is adequate landscaping and buffering from adjacent properties 
and uses. Increased setbacks and separations from adjacent projects are 
being proposed. 

Complies.
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4.  The additional building height has resulted in more than minimum open 
space required and has resulted in the open space being more usable.

Complies.
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Recommendation:

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 209



Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 210



Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 211



Conclusions of Law
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Conditions of Approval

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 213



Exhibits
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property location
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Development Site

per MPD

EXHIBIT E
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Subject Property
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2

EXHIBIT I

Looking west from Marsac to Lot 2
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3

Looking north from Marsac to Lot 1 (right of road)
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4

Looking northwest from Marsac - Lot 1 is on the right.
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5

Looking northwest to Lot 3 from Village Way
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6

Looking northwest to Lots 2 and 3 from Village Way.
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7

Looking west from Lots 2 and 3 to Silver Strike Lift
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EXHIBIT J
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Empire Pass Units and Unit Equivalents Updated for 4.26.17 PC

POD Single Family Allowed SF lots SF Permits SF CO #'s
A Banner Wood-platted 6 4 4
B1 Northside-platted 10 10 10
D Red Cloud-platted 30 12 11
Total 46 26 25

Multi-family
Units 

Approved/Proposed
Square Feet 

Platted
Units 

Platted
UE 

Approved/Proposed UE Platted
MF Units as 

PUDs ADA EHU/AUE 
CO 
UE's

CO 
Units Status

A Horseshoe Townhouses on Lot 1 VEPN plat TDB 0 0 0 0 0 Plat under review
A Lot 3 VEPN plat-(Bldg 3) Proposed 21 0 24 0 0 1 1 EHU/1.1 AUE 0 Plat under review
A Lot 2 VEPN plat-(Bldg 4) TBD 0 0 0 0 2 1 EHU/2.0 AUE 0 Plat under review
A Tower Residential- platted lot/no condo plat (Bldg 1) 25 0 38.9 0 0 1 1 EHU/0.84 AUE 0 CUP expired/not platted
A Shooting Star-platted lot and condo (Bldg 2) 21 36,109 21 18.3 18.055 0 1 0 18.1 21 Completed
A One Empire Pass-platted lot and condo (Bldg 5) 27 65,026 27 32.8 32.513 0 1 1 EHU/1.125 AUE 0 0 Under Construction
A Silver Strike-platted lot and condo (Bldg 6) 34 71,305 34 35.6 35.653 0 2 1 EHU/1.1 AUE 35.7 34 Completed
A Flagstaff -platted lot and condo (Bldg 7) 37 73,506 37 35.9 36.753 0 2 2 EHU/1.6 AUE 36.8 37 Completed
A Arrow Leaf A-platted lot and condo (Bldg 8) 28 46,458 28 24.5 23.229 0 2 3 EHU/ 2.85 AUE 23.3 28 Completed
A Arrow Leaf B- platted lot and condo (Bldg 9) 28 48,746 28 25.7 24.373 0 2 0 24.4 28 Completed
A Grand Lodge-platted lot and condo (Bldg H) 27 65,344 27 33 32.672 0 2 1 EHU/1.2 AUE 32.7 27 Completed
A Larkspur East Townhouses-all platted/condo (3 duplex = 6 PUD) 15 48,693 15 24.4 24.347 6 0 0 24.4 15 Completed
A Larkspur West Townhouses-all platted/condo 12 41,273 12 20.7 20.637 0 0 0 20.7 12 Completed
A Paintbrush PUDs- all platted /condo 12 63,076 12 31.9 31.538 12 0 0 32 12 Completed
A Belles PUDs- all platted/condo 17 90,000 17 45 45 17 0 0 37.85 14 14 Completed
B1 Nakoma PUDs- phase 1 platted/condo 17 90,000 17 45 45 17 0 0 35 13 13 Completed
B1 Ironwood- all platted/condo 24 73,944 23 37.4 36.972 0 1 1 EHU/1 AUE 37.1 23 Completed
B2 B2 West Montage- 174 hotel rooms platted(apprvd 192) hotel rooms hotel rooms 69.6 72.665 0 see condos 72.4 Completed
B2 B2 West Montage condos- platted (apprvd 94) 94 218,669 84 114 109.335 0 5 10 EHU/ 7.8 AUE 109.3 84 Completed
B2 B2 East- B2East Subdivision-proposed 70 0 81 0 2 4 EHU/4.2 AUE 0 Plat under review

Totals (Multi-family only) 509 1032149 382 737.7 588.742 52 24 26 EHU/24.815 AUE 539.75 348

Maximum Allowed by Flagstaff Development Agreement 550 550 785 785 60 n/a
24.725 AUE on 

mountain

Remaining UE/Units/AUE 41 168 47.30 196.258 8 n/a

5.085 (5.175 -.09) 
AUE off mountain 

remaining

MF Totals by POD only apprvd or platted (not SF lots) Units Approved
Units 

Platted UE Approved UE Platted
MF Units as 

PUD
A (not including Lot 3 and Tower CUP) 258 258 327.8 324.77 35
B1 41 40 82.4 81.972 17
B2 (plus 174 hotel rooms) not including B2East 94 84 183.6 182 0
A, B1, B2 393 382 593.8 588.742 52

% of MF Total A, B1 and B2 that are in POD A 67.50%
(MPD requires minimum of 50%)

SF- Single family lot/house EHU- Employee Housing Unit ADA- American Disability Act required units
MF- Multi-family/condominium units AUE- Affordable Unit Equivalent (1 AUE = 800 sf) VEPN- Village Empire Pass North Subdivision plat
PUD- Planned Unit Development Style MF UE- Unit Equivalent (1 UE = 2,000 sf residential) CO- Certificate of Occupancy
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Planning Commission Meeting 
February 8, 2017 
Page 36 
 
 
16. Requirements of the affordable housing mitigation plan shall be addressed with the 
Conditional Use Permit and condominium plat. A note shall be included on the plat 
indicated that the development of Lot 1 has an on-site affordable housing obligation 
of 4.2 AUE, to be consistent with all requirements of the Flagstaff Affordable 
Housing Mitigation Plan. All deed restricted units shall be identified on the final 
condominium plat prior to recordation of such plat. 
 
17. Wastewater service to B2 East Subdivision shall be provided by the Snyderville 
Basin Water Reclamation District. A Line Extension Agreement approval letter was 
provided by SBWRD on January 24, 2017. The Owner shall be responsible for 
extending the public wastewater system within Lot 1 according to requirements of 
the Line Extension Agreement. Easements associated with this agreement are to be 
depicted on the plat. 
 
18. The property is located within a water source protection zone. All sewer construction 
must comply with State of Utah drinking water regulations. 
 
19. This development is part of a common plan development and a MS4 storm water 
permit is required for all land disturbance activities for each separate phase of 
construction, prior to building permit issuance. 
 
20. The CC&Rs shall provide notice and process for the tracking and collection of the 
Real Estate Transfer Fee as required and defined by the Flagstaff Mountain 
Development Agreement, as amended. 
 
21. Requirements and obligations of the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement, as 
amended and recorded at Summit County in March of 2007, as apply to this 
Property, shall be completed, or bonded for completion, prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy for any approved development located on Lot 1, unless 
otherwise conditioned herein (e.g. soil and mine remediation to be complete prior to 
building permit issuance). This includes gondola payments, number of shuttles in 
operation, provision of affordable housing units, collection mechanism for real estate 
transfer fees, and all other such obligations as are outlined in the March 2007 
Agreement, some of which are triggered by the number of certificates of occupancy 
issued. 
 
22. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with the Conditional Use Permit 
application and in advance of issuing building permits.  
 
3. Request for a three lot and one Parcel subdivision plat, known as Village at 

Empire Pass North Subdivision, located at the intersection of Village Way and 
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Marsac Avenue east of the Silver Strike chair lift, to create platted lots within 

the approved Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development for 

Buildings 3 and 4, and for the Horseshoe Parcel townhouses located on the 

north side of Marsac Avenue across from the base of the Silver Strike chair 

lift, and to create a platted Parcel of a remnant parcel for ski area uses. 

 (Application PL-16-03293) 
 
Director Erickson noted that Planner Whetstone and Assistant City Attorney McLean had 
spent significant time vetting all the remaining density in Empire Pass and allocating it to all 
the parcels.  He stated that these two plats were a good lesson for how things should be 
done.  Instead of waiting for a development to come forward and platting for density, 
REDUS had agreed to come forward and plat with density first before a conditional use 
permit.  The result was a perfect allocation of where the density units are located and the 
unit equivalents for affordable housing.     
 
Commissioner Joyce understood that there was a small amount of commercial space that 
had not been allocated.  Planner Whetstone answered yes. 
 
Mr. Ogleby, representing REDUS, stated that there was also residential density not 
recorded as a plat that would go on the Tower residences, as well as commercial density 
that will go on the Tower.  Planner Whetstone stated that she used what had been  
approved for the CUP but had not been platted.  They were all condominium plats and 
every square footage of what was recorded was on the plats.  They now know exactly how 
many square feet are there and the number of UEs and units.                
 
Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a three lot subdivision with a small Parcel 
A, located at the Silver Strike Lift.  Lots 2 and 3 are part of the Village at Empire Master 
Planned Development.  Lodge parcels were approved with the Master Plan but not with the 
specific density.  The applicant was asking for specific density; a UE and no more than a 
specific number of units for Lot 3.  They were not asking for Lot 2 as this time.  Lot 1 is 
identified in the Master Plan as townhouse and PUD style, means they are 
condominiumized but individual units.   
 
Planner Whetstone reported that for Lot 3 the applicant was requesting 23.5 UEs, 
configured in no more than 23 individual units.  She pointed out that final density and final 
design was dependent on the conditional use permit.   
 
The Staff had done a full analysis and recommended that the Planning Commission 
conduct a public hearing and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval found 
in the Staff report. 
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Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.           
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council regarding the Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision, pursuant to the Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as stated in the draft ordinance.  
Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision 
 
1. The property is located at Marsac Avenue and Village Way within Pod A of the 
Master Planned Development for the Village at Empire Pass. Addresses will be 
assigned prior to plat recordation. 
 
2. The zoning is Residential Development (RD) within Flagstaff Mountain Resort 
Annexation and Village at Empire Pass MPD area (RD-MPD). 
 
3. On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 
approving the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain 
area. 
 
4. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master planned 
development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use, maximum 
densities, timing of development, development approval process, as well as 
development conditions and amenities for each parcel. 
 
5. The Flagstaff Development Agreement was subsequently amended and recorded in 
March of 2007. 
 
6. The Development Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three 
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be 
developed for the Mountain Village. 
 
7. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum density of 785 UE 
configured in no more than 550 dwelling units as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units, 
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provided the number of PUD units do not exceed 60. The Mountain Village is also 
allowed 16 single family home sites. At least 50% of the residential units within the 
Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary development pod (Pod A). 
 
 
8. There are currently 588.742 UE (382 multi-family units) platted within the Village at 
Empire Pass (Pods A, B1 and B2). 
 
9. With approval of 23.5 UE (up to a maximum of 23 units) on Lot 3 of the Village at 
Empire Pass North Subdivision, there will be 612.242 UE platted (up to 405 MF 
units), and 69.4% of MF units in Pods A, B1 and B2 located within Pod A. If 81 UE 
(70 units) are also built on Pod B2 (see request for B2 East Subdivision at this same 
meeting) there will then be a total of 693.242 UE and 475 units with 59.2% of MF 
units located within Pod A. 
 
10. Upon Conditional Use Permit approval of the 23.5 UE for Lot 3 and 81 UE for 
B2East, 91.758 UE and 75 dwelling units would remain to be allocated to remaining 
residential development sites in Pod A. The remaining sites include Lots 1 and 2 of 
this subdivision, Lodge Building 1 (Tower Residential), and Lots 1 and 2 of the 
Village at Empire Pass Phase 1 subdivision. 
 
11. The applicant is not requesting allocation of any MPD Resort Support Commercial 
for this subdivision at this time. There exists a total of 7,287 sf of unallocated Resort 
Support Commercial that can be allocated within the Village MPD to Pods A, B1, 
and B2. 
 
12. Accounting of the support commercial, residential accessory space, and support 
meeting space is finalized at the time of review of the Conditional Use Permits and 
memorialized with the final condominium plats. 
 
13. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned 
Development for the Village at Empire Pass (Pod A), known as the Village Master Planned 
Development (VMPD) Pod A. 
 
14. The purpose of the VMPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Village 
Master Plan, as well as addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the 
Annexation Area. The VMPD established building volumetric diagrams, including 
specific height exceptions, density, and development location. 
 
15. The Village at Empire Pass West Side Subdivision plat was approved by Council in 
2005 and recorded at Summit County on August 12, 2005. This subdivision platted 
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Lots 12-18 of the VMPD (west side). 
 
16. Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved by Council on 
September 30, 2004 and platted the east side lots. An amended Village at Empire 
Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved on January 6, 2011 and recorded on 
January 4, 2012. 
 
17. Six lodge buildings have been built to date within Pod A namely Shooting Star, Silver 
Strike, Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf B, and 
Grand Lodge. A seventh building, One Empire Pass is currently under construction. 
Additionally, Larkspur East and Larkspur West Townhouses (attached homes), 
Paintbrush and Belles PUD style homes, and six single family homes in Banner 
Wood are platted within Pod A. Of these units, one Belles PUD unit and 2 Banner 
Wood single family units are remaining to be permitted and constructed. Additionally 
4 PUD units within Nakoma in Pod B1 are remaining to be permitted and 
constructed. 
 
18. Three of the large lodge buildings (Buildings 1, 3, and 4) as well as additional 
townhouse and PUD style units remain to be constructed within the Village MPD 
Pod A. 
 
19. The proposed subdivision consists of property that is currently described by metes 
and bounds. The request is for a 3.0 acre Lot 1, for future townhouse and PUD units, 
a 1.57 acre Lot 2 for Lodge Building 4, a 0.67 acre Lot 3 for future Lodge Building 3, 
and a 0.10 acre Parcel A. The property consists of a total of 5.34 acres. 
 
20. Lots 1 and 2 have frontage on Marsac Avenue, a State Highway. Lot 3 has frontage 
on Village Way, a private street. Lot 2 also has frontage on Village Way. Parcel A 
has access to Village via a proposed access easement across Lot 2. 
 
21. Lots 2 and 3 will take access off Village Way. Location of access off Marsac Avenue 
requires review and approval by UDOT and the City Engineer, as Marsac Avenue is 
currently a state highway. 
 
22. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required prior to construction of the Lodge 
Buildings, PUD units, and townhouses. 
 
23. Utilities are available to the lots. SBWRD recommended conditions and plat notes to 
address their concerns. 
 
24. All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat, including utilities, 
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storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc. No changes are proposed to existing 
streets. 
 
25. Final utility plans are required to be submitted with the Conditional Use Permit based 
on the proposed configuration of units and buildings. Additional off-site utility 
easements maybe required and will have to be recorded prior to issuance of building 
permits. 
 
26. There is no minimum or maximum lot size or lot width in the RD District. 
 
27. All applicable requirements of Land Management Code apply, unless otherwise 
allowed per the Flagstaff Development Agreement and the Village at Empire Pass 
MPD. 
 
28. A height exception and building volumetric were approved with the Village at Empire 
Pass Pod A Master Planned Development for the Lodge Buildings (Lots 2 and 3). 
 
29. The final Mylar plat is required to be approved and signed by the Snyderville Basin 
Water Reclamation District prior to recordation to ensure that requirements of the 
District are addressed. 
 
30. Snow storage area is required along public streets and rights-of-way due to the 
possibility of large amounts of snowfall in this location. 
 
31. On site affordable housing requirements are required by the Flagstaff Development- 
Affordable Housing Technical Report. This plat identifies an on-site housing 
obligation of 1.1 AUE for Lot 3 and 2.0 AUE for Lot 2 (per requirements of the 
Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan) to be incorporated into MPD Lodge Buildings 3 
and 4 and noted on the plat. Also 0.84 AUE are an outstanding requirement of the 
Tower Residences to be constructed in MPD Lodge Building 1. No AUE are planned 
or identified for Lot 1 of this subdivision. 
 
32. Requirements of the Flagstaff Agreement will be reviewed and verified for 
compliance during the Conditional Use Permit applications reviewed for 
development on Lots 1, 2 and 3. This transportation, affordable housing, 
environmental, transfer fees, construction mitigation, and others as may apply. 
Some of these obligations are triggered by the number of certificates of occupancy 
issued. 
 
33. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact. 
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Conclusions of Law – Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision 
 
1. There is good cause for this subdivision plat. 
2. The subdivision plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 
applicable State law regarding subdivisions, the Park City General Plan, and the 
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
subdivision. 
4. Approval of the subdivision, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval – Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 
content of the subdivision plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management 
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat. 
 
2. The applicant will record the plat at Summit County within one year from the date of 
City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this 
approval for the plat will be void unless a written request for an extension is 
submitted to the City prior to the expiration date and the City Council grants an 
extension. 
 
3. All applicable conditions, regulations, requirements, and stipulations of the Amended 
and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, 
Richardson Flats, The 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel, and Iron Mountain 
(recorded at Summit County on March 2, 2007), and associated Technical Reports 
and Agreements, continue to apply. 
 
4. The plat will note that conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master 
Planned Development (Pod A) shall continue to apply. 
 
5. Utility structures such as ground sleeves and transformers and other dry utility boxes 
must be located on the lots. 
 
6. Non-exclusive public utility easements (PUE) shall be indicated on the plat prior to 
recordation as approved by the City Engineer and SBWRD, including drainage 
easements. 
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7. A financial security to guarantee for the installation of any required public 
improvements is required prior to plat recordation in a form approved by the City 
Attorney and in an amount approved by the City Engineer. 
 
8. A ten foot (10’) wide snow storage easement is required along the private street 
frontages of the lots and a ten (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required 
along public street frontages. 
 
9. Fire sprinklers are required for new construction per the Chief Building Official at the 
time of review of the building permit. A note stating this shall be on the plat. 
 
10. Prior to building permit issuance, documentation from UDOT showing approval of 
access to Lot 1 off Marsac Avenue is required. If documentation does not exist, a 
new application shall be submitted to UDOT for approval of the curb cut location. 
This approval shall be submitted to the City Engineer. 
 
11. Any proposed curb cuts for access directly to Marsac Avenue, a state highway, must 
be approved by the City Engineer and UDOT. 
 
12. A Conditional Use Permit approval is required prior to issuance of building permits 
on Lots 1, 2 and 3. 
 
13. A final grading and utility plan, including storm water and drainage plans, shall be 
submitted with the Conditional Use Permits for development on Lots 1, 2 and 3, for 
approval by the City Engineer and SBWRD. No building permits shall be issued until 
all necessary utility easements are recorded. 
 
14. A declaration of condominium and a record of condominium plat are required prior to 
the sale of individual units within the development. 
 
15. All requirements of the affordable housing mitigation plan shall be addressed with 
the Conditional Use Permit and condominium plat. A note shall be included on the 
plat indicated that the development of Lot 3 has an on-site affordable housing 
obligation of 1.1 AUE and Lot 2 has an on-site affordable housing requirement of 2.0 
AUE, to be consistent with all requirements of the Flagstaff Affordable Housing 
Mitigation Plan. Lot 1 has no on-site obligation. All deed restricted units shall be 
identified on the final condominium plats prior to recordation of such plats. 
 
16. Wastewater service to Village at Empire Pass North Subdivision shall be provided by 
the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District. A Line Extension Agreement with 
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the District may be required for Lot 1. If a line extension is necessary, it shall be the 
responsibility of the Owner to extend the public wastewater system within Lot 1 
according to the requirements of the Line Extension Agreement. 
 
17. The property is located within a water source protection zone. All sewer construction 
must comply with State of Utah drinking water regulations. 
 
18. This development is part of a common plan development and a MS4 storm water 
permit is required for all land disturbance activities for each separate phase of 
construction, prior to building permit issuance. 
 
19. The CC&Rs shall provide notice and process for the tracking and collection of the 
Real Estate Transfer Fee as required and defined by the Flagstaff Mountain 
Development Agreement, as amended. 
 
20. Requirements and obligations of the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement, as 
amended and recorded at Summit County in March of 2007, as apply to this 
Property, shall be completed, or bonded for completion, prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy for any approved development located on Lots 1, 2, and 3, 
unless otherwise conditioned herein. This includes gondola payments, number of 
shuttles in operation, provision of affordable housing units, collection mechanism for 
real estate transfer fees, and all other such obligations as are outlined in the March 
2007 Agreement, some of which are triggered by the number of certificates of 
occupancy issued. 
 
21. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with the Conditional Use Permit 
applications and in advance of issuing building permits. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
  
 
Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________ 
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Application:  PL-17-03510 
Subject:  Peace House Conditional Use Permit 
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP- Senior Planner 
Date:   April 26, 2017 
Type of Item:  Administrative  
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and considers 
approving the Peace House CUP pursuant to the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval as outlined in this report. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Peace House, Inc., represented by Doug Clyde and 

Intermountain Healthcare Health Services, Inc. (IHC), 
represented by Morgan Busch 

Location:   700 Round Valley Drive 
Zoning District: Community Transition (CT) 
Surrounding Land Uses: IHC Park City Medical Clinic, Summit County Health 

Department and People’s Health clinic, USSA Training 
Facility, Physician Holdings Medical offices, Quinn’s 
Recreation and Park City Ice Rink complex, US 40, and 
open space and public trails. 

Reason for Review: Final action on a Conditional Use Permit application is made 
by the Planning Commission following a public hearing.  

 
Summary of Proposal 
This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for construction of an 
emergency shelter and transitional housing for victims of domestic violence with 
administrative offices, support uses, and two affordable deed restricted units. The CUP 
is located on Lot 8 of the Third Amended Intermountain Health Care Medical 
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility. Lot 8 contains a total of 3.63 acres 
(Exhibits A and B for applicant’s letter and plans).  
 
Background 
 
January 23, 2007- Annexation Agreement, recorded at Summit County.  
 
May 23, 2007- Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development (MPD) 
for the Park City Medical Center (aka IHC MPD) and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
Phase 1 of the IHC MPD.  
 
October 11, 2007- First Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical 
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision plat was approved by 
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City Council and recorded at Summit County on May 20, 2008 (amending the January 
11, 2007 recorded plat). 
 
July 31, 2008- Second Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical 
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision plat was approved by 
City Council and recorded at Summit County on November 25, 2008. 
 
October 8, 2014- Planning Commission approved the First Amended IHC MPD and a 
Conditional Use Permit for Phase II. 
 
June 4, 2015- Park City Housing Authority approved the IHC affordable housing 
mitigation plan including emergency and transitional housing uses, to satisfy a portion of 
the IHC MPD affordable housing requirements. 
 
June 18, 2015 - Revised pre-MPD application submitted with a specific request for 
consideration of the Peace House facility to be located on Lot 8 as fulfillment of the 
affordable housing requirements for the next phase of construction of the IHC Park City 
Medical Center.  
 
August 26, 2015- Revised pre-MPD application reviewed by the Planning Commission 
and findings made that proposed MPD amendments specific to the Peace House on Lot 
8 were generally consistent with the purpose statements of the CT Zoning District and 
the goals and objectives of the General Plan.  
 
November 10, 2015- Application for second amendment to the IHC MPD (consistent 
with the pre-MPD application reviewed on August 26th) and the Conditional Use Permit 
for the Peace House on a portion of Lot 8 were submitted.  
 
January 13, 2016- Planning Commission approved the Second Amended IHC MPD 
and Peace House CUP with conditions (see Exhibit G – Action Letter and minutes). 
 
July 21, 2016 -Third Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical 
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility subdivision plat approved by the City 
Council, recorded at Summit County in April 2017 (Exhibit C). 
 
January 13, 2017- Peace House CUP approval expired as a building permit had not 
been issued within one year of approval. Applicant and IHC were delayed in building 
plans to address amendments to the IHC MPD Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan. 
 
February 2, 2017 – First Amended Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan for IHC was 
approved by Park City Housing Authority (Exhibit H). 
 
March 27, 2017- Submittal of CUP application for revised Peace House. Deemed 
complete on April 3, 2017 (Exhibits A and B). 
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Analysis 
Per Land Management Code (LMC) Section 15-1-10 (D), the City shall not issue a 
Conditional Use permit unless the Planning Commission concludes that:  
 
(1) the Application complies with all requirements of this LMC;  
(2) the Use will be Compatible with surrounding Structures in Use, scale, mass and 
circulation; and 
(3) the effects of any differences in Use or scale have been mitigated through careful 
planning.  
 
Per LMC Section 15-1-10 (E) the Planning Department and/or 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:  
 
(1) size and location of the Site;  
Lot 8 consists of 3.63 acres. The property is accessed from Round Valley Drive, a 
public street, via State Route 248, near its intersection with US 40.  
 
The two story structure contains a total of approximately 37,000 square feet.  Included 
within this structure are eight emergency housing units (352 sf to 482 sf), twelve 
transitional housing units (615 sf to 770 sf), two 800 sf deed restricted affordable units, 
a 480 sf advocates apartment, communal kitchen and dining areas, communal laundry 
area, a childcare area, client support meeting and classroom areas, client storage, and 
administrative offices. The site is of sufficient size for the proposed building and uses. 
No unmitigated impacts. 
 
(2) traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area; 
The site is served by Round Valley Drive via State Route 248. Two bus shelters were 
also constructed within the MPD, one within 300 feet of this property, to accommodate 
dial a ride bus service until full service is warranted. Traffic generation is consistent with 
the traffic analysis reviewed with the Master Planned Development amendment and 
street capacity is adequate for the use. Traffic mitigation required with the Annexation 
Agreement was satisfied prior to Phase 1 of the MPD.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
(3) utility capacity; 
Utilities are available to serve the project. A final utility, storm water, and grading plan is 
required prior to Building Permit issuance to coordinate location of utilities and storm 
water facilities on the site. No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(4) emergency vehicle Access;  
Emergency vehicle access to the site is from Round Valley Drive. For emergency 
purposes Round Valley Drive loops through the IHC MPD site connecting to Gilmore 
Way near the Ice Rink. Emergency vehicles are permitted to drive the entire loop. Fire 
District has reviewed the parking and site layout and has no additional concerns. No 
unmitigated impacts.  
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(5) location and amount of off-Street parking;  
Two separated surface parking lots provide a total of 59 parking spaces. Thirty-two (32) 
spaces in the north lot and twenty seven (27) in the south lot. The north lot serves as 
visitor, volunteer and employee parking while the secured south lot serves as resident 
and employee parking.  
 
A total of 59 spaces (5 more than previous proposal) adequately accommodate the 
affordable housing units, employees, residents and anticipated volunteers based on 
requirements for Group Care Facility in LMC Chapter 3. Twenty-three (23) spaces are 
provided for 46 bedrooms, 1 space for each affordable unit, and 34 spaces provided for 
employees, volunteers, clients, and visitors (based on number and size of office and 
support space). The previous plans included a structured parking area, which is no 
longer proposed due to cost. Landscaping and berms are proposed to partially screen 
lots from Round Valley Drive. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
(6) internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;  
A public road (Round Valley Drive) provides access to the site from SR 248. Sidewalks 
and paved public trails exist to connect the site to the Park City Recreation Complex, 
medical clinics, hospital, bus shelters, and trails within the Round Valley open space 
area. A six foot wide walkway is proposed to connect the front entrance to the public 
sidewalk. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
(7) fencing, Screening, and landscaping to separate the Use from adjoining Uses; 
Existing vegetation is mostly sage brush and grasses. Landscaping is proposed to 
minimize the use of turf grass and use appropriate, drought tolerant plant materials to 
re-vegetate disturbed areas. Wetland areas on the adjacent lot and a fifty foot (50’) 
buffer area around them will remain undisturbed.  A water efficient irrigation system will 
be reviewed with the final landscape plan prior to issuance of a building permit. 
Landscape plan has significant drought tolerant landscaping around the building and 
parking lots. Berms and landscaping provide screening of the parking areas from Round 
Valley Drive. No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(8) Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the Site; 
including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots;  
The proposed Peace House building contains approximately 37,000 sf of gross building 
floor area. The building consists of approximately 23,000 sf of emergency shelter 
housing and transitional housing, 1,600 sf of deed restricted housing, a 480 sf manager 
apartment, 8,800 sf of support uses specific to Peace House mission and 3,000 sf of 
circulation and back of house (mechanical, storage, etc.) uses. The two story building 
complies with the zone height of 28’ and setbacks of 25’, as well as requirements for 
horizontal and vertical building articulation and is compatible in orientation to adjacent 
buildings with the “L” shaped design oriented to allow an enclosed courtyard/play area 
with a sunny southeastern exposure.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(9) usable Open Space; 
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The IHC annexation identified over 80% of the entire 157 acres (annexation area) as 
open space. Most of the open space will be left in native vegetation or restored with 
native materials; however, trails are provided through the overall MPD site to adjoin with 
existing neighboring trails. The building footprint and parking comprise approximately 
41,449 sf. Approximately 116,744 sf (74%) of the total 3.63 acre site (158,193 square 
foot) remains undeveloped. The proposed CUP does not decrease required open space 
within the MPD area as construction is proposed within development lots.  No 
unmitigated impacts.  
 
(10) signs and lighting; 
Signs and lighting are required to meet the Park City Land Management Code and will 
be reviewed and verified prior to issuance of a building permit. A separate sign 
application is required prior to installation of exterior signs. Parking lot lighting is 
proposed that meets the standards of the lighting section of the Off-Street Parking 
chapter of the Land Management Code (15-3-3(C)) and the IHC Master Planned 
Development. Final compliance with the City’s Lighting Ordinance will be verified at the 
time of building permit plan review and prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 
Security lighting is an important element of this CUP and Staff recommends a condition 
of approval that a security lighting plan be submitted for review prior to issuance of a 
Building Permit. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
(11) physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, scale, style, 
design, and architectural detailing;  
Surrounding structures such as the Park City Ice Rink, the Park City Medical Clinic and 
the USSA building are relatively large buildings, generally three stories or more in 
elevation. The building more closely relates to the surrounding smaller buildings, such 
as the Summit County Health Department to the south and the Medical Office Building 
to the north. A variety of styles are represented within the medical campus 
neighborhood. The proposed building is two stories and compatible in style, design, and 
architectural detailing. Use of metal panels, stucco accents, Hardi-board, timbers/stone 
at the entry, sloped roof, and various textured CMU block sections break up the building 
facades. The building is well articulated in terms of massing both vertically and 
horizontally and complies with LMC Section 15-5-8.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(12) noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect people 
and Property Off-Site; 
No disturbing mechanical factors, such as noise, vibration, odors, steam, or dust are 
anticipated after construction is complete. Dry utility infrastructure must be located on 
the property prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that 
area provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can be 
screened with landscaping. No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(13) control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 
Screening of trash pickup Areas; 
Delivery, trash, and service vehicles will access the building on the south side entry and 
parking lot. Special consideration will be made for delivery vehicles to access the 
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secure area. Client pick-up and drop-off will occur at the front entry from the north 
parking lot, which is also the entry point for most of the employees, volunteers and 
support staff.  The trash dumpsters are located in a screened area within the south 
parking lot. No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(14) expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residences, 
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial tenancies, how 
the form of Ownership affects taxing entities; and  
Peace House, Inc. is funding the building and will occupy the facility as owners with a 
ground lease from IHC. IHC will continue to own the land. Both are non-profit entities. 
No unmitigated impacts.  
 
(15) within and adjoining the Site, impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Slope 
retention, and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the topography of the Site. 
There are no Environmentally Sensitive slopes or ridge lands. There are wetlands on 
the adjacent lot to the north. The plans indicate compliance with the 50’ required buffer 
setback from wetlands. The affordable housing resolution requires all new construction 
meet the NAHB Green Standards or a LEED Certificate level. All appliances and 
products, including light bulbs will be Energy Star qualifying products (Exhibit E).  No 
unmitigated impacts.  
 
(16) reviewed for consistency with the goals and objectives of the Park City General 
Plan; however such review for consistency shall not alone be binding. 
The proposal is consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan as it 
addresses housing issues and the design is compatible with the general neighborhood 
or area.  
  
Department Review 
The project was reviewed by the Planning, Building, Engineering and Legal 
departments as well as the Fire District and utility providers. Issues raised during the 
review process were addressed with plan revisions and/or by conditions of approval. 
 
Notice 
On April 12, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record on April 12, 2017.    
 
Public Input 
No public input was received at the time of publication of this report. 
 
Alternatives 

• The Planning Commission may approve the application for the Peace House 
CUP as conditioned and/or amended; or 

• The Planning Commission may deny the CUP application and direct staff to 
make findings of fact to support this decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the item to date certain. 
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Future Process 
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City 
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.   
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conducts a public hearing and considers 
approving the Peace House CUP pursuant to the following findings of fact, conclusions 
of law and conditions of approval: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
1. This Conditional Use Permit is for the Peace House facility proposed on Lot 8 of the 

Third Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus/USSA 
Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision plat approved by the City Council on 
July 21, 2016 and recorded at Summit County April 2017.  

2. Lot 8 includes a total lot area of approximately 3.63 acres. Peace House has a 
ground lease with IHC for the property.  

3. The property is subject to the Amended Intermountain Healthcare Master Planned 
Development (IHC MPD), originally approved on December 7, 2006 and amended in 
2014 to transfer support medical office uses from Lots 6 and 8 to Lot 1.  

4. On June 18, 2015 a revised pre-MPD application was submitted with a specific 
request for consideration of the Peace House facility to be located on Lot 8 as 
fulfillment of the affordable housing requirements for the next phase of construction 
of the IHC Park City Medical Center.  

5. The revised pre-MPD application was reviewed by the Planning Commission on 
August 26, 2015 and the Planning Commission made a finding that the proposed 
MPD amendments specific to the Peace House on Lot 8 were generally consistent 
with the purpose statements of the CT Zoning District and the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan.  

6. On January 13, 2016 the Planning Commission approved the Peace House CUP. 
7. On March 27, 2017 an application was submitted for a revised Peace House CUP as 

the previous approval expired on January 13, 2017 and a building permit had not yet 
been issued for the project. The application was considered complete on April 3, 
2017. 

8. The property is located in the CT Zoning District. 
9. The property is currently an undeveloped lot and consists of native grasses and low 

vegetation. Wetlands are located on the adjacent Lot 12 to the north.   
10. The proposed Peace House facility consists of approximately 37,000 square feet of 

gross floor area for an emergency shelter for victims of domestic violence; including 
emergency and transitional housing, support uses (day care, counseling, training, 
common kitchen and living areas, laundry, storage, and administrative offices), as 
well as two deed restricted affordable housing units. A landscaped courtyard is 
proposed.  

11. A total of 59 spaces (5 more than the previous CUP) adequately accommodate the 2 
affordable housing units, employees, residents and anticipated volunteers based on 
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requirements for Group Care Facility in LMC Chapter 3. Twenty-three (23) spaces 
for 46 bedrooms, 1 space for each affordable unit, and 34 spaces for employees, 
volunteers, clients, and visitors (based on number and size of office and support 
space).  

12. The building is two stories and at the tallest point is approximately 27’10” above 
existing grade and complies with the 28’ height restrictions of the CT Zoning District. 
The proposed building complies with required horizontal and vertical articulation.  

13. The proposed mass and scale of the building, as well as the architectural design, 
materials, and colors are consistent with adjacent buildings in the surrounding area.  

14. Adjacent to the north is the two story Physician Holdings support medical offices and 
clinic building and adjacent to the south is the two story Summit County Public 
Health and People’s Health Clinic building.   

15. The proposed building is setback more than 25’ from all property lines and complies 
with the minimum 25’ setbacks from property lines required by the CT Zoning 
District. The building and parking area comply with the required 50’ setbacks from 
wetlands located to the north and west of the proposed building. 

16. Access to the site is from Round Valley Drive, an existing public street that intersects 
with State Road 248 at a signalized intersection approximately a half mile to the 
south. Traffic generation is consistent with the traffic analysis reviewed with the 
Master Planned Development amendment and street capacity is adequate for the 
use. Traffic mitigation required with the Annexation Agreement was satisfied prior to 
Phase 1 of the MPD. 

17. Two driveway entrances are proposed for the facility. The southern driveway is 
proposed as a shared driveway with Summit County Health. This driveway currently 
exists and is proposed to become a secured access to south parking lot. A northern 
driveway, approximately 300’ from the southern driveway, provides access to the 
main parking area and building’s front entrance. An access easement agreement 
with Summit County was granted for the shared driveway. 

18. There are existing sidewalks along the street frontage as well as interconnecting 
paved trails throughout the area. The site plan proposes a sidewalk connecting the 
front entrance to the existing sidewalk on Round Valley Drive. 

19. The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Second Amended IHC 
MPD that identifies Lot 8 as an approved location for the Peace House as an 
emergency shelter with emergency and transitional housing, as well as support 
uses, to satisfy a portion of the remaining IHC MPD affordable housing obligation.  

20. On February 2, 2016, the Housing Authority approved a First Amended Housing 
Mitigation Plan, amended the June 4, 2015 plan, allowing the Peace House facility, 
including the two deed restricted units, to satisfy a portion of the remaining IHC MPD 
housing mitigation requirements.  

21. The Peace House facility does not require the use of Unit Equivalents because the 
Peace House facility satisfies the affordable housing requirements on-site for the 
MPD per LMC Section 15-6-8.  

22. The Analysis section of this staff report is incorporated herein. 
 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. The application complies with all requirements of the LMC. 
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2. The use will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass and 
circulation. 

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

4. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the IHC MPD as amended. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. All standard conditions of approval apply to this Conditional Use Permit.  
2. A final landscape plan shall be submitted with the building permit application. The 

Planning Department shall review and approve the final landscape plan prior to 
issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include drought tolerant and water 
efficient landscaping and irrigation, snow storage areas, defensible space 
requirements, and additional berming and landscaping to screen parking and 
security walls from Round Valley Drive.   

3. All exterior lighting, including parking lot lighting, must comply with the City’s lighting 
requirements as outlined in LMC Chapter 5. Final compliance with the City’s lighting 
requirements will be verified at the time of building permit plan review and prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy.  

4. A security lighting plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for 
Planning Department review and approval. 

5. All exterior signs require a sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building 
Departments, prior to installation. 

6. The final building plans (site and landscape plans, building design, articulation, 
materials, colors, and design details) shall be in substantial compliance with the 
plans and drawings reviewed by the Planning Commission on April 26, 2017.  

7. Final utility, storm water, and grading plans must be approved by the City Engineer 
prior to Building Permit issuance. 

8. The Park City Housing Authority has the final authority to approve the IHC Housing 
Mitigation Plan and to determine how the Peace House Facility fulfills affordable 
housing obligations required by the IHC Annexation and Amended IHC Master 
Planned Development.  This project shall comply with conditions and requirements 
of the First Amended IHC Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan approved by the 
Housing Authority on February 2, 2017. 

9. The wetlands buffer shall be maintained during construction of the project and shall 
be indicated on the building permit plans. Wetlands delineation for Lot 8 shall be 
submitted with the Building Permit application. 

10. Dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown on the building 
plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that the 
area provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can 
be screened with landscaping.  

11. Terms of the ground lease shall include a time frame of 40 years or longer.  
12. The applicant shall demonstrate at the time of Building Permit application that the 

building plans and construction meets the NAHB Green Standards or a LEED 
Certificate level. All appliances and products, including light bulbs shall be Energy 
Star qualifying products. 
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13. The access easement agreement for the shared driveway with Summit County 
Health Department shall be recorded at Summit County prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for the Peace House. 

14. The development will disturb over 1.0 acre and will need to meet the requirements of 
the MS4 storm water permit program. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Applicant’s Letter 
Exhibit B- Proposed plans  
Exhibit C- Third Amended IHC/USSA Subdivision plat 
Exhibit D- Standard Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit E- Green Building Intent 
Exhibit F- Materials description 
Exhibit G- January 13, 2016 CUP approval and minutes 
Exhibit H- First Amended IHC Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan (Feb 2, 2017) 
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Douglas Clyde 
Mountain Resort Consulting Services, LLC 

Mountain Resort Consulting Services, LLC 
Douglas Clyde its Managing Member 

Phone: 435-333-8001 - Fax: 435-333-8002 - email: dclyde@allwest.net 

P.O. Box 561 
5258 N. New Lane 
Oakley, UT 84055 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Peace House CUP Revisions Summary 
Updated 4-20-17 

 
This first revision for the Peace House CUP consists of the addition of 2 employee housing 
units and a reconfiguration and slight expansion of the parking. In addition, some internal 
modifications have resulted in changes to the exterior stair towers. 
 

1) Parking: 
a) Remove covered parking and replace with walled and gated parking for emergency 

shelter residents 
b) Add more stalls in the front of the structure to allow for previously unaccounted for 

volunteer staff 
c) Vegetation and fill will be added between the southern parking and the road along with 

some evergreen planting (Junipers, pinon pines) to screen the parking (see landscaping) 
  

2) Unit Count 
a) Emergency and Transitional unit count and sq. footage remains unchanged. Two 800 sq. 

ft., paint to paint, Employee Units have been added. 
 

3) Wetlands 
a) No Corps permits are anticipated in our plan submittal 
b) The Wetland boundary line is either at or beyond the new north parcel line 

 

4) Value Engineering 
a) One elevator tower was removed and the stair core attached to the building 
b) Modular concept has been replaced with stick built construction but architectural 

details remain the same 
c) The skin of the building remains a combination of decorative block face, metal and Hardi 

board 
 

5) LEEDS and HVAC 
a) The Project has complied with LEEDS standards in its design. While full analysis will be 

provided at building permit review, the principal elements of the energy efficiency in the 
building are: 
i) An air heat exchanger for the HVAC system that is 41% more efficient then base line 
ii) A building shell that is a complete shell of solid foam insulation 
iii) And of course, all LED fixtures 
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Mountain Resort Consulting Services, LLC

Mountain Resort Consulting Services, LLC 
Douglas Clyde its Managing Member 

Phone: 435-333-8001 - Fax: 435-333-8002 - email: dclyde@allwest.net 

P.O. Box 561 
5258 N. New Lane 
Oakley, UT 84055

EXHIBIT A
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
STANDARD PROJECT CONDITIONS

1. The applicant is responsible for compliance with all conditions of approval.

2. The proposed project is approved as indicated on the final approved plans, 
except as modified by additional conditions imposed by the Planning 
Commission at the time of the hearing.  The proposed project shall be in 
accordance with all adopted codes and ordinances; including, but not necessarily 
limited to:  the Land Management Code (including Chapter 5, Architectural 
Review); International Building, Fire and related Codes (including ADA 
compliance); the Park City Design Standards, Construction Specifications, and 
Standard Drawings (including any required snow storage easements); and any 
other standards and regulations adopted by the City Engineer and all boards, 
commissions, agencies, and officials of the City of Park City.

3. A building permit shall be secured for any new construction or modifications to 
structures, including interior modifications, authorized by this permit.

4. All construction shall be completed according to the approved plans on which 
building permits are issued.  Approved plans include all site improvements shown 
on the approved site plan.  Site improvements shall include all roads, sidewalks, 
curbs, gutters, drains, drainage works, grading, walls, landscaping, lighting, 
planting, paving, paths, trails, public necessity signs (such as required stop 
signs), and similar improvements, as shown on the set of plans on which final 
approval and building permits are based.

5. All modifications to plans as specified by conditions of approval and all final 
design details, such as materials, colors, windows, doors, trim dimensions, and 
exterior lighting  shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning Department, 
Planning Commission, or Historic Preservation Board prior to issuance of any 
building permits.  Any modifications to approved plans after the issuance of a 
building permit must be specifically requested and approved by the Planning 
Department, Planning Commission and/or Historic Preservation Board in writing 
prior to execution.

6. Final grading, drainage, utility, erosion control and re-vegetation plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to commencing construction.  
Limits of disturbance boundaries and fencing shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Planning, Building, and Engineering Departments.  Limits of disturbance 
fencing shall be installed, inspected, and approved prior to building permit 
issuance.

7. An existing conditions survey identifying existing grade shall be conducted by the 
applicant and submitted to the Planning and Building Departments prior to 
issuance of a footing and foundation permit.  This survey shall be used to assist 

EXHIBIT D
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the Planning Department in determining existing grade for measurement of 
building heights, as defined by the Land Management Code.

8. A Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP), submitted to and approved by the 
Planning, Building, and Engineering Departments, is required prior to any 
construction.  A CMP shall address the following, including but not necessarily 
limited to: construction staging, phasing, storage of materials, circulation, 
parking, lights, signs, dust, noise, hours of operation, re-vegetation of disturbed 
areas, service and delivery, trash pick-up, re-use of construction materials, and 
disposal of excavated materials.  Construction staging areas shall be clearly 
defined and placed so as to minimize site disturbance.  The CMP shall include a 
landscape plan for re-vegetation of all areas disturbed during construction, 
including but not limited to: identification of existing vegetation and replacement 
of significant vegetation or trees removed during construction. 

9. Any removal of existing building materials or features on historic buildings shall 
be approved and coordinated by the Planning Department according to the LMC, 
prior to removal.

10. The applicant and/or contractor shall field verify all existing conditions on historic 
buildings and match replacement elements and materials according to the 
approved plans.  Any discrepancies found between approved plans, replacement 
features and existing elements must be reported to the Planning Department for 
further direction, prior to construction. 

11. Final landscape plans, when required, shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Department prior to issuance of building permits.  Landscaping shall be 
completely installed prior to occupancy, or an acceptable guarantee, in 
accordance with the Land Management Code, shall be posted in lieu thereof.  A 
landscaping agreement or covenant may be required to ensure landscaping is 
maintained as per the approved plans.

12. All proposed public improvements, such as streets, curb and gutter, sidewalks, 
utilities, lighting, trails, etc. are subject to review and approval by the City 
Engineer in accordance with current Park City Design Standards, Construction 
Specifications and Standard Drawings.  All improvements shall be installed or 
sufficient guarantees, as determined by the City Engineer, posted prior to 
occupancy.

13. The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall review and approve the 
sewer plans, prior to issuance of any building plans.  A Line Extension 
Agreement with the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall be signed 
and executed prior to building permit issuance.  Evidence of compliance with the 
District's fee requirements shall be presented at the time of building permit 
issuance.
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14. The planning and infrastructure review and approval is transferable with the title 
to the underlying property so that an approved project may be conveyed or 
assigned by the applicant to others without losing the approval. The permit 
cannot be transferred off the site on which the approval was granted.

15. When applicable, access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by 
the State Highway Permits Officer.  This does not imply that project access 
locations can be changed without Planning Commission approval.

16. Vesting of all permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the 
approval as defined in the Land Management Code, or upon termination of the 
permit.

17. No signs, permanent or temporary, may be constructed on a site or building 
without a sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building Departments. All 
multi-tenant buildings require an approved Master Sign Plan prior to submitting 
individual sign permits.

18. All exterior lights must be in conformance with the applicable Lighting section of 
the Land Management Code. Prior to purchase and installation, it is 
recommended that exterior lights be reviewed by the Planning Department.

19. All projects located within the Soils Ordinance Boundary require a Soil Mitigation 
Plan to be submitted and approved by the Building and Planning departments
prior to the issuance of a Building permit.

September 2012
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GREEN BUILDING STRATEGIES 
FOR THE
NEW PEACE HOUSE FACILITY
PARK CITY, UT

It is the intent of Peace House that its new building be as environmentally responsible 
as it can feasibly be.  Peace House thinks that their new facility should set an example 
of the level of green building that can - and should - be achieved in Park City.

During the design process the design team has referenced the standards set by the 
USGBC in LEED v4.  Accordingly, the new facility for Peace House will incorporate 
many of the latest green building strategies, systems and materials.  The primary, large-
scale green components are described below.  A checklist for LEED compliance is also 
included.

The basic green design concept for the building is rather simple:  

Make the building envelope as super-insulated and airtight as possible: heat and cool 
the building with a high-performance and energy-ef cient HVAC system; reduce 
electrical loads as much as possible.

The major building elements of Peace House that work together to achieve this are as 
follows:

Envelope:
• Super-insulated exterior walls with continuous insulation
• Super-insulated roof system
• High-performance berglass windows
• Air barrier building wrap 

HVAC System:
• Ground-source heat pump  (GSHP) - operating ef ciency exceeds 300% - powering a 

highly-ef cient Variable Refrigerant Flow (VRF) heating and air conditioning system

Electrical System:
• LED lighting and energy-ef cient electric motors
• Provisions for future installation of roof-mounted photovoltaic (PV) system

Page  of 1 3
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Additional green building elements incorporated into the Peace House design are listed 
below.  They are noted in order of their appearance in the LEED documentation 
protocol. (Please note that the Peace House project is not seeking LEED certi cation).  
For the sake of simplicity and to allow us to focus on the most important green building 
element not all LEED point items are listed:
 
Location and Transportation:
• Protection of wetlands
• Access to mass transit
• Bicycle facilities - bike racks, showers, changing rooms
• Green vehicle parking and plug-in’s

Sustainable Sites:
• Rainwater catchment and re-use
• Heat island reduction - cool roo ng materials
• Light pollution reduction - complying exterior light xtures

Water Ef ciency:
• Reduction of outdoor water use - xeriscaping and native plants
• Indoor water use reduction - low ow xtures and water metering

Energy and Atmosphere:
• Optimize energy performance - see above for HVAC system description
• Advanced energy metering to track HVAC performance and adjust for ef ciency
• Green power and carbon offsets - Rocky Mountain Power Blue Sky enrollment or 

future PV system installation

Materials and Resources:
• Storage and collection of recyclables during building operation
• Construction waste recycling
• Maximize use of regionally-sourced construction materials 

Indoor Environmental Quality
• Use materials that do not degrade indoor air quality - i.e. non-VOC and low VOC 
• Thermal comfort - provide occupants with operable windows and localized control of 

heating and cooling
• Daylight -  excellent daylighting is provided to most areas of the building

Page  of 2 3
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LEED v4 for BD+C: New Construction and Major Renovation
Project Checklist Project Name: Peace House - Park City, UT

Date: 1/8/16
Y ? N

? Credit Integrative Process 1

4 0 0 Location and Transportation 16 7 0 0 Materials and Resources 13
0 Credit LEED for Neighborhood Development Location 16 Y Prereq Storage and Collection of Recyclables Required

1 Credit Sensitive Land Protection 1 Y Prereq Construction and Demolition Waste Management Planning Required

0 Credit High Priority Site 2 3 Credit Building Life-Cycle Impact Reduction 5

0 Credit Surrounding Density and Diverse Uses 5 1 Credit
Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Environmental Product
Declarations 2

1 Credit Access to Quality Transit 5 1 Credit Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Sourcing of Raw Materials 2

1 Credit Bicycle Facilities 1 1 Credit Building Product Disclosure and Optimization - Material Ingredients 2
0 Credit Reduced Parking Footprint 1 1 Credit Construction and Demolition Waste Management 2

1 Credit Green Vehicles 1

13 0 0 Indoor Environmental Quality 16
10 0 0 Sustainable Sites 10 Y Prereq Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance Required

Y Prereq Construction Activity Pollution Prevention Required Y Prereq Environmental Tobacco Smoke Control Required

1 Credit Site Assessment 1 1 Credit Enhanced Indoor Air Quality Strategies 2

2 Credit Site Development - Protect or Restore Habitat 2 3 Credit Low-Emitting Materials 3
1 Credit Open Space 1 1 Credit Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan 1

3 Credit Rainwater Management 3 1 Credit Indoor Air Quality Assessment 2
2 Credit Heat Island Reduction 2 1 Credit Thermal Comfort 1

1 Credit Light Pollution Reduction 1 1 Credit Interior Lighting 2

3 Credit Daylight 3
4 0 0 Water Efficiency 11 1 Credit Quality Views 1

Y Prereq Outdoor Water Use Reduction Required 1 Credit Acoustic Performance 1
Y Prereq Indoor Water Use Reduction Required

Y Prereq Building-Level Water Metering Required 2 0 0 Innovation 6
2 Credit Outdoor Water Use Reduction 2 1 Credit Innovation 5

1 Credit Indoor Water Use Reduction 6 1 Credit LEED Accredited Professional 1
0 Credit Cooling Tower Water Use 2

1 Credit Water Metering 1 1 3 0 Regional Priority 4
1 Credit Regional Priority: Specific Credit 1

20 0 0 Energy and Atmosphere 33 1 Credit Regional Priority: Specific Credit 1

Y Prereq Fundamental Commissioning and Verification Required 1 Credit Regional Priority: Specific Credit 1
Y Prereq Minimum Energy Performance Required 1 Credit Regional Priority: Specific Credit 1

Y Prereq Building-Level Energy Metering Required
Y Prereq Fundamental Refrigerant Management Required 61 3 0 TOTALS Possible Points: 110
1 Credit Enhanced Commissioning 6 Certified: 40 to 49 points,   Silver: 50 to 59 points,  Gold: 60 to 79 points,  Platinum: 80 to 110 

14 Credit Optimize Energy Performance 18
1 Credit Advanced Energy Metering 1

2 Credit Demand Response 2
0 0 Credit Renewable Energy Production 3

1 Credit Enhanced Refrigerant Management 1
1 Credit Green Power and Carbon Offsets 2
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February 2, 2016

Morgan Busch
36 South State Street, 8th Floor
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Doug Clyde
Mountain Resort Consulting Services, LLC
PO Box 561 
5258 North New Lane
Oakley, UT 84055

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Application # PL-15-03000
Address 700 Round Valley Drive
Description Conditional Use Permit
Action Taken Approved with conditions
Date of Action January 13, 2016

On January 13, 2016, the Park City Planning Commission called a meeting to order, a 
quorum was established, a public meeting was held, and the Planning Commission 
approved your application based on the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact:
1. This Conditional Use Permit is for the Peace House facility proposed on a 3.6 acre 

portion of Lot 8 of the Second Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical 
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision plat approved by the 
City Council and recorded at Summit County on November 25, 2008. 

2. Lot 8 includes a total lot area of approximately 9.934 acres. Peace House has 
recently entered into a 50 year ground lease from IHC on the eastern 3.6 acres of 
Lot 8. 

3. The property is subject to the Amended Intermountain Healthcare Master Planned 
Development (IHC MPD), originally approved on December 7, 2006 and amended in 
2014 to transfer support medical office uses from Lots 6 and 8 to Lot 1. 

4. On February 18, 2015, IHC submitted a pre-MPD application for various 
amendments to the IHC MPD. On June 18, 2015 a revised pre-MPD application was 
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submitted with a specific request for consideration of the Peace House facility to be 
located on Lot 8 as fulfillment of the affordable housing requirements for the next 
phase of construction of the IHC Park City Medical Center. 

5. The revised pre-MPD application was reviewed by the Planning Commission on 
August 26, 2015 and the Planning Commission made a finding that the proposed 
MPD amendments specific to the Peace House on Lot 8 were generally consistent 
with the purpose statements of the CT Zoning District and the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan. 

6. On November 10, 2015, applications for a second amendment to the IHC MPD and 
this Conditional Use Permit for the Peace House on a portion of Lot 8 were
submitted to the Planning Department. 

7. The applications were considered complete on November 10, 2015.
8. The property is located in the CT Zoning District.
9. The property is currently undeveloped and consists of native grasses and low 

vegetation with an area of delineated wetlands located to the north and west of the 
proposed building. 

10.The wetlands delineation was done more than five years ago and will need to 
updated, re-delineated and re-submitted to the Corp. 

11.The proposed Peace House facility consists of approximately 37,600 square feet of 
new construction for an emergency shelter for victims of domestic violence; including 
emergency and transitional housing, support uses (day care, counseling, training, 
common kitchen and living areas, laundry, storage, and administrative offices), and 
twelve structured parking spaces. An additional 42 surface parking spaces in two 
separated lots are proposed. An enclosed landscaped courtyard is proposed for 
outdoor activities. 

12.As a mixed use building the Land Management Code requires in the range of 45-50 
parking spaces. A total of 54 spaces are proposed.

13.The building is two stories and at the tallest point is 27’10” above existing grade and 
complies with the 28’ height restrictions of the CT Zoning District. The proposed
building complies with required horizontal and vertical articulation. 

14.The proposed mass and scale of the building, as well as the architectural design, 
materials, and colors are consistent with adjacent buildings in the surrounding area. 

15.Adjacent to the north is the two story Physician Holdings support medical offices and 
clinic building and adjacent to the south is the two story Summit County Public 
Health and People’s Health Clinic building.  

16.The proposed building is setback more than 25’ from all property lines and complies 
with the minimum 25’ setbacks from property lines required by the CT Zoning 
District. The building and parking area comply with the required 50’ setbacks from 
delineated wetlands located to the north and west of the proposed building.

17.Access to the site is from Round Valley Drive, an existing public street that intersects 
with State Road 248 at a signalized intersection approximately a half mile to the 
south. 

18.Two driveway entrances are proposed for the facility. The southern driveway is 
proposed as a shared driveway with Summit County Health. This driveway currently 
exists and is proposed to become a secured access to the structured and secured 
surface parking. A northern driveway, separated by approximately 300’ from the 
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southern driveway, provides access to the main parking area and building’s front 
entrance. An access easement agreement is required prior to using the shared 
driveway.

19.There are existing sidewalks along the street frontage as well as interconnecting 
paved trails throughout the subdivision. The site plan proposes a 6’ sidewalk 
connecting the front entrance to the existing sidewalk on Round Valley Drive.

20.The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Second Amended IHC 
MPD that identifies Lot 8 as an approved location for the Peace House as an 
emergency shelter with emergency and transitional housing, as well as support 
uses, to satisfy a portion of the remaining IHC MPD affordable housing obligation. 

21.On June 4, 2015, the City’s Housing Authority approved the amended IHC MPD 
Housing Mitigation plan allowing the Peace House facility, including housing and 
support uses, to satisfy affordable housing mitigation requirements for the IHC MPD. 

22.The Peace House facility does not require the use of Unit Equivalents because the 
Peace House facility satisfies the affordable housing requirements on-site for the 
MPD per LMC Section 15-6-8. 

23.The Analysis section of this staff report is incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law:
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the IHC Master Planned Development, 

as amended, and the Park City Land Management Code.
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
3. The proposed use, as conditioned, is compatible with the surrounding structures in 

use, scale, mass and circulation.
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful 

planning.

Conditions of Approval:
1. All standard conditions of approval apply to this Conditional Use Permit. 
2. A final landscape plan shall be submitted with the building permit application. The 

Planning Department shall review and approve the final landscape plan prior to 
issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include water efficient landscaping and 
irrigation, snow storage areas, defensible space requirements, and additional 
berming and landscaping to screen parking and security walls from Round Valley 
Drive.  

3. All exterior lighting, including parking lot lighting, must comply with the City’s lighting 
requirements as outlined in LMC Chapter 5. Final compliance with the City’s lighting 
requirements will be verified at the time of building permit plan review and prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

4. A security lighting plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for 
Planning Department review and approval.

5. All exterior signs require a sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building 
Departments, prior to installation.

6. The final building plans (site and landscape plans, building design, articulation, 
materials, colors, and design details) shall be in substantial compliance with the 
plans and drawings reviewed by the Planning Commission on January 13, 2016. 

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 287



7. Final utility, storm water, and grading plans must be approved by the City Engineer 
prior to Building Permit issuance.

8. The Park City Housing Authority has the final authority to approve the IHC Housing 
Mitigation Plan and to determine how the Peace House Facility fulfills affordable 
housing obligations required by the IHC Annexation and Amended IHC Master 
Planned Development.  

9. The wetlands delineation shall be updated and re-submitted to the Corp for approval 
prior to issuance of a building permit.

10.Dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown on the building 
plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that the 
area provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can 
be screened with landscaping. 

11.Terms of the ground lease shall include a time frame of 40 years or longer.
12.Any future changes to the use of the building or property, as other than transitional 

and/or other affordable housing, will require a Conditional Use Permit and may 
depending upon the use, require an amendment to the IHC MPD Housing Mitigation 
Plan and the provision of additional affordable housing. 

13.The applicant shall demonstrate at the time of Building Permit application that the 
building plans and construction meets the NAHB Green Standards or a LEED 
Certificate level. All appliances and products, including light bulbs shall be Energy 
Star qualifying products.

14.The access easement agreement for the shared driveway with Summit County 
Health Department shall be recorded at Summit County prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for the Peace House.

If you have questions regarding your project or the action taken please don’t hesitate to 
contact me at (435) 615-5066 or kirsten@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP
Senior Planner

Park City Planning Department
PO Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
JANUARY 13, 2016

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:   

Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Doug 
Thimm

EX OFFICIO:

Bruce Erickson, Planning Director, Francisco Astorga, Planner; Kirsten Whetstone,
Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney
===================================================================

The Planning Commission held a joint meeting with the Snyderville Basin Planning 
Commission prior to the Regular Meeting.  That discussion can be found in the Work 
Session Minutes dated January 13, 2016.  

REGULAR MEETING 

ROLL CALL
Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 6:43 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES 

December 9, 2015

MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of December 9, 2015 
as written.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  

PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 

Planning Director Erickson appreciated that the Commissioners had taken the time to listen 
to the Transportation presentation this evening.  Questions could be forwarded to him or 
Alfred Knotts at any time.  The Planning Commission will be looking at the Code changes 
in the second quarter of 2016.  The Planning Commission could expect to see 
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area, in Park City, and in the entire State of Utah.  He has now lost his great friend Stein 
Eriksen who he first met when Mr. Eriksen came to the United States in 1953.  Mr. Eccles 
stated that years later he help Mr. Eriksen realize his dream as First Security financed the 
construction of his named lodge.  Later the convention center and the spa.  Mr. Eccles 
reported that years later he, his wife and four children bought the Goldener Hirsch Inn next 
door to Stein’s.  It was a family investment in 1991 and they just started their 25th year of
operation.  Mr. Eccles thought it was obvious that they were committed to the Silver Lake 
area and they were excited to work with everyone to put the exclamation point on what is 
already the finest ski area in the country.  He stated that this expansion is part of their great 
vision of Park City and Deer Valley and they look towards working with everyone once 
again on something great for the entire Park City community.  Mr. Eccles thanked the 
Planning Commission for allowing them time to give their presentation and for giving him 
time to tell them about the background and the love and affection that has gone into the 
Goldener Hirsch Inn. 

Planner Whetstone requested that the Planning Commission continue this time to February 
24th instead of February 10th as listed on the agenda.  

MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the Goldener Hirsch Hotel and 
Residence CUP and Plat Amendment to February 24th, 2016.  Commissioner Thimm 
seconded the motion.

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.          

3. 900 Round Valley Drive- Request to amend the Intermountain Health Care 
Master Planned Development to allow the Peace House facility to be 
constructed on Lot 8 of the IHC/USSA Subdivision plat, as partial fulfillment of 
required affordable housing, and other administrative changes.
(Application PL-15-02999) 

4. Public hearing and possible action 700 Round Valley Drive- Conditional Use 
Permit for new construction of the Peace House facility to be located on a 
portion of Lot 8 of the IHC/USSA Subdivision plat for an emergency shelter, 
transitional housing and support uses. (Application PL-15-03000).

The Planning Commission discussed these two applications simultaneously.

Chair Strachan noted that Planning Commission had reviewed the applications at previous 
meetings.
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Planner Whetstone reviewed the request to amend the IHC Master Planned Development. 
During the pre-MPD process the Planning Commissioner reviewed the proposal with the 

exception of the requested 50,000 square feet of density.  That discussion had been 
continued.

Planner Whetstone stated that there were three amendments to the MPD.  One is to allow 
the Peace House facility to be located on Lot 8.  Second is to allow Lot 8 to be subdivided 
into two lots.  She noted that the actual subdivision application has not yet been submitted 
but it would come before the Planning Commission.  The amendment would allow a 
subdivision to occur.  The third amendment relates to the 50,000 square feet of density that 
was previously continued for discussion at a future meeting. 

Planner Whetstone commented on two additional administrative amendments that included 
corrections on conditions and a development agreement to memorialize the changed to the 
IHC MPD.   

The Staff report detailed the history of the IHC MPD, the criteria for the CT zones, as well 
as the MPD Chapter in the LMC.  The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission 
conduct a public hearing and consider approving the MPD amendments pursuant to the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as outlined in the Staff 
report.

Planner Whetstone reported that the application for 700 Round Valley Drive was a CUP for 
the Peace House to be constructed on Lot 8.

Morgan Bush, representing IHC, had read through the Staff report and concurred that it 
reflected everything that was discussed through the pre-MPD process and what was 
submitted in the Amended MPD application.  He had nothing further to add.

Doug Clyde, representing the Peace House, remarked that Bob Dillon, legal counsel, had 
one item to address with the Planning Commission.  

Bob Dillon, representing the Peace house, referred to Condition of Approval #11 of the 
CUP.  He noted that the Peace House had executed the lease approximately a year ago as 
a condition for obtaining funding from the County.  Mr. Dillon requested that Condition 11 
be rewritten to only say, “Terms of the ground lease shall include a time frame of 40 years 
or longer.”  The remaining language would then become a separate condition and modified 
to read, “Any future changes to the use of the building or property as other than transition 
and/or affordable housing will require a Conditional Use Permit and may, depending 
upon the use, require an amendment to the IHC MPD Housing Mitigation Plan and the 
provision of additional affordable.”  Mr. Dillon remarked that the ground lease requires the 
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Peace House to operate it as such; otherwise the ground lease terminates.  He thought it 
was important to address the requirement as a separate condition and not as part of the 
ground lease.    

Mr. Clyde pointed out that if the Peace House terminates its operation at any time for any 
reason, it would not negate IHC’s obligation to provide affordable housing.  Therefore, the 
requested change to the condition of approval would not change anything, but it would 
avoid complicating the lease issue.  Planner Whetstone understood that it was a 40 year 
lease.  Mr. Clyde replied that it was a 40 year lease with two five year renewals. 

Assistant City Attorney McLean was comfortable with the change to Condition of Approval 
#11 as proposed by Mr. Dillon.  

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing on both the Amendment to the IHC MPD and the 
CUP for new construction of the Peace House. 

There were no comments. 

Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the Second Amended 
Intermountain Health Care Master Planned Development for 900 Round Valley Drive 
pursuant to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found 
in the Staff report.  Commissioner Band seconded the motion.

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.

MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the Peace House Conditional Use 
Permit at 700 Round Valley Drive based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and 
Conditions of Approval as amended.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact – 900 Round Valley Drive

1. On November 10, 2015, the City received a complete application for an MPD
Amendment for the Intermountain Healthcare Master Planned Development (IHC
MPD).

2. The proposed MPD Amendment includes the following items:
• Allow the Peace House facility to be located on Lot 8 of the IHC/USSA
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subdivision plat to fulfill a portion of the remaining affordable housing obligation
for the IHC MPD. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required prior to building
permit issuance. A CUP application was submitted for concurrent review with the
MPD Amendment application.
• Allow Lot 8 to be subdivided into two lots with the eastern 3.6 acres proposed to
be leased to the Peace House as Lot 8 and the western 6.334 acres to become a
new Lot 12 retained by the Intermountain Healthcare with no density assigned to
it. A plat amendment application is required and has not yet been submitted.
• Add 50 Unit Equivalents (UE) of density as 50,000 square feet of support medical
offices/clinics to the overall IHC MPD to be located on Lot 1.(Note- this item
was continued for further analysis and discussion with Staff
recommendation to bring it back to the Planning Commission later in 2016.)
• Make administrative corrections to conditions #16 and #17 of the October 8,
2014, approval of the First Amended IHC MPD.
• Include a condition of approval requiring recordation of a Development
Agreement to cover all items of the original MPD as well as the First and Second
Amendments.

3. The IHC MPD was approved by the Planning Commission on May 23, 2007.

4. A First Amended IHC MPD was approved by the Planning Commission on October
8, 2014, transferring assigned medical support density from Lots 6 and 8 to Lot 1,
along with other amendments related to Phase 2 of the Medical Center construction.

5. The IHC MPD consists of Lots 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of the Second
Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus / USSA
Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision (IHC/USSA Subdivision) approved
and recorded at Summit County on November 25, 2008.

6. The property is generally located on Round Valley Drive west of US 40 and east of
Round Valley in the Quinn’s Junction neighborhood of Park City.

7. The approved IHC MPD includes an Intermountain Healthcare Hospital of 300,000
square feet (180 Unit Equivalents) located on Lot 1 and Support Medical Office
space of 150,000 square feet (150 Unit Equivalents) located on Lots 1, 7, and 10.

8. Lot 2 of the IHC/USSA Subdivision plat is dedicated as open space.

9. Lot 3 is not part of the IHC MPD and is the location of the USSA Headquarters and
Training Center MPD.
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10.Lot 4 was the original location of 28 affordable, deed restricted townhouse units
incorporated into the Park City Heights neighborhood during the Park City Heights
MPD approval. Lot 4 currently has no designated density and is an open space lot.

11.Lot 5 was dedicated and transferred to the City for future recreation uses.

12.The density initially designated for Lot 6 was transferred to Lot 1 with the First
Amendment to the MPD.

13.Lot 7 contains the 25,000 sf medical support office density and is also known as
Physician Holdings or MOB (Medical Office Building).

14.The density initially designated for Lot 8 was transferred to Lot 1 with the First
Amendment to the MPD.

15.Lot 9 contains a small Questar gas regulating facility.

16.Lot 10 is the location of the Summit County Health Department and People’s Health
Clinic utilizing 25,000 sf of support medical office density. Summit County has a
ground lease from IHC on this lot.

17.Lot 11 is the one acre lot around Lot 9, owned by IHC and not designated as to use
or density.

18.This MPD amendment is being processed concurrent with a Conditional Use Permit
application submitted for the Peace House proposed to be located on the eastern
portion of Lot 8 with a ground lease to the property from IHC.

19.The Peace House includes approximately 25,964 sf of emergency shelter and
transitional housing, 8,622 square feet of shelter and housing support uses related
to the Peace House mission, 2,096 square feet of circulation and back of house
uses (mechanical, storage, etc.), and 4,096 square feet. The proposed building also
includes a 4,096 square foot parking structure for a gross building size of
approximately 41,000 square feet.

20.On June 4, 2015 the Park City Housing Authority approved an amended Housing
Mitigation Plan outlining the affordable housing strategy for the IHC MPD and
approved the Peace House as part of that strategy.

21.The June 4, 2015 Housing Authority approval included a condition of approval that
future density increases for the IHC Medical Campus at Park City Medical Center
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will be reduced by 10 AUEs or 8,000 square feet to address the issue that a portion
of the Peace House facility is provided as satisfaction of an affordable housing
obligation for the Tanger Outlet expansion through the Summit County approvals.

22.The June 4, 2015 Housing Authority approval also included a condition that if the
Peace House ceases operation of their program on Lot 8 prior to 50 years from the
date of signing the amended Housing Mitigation Plan agreement, IHC will owe the
City 12.5 AUEs.

23.The Park City Housing Authority is the decision making body responsible for
approving any amendments to the IHC MPD Affordable Housing Mitigation Plan and
for determining the number of AUEs the Peace House facility will count for. A final
Housing Mitigation Plan will be reviewed by the Park City Housing Authority based
on uses, residential units, and square footages of the final approved Peace House
CUP.

24.The IHC MPD is subject to the IHC/USSA/Burbidge Annexation plat approved by the
Park City Council on December 7, 2006, with an effective date of January 1, 2007.

25.A plat amendment application is required to be submitted for review by the Planning
Commission with final action by the City Council in order to subdivide Lot 8.

26.An Annexation Agreement for this property was recorded on January 23, 2007.

27.The Annexation Agreement is currently the Development Agreement for the MPD
and sets forth maximum building floor areas, development location, and conditions
related to developer-provided amenities on the various lots of the IHC/USSA subdivision 
plat, such as roads, utilities, and trails.

28.The property is located in the Community Transition (CT) Zone.

29.The maximum Building Height in the CT Zone is 28 feet (33 feet with a pitched roof).
The IHC MPD provided height exceptions for the Park City Medical Center on Lot 1.
The remaining lots are subject to the CT Zone Height. No changes to MPD approved
heights are proposed.

30.The proposed Peace House building on Lot 8 complies with the maximum Building
Height of the CT Zone.

31.The setbacks within the CT Zone are twenty five feet (25’) in the front, rear, and
sides. The proposed Peace House building complies with these setback

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 295



Planning Commission Meeting
January 13, 2016
Page 35

requirements.

32.There is no minimum lot size in the CT Zone.

33.The base density in the CT Zone is 1 unit per 20 acres. Maximum density allowed in
the CT Zone for non-residential projects is 3 units per acre provided that all Density
bonus requirements set forth in LMC Section 15-2.23 A are met and the additional
standards are incorporated into the Master Planned Development. This MPD
Amendment does not change the allocated density within the IHC MPD.

34.Eighty percent (80%) open space is required for approved density and this MPD
Amendment does not change the total open space within the MPD. With
construction of the Peace House facility the open space for the entire annexation
area will be at approximately 85%.

35. Trails and linkages to trails as shown on the approved IHC MPD comply with the
City’s Master Trail Plan. No changes to the trails or linkages are proposed with this
MPD Amendment.

36.A pre-MPD application for these MPD Amendments was submitted on September
14, 2014 and reviewed by the Planning Commission on April 8th, August 26th,
October 28th, and Nov 11th, 2015. The Planning Commission conducted public
hearings on these dates and made findings that the proposed MPD Amendments
initially comply with the intent of the Park City General Plan and general purposes of
the Community Transition (CT) Zoning District.

37.Green Building requirements are part of the Annexation Agreement and continue to
apply to the Peace House CUP.

38.Administrative corrections to conditions #16 and #17, of the October 8, 2014
approval of the First Amended IHC MPD, are included as part of these MPD
amendments.

39.Condition #16 was left over from the original MPD approval and states that prior to
issuance of a building permit for future phases the applicant and Staff shall verify
that all items agreed to by the applicant (as listed in Finding of Fact #21 of the
original approval), as mitigation for the loss of the use of the planned ball field at the
Park City Recreation Complex, have been completed. The applicant and Staff
verified that these items have been satisfied and this Condition is not necessary and
should not be included in the language of the Development Agreement.
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40.Condition #17 states that the applicant shall conduct and present to the Planning
Commission a parking study of the Medical Center site as part of the October 8th
Amendments. The Commission discussed the timing of the study and determined
that the study was not needed with the Second Phase of construction but should be
included with any applications for future construction of the Medical Center.

41.A condition of approval requiring recordation of a Development Agreement to cover
items of the original MPD as well as the First and Second Amendments is included
as part of this amended MPD.

42.The Analysis section of this staff report is incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law – 900 Round Valley Drive

1. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the
Land Management Code.
2. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section
15-6-5 of the LMC Code.
3. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
4. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, provides the highest value of open space, as
determined by the Planning Commission.
5. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort
character of Park City.
6. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the Site
and preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible.
7. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale and mass with
adjacent Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility.
8. The MPD amendment provides amenities to the community so that there is no net
loss of community amenities.
9. The MPD amendment, as conditioned, is consistent with the employee Affordable
Housing requirements as adopted by the City Council at the time the Application was
filed.
10.The MPD amendment, as conditioned, meets the provisions of the Sensitive Lands
provisions of the Land Management Code. The project has been designed to place
Development on the most Developable Land and least visually obtrusive portions of
the Site.
11.The MPD amendment, as conditioned, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of
transportation through design and by providing trail connections.
12.The MPD amendment has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with
this Code.
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Conditions of Approval – 900 Round Valley Drive

1. All applicable conditions of approval of the IHC/USSA Annexation Agreement shall
apply to this MPD amendment.

2. All applicable conditions of approval of the Intermountain Healthcare Park City
Medical Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility Second Amended
subdivision plat shall apply.

3. Construction of the Peace House facility on Lot 8 shall be subject to an approved
Conditional Use Permit, as well as to all applicable conditions of approval of the
MPD, as amended, the Annexation Agreement, and the Subdivision plat.

4. A Development Agreement specifically for the IHC Master Planned Development, as
amended, shall be ratified by the Planning Commission within 6 months of final
action on the MPD Amendment application.

5. The Development Agreement shall reiterate all applicable requirements of the
Annexation Agreement, as well as zoning requirements related to findings,
conclusions, and conditions of approval of the MPD, included the approved
amendments.

6. The Development Agreement shall include an express reservation of the future
legislative power and zoning authority of the City, a copy of the approved MPD plans
and any other plans that are a part of the Planning Commission approval, a
description of all Developer exactions or agreed upon public dedications, an
agreement to pay all specified impact fees; a description of the form of ownership
anticipated for the project; and a list and map of all known Physical Mine Hazards on
the property.

7. All construction within the IHC MPD is subject to the plat notes and conditions of
approval of the Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical Campus/USSA
Headquarters and Training Facility amended subdivision plat recorded at Summit
County on November 25, 2008, as well as conditions of approval of the IHC MPD, as
amended, including amendments to Conditions #16 and #17 of the October 8, 2014
MPD Amendment approval, as described in #8 below.

8. Conditions #16 and #17 of the October 8, 2014 approval of the First Amended IHC
MPD shall be amended, and reflected in the development agreement, as follows:
a) Condition #16 shall be deleted.
b) Condition #17 shall be amended to state the following: The applicant shall submit

Planning Commission Packet April 26, 2017 Page 298



Planning Commission Meeting
January 13, 2016
Page 38

a parking study as part of an application for the next Medical Center expansion. The
study shall include qualified transportation professionals recommendations
addressing the potential impact of reduced parking ratios in future phases and a
comprehensive program to increase utilization of underutilized parking areas. Along
with impacts to street intersections out to and including SR-248.

9. In order to create a separate lot of record for the Peace House, a plat amendment
application would be required to be submitted to the City.

Findings of Fact – 700 Round Valley Drive

1. This Conditional Use Permit is for the Peace House facility proposed on a 3.6 acre
portion of Lot 8 of the Second Amended Intermountain Healthcare Park City Medical
Campus/USSA Headquarters and Training Facility Subdivision plat approved by the
City Council and recorded at Summit County on November 25, 2008.

2. Lot 8 includes a total lot area of approximately 9.934 acres. Peace House has
recently entered into a 50 year ground lease from IHC on the eastern 3.6 acres of
Lot 8.

3. The property is subject to the Amended Intermountain Healthcare Master Planned
Development (IHC MPD), originally approved on December 7, 2006 and amended in
2014 to transfer support medical office uses from Lots 6 and 8 to Lot 1.

4. On February 18, 2015, IHC submitted a pre-MPD application for various
amendments to the IHC MPD. On June 18, 2015 a revised pre-MPD application was
submitted with a specific request for consideration of the Peace House facility to be located 
on Lot 8 as fulfillment of the affordable housing requirements for the next
phase of construction of the IHC Park City Medical Center.

5. The revised pre-MPD application was reviewed by the Planning Commission on
August 26, 2015 and the Planning Commission made a finding that the proposed
MPD amendments specific to the Peace House on Lot 8 were generally consistent
with the purpose statements of the CT Zoning District and the goals and objectives
of the General Plan.

6. On November 10, 2015, applications for a second amendment to the IHC MPD and
this Conditional Use Permit for the Peace House on a portion of Lot 8 were
submitted to the Planning Department.
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7. The applications were considered complete on November 10, 2015.

8. The property is located in the CT Zoning District.

9. The property is currently undeveloped and consists of native grasses and low
vegetation with an area of delineated wetlands located to the north and west of the
proposed building.

10.The wetlands delineation was done more than five years ago and will need to
updated, re-delineated and re-submitted to the Corp.

11.The proposed Peace House facility consists of approximately 37,600 square feet of
new construction for an emergency shelter for victims of domestic violence; including
emergency and transitional housing, support uses (day care, counseling, training,
common kitchen and living areas, laundry, storage, and administrative offices), and
twelve structured parking spaces. An additional 42 surface parking spaces in two
separated lots are proposed. An enclosed landscaped courtyard is proposed for
outdoor activities.

12.As a mixed use building the Land Management Code requires in the range of 45-50
parking spaces. A total of 54 spaces are proposed.

13.The building is two stories and at the tallest point is 27’10” above existing grade and
complies with the 28’ height restrictions of the CT Zoning District. The proposed
building complies with required horizontal and vertical articulation.

14.The proposed mass and scale of the building, as well as the architectural design,
materials, and colors are consistent with adjacent buildings in the surrounding area.

15.Adjacent to the north is the two story Physician Holdings support medical offices and
clinic building and adjacent to the south is the two story Summit County Public
Health and People’s Health Clinic building.

16.The proposed building is setback more than 25’ from all property lines and complies
with the minimum 25’ setbacks from property lines required by the CT Zoning
District. The building and parking area comply with the required 50’ setbacks from
delineated wetlands located to the north and west of the proposed building.

17. Access to the site is from Round Valley Drive, an existing public street that intersects
with State Road 248 at a signalized intersection approximately a half mile to the
south.
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18.Two driveway entrances are proposed for the facility. The southern driveway is
proposed as a shared driveway with Summit County Health. This driveway currently
exists and is proposed to become a secured access to the structured and secured
surface parking. A northern driveway, separated by approximately 300’ from the
southern driveway, provides access to the main parking area and building’s front entrance. 
An access easement agreement is required prior to using the shared
driveway.

19.There are existing sidewalks along the street frontage as well as interconnecting
paved trails throughout the subdivision. The site plan proposes a 6’ sidewalk
connecting the front entrance to the existing sidewalk on Round Valley Drive.

20.The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Second Amended IHC
MPD that identifies Lot 8 as an approved location for the Peace House as an
emergency shelter with emergency and transitional housing, as well as support
uses, to satisfy a portion of the remaining IHC MPD affordable housing obligation.

21.On June 4, 2015, the City’s Housing Authority approved the amended IHC MPD
Housing Mitigation plan allowing the Peace House facility, including housing and
support uses, to satisfy affordable housing mitigation requirements for the IHC MPD.

22.The Peace House facility does not require the use of Unit Equivalents because the
Peace House facility satisfies the affordable housing requirements on-site for the
MPD per LMC Section 15-6-8.

23.The Analysis section of this staff report is incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law – 700 Round Valley Drive

1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the IHC Master Planned Development,
as amended, and the Park City Land Management Code.
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
3. The proposed use, as conditioned, is compatible with the surrounding structures in
use, scale, mass and circulation.
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.

Conditions of Approval – 700 Round Valley Drive
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1. All standard conditions of approval apply to this Conditional Use Permit.

2. A final landscape plan shall be submitted with the building permit application. The
Planning Department shall review and approve the final landscape plan prior to
issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include water efficient landscaping and
irrigation, snow storage areas, defensible space requirements, and additional
berming and landscaping to screen parking and security walls from Round Valley
Drive.

3. All exterior lighting, including parking lot lighting, must comply with the City’s lighting
requirements as outlined in LMC Chapter 5. Final compliance with the City’s lighting
requirements will be verified at the time of building permit plan review and prior to
issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

4. A security lighting plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for
Planning Department review and approval.

5. All exterior signs require a sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building
Departments, prior to installation.

6. The final building plans (site and landscape plans, building design, articulation,
materials, colors, and design details) shall be in substantial compliance with the
plans and drawings reviewed by the Planning Commission on January 13, 20

7. Final utility, storm water, and grading plans must be approved by the City Engineer
prior to Building Permit issuance.

8. The Park City Housing Authority has the final authority to approve the IHC Housing
Mitigation Plan and to determine how the Peace House Facility fulfills affordable
housing obligations required by the IHC Annexation and Amended IHC Master
Planned Development.

9. The wetlands delineation shall be updated and re-submitted to the Corp for approval
prior to issuance of a building permit.

10.Dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown on the building
plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that the
area provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can
be screened with landscaping.

11.Terms of the ground lease shall include a time frame of 40 years or longer.
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12. Any future changes to the use of the building or property as other than transition and/or 
affordable housing will require a Conditional Use Permit and may, depending upon the use, 
require an amendment to the IHC MPD Housing Mitigation Plan and the provision of 
additional affordable

13.The applicant shall demonstrate at the time of Building Permit application that the
building plans and construction meets the NAHB Green Standards or a LEED
Certificate level. All appliances and products, including light bulbs shall be Energy
Star qualifying products.

14.The access easement agreement for the shared driveway with Summit County
Health Department shall be recorded at Summit County prior to issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for the Peace House.

5. 8910 Empire Club Drive- Conditional Use Permit for construction of Building 5 
of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development, consisting of 27 
residential units, 1 ADA unit, and 1 deed restricted unit located on Lot 15 
Village at Empire Pass West Side Subdivision. (Application PL-15-02983)

6. 8910 Empire Club Drive- Condominium record of survey plat for 27 residential 
units within Building 5 of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned 
Development. (Application PL-15-03003)    

The Planning Commission discussed the two applications simultaneously.

Planner Whetstone reported that the Planning Commission had reviewed the application at 
a work session during a previous meeting.  

Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a conditional use that is subject to the 
Flagstaff Annexation and Master Planned Development; and more specifically subject to 
the Village at Empire Pass MPD.  She had prepared a density chart on page 377 of the 
Staff report.  Planner Whetstone explained that the site was not identified for this amount 
of density.  There is a pool of density which they can pull from, and in this case the 
applicant purchased an x-number of UEs from Talisker.   She pointed out that they had not 
exceeded that density.  Planner Whetstone stated that the benefit of having a condo plat is 
that every square foot of the condominium plat is identified with the square footage.  The 
Staff had reviewed the condominium plat in detail.  They will review it again prior to 
recordation to make sure remains at or under the density that was purchased.  
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