
 
Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
 
Subject:  469 Ontario Avenue 
Project #:  PL-14-02243  
Author:  Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Date:   April 9, 2014  
Type of Item:  Administrative – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit at 469 Ontario Avenue and conduct a public hearing.  Staff 
recommends approval of the Steep Slope CUP permit per the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval outlined in this staff report. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department.  The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Applicant/Owner:   Jeremy Pack, owner 
Architect:   Dymond Design  
Location:   469 Ontario Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HR-1) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential single family homes 
Reason for Review: Construction of structures with greater than 1,000 square 

feet of floor area and located on a steep slope (30% or 
greater) requires a Conditional Use Permit  

 
Proposal 
This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a new 
single family home containing 3,000 square feet (sf) (including the single car garage) on 
a vacant 3,650 sf lot located at 469 Ontario Avenue. The total floor area exceeds 1,000 
sf and the construction is proposed on a slope of 30% or greater.  
 
Background  
On January 27, 2014, the City received an application for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 469 Ontario Avenue. The application was 
deemed complete on March 13, 2014.  The property is located in the Historic 
Residential (HR-1) District.   
 
This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for construction 
of a new single family dwelling on a platted lot that was approved by City Council 
October 17, 2013 and is currently being routed to the County for recording. The property 
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is described as Lot 1 of the Ontario Pack Subdivision. The lot is a combination of one 
regular and one substandard Old Town lots and contains 3,650 sf of lot area. 
 
Because the total proposed structure is greater than 1,000 sf, and construction is 
proposed on an area of the lot that has a thirty percent (30%) or greater slope, the 
applicant is required to file a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application. The CUP is 
required to be reviewed by the Planning Commission, pursuant to LMC § 15-2.2-6, prior 
to issuance of a building permit.   
 
The lot is vacant with existing grasses, a few trees and little other vegetation. The lot is 
located between two existing non-historic single family homes and is located across 
from a vacant lot and other single family homes on Ontario Avenue. There are also 
single family homes located on the adjacent lot to the west (rear yard), on Marsac 
Avenue. There are no existing structures or foundations on the lot and no 
encroachments onto the property from adjacent properties.  There are no historic 
structures located near this home on Ontario Avenue. There are historic structures on 
Marsac Avenue located within three hundred (300’) feet of the property.  Access to the 
lot is from Ontario Avenue. This is a downhill lot. Utility services are available for this lot.  
 
A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is being reviewed concurrently 
with this application for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and 
Historic Sites adopted in 2009. The applicant is providing revisions to window details.   
They are currently in the process of updating the type of windows in order to receive 
final HDDR approval. Staff reviewed several iterations of the design. The most recent 
design submittal is included as Exhibit A.  
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:  
 

A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of 
Park City, 

B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures, 
C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 

the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential 
neighborhoods, 

D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots, 
E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 

policies for the Historic core, and 
F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes 

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed house contains a total of 3,000 sf of floor area, including the single car 
garage proposed on the upper level. The proposed building footprint is 1,435 square 
feet. The 3,650 sf lot size allows a building footprint of 1,486.58 sf. The house complies 
with all setbacks, building footprint, and building height requirements of the HR-1 zone. 
The third story includes horizontal stepping of ten feet (10’) from the lower façade as 
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required by the Land Management Code.  Staff reviewed the plans and made the 
following LMC related findings: 
 
Requirement LMC Requirement Proposed 
Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 sf 3,650 sf, complies. 

Building Footprint 1,486 square feet (based on lot 
area) maximum 

1,435 square feet, 
complies. 

Front and Rear 
Yard 

10 feet minimum (20 feet total) 
 

10 feet (front) to entry and 
18 feet (front) to garage, 
complies. 
10 feet (rear), complies. 

Side Yard  5 feet minimum  5’ on each side, complies. 

Height 27 feet above existing grade, 
maximum.  35 feet above existing 
grade is permitted for a single car 
garage on a downhill lot upon 
Planning Director approval. 

27 feet, complies. 
35 feet for the single car 
garage area (approved by 
Planning Director), 
complies. 

Height (continued) A Structure shall have a maximum 
height of thirty five feet (35’) 
measured from the lowest finish floor 
plane to the point of the highest wall 
top plate that supports the ceiling 
joists or roof rafters. 

35 feet, complies. 

Final grade  Final grade must be within four (4) 
vertical feet of existing grade around 
the periphery of the structure. 

Maximum difference is 48” 
(4 feet), complies. 

Vertical articulation  A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal 
step in the downhill façade is 
required unless the First Story is 
located completely under the finish 
Grade on all sides of the Structure. 
The horizontal step shall take place 
at a maximum height of twenty three 
feet (23’) from where Building 
Footprint meets the lowest point of 
existing Grade. 

Horizontal step occurs at 
21feet, complies.   

Roof Pitch Between 7:12 and 12:12. A roof that 
is not part of the primary roof  
design may be below the required 
7:12 roof pitch. 

The roof is a typical 8:12 
pitch, complies. 

Parking Two (2) off-street parking spaces 
required 

One (1) space within a 
single car garage and one 
uncovered space on the 
driveway, within the lot 
area, compliant with 
required dimensions, 
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complies. 

 
LMC § 15-2.2-6 requires a Conditional Use permit for development on steep sloping lots 
(30% or greater) if the structure contains more than one thousand square feet (1,000 sf) 
of floor area, including the garage, and stipulates that the Conditional Use permit can be 
granted provided the proposed application and design comply with the following criteria 
and impacts of the construction on the steep slope can be mitigated:  
 
Criteria 1: Location of Development.   
Development is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental impacts of the 
Structure.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed single family house is located on a platted lot in a manner that reduces 
the visual and environmental impacts of the Structure. The foundation is stepped with 
the grade and the amount of excavation is reduced. The proposed footprint is less than 
that allowed for the lot area which reduces the visual impacts on the neighborhood as 
well as reduces the amount of natural vegetation along the hillside that is impacted, thus 
reducing environmental impacts. The setbacks are complied with and over all height 
complies with the LMC requirements.      
 
Criteria 2: Visual Analysis.   
The Applicant must provide the Planning Department with a visual analysis of the 
project from key Vantage Points to determine potential impacts of the project and 
identify potential for screening, slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation 
protection, and other items.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The applicant submitted a photographic visual analysis, including a “cross canyon view”, 
to show the proposed streetscape and how the proposed house fits within the context of 
the slope, neighboring structures, and existing vegetation.  
 
The visual analysis and streetscape demonstrate that the proposed design is visually 
compatible with the neighborhood, compatible in scale and mass with surrounding 
structures, and visual impacts are mitigated.  Potential impacts of the design are 
mitigated with architectural stepping, stepped retaining walls, and minimized excavation.  
Additionally, the garage door is located approximately 18 feet back from the edge of 
street. 
 
Criteria 3: Access.   
Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of the natural 
topography and to reduce overall Building scale.  Common driveways and Parking 
Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged, where feasible.  No 
unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed design incorporates a relatively level/bridged driveway from Ontario 
Avenue to the single car garage. Grading is minimized for both the driveway and the 
stepped foundation.  Due to the more than 30% slope and lot width a side access 
garage would not minimize grading and would require a massive retaining wall. The 
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proposed level/bridged driveway has a slope of less than 1%. The driveway is designed 
to minimize Grading of the natural topography and to reduce overall Building scale. The 
parking requirements will be met with tandem parking.  
 
Criteria 4: Terracing.   
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural 
Grade.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The lot has a steeper grade at the front property line than through the central portion 
and also at the rear. The overall slope is 33% across the length of the lot. The 
foundation is terraced to regain Natural Grade without exceeding the allowed four (4’) 
foot of difference between final and existing grade. Stepped low retaining walls are 
proposed on the sides at the front portion of the lot to regain Natural Grade.  New 
retaining walls will not exceed six feet (6’) in height, with the majority of the walls less 
than four feet (4’).  
 
Criteria 5: Building Location.  
Buildings, access, and infrastructure must be located to minimize cut and fill that would 
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site. The Site design and Building 
Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties to maximize opportunities for open 
Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, to minimize driveway and Parking Areas, 
and provide variation of the Front Yard. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to 
minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography. The site design 
and building footprint provide an increased front setback area in front of the garage. 
Side setbacks and building footprints are maintained consistent with the pattern of 
development and separation of structures in the neighborhood. The driveway width is 
12 feet. The front yard area adjacent to and below the driveway is proposed to be 
landscaped with native and drought tolerant plants.   
 
Criteria 6:  Building Form and Scale.   
Where Building masses orient against the Lot’s existing contours, the Structures must 
be stepped with the Grade and broken into a series of individual smaller components 
that are Compatible with the District.  Low profile Buildings that orient with existing 
contours are strongly encouraged.  The garage must be subordinate in design to the 
main Building.  In order to decrease the perceived bulk of the Main Building, the 
Planning Commission may require a garage separate from the main Structure or no 
garage.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The house steps with the grade and is broken into a series of smaller components that 
are compatible and consistent with the pattern in the District and surrounding structures. 
The garage is subordinate in design in that it is recessed from the entry, in addition to 
the use of compatible siding materials that reduce the visual impacts of the garage door. 
This both decreases the visibility of the garage and decreases the perceived bulk of the 
house. Horizontal stepping, as required by the LMC, also decreases the perceived bulk 
as viewed from the street. The architectural articulation and detailing, and massing 
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broken into smaller components, contributes to the smaller scale and bulk of the overall 
structure in a manner that is compatible with historic structures in the District.   
 
Though very modern in its interpretation, staff finds that the structure complies with the 
Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.  The structure reflects the 
historic character of Park City’s Historic Sites such as simple building forms, unadorned 
materials, and restrained ornamentation.  The style of architecture should be selected 
and all elevations of the building are designed in a manner consistent with a 
contemporary interpretation of the chosen style.  Exterior elements of the new 
development—roofs, entrances, eaves, chimneys, porches, windows, doors, steps, 
retaining walls, garages, etc—are of human scale and are compatible with the 
neighborhood and even traditional architecture. The scale and height of the new 
structure follows the predominant pattern of the neighborhood. 
   
Criteria 7: Setbacks. 
The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more Setbacks to 
minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear Lot Line. 
The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, proposed Building scale, 
and Setbacks on adjacent Structures.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
Front setbacks are increased as the garage portion of the house is setback 18 feet from 
the property line, to accommodate the code required parking space entirely on the lot. 
The entry area is moved forward to the 10 foot setback area. Side setbacks are 
consistent with the pattern of development and separation in the neighborhood.  The 
low profile roof and overall reduced mass of the design does not create a wall effect 
along the street front or rear lot line. Rear elevation is consistent with the neighborhood 
and articulated with setbacks from 10’ from both sides of the rear property line. 
 
Criteria 8: Dwelling Volume. 
The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot size, Building Height, 
Setbacks, and provisions set forth in this Chapter.  The Planning Commission may 
further limit the volume of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to 
mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and existing Structures.  No 
unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed house is both horizontally and vertically articulated and broken into 
compatible massing components that reduce the overall bulk and volume of the 
structure. The design includes setback variations, as well as lower building heights for 
portions of the structure.  The proposed massing and architectural design components 
are compatible with both the volume and massing of existing structures. The design 
minimizes the visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed 
house and existing historic structures. The building volume is not maxed out in terms of 
footprint, height, or potential floor area. 
 
Criteria 9:  Building Height (Steep Slope).  
The maximum Building Height in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27') (and up to a 
maximum of thirty-five feet for a single car garage on a downhill lot). The Planning 
Commission may require a reduction in Building Height for all, or portions, of a 
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proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale 
between a proposed Structure and existing residential Structures.  No unmitigated 
impacts.  
 
The proposed structure complies with the 27 feet maximum building height requirement 
measured from existing grade. The tallest portion of the house is 27 feet from existing 
grade. A 35 foot height is allowed for the single car garage on a downhill lot, this design 
proposes a maximum of 35 feet for the garage area, as approved by the Planning 
Director. Overall the proposed height is less than the allowed height. The required ten 
foot (10’) horizontal step back is provided at 21 feet on the uphill façade that further 
decreases height and mitigates visual mass of the structure. The proposed structure 
has a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from the lowest finish floor 
plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof 
rafters as required. 
 
Process 
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City 
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.  Approval of the Historic 
District Design Review application was noticed separately. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No further issues were 
brought up at that time other than standards items that have been addressed by 
revisions and/or conditions of approval. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in accordance with requirements of 
the LMC. 
 
Public Input 
No input has been received regarding the Steep Slope CUP. No public comment was 
provided regarding the Design Review. 
 
Alternatives 

• The Planning Commission may approve the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
for 469 Ontario Avenue as conditioned or amended, or 

• The Planning Commission may deny the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
and provide staff with Findings for this decision, or 

• The Planning Commission may request specific additional information and may 
continue the discussion to a date certain or a date uncertain.  

 
Significant Impacts 
As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this 
application. The lot is an existing platted residential lot that contains native grasses and 
shrubs.  A storm water management plan will be required to handle storm water run-off 
at historic release rates.  
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Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The construction as proposed could not occur and the applicant would have to revise 
the plans.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit at 469 Ontario Avenue and conduct a public hearing.  Staff has 
prepared findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the 
Commission’s consideration. 
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 469 Ontario Avenue.  
2. The property is described as Lot 1 of the Ontario Pack Subdivision. The lot contains 

3,650 sf of lot area. The allowable building footprint is 1,486.58 sf for a lot of this 
size. 

3. The site is not listed as historically significant on the Park City Historic Sites 
Inventory and there are no structures on the lot.  

4. The property is located in the HR-1 zoning district, and is subject to all requirements 
of the Park City Land Management Code (LMC) and the 2009 Design Guidelines for 
Historic Districts and Historic Sites.  

5. Access to the property is from Ontario Avenue, a public street. The lot is a downhill 
lot. 

6. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. One space is proposed within an attached 
garage and the second is on the driveway in a tandem configuration to the garage.  

7. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily non-historic single family and duplex 
houses. There are historic structures on Marsac Avenue, the street to the west of 
Ontario Avenue. 

8. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is being reviewed by staff for 
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites 
adopted in 2009.  The design complies with the Guidelines except for the windows 
which are being revised.  

9. The lot is an undeveloped lot containing primarily grasses, weeds, and shrubs that 
are not classified as significant vegetation.  

10. There are no encroachments onto the Lot and there are no structures or wall on the 
Lot that encroach onto neighboring Lots.  

11. The proposed design is for a single family dwelling consisting of 3,000 square feet 
(includes the single car garage) with a proposed building footprint of 1,435 sf. 

12. The driveway is proposed to be a maximum of 12 feet in width and 18 feet in length 
from the edge of the street to the garage in order to place the entire length of the 
second parking space entirely within the lot. The garage door complies with the 
maximum width and height of nine feet (9’).  

13. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.  
14. The proposed structure complies with allowable height limits and height envelopes 

for the HR-1 zoning as the house measuring less than 27feet in height from existing 
grade and the design includes a 10 foot step back at 23 feet on the rear elevation.  

15. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the requirements of 15-5-5 of the LMC. 
It is currently under review for compliance with the Historic District Design 
Guidelines. 
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16. The proposed materials reflect the historic character of Park City’s Historic Sites, 
incorporating simple forms, unadorned materials, and restrained ornamentation.  
Though modern, the architectural style is a contemporary interpretation and 
complements the scale of historic buildings in Park City.  The exterior elements are 
of human scale and the scale and height follows the predominant pattern of the 
neighborhood, in particular the pattern of houses on the downhill side of Ontario 
Avenue.  

17. The structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street, 
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment.  Lot coverage, site 
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites.  The 
size and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details 
such as the foundation, roofing, materials, as well as window and door openings. 
The single car attached garage and off-street parking area also complies with the 
Design Guidelines and is consistent with the pattern established on the downhill side 
of Ontario Avenue. 

18. No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of 
the building permit for compliance with the Land Management Code lighting 
standards.  

19. The applicant submitted a visual analysis/ perspective, cross canyon view from the 
east, and a streetscape showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts on adjacent 
streetscape.   

20. There will be no free-standing retaining walls that exceed six feet in height with the 
majority of retaining walls proposed at four feet (4’) or less. The building pad 
location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to minimize cut 
and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography.  

21. The site design, stepping of the building mass, articulation, and decrease in the 
allowed difference between the existing and final grade for much of the structure 
mitigates impacts of construction on the 30% slope areas. 

22. The plans include setback variations, increased setbacks, decreased building 
heights and an overall decrease in building volume and massing.  

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

24. The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building 
height requirement measured from existing grade and the highest portion is 27’ from 
existing grade. 

25. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein. 
26. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 

specifically section 15-2.2-6(B). 
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale, 

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

planning. 
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Conditions of Approval 
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply. 
2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the 

issuance of any building permit.  
3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public 

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

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

5. A final Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the City for review prior to building 
permit issuance.  Such plan will include water efficient landscaping and drip 
irrigation. Lawn area shall be limited in area. 

6. The plat must be recorded prior to building permit issuance. 
7. An HDDR approval must be received prior to building permit issuance.  
8. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and 

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

9. This approval will expire on April 9, 2015, if a building permit has not been issued by 
the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this 
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by 
the Planning Director.  

10. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and the Final HDDR Design.  

11. All retaining walls within any of the setback areas shall not exceed more than six feet 
(6’) in height measured from final grade, except that retaining walls in the front yard 
shall not exceed four feet (4’) in height, unless an exception is granted by the City 
Engineer per the LMC, Chapter 4. 

12. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this 
lot.  

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

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

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

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Plans (existing conditions, site plan, elevations, floor plans, sections) 
Exhibit B- Plat 
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Exhibit C- Visual Analysis/Streetscape 
Exhibit D- Photographs 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
 
 
Subject: 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision 
Author:  Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Date:   April 9, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Plat Amendment 
Project Number:  PL-13-02180 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider 
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 901 Norfolk Avenue 
Subdivision, located at 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue, based on the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department.  The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Tim Zweiback and Andrew Caplan, represented by Jonathan 

DeGray 
Location:   901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue 
Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)  
Adjacent Land Uses: Single-Family Residential  
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council action 
 
Proposal 
The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of correcting the existing 
northerly lot line of Lot 1 on Block 15 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City survey to 
match the found rebar & cap as well as the ownership of property to Lot 1. The northerly 
lot line will move one (1) foot to the north to correctly portray Lot 1 as twenty-six (26’) 
feet wide and Lot 2 as being twenty-four (24’) feet wide. The plat amendment will also 
remove the lot line between the existing Lots 2 and 3 which contain one non-historic, 
single-family home over both lots. The lots are zoned Historic Residential 1 (HR1). The 
amendment is a request to reconfigure three (3) platted lots into two (2). 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of the HR-1 District is to: 
 

(A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential areas of  
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Park City,  
(B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,  
(C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential 
neighborhoods,  
(D) Encourage single family development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,  
(E) Define development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 
policies for the Historic core, and  
(F) Establish development review criteria for new development on Steep Slopes 
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.  
 

Background  
On December 17, 2013 the applicant submitted a complete application for the 901 
Norfolk Avenue Subdivision plat amendment, to combine three (3) lots into two (2) lots 
of record.  The property is located at 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue in the Historic 
Residential (HR-1) District.  During the internal development review it was identified that 
their proposal to shift the northerly lot line of Lot 1 one (1’) foot to the north may create a 
substandard and therefore non-compliant lot out of Lot 2. However, the house at 907 
Norfolk Ave currently sits on Lot 2 and Lot 3 therefore while Lot 2 alone would be 
substandard together they meet the minimum lot size for the HR1 zone. The north 24’ of 
Lot 2 and the existing lot 3 are owned by the same person but have never been officially 
combined. This plat amendment will also remove the lot line between Lots 2 and 3, thus 
creating one (1) new lot of record. The existing home at 907 Norfolk received design 
review approval back in 1991 and was built shortly thereafter. 
  
The ownership of both properties was checked and 901 Norfolk’s legal description says: 

 
ALL OF LOT 1, AND THE SOUTHERLY 1 FOOT OF LOT 2, PARALLEL WITH 
THE LOT LINE COMMON TO SAID LOTS, BLOCK 15, SNYDERS ADDITION 
TO PARK CITY, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF ON FILE 
AND OF RECORD IN THE SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDER’S OFFICE. 

 
 908 Norfolk’s legal description says:  

 
THE NORTH 24 FEET OF LOT 2, BLOCK 15, AND ALL OF THE LOT 3, BLOCK 
15, SNYDERS ADDITION TO PARK CITY, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL 
PLAT THEREOF ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE SUMMIT COUNTY 
RECORDER’S OFFICE. 

 
It appears that this lot line adjustment between Lots 1 and 2 was made at a previous 
unknown date. 
 
Analysis  
The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record consisting of 5,625 square 
feet total.  The proposed Lot 1 will contain 1,950 square feet and Lot 2 will contain 3,675 
square feet. The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.  The 
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minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet.  There is currently a single family 
home on each of the proposed lots.  
 
The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’).  The proposed 
width for Lot 1 will be twenty-six (26’) feet.  The proposed width for Lot 2 will be forty-
nine (49’) feet. The proposed lots will meet the lot and site requirements of the HR-1 
District described below.   
 

Required Permitted by LMC 
Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 square feet. Lot 1 as 

proposed will contain 1,950 square feet 
and Lot 2 will contain 3,675 square feet. 

Building Footprint 873.8 square feet for Lot 1(based on the 
lot area of 1,950 square feet) and 1,494.7 
square feet for Lot 2 (based on the lot area 
of 3,675 square feet). 

Front/rear yard setbacks 10 feet minimum, 20 feet total (based on 
the lot depths of 75 feet). 

Side yard setbacks 3 feet minimum, 6 feet total 
(based on the lot widths of 26 and 49 feet). 

Height 27 feet above existing grade, maximum. 
35 feet above existing grade is permitted 
for a single car garage on a downhill lot 
upon Planning Director approval. 

Height (continued) A Structure shall have a maximum height 
of thirty five feet (35’) measured from the 
lowest finish floor plane to the point of the 
highest wall top plate that supports the 
ceiling joists or roof rafters. 

Final grade  Final grade must be within four (4) vertical 
feet of existing grade around the periphery 
of the structure. 

Vertical articulation A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in 
the downhill façade is required unless the 
First Story is located completely under the 
final Grade on all sides of the Structure. 
The horizontal step shall take place at a 
maximum height of twenty three feet (23’) 
from where Building Footprint meets the 
lowest point of existing Grade. 

Roof Pitch Between 7:12 and 12:12. A roof that is not 
part of the primary roof  
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design may be below the required 7:12 
roof pitch 

Parking Two (2) off-street parking spaces per 
dwelling required.  

 
Staff has identified that the existing historic single-family home on Lot 1 does not meet 
current LMC standards outlined above such as the side yard setbacks, but because it’s 
historic, it is a valid complying structure.   The southerly façade of the home encroaches 
by less than one foot (1’) into the 9th Street ROW (which is currently not being used as a 
road but is filled with utilities) and the northerly façade of the home straddles the 
existing property line. No encroachment agreements have been found on record. If the 
plat amendment is approved the north side of the home will be one foot off of the 
property line instead of directly on it.  The existing home at 901 Norfolk Ave. is a valid 
complying structure. The plat amendment will not create any new non-conforming 
situations. An encroachment agreement will be required with the City for the existing 
encroachments into the 9th Street ROW prior to plat recordation. 
 
With the addition of the one foot of property along the northerly lot line, the maximum 
building footprint allowed will increase from 844 square feet to 873.8 square feet. With 
this increase in allowed building footprint the property owner could potentially apply to 
build an addition on the home as long as it complies with the City’s LMC standards 
including its current setback, height and footprint standards, historic district design 
guidelines and steep slope development criteria if applicable. The applicant states his 
intentions are to renovate and build an addition onto the existing historic miner’s cabin 
which was built in 1900 which is currently located at 901 Norfolk Ave. 
 
The existing single-family home on the proposed Lot 2 does not meet the current 10 
feet LMC standards for front yard and rear yard setbacks as they are each 4.53 feet and 
9.78 feet respectively, but meets the 3 feet standards for side yard setbacks. A non-
complying structure may continue to be used and maintained subject to the standards 
and limitation of LMC Chapter §15-9. If the owner of the proposed Lot 2 were to 
propose an addition or renovation to the existing home, it would need to comply with the 
City’s LMC standards including its current setback, height and footprint standards, 
historic district design guidelines and steep slope development criteria, if applicable. 
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment to rectify and portray on the plat the 
correct lot lines as stated in the title to the properties and identified by the licensed 
surveyor. The proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-conforming 
situations. This plat amendment is consistent with the Park City LMC and applicable 
State law regarding subdivision plats. 
 
Good Cause 
Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this plat amendment. Correcting the 
recorded plat to reflect that which is found on the title reports and identified by the 
licensed surveyor will rectify that the ownership lines don’t match the existing lot lines. 
The plat amendment will also utilize best planning and design practices, while 
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preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Park City and furthering the health, 
safety, and welfare of the Park City community.   
Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all 
future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land 
Management Code, and Historic requirements. Existing encroachments will be resolved 
with recorded easements. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. There were no issues raised 
by any of the departments or service providers regarding this proposal that have not 
been addressed by the conditions of approval.   
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet in 
accordance with the requirements in the LMC. Legal notice was also published in the 
Park Record and on the public notice website in accordance with the requirements of 
the LMC.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report. Public 
input may be taken at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission public hearing and 
at the Council meeting scheduled for May 8, 2014.  
 
Process 
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly 
noticed by posting of the permit. 
 
Alternatives 
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council for the 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision as conditioned or amended; or 
• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 

Council for the 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision and direct staff to make Findings for 
this decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 901 Norfolk Avenue 
Subdivision to a date certain and provide direction to the applicant and/or staff to 
provide additional information necessary to make a decision on this item. . 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The proposed plat amendment would not be recorded and the lots at 901 and 907 
Norfolk Avenue would remain as is with the title to the properties reading different than 
the plat. 
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Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing, consider input, and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 901 Norfolk 
Avenue Subdivision based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of 
approval as stated in the draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Topographical Survey/Existing Conditions Survey  
Exhibit C – Vicinity Map/Aerial Photographs 
Exhibit D – Streetscape Images 
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 

 
Ordinance 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 901 NORFOLK AVENUE SUBDIVISION PLAT 
LOCATED AT 901 AND 907 NORFOLK AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

 
WHEREAS, the owners of the properties known as the Snyder’s Addition to Park 

City Amended Lots 1, 2 , and 3, Block 15 located at 901and 907 Norfolk Avenue, have 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision; and  

 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the 

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners 

according to the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 9, 2014 to 

receive input on the proposed subdivision; 
 
WHEREAS, on April 9, 2014 the Planning Commission forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2014 the City Council held a public hearing on the 
proposed 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed 

901 Norfolk Avenue 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 901 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision, 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 901 and 907 Norfolk Avenue within the Historic 

Residential (HR-1) District. 
2. On December 17, 2013, the applicant submitted an application for a plat amendment 

to amend three (3) lots containing a total of 5,625 square feet into two (2) lots of 
record in order to conform to the found rebar and cap and the existing ownership for 
901 Norfolk Avenue and 907 Norfolk Avenue. 

3. The proposed Lot 1 will contain 1,950 square feet and Lot 2 will contain 3,675 
square feet.   
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4. The application was deemed complete on January 2, 2014.   
5. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single-family 

dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a duplex.  
6. Based on the lot areas, the maximum footprint allowed for Lot 1 is 873.8 square feet 

and for Lot 2 is 1,494.7 square feet. 
7. The properties have frontage on and access from Norfolk Avenue.   
8. Lot 1 contains an existing historic single family dwelling and Lot 2 contains an 

existing non-historic single family dwelling. 
9. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-

complying or non-conforming situations. 
10. The historic home at 901 Norfolk encroaches into the 9th Street ROW by less than 

one foot (1’) and must obtain an encroachment agreement with the City for that 
encroachment prior to plat recordation.  

11. The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements across the frontage of 
the lots.  

 
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 subdivisions. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment. 
4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not 

adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
   

Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and 

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

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

3. No building permit for any work shall be issued unless the applicant has first made 
application for a Historic District Design Review and a Steep Slope CUP application 
if applicable.  

4. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment agreement from the City prior to 
recording the plat for the encroachments into the 9th Street ROW. 

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers may be required for new construction by the Chief Building 
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on 
the final mylar prior to recordation. 

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

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon 
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publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of May, 2014  
 
 

 
 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

      
 

________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
____________________________________ 
Marci Heil, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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Planning Commission  
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Roundabout Condominiums, 300 

Deer Valley Loop Road 
Author:  Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Project Number: PL-13-02147 
Date: April 9, 2014 (This report has been updated since the March 

12, 2014 meeting.  All changes are highlighted.)  
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Plat Amendment 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Roundabout 
Condominiums plat, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as 
found in the draft ordinance.  
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department.  The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Topic 
Applicant:  Blake Henderson, Roundabout LLC 
Location:   300 Deer Valley Loop Road 
Zoning:  Residential (R-1) 
Adjacent Land Uses:  Single family condominium units, multi-family condominium 

units, single family and duplex dwellings.  
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council approval.  
 
Proposal 
The purpose of this application is to amend the existing Roundabout Subdivision plat 
consisting of two (2) duplexes on two (2) lots and remove the lot line to convert it to two 
(2) condominium buildings consisting of two (2) units in each building for a total of four 
(4) units.  
 
Purpose 
The purpose of the Residential (R-1) District is to:  
 
(A) Allow continuation of land Uses and architectural scale and styles of the original 
Park City residential Area,  
(B) Encourage Densities that preserve the existing residential environment and that 
allow safe and convenient traffic circulation,  
(C) Require Building and Streetscape design that minimizes impacts on existing 
residents and reduces architectural impacts of the automobile,  
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(D) Require Building design that is Compatible with the topographic terrain and steps 
with the hillsides to minimize Grading,  
(E) Encourage Development that protects and enhances the entry corridor to the Deer  
Valley Resort Area,  
(F) Provide a transition in Use and scale between the Historic Districts and the Deer  
Valley Resort; and 
(G) Encourage designs that minimize the number of driveways accessing directly onto  
Deer Valley Drive.  
 
Background  
On November 13, 2013, the City received a complete application for this condominium 
plat to combine the two (2) existing lots into one Condominium lot of record from the 
Roundabout Subdivision plat that was approved by City Council on June 14, 2007 and 
recorded at Summit County on February 21, 2008 (Exhibit E).  
 
The Roundabout Subdivision created two (2) lots from one (1) metes and bounds parcel 
of Block 57 of the Park City Survey. The metes and bounds parcel was .64 of an acre, 
or 24,877 square feet of land.  No previous applications had been received for this 
property prior to the Roundabout Subdivision in 2007.   
 
The applicant wished to create the subdivision to facilitate the new construction of one 
duplex on each of the lots. A duplex is an allowed use in the R-1 district.  However, a 
building permit cannot be issued for metes and bounds parcels of land so the property 
was subdivided.   
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing during the May 2007 regular meeting 
and unanimously forwarded a positive recommendation.  Public input from concerned 
neighbors was focused primarily on the impact of construction on the neighborhood.  A 
Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) is a requirement for all building permits. Council 
heard the application on June 14, 2007 and voted to approve the subdivision.  The plat 
was recorded on February 21, 2008. As conditioned, the proposed plat (Exhibit A) is 
consistent with the conditions of approval of the existing Roundabout Subdivision plat 
(Exhibit K).  
 
The Roundabout Subdivision plat created two (2) new lots, Lot 1 being 12,658 square 
feet and Lot 2 being 12,219 square feet (Lot 2) in size. Conditions of Approval that were 
specific to this plat approval (see Exhibit K) were: 5) The applicant stipulates to 
restricting the development to a single family home or duplex dwelling on each lot; 6) 
The footprint on each lot will not exceed 3,200 square feet; 7) Shared access for the 
proposed lots will be accessed off of Deer Valley Loop Road; 8) An encroachment 
agreement will be created for improvements to the platted 3rd Street prior to building 
permit issuance on either lot; and 9) The applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in 
an amount approved by the City Engineer and in a form approved by the City Attorney, 
for the public improvements including the fire hydrant, bus pull-off, improvements to 
Deer Valley Drive, and lighting, prior to plat recordation. 
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The duplexes have not been built to date and the applicant now wishes to amend the 
plat, convert it to a condominium plat, remove the existing lot line and put two 
condominium buildings that each contain two (2) units (four (4) units total) but have an 
updated and more compatible design and architecture than previously proposed when 
the original plat was recorded. The applicant also proposes to build a shared parking 
structure underground instead of having four (4) garage doors facing Deer Valley Drive 
as was previously proposed with the original plat. The applicant will operate the 
properties as a Condominium HOA managed four-unit residential property. The 
development concept is intended to be a high-end residential first or second home with 
mountain contemporary design using clean lines with natural and local finishes. The 
underground parking structure allows for 2 cars per unit plus 6 additional guest parking 
spaces. 
 
At the March 12, 2014 Planning Commission meeting the Planning Commission voted 
unanimously to continue the item to the April 9, 2014 meeting. Commissioner Gross 
requested to see updated plans so that all drawings show the driveway in the correct 
place. Commissioner Stuard was concerned as to how high the retaining walls would 
need to be with regards to the vertical cuts during excavation. He requested an accurate 
site plan that depicts the locations and heights of all the retaining walls on the site. He 
suggested placing a condition of approval to the Construction Mitigation Plan that 
addresses the hours and methods of hauling. Commissioner Strachan requested to see 
larger plans that show the topographical data, existing grade, finished grade, heights to 
each floor and each setback level as well as an estimation of the amount of dirt that 
would be removed. Commissioner Strachan also requested to see the Construction 
Mitigation Plan and Geo-technical report. The complete Planning Commission meeting 
minutes from March 12, 2014 may be obtained from the March 26, 2014 packet.  
 
The applicant has submitted all items as requested in the attached exhibits with the 
exception of the full Construction Mitigation Plan which is required at time of Building 
Permit application. The applicant intends to stage the project entirely on his property 
and already received the approvals to build two (2) duplex dwellings in 2007 which will 
have more impact on the property than the proposed two (2) condominium buildings. 
The Conditions of Approval stipulate that all staging of the project must be done entirely 
on the applicant’s property and that the hours of hauling shall be between 8 am and 6 
pm Monday through Friday throughout the duration of the project. The Planning 
Commission may place additional conditions of approval that should be included in the 
Construction Mitigation Plan as deemed necessary. Staff finds with the existing 
approvals of the two (2) platted lots and current submittal of the Geo-technical report, 
the applicant has provided enough information to move forward and all requirements of 
the Construction Mitigation Plan will be adhered to and strictly enforced by the Building 
Department.  
 
Analysis 
This request for the Roundabout Condominiums plat removes the existing lot line and 
combines the existing two (2) lots into one condominium plat with two (2) condominium 
buildings that each contain two (2) units (four (4) units total) with a common parking 
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structure in accordance with the Utah Condominium Act.  The zoning district is 
Residential District (R-1). The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose 
statements of the district in that the use as residences is unchanged, however they will 
now be condominium units. A change in unit square footage is proposed minimizing site 
disturbance, preserving the existing natural open space, and minimizing impacts of 
development.  
 
The Roundabout Condominiums is a residential four (4) unit - two (2) condominium 
building development that meets Park City’s current R-1 zoning and code requirements. 
The property is subject to the following criteria: 
 
 Required Approved in 2007 Currently Proposed 
Site 
Requirements 

Lot has frontage on 
the streets master 
plan, or on private 
easement 
connecting the lot to 
a street shown on 
the streets master 
plan 

Frontage is adjacent 
to Deer Valley Drive 
and Deer Valley 
Loop Road.  Access 
is proposed off of 
Deer Valley Loop 
Road. 

Frontage is adjacent 
to Deer Valley Drive 
and Deer Valley Loop 
Road.  Access is 
proposed off of Deer 
Valley Drive. 

 Lot Size  Duplex Dwelling: 
3750 square feet 
minimum lot size 
 

Lot 1: 12,658 square 
feet; Lot 2: 12,219 
square feet  (total for 
subdivision is 24,877 
square feet). 

27,779.15 square feet 
total lot size. Duplex 
Dwellings & 
Condominium 
Buildings are allowed 
uses.  (Difference of 
2,902.15 sf of lot size 
is due to proposed 
bus pull out location 
and is dependent on 
Council’s approval of 
the vacation of ROW 
which was previously 
dedicated by applicant 
in exchange for other 
land for the ROW. 

Minimum width 
of Lot 

37.5 feet for a 
duplex dwelling 

Lot 1: 130 feet; Lot 2: 
150 feet buildable 
width. 

Approximately 280 
feet buildable width; 
complies.  

Maximum 
Footprint 

Determined by 
setbacks (i.e. can be 
as big as the 
building pad) 

3,200 square feet per 
duplex dwelling 

2,613 square feet for 
Units A&B combined 
and 2,286 square feet 
for Units C&D 
combined; complies. 

Front yard 
setback 

15 feet minimum; 20 
feet for garage 

20 feet 20 feet; complies. 
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Rear yard 
setback 

10 feet minimum 10 feet 10 feet; complies. 

Side yard 
setback 

5 feet minimum 10 feet 10 feet; complies. 

Height 28 feet above 
existing grade, 
maximum 

32 feet above 
existing grade 
(Gabled, hip and 
similar pitched roofs 
may extend up to five 
feet (5’) above the 
Zone Height). 

22 feet above existing 
grade; complies. 

Parking 2 off-street spaces 
per dwelling unit 

2 off-street spaces 
per dwelling unit with 
4 double-wide 
garage doors facing 
Deer Valley Drive. 

14 spaces proposed 
in underground 
parking structure with 
1 double-wide garage 
door facing Deer 
Valley Drive, 
complies. 

Architecture N/A • Significant 
amount of 
exposed retaining 

• Less set back – 
limited green 
space between 
Deer Valley Drive 
and homes 

• Less building step 
back 

• More massing 

• Minimal amount of 
exposed retaining 

• More set back – 
more green space 
between Deer 
Valley Drive and 
homes 

• More building step 
back 

• Less massing 

 
The R-1 District of Park City is a transitional zone leaving Old Town entering the Deer 
Valley Resort area.  Under the purpose statement of this zone, the LMC clearly 
describes the encouragement of densities that preserve the existing residential 
environment and that allow safe and convenient traffic circulation.  In terms of safe and 
convenient traffic circulation, the purpose statement also notes that designs that 
minimize the number of driveways accessing directly onto Deer Valley Drive are 
encouraged.  Another goal of the R-1 District is to require building designs that are 
compatible with the topographic terrain and steps with the hillsides to minimize grading.  
The applicant has worked with Staff to comply with the purpose statement of the R-1 
District and mitigate the issues of access, density, and steep slope. Architectural design 
guidelines as found in the LMC will need to be adhered to and will be reviewed upon 
building permit submittal. 
 
The Roundabout Condominiums meet all zoning and code requirements. The applicant 
is proposing density at three times less than what is allowed within the zone. As part of 
the 2007 Roundabout Subdivision, the applicant stipulated to conditions of approval 
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which limited density from 14 old town-style development lots to two (2) lots with four (4) 
units. As mentioned in the background the Roundabout Subdivision contained five 
Conditions of Approval that were specific to that plat. As per COA #5, the applicant still 
stipulates to restricting development to duplex dwellings (condominium buildings with 
two units). As per COA #6, the applicant still stipulates to restricting the footprint of each 
duplex to 3,200 square feet, in fact the proposed footprints will be much smaller. As per 
COA #7, the shared access for the proposed new lot will change to be off of Deer Valley 
Drive instead of off of Deer Valley Loop Road as was previously approved. As per COA 
#8, The City Engineer decided that the encroachment agreement for improvements to 
the platted 3rd Street is no longer necessary as the access point has changed to Deer 
Valley Drive. As per COA #9, the applicant still stipulates to submitting a financial 
guarantee for the public improvements to Deer Valley Drive. The driveway access 
easement across the property off of Deer Valley Loop Road and Third Street as shown 
on the existing plat (Exhibit E) will be removed on the proposed plat as there will be a 
shared underground parking structure accessed off of Deer Valley Drive and no 
driveway will be needed across the entire property at grade. The encroachments onto 
the applicant’s property by the owner of 510 Ontario Avenue were never previously 
addressed. These encroachments from the asphalt driveway, rock retaining wall and hot 
tub will either need to be removed or else the parties will need to enter into an 
encroachment agreement prior to plat recordation. The proposed condominium 
buildings are also under the height and footprint maximum requirements, have reduced 
massing and added relief to the building elevations from what was contemplated in 
2007. The new proposed building design significantly limits the amount of free standing 
retaining walls thus allowing the natural vegetation to remain in place (Exhibit H). 
 
The proposed parking is almost double what is required and sits underground in a 
parking structure thus reducing the view of vehicles from the street and reducing the 
number of garage doors from the previously proposed four to one (viewable from Deer 
Valley Drive). Vehicles exiting the property on the common driveway are required to exit 
head first onto Deer Valley Drive, thus making it much safer on a flat and shorter 
driveway than the previous proposed plans which were to back out on a much longer 
and steeper driveway onto the already substandard Deer Valley Loop Road (Exhibit I). 
The shared parking structure consists of 8,997.3 square feet which includes two (2) 
parking spaces per unit and a total of six (6) guest parking spaces. 
 
The applicant previously gave the city significant amount of land easements to improve 
Deer Valley Loop Road and the Deer Valley Drive bus stop as part of the prior 
subdivision. The new proposal with the driveway entrance off of Deer Valley Drive 
causes the applicant to move the newly built bus pull-out further to the west, as per the 
City Engineer’s request and approval. Due to the bus pull-out modifications along Deer 
Valley Drive, the applicant will need to deed a portion of property to the City for ROW 
improvements and receive another portion of existing ROW improvements back from 
the City. Exhibit C shows the 875 square feet that will be dedicated to the applicant and 
164 square feet that will be dedicated to the City. The applicant previously dedicated 
3,152.54 square feet to the City with the 2007 Subdivision for the bus pull-out and Deer 
Valley Drive and Deer Valley Loop ROW improvements (Exhibit E). In order for this to 
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occur, the applicant will need to petition the City Council to vacate the 875 square feet 
of ROW. This should occur concurrent with the plat amendment request at City Council. 
 
Steep Slope and Density 
One defining characteristic of the property is the steepness of the slope.  Steep slopes 
in the R-1 zone do not require a steep slope analysis.  A point of discussion that was 
brought up at the March 12, 2014 Planning Commission meeting revolved around LMC 
Section 15-7.3(D) which explains the role of the developer and planning commission in 
the instance of Land being restricted due to the character of the land.  This section 
states “Land which the Planning Commission finds to be unsuitable for subdivision or 
development due to flooding, improper drainage, steep slopes, rock formations, mine 
hazards, potentially toxic wastes, adverse earth formations or topography, wetlands, 
geologic hazards, utility easements, or other features, including ridge lines, which will 
reasonably be harmful to the safety, health, and general welfare of the present or future 
inhabitants of the subdivision and/or its surrounding areas, shall not be subdivided or 
developed unless adequate methods are formulated by the Developer and approved by 
the Planning Commission, upon recommendations of a qualified engineer, to solve the 
problems created by the unsuitable land conditions.  The burden of the proof shall lie 
with the Developer.  Such land shall be set aside or reserved for uses as shall not 
involve such a danger.”   
 
This land, when it was previously approved to be subdivided in 2007, was deemed 
suitable by qualified engineers, those of the applicant’s as well as the City Engineer, 
based upon the building design and retaining proposed. Currently two duplexes are 
approved to be developed should the applicant decide to not proceed forward with the 
current application. Staff feels that the provided Geotechnical report and the CMP due 
at time of Building Permit application will be sufficient to meet the requirements of the 
statute for this application. 
 
City staff has not overlooked this element but has worked with the applicant on the 
proposed condominium plat in an effort to mitigate the impact of developing on a steep 
slope.  Prior development on neighboring lots also provides evidence that this land is 
situated on stable ground, and the developer has hired Applied Geotechnical 
Environmental Company and has provided a certified geotechnical report that provides 
soil structure analysis for the structural design.  During the building department review 
of the project, a CMP will be required and will be thoroughly reviewed by those qualified 
within the Building Department. The applicant must adhere to the CMP in order to 
obtain a Building Permit.    
 
The applicant is aware of the limitations of working on a steep slope.  In 2007, the 
applicant voluntarily proposed less density in the subdivision given these limitations.  
Under the LMC, a duplex requires 3,750 square feet of lot area.  The applicant agrees 
to a limitation of two condominium buildings on the entire condominium lot for a total of 
four (4) units.  The lot is much greater than the lot requirement of 3,750 square feet 
times two which would total 7,500 square feet. 
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The Park City General Plan discussed the current trend of density in the area and states 
that “the zone’s permitted density is resulting in more density and larger scale than the 
neighborhood is comfortable with.”  One recommendation within the General Plan to 
address the issue is to “re-evaluate the zoning in the area and make changes 
necessary to decrease the density and scale of structures.”  The LMC defined density 
as “The intensity or number of non-residential and residential uses expressed in terms 
of unit equivalents per acre or lot or units per acre.  Density is a function of both number 
and type of dwelling units and/or non-residential units and the land area.”   
 
The surrounding land use in the area is made up of single family and multi-family units.  
The applicant has introduced plans for two condominium buildings on the lot.  Planning 
staff had previously analyzed the density of the surrounding development and had 
found that the proposed density is appropriate for the surrounding scale and use.  In an 
analysis of the surrounding properties and the percent of land utilized for footprint 
completed in 2007 (Exhibit J), the applicant was just below the average of 27 percent.  
Percent of footprint of the analyzed lots ranged from 11.7% to 38.9%.  The applicant 
was proposing 25.3% and 26.2% for each of the lots.   This is consistent with the 
density of the adjacent properties.  In terms of number of dwelling units per lot area, the 
applicant’s property will be much less dense than the neighboring developments with an 
extra 2000 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit (Exhibit J). 
 
The footprint of a dwelling is not regulated in the R-1 zone, however, the applicant 
stipulated to a maximum footprint of 3,200 square feet as part of the 2007 Subdivision.  
Setback requirements in the R-1 zone determine the allowable footprint of dwellings.  In 
the neighboring HR-1 zone the footprint of a building is determined using the maximum 
foot print formula.  In 2007 an analysis was made by applying this formula from the HR-
1 District to the two existing lots to see what the allowed footprint would be: 12,658 
square foot lot results in a 3107.63 square foot footprint, 12,219 square foot lot area 
results in a 3074 square foot footprint.  These amounts were within 125 square feet of 
the 3,200 square foot footprint that the applicant requested in 2007 and the current 
proposal shows footprints that are much smaller: 2,613 square feet for Units A&B 
combined and 2,286 square feet for Units C&D combined.  Staff has incorporated a 
condition of approval that the footprint of each building will not exceed 3,200 square 
feet, as was previously conditioned. 
 
Good Cause 
Staff finds good cause for this record of survey amendment as it removes the lot line to 
create an underground connected parking structure and makes it so four garage doors 
will not be seen from Deer Valley Drive as was previously approved. One common 
driveway off of Deer Valley Drive that vehicles can pull out front-facing will be much 
safer and a better alternative to backing out onto the already dangerous Deer Valley 
Loop Road, as was previously approved in 2007.  
 
The proposed plat would allow for smaller footprints, lower building heights, more 
setbacks, a significantly smaller amount of exposed retaining walls, less massing, more 
building step backs verses what was previously approved. Staff finds that the plat will 
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not cause undo harm on any adjacent property owners because the proposal mitigates 
the issues of density, scale, and access addressed within the General Plan and LMC for 
this area. Staff finds that all requirements of the Land Management Code for any future 
development can be met. All encroachments will be remedied by agreement before the 
plat will be recorded. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through interdepartmental review.  No issues were raised, 
pertaining to the requested plat amendment, that have not been mitigated.  
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received further public input on this application at the time of this report.   
 
Process 
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18.  A Building Permit is publicly 
noticed by posting of the permit. 
 
Alternatives 
• The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council approve the 

application for the Roundabout Condominiums plat, as conditioned or amended, or 
• The Planning Commission may recommend that the City deny the application and 

direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or 
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion and provide Staff and the 

Applicant with specific direction regarding additional information necessary to make 
a recommendation on this item. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The two (2) lots would remain separate, only allowing for two (2) duplexes as previously 
proposed and approved. The existing approvals would allow for larger footprints, higher 
building heights, less setbacks, significant amount of exposed retaining walls, more 
massing, less building step backs, and four double-wide garage doors facing Deer 
Valley Drive verses what is currently proposed. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Roundabout 
Condominiums plat, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as 
found in the draft ordinance.  
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Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance and Proposed Plat for the Roundabout Condominiums 
Exhibit B – Proposed Grading Exhibit 
Exhibit C – Proposed Property Line Exhibit (lands to be deeded to and from City ROW) 
Exhibit D – Proposed Elevations, Floor Plans and Section 
Exhibit E – Aerial Photograph with proposed Site Plan superimposed 
Exhibit F – Existing Conditions – Topography with existing plat superimposed 
Exhibit G – Previously approved Roundabout Subdivision Plat recorded on February 21,   
                  2008 
Exhibit H – Ordinance No.07-33 approved with the Roundabout Subdivision Plat in 2007  
Exhibit I – Existing Site Photographs 
Exhibit J – Previously proposed and approved in 2007 – Two Lot Duplex Site Plan, 
Elevation, and Rendering 
Exhibit K – Neighborhood Analysis completed in 2007 
Exhibit L – Planning Commission Meeting Minutes from April & May 2007 
Exhibit M – Geo-technical Report 
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Ordinance No. 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ROUNDABOUT CONDOMINIUMS PLAT, 
LOCATED AT 300 DEER VALLEY LOOP ROAD, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

 
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Roundabout Subdivision, 

have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Roundabout Condominiums plat, a 
Utah Condominium project; and 
 

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

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was published in the Park Record and notice 
letters were sent to all affected property owners, in accordance with the Land 
Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 12, 2014, 

to  receive input on the supplemental plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a second public hearing on April 9, 

2014, to  receive additional input on the supplemental plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 9, 2014, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on April 24, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on the 

amended record of survey plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 

Roundabout Condominiums plat, a Utah Condominium project. 
 
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 Roundabout Condominiums plat, a Utah Condominium project, as shown in 
Attachment 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 300 Deer Valley Loop Road.  
2. The property is located within the Residential (R-1) District. 
3. The R-1 zone is a transitional zone in use and scale between the historic district and 

the Deer Valley Resort. 
4. The condominium plat will create one (1) condominium lot of record containing a 

total of 27,779.15 square feet. 
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5. There are no existing structures on the property. 
6. Access to the property will be from Deer Valley Drive in a single access point on a 

common driveway for all units to a shared underground parking structure. 
7. The minimum lot size in the R-1 zone is 3,750 square feet for a duplex dwelling.  
8. A duplex dwelling is an allowed use in the R-1 zone. 
9. The total private area of the condominiums consists of 5,230.2 square feet; the 

Limited Common Area consists of 306 square feet. 
10. Unit A consists of 3,769.6 square feet of private area and 2,852.3 square feet of 

limited common area. Unit B consists of 2,581.2 square feet of private area and 
2,013 square feet of limited common area. Unit C consists of 2,581.2 square feet of 
private area and 2,013 square feet of limited common area. Unit D consists of 
3,076.7 square feet of private area and 2,385.8 square feet of limited common area. 

11. The entire project including the parking structure contains 9,446.1 square feet of 
common area, 12,008.7 square feet of private area, and 9,264.1 square feet of 
limited common area. 

12. The footprints total 2,613 square feet for Units A&B combined and 2,286 square feet 
for Units C&D combined; with a total footprint of the project being 4,899 square feet.  

13. The height of the buildings will be 22 feet above existing grade 
14. The front yard setback will be 20 feet, the rear yard setback will be 10 feet and the 

side yard setbacks will be 10 feet each. 
15. The shared parking structure contains a total of 14 parking spaces, exceeding the 

eight (8) parking space requirement. 
16. There are existing encroachments on the property from the owner of 510 Ontario 

Avenue. 
17. The existing shared access easement will be removed with the approval of this plat. 
18. Minimal construction staging area is available along Deer Valley Loop Road and 

Deer Valley Drive. 
19. The Geo-technical report has been reviewed and approved. 
20. A Construction Mitigation Plan will be required upon submittal of a Building Permit 

application. 
21. On June 14, 2007, the City Council approved the Roundabout Subdivision Plat.  This 

plat was recorded February 21, 2008.  
22. On November 13, 2013, the Planning Department received a complete application 

for the Roundabout Condominiums plat.  
23. Due to the bus pull-out modifications along Deer Valley Drive, the applicant will need 

to deed a portion of property to the City for ROW improvements and receive another 
portion of existing ROW improvements back from the City. Exhibit C shows the 875 
square feet that will be dedicated to the applicant and 164 square feet that will be 
dedicated to the City. The applicant previously dedicated 3,152.54 square feet to the 
City with the 2007 Subdivision for the bus pull-out and Deer Valley Drive and Deer 
Valley Loop ROW improvements (Exhibit E). In order for this to occur, the applicant 
will need to petition the City Council to vacate the 875 square feet of ROW. 

24. As conditioned, this condominium plat is consistent with the conditions of approval of 
the Roundabout Subdivision plat as per the findings in the Analysis section.  

 
Conclusions of Law: 
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1. There is good cause for this condominium plat. 
2. The supplemental plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 

supplemental plat. 
4. Approval of the condominium plat, subject to the conditions of approval stated 

below, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park 
City. 

 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form of the 

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

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

3. The applicant stipulates restricting the development to two (2) condominium 
buildings with one (1) underground shared parking structure. This shall be noted on 
the plat. 

4. The footprint of each condominium building will not exceed 3,200 square feet, to be 
noted on the plat. 

5. Shared access for the four units will be a single access point for all units on a 
common driveway into a shared underground parking structure, accessed from Deer 
Valley Drive, to be noted on the plat. 

6. All vehicles exiting the common driveway must pull out of the driveway onto Deer 
Valley Drive front-facing, to be noted on the plat. 

7. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building 
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on 
the final mylar prior to recordation. 

8. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of 
the lot with Deer Valley Drive and Deer Valley Loop Road and shall be shown on the 
plat. 

9. A five foot (5’) wide public utility easement is required along the rear and side lot 
lines. 

10. The applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in an amount approved by the City 
Engineer and in a form approved by the City Attorney, for the public improvements 
including, but not limited to, the fire hydrant, storm drain box, bus pull-out, 
improvements to Deer Valley Drive, and lighting, prior to plat recordation. 

11. An encroachment agreement between the applicant and the owner of 510 Ontario 
Avenue that addresses all current encroachments (asphalt driveway, rock retaining 
wall and hot tub) onto the applicant’s property shall be remedied prior to plat 
recordation. 

12. The Construction Mitigation Plan required at Building Permit application shall 
stipulate that all staging of the project must be done entirely on the applicant’s 
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property and that the hours of hauling shall be between 8 am and 6 pm Monday 
through Friday throughout the duration of the project. 

13. There shall be a tie breaker mechanism in the CCR’s. 
14. Due to the bus pull-out modifications along Deer Valley Drive, the applicant will need 

to deed a portion of property to the City for ROW improvements and receive another 
portion of existing ROW improvements back from the City. In order for this to occur, 
the applicant will need to petition the City Council to vacate the 875 square feet of 
ROW prior to plat recordation. 

  
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this __________ day of _______________, 2014. 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 

____________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Marci Heil, City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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GARAGE
'C'

GARAGE

EXISTING GRADE AT
SECTION LINE B-B

GARAGE SLAB
ELEV. 87'-0"

TERRACE LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 100'-0"
EL. 7107.0' USGS

SECOND LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 111'-0"

MASTER LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 122'-0"

ROOF BRG.
ELEV. 132'-0"

CRAWL SPACE
BELOW UNIT C

(BEYOND)

BATH #1
STAIR BEYOND

5" CONCRETE OVER 3"
COMPOSITE DECKING
(OR CONCRETE OVER
GEO-FOAM )

GEOFOAM AND
GRAVEL BACKFILL

TOP OF PLANTER SLAB
ELEV. 120'-6"

TOP OF PLANTER SLAB
ELEV. 111'-9"

TOP OF PLANTER SLAB
ELEV. 103'-0"

MAXIMUM HEIGHT (28'-) ABOVE
NATURAL, EXISTING GRADE

3'-
2"

34
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"
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MAXIMUM HEIGHT  AT 32'-0" ABOVE
NATURAL, EXISTING GRADE
(PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PROJECT)

SECTION B-B
SCALE 1/8" - 1'-0"

THE ROUNDABOUT
LOT 1+2 ROUNDABOUT SUBDIVISION
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GARAGE
'C'

GARAGE

BR #1BATH #1

STAIR
UNIT C

LIVINGBEDROOM #2

CRAWL SPACE

MASTER BR PATIO

EXISTING GRADE AT
SECTION LINE C-C

GARAGE SLAB
ELEV. 87'-0"

TERRACE LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 100'-0"
EL. 7107.0' USGS

SECOND LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 111'-0"

MASTER LEVEL FIN. FLOOR
ELEV. 122'-0"

ROOF BRG.
ELEV. 132'-0"

GARAGE / TERRACE SLAB
ELEV. 96'-6"

MAXIMUM HEIGHT (28'-) ABOVE
NATURAL, EXISTING GRADE

35
'-5

"
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 O

F
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A
P
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A
X
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T

MAXIMUM HEIGHT  AT 32'-0" ABOVE
NATURAL, EXISTING GRADE
(PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PROJECT)

SECTION C-C
SCALE 1/8" - 1'-0"

THE ROUNDABOUT
LOT 1+2 ROUNDABOUT SUBDIVISION
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