PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

PLANNING COMMISSION PARK CITY
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

August 13, 2014

AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM

ROLL CALL

ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF July 23, 2014

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

CONTINUATIONS

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

317 Ontario Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit PL-14-02258

333 Main Street — The Parkite Condominiums PL-14-02302
Condominium Record of Survey Plat for Commercial Units

7379 Silver Bird Drive, Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First

Amendment — Condominium Plat Amendment PL-14-02322

692 Main Street, 692 Main Street Condominiums — Condominium Plat PL-14-02320

ADJOURN

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

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

JULY 23, 2014

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Chair Nann Worel, Preston Campbell, Stewart Gross, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Adam
Strachan, Clay Stuard

EX OFFICIO:
Planning Director, Thomas Eddington; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Francisco Astorga,

Planner; Christy Alexander, Planner; Ryan Wassum, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean,
Assistant City Attorney

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL

Chair Worel called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

July 9, 2014

MOTION: Commissioner Gross moved to APPROVE the minutes of July 9, 2014 as
written. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioners Worel and Strachan abstained since they
were absent from the July ot meeting.

PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Director Eddington announced that the Planning Department was hosting a Webinar
entitled The Economics of Urbanism on August 7™ from noon to 1:30 p.m. He would send
the Planning Commission an email with all the details. If more than three Commissioners
were interested in attending it would present a quorum and the Webinar would have to be
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noticed to the public. A show of hands indicated that a majority of the Commissioners
would attend and the event would be publicly noticed.

Director Eddington reported that a special Planning Commission meeting was scheduled
on August 6" at 5:30 p.m. for discussion and public hearing regarding Form Based Code.
The consultants would be in attendance. The Planning Department would provide the
Commissioners with a copy of the Draft Form Based Code.

Commissioner Stuard understood that the Utah Chapter of the American Planning
Association was conducting a daylong seminar on Form Based Code in either late August
or September. He asked if the Staff had an exact date. Planner Alexander stated that the
date was Friday, September 19™. Commissioner Stuard recalled that the cost was $250
per person and he asked if there was a less expensive way for public officials to learn the
same information. Planner Alexander offered to look into other seminars and conferences.
She stated that the Planning Commission was also invited to the Western Planners
Conference at the end of September. She would email the details on both the daylong
seminar and the Western Planners Conference.

Commissioner Strachan commented on past joint meetings with the Snyderville Basin
Planning Commission. He understood that the County was on the brink of some major
projects and he suggested that it might be time to have another joint meeting. Director
Eddington stated that the County was working on transportation planning initiatives and
other projects. He agreed that it might be a good time to schedule another joint meeting.
He suggested that they wait until October rather than trying to schedule a meeting during
the summer. Commissioner Strachan recalled scheduling issues for previous meetings
because it was difficult to find a time when everyone could meet. He thought they should
schedule a date far enough in advance so both Planning Commissions could plan around
it. Chair Worel concurred. Director Eddington offered to coordinate with the County
Planning Staff to schedule a time and location.

Commissioner Stuard requested that extra or special meetings be scheduled in the same
week as the regularly scheduled meetings because it works better for those who schedule
travel or other events around the Planning Commission meetings. The Commissioners
agreed.

Commissioner Strachan recalled that from one of the Legal Training sessions they were
going to see if the Property Rights Ombudsman could speak to the Planning Commission.
Assistant City Attorney stated that she had mentioned it to City Attorney Harrington after
their meeting and he favored the idea. She would follow up to see if a time could be
scheduled. Commissioner Strachan found it helpful the last time the Ombudsman spoke to
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the Planning Commission and he thought it would be beneficial for the new
Commissioners.

CONTINUATION(S) — Public hearing and continue to date specified.

1. PCMR Base Area MPD & Woodward Park City and Conditional Use Permit
(Application PL-13-0215 & PL-13-02136)

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

MOTION: Commissioner Stuard moved to CONTINUE the public hearing for the PCMR
Base Area MPD and Woodward Park City and CUP to a date uncertain. Commissioner
Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

2. 7379 Silver Bird Drive, Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment
Condominium Plat Amendment (Application PL-14-02322)

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

MOTION: Commissioner Stuard moved to CONTINUE the public hearing and application
for 7379 Silver Bird Drive, Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment
Condominium Plat Amendment to August 13", Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

3. 692 Main Street, 693 Main Street Condominiums — Condominium Plat.
(Application PL-14-02320)

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

MOTION: Commissioner Stuard moved to CONTINUE the Condominium Plat for 692 Main
Street Condominiums to August 13, 2014. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Planning Commission - August 8, 2014 Page 6 of 159



REGULAR AGENDA - Discussion, public hearing, action.

1. 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision — Plat Amendment
(Application PL-14-02367)

Planner Ryan Wassum reviewed the application for a plat amendment for the purpose of
removing a lot line between Lot 31 and 32 to create one legal lot of record called the 1102
Norfolk Avenue subdivision. The existing historic structure is located across the lot line
separating Lots 31 and 32. Removing the lot line would bring the structure into
compliance. The applicant was proposing to preserve the historic structure and add an
addition. It would further bring the home into compliance and meet the front and side yard
setback, which it currently does not meet.

The Planning Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as it meets the Land
Management Code and creates a legal-conforming structure that is compatible with the
HR-1 District. The plat amendment will also utilize Best Planning and Design Practices
while preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Park City and furthering the
health, safety and welfare of the Park City community.

Planner Wassum reported that the applicant could not move forward with the proposed
preservation and addition to the home until the plat amendment has been recorded.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing for the
1104 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision plat amendment 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.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for 1102 Norfolk Avenue based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Phillips
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision
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1. The property is located at 1102 Norfolk Avenue and consists of two (2) “Old Town”
lots, namely Lots 31 and 32 of Block 8 Snyder’s addition to the Park City Survey.

2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) zoning district.

3. The property has frontage on Norfolk Avenue and the lot contains 3,750 square feet
of area.

4. There is an existing noncomplying historic structure located on the property that
straddles the Lot Line between Lots 31 and 32.

5. The existing historic structure does not meet the front yard setback at 2’ (west
elevation) and the side yard setback at 3.42’ (south elevation) but is a valid
Complying structure pursuant to LMC 15-2.2-4.

6. The side yard (south elevation) retaining wall, concrete walkway, and wood deck
encroach into the 11th Street public right-of-way.

7. The maximum building footprint allowed for 1102 Norfolk Avenue on Lot 31 and 32 is
1,518.75 square feet per the HR-1 LMC requirements and based on the lot size. The
proposed maximum building footprint is 1,480 square feet.

8. The existing home has a building footprint of approximately 1,024 square feet.

9. The minimum lot area for a single family lot in the HR-1 zone is 1,875 square feet.
The minimum lot area for a duplex in the HR-1 zone is 3,750 sf.

10.The maximum height for a home in the HR-1 zone is 27 feet; the existing home is
15.75 feet.

11.Single family homes are an allowed use in the HR-1 zone.

12.0n May 21, 2014, the owner submitted an application for a plat amendment to
remove the lot line between Lot 31 and Lot 32, to create one legal lot of record and
further making the historic structure legally complying. The application was deemed
complete on June 3, 2014.

13.The applicant proposes to renovate the home and add an addition.

14.The home is currently on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) listed as a significant
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structure.

15.The Lot is subject to the Park City Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites for any new construction on the structure.

16.The proposed subdivision plat amendment does not create any new non-complying
or nonconforming situations; removing the lot line makes the historic structure legally
complying.

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

18.There is good cause to remove the lot line to create one lot and make the historic
structure legally complying; the lot size is compatible with lots in the surrounding
neighborhood within the HR-1 District.

Conclusions of Law — 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.

2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.

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

4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval — 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.

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

by the City Council.
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3. Approval of an HDDR application is a condition precedent to issuance of a building
permit for construction on the lots. Also recordation of the plat is a condition of
building permit issuance.

4. Approval of a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit application is a condition
precedent to issuance of a building permit if the proposed development is located on
areas of 30% or greater slope and over 1000 square feet per the LMC.

5. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction/substantial renovation
as required 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 wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of the
lots with Norfolk Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

7. Any encroachments on the 11th Street right-of-way will either need an encroachment
agreement with the City Engineer or be removed.

8. All prior snow storage and snow shedding easements associated with this property
shall be reflected on this plat.

2. 166 Ridge Avenue — Conditional Use Permit, Construction in City Right-of-Way
King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue (Application PL-14-02288)

Planner Christy Alexander stated that the applicant, Thaynes Capital, was represented by
Jonathan DeGray, the project architect. The applicant owns the vacant lots located at
158, 162 and 166 Ridge Avenue, and they were requesting a conditional use permit for
construction of a platted unbuilt City right-of-way to access their driveways and lots.

Planner Alexander noted that the project has significant history and background as outlined
in the Staff report, beginning in October 2006 when the City received an application for the
Subdivision Number One Millsite Reservation Plat Amendment, which was the plat for the
three lots. It was approved by the City Council on the condition that the applicant would
seek a variance or a special exception for the driveway grade and a platted unbuilt City
right-of-way prior to proceeding with the conditional use permits for driveway use of the
right-of-way. The applicant went before the Board of Adjustment in December 2007 and
the special exception was granted to the LMC allowing them to increase the driveway slope
to 14%.

Planner Alexander reported that in April 2007 the applicant submitted another conditional
use permit to construct the driveway within the unbuilt City right-of-way and it was approved
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by the Planning Commission. Construction was delayed and the applicant requested a
one-year extension of the CUP approval. The extension was granted. In June 2008 the
applicant submitted an application for a Steep Slope CUP for construction on the three
vacant lots; however, the Steep Slope CUPs were denied based on the findings to mitigate
the criteria. The applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision to the City
Council and the City Council ultimately approved the Steep Slope CUPs.

Planner Alexander pointed out that the applicant did not construct the road or develop the
lots and the CUP approvals expired. The applicant was ready to develop the lots,
beginning with Lot 1, 166 Ridge Avenue. However, before that was possible the Planning
Commission needed to approve a conditional use permit for construction in the platted un-
built City right-of-way. Planner Alexander noted that the next item on the agenda was the
request for a Steep Slope CUP on Lot 1. Whether or not that application is reviewed by
the Planning Commission would depend on the action taken on the CUP for construction in
the City right-of-way.

Planner Alexander remarked that the Analysis Section in the Staff report outlined the
different standards of review related to this request. The Staff found compliance with the
criteria and that there were no unmitigated impacts. The Staff recommended that the
Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider approving the requested
conditional use permit.

Commissioner Strachan understood that this discussion related only to the driveway CUP
and that the applicant had submitted a separate Steep Slope CUP application for
construction on the lot. Planner Alexander replied that this was correct. She clarified that
if the CUP for the road is denied, the applicant could not move forward with the Steep
Slope CUP because there would not be access to the lots. Planner Alexander explained
that the CUP was not for a private driveway to the home, but rather to construct the platted
right-of-way for access to the lots. Commissioner Strachan questioned why the
applications could not be combined. Planner Alexander replied that separate applications
are required.

Commissioner Campbell asked if the City would have to vacate the right-of-way. Planner
Alexander replied that the right-of-way already existed and nothing would need to be
vacated. It was platted but never built. Commissioner Campbell wanted to know who
would own it once it is built. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that it would not be a
City road. It would be considered a private driveway. Commissioner Campbell clarified
that the City would be allowing the applicant to build a private driveway on City property,
but the applicant would not own it. Ms. McLean replied that this was correct, but that the
applicant would not own the right-of-way. It would also not be dedicated to the City.
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City Engineer, Matt Cassel, stated that it would be a private driveway, not a public road.
There is already an encroachment agreement allowing the applicant to construct the
driveway and it will be theirs to maintain to City standards.

Commissioner Joyce asked if there could ever be a situation where the City might come
back and want to build the road. Mr. Cassel replied that the existing agreement indicates
that the City might want to put in a road at some point in the future; and that would trump
the rights to the private drive. Mr. Cassel did not foresee that occurring because it dead-
ends and there is no place to take a road.

Commissioner Stuard asked if the maintenance of the private road was addressed in the
CC&Rs or any other document. City Engineer Cassel stated that the encroachment
agreement states that the owners of the three lots would be responsible for maintenance.
Commissioner Stuard wanted to know how future property owners would be made aware
of that requirement and how the maintenance expense would be divided. He asked if the
drive would need to be maintained to a certain standard. Mr. Cassel replied that the City
would only impose a standard if it becomes a life/safety issue. Otherwise, it would not
have to meet City standards in terms of quality of materials, width, curb and gutter, etc. If
the drive ends up being substandard, it would never be dedicated to the City in the future.
Regarding the question of how the owners would be informed, Mr. Cassel was unsure how
that would be done. He assumed the owners could create an HOA to share the
maintenance costs.

Commissioner Stuard asked about fire access for the subdivision, particularly Lot 3. City
Engineer Cassel stated that a requirement of constructing the road is to make sure it meets
fire code requirements. Commissioner Stuard indicated a fire hydrant assembly in front of
Lot 3 and asked if the hydrant would be maintained by the City or the lot owners. Mr.
Cassel explained that the extension of the water line reaches a point where it is City owned
and maintained. The owners take maintenance of the water line at the meters.
Commissioner Stuard understood that would occur for the individual water services for
each lot, but his question related to the fire hydrant itself. Mr. Cassel believed it would be
maintained by the City.

Mr. Cassel pointed out that this request was not uncommon. There are a lot of private
drives in the City with public water lines underneath them. Commissioner Stuard asked if
that was addressed in the encroachment agreement. Mr. Cassel stated that the existing
encroachment agreement addresses the drive and who owns and maintains the driveway.
It does not address the water line which is still in the public right-of-way and maintained by
the City.
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Commissioner Campbell asked if the City would be open to any liability issues, particularly
if it is a substandard driveway on City-owned land. He thought measures should be taken
to protect the City. Mr. Cassel stated that it was a good question but difficult to answer
because the City requires a 10% slope maximum on drives in the right-of-way. A variance
was obtained to allow the applicant to go 14%. He was unsure about liability to the City.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the owners are responsible for the maintenance
of the driveway. Commissioner Joyce asked if it was actually City-owned land. He was
told that it was. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that this was addressed in a
specific section of the Code because constructing driveways in City right-of-ways is not a
unique situation. Commissioner Campbell clarified that there were already several private
drives in the right-of-ways throughout the City and there would be no liability issues if they
approved this application. Ms. McLean answered yes.

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

Jonathan DeGray representing the applicant noted that the scheme included in the packet
showed that the applicant had acquired easement rights to bring all the utilities up from
King Road, which eliminates overhead lines or other facilities other than water coming
down from Ridge. Using King Road is a much cleaner installation that coming down from
Ridge Avenue.

Commissioner Phillips read from Condition of Approval #4 on page 41 of the Staff report,
“The City Engineer will review the transition slope to the 15% grade.” He under stood that
the variance was granted for 14% grade. He noted that it also read as 15% in some of the
previous Staff reports. Commissioner Gross noted that Finding of Fact #5 said 14% grade.
Assistant City Attorney McLean believed it was a typo error from the previous application
because the reason for allowing 14% was to transition from the houses to the drive. City
Attorney Cassel agreed that it was a typo because 14% is the maximum on any driveway.
It is usually 10% grade in the right-of-way and the applicant obtained a variance to 14%.
Condition #4 was corrected to reflect 14%.

Commissioner Phillips thought there appeared to be some activity on the site. Mr. DeGray

stated that the lower lot off King was being used as staging for construction across the
street. There was no activity related to this project.
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Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that Condition of Approval #5 states that the
maximum height of the retaining wall was not to exceed 6.87" above existing grade. She
suggested that it be revised to say “...shall not exceed...” to make it affirmative. She
recalled that it was based on older plans but she did believe it had changed.

Condition of Approval #5 was revised to read, “Planning Director and City Engineer will
review the final design and materials for the proposed road and any necessary retaining
walls. No retaining wall shall exceed four (4) feet unless approved by the Planning Director
and City Engineer. The maximum height of the retaining wall shall not exceed 6.87 feet
above existing grade.” The wording, “Per the June 9, 2009 CUP extension request before
the Planning Commission...” was removed.

Commissioner Strachan commented on the emergency vehicle access. He read Item 4
from page 37 of the Staff report, “The Fire District has indicated that Ridge Avenue below
this development needs to be widened to meet Fire District standards for access. The City
Engineer will require the Ridge Avenue Frontage for this subdivision to meet minimum fire
district standards.” He believed that should be done first. Commissioner Strachan felt it
was important to make sure there was adequate fire access before commencing
construction.

Mr. DeGray noted that the driveway is less than 150 feet from a fire hydrant, which meets
the Fire District requirement. Planner Alexander reported that that future development
would be coming forward on 200 Ridge Avenue, and they have proposed to widen Ridge
Avenue along that section. She noted that the top area meets the requirements at this
point.

City Engineer Cassel stated that Ridge Avenue is substandard and for that reason the Fire
District checks periodically to make sure they can access. The Fire District wants 20-feet
of hard surface and they can make it up Ridge Avenue. As development occurs on Ridge,
the City will obtain whatever is necessary to gain more space to ensure that emergency
vehicle can reach the homes that are built. For these three lots and the home being built
on Lot 1, the traffic on Ridge is not substantially more than what currently exists and
emergency vehicles can access.

Commissioner Strachan asked why the City did not vacate the right-of-way. City Attorney
McLean replied that there was never a petition to vacate so it was never considered.
Director Eddington explained that the City Council has recently recommended keeping the
public rights-of way rather than vacating them because the City may have plans in the
future that are unknown at this time. The applicants were investing private money for the
road to meet City standards, but it would remain a public right-of-way. Commissioner
Strachan stated that when a vacation is done a Finding is made that it is for the public
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good. It can be given away because the public no longer needs or uses it. He was
concerned about giving it away without that finding. Commissioner Strachan believed the
vacation process ensures that the City does not give up public land to private entities and
that was not present in this case. The City was privatizing the drive without public gain.

Assistant City Attorney McLean remarked that the rights-of-way are intended for vehicles
and this would allow access. The City still maintains the right to install public utilities in the
road. However, vacation means that the City abandons square footage of public land that
reverts to the landowners and that requires a different process. City Engineer Cassel
stated that in his opinion the City technically does not own the right-of-way. The City
manages the right-of-ways but the purpose is for access to utilities and homes and
emergency access to each individual house. Even though this proposal would construct
the driveway in the right-of-way, the right-of-way would still perform its purpose and allow
access to the houses.

Commissioner Campbell thought the applicant would be doing the City a favor by paying to
construct the road. The City still owns it and they would have the ability to widen it to City
standards in the future. If the road is platted he believed they City owed it to the property
owners to provide access.

City Engineer Cassel believed that in the late 1980’s and 1990’s when the City was
strapped for cash, a lot of private roads were built so the City would not have to increase
the public works operation and costs. They no longer go in that direction and one of the
core functions of the City is to maintain the roads within the City. However, this particular
situation on Ridge Avenue dates back to 2007 and 2008 and having the applicant construct
the road would be a financial benefit to the City.

Commissioner Campbell asked if anything in the driveway design would preclude the City
from being able to build a road in the future. Mr. Cassel stated that the City currently has
a number of requests for converting private driveways into public rights of way. The
downfall is that the private drives that were constructed 20 years ago are reaching their end
of life and the neighbors want the driveways to be converted to public. Mr. Cassel clarified
that if the road was built substandard, the City would not take it unless it was improved to
City standards. Commissioner Campbell understood that the City would not be giving up
any rights by allowing the applicant to put a driveway across the right-of way.

Commissioner Strachan felt the City was giving up public access to the hiking and biking
trails behind the road. Commissioner Strachan pointed out that if the requested CUP is
allowed under 15-3-5 of the LMC the Planning Commission could not stop it. However, he
personally thought the vacation process was a better option to get the City what it needs as
opposed to a conditional use permit for a driveway that is actually a road.
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MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the conditional use permit for 166
Ridge Avenue for construction in the City right-of-way, King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue,
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the
Staff report and as amended with the changes to Conditions of Approval #4 and #5
previously stated in the discussion this evening. Commissioner Phillips seconded the
motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 166 Ridge Avenue — Construction in ROW

1. The property is located at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue.
2. The zoning is Historic Residential Low Density (HRL).

3. The approved plat combines lots 35-40 and 66-71, portions of lots 33 and 34 Block
75 of the Millsite Reservation to Park City, and the vacated half of Anchor Avenue
adjacent to these lots into three lots of record and a parcel dedicated to Park City.

4. Access to the lots is via a private driveway in platted, but unbuilt Ridge Avenue north
of the switchback.

5. A Special Exception was granted by the Board of Adjustment to permit a driveway
slope up to 14%.

6. A two-tiered retaining wall along the west and north sides will be a maximum of eight
feet high (total). The Special Exception granted on December 18, 2007 lowered the
wall another 4 feet over the 100 foot length to a maximum height of 4 feet. Retaining
walls exceeding 4 feet will need to be approved by the Planning Director and City
Engineer.

7. The driveway is 19 feet wide with a two-foot shoulder on the west side. The right of way
is 35 feet wide with 15 feet from the edge of curb to the west edge of the right-of-way. With
a 14% grade slope, a structural retaining wall at the north end is unnecessary. Grade is
met with a sloped boulder wall less than four feet in height. The boulder wall at the north
end leaves 22 feet from the edge of asphalt to the north end of the property (extended.)

8. There is adequate snow storage between the driveways (downhill side) on the

individual lots as well as at the north end of the driveway. A snow shed easement
was recorded at Summit County as Entry # 906401 on September 9, 2010.
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9. The driveway will be paved in concrete.
10.The staff findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law — 166 Ridge Avenue — Construction in ROW

1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code.
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

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

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

Conditions of Approval — 166 Ridge Avenue — Construction in ROW

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits. The plan shall include a phasing, timing, staging,
and coordination of construction with adjacent projects to address mitigation of
neighborhood impacts due to the volume of construction in this neighborhood.

3. City Engineer review and approval of all construction, including grading, utility
installation, public improvements and storm drainage plans, and all construction
within the ROW, for compliance with City and Fire District standards, is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.

4. The City Engineer will review the transition slopes to the 14% grade.

5. Planning Director and City Engineer will review the final design and materials for the
proposed road and any necessary retaining walls. No retaining wall shall exceed

four (4) feet unless approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer. The maximum
height of the retaining wall shall not exceed 6.87 feet above existing grade.

6. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District review and approval of the utility plans

for compliance with SBWRD standards and procedures, is a condition precedent to
building permit issuance.
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7. A final utility plan is required to be approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of
a building permit.

8. A Historic District Design application shall be submitted prior to submittal of a
building permit application for Lots 1, 2, & 3.

9. A building permit will be required to build the road and retaining walls.

10. The City Engineer will review the final construction documents and confirm that all
existing utilities will not be impacted and anticipated utilities will be located in
accordance with the plans as submitted.

11. A final landscape plan shall be submitted with a Steep Slop Conditional Use Permit
or Historic District Design Review for approval by the Planning Department prior to
issuance of a building permit for the lots and driveway. The landscaping shall be
complete prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the lots. The
landscape plan shall provide mitigation of the visual impacts of the driveway and any
retaining walls and mitigation for removal of any existing Significant Vegetation. Prior
to removal of any trees, an arborist report shall be provided to the Planning
Department for review. The arborist report shall include a recommendation regarding
any Significant Vegetation proposed to be removed and appropriate mitigation for
replacement vegetation.

12. Parking is restricted to on the driveway.
13.All conditions of approval of the Subdivision No. 1 Millsite Reservation Plat
(Ordinance No. 07-74) and the findings of the December 18, 2007 Special Exception

approval must be adhered to.

14.The Conditional Use Permit will expire on July 23, 2015, if a building permit has not
been granted.

15.The Planning Department and City Engineer will review any proposed guardrail and
lighting considerations at time of final design.

3. 166 Ridge Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue (Application PL-14-02268)

Planner Alexander handed out an email she received from a nearby property owner who
was unable to attend this evening.
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Planner Wassum reviewed the application requesting a Steep Slope CUP for a new single
family home with a proposed square footage of 2,823 square feet on a vacant, 5,899
square foot lot located at 166 Ridge Avenue. Since the total floor area exceeds 1,000
square feet and the construction is proposed on a slope 30% or greater, Planning
Commission approval is required for a Steep Slope CUP.

Planner Wassum provided a brief history of the property regarding the Steep Slope. On
June 11, 2008 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on a Steep Slope for 158,
162, and 166 Ridge Avenue to construct single family homes. The Planning Commission
denied the CUP as proposed because it did not mitigate the criteria outlined in the LMC.
The applicant appealed that decision to the City Council and the Council overturned the
Planning Commission and approved the Steep Slope CUP based on modifying the
Findings to mitigate the criteria. The CUP eventually expired because a building permit
was never obtained.

Planner Wassum reviewed the Analysis contained in the Staff report and noted that the
Staff found no unmitigated impacts. However, the Planning Director was requesting that
the Planning Commission discuss Criteria 9 relative to the building height. Planner
Wassum noted that for tandem garages, the height is allowed to exceed 27’ upto 35’ on a
downhill lot. The applicant was proposing a 34 feet exception for the garage and the
circulation attached to the garage. The Planning Commission was asked to review the
circulation area and provide input. Planner Alexander explained that the Planning Director
can normally approve the height to 35’ for circulation only. The applicant has a large area
that was initially designed as a storage area; but because they could not have additional
living space, the storage was removed and the area was enclosed completely. The Staff
felt it was a large area to have at the 35’ height. Typically, access is only allowed from the
garage door to the elevator or the stairway to go downstairs.

Planner Wassum reviewed the plans showing the entrance to the house and the circulation
area.

Jonathan DeGray, the project architect, stated that the plat restriction is 18’ of total height
for the garage floor to the ridge. They comply with that requirement. Under the current
Code a maximum of 35’ is allowed and they were proposing 34’. Mr. DeGray stated that
the problem with reducing the area is that it has a roof over it. Looking at the building in its
entire context, to reduce the area and reduce the roof would create a truncated form
connecting to the garage. As an alternative they created attic space and abandoned it as
usable space, but allowed the roof to remain so it blends well into the form of the garage
and the elevator element, and then steps down into the staircase. Mr. DeGray thought it
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made sense from an elevation standpoint. They were not asking for additional living space
but it was a way to resolve the roof form and still keep the flow of the building.

Mr. DeGray noted that 7:12 was a maximum pitch in the zone; however, the plat dictates
8:12. They were dealing with steeper roof forms due to the plat requirement. If they were
permitted to go to a 7:12 pitch he could bring the roof down approximately 18” inches.

Commissioner Joyce referred to the drawings on pages 120 and 121 of the Staff report and
asked Mr. DeGray for clarification. Mr. DeGray identified the different elements, including
the closed off area.

Commissioner Stuard asked why an 8:12 pitch was required on the plat. Mr. DeGray
replied that it was a criteria that the Planning Staff wrote in 2008. Commissioner Gross
asked if 8:12 was the City standard at the time. Mr. DeGray did not believe it was.
Commissioner Stuard could understand if for historic context, but the proposed structure
was not historic architecture.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the pitch was a condition of approval from the
plat. A condition also says that the garage entry must be at the front setback. She asked if
that condition had been met. Mr. DeGray believed it was a far forward as possible and still
maintain its single car garage door width. He noted that page 116 of the Staff report
showed the width of the building as far forward towards the street as possible before it
comes to a triangular point.

The Staff requested that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider
approving the conditional use permit for the Steep Slope, as well as the special exception
for the height from 27’ to 35'.

Commissioner Campbell thought this was the same type of exception that the Planning
Commission recently approved for the Rio Grande regarding the elevator. Director
Eddington clarified that the exception for the Rio Grande was for non-habitable space that
was above a certain height. He believed this scenario was slightly different. Commission
Campbell understood that the space at 166 Ridge would also be uninhabitable. Director
Eddington replied that it would be habitable. Assistant City Attorney McLean remarked that
the Steep Slope CUP was subject to different criteria within the Code and they were talking
about two different exceptions.

Mr. DeGray commented on the question of whether the space was excessive. He stated
that in looking at the entry area, the door swing of the front door, the door swing of the
garage, the door swing of the elevator, and the bench provided as a mud room type space,
he would be hard pressed to say that it was excessive. He did not believe the entry could
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be any smaller given the door swings and the circulation required to move from the
staircase to the garage.

Commissioner Campbell asked if the applicant would prefer an exception to lower the roof
pitch or if it was better to leave it at 8:12. He wanted to know which way would achieve the
best architecture. Mr. DeGray stated that it was about form and he would be comfortable
with a lower pitch if it was what the Planning Commission wanted. Assistant City Attorney
McLean clarified that the roof pitch was a condition of approval of the plat and it could not
be changed without going through a plat amendment.

Mr. DeGray remarked that it was a minor area, but from an aesthetic standpoint the
continuation of the ridge makes it a simpler roof form. Commissioner Campbell stated that
in his opinion, they give the Planning Director the ability to consider exceptions to
encourage good architecture. He encouraged Director Eddington to use the exceptions
whenever he finds it appropriate. Director Eddington stated that he wanted Planning
Commission input on this particular application because it is the first of three lots that
would be requesting a Steep Slope CUP along Ridge. He noted that the Staff prefers
steeper pitches in general, and he believed the steeper pitch works better on this particular
site.

Mr. DeGray stated that these were big lots. The lot for 166 Ridge Avenue is 5,800 square
feet and the plat allows 3,000 square feet of living. They were proposing 2,800 square
feet. The footprint allowed for that lot size is 2,117 square feet. They were proposing
1,625. The project meets all the Code criteria in terms of height and setbacks. The platas
laid out provides 30 feet of open space on all three lots for a total of 4,500 square feet
open space. There is significant buffer on the downhill side of these lots between the
adjacent properties on Daly Avenue going down the hill. The vegetation looking from Daly
on to the hillside is all within the 30’ of open space on the lot, plus an additional 15 feet
further up the hill into the lots. The vegetation will shield the construction from below.

Mr. DeGray noted that part of the history of the property is that the houses proposed in
2008 were very large structures. The current application proposes much smaller homes at
a more appropriate scale with single-car garages.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Karleen Riele, a resident at 84 Daly Avenue stated that she lives below and to the side of
the proposed lot. She has fought all these projects for many years primarily because of the
land slide that comes down. The house currently lives in was actually destroyed when a
tanker came down and disturbed the land. It created enough motion to push dirt down and
disturb the house. It was a City tanker and the City had to rebuild the house. Ms. Reile
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stated that the land is very loose and she hoped Mr. DeGray had a solution to address the
problem. She stated that she was unaware of this project going on until she received her
notice last week. She wanted to know what the applicant would do to ensure that loose
land does not roll down. The slope is very steep and neither she nor her dog can walk it. It
comes up to Anchor, which is wide in one spot and narrow in another spot. There is a lilac
bush and many trees right in the area where they propose to build. Ms. Reile also had
issues with Ridge Road. Itis 12’ feet across and two vehicles cannot pass. One vehicle
has to back down Ridge Road so the other vehicle can get through, and that is a very
dangerous safety hazard. The applicant has said they would widen Ridge Road but she
did not see how that could be possible. After this project four other projects will be built
along the road. Ms. Reile wanted to make sure that either the City or the applicant had a
plan to keep the land from sliding down on those who live below. Daly Avenue has always
been a different environment and she urged the Planning Commission to think about the
potential problems before they make their decision.

Ms. Reile questioned why she had not been noticed. She understood that the project had
already been approved and they were only here tonight for a height exception, and this
was the first time she had heard about it.

Planner Alexander informed Ms. Reile that the Steep Slope CUP had not yet been
approved and it was the application being discussed this evening. Chair Worel assured
Ms. Reile that this was the first time the Planning Commission had seen this project. Mr.
Joyce explained that this neighborhood had a prior history that tied to the driveway, but
previous approval had expired and this was a new application.

Commissioner Stuard told Ms. Reile that while the actual construction process may be
frightening, sometimes constructing homes on a steep slope will actually help stabilize the
slope. He noted that this particular home will have a tall retaining wall in the middle of the
slope. He believed that once all three homes are built it would stabilize the slope.

Richard Eyor, a resident at 61 Daly Avenue, appreciated the smaller house and thanked
Mr. DeGray for his design. He lives across the street from Ms. Reile and his breakfast view
would be of this new house. He was unsure whether it would directly impact his view, but
he would prefer a lower roofline and would appreciate any consideration to lower the roof.
Mr. Eyor stated that his biggest concern is his children. They live on Daly and traffic is
already a major problem. They have been working with the City Engineer on mitigation
measures. Mr. Eyor was not bothered by one house being constructed on Ridge, butin the
end there will be eight houses built in the process. That could be eight or nine years of
construction vehicles going up and down his street. Mr. Eyor noted that the previous
discussion was about fixing Ridge Road, but that would not occur with this house. He
understood it was in the subdivision for the five houses.
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Planner Alexander replied that the road would be a future project.

Mr. Eyor echoed Ms. Reile in that the road is only 12’ wide. The road will not be fixed with
the first three homes, but these homes will add to the traffic on the road.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Stuard commented on the access area between the garage and the house.
He did not find it to be oversized for Park City and he was not bothered by that particular
issue.

Commissioner Gross stated that in regards to the roads they run into this problem a lot in
Old Town. He thought they either needed to be in agreement on how to improve the roads
in the future, or keep the status quo. Commissioner Gross stated that if the City Engineer
was comfortable with the issues regarding fire safety and access, he could not see why the
Planning Commission would not approve it. Director Eddington stated that the City
Engineer has always wanted to improve Ridge Avenue and he hopes that can be
accomplished as the City looks at potential changes. Director Eddington acknowledged
that currently they were trying to work with what it is until improvements can be made in the
future.

Commissioner Campbell thought that building more houses should increase the tax base
and generate more money to improve the roads in the future. More homes would give
more justification for spending the tax dollars on the roads.

Commissioner Strachan pointed out increased tax revenue was not a criteria under the
CUP statute.

Commissioner Joyce was comfortable with the entry area and the height. He believed the
area was small enough that the height was a reasonable exception. Commissioner Joyce
stated that he would like the ability to comment on construction mitigation issues, but he
understood that it was outside of their purview. He agreed that the space would be tight for
that many vehicles and he was interested in how the construction mitigation plan would
turn out.

Commissioner Strachan thought Commission Joyce made a good point about the
construction mitigation plan. He remarked that the Planning Commission has looked at
construction mitigation plans in the past on sensitive sites. He believed this site was one
where the Planning Commission could be involved with construction mitigation.
Commissioner Strachan thought the public comment about mitigating the construction
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traffic going up Daly Avenue was valid. He noted that in the past the Planning Commission
has limited hours of construction or the hours when trucks can drive up certain streets.
They have also limited the size of the trucks. Commissioner Strachan stated that Daly
Avenue is a different place. The roads are narrow and the access is substandard. Thisis a
difficult area for construction and when it is difficult, the Planning Commission should step
up and delve into the issues a little deeper. Commissioner Strachan remarked that looking
at the construction mitigation plan was a start, but he also thought they needed to look at
what effects the retaining, the shoring and the excavation might have on the properties
below it.

Commissioner Strachan believed this was a situation where a guarantee was necessary
due to the steepness of the lot. However, he could not find a guarantee mentioned in the
conditions of approval.

Commissioner Strachan stated that the Steep Slope CUP Statute requires all development
on steep slopes to be done in an environmentally sensitive way. Usually on lots like 166
Ridge, they see some conditions of approval to address those issues. Again, he could not
find conditions of approval stating that the amount of excavation will be minimized, or
efforts to save as much existing vegetation as possible. Commissioner Strachan thought
this CUP application would be fine for the end result, but the conditions of approval needed
to be stricter. The site is very delicate and it will be the test case for the next seven lots to
be developed. What the Planning Commission does on this lot will set the precedent. He
preferred to be as thorough as possible with this application, and if they miss something on
this project they would know what to do differently on the next seven.

Commissioner Strachan recommended that the Planning Commission continue this item
and direct the Staff to address the environmentally sensitive issues and what measures are
taken to mitigate the environmental impacts; and to state those in the Findings of Fact. He
recommended putting in a guarantee and he would have the Planning Commission review
the construction mitigation plan.

Chair Worel agreed. This site reminded her of the one on Deer Valley Drive that was so
steep. She recalled placing a number of restrictions on that project in terms of construction
mitigation. Chair Worel thought they should do the same done for this project.

Commissioner Stuard asked if the Staff had considered any of the issues in Commissioner
Strachan’s comment. Planner Alexander stated that the Staff was currently in the process
of reviewing the Historic District Design Review. The applicant is required to provide a
landscape plan showing how they would restore any vegetation that is removed or
disturbed. She pointed out that the construction mitigation plan is usually left to the
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expertise of the Building Department because they go through the mitigation plan in depth
and know what to look for.

Mr. DeGray noted that in the driveway approval there is a storm water pollution
preservation plan in the set of drawings showing how the cut slopes and disturbed areas
will be treated to prevent erosion and instability.

Commissioner Campbell asked whether Director Eddington was interested in getting
involved in construction mitigation. Director Eddington replied that the Planning
Department typically works with the Building Department at the time of building permit. He
reiterated that this project was going through the HDDR process and they were trying to
finalize that design. He noted that this project has a non-disturbed area of 50’ in the back
and 50’ at the bottom. The Staff will also be working with a geo-tech structural engineer,
and pursuant to the City Engineer and Building Official, that will be presented as part of the
construction mitigation plan. Director Eddington stated that the Staff tried to incorporate as
much of that as possible in the Staff report, but most of the issues regarding vehicles,
parking, etc. are addressed when an applicant applies for a building permit. Chad Root,
the Building Official, has been working closely with the City Council to establish a protocol.
Director Eddington stated that the Staff could try to incorporate some of the language in the
conditions of approval, but it would be difficult to do until they reach the building permit
stage.

Commissioner Campbell liked the idea of requiring a guarantee on these difficult sites to
guarantee completion. However, he did not think it was fair to delay this applicant or any
other single applicant while the City tries to establish a new policy. He suggested a work
session with the City Council or simply forwarding a recommendation for a policy going
forward. Since a mechanism is currently not in place to require the guarantee, he did not
think it should be passed on to this applicant. Commissioner Campbell asked how they
would place a dollar value on the guarantee if they did require it. He was not opposed to a
guarantee but he thought they needed time to discuss the policy and how to implement it.
Commissioner Campbell was in favor of having that discussion but he did not believe it was
fair to ask this applicant to wait for them to do it.

Commissioner Strachan remarked that there was already a mechanism in the Code that
addresses guarantees and the Planning Commission already applied that mechanism to
the project on Deer Valley Drive. He thought they could at least apply the Code provision
to this project. Commissioner Strachan clarified that he was not suggesting that the
Planning Commission should approve the construction mitigation plan, but it was not
unprecedented for them to place restrictions in the conditions of approval regarding
construction vehicles and hours in an effort to mitigate impacts specific to that
neighborhood.
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Mr. DeGray stated that from a construction standpoint King Road would be a more
reasonable approach to the site on Ridge Avenue. Commissioner Strachan replied that if
the applicant was willing to agree to only using King Road, he would consider it as a viable
alternative. However, he was unsure if the applicant would want that limitation. Mr.
DeGray stated that he would not want to limit the applicant, but Daly is a challenging route
to reach the lot and he believed most construction workers would prefer to use King Road.

Commissioner Phillips stated that drives up King Road and he is very familiar with Ridge
Avenue and Daly Avenue. He could see most construction traffic naturally using King
Road because it is the shortest and easiest route. However, there is the possibility that
construction vehicles would come in one way and go out the other way. He thought it
would be beneficial to add a condition of approval requiring construction vehicles to use
King Road.

Commissioner Strachan believed the construction vehicles would have to use both routes
because Ridge Avenue is so narrow. If King Road is blocked by the first trucks, the others
would have to come up Daly. Commissioner Phillips personally did not want to encourage
more trucks using King Road because there is already a significant amount of construction
in that neighborhood. Commissioner Strachan believed King Road was a better access
point because the density of people was greater on Daly Avenue.

Commissioner Phillips commented on the issue of rocks rolling down the hill. The less
trucks that use a substandard road minimizes the chance of rolling rocks.

Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners wanted to send this back to the Staff or whether
they wanted to draft language this evening for a vote. Commissioner Strachan asked
Assistant Attorney McLean to explain the LMC statute that allows the guarantee.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the statute relates more to construction
mitigation as part of the Steep Slope CUP. She agreed that the Planning Commission has
added conditions of approval to projects in the past to mitigate the known impacts that
would occur due to that construction. She stated that it was permissible, but it is not called
out in the Land Management Code. Regarding the guarantee, Ms. McLean stated that
most of the guarantees relate to plats and are specific to a specific application. She
recalled that the guarantee for the Deer Valley project was discussed in terms of the
excavation.

Commissioner Gross recalled that a concern with the Deer Valley project was the potential

for damage to adjacent properties and wanting a guarantee in place in the event that
occurred. Commissioner Strachan recalled that another reason for the guarantee was to
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remediate the site if the excavation was done and the project was stopped for any reason.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that if the Planning Commission wanted to include a
guarantee they would need to make a Finding regarding the impact and direct the Staff to
evaluate what the guarantee should be.

Commissioner Strachan asked about the specifics of the guarantee for Deer Valley Drive.
Commissioner Stuard recalled that the guarantee was left to the Building Department and
that the Building Official came to a Planning Commission and discussed the issue, but he
did not believe the guarantee was every put in place. Commissioner Stuard remarked that
the LMC currently requires a vegetation guarantee of 75 cents per square feet, which is
insufficient to handle a failed slope. He clarified that his proposal for the Deer Valley Drive
project was an amount sufficient to complete the foundation walls with the appropriate
retaining walls on the wing walls to stabilize the slope. In his opinion, that amount would be
large enough to be an appropriate level of guarantee.

Commissioner Strachan stated that if a guarantee was never put in place for the Deer
Valley Drive project, it was a failing on the part of the Planning Commission. However, if
the guarantee was put in place, he would like to know what it was because they could use
that project as a benchmark to figure out what findings are necessary to determine the
amount of the guarantee.

Commissioner Campbell also thought the guarantee for the Deer Valley Drive project was
never put in place; but he recalled that the Planning Commissioner was going to
recommend that the City Council consider a Code change to put guarantees in place going
forward. Commissioner Strachan thought that was the intent in terms of guarantees for all
projects and not just steep slopes. Commissioner Campbell did not disagree with the need
for that, but he still felt it was unfair to ask an applicant to put their project on hold for an
undetermined amount of time while the City considers a new policy.

Chair Worel asked if the Staff could research the guarantee for the Deer Valley Drive
project by the next meeting so this application would not be delayed indefinitely. Director
Eddington thought they could. He stated that another alternative would be to put a
condition of approval on this project noting that a bond guarantee in the amount of the cost
of the shoring plan and the foundation walls should be required by the Chief Building
Official.

Planner Alexander confirmed that a guarantee was not placed on the Deer Valley Drive
project.
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Commissioner Strachan suggested that Planning Commissioner could continue this item
and direct the Staff to draft findings before the next meeting that support the conditions of
approval regarding prohibiting traffic up Daly Avenue and limiting hours. The Staff should
do the same for the guarantee. He noted that 15-1-7 addresses internal vehicle and
pedestrian circulation, noise vibration, odors, control of delivery and service vehicles. He
thought those were enough to give the Planning Commission latitude to condition which
streets the construction vehicles could use and the hours.

Commissioner Stuard favored a continuation for the reasons mentioned. He likes the
project and the smaller homes, and he thought the architect did a great job fitting the
project on a difficult site. However, he would prefer to have the issues addressed before
voting on whether or not to approve the Steep Slope CUP.

Mr. DeGray stated that from the standpoint of the applicant, he wanted to make sure that
the completion bond was fair across the Board, and that the City has the ability to impose
that kind of constraint on a single property owner without an ordinance to supportit. He felt
it was unreasonable to hold this applicant to a higher standard for a single family home
where the impacts were generally confined. He understood their point but he found it
somewhat whimsical to set a standard for one applicant that is different from the others.
He questioned where they would draw the line.

Commissioner Strachan thought Mr. DeGray had a valid point and he believed the Staff
could look into it. If the Staff concludes that it is not appropriate or there is no statutory
basis to make it uniform, then he would accept that. However, if there is a statutory basis,
the indication from the Planning Commission is to require the bond. If there is no basis, at
a minimum the Planning Commission would want to look at the shoring plan and the
retaining plan the same as they did on the Deer Valley Drive project.

Commissioner Campbell believed that was the role of the Building Department and not the
Planning Commission. Commissioner Strachan thought it was incumbent upon the
Planning Commission in the course of the Steep Slope CUP process not to defer to the
Staff on everything. When the statute allows the Planning Commission to look at these
things, he could not understand why they would not.

Assistant City Attorney McLean thought there was confusion with the terms. She clarified
that it would not be a completion bond. It would actually be a remediation bond. If a hole
was excavated and the project was never completed, the City would have the funds tofill in
the hole and return the site to its original condition. Ms. McLean stated that a remediation
bond is less expensive than a completion bond and she recommended that the Staff look
at this as a remediation bond. Ms. McLean remarked that it was the same for shoring.
Regarding a review of the Geo-Tech and the shoring plan to make sure the construction
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does not impact other properties below the site, it is possible that once the review is done
by the Building Department the Planning Commission would feel comfortable and not need
to see it. Commissioner Campbell noted that review of the shoring plan is standard
whenever someone applies for a building permit. Ms. McLean stated that the Planning
Commission could request to see that information in association with the impacts of
building on a steep slope.

Commissioner Campbell clarified that the Planning Commission could approve the Steep
Slope CUP with the condition that the Planning Commission could review the remediation
plan approved by the Building Official. Commissioner Strachan pointed out that once the
CUP is approved, there would be no reason to review the remediation plan. That was his
reason for suggesting a continuance until all the reviews were done. Commissioner
Campbell did not believe the Planning Commission was qualified to rule on geo-technical
reports. Commissioner Phillips agreed. He recalled going through that on another project
and no one on the Planning Commission understood the geo-technical report.

Commissioner Campbell stated that contractors and builders have liability insurance to
address the issues of sliding rocks and damage to surrounding properties. The City also
has rules and regulations. He believed there were many mechanisms in place for any
construction on any type of site to protect the neighbors if their property is damaged.
Commissioner Campbell was not opposed to restricting truck access to certain roads and
hours. He believed there was agreement among the Commissioners for some type of
remediation bond, but it was the purview of the City Council to create that law.
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that the law for a remediation bond is already in place at
75 cents per square foot. Commissioner Campbell remarked that Commissioner Stuard
was proposing a more suitable amount that would create a fund to return the site to its
original condition if necessary. A fund for that amount is not currently in place.
Commissioner Campbell agreed with that type of fund, but he did not think they had the
right to hold up a specific project until that process occurs with the City Council.

Commissioner Strachan felt the Planning Commission was incumbent under the Code to
find a way to mitigate the identified impacts. He personally did not believe adequate
mitigation was leaving it up to the liability insurer of the builder. The Planning Commission
has the responsibility to make sure the impacts can be mitigated and they should not pass
it off to someone else.

Planner Alexander stated that the Analysis in the Staff report outlines the different criteria
that the Staff analyzed and determined that there were no unmitigated impacts. She asked
Commissioner Strachan which part of the analysis he was concerned with. Commissioner
Strachan remarked that all conditional use permits go through Section 15-1-7, which
requires the Staff to look at size and location, traffic considerations, internal vehicular,
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fencing, screening, usable open space, etc. These are basic CUP requirements that apply
to all zones, and he was struggling with mitigating some of those impacts. Planner
Alexander asked if the Planning Commission would like the Staff to include the remediation
bond for all future steep slope CUPs. Commissioner Strachan thought they should start
with this Steep Slope CUP. If they find that there is no way for the Staff to value the
guarantee amount, he would accept that and move forward.

Mr. DeGray requested that the Staff also look at whether or not the Planning Commission
has the ability to require the guarantee. Commissioner Strachan thought that was also a
fair point. Commissioner Campbell emphasized that he agreed that the bond should be in
place, but he did not believe the Planning Commission had the right to impose it.

Commissioner Joyce remarked that they had heard the arguments on both sides of the
bond issue and he recommended that they let the Staff determine whether or not the
Planning Commission has the ability to impose it. Commissioner Campbell noted that if
the applicant wanted to build the house this year, delaying it for a full month would be a
significant impact to the applicant. Commissioner Stuard suggested that the applicant
could continue to work on other aspects of the site while they wait for this decision.

Commissioner Campbell stated one more time for the record that he did not think it was fair
to put the entire wishes of what they hoped to accomplish on one project. He thought the
Planning Commission as a body should look into it and petition the City Council to add this
requirement in a timely manner so it could be applied when the other lots are developed.

Commissioner Gross pointed out that the applicant has been working on this project for
seven years and he was not concerned about delaying it further with a continuance.
Commissioner Joyce concurred. Mr. DeGray clarified that this was a new applicant and
the previous delays were caused by the previous owner. The property was sold and the
new owner has been moving through the process. Commissioner Gross noted that the
City has spent a lot of time and money reviewing this project over the past seven years and
they were trying to do it right as quickly as possible. He suggested that the applicant work
with the Staff and recommend what they believe would be a fair and adequate bond
amount.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Steep Slope Conditional Use
permit for 166 Ridge Avenue to August 27, 2014. Commissioner Stuard seconded the
motion.

VOTE: The motion passed 4-2. Commissioners Stuard, Strachan, Joyce and Gross voted
in favor of the motion. Commissioners Phillips and Campbell voted against the motion.
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4, 8200 Rovyal Street Unit #35, The Stag Lodge
(Application PL-14-02394)

Planner Alexander reviewed the application to amend the existing Stag Lodge Phase 2
record of survey plat for Unit #35, which is a detached single family unit. The amendment
was a request to enlarge Unit #35 by expanding the garage level and to encompass the
entire existing building footprint. It would not enlarge the building footprint. Planner
Alexander reported that the previous owner had excavated an unexcavated portion and
when the property was surveyed they found various things that the previous property owner
had done. The intent is to rectify the problem and show it on the record of survey plat.

Planner Alexander stated that the proposal is to convert the common area to private
ownership Area A on the garage level. A portion of that area that includes the proposed
expansion is currently designated as common area and this amendment would convert that
space to private ownership Area A. Planner Alexander noted that this has been done on
previous records of survey plats so there is precedent. The owner is allowed to increase
the square footage as long as it does not increase the building footprint. The proposed
changes are internal and would not alter the exterior appearance of Unit 35.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council.

Commissioner Joyce asked if there was any penalty for the work that was previously done
without a building permit and converted space from common to private. He was not
opposed to approving this record of survey amendment, but felt there was no consequence
when people do this type of work without authorization. Planner Alexander clarified that
the work is allowed, but an amendment to the record of survey is required.

Assistant City Attorney asked if there was a penalty from the Building Department for doing
the work without a building permit. Planner Alexander replied that the Building Department
was never aware of the changes. It was discovered by the engineer with this application.
The new owner was trying to rectify the issue to clean it up before they proceed forward
with their proposal. Ms. McLean stated that sometimes the Building Department will
double the permit fee as a penalty for building without a building permit. She asked
Planner Alexander to find out whether the Building Department took any action in this
matter and report back at the next meeting.

Commissioner Campbell pointed out that this was a new owner and he did not think that
owner should be penalized for the actions of the previous owner. Assistant City Attorney
McLean replied that the current owner is responsible for the property regardless. She was
interested in knowing whether the Building Department took any action and under what
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circumstance. She noted that the Building Department has a mechanism to penalize
people who ask for forgiveness instead of permission.

Commissioner Joyce was concerned about sending the wrong message about the process
if they rubber stamp these types of situations. He was comfortable knowing that there
were mechanisms in place to address it.

Commissioner Stuard asked if the conversion from common area to private ownership was
approved by the HOA. Planner Alexander explained that the HOA has to hold a vote and
get more than two-thirds approval in favor. That had already been done and it was
approved by the HOA.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase 2 Condominium Plat for Unit 35,
located at 8200 Royal Street East, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Conditions of Approval as stated in the draft ordinance. Commissioner Joyce seconded
the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 8200 Royal Street

1. The property is located at 8200 Royal Street East, Unit 35.

2. The property is located within the Residential Development (RD) zone and is subject
to the Eleventh Amended Deer Valley MPD (DVMPD).

3. The Deer Valley MPD allowed 50 units to be built at the Stag Lodge parcel in
addition to the 2 units that existed prior to the Deer Valley MPD. A total of 52 units
are allowed per the Eleventh Amended Deer Valley MPD and 52 units exist within
the Stag Lodge parcel.

4. The Stag Lodge parcels are all included in the 11th Amended Deer Valley Master
plan and are not developed using the LMC unit equivalent formula.
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5. Stag Lodge Phase Il plat was approved by City Council on January 11, 1989 and
recorded at Summit County on January 17, 1989. The First Amended Stag Lodge
Phase Il plat was approved by City Council on June 6, 2002 and recorded at Summit
County on January 17, 2003. The Second Amended Stag Lodge Phase Il plat was
approved by City Council on July 1, 2004 and recorded at Summit County on May
25, 2005.

6. On June 6, 2014, an application was submitted to the Planning Department for The
Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase Il record of survey plat for Unit 35. The
application was deemed complete on June 16, 2014.

7. The plat amendment identifies additional Garage/Lower Level area for Unit 35 as
private area for this unit. The area is currently considered common area.

8. The additional Garage/Lower Level area is located within the existing building
footprint and there is no increase in the footprint for this building.

9. Unit 35 is currently platted as 5,017 sf. If approved, Unit 35 increases by 1,789.8 sf.
Approval of the Garage/Lower Level as private area and reflecting changes to the
Main Level and Entry Level would increase Unit 35 to 6,806.8 sf.

10. As a detached unit, the parking requirement is 2 spaces per unit. The unit has an
attached two car garage. The plat amendment does not increase the parking
requirements for this unit.

11. The findings in the analysis section are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law — 8200 Royal Street

1. There is good cause for this amendment to the record of survey.

2. The amended record of survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats.

3. The amended record of survey plat is consistent with the 11th Amended and
Restated Deer Valley Master Planned Development.

4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed record of
survey amendment.

5. Approval of the record of survey amendment, subject to the conditions of approval,

Planning Commission - August 8, 2014 Page 33 of 159



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

Conditions of Approval — 8200 Royal Street

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the amended record of survey plat for compliance with State law, the
Land Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the
record of survey.

2. The applicant will record the amended record of survey 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 record of survey 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 other conditions of approval of the Stag Lodge Condominium record of survey plats
as amended and the Deer Valley MPD shall continue to apply.

4. The plat shall be recorded at Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of

certificates of occupancy for the interior basement finish work.

5. 1851 Little Kate Road, Dority Springs Subdivision — Plat Amendment
(Application PL-12-01733)

Planner Francisco Astorga from the Planning Department introduced the applicants, Dr.
Michael and Kathleen Baker.

Planner Astorga reported that the Planning Commissioner previously reviewed this
application on May 14, 2014 and provided specific direction and input regarding a
neighborhood analysis that was done by the Staff. The Planning Commission did not
support the analysis and directed the Staff to include additional properties on Little Kate
Road from Monitor Drive to Lucky John Drive as part of the neighborhood analysis. The
Planning Commission also directed the Staff to look at the properties on both sides of the
street.

Planner Astorga stated that four existing structures are part of the Park Meadows #5
Subdivision, as well as nine other items that are part of the Holiday Ranchettes. Planner
Astorga reviewed the exhibits contained in the Staff report. The Staff report outlined the
specific standards of development related to heights, setbacks, lot size, etc. He noted that
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the Staff report identified the lot size as 0.999 acres; however, the most recent survey
shows that the lot is 1.0 acres, which is consistent with what the applicant has been saying.

Planner Astorga noted that the analysis section in the Staff report talks about the current
proposal to subdivide the 1.0 acre into two lots. One lot would be .4 and the other lot
would remain at .6 of an acre. The base density is three units per acre as the overall
density within subdivisions. Planner Astorga stated that the CC&Rs have provisions
prohibiting further subdivision or splitting of lots. However, two clauses taken directly from
the CC&Rs, as shown on page 218 of the Staff report, indicate that Lot 83 is part of the
subdivision but it is not subject to the CC&Rs. As stated in the clause, Lot 53 is also
exempt from the CC&Rs. Planner Astorga clarified that the City does not enforce CC&Rs,
but the purpose of the exhibit is to show that there is a unique condition in that Lot 83 does
not have to comply with the CC&Rs.

Planner Astorga remarked that Purpose Statement B of the SF District is to allow for single
family development compatible with existing development. He recalled that this was the
reason why the Planning Commission agreed with the Staff about not including the
Racquet Club Condos in the neighborhood analysis. Planner Astorga presented an exhibit
submitted by the owner showing the current house that would remain on Lot 83A. He
indicated the area in the middle that would be subdivided.

Planner Astorga did not believe there were any issues regarding the delineation for the
wetlands area. He reviewed the neighborhood analysis and the exhibits prepared by Staff
and included in the Staff report. He also presented an exhibit prepared by Alliance
Engineering on behalf of the applicant, which showed an approximate rendering of a site
plan. It was not exact and was only intended to be used as a reference. The applicant had
also provided an exhibit showing the distance between residential entries on the south side
of Little Kate Road. Planner Astorga stated that in addition to the direction from the
Planning Commission to include the four lots on Little Kate across the street, the applicant
had also requested including the other two lots because they were extremely close in
proximity. Based on the analysis, the average lot size on one side of the street was .33
acres. The average lot size on the other side was 1.49, as indicated in the Staff report.
Because of these larger lots and the remaining Holiday Ranchettes lots, the Staff did not
believe the requested plat amendment was compatible based on lot size.

Another exhibit showed the separation between structures. Planner Astorga remarked that
it was more difficult analyzing the averages because a building pad is associated with each
lot. If an owner wanted to demolish all or a portion of his structure or shift it on the site, it
would be allowed as long as it meets the minimum side yard setback. Planner Astorga
noted that the information he provided could change in ten to 20 years depending on what
people do with their structures. If the Planning Commission makes a finding that this study
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is appropriate in terms of compatibility, he did not believe there would be an issue with the
current request.

Planner Astorga presented an exhibit showing the width of each lot at the front property
line. He had calculated the numbers for each lot and found that compatibility would not be
an issue because this applicant has the widest lot in the neighborhood. Planner Astorga
reviewed the front yard setbacks, which is the distance between the front property line and
the front of each main building. The Staff found it to be the same scenario as the
separation. In looking at the building pad the house could either be in the middle or 25’
away from the front property line, which is the minimum standard in the LMC. However,
the CC&Rs indicate that it can be 30’ from the property line. Planner Astorga did not
believe this was an appropriate study because the Staff would not be able to find
incompatibility because it would be consistent with the other structures in the
neighborhood; and it would meet the CC&Rs and the LMC.

Planner Astorga presented an exhibit showing the lot depth. He pointed out that on a
standard block lot the size is determined by the width and the depth of the lot. Planner
Astorga remarked that most of the lots are over 500 feet directly adjacent to the structure.
Some of the lots are smaller, particularly the lots across the street, because Park Meadows
#5 was designed for 1/3 acre lots. The Staff did not find compatibility in terms of the depth
of the lot. Planner Astorga stated that the only components they could control from a
compatibility standpoint was the width and the depth.

Planner Astorga pointed out that the hill that is located behind the structures is privately
owned. Itis not a separate lot or deed restricted, and per the CC&Rs it is to remain open
area.

Planner Astorga clarified that the issues where the Staff found discrepancies in terms of
compatibility was the actual lot. It was platted smaller and it is not as deep as the other
lots. The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and
consider forwarding a negative recommendation to the City Council for the requested
Dority Springs Subdivisions plat based on the findings of fact and conclusions of law
outlined in the Staff report.

Commissioner Campbell recalled that the Staff was more in favor of this plat amendment at
the last meeting. He asked if they had discovered new information since the last meeting
that changed their mind. Planner Astorga did not believe the Staff had taken a specific
position at the last meeting. He stated that the last meeting was set up as a work session
with the intent to present the application and hear feedback from the Planning
Commission on certain issues, as well as to clear up confusion on the 300, 600, 900 foot
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radius for compatibility. Planner Astorga remarked that based on the research provided,
the Staff's professional recommendation was to forward a negative recommendation.

Commissioner Campbell thought Planner Astorga said it was compatible in some of the
exhibits and incompatible in others. He remarked that if half of the houses along Little Kate
were to be demolished and built closer to the road as the CC&R document shows they
could do, the two proposed houses would fit in more rather than less. Planner Astorga
agreed with that scenario; however, at the same time all the houses could be pushed back
further from the street. Whether or not the houses move forward is uncertain and it is not
up to the City through the subdivision process to control those types of parameters.
Planner Astorga clarified that the negative recommendation was only based on the facts of
lot depth and the size of each lot. The Staff determined that they should not use the
compatibility analysis in terms of front yard setback and separation between structures
because it could change at any given point and there is no way for the City to control it.
Commissioner Campbell asked if width should take precedence over depth if depth could
not be used. Planner Astorga replied that the incompatibility was a combination of all
three; width, depth and size. Even though the width may be compatible, it is only one of
three.

Commissioner Campbell believed people judge compatibility by what they see walking or
driving by. The depth would only be an issue from an aerial view. He thought the width
should take precedence over depth. Commissioner Gross remarked that the houses sitting
up on the upper ledge do not create a visibility impact regardless of whether the setbacks
are 25’ or 30’ because they sit higher. The house at 1851 is proposed to be up on the
street, which changes the visibility.

Dr. Baker, the applicant, stated that in his opinion, the home would not look out of place
visually or aesthetically. He recalled the long discussion at the last meeting about how to
define a neighborhood. In addition to the data provided by the Staff, he consulted with the
University of Utah Urban Planning Department to get their professional opinions on how
define a neighborhood. The Urban Planning Department concluded that it was front door
to front door. Based on their recommendations, he had Alliance Engineering draw up a
potentially large home and do a measurement from front door to front door for the
neighborhood. Using plat maps and Google maps the Urban Planning Department defined
his neighborhood to the west as the three-way stop in front of the MARC, which is the
corner of Monitor and Little Kate Road. To the east it goes to the three-way stop at Lucky
John and Little Kate. To the north they said it would be the intersection of Evening Star
and where Venus Court cuts off. To the south was the steep hill behind the property.

Dr. Baker stated that according to the parameters defined by the Urban Planning
Department, the MARC Building and the Racquet Club condos are all component of the
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neighborhood. He noted that when the Planning Commission visited the site they met in
the parking lot of the MARC. Due to the close proximity to the site he hoped they would all
agree that the MARC and the condos are part of the neighborhood.

Mr. Baker stated that the Urban Planning Department provided their information with the
statement that the applicant’s request was consistent with current planning practices of
taking advantage of existing infrastructure and amenities. Mr. Baker remarked that they
are at the fringe of their subdivision where Holiday Ranchettes ends. Three subdivisions
meet at that point and there is diversity on the fringes and changes in compatibility. He
commented on the different housing types and sizes in that area of the neighborhood. Dr.
Baker remarked that when subdivisions merge at the fringes, it is very difficult to define
compatibility.

Dr. Baker recalled that Commissioner Strachan was concerned about setting a precedent
for subdividing lots. He has lived in his house for 18 years and ten years ago he came to
the Planning Department for preliminary information on what would be involved in
subdividing the lot. At that time the person he spoke with told him that the CC&Rs did not
allow a subdivision. When he later read the CC&Rs he found that his lot was exempt from
complying with the CC&Rs. He spoke with City Attorney Mark Harrington and Mr.
Harrington confirmed that he was exempt and he had the legal right to apply for a
subdivision. Mr. Baker consulted Brenda Lake, whose profession is managing HOAs and
enforcing CC&Rs. She wrote a letter for Mr. Baker stating that the CC&Rs would be
enforced, including the exemption for Lot 83. Holiday Ranchettes also wrote a letter
disagreeing with the subdivision. He understood that the HOA had to disagree, because if
it is approved, others might try to subdivide which would not be allowed by the CC&Rs.

Mr. Baker stated that because he has an acre lot, he would be allowed to have two horses
and to erect an outbuilding. He had no interest in horses, but he would sell his home
someday and he full expected that someone would eventually build a barn. Mr. Baker
believed the City would realize more tax revenue from a new home on the lot as opposed
to his 2500 square foot home with an outbuilding.

Mr. Baker stated that the Planning Department gave a negative recommendation due to
the depth. However, he believed that common sense and the aesthetics of the area shows
that people walking or driving down the street look at what is directly in front of them. He
agreed with Commissioner Campbell that the depth of the lot was less important.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Brady Rasmussen spoke on behalf of the Holiday Ranch Homeowners Association. He
noted that their written objection was included in the Staff report and he wanted to address
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some of the key points. Mr. Rasmussen stated that the criteria is compatibility with existing
development. The HOA maintains that the requested subdivision was not compatible. He
asked the Planning Commission to give this careful consideration. This is within the
Holiday Ranch subdivision, which is very different from other subdivisions. As
Commissioner Campbell had pointed out, the two sides of the street are very different, and
as Dr. Baker pointed out, itis a T of subdivisions. Depending on which way you look you
will find different compatibility. Mr. Rasmussen stated that because this is on the north
side of the street of Little Kate and part of the Holiday Ranch HOA, he believe the most
weighted influence should actually be the structures on the same side of the street that are
contiguous and part of the Association. The HOA disagreed with giving any weight to
another subdivision on the other side of the street. Mr. Rasmussen believed that
compatibility includes how it is viewed from the street. Depending on which way you look,
you will have a different view of the compatibility. He also believed that the aerial view was
another absolute criteria for compatibility. Mr. Rasmussen was unable to say why this lot
was excluded from the CC&Rs; however, his best guess was that the lot was never
contemplated to be developed because of the spring.

Hap Seliga, stated that he lives at 1871 Little Kate, which is adjacent to 1851 Little Kate.
He has lived there for three years. Mr. Seliga remarked that the Bakers are very good
neighbors; but he opposed their request to approve this plat amendment. He stated that
the reasons are three-fold. The first is that idea of “shoe horning” something that is
inconsistent with the look and feel of the neighborhood. The second is the privacy he
enjoys with his lot. However, because of where his house sits, they can hear normal
conversations from people sitting on their porches or from the athletic club across the
street. He was concerned that squeezing in another house would make the situation more
prevalent. In addition, the house would look out of place and invade the privacy to his lot.
Mr. Seliga had consulted a number of real estate professionals and their answers were
consistent. They all felt that the presence of a house at the base of his lot would materially
impact the value and appeal of his home if he ever chose to sell it.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Joyce commented on the fundamental question of what is a neighborhood
and what should be used for compatibility. He was broke on the 300, 600, 900 feet, and he
was equally split on what was showing on the screen this evening. If the logic is that the
neighborhood consists of all this space, he questioned why they would exclude anything.
Commissioner Joyce had driven the street again and it was easy for him visually to
distinguish one neighborhood from another. Closer to the subject property the houses are
different and the lots are different sizes and closer together. In his opinion, encompassing
everything and calling it a neighborhood is wrong because it is easy to visually identify the
separate neighborhoods.
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Commissioner Joyce pointed out that the plat map is the neighborhood that all the owners
bought into. He remarked that the fact that Lot 83 is exempt from the CC&Rs is irrelevant
because the City does not enforce CC&Rs. Commissioner Joyce stated that in looking at
the neighborhood and the idea of subdividing one of the smallest lots in the neighborhood
into what would become the two smallest, he would need an overwhelming and positive
reason to convince him that it should be done. Economic gain for the applicant was not a
convincing reason. Commissioner Joyce stated that he could not find good cause for
allowing the subdivision.

Commissioner Campbell thought everything to the right felt like it belongs to the smaller
houses on the other side. He did not like the idea of saying there was one neighborhood
on the left and a different neighborhood on the right because they are 20 feet apart. In his
opinion it was all one neighborhood. He used to live in that area and he always assumed it
was an empty lot. When the two larger homes were built within the last few years, he
expected the next new home to be built on what appeared to be an empty lot. That reason
alone gets him from “no” to “why not” in terms of considering the subdivision.

Commissioner Gross disclosed that he is a Holiday Ranchettes homeowner and he was on
the Board of Trustees in past years. He lives on Lucky John and during the General Plan
discussion the Planning Department wanted to subdivide his backyard and he fought it.
Commissioner Gross stated that since the City no longer uses the previous water delivery
system through the Holiday Ranchettes to deliver water to the golf course, he believed it
left the Baker’s with the ability to do whatever they want with their property. Commissioner
Gross agreed with the comments about making a small lot smaller and increasing the
density within a subdivision that was set up for 100 homes and 300 acres for ranch style
living. He could not support the request to subdivide the lot.

Commissioner Stuard stated that he has known Dr. and Mrs. Baker for a long time and
they are outstanding citizens in the community. However, he agreed with Commissioners
Joyce and Gross regarding the plat amendment request. Commissioner Stuard pointed
out that this topic was vetted through the General Plan update process and there was a
resounding “no” from the community for re-subdividing existing subdivisions; and it was
taken out of the General Plan update. Commissioner Stuard thought the lot was unique
because of its limited depth and the presence of the Dority Spring. To make two lots out of
what is already a uniquely shaped and smaller lot does not fit with the neighborhood.

Commissioner Phillips stated that he has been on the fence in making this decision. He
began by walking down the neighborhood, and like Commissioner Campbell, he thought it
appeared to be an empty lot. However, through the process and looking at the different
exhibits and hearing all the comments, he struggled with finding good cause. He agreed
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with Commissioner Stuard about having a lot that is already unique from the rest of the
neighborhood and dividing it into two even more differentiated lots. Commissioner Phillips
thought it was important to take into consideration the neighbor who could be negatively
impacted; however, that concern was offset by the fact that the neighbor would be equally
impacted if someone were to build a barn on the lot.

Commissioner Strachan concurred with his fellow Commissioners except Commission
Campbell. He bikes by this lot nearly every day and he has looked at it really hard. Like
Commissioner Phillips, he was borderline, but he could not meet the statutory definition for
good cause. Commissioner Strachan offered some direction for defining compatibility in
the future. He noted that if the house was being sold they would look at the comps, and
the comps would not include the Racquet Club condos. He suggested that as a barometer
for defining compatibility in a neighborhood.

Dr. Baker stated that only two lots in Park Meadows are eligible to do this. A fundamental
American right is property rights and he has a legal right to apply for this subdivision. He
reiterated that his property is on the fringe and there is no compatibility in that area. Dr.
Baker stated that like Commissioner Campbell, most people always assume it's an empty
lot.

MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to forward a NEGATIVE recommendation to the
City Council for 1851 Little Kate Road, Dority Springs Subdivision Plat Amendment based
on the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law found in the Staff report. Commissioner
Gross seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed 5-1. Commissioner Campbell voted against the motion.

Findings of Fact — 1851 Little Kate Road

1. The property is located at 1851 Little Kate Road within the SF District.

2. The subject property consists of lot 83 of the Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision.

3. According to the plat the lot is 0.999 acres or approx. 43,516.44 square feet.

4. The site contains Dority Springs.

5. The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record from one platted lot.

6. A SFD is an allowed use.
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7. A duplex dwelling is permitted only on lots designated for duplexes on the official
subdivision plat. This lot has not been designated as a duplex lot.

8. The maximum density for Subdivisions in the SF District is three (3) units per
acre. In terms of density alone, the minimum lot area is 14,520 square feet or
1/3 acre.

9. The minimum front yard setback is twenty feet (20").

10.New front facing garages for SFD must be at least twenty-five feet (25").
11.The minimum rear yard setback is fifteen feet (15").

12.The minimum side yard setback is twelve feet (12').

13.No structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-eight feet (28') from
existing grade. A gable, hip, or similar pitched roof may extend up to five feet (5"
above the zone height, if the roof pitch is 4:12 or greater.

14.A SFD requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces.

15.Lot 83a would still have the existing family dwelling.

16.Proposed lot 83a would be 0.605 acres or approx. 26,353.8 square feet.
17.Proposed lot 83b would be 0.395 acres or approx. 17,206.2 square feet.

18.Both proposed lots have the ability to meet code requirements under Land
Management Code.

19.The City does not enforce any Subdivision Covenants, Conditions, & Restrictions
(CC&RsS).

20. Section 2.4 of the Holiday Ranchettes Declarations indicates that the subject site,
is not subject to the Subdivision Declaration.

21.Section 6.7 of the Holiday Ranchettes Declarations indicates that the prior
owners, Lot 53 and 83, are not subject to the declaration, restrictions, or
limitations.

22.The subject site is labeled on the Subdivision Plat as Lot 83 Dority Springs and
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as indicated by the applicant the Fire Department used to pump water from the
pond.

23.Holiday Ranchettes (HR) was platted in 1974.
24.Holiday Ranchettes contains a total of 102 lots and is 107.98 acres.

25.Holiday Ranchettes is 0.597 units per acre (102 units divided by 170.98 acres),
which equates to an average lot size of 1.676 acres per unit.

26.The subject site is located on the outer rim of the subdivision adjacent to the T-
intersection of Little Kate Road and Evening Star Drive.

27.The SFD lots across the street belong to the Park Meadows Subdivision No. 5

28.The Park Meadows Subdivision No. 5 which is located directly northeast of the
subject site contains lots much smaller than Holiday Ranchettes as they range in
size from 0.249 to 0.801 acres.

29.Purpose statement B: indicates that the a purpose of the SF District is to allow for
Single Family Development Compatible with existing Developments.

30. Compatibility should not be limited to its own subdivision but to single family
dwellings with a specific proximity.

31.Given the direction that the Planning Commission provided on May 14, 2014
Staff concluded several maps/studies which included all of the SFDs on Little
Kate Road from Monitor Drive to Lucky John Drive. Staff excluded the multi-unit
dwellings, the PC MARC, and the golf course. See Exhibit J-L.

32.The four (4) lots across the street consist of a much smaller lot areas as they are
approximately 1/3 of an acre. The average size of these four (4) lots is 0.33.
acres.

33.The Holiday Ranchettes Lots, on the same side of the street of the subject site,
consist of nine (9) lots, and the average lot size is 1.47 acres.

34.The applicant proposes Lot 83a to be 0.605 acres and lot 83b to be 0.395 acres

35.The Holiday Ranchettes lots are much bigger, almost 3-4 times bigger than the
lots in the proposed plat amendment.
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36.In terms of compatibility the lots on the same side of the street from Monitor Drive
to Lucky John Drive be included in the compatibility comparison as Little Kate

Road separates the character of each subdivision ranging from Racquet Club
Condos to Park Meadows V to Holiday Ranchettes subdivisions.

37.Across the street the separation from each house ranges between 40 and 28
feet.

38.0n the same side of the street, the south side, the separation from each house
ranges between 184 and 25 feet.

39.The average separation is 73 feet.
40.The applicant proposes to add a new structure to be separated by approximately
123 feet to the structure on the west and 57 feet from the structure to the east

(existing Baker residence).

41.In terms of structure separation there is a wide range in the neighborhood. Staff
does not find the proposed separation incompatible.

42.The average lot width on the same side of the street is 143 feet.
43.The average lot width of the lots across the street is 118 feet.
44.The average lot width in both areas is 131 feet.

45. The width of the subject lot is much more than the ones in the neighborhood as
the subject site is approximately 233 feet, which is the widest lot.

46.The applicant requests lot 83a to be 133 feet and lot 83b to be 101feet.

47.In terms of lot width alone staff does not find the width parameter inconsistent
with the neighborhood.

48.Staff does not find that this parameter needs to be utilized in determining a plat
amendment due to the flexibility that each property owner has to determine the
placement of each home which could range from 30 to 190 feet.

49.The average lot depth on the same side of the street is 414 feet.
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50.The average lot width of the four (4) lots across the street is 131.75.
51.The existing lot’'s depth is 141 feet.
52.The average lot depth on both sides of the street is 327 feet.

53.The existing lot is not compatible with the surrounding lots on the same side of
the street, or even on its own subdivision in terms of lot depth. The proposed

plat amendment splits the existing lots into two (2), it does not increase the lot
depth.

54.The property owner hired a wetland consultant to work with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers as they submitted preliminary jurisdictional wetland delineation.

55.The prepared delineation was accepted by the Corps.

56.The applicant does not request to disturb any of the identified wetland as they
request to subdivide the property to build a new SFD. The wetland would not be
disturbed by the applicant.

57.Should the owner request to disturb the wetland they would have to file a permit
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as well as the state. The applicant would
also have to file appropriate permit with the City.

58.The applicant does not request to alter the delineated wetland and does not plan
of contesting any water rights associated with Dority Springs as they plan to not
disturb any of the delineated wetland.

59.The LMC does not indicate a specific standard of setback protection for wetlands
outside the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO). The site is not within the SLO.

60.The Water Department brought issues regarding the Dority Spring that have
been addressed in the Staff Report. The Water Department also indicated that
should the City approve the plat amendment the property owner would be
responsible of paying Impact Fees.

61.There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Conclusions of Law — 1851 Little Kate Road

1. The proposed plat amendment is not consistent with the Park City Land
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Management Code and applicable State Law regarding lot combinations.

2. The public will be materially injured by the proposed plat amendment as the
proposed plat amendment is not compatible with the direct neighborhood in
terms of lot size and depth.

3. Approval of the plat amendment does adversely affect health, safety, and welfare
of the citizens of Park City.

4. There is Good Cause to deny the proposed plat amendment as the plat does
cause undo harm on adjacent property owners because the proposal is not
compatible with existing Single Family development (lots) in the near proximity.

6. 632 Main Street, Silver Queen Condominiums — First Amended Record of
Survey (Application PL-14-02301)

Planner Kirsten Whetstone reviewed the request for an amendment to an existing
condominium plat for the Silver Queen Condominiums located at 632 Main Street, at the
corner of Heber and Main. The building was constructed in 1982 and a condominium plat
was recorded with Summit County in 1995 for 15 residential units and commercial on the
ground floor.

Planner Whetstone reported that a Historic District Design Review was approved in
2011for remodeling the exterior of the building, as well as gutting the interior and reducing
the units from 15 residential condominium units to seven units. The commercial on the
ground floor was reconfigured. There are existing elevators and stairways within the
building and hallways. The building is located in the HCB zones and multi-family is an
allowed use. The seven units do not require a master planned development. The
commercial is also an allowed use. Planner Whetstone stated that there was no increase
in the building footprint and the requested plat would not create any non-complying
situations.

Planner Whetstone commented on a change to the table on page 261 of the Staff report.
When she calculated the Floor Area Ratio, she inadvertently excluded the hallways,
elevators and staircases. Those were added in, which changed the lot size to 5,047
square feet from 5,045, and changed the FAR to 20,188. Adding in the hallways, elevators
and staircases also changed the actual gross floor area to 16,332, which is a FAR of 3.24.
Planner Whetstone recommended memorializing the changes by adding Finding 16 to say,
“The plat reflects an FAR of 3.24 which is less than the maximum allowable FAR of 4.0 in
the HCB Zone.”
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Planner Whetstone stated that an active building permit to create the seven units was
approved by the Chief Building Official. Therefore, because it was such a large project, the
condominium plat needs to come in after the units are built so they can be surveyed and
become an actual record of survey. The Chief Building Official allowed the permit to go
forward, but because of the reduction in units from the original plan, a condominium plat is
required. Planner Whetstone noted that another difference is that the entire building is
owned by one entity, except for Unit 4B, which has a different owner. A vote was taken by
thel5 unit owners and only the owner of Unit 4B was opposed.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing for the
First Amended Silver Queen Condominiums Record of Survey Plat for seven residential
condominium units and one commercial condominium unit located on the lower floor, and
consider forward a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of
fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the draft ordinance with the
addition of Finding #16.

Steve Bremmer with Elliott Work Group, stated that he had the privilege of representing
both the owner of the building and the owners of Unit 4B. Mr. Bremmer explained that the
owners of Unit 4B originally opposed the plat as proposed, which showed limited common
area on the roof terrace as identified in the exhibit on page 269 of the Staff report. It was
later determined by the Building Department that commercial area on the roof would not be
allowed. The plan was revised and re-submitted to the Planning Department. The areais
now common area on the mezzanine level, which is the rooftop area above Unit 4B. Mr.
Bremmer noted that the owners of Unit 4B also modified their unit and made it slightly
larger. Based on the revision to the rooftop area, the owners of Lot 4B now fully support
the plat as currently proposed.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for the
First Amended Silver Queen Condominiums record of survey based on the Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance and
as amended with the addition of Finding of Fact #16 stating that the plat reflects an FAR of
3.24 which is less than the maximum allowable FAR of 4.0 in the HCB Zone.
Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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Findings of Fact — 632 Main Street

1. The property is located at 632 Main Street at the intersection of Main Street and
Heber Avenue. There is an existing four story mixed use building on the property.

2. The existing building, known as the known as the Silver Queen Condominiums,
was constructed in 1982.

3. On May 12, 1994, the City Council approved the Silver Queen Condominiums
record of survey plat for twelve residential units and one commercial unit. On May
5, 1995, the condominium plat was recorded at Summit County.

4. Seven residential units are platted with this record of survey plat for a total of

11,074 sf of floor area. Units range in size from 1,006 sf to 2,178 sf. Average unit

size is 1,582 sf. Unit 4A is a two story unit with a roof top penthouse. Residential units are
located on the second, third, and fourth floors. See Exhibit A, proposed

plat for all unit numbers and square footages.

5. One 2,973 sf commercial unit is platted on the main floor.

6. Common area for halls, stairs, elevators, outdoor patios and decks are being
platted with this record of survey.

7. The building currently is currently being remodeled with an active building permit.
8. The condominium plat is required in order for the units to be sold individually.

9. The building is located in the Historic Commercial Business District (HCB) with
access to Main Street and Heber Avenue.

10. Residential and commercial uses are allowed uses within the HCB zoning district.

11. With the exception of one residential unit, existing unit #9, the building is currently
owned by one entity.

12. On April 21, 2014, the City received an application for an amended condominium
plat. The application was deemed complete on July 2, 2014 when proof of a vote of
the HOA was provided indicating that 92.83% of the Silver Queen Condominium
HOA ownership approved of the amended plat. The application includes signatures
from all owners.
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13. The condominium plat is consistent with the Historic District Design Review plans
approved by the Planning Staff on September 29, 2011.

14. The property was assessed and paid into the Main Street Parking Improvement
District for the twelve units and ground level commercial. Parking requirements for
the existing configuration (original plat) are 16.5 (17) for the twelve residential units
6 units less than 650 sf (6 spaces), 3 units at 1,035 sf (6 spaces), and 3 units at
876 sf (4.5 (5) spaces) and 18 for the commercial space for a total of 35 spaces.
The proposed unit configuration requires 12 spaces for the seven residential (3
units greater than 2,000 sf (6 spaces), 4 units greater than 1,000 sf (6 spaces) and
18 spaces for the commercial for a total of 30 spaces. Therefore the proposed plat
requires fewer spaces than were assessed and paid and no additional parking is
required. No parking is provided on site.

15. Commercial space is located at the street along the Main Street frontage and
residential units are located on the upper floors. All of the storefront properties are
subject to the vertical zoning ordinance.

16. The plat reflects an FAR of 3.24 which is less than the maximum allowable FAR of 4.0
in the HCB Zone.

Conclusions of Law — 632 Main Street

1. There is good cause for this condominium plat.

2. The condominium 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
condominium plat.

4. Approval of the condominium plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.

Conditions of Approval — 632 Main Street

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the condominium plat for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, the recorded subdivision plat, and any conditions of approval,
prior to recordation of the plat.
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2. The applicant will record the condominium plat at the County within one year from
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s
time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless an extension request is made in
writing prior to the expiration date and the extension is granted by the City Council.

3. All conditions of approval of the 632 Main Street Historic District Design Review shall
continue to apply.

4. A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation stating that the units of the
Silver Queen Condominiums are served by Common Private Lateral Wastewater
lines. The Silver Queen Condominium Association shall be responsible for the
ownership, operation and maintenance of all Common Private Lateral Wastewater
lines.

5. All required ADA access, required restaurant grease traps, and other specific
Building and Fire Code requirements for the units shall be addressed with tenant
improvement building permits as the spaces are finished.

Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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Planning Commission m
Staff Report
Subject: 317 Ontario Avenue @

Project #: PL-14-02258 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner

Date: August 13, 2014

Type of Item: Administrative — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review a request
for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit at 317 Ontario Avenue based on the findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission's
consideration.

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

Description

Applicant/Owner: Paige & Brad Brainard
represented by Bruce Taylor, architect

Location: 317 Ontario Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Construction of structures greater than 1,000 square feet on
a steep slope requires a Conditional Use Permit

Proposal

This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for an
addition to a historic structure. The property owner requests to build an addition
towards the rear of the historic structure, towards Ontario Avenue. The applicant
proposes to remove a non-historic attached storage area and deck behind the structure
and construct an addition consisting of three (3) floors and a parking platform towards
Ontario Avenue.

Background
On July 15, 2013 the City received updated plans for 317 Ontario Avenue. The property

is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The property, tax identification no.
PC-455, is a standard Old Town lot measuring 25 feet in width and 75 feet in depth.

The site is listed on Park City’s Historic Site Inventory (HSI) as a Significant Site. The
property is known as the A.W. Webster House and was built circa 1885. The site is
ineligible to be listed as a Landmark site on the HSI and the National Register of
Historic Places due to the extent of the building alterations which have diminished its
associations with the past.
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Approximately 86.3 square feet of the historic structure encroaches onto the
neighboring property to the south. See survey below with red-outline of the
encroachment:

o -

A portion of the adjacent historic structure to the north, 823 Ontario Avenue, also
encroaches on the subject property, show with green-outline above. This neighboring
property is listed on the HSI as a Landmark Site. This encroachment is approximate
73.8 square feet.

This application is a request for a Steep Slope CUP for construction of an addition to the
historic single-family dwelling. Because the total proposed addition square footage is
greater than 1,000 square feet and would be constructed on slopes thirty percent (30%)
or greater, the applicant is required to file this Steep Slope CUP application for review
and approval by the Planning Commission, pursuant to Land Management Code (LMC)
§ 15-2.2-6. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is concurrently being
reviewed by Staff for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites.
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Purpose
The purpose of the 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
A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District. The existing structure is

approximately 892 square feet. The ground level of the existing structure is 550 square
feet and the second level is 342 square feet. The house has a bedroom, kitchen,
bathroom, and mechanical/storage space on the lower level (main level). The second
level has a living room, half bathroom, and a deck. See Exhibits E & F EXxisting
Conditions Plans and Elevations.

The historic house is a Hall-Parlor with a Victorian-vernacular style. The house has had
significant alterations. It appears as though the exterior siding is new material milled to
match what was there originally. The porch posts have been altered from the simple
square posts and the balustrade has been added. The rear shed extension appears to
have been removed/altered and the rear plane is now obscured by a large nearly full-
width flat dormer. These changes significantly diminish the historic character.

From east to west, the site is flat where the historic house is located which covers
approximately half the site. The slope dramatically changes to over 100% for the next
fifteen feet (15), it then decreases in slope to approx. 20% for the next ten feet (10’), it
then increases in slope to approx. 50% for the next 17 feet, which then flattens out to
Ontario Avenue.

The applicant requests to remove the non-historic storage area and deck. The proposal
includes adding 404.8 square feet to the lower level and remodeling it to contain the
kitchen, dining area, sitting area, powder room, as well as storage and mechanical
areas. The second level (identified as the mid-level) would also have a 404.8 square
foot addition and would be remodeled to have the master bedroom including a master
bath, and a bedroom with a bathroom. The new upper level would have a great room,
entry area, and a powder room. The new parking level would have a hot tub patio and a
covered parking platform. See Exhibit H Lower, Mid, Upper, & Parking Level floor
Plans. Staff made the following LMC related findings:
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LMC Requirements

Proposed

Building Footprint: 844 square
feet maximum, (based on lot
area)

843.4 square feet, complies, see below:

Area Footprint
Historic house 364.8 sf
Addition 404.8 sf
823 Ontario encroachment 73.8 sf
Total 843.4 sf

See Exhibit K — Footprint Analysis.

Front/Rear Yard Setbacks: 10
feet minimum, 20 feet total

Front (Ontario Avenue): 10 feet, addition complies.

Rear: 10 feet, addition complies. The proposed
addition is opposite to the rear seatback area as
the addition is located towards the front of the lot,
Ontario Avenue.

Historic house has a 6 foot front yard setback and
is considered a valid complying structure.®

Side Yard Setbacks: 3 feet
minimum,
6 feet total

Addition: 7’-9” on the north and 3'-0” on the
south, complies.

The historic house does not comply with the south
side yard setback and is considered a valid
complying structure.?

Building (Zone) Height: No
Structure shall be erected to a
height greater than twenty-seven
feet (27') from Existing Grade.

Various heights all under 27 feet, with the
exception of the covered parking area. Staff
recommends adding a condition of approval to
redesign the gable roof opposite to the street to
place a shed roof instead to comply with the 27
foot height, complies as conditioned.

Final Grade: Final Grade must
be within four vertical feet (4°) of
Existing Grade around the

periphery [...].

4 feet or less, complies.

Lowest Finish Floor Plane to
Highest Wall Top Plate: A
Structure shall have a maximum
height of thirty five feet (35’)
measured from the lowest finish
floor plane to the point of the

35 feet, complies.

! LMC 15-2.2-4. Existing Historic Structures:

Historic Structures that do not comply with Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards
are valid Complying Structures. Additions to Historic Structures are exempt from Off-Street parking requirements
provided the addition does not create a Lockout Unit or an Accessory Apartment. Additions must comply with
Building Setbacks, Building Footprint, driveway location standards and Building Height. All Conditional Uses shall
comply with parking requirements of Chapter 15-3.

Z ibid
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highest wall top plate [...].

Vertical Articulation: A ten foot | Horizontal step is 15 feet, complies.

(20’) minimum horizontal step in
the downhill facade is required

L..].

Roof Pitch: Roof pitch must be Addition: 7:12 roof pitch, complies.>

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

Parking: 2 parking spaces, 1 parking space, complies.*

minimum

LMC § 15-2.2-6 provides for development on steep sloping lots in excess of one
thousand square feet (1,000 sq. ft.) within the HR-1 District, subject to the following
criteria:

1. Location of Development. Development is located and designed to reduce

* ibid
* ibid

visual and environmental impacts of the Structure. No unmitigated impacts.

As viewed on the south elevation, the site is flat where the historic sits towards
the front of the lot which covers approximately half the site. The slope
dramatically changes to approx. 116% for the next fifteen feet (15’), it then
decreases in slope to approx. 20% for the next ten feet (10°), it then increases in
slope to approx. 52% for the next 17 feet, which then flattens out to Ontario
Avenue.

The north elevation reveals similar slopes, again flat at the front where the
historic house sits, half the site, it dramatically picks up a positive slope of
approx. 118% for the next 14 feet, it then again decreases in slope to approx.
21% for the next 9.5 feet before pick up to 62% slope for the next 16.5 feet, as it
flattens out to Ontario Avenue.

The proposed addition is limited by several development parameters which
include building setbacks, footprint, height, etc. The site also has north property
building encroachment which requires a greater separation which makes the
design stretch towards Ontario Avenue instead of getting closer to the north
property line where the setback is more than what is required; i.e. 7’-9” instead of
the minimum of 3'. Even though most of the addition takes place over the
steeper slopes, the site as viewed from Ontario Avenue will simply look like the
small 14 foot wide covered parking platform and will not be detrimental in terms
of size and scale mainly due to the dramatic change in slope which affects the
maximum building height.
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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 proposed Access, and Building mass and design; and to identified
the potential for Screening, Slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation
protection, and other design opportunities. No unmitigated impacts.

The applicant submitted building elevations showing impacts. As viewed from
Ontario Avenue the addition will simply look like the small 14 foot wide covered
parking platform and will not be detrimental in terms of size and scale mainly due
to the dramatic change in slope which affects the maximum building height.

The proposed structure cannot be seen from the key vantage points as indicated
in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of a cross canyon view. As
viewed on the photograph below, Exhibit C, the site is engulfed by surrounding
development; also the addition takes place fifteen feet (15’) behind the roof ridge
of the historic structure.

The cross canyon view contains a back drop of four (4) plus story buildings. The
building is located in a neighborhood of similar structures and is completely
surrounded by residential development. The project will be accessed by a
concrete slab on grade accessed off Ontario Avenue directly into the covered
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parking platform. The pedestrian access to the house has been incorporated as
an exterior staircase leading down to the upper level.

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

The design does not require any terracing as the site will be retained by the
foundation of the addition.

4. 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 proposed addition is located towards the rear of the historic house towards
Ontario Avenue. The addition respects a greater setback than the minimum from
the north side yard property line due to the location of a neighboring historic
house that encroaches on this lot. Pedestrian access is unchanged from the
front of the house accessible from Shorty’s Stairs. Another pedestrian access is
proposed to the upper level floor from an exterior staircase accessed off Ontario
Avenue.

5. 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 main ridge of the addition is perpendicular to Ontario Avenue located on the
covered parking platform. The reason the applicant chooses to open this parking
area instead of making it a full garage and more like a carport is because
enclosing it would make it over footprint. The covered parking platform has
openings on each side and does not have a garage door.

Again, the development parameters such as building setbacks, footprint, height,
etc., highly limit the amount of development due to their combined restrictions,
making the size of what can be viewed from Ontario Avenue small in terms of
building form and scale.

LMC 8§ 1-2.2-3(J) Snow Release, indicates that site plans and Building designs
must resolve snow release issues to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official.
It is very likely that a snow shedding agreement will be required on the south of
the lot.
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6. 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.

The proposed addition is setback ten feet (10) from front property line. The
addition is setback three feet (3’) from the south property line and 7°-9” from the
north property line. The width of the covered parking platform is just over
fourteen feet (14).

7. Dwelling Volume. The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot
size, Building Height, Setbacks, and provisions set forth in [LMC Chapter 2.2 —
HR-1]. 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 structure is vertically articulated and broken into compatible
massing components due to the topography of the site which limit the maximum
height. The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for the
historic structure. The proposed massing and architectural design components
are compatible with both the volume and massing of single family dwellings in the
area.

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

The proposed structure meets the twenty-seven feet (27°) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade, as conditioned. The covered
parking area has a small area which does not meet this provision. Staff
recommends adding a condition of approval to redesign the gable roof opposite
to the street to place a shed roof instead to comply with the 27 foot height.
Portions of the addition are less than 27’ in height.

Process

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City
Council following the procedures found in LMC 8§ 15-1-18. Approval of a Historic District
Design Review for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts is also
required prior to building permit issuance.

Department Review
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This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time other than standards items that would have to be addressed
during building permit review.

Public Input
No public input has been provided at the time of this report.

Alternatives
e The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit for 317
Ontario Avenue as conditioned or amended, or
e The Planning Commission may deny the Conditional Use Permit and direct staff
to make Findings for this decision, or
e The Planning Commission may request specific additional information and may
continue the discussion to a date uncertain.

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.

Conseguences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The construction as proposed could not occur. The applicant would have to revise their
proposal.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review a request
for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit at 317 Ontario Avenue based on the findings
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval for the Commission's
consideration.

Findings of Fact:

1. The site is located at 317 Ontario Avenue.

2. The site is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

3. The property, tax identification no. PC-455, is a standard Old Town lot measuring
25 feet in width and 75 feet in depth.

4. The site is listed on Park City’s Historic Site Inventory (HSI) as a Significant Site.

5. The property is known as the A.W. Webster House and was built circa 1885.

6. The site is ineligible to be listed as a Landmark site on the HSI and the National
Register of Historic Places due to the extent of the building alterations which
have diminished its associations with the past.

7. Approximately 86.3 square feet of the historic structure encroaches onto the
neighboring property to the south.

8. A portion of the adjacent historic structure to the north, 823 Ontario Avenue
encroaches on the subject property. This neighboring property is listed on the
HSI as a Landmark Site. This encroachment is approximate 73.8 square feet.

9. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is concurrently being
reviewed by Staff for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts
and Historic Sites.

10.This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for
an addition to a historic Structure.
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11.The property owner requests to build an addition towards the rear of the historic
structure, towards Ontario Avenue.

12.The applicant proposes to remove the non-historic attached storage area and
deck behind the structure and construct an addition consisting of three (3) floors
and a parking platform.

13. A single family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District.

14.The existing structure is 892 square feet. The ground level of the existing
structure is 550 square feet and the second level is 342 square feet.

15.The applicant requests to remove the storage area and deck.

16.The proposed addition includes adding 404.8 square feet to the lower level.

17.The proposed addition includes adding 404.8 square feet to the mid-level.

18.The new upper addition includes adding 381 square feet.

19.The new parking level floor plan would have a hot tub patio and a covered
parking platform.

20.The maximum building footprint is 844 square feet.

21.The proposed building footprint is 843.4 square feet.

22.The minimum front and rear yard setbacks are ten feet (10°).

23.The proposed front yard setback is ten feet, (Ontario Avenue).

24.The proposed addition is located opposite to the rear seatback area, towards
Ontario Avenue and meets the rear yard setbacks.

25.The historic house has a 6 foot front yard setback and is considered a valid
complying structure per LMC § 15-2.2-4.

26.The minimum side yard setbacks are three feet (3’) minimum, 6 feet total.

27.The addition has a 7’-9” side yard setback on the north and a 3’-0” side yard
setback on the south property line.

28.The historic house does not comply with the south side yard setback and is
considered a valid complying structure per LMC § 15-2.2-4.

29.LMC 8§ 15-2.2-4 indicates that Historic Structures that do not comply with Building
Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standards are valid
Complying Structures.

30.No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27')
from Existing Grade.

31.The addition and existing structure contains various heights all under 27 feet,
with the exception of the covered parking area. Staff recommends adding a
condition of approval to redesign the gable roof opposite to the street to place a
shed roof instead to comply with the 27 foot height restrictions.

32.Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) of Existing Grade around the
periphery [...].

33.The addition complies with the four foot final grade restriction.

34. 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 [...].

35.The maximum height from the lowest finish floor plane to highest wall top plate is
35 feet.

36. Vertical articulation is required in the form of a ten foot (10”) minimum horizontal
step in the downhill fagade.

37.The proposed additions meet the vertical articulation.

38.Roof pitch must be between 7:12 and 12:12 for primary roofs. Non-primary roofs
may be less than 7:12.
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39. The roof pitch of the addition is 7:12.

40.The roof pitch of the existing historic house is 12:12.

41.Even though most of the addition takes place over the steeper slopes, the site as
viewed from Ontario Avenue will simply look like the small 14 foot wide covered
parking platform and will not be detrimental in terms of size and scale mainly due
to the dramatic change in slope which affects the maximum building height.

42.The applicant submitted building elevations showing impacts.

43.The proposed structure cannot be seen from the key vantage points as indicated
in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of a cross canyon view.

44.The site is engulfed by surrounding development; also the addition takes place
fifteen feet (15’) behind the roof ridge of the historic structure.

45.The cross canyon view contains a back drop of four (4) plus story buildings. The
building is located in a neighborhood of similar structures and is completely
surrounded by residential development.

46.The project will be accessed by a concrete slab on grade accessed off Ontario
Avenue directly into the covered parking platform.

47.The pedestrian access to the house has been incorporated as an exterior
staircase leading down to the upper level.

48.The design does not require any terracing as the site will be retained by the
foundation of the addition.

49.The proposed addition is located towards the rear of the historic house towards
the Ontario Avenue.

50.Pedestrian access is unchanged from the front of the house accessible from
Shorty’s Stairs. Another pedestrian access is proposed to the upper level floor
from an exterior staircase accessed off Ontario Avenue.

51.The main ridge of the addition is perpendicular to Ontario Avenue located on the
covered parking platform.

52.The covered parking platform has openings on each side and does not have a
garage door.

53.The proposed structure is vertically articulated and broken into compatible
massing components due to the topography of the site which limit the maximum
height.

54.The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for the historic
structure.

55.The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of single family dwellings in the area.

56.Portions of the addition are less than 27’ in height.

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

Conclusions of Law:

1.

4.

The Steep Slope 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.

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 permits.

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

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

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

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit and the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites.

7. As part of the building permit review process, the applicant shall submit a certified
topographical survey of the property with roof elevations over topographic and
U.S.G.S. elevation information relating to existing grade as well as the height of the
proposed building ridges to confirm that the building complies with all height
restrictions.

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 August 13, 2015, if a building permit has not issued by
the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this
approval has been granted by the Planning Commission.

10.Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, subject to additional changes
made during the Historic District Design Review.

11.The applicant shall redesign the gable roof opposite to the street to place a shed
roof instead to comply with the 27 foot height restriction.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Vicinity Map

Exhibit B — Boundary Survey

Exhibit C — Site Photograph from Sandridge Parking Lot (Marsac Avenue)
Exhibit D — Site Photograph from Ontario Avenue

Exhibit E — Existing Conditions Foundation, 1% Level, 2" Level, & Roof Plans (A-1.06)
Exhibit F — Existing Conditions Exterior Elevations (A-2.01 existing)

Exhibit G — Photographic Streetscape

Exhibit H — Lower, Mid, Upper, & Parking Level Floor Plans (A-1.01 — A-1.04)
Exhibit | — Roof Plan (A-1.05)

Exhibit J — Exterior Elevations (A-2.01 — A-2.02)

Exhibit K — Footprint Analysis
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Exhibit B — Boundary Survey
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
I, BING CHRISTENSEN, CERTIFY THAT T AW LICENCED A5 A TAND SURVEYOR N THE
(REF. ND. 145795) N_ACCORDANCE WITH TTLE 58, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERS AND PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS LICENCING ACT. | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT.

1. THS PLAT REPRESENTS THE RESULTS OF A SURVEY CONDUCTED LNDER MY SUPERVISION AT
THE INSTANCE OF BRADLEY J. BRAINARD.

2, JHE LD SURVEYED LS WITMIN THE SOUTIEAST QNE-QUARTER OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 2
SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERDIAN, AND THE SURVEY WAS COMPLETEI
DURING JLILY, 2007.

THIS PLAT COMPLIES WTH APPLICABLE STATUTES OF THIS STATE AND ANY LOCAL ORDINANCES
 EFFECT O THE DATE THAT THE SURVEY WAS COMPLETED, AND THE. SURVEY WAS CORDUCTED
IN ACCORDANGE WITH TTTLE 17, CHAPTER 23, PARAGRAPH 17, OF THE LTAH CODE.

MONUMENTS DEPICTED AS SET ON THE PLAT ARE OF THE CHARACTER SHOWN, OCCUPY
THE POSITIONS INDICATED, AND ARE OF SUFFICIENT DURABILITY.

WARRANTY DEED DESCRIPTION
ENTRY NO. 777937 BK 1791 PG 428

LOT 28, BLOCK 54, AMENDED PLAT OF THE PARK CITY SURVEY, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL
PLAT THEREOF, ON FILE AND OF RECORD N THE OFFICE OF THE SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDER.

SUBJECT TO AND TOGETHER WITH AN EASEMENT AND RIGHT OF WAY FOR W0OD STARRS AND DIRT
WALKWAY.

BASIS OF BEARINGS

THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THIS SURVEY WAS ESTABLISHED AS SOUTH 66'57'28" WEST BETVEEN
A FOUND, PARK CITY SURVEY STRECT MOUMENT LOCATED. N, THE ITERSECTION or FOURTH
STREET AND ONTARIO AVENU ND PARK CITY SURVEY STREET MONUMENT LOCATED IN
STE INTERSECTION OF FOLRTH STREET AND. MAN STREET

SURVEYOR'S NARRATIVE

ose:
AT THE INSTANCE OF THE CLENT, THIS SURVEY WAS PERFORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
DETERMINING THE PHYSICAL LOGATION OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY'S BOUNDARY AND TO SHOW
EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS N RELATION TO BOUNDARY LINES.

CONTROLLING ELEMENTS AND CONGLUSIONS:
HEREON, AND ACCEPTED PARK CITY SURVEY STREET MONUMENTS WEF

EC R
USED TO CONTROL THIS 'SURVEY (SEE PARK CITY MONUMENT CONTROL MAP PREPARED BY BUSH

PURP

DGELL, INC., CIRCA 1882). Y M FOUND NEAR THE CORNES

SUBJECT PROPERTY, BUT LYING SUCHTLY SOUTHEASTERLY. THIS MAY BE EXPLAINED BY THE USE
NUNENTS BY OTHER SURVEYORS IN CONTRAST TO THOSE USED TO GONTROL THIS SURVEY.

INDEED, THE USE OF AN EXISTING MONUMENT LOCATED IN THE INTERSECTION OF FOURTH STREET

AND MARSAC AVENUE WOULD SHFT THE LOT LINES OF BLOCK 54 IN THE SOUTHEASTES

DIRECTION SLIGHTLY. _H . IT IS THE GPINION OF THE YOR THAT THE EXISTING

MONUMENT LOCATED IN THE INTERSECTION OF FOURTH STREET AND NARSAC AVENUE I

UNRELIABLE AND INCONSISTENT WITH OTHER PARK GITY SURVEY STREET MONLMENTS.

BING CHRISTENSEN
REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR

GENERAL NOTES

URVEY.POES NOT CURANTEE TILE To LIE, NOR IS [T FROCF OF OWNERSHIY, NOR

CONJUNGTION WITH THIS SURVEY ARE NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT EVIDE! nensiie o
BJECT PROPERTY OR ITS ADJONERS. THE GENERAL INTENT OF THS SURVEY IS TO
POSSIELE THE RE TITLE LINES OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AND TO SHOW

THEIR RELATIONSHPP T ANY EVIDENCE OF USE AND/OR POSSESSION,

EVENT THAT THIS SURVEY DETERMINES THAT THE CREATION OF A NEW/IMPROVED)
Goa uzscwnw IS ADVIsaBLE D NECESSARY TO'AD THE RESOLUTON oF ki

WN_BOUNDARY
CONFLICTS, IT SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TH; GAL DESCRIPTION, AS MIGHT BE SHOWN
S0’ PROVDED HEREON. DOFS NOT AL EPLACE OR EXTINGUISH RECORD TITLE LINES
AND SHOULD NOT BE USED N INSTRUMENTS OF CONVEYANCE BY WARRANTY OR

EOUNDARY LINES Lor HE BOUNDARY LI uct AL
DESCHPTON, AS MIOHT B PROVDED EFE © SEEN ESTABLISHED AN AGREED PN 5
APPROPRIAT PREPARE SUCH

AGREEMENTS, SOLICITATION OF COMPETENT LEGAL GOUNSEL IS STRONCLY. REGOMMENDED.

3 IN THE EVENT THAT THIS SURVEY WAS PERFORMED FOR THE PURPOSE OF PARCELING
FRopERTY ACCORONG. TO DIRECIIONS IO ThE CLINT, UNDER O GIReLMSTANGE sHolio e
PARCELING OF PROPERTY AS MIGHT BE SHOWN HEREON AND DESCRIBED BY LEGAL DESCRIPTION
ABOVE BE INTERPRETED 45 REPRESENTING A LEGAL SUBDIVSION O LOTS o RECORD SANCTIONED

RE_AD! 0
DIRECTION PERTAINNG TO ISSUES OF LOT
CONFORANCE AND. REGUREWENTS FOR' DEVELOPWENT,

THS, SUREX, REPRESENTS OPINONS BASED, ON FACTS AND EVDENGE A9 THE EVDENCE
CianceS GR 1F NEW EVOENEE 1S DISCOVE RECOVERED, THEN THE SURVEYOR RESERVES
T T MBI (R ALTER HIS OPIONS FERTANNG 10 THS SURVEY. ACCOROING T0 TS
NEW EVIDENCE.

5, onp URVETOR HAS MADE 11O INVESTISATION OR INDEPENDENT SEARCH FOR EASEVENTS OF
SECORD, ENCUMBRANCES, RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS " OR ANY OTHER
FACTS THAT AN ACCUSATE AND CURKENT e Shan

ARSTRACT 0 TIMENOR TIE COM
HE SURVEYOR. | THERE MAY EXST 'STHER DOSUMENTS OF REGORD THAT WOLD AFFECT TS

THIS SURVEY DOES NOT PURPORT TO DETALL THE LOCATIONS OF ANY OR ALL EASEMENTS
G RIGHTSZGWAY OF RECORD AND USE

FLAT MAP DOES NOT FURFORT TO SHOW, EITHER IN FAGT OR BY CIRGUMSTANCE,
ANY OR ALL UTILITY GOMPANY PIPES, WIRES,

EXST ON OR NEAR THE SUBLECT PROPERTY. FURTHERMORE, iCATION. AS
OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES THAT WAY BE SHOWN ON THIS PLAT MAP IS BASED STRICTLY ON
OBSERVABLE SURFACE EVIDENCE AND/OR VERBAL EXPLANATIONS, ALSO, FOR THIS SURVEY NO
UTUTY aPS o RECORD WERE AVALABLE TO T SURVEYOR TO

LOCATION, OF UNDERCROUND UTLITES, NOEED,

OF ‘UNDERGROUND UTILITES B MNED: CONTRACTORS. BULDERS,
SOVIAED 1o CERIFY T LOGATION AND ELEVATON OF AL EXSTNG UTLTES FAIOR 10
CONSTRUGTION AND/QR EXCAVATION BY CONTAGTING CORRESPONDING UTILITY COMPANIES (FOR
BLUE STAKES OF UTAH CALL 1-B00-562-4111).
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Exhibit B – Boundary Survey


Exhibit C — Site Photograph from Sandridge Parking Lot (Marsac Avenue)
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Exhibit C – Site Photograph from Sandridge Parking Lot (Marsac Avenue)
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Exhibit D – Site Photograph from Ontario Avenue
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Exhibit E — Existing Conditions Foundation, 1st Level, 2nd Level, & Roof Plans
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Exhibit E – Existing Conditions Foundation, 1st Level, 2nd Level, & Roof Plans
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Exhibit F — Existing Conditions Exterior Elevations
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Exhibit F – Existing Conditions Exterior Elevations
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Exhibit G — Photographic Streetscape
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Exhibit G – Photographic Streetscape


Exhibit H — Lower Level Floor Plan
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Exhibit H – Lower Level Floor Plan
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Exhibit H — Mid-Level Floor Plan
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Exhibit H – Mid-Level Floor Plan


Exhibit H — Upper Level Floor Plan
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Exhibit H — Parking Level Floor Plan

S AR EEY - TI085 ]

®

ADDATION 7 FEMODEL FoR
THE BRAINARD FAMILYT

LOT w28 - BLOGK 54

BT ONTARIO AVENUE
PARE. CITT, LT

summitdesign

architecture

po.box 681302 park utch B4068
4356

PARKING LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

SIREET LEVEL
o pome DATE SHEET
Qo s MW DECK 4 LT 204
SCALE A-1.04
v4* = 10"

Planning Commission - August 8, 2014 Page 74 of 159



fastorga
Typewritten Text

fastorga
Typewritten Text
Exhibit H – Parking Level Floor Plan


Exhibit | — Roof Plan
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Exhibit I – Roof Plan


Exhibit J — Exterior Elevations ) ) _ .
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Exhibit J – Exterior Elevations


Exhibit J — Exterior Elevations
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Exhibit J – Exterior Elevations


Exhibit K — Footprint Analysis
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Exhibit K – Footprint Analysis
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Planning Commission m
Staff Report @

Subject: The Parkite Commercial PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Condominiums

Author: Kirsten A Whetstone, MS, AICP

Date: August 13, 2014

Type of Item: Administrative — Condominium Plat

Project Number: PL-14-02302

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends Planning Commission hold a public hearing for The Parkite
Commercial Condominiums record of survey plat for commercial condominium units,
commercial convertible space, and common area located at 333 Main Street (aka the
Main Street Mall) 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: AG-WIP 333 Main Street Owner, LLC

Location: 333 Main Street (aka Main Street Mall)

Zoning: Historic Commercial Business (HCB) and Historic
Residential 2 (HR-2)

Adjacent Land Uses: Main Street retail, offices and residential; Park Avenue
residential

Reason for Review: Condominium plats require Planning Commission review
and recommendation to City Council with final action by the
City Council.

Proposal

The applicant requests a condominium record of survey plat for the purpose of platting
commercial condominium units, convertible space, and common area on the lower and
first floors of the old Main Street Mall building (Exhibit A) located at 333 Main Street.
The plat is consistent with the approved Historic District Design Review. Residential
condominium units within the building are also being platted with a concurrently
submitted Parkite Residential Condominiums record of survey plat application that was
recently approved by City Council on July 10, 2014.

Background
The property is located between Main Street and Park Avenue and consists of Lots 7-15

and 18-26, Block 11 of the Amended Park City Survey. The property was combined into
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one lot of record on March 26, 2009 with the 333 Main Street Subdivision plat. An
extension was granted on March 8, 2010 and the plat was recorded at Summit County
on April 12, 2011 (Exhibit B). The building is owned by a single entity and is currently
being remodeled with an active building permit.

Constructed across the zone boundary between the Historic Commercial Business
(HCB) on the Main Street side and Historic Residential Two (HR2) on the Park Avenue
side, the building contained allowed uses, such as retail, restaurants, offices, within the
HCB zone and legal non-conforming uses, such as office and retail within the HR2 zone
portion. Residential uses currently under construction within the HCB zone are allowed
uses. Residential uses currently under construction within the HR2 zone are permitted
per the Board of Adjustment approval on June 18, 2013, as legal non-conforming uses.
Commercial uses within the HCB zone are allowed uses and commercial uses within
the HR2 zone are existing non-conforming uses within the HR2 zone. The building
includes a total of 29,363 sf of commercial space located on the Lower Level and Level
One.

Included with the 333 Main Street Subdivision plat were five (5) easements for
emergency and pedestrian access, utilities, services, and parking as described in the
title report and land title of survey for 333 Main Street. These easements and all
conditions of the one lot plat amendment continue to apply to this condominium record
of survey plat and will be noted on the plat prior to recordation. The Parkite Residential
Condominium plat reflected amendments to the north tunnel, including amended
easements, to accommodate use of the tunnel for access to the lower level parking
garage for residential units only.

On February 27, 2009, a Historic District Design Review was approved for a complete
renovation of the building. On May 2, 2011, a revised Historic District Design Review
application was approved for modifications to the interior space and exterior skin of the
building in compliance with the revised 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Sites and to reflect the proposed residential uses where the interior spaces changed the
exterior elevations, windows, access, patios, etc. An additional revision to the May 2,
2011 action letter, clarifying that the north and south tunnels provide access to the
building in addition to Main Street and Park Avenue, was approved on July 30, 2012.

On August 11, 2011, the City Council approved an application for a condominium plat to
create 2 (two) condominium units (Unit A and Unit B) and convertible space within the
existing space of the Main Street Mall building in conformance with the approved
Historic District Design Review. The plat provided two separate ownership units that
would allow the proposed Main Street Mall renovation and financing to occur in
separate phases. A one year extension of the approval was approved by Council on
September 20, 2012. The plat was not recorded by August 11, 2013 and it expired.
Construction has moved forward with the building in single ownership.

On April 1, 2014, an application was submitted for a condominium record of survey plat
for one commercial unit and commercial convertible space consistent with the May 2,
2011, HDDR and the June 18, 2013, Board of Adjustment approval of a change of non-
conforming use application. The application was deemed complete on April 25, 2014.
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The application was revised by the owners on June 5, 2014 to identify two commercial
units and additional commercial convertible space also consistent with the HDDR
approval. Originally noticed for a June 11, 2014, Planning Commission meeting, Staff
recommended a continuation until July 9™. On July 9, 2014, Staff recommended the
Planning Commission continue the item until August 13" to allow the applicant to

resolve an ADA access issue for the lower level commercial space. Staff has re-noticed

this item given this series of delays. The Council hearing is scheduled for September

18, 2014.

Analysis

CODE REQUIREMENT

EXISTING

FRONT SETBACKS

0’ in HCB and 10’ in HR-2

Varies, 4’ to 23’ in HCB
Complies and 15’ in HR-2-
Complies.

SIDE SETBACKS

0’ in HCB and this Lot width
in HR-2 (100’ width). LMC
requires 10’ minimum and 30’
total side setbacks.

0’ in HCB- Complies

0'- 2.22’ (north) and 0.2 -0.7
(south) in HR-2 (total = 0.2’ —
2.92)- valid Complying
Structure

REAR SETBACKS

0’ in HCB and 10’ in HR-2 for
single family

There is no rear property line
because the center property
line was removed with the
plat amendment and the lot
has frontage on Park Ave
and Main Street (2 front
setbacks no rear setbacks).

HEIGHT

30’ at property line on Main
following a 45 degree angle
to a maximum height of 45’ in
HCB.

27 in HR2

30’ at property line on Main
follows 45 degree angle to
maximum height of 45’ in
HCB. 27’ from existing grade
in HR2. Complies.

MINIMUM LOT SIZE

1,250 sfin HCB
1,875 sf in HR-2 for SF and
3,750 sf for duplex

33,709 sf* -Complies.

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH

25’

224.73* -Complies.

FLOOR AREA RATIO

4.0 (67,420 sf) within HCB
only based on 16,854 lot area
within HCB (parking and
driveways are not included in
the FAR calculations). There
is no FAR for the HR2 zone.

FAR in the HCB portion is
2.89 based on HCB gross
floor area of 48,755 sf.

Complies.

PARKING

Special Improvement District
assessed and fully paid for
1.5 FAR (retail/commercial
uses on main/lower floors).
Third story (now residential)

56 spaces per 1986 Parking
Agreement (paid in-lieu) plus
Special Improvement District
for 1.5 FAR, plus 15 on-site,
and 10 private spaces off of
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fully paid with 1986 Parking Swede Alley.
Agreement for 56 spaces. Complies

*Actual surveyed square footage and lot width, based on the actual survey and monumentation.

This record of survey plat includes two commercial units on the lower level; (C-1) a
8,138 sf unit and (C-2) a 5,733 sf unit. The remaining commercial area is platted as
convertible commercial area (15,492 sf) and common area on Level One. Convertible
space is area that could be re-platted into separate commercial condominium units in
the future in order to sell individual commercial units. It is considered a Unit until such
conversion takes place or if the time to convert expires. The property owner intends to
maintain ownership of the convertible space at this time.

To resolve ADA access to Unit C-1 on the lower level, an elevator is proposed, as well
as a corridor on the lower level connecting the elevator to Unit C-1 (see Exhibit A sheet
2). This area is designated as limited common ownership appurtenant to Unit C-1 with
easement rights only. The area is part of the residential common area on the lower
level. Following recordation of the residential plat the residential HOA will grant an
easement to the commercial HOA over this space (elevator and walkway) for the benefit
of the commercial units consistent with the limited common ownership designation on
the commercial plat.

There will be a similar easement from the residential HOA to the commercial HOA for
use of the south tunnel for access to Swede Alley for the commercial units. These
easement rights will be included on the final commercial plat prior to recordation of said
plat and will be limited common area for the benefit of the commercial units to be further
described in the easement agreements.

Common area for the terrace along Main Street is platted for the commercial units to be
maintained by the commercial HOA. The central portion of the lower level is platted on
The Parkite Residential Condominiums plat as residential common area for the parking
garage. On the first level, at the south end of the building the commercial space
extends to the rear wall and is below grade with no access to Park Avenue from any of
the commercial spaces. At the northern portion of the building commercial space is
located on the main level of the historic structures, with residential space located above
and/or behind the commercial space. All of the storefront properties have access on to
Main Street, are subject to the vertical zoning ordinance, and have no access onto Park
Avenue. The vertical zoning ordinance is described in the HCB chapter of the LMC
(Section 15-2.6-2 Uses), as well as in Chapter 15- Definitions (Storefront) and states
that storefront area (e.g. individual unit/spaces within 50’ of the public sidewalk on Main
Street and not more than eight feet (8’) above or below the level of Main Street) have
various use restrictions (e.g. residential and office uses are not permitted).

This property is subject to a February 28, 1986 Master Parking Agreement which was
amended in 1987 to effectuate an agreement between the City and the owner with
regards to providing parking for a third floor of the Main Street Mall (for office uses
proposed with the original construction). The property was also assessed and paid into
the Main Street Parking Improvement District for the 1.5 FAR (for the lower floors). All
required parking can be accommodated with the existing parking in China Bridge per
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the Parking Agreement. The owner also retains a parking easement for ten spaces off
of Swede Alley and proposes an underground parking structure with approximately 15
spaces, with access from Swede Alley via the north tunnel. The underground parking is
intended to be exclusively for the residential owners and is platted on the residential plat
as residential common area.

The property is encumbered with a lease agreement to provide a garage for the
property at 364 Park Avenue. This lease agreement is identified on the subdivision plat
because of the 99-year duration (approximately 50 years remaining). This separate
garage within the Main Street Mall building has access to Park Avenue. The lease
agreement addresses relocation of this garage in the event of construction/remodel of
the building. This garage is identified on the residential condominium plat, as Unit 1G
(559 sf), a privately owned parking garage “unit”.

Loading and services for the commercial uses will be from Swede alley via the south
tunnel and from Main Street. No loading for commercial uses will be from Park Avenue
as there is no access to Park Avenue from the commercial units, other than required
emergency egress. Commercial uses are retail uses.

Staff finds that the condominium plat, as conditioned, will not cause undo harm to
adjacent property owners because 1) the proposed plat meets the requirements of the
Land Management Code (excepting the existing non-complying side setback in the HR2
zone) and 2) the plat is consistent with the approved HDDR and the active building
permit that was reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land Management
Code requirements in effect at the time of application for building permits. The plat also
memorializes required access, parking, and utility easements and is consistent with the
recorded one lot subdivision plat that removed the underlying property lines.

Good Cause

Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as it plats commercial condominium
units consistent with the HDDR and the non-conforming use change application and
allows for individual ownership of commercial space on Main Street. The condominium
plat is consistent with the State condominium act, complies with the Land Management
Code and is consistent with the approved Historic District Design Review that provided
for improved architectural design, building energy efficiency, and a positive visual and
vital impact on Main Street.

Department Review

This project was reviewed by the Development Review Committee on April 22, 2014.
Issues raised have been addressed with conditions of approval and revisions to the
submitted plat.

Notice

On May 28, 2014, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. The property was re-posted on July 30, 2014. Legal notice was
published in the Park Record on May 28 and July 26, 2014.
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Public Input
Staff has not received any public input regarding the proposed plat at the time of this

report or at the time of any of the prior public hearings and continuations.

Future Process
Approval of this condominium plat application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following procedures found in LMC 15-1-18.

Alternatives

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City Council
to approve the condominium plat as conditioned or amended, or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to City Council
to deny the condominium plat and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or

e The Planning Commission may continue discussion on the plat and provide direction
to staff and the applicant regarding any additional information, findings, or conditions
necessary to take final action on the requested application.

e There is not a “no-action” alternative for administrative plat amendments.

Significant Impacts
There are no negative fiscal or significant environmental impacts to the city from this
record of survey plat application.

Conseguences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The entire building would continue to be owned by one entity and the commercial space
could not be sold separately.

Recommendation

Staff recommends Planning Commission hold a public hearing for The Parkite
Commercial Condominiums record of survey plat for commercial condominium units,
commercial convertible space, and common area located at 333 Main Street (aka the
Main Street Mall) and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as
found in the draft Ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A- Proposed condominium plat

Exhibit B- Recorded 333 Main Street one lot plat amendment
Exhibit C- Residential Condominium plat
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Ordinance No. 14-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE PARKITE COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUMS
RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT, LOCATED AT 333 MAIN STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, owners of the property known as 333 Main Street (aka the Main
Street Mall), Lot A of the 333 Main Street plat amendment, have petitioned the City
Council for approval of a condominium plat for commercial condominium units and
associated commercial common area.

WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted on May 28, 2014 and
July 30, 2014, according to requirements of the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, courtesy notice letters were sent to all affected property owners on
May 28, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 11, 2014, to
receive input on the condominium plat; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on June 11, 2014, continued the item to
the July 9, 2014 Planning Commission meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 9, 2014, held a public hearing
and continued the item to August 13, 2014 to allow the applicant time to resolve an
ADA access issue for the lower level commercial space; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 13, 2014,
to receive input on the condominium plat and forwarded a recommendation to the City
Council; and

WHEREAS, on September 18, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on
The Parkite Commercial Condominiums plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve The Parkite
Commercial Condominiums record of survey plat.

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The condominium 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 333 Main Street between Main Street and Park Avenue
and consists of Lot A of the 333 Main Street plat amendment that combined lots 7-
15 and 18-26, Block 11, of the Amended Park City Survey. There is an existing four
story commercial building on the property.
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10.

11.

The existing building, known as the Main Street Mall, was constructed in 1984
across property lines and zone lines.

On March 26, 2009, the City Council approved a plat amendment to create a single
lot of record from the multiple underlying lots for the existing Main Street Mall
building known as the 333 Main Street Subdivision. On March 8, 2010, the Council
extended the approval for one year to allow the applicants additional time to finalize
the plat in preparation for signatures and recordation at Summit County. The 333
Main Street one lot subdivision plat was recorded at Summit County on April 12,
2011.

On April 1, 2014, an application was submitted for a condominium record of survey
plat for one commercial unit and commercial convertible space for the entire
building consistent with the May 2, 2011, HDDR and the June 18, 2013, Board of
Adjustment approval of a change of non-conforming use applications. The
application was deemed complete on April 25, 2014. The application was revised
by the owners on June 5, 2014 to identify two commercial units and additional
commercial convertible space also consistent with the HDDR and Board of
Adjustment approval.

The building has a single entity as owner and is currently being remodeled with an
active building permit.

Commercial uses currently under construction within the HCB zone are allowed
uses. Commercial uses within the HR2 portion are below the grade of Park Avenue
and are existing non-conforming uses.

Residential condominium spaces within the building were platted with the
concurrently submitted The Parkite Residential Condominiums record of survey plat
application that was approved by the City Council on July 10, 2014.

The Main Street portion of the building is located in the Historic Commercial
Business District (HCB) with access to Main Street and the Park Avenue portion of
the building is located in the Historic Residential 2 (HR-2) zoning district with limited
access to Park Avenue. The building was constructed with non-complying side yard
setbacks of 0.2’ to 2.92’ total within the HR2 zone and total of 30’ is required.

Main Street is important to the economic well being of the Historic Commercial
business district and is the location of many activities important to the vitality and
character of Park City. The Main Street Mall architecture is out dated and not in
compliance with the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Districts and the
owners are currently renovating and improving the building with an active building
permit.

On February 27, 2009, a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) was approved for
a complete renovation of the building. On May 2, 2011, a revised Historic District
Design Review application was approved for modifications to the interior space and
exterior skin of the building in compliance with the current revised 2009 Design
Guidelines for Historic Districts and Sites and to reflect the proposed residential
uses where the interior spaces changed the exterior elevations, windows, access,
patios, etc. An additional revision to the May 2, 2011 HDDR action letter clarifying
access to the building, to include language that the north and south tunnels provide
access to the building in addition to Main Street and Park Avenue, was approved
on July 30, 2012.

The property is encumbered with a recorded 99 year lease agreement to provide
parking for the property at 364 Park Avenue. This lease agreement is identified on
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the plat because of the duration of the lease. The parking subject to the lease is
currently provided within a garage in the Main Street Mall building with access to
Park Avenue. The private 559 sf garage space is platted as unit 1G on the
residential condominium record of survey plat for this property.

12. Five (5) easements for existing emergency and pedestrian access, utility, and
parking easements as described in the title report and land title of survey for 333
Main Street were memorialized with the recorded subdivision plat.

13. On June 27, 2011, the City received a complete application for a condominium plat
to create commercial condominium units (Unit A and Unit B) within the existing
space of the Main Street Mall building and consistent with the May 2011, approved
Historic District Design Review plans. The two unit plat was approved by Council
however it was not recorded within a one year time period and it expired.

14. This property is subject to a February 28, 1986 Master Parking Agreement which
was amended in 1987 to effectuate an agreement between the City and the owner
with regards to providing parking for a third floor of the Main Street Mall (for office
uses proposed with the original construction). The property was assessed and paid
into the Main Street Parking Improvement District for the 1.5 FAR (for commercial
and retail on the main and lower floors).

15. Commercial space is located at the street along the Main Street frontage, including
commercial space within the historic structures, with residential space located
above and/or behind commercial space. All of the storefront units are subject to the
vertical zoning ordinance as described in LMC Chapter 15-26-2 Uses.

16. Access is also contemplated via the existing north tunnel to a proposed
underground parking garage with fifteen parking spaces for the residential
condominium units only. The parking garage is located in the lowest level and is
designated as common area for the residential uses.

17. Loading and services for the commercial uses, which are retail uses, will be from
Swede alley via the south tunnel and from Main Street. No loading for commercial
uses will be from Park Avenue as there is no access to Park Avenue from the
commercial units, other than required emergency egress.

18. An elevator will be constructed at the Main Street level to provide ADA access to
Unit C-1 on the Lower Level. A walkway from the elevator to Unit C-1 will also be
constructed. Easements for the elevator and walkway will be recorded prior to
recordation of this plat to provide perpetual ADA access to Commercial Unit C-1, as
well as access to the south tunnel. These easements will be recorded following
recordation of The Parkite Residential Condominiums plat so that the Residential
HOA is granting the easements.

19. Easement agreements between the City and Property Owner regarding the south
and north tunnels will need to be revised to address tunnel access, utilities,
maintenance, etc., as required by the City Engineer.

Conclusions of Law:

1. There is good cause for this condominium plat.

2. The condominium 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
condominium plat.

4. Approval of the condominium plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
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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 condominium plat for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, the recorded subdivision plat, and any conditions of approval,
prior to recordation of the plat.

The applicant will record the condominium plat at the County within one year from
the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s
time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless an extension request is made in
writing prior to the expiration date and the extension is granted by the City Council.
All conditions of approval of the 333 Main Street Subdivision plat and approved
Historic District Design Review shall continue to apply.

All new construction at this property shall comply with applicable building and fire
codes and any current non-compliance issues for tenant spaces, such as ADA
access and bathrooms, emergency access, etc. shall be addressed prior to building
permit issuance.

Access easements for all required access to the south tunnel for commercial units
and access from the Main Street level to Commercial Unit C-1, shall be recorded
prior to plat recordation in order to provide perpetual ADA access to Commercial
Unit C-1 from Main Street and to provide required access to the south tunnel.
Recording information shall be provided on the plat prior to recordation.

Easement agreements between the City and the Property Owner regarding the
south and north tunnels shall be reviewed and any required revisions to address
tunnel access, utilities, maintenance, etc. shall be made. The amended agreements
shall be recorded prior to or concurrent with the Commercial plat and recording
information shall be provided on the plat.

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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EXHIBIT A

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

NOTES
g John_Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Registered Land Surveyor
— ! ;:;j.eff”wﬂh“."c"}“”‘:n’”taﬂ";g:"“fi’p:i?;f"i}"(::fg::e(&‘;’”:ja';‘:‘(f;’”;“’d’”g‘“‘:‘g‘!:g mnt \ hom Certmcnte No. 154491 as presmned by the lows of the State of umh nnd
Twsn@g“ Citiated ot oppreximotely 333 Natn Street, Park ity Utah (colertivly, th | sed to be urer my direction and by authority of the owner, this
oSt Froject"), which is ereated and governed by that certcin Dedlaration of Pt of "NE BARKTE COMMESOAL CONDOMININS, & Utch Condominiom Project, |
Candomirium for The Parkite Commerciol Gondominums, ond Subsequent Sccordance with the provisions of the Utai Condomintum Gwnership Act. | forther

amendments, i any. tharlo (ihe ‘Declralion. The Declratien sels forh the certify that the information shawn hereon is correct.

cosements, fesirictiona, and generd plan of mprovement for the Project os
described n this Plat. The Project is clso subject fo that certain

Declaration of Covenants, Easements, and Restrictions for 333 Main s«ree« (the

‘Master Declaration”). Unless the Contont claarly Indicates otherwiss, ol PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

e irzad s a0 ge o s Pl ahell mesa ihe msarings Set rth n the
Declaration or the Master Declaration

ot A, 333 Main Streot Plat Amendment, accarding to tha official plat tharaof of record in the offica of the
The Units are served by a common private lateral wastewater ine. The 333 Summit County Recorder

Moin Sirast Condominiuma Haster Owners Assaciation, Inc, o Utch non-profit

corporation (the ‘Master Associotion”), shall be responsiblc for ownership,

peration, and mantenancs of all common private lateral wostewoter (s,

Pursuant to the Desaraton, the Parkite Cammrcia Condomintums Ouners
Asaoclation, nc., o Utch nan—profit corparation (Assoclation”) la rasponalbls
o mainkaiing. ertain portions of the Broject, inluding but ot Irmited {6 the
Comman Arcas and Faciies, and the Associalion shall have  perpetual
non—exclusive egsement over the Project for such maintenance purposes as
further descrbed In the Declaration.

OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

P 333 Main Strest Owner, LL.C., a Delaware limited liabiity company ((Dedlarant?), as the ownar of i
vt deserbed otk of fad 46es by submt ML e 1o the URah, Condormire Ownerehi Ach, Ltah.Code
Amoioted, Ttle 57, Chogter B, ond set opart ond subdice the same inio Units ond Common Areos ond Focilties
as shown hereon, fo be known as THE PARKITE COMMERCIAL CONDONINIUMS, and does hereby grant and dedicate
Gny sasements. depictad harson.

4 Pursgant to the Master Declargion, the Master Associaion s responabe for
maintaning certoin slements of the Project, and sholl hove G perpelud
Ton SXDoNe. somament e ne Fropersy Tor Such makenonce purpates s AG—IF
e descroas e Meator Dacetotion ondtha. Dodaraimn

5. Al Common Areas and Faciities are dedicated as a non—exclusive easement to
Park Gty Municipol Gorporation, Snydervile Bosin Woter Reclomotion District
(SBWRD), and the Park City Fire Protection District, Summit County for the
o e e e atoatione In viness whereol, Decloront hos executed ths Ouner's Dedleation os of the ___ doy of R
maintenance, ond eventual replacement.

& The locations, dimensions, and boundaries of the Urits and square footage

AG-WIP 333 MAIN STREET OWNER, LL.C.,

a Delaware limited liability company

Is Intended that the size and boundarles of the Units shall be as constructed.
fore, no ae—built meosurements wers toksn.

ALt it Proect s 5o indrgen. Nowfntonang Decerart'
ant of ity casements, Declorant.reserves the right o record o
DETAL C DETAL B & more Instruments Wnch narow and It such srant of Uiy sasment o
NTS NTS the normal eosement width of the utility in those certain elements within the ACKNOWLEDGMENT
Project which actualy conian the Wity focities as descrived i Sud
e ond ot pargosen descibes hrei S esersa 74 in R —
JE—— St to Uty Companies rgts e Tecoted uncer he real roperty ooty o )
it Gaprad on' i Fiot —_—
2 sy v s arass car e SASTAG Wi -
SET MAG NALL (SEE NOTE 10) BASIS OF BEARING — N 23'34"13" W 938.52" (sex NoTe 11) A B. The Property as depicted on this Plat is subject to the Deve\epmemu\ Rights The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this . day of
E TS &R B T MAIN STREET 9865 v as described i tne Dedoration, and Dedorant sholl Nove. the ignt 1o, exercise

fimitation, the Option 'to Convert Spoce, the Oplion to Expond, the reservation 2014, by the

Sola and excluslve discration o of AG-WP 333 MAN STREET OWNER, LLC, a Delaware limited liabiiity
company.

TR accepTED 5. In the event of any confict between the provisions in any of the above notes
TAL & WASHER
e ek ond the temms of the Decloration, the Decloration sholl control.

NOTARY PUBLIC

10. The survey monumant ot Fourth Strast and Main Sirsat shown on tha Po
0y Homsment Camrel Mop: recorded Nowerbr 2, 1550, a5 Eniry No. 197765
BULDING COLUNIN (TPIGAL) Wos destroyed. A mag nail was set o fts origial location based an survey
Temmace information obtained from previous surveys. My Commission Expires: —
1. The basis of bearing as shown this survey io the platted inverse batwsen the Residing ot

survey monuments indicated. There is a bearing change at Main Sireet and
Third Street. Refer to the Pork Gity Monument Control Mop, recorded
November 2, 1382, os Entry No. 197765,
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

1
AL OF LOTS 7. & 9. 10, 11, 12, 13, 94, 15, 18, 16, 20. 21, 22 21 24, 25 end 26 BLOCK 11, OF THE AMDNOED PLAT OF THE PARK OTY SURVEY. cccording 1o
e of e Sumervt County Racorder.
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B TR on. covament oy 30 tont soch ste ot Mo evoting som

BEGRNNG ot point Sevih 2YIT00" East .90 feet Wom the Northeost comer of Lot 14 Block 00, Wilene Reservotion. 000 fusning Bance South 10T828"
Want 48D feet. thance South SE715'3T" Wast 1344 feet 05 taeminating.
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OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS thot Pork City 333 Moin Development, LLC, the owner of the herein
deacribed tract of land, Goes hereby certify that It hos coused this Piot 1o be prepored. ond does hereby
consent to the recordotion of this
hmmmmml,mmmmhbwlhnﬂ_uyol
201
Pork City 333 Main Development. LLC, o Delowore limited lioblity company
By Main Mot Development, LLC, o Delaware limited liabdity compeny, Its Manoger
By DORM Park City, LLC, @ Utan limited |

3 o e PARCEL |
Gs]
CONTANS 34708 [5G T
B [335] Stwet osrems on Mom Strwet M‘h
] sm.: —) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
= = = g = k. County ofe mﬂ J
-- - —— ———— J.-_-.L--J.-_.-.L--_E The inat t wos ackn before me ZZ_ e 2011, by
v Tl Y s

- foregaing inatrument owleaged ths doy of i
E 2247 ey comes Stoniey R. Costiston. the Manager of DORM Pork Cit. LLC. 0 Utoh Bmited ablity Y. which Is the
2t Monoger of Main Mo# Development, LLC, o Delowore limited lioblity compony, which is the Monoger of Park City
333 Mop Development, LLC, o Dplawore limited lioblity company.

LOT| A

N 86°4000° £ 150.00"

o0 e 0 o s ()
g

A PARCEL COMBINATION PLAT
A COMBINATION OF LOTS 7—15 & 18-26 IN BLOCK 11, PARK CITY SURVEY

s S 333 MAIN STREET PIAT AMENDMENT -~

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN SHEET 1 OF 1
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

(439) ses-24cr | SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATE | APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST | COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE | #920478 RECORDED
REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY L FIRO THes PLAYTO BE- M APPROVED AS TO FoRM This i __ | | CERTWY THES RECORD OF SURVEY | o oVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK O STATE OF UTAW, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND fILED
h RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS 23 PG CouusSion o 25 et ol -l ) i CBUNCIL T 20TH Bas | COUNCI THIS 2674 DAY OF WARCH, 2008 AD. AT THE REQUEST OF
5 DAY OF 2011 AD. 3 o — | oAv oF — 2\‘(*‘ AD. 2 : OF MARCH, 2009 AD. . oate fiafu  TMe 24 Mooox _—__ pace =
COmSLT CRECTES D AR StV o LAS S oY _=ZCC . 8y o VAY/ L] =
303 M St A5 B T4 Pt Sty G B 08 B.WRD. PARK CITY ENGINECR IARK T CITY REC FEE REC
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EXHIBIT C

NOTES SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
1. This condeminium P\ul (*Plat depicts The Parkite Residential Condominiums project which
heompesens o porian of the lond (ihe Properiy) ond buiding stusted of Spprodmatdy 333 ain
ﬂFTEF e o Crotacto, e Trobors iy ons e o Trb by that cerlain I, John Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Registered Land Surveyor and
NAL & i Dedaration of Condominium for The Pariite Residéntil Condormiums, and. Subseauent mendments. that | 'hold Certificate No. 154491, as prescribed by the lows of the State of Utah, and
o ' it any therelo (the Declaralon™. The Declaration sets forth e casements, resiictions and generc that | hove caused to be made under my direction and by authority of the owner, this
ENCROACHMENT ] plan of improvement for the Project as described in this Plat. The Project is dlso subject that plat of THE PARKITE RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS, a Utah Condominium Project, in
St Desaraton Unies e comest coary Tfeates Seraior l apdteca tam. u‘!":;m on accordance with the provisions of the Utah Condominium Ownership Act. T further
T et Shet ‘v e reanings:cak Torth i e Decicaion o the Moot Bociarsion certify that the information shown hereon is correct.
— 2. The Units are served by o common private latera wastewator fne, The 33 Nain Sirect
ol Condominiume ester Orars. Aasotiation, Inc, 5 Utoh nen—proft comeration (iho “oster
— Aasoclation 3. shal be responsie or awnershp, opeotion, ond mamianance of al commen private PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
oteral mesiewarer nes.
- = 5 Pursuent 1o the Dearation, The Perkte Residental Condoriniums Owners Asseciation, I  Utah Lot &, 353 Main Street Plat Amendment, acearding 1o the offical plat thereof of record in the ofice of fhe Summit Gounty
- Sl nenZproft comoraten ("Aetocaton) e rasponll, fr mataiing carcin portons of o St Recorder.
g but ot Tked 15 the. Commen sen_ond Facii o Commmon e nd
rduding but net limhed Lo the Commen Arsas and Faciiies and the Limitad Cammon Arecs and Togather uith perpetue, non-exclusive. agsemants for the consiruction of funnda under M Sireat for the sele purpess of providing
- Fecf e Qummé e Geschoes n ihe Beceronen 1 over the Project Releskion and oAt Gceesn oo catted by ok certan Eosemment Aareement retorded sy 9. 1984 s Entry N 237585 1 Baok
Do Gt Page 555, b1 ine wiiciol records in the. Gifce of e Summit ‘Goonty Recorden 501 cemements:bema’ more pardesiany
DETALL A 4. Pursuent. to the Moster Dedloration, the Master Assoclatlon ls respanslble for maintalning certain Gescrlbed 05 follows:
NTS NTS s\smenke of the Project, and shall have a perpetual non—exclusive easement over the Property for ¢
— ‘maintenance purpases as further described in the Master Declaration ane e Declaration. EASEMENT FOR NORTH PEDESTRIAN TUNNEL SILVER MILL MAIN STREET MARKET PLACE
| uch & puree further d bad in the Master Declarati d the Decl t Located in the southeast quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South Ronge 4 Eost. Solt Loke Baose and Meridian.
5. 00 Lmies Comman rsss cn Focits o3 dpctod n s Pl a resaned for e e of corton -
- The Limites Common, Arage ch Foclites o3 ceptcled on this Plat oro rasarved fo tho ueo o ¢ SEGHNING o o pant which is Narih 233800" West 146,03 fect fom the southeast camer of Lot 7, Block 11, Park Gity Survey
22 “Limited Common Areas and Facilities® is appurtenant to the respective Unit as described in the Amendsc; and running thence North 2535700" West 25,00 fect long the westerly riht-—of—way of liin Strees thence orth
iy o T o e ot s et o he Cunars 01 e Gt S50 £t S50 1t Lo 0 gt on e scstry P vy B Nl Sk o vy sotery log S0 eht-s1-vay
_3 S 253500 East 5,00 Teet hence Soutn 863700 Wesl 53,00 foct 1o the e pomt of begi
ss & Al Common Avess and Follies are dedlasted s o nen-exclusive osemen. to Park City Nuniclpol
o Carporation, Snydervile Bosin Water Reclomtion Distrct (SBWRD), and the Park City Fire Protection EASEMENT FOR SOUTH PEDESTRIAN TUNNEL SILVER NILL NAN_STREET MARKET PLACE
H Disirict, Surmit County for the. purpose of previding Gocess (o LIty and crainage. instaliation, Use, Cocoted 17 the southeast quorter of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 Eost, Sait Lake Bose and Merldian,
H Tantanaman, nd_ svertud repatomont
e g SECHNIG ot o pt wic & Nerh 23300 tsk $250 fet. rom U1 outhost corner of Lot . Bk 1, erk iy Sy
ENEWCNMENT\ & 7. Al property comers are to be set olong the perimeter boundary os shown hereon, d; ond running thence North 23'38'00" West 25.00 feet along the westerly right—of—we e North
7700007 Eock 3057 fant 1o pnt an 10 asvtaly rght—or-vay of Nen Sirock ond hence. clong sdd Hai—er-wey South
& T st s cnd g of e Uns 10 sy otog ot 73 by o oot to o point o i oy of Mein Streck end thence ol
2olely on drawing supplied by Elliott Workre e square fastage calculations shown on thia Plat 2373800" East 25,00 feet; thence South 7500'00" West S0.57 feet to the true point of beginning.
are. m\cmnted In accordance with the utah Condomwum QOwnership Act (the ®Act”) and the
Dadlaration. Such calculotions typically differ somawhat from the square footoge dsterminad by the Together with 6 non—exclusive easement for porking of outomobiles and for pedestrion ond vehiculor ingress and egress, os creoted
architect ar others using different methads of determining unit size. It is intended that the size and by that certain Easement Agreement, recorded January 28, 1994, as Entry No. 396881, in Book 783, at Page 242 and the Fi
boundaries of the Units shall be as constructed. Therefore, no as—built measurements were taken. Amendment to Easement Agreement and First Amendment to Eqsement and Maintenarice Agreement, recorded June 22, 1993,
By e 230 Bk J368, ot Poge 155, o e oHle reconde, 594 eqsement beig neve pariesary deserved ot Tlone
5. AL utifies within the Project shall be underground. Notuithstanding Declarant’s grant of blanke
ity easements, Deslrant resens the right {o recard one or mare Wsiruments which narrow and SEGIVNNG ot o peint South 253100" Eost 203 fost from the nortnasst. corner of Lot 11, Block 59, Pork Gity Survey, sccarding to
it sich grantof utity sasement to the Normal sasement width of the ity n' thase Cartan e it ek Bt o e nd of reord )t e of e Reder, St Caumy Uiy and g s S
DETAL DETAL B elements within the Project which actually contain the utllity facllitfes oa described In such hstrument 6634247 West 6.44 feet 10 0 polnt on the Interlor face of a concrete wall which Is the perimeter of o parking gorage; inince along
NTS NTS ond for tne purpgace escried eran, Sucn feserued rOnL s subek 1o Wty companies TS han G ace of s wll vl prking saroge the (olowng slewn (11 cowsun 1 South SHSEZI" Nest 11240 ecks ‘mence ) Sostn
' property depic g 2325'36" East 22.60 fest; thence 3) North 66734247 East 18.20 fest; thence 4) South 2325 35 Eust 5.95 fest to a pont on the
10. Al of the parking spaces in the parking garages shall be Comman Arsas and Faclties, Declar nartherly [ine of an existing stairwoy easement; thence 5) along Sid stairway easement North 853304 East 2.35 fest; thence 6)
[E— B e s e L ST M T TR [ SeTa T ot T00 e b S 3 o 0 e o SESK et S ok 9
2 STEECT FouR STEEET- ks oo T, LAY oy dlect ta cperoie.the. porking creos on o frst come—frat Served bes North 23725/36" Vest 18.50 foot o @ polnt on & 390 foot radlus curve 1o the rignt, whoto rodus point bears North S65424" East;
SET A WAL (SEE NOTE 13) BASIS OF anwws = N 253413" W_938.52' ez e A thence 10) olong the ore of said curve .13 feet fru o centrol ongle of S000CCE thence 1) North B53424+ Eot 14.85 feet
87 v n roperty os depicted on this Plot is subject ta the Developmental Rights as described in the thence North 66'34'24" East 6.47 fest to a point on the sast line of Lot 11; thence along said east line North 23°31'007 West 17.25
i MAIN STREET Deciaraton, and beblarant ol have e Hut to-excrese any Deviopments) okt provitd for 1 fost 1o the point of begimning
. e Beclrstion, ncuama. wiinout TmKaton: the Ot o Expae ne Teservation dnd.arantng of
A i comnts Tseig o TeIbcaing TSRS W the Projor. sdding cmdiond] Togther sith non—xclusive sasement for pedesiian naress and eqress acrass {he Stanway Property. as created by that certan
T etaonaL . servie Todltes ond makng such Stner denciopmente! acelsona and thanges a3 ELEarE o Mamienonce. Ag eamnt. rect aed Jonuars 2, 194 be Entry No. S96SE2 In otk 763 of Page 280, and the Fret
i Dodarant shll datenine in 1t sets and oxtusive dacretion: Eomemimens o et At 604 et Araniomint 1o Eqtirent ons Neianange. Agiaament. 1acqrdbd done 38, 1859, 50
8! Entry No. 542230, in Book 1268 at Page 173 of the aNmm\ recards, said sassment being more particularly described as follows:
EDGE OF ASPHALT I 12, In the event of any conflict between the provisions in any of the dbove nates and the terms of the Y N " v
’. FOORT & ACCEPTED Declaration, the Declaration shall control. BEGINNING at a point on the east right—of-way line of Main Street, South 23'38'00" East 1.15 feet from the northwest corner of Lot
[Ty — —3-C e — e — — s ) 5, Block 22, Park Gity Survay. ond runing fhencs along e, ost ighi—oi-way [no of Man Strest North 252800 East 14.64 oot
WAL & WASHER N EONCRETE S g \SONGRETE SoewaLK 13 The survey monument at Fourth Strest and Main Street shown on the Park City Monument Gontrol i Rt Al i e S e el e ekp o S
E 2 Map, recorded November 2, 1982, as Entry No. 197765 was destroyed. A mag nail was set at its th North 68'38°04" East 25.80 fest; th Soutn 2334'40" East 1875 feet; ths South B6°2718" West 27.78 feet 1o th

erigindl Ication based on survey information abtained fram previous. surveys. paint of beginning

DETAIL A 14. The basis of bearing as shown this survey is the platted inverss betwsen the survey monuments Together with o non—exclusive easement to use portions of the North Tunnel, the entrance/exit of the Narth Tunnel, ond ingress ond
PRl el iR ot e it R i Nl i A S i eqress, as created by that certain Easement Agreement, recorded January 28, 1934, as Entry No. 395883, in Book 783 at Page 260
ndicoted.,  here 2,0 bearing change of Moy Stroet and i S0 of the official records in the office of the Summit County Recorder.

DETAIL D

Together wih o non-exchsive underaround ecaament for stor sever purposes, ond logethr wilh o imited Tyress ond eoress
oSement, as creoted by ot certan Eosement. Adreement, recordea Jonuary 75, 1984, as Entry No, 336385, i Book 785 ot Fage
535 ong ot Addendury to Eosament Agreemant, recordad February 32, 3001, 65 ontry No. 583050, in dook 1354, ot Poge 1435 of
the official records in the offics of the Summit County Recarder, said sasements being mere particularly described os fol

LIE OF BULDING FOOTRNT.

o TG OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD ?‘éﬁn"‘fiﬁ*ﬂf“imﬁ“ﬁ cosement being 3.0 feet sach side of the existing storm dran ine whose centerine is descrbed o5
ow

361 MAN STREET

AG=NP 333 Man Strset Ouner, LLC, a Delauars Imited lailty company (Doclarant) as the owner of the heren

JDACENT BLONG deserbed tract of fan, does ereby Submit ihe'seme o the Uit Condominum Ownersip Act, Ulgh Code' Amolaled,  BEGIVNING ot o pairt South 233100" Eost 990 feet from the forlnasat comner of Lot 14 Bleck 65, Milste Reserioton ond ruming
e Chopter o, ar et ahar e subie e soma T5t0 Ot and Common” eeanond Fatiices o5 wn thence Sauth G0DE2" West 4B.63 feel; thence South 661537 West 13.44 feet ond terminating
A herson, o be known 65 THE PARKITE RESIGENTIAL CONDOMINUMS, ond does nereby aront ond dedicate any eosements
depictad haracn NORTH TUNNEL INGRESS AND ECRESS EASEMENT
. EGINNING at G point South 23°3100" Fast 26.09 feet from the northeast corner of 350k Nain Street, a Lot Line Adjustment Plat
8 A In witness. whereo, Declerant has executed this Owner's Dedlcation as of the ___ doy of . 2014 recorded 1242000, Eniry No. 557713 in the office of the Recorder, Surmit County, Ufon, s0id paint olso being an the westerly
L) JA Y line of Swede Alley, a public right— m way, and running thence dlong the westerly fine South 23°31°00" East 8.09 fest; Mente smh
L S5 41 Voot 6.4 ot o o pon on i otk cornar o n axiting canerte blode ol tharce dleng tre oo of el

Vol 1. folowig Meen (1) doures 1) Sowt SR8 H1- West 3416 ot mence 3 3o 2I4TTE" Font 085 Teot once 5y
Nortn 5615 HT Fast 020 fot. thance ) Sauth SIEI1G" Eost 6.2 fes. thence 9 S 659930° Weat 167 Tt rance 8)
Norin 242030" et 354 Tt thnco 7) Norh 203740" Ecat 377 fes; thenc ) Norn 854317 Eost 1134 ool thence 3)
By: North 2316'43" West 0,63 feet; thence 10) South 68°43'1 220 feeti thence 11) South 20'3740° West 4.30 feets thance 12)

South 2#20/30" Eant 1708 fest tnence 13) South 660F05" Wt 812 fest thance 4) Norin 2400°28" West 669 fest thonce 19)

ZONE Hea DETAL B

i 333 MAIN_STREET] ZONE HR-2A

AG-WIP 333 WAN STREET OWNER, LLC.,
o Delaware lmited liability company

Vﬁp 150.00

N 86°40!

Name: South 6572'44” Viest 1.00 feet to o point on the exterlor comer of sald block wal; thence Souih 5512'44° West 0.14 feet
pant on the wselery Ine of said 3503 Main Sireat Plot; thenco dang the westary Ing Norh 2335'44" West 1500 fest; tncs
e North 66°28'39" East 0.07 feet to a point on the exterior comer of an existing conerste block wall; thence clong the face of said
Nock vl e folouing hros (3 coutsen 1 Norer 56 28/39" East 100 fest: thence 2) North 23'3417" West 6,50 feet; thence 3)
ACKNOWLEDGMENT North 66715'12" East 54.40 fast to o point an the axerior comer of o concrete block wall, thence North B67512" Eost 6.33 fest to

the peint of begining,

STATE OF ——. ss s n exclusive easement limited solely to allow installgtion, emergency egress and maintenance of a window, os created
e Bt o s S S LR T S
The foregolng Instrument was acknowledged before me i —— day of BEGINNING at the northwest corner of Lot 18, Block ﬂ Park City Survey; and running thence n\ung the nor(hsr\y line of Lot 18 North
S R R T e R R R R AT

Together with o non-exclusive easement to use those portions of the following descrived property (ihe Moin Street/Swede Alley

Access Property) as created in that certain First Amendment to Essement Agreement and First Amendment

— of AG-WP 333 NAN STREET OWNER, LG,  Deloware limted Nty campany.  Moinienance Agreamant, racordad duno 22, 1995, av Eniry No, 542230, in Book 1263, o Page 170, o the offiial recerds, ssid
easement being more particularly described s fo

it 13
B

CONGRETE P4

DETAL ¢ .
BEGNNNG ot o pirt on tne sos rgnt-oi-yoy In o Men Strest. South 233500 Eest 115 fet from e noriwest comer of Lot
NGTARY PUBLIC 8, Block 22, Pork City Survey; ond runing thence along the sast right-of—way line of Main Strest North 232800" 3 fects
T A, —_— ————— nence North G271 B 12450 fet nence cang T gt Tne of Seck @9 Milte Reseiiin Souih 253100 Fost 603 res
ALUANCE ENGINEERING/LS 154491 S 2338'00" £ 224.73 CONCRETE WALKWAY ROPERTY CORNER thence Sauth 66°32'56" West 2.57 feet: thence along the northerly edge of the existing hm\qu (Egyption Theatre) South 66'32'56"
it My Cammission Expires: Wesl 13,41 faat; thence clong tho westerly edge of tha exlating bulding South 2332'42" thance dlong tha northarly

woco o DRVENAY CONCRETE RETANING WAL of the'existing matol roof Ine. South 865718" West 108,81 Tes! o the point f beginning.

Residing ot

SPRAT

D OF FPFALT
EOGE O ASPAALT

PARK AVENUE

CONDOMINIUM PLAT FOR
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer
Valley First Amendment -
Condominium Plat

Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner I

Project Number: PL-14-02322

Date: August 13, 2014

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Condominium Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Silver Bird
Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment condominium plat for Units 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, and 30, based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of
approval as stated 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: Mike Johnston, Summit Engineering Group representative of
owners and HOA.

Location: 7379 Silver Bird Drive

Zoning: Residential Development (RD) as part of the Deer Valley
MPD

Adjacent Land Uses: Condominium units, hotel, ski terrain of Deer Valley Resort,
single family homes.

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

Proposal

The applicant is requesting to amend the existing Silver Bird Condominiums plat
(Exhibit A). The purpose of this condo plat amendment is to convert existing limited
common area deck space into private area, so that they can enclose a covered patio
and convert it to living space for Units 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 & 30. The patio space is
located on Level 1 and Level 2 in all units as shown in Exhibit A. The amendment also
extends existing common area deck space to private, so that they can extend the decks
on Units 27, 28, 29 & 30. The extended deck space is located on Level 1 and Level 2
for Units 27, 28, & 30 and on Level 1 for Unit 29 as shown in Exhibit A. This amendment
also encloses existing hallways and converts them from common area into private
space for Units 25 & 29. The enclosed hallways are on Level 1 for both Units 25 & 29.

Background
On April 22, 2014, the applicant submitted an application for the Silver Bird
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Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment condominium plat. The property is
located at 7379 Silver Bird Drive in the Residential Development (RD) District.

The applicant wishes to convert existing limited common space into private area,
common area to limited common and common area into private as detailed in the
Proposal above.

The Silver Bird Condominiums plat was approved by City Council on October 7, 1982
and recorded at Summit County on October 22, 1982. Silver Bird Condominiums is
subject to the 11" Amended Deer Valley Master Plan Development (DVMPD) that
allows 6 units for Silver Bird Condominiums. There are 6 existing Silver Bird
Condominium units and the proposed amendment does not create additional units.
Within the DVMPD, a developer can utilize either the City’s Unit Equivalent (UE) formula
of 2,000 square feet per or develop the allowed number of units without a stipulated unit
size. A total of 6 units were constructed with the allowed number of units per the
Eleventh Amended Deer Valley MPD. The Silver Bird Condominiums parcels were
developed using allowed number of units without a stipulated unit size. The proposed
amendment does not change the number of residential units. No additional parking is
required.

Analysis

The zoning for the Silver Bird Condominiums within the Deer Valley MPD is Residential
Development (RD). The area was part of the original Deer Valley MPD that was zoned
RD-MPD during the approval of that Master Planned Development. All six of the
residential units are being converted. The square footage of the units being converted
change as shown in the table below:

Private Area
Unit 25 3,310.2 sq. ft.
Unit 26 3,320.38 sq. ft.
Unit 27 3,663.39 sq. ft.
Unit 28 3,356.93 sq. ft.
Unit 29 3,453.13 sq. ft.
Unit 30 3,475.87 sq. ft.

The property is subject to the following criteria:

Permitted through Proposed
MPD/CUP
Height 35’ + an additional 5’ for a No changes are proposed.
pitched roof
Setbacks Per the record of survey No changes are proposed.
plat.
Allowed Units 6 units No changes are proposed.
Parking 1.5 spaces/unit No changes are proposed.
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Good Cause

Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this condominium plat amendment to allow
the owners to utilize the covered patio spaces as living area and extend deck spaces
without increasing the building footprint or parking requirements, consistent with
provisions of the Deer Valley MPD. 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.

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 on
June 25, 2014 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 September 4, 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

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment
condominium plat as conditioned or amended; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the condominium plat amendment and direct staff to make Findings for
this decision; or

e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the condominium plat
amendment 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 condominium plat amendment would not be recorded and these units will
remain as is. The decks will not be allowed to be extended nor covered.
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Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Silver Bird
Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment condominium plat for Units 25, 26, 27,
28, 29 & 30, 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 — Vicinity Map/Aerial Photograph/Streetscape Images
Exhibit C — Existing Plat
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Ordinance 14-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SILVER BIRD CONDOMINIUMS AT DEER
VALLEY FIRST AMENDMENT CONDOMINIUM PLAT, LOCATED AT 7379 SILVER
BIRD DRIVE, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer
Valley, located at 7379 Silver Bird Drive, have petitioned the City Council for approval of
the Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment condominium plat to
convert existing limited common area deck space into private area, so that they can
enclose a covered patio and convert it to living space for Units 25, 26, 27, 28, 29 & 30.
The amendment also extends existing common area deck space to private, so that they
can extend the decks on Units 27, 28, 29 & 30. This amendment also encloses existing
hallways and converts them from common area into private space for Units 25 & 29;
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 August 13, 2014,
to receive input on the proposed amended condominium plat;

WHEREAS, on August 13, 2014, the Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on September 4, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed amended condominium plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment condominium plat to allow
the owners to utilize covered patio space as living area, increase existing deck space,
and enclose existing hallways without increasing the building footprint or parking
requirements, consistent with provisions of the Deer Valley MPD, as amended (11"
Amended MPD).

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 Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First Amendment
condominium plat, as shown in Exhibit A, is approved subject to the following Findings
of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
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Findings of Fact:

1.

2.

N

9.

The property is located at 7379 Silver Bird Drive within the Residential Development
(RD) District and is subject to the Eleventh Amended Deer Valley MPD (DVMPD).
Within the DVMPD, a project can utilize either the City’s Unit Equivalent (UE)
formula of 2,000 square feet per UE or develop the allowed number of units without
a stipulated unit size.

A total of 6 units were constructed with allowed number of units per the Eleventh
Amended Deer Valley MPD. The Silver Bird Condominiums parcels are all included
in the 11™ Amended Deer Valley Master plan and are developed using allowed
number of units without a stipulated unit size.

Silver Bird Condominiums record of survey plat was approved by City Council on
October 7, 1982 and recorded at Summit County on October 22, 1982.

On April 22, 2014, the applicants submitted an application for a condominium plat
amendment to convert limited common deck space to private area for Units 25, 26,
27, 28, 29 & 30, so that they can enclose a covered patio and convert it to living
space. Units 27, 28, 29, & 30 request to convert common area deck space to private
so that they can extend their deck. Units 25 & 29 request to enclose existing
hallways and convert them from common area into private space.

The application was deemed complete on May 8, 2014.

The square footage of the six units being converted is as follows: Unit 25 private
area: 3,310.2 sq. ft.; Unit 26 private area: 3,320.38 sq. ft.; Unit 27 private area:
3,663.39 sq. ft.; Unit 28 private area: 3,356.93 sq. ft.; Unit 29 private area: 3,453.13
sq. ft.; Unit 30 private area: 3,475.87 sq. ft.

The Silver Bird Condominiums parcels were developed using allowed number of
units without a stipulated unit size. The amendment does not change the number of
residential units.

The plat amendment does not increase the parking requirements for these units.

10.The HOA received 100% approval to convert these units.
11.The findings in the analysis section are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law:

1.
2.

3.

There is good cause for this condominium plat amendment.

The amended condominium plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management
Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats.

The amended condominium plat is consistent with the 11" Amended and Restated
Deer Valley Master Planned Development.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium plat amendment.

Approval of the condominium plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated
below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the amended condominium plat for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the
condominium plat.

The applicant will record the amended condominium plat at the County within one
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within
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one year’s time, this approval for the condominium 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 Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley
condominium plat shall continue to apply.

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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EXHIBIT C- EXISTING PLAT
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Subject: 692 Main Street Condominiums Plat
Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner I
Project Number: PL-14-02320

Date: August 13, 2014

Type of Item: Administrative — Condominium Plat

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 692 Main Street
Condominiums plat, based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of
approval as stated 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: 692 Main Street Investors, LLC, owners, as represented by
Steve Bruemmer, Elliott Workgroup

Location: 692 Main Street

Zoning: Historic Residential Commercial (HRC) (with HBC 1982
Agreement rights)

Adjacent Land Uses: Mixed-use developments consisting of restaurant, retail,
hotel, residential, etc.

Reason for Review: Record of Survey plats require Planning Commission review
and City Council action

Proposal

The applicant is requesting to amend the existing Town Lift Site, Phase A First
Amended Subdivision plat and convert Lot A-1 and Lot A-2 to a condominium plat
(Exhibit A). This application is to memorialize what has previously been approved and
had been built. The intent of the project was to renovate the existing non-historic
building located at 692 Main Street, which is now almost complete and convert the units
to condominiums along with the underground parking garage. The building was already
approved for two additional floors. The new interior construction will provide for
commercial lease space on the ground floor and basement level, with condominium
residential uses for floor levels 2, 3, & 4. All systems have been upgraded to
accommodate current building code requirements.

Background
On April 21, 2014, the applicant submitted an application for the 692 Main Street

Condominiums plat. The property is located at 692 Main Street in the Historic
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Residential Commercial (HRC) District (with Historic Business Commercial (HBC)
District 1982 Agreement rights) and the “Town Lift Project Phase 1” Master Planned
Development (MPD) overlay.

The Planning Department staff approved a Historic District Design Review application
for this site on July 15, 2010. The application was for an interior remodel of the existing
contemporary building that was built in 1993 with an addition of a third and fourth story,
in the same style, above Main Street level. There is also a basement to the building.
The use had been as a Sales Gallery for the Marriott Summit Watch. What was
proposed was a mixed-use development with five residential units total, two on the
second level, two on the third level, and a fourth floor penthouse and commercial, retall
and sales office space on the Main Street and existing mechanical and restroom spaces
on the basement level. The addition to the building matches the existing building in
materials, form and dimensions. The additional floors were within the allowed Floor
Area Ratios, Maximum Building Volume and Height of the overlying HCB District and
Amended Master Planned Development approved by the Planning Commission on July
14, 2010, that allowed Building A-1 to be increased from two stories to four stories (See
Exhibit E- Action Letter). This required the applicant to apply for a modification of the
November 23,1994 MPD to convert the Commercial Unit Equivalents (UE’s) to a
combination of Commercial UE’s and Residential UE’s in Building A1, Phase 1. The
UEs are calculated at 2,000 square feet per residential unit and 1,000 square feet per
commercial unit. With the renovation the UEs total 7.16 for the building.

The Town Lift Site, Phase A Subdivision plat was approved by City Council on October
1, 1992 and recorded at Summit County on June 1, 1993. The Town Lift Site, Phase A
First Amended Subdivision plat was approved by City Council on November 30, 1995
and recorded at Summit County on March 19, 2007.

The proposed condominium plat creates five new residential condo units. It also
condominiumizes the Commercial units which encompass two floors. They did not
previously maximize the entire allowance of UEs. Exterior changes have been made to
accommodate a two story addition. No additional parking is required.

Analysis
The zoning for the 692 Main Street Condominiums is Historic Residential Commercial

(HRC) (with HCB 1982 Agreement rights, meaning the heights and regulations found
within the HCB zone were allowed for this property-which is Findings of Fact #1 from
the 2010 MPD Amendment). The Condominium Plat is consistent with the purpose
statements of the HBC District. A change in the building square footage is proposed to
be Commercial: 3,448 square feet; Residential Unit A: 1,892 square feet; Unit B: 774
square feet; Unit C: 1,892 square feet; Unit D: 774 square feet; and the Penthouse:
2,099 square feet; which add up to 7.16 UEs. UEs are calculated as per the 1992 MPD
for Commercial: 1 UE per 1,000 sf of net leasable floor area, exclusive of common
corridors; Residential: 1 UE per 2,000 sf of net interior square footage of units, exterior
hallways, lobbies, elevators, storage are not included. The footprint of the building will
remain the same except for (1) the addition to the balcony and (2) the enclosure under
the deck facing Main Street, as was proposed as part of the MPD Amendment and
approved under the HDDR application. The 692 Main Street Condominiums meet all
zoning and code requirements. The property is subject to the following criteria:
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Permitted through MPD Proposed

Height 45’ angling back from the Meets current code and
front and rear property MPD requirements.
lines.
Setbacks Per subdivision plat building | No changes are proposed.
envelops identified. The addition does not
change existing setbacks.
Units/ UE 7.2 UEs. 3.448 UEs of Commercial

and 3.715 UEs of
Residential which combined
equals 7.163 UEs and is
less than the allowed 7.2

UEs
Parking 23 spaces recorded as an No changes are proposed
easement within the greater | and parking is sufficient to
Summit Watch project. meet the size of each of the

proposed uses taking into
account that only 7 spaces
are required for residential
as per the LMC and the
property paid into the 1984
Special Improvement
District (SID) which waives
the parking requirement of
1.5 FAR. 16 spaces are
sufficient for the required
commercial parking
requirement of 2.5 FAR.
Thus the 23 existing spaces
suffice.

Good Cause

Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this condominium plat to reflect the as-built
conditions and convert the existing commercial area into units and the newly
constructed residential units to condominiums without increasing the building footprint or
parking requirements, consistent with provisions of the Amended 1994 Town Lift MPD.
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.

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 on
June 25, 2014 in accordance with the requirements in the LMC. Legal notice was also
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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 September 4, 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

e The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 692 Main Street Condominiums plat as conditioned or amended; or

e The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the condominium plat and direct staff to make Findings for this decision;
or

e The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the condominium plat 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 condominium plat amendment would not be recorded and all units will not
be identified as condominiums and will remain as leasable space by the existing
property owner. These units will not be considered to be part of an HOA nor will be
owned by the HOA as saleable or leasable commercial and residential spaces.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 692 Main Street
Condominiums plat, 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 — Existing Conditions Survey

Exhibit C — Vicinity Map/Aerial Photograph/Streetscape Images
Exhibit D — Existing Plat

Exhibit E — Action letter from MPD Amendment July 14, 2010
Exhibit F — Minutes from MPD Amendment July 14, 2010

Exhibit G — Action letter from HDDR approval September 9, 2011
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Exhibit A — Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat

Ordinance 14-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 692 MAIN STREET CONDOMINIUMS PLAT
LOCATED AT 692 MAIN STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the 692 Main Street
Condominiums, located at 692 Main Street, have petitioned the City Council for
approval of the 692 Main Street 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 sent to all affected property owners
according to the Land Management Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 14, 2014,
to receive input on the proposed amended condominium plat;

WHEREAS, on August 14, 2014, the Planning Commission forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on September 4, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed amended condominium plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
692 Main Street 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 692 Main Street Condominiums 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 692 Main Street within the Historic Residential
Commercial (HRC) District and is subject to the 1994 Amended Marriott Summit
Watch/Town Lift Master Planned Development (MPD), as amended on July 14,
2010.

2. The Town Lift Site, Phase A Subdivision plat was approved by City Council on
October 1, 1992 and recorded at Summit County on June 1, 1993. Town Lift Site,
Phase A first amended plat was approved on November 30, 1995 and recorded at
the County on March 19, 1997.

3. On April 21, 2014, the applicants submitted an application for a condominium plat
amendment. The application was deemed complete on May 8, 2014.
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9.

The total square footage of the new units is proposed to be Commercial: 3,942
square feet; Unit A: 1,892 square feet; Unit B: 774 square feet; Unit C: 1,892 square
feet; Unit D: 774 square feet; and the Penthouse: 2,099 square feet.

The existing commercial units and additional residential units are located within the
existing building footprint and there is no increase in the footprint for this building
except for the addition to the balcony and the enclosure under the deck facing Main
Street, which were both proposed as part of the MPD Amendment and approved
under the HDDR application.

3.448 UEs of Commercial and 3.715 UEs of Residential are proposed which
combined totals 7.163 UEs and is less than the allowed 7.2 UEs as per the
Amended MPD.

The plat amendment does not increase the parking requirements for these units, 23
spaces were recorded as an easement within the greater Summit Watch project.

As conditioned, this condominium plat is consistent with the conditions of approval of
the Town Lift Site, Phase A First Amended Subdivision plat as per the findings in the
Analysis section.

The findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.

Conclusions of Law:

1.
2.

3.

There is good cause for this condominium plat amendment.

The amended condominium plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management
Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats.

The amended condominium plat is consistent with the 1994 Amended Marriott
Summit Watch/Town Lift Master Planned Development (MPD) as amended by the
Planning Commission on July 14, 2010.

Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
condominium plat amendment.

Approval of the condominium plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated
below, does not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the amended condominium plat for compliance with State law, the Land
Management Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the
condominium plat.

The applicant will record the amended condominium plat at the County within one
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within
one year’s time, this approval for the condominium 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.

All conditions of approval of the July 14, 2010 Amended Marriott Summit
Watch/Town Lift MPD continue to apply.

A timeshare instrument shall be recorded prior to sale of any units as a timeshare.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon

publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this __ day of , 2014.
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Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A

SURVEY MONUMENT
C/L 9TH STREET/MAIN STREET

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
Q”A\L SHAFT IN ASPHALT

BELOW SURFACE

I, John Demkowicz, certify that | am o Registered Land Surveyor and that | hold
Certificate No. 154491, as prescribed by the laws of the State of Utah, and that by
authority of the owner, | have prepared this Record of Survey map of the 692 MAIN

STREET CONDOMINIUMS and that the same has been monumented on the ground as
shown on this plat.

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 1

All of Lot A—1, the Town Lift Site First Amended, Phase A, according to the official plat
thereof on file and of record in the office of the Summit County Recorder.
EASEMENT 1
OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

Together with a non—exclusive surface right—of—way as reserved in the Quit Claim Deed

recorded April 16, 1997, as Entry No. 476917 in Book 1039 at Page 766 over the
southerly half of the vacated 7th Street abutting said Lot A—1, subject to the recitals
N KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT the undersigned owner hereby as found in said Quit Claim Deed.
& certifies that he has caused this survey to be made and this Record of Survey
S Map to be prepared and hereby consents to the recordation of this Record of EASEMENT 2

Survey Map.

Together with a non—exclusive sidewalk and fire exit easement and fire lane easement
over the following described land as granted in the Grant Of Easement recorded April

22, 1993, as Entry No. 377986 in Book 721 at Page 484 and subject to the recitals in
Manager, 692 Main Street Investors LLC, a Utah limited liability company said easement:

SLYLY M

SIDEWALK AND FIRE EASEMENT

Beginning at a point that is North 151.66 feet and West 130.48 feet from the southwest
ACKNOWLEDGMENT corner of the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of Section 16, Township 2
South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence South 31°58'04”

State of :

East 4.28 feet; thence South 6556'00” West 31.17 feet; thence North 58°02°07” East
30.88 feet to the point of beginning.

ss:
. FIRE LANE EASEMENT
a County of :
?Z Beginning at a point North 147.92 feet and West 128.21 feet from the southwest corner
o On this _____ day of , 2014, of the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South,
= personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence South 31°58°04” East
b in and for said state and county. Having been duly sworn, 10.10 feet; thence South 6556’00" West 31.87 feet; thence South 5802'07" West 49.76
S acknowledged to me that he is the manager of 692 Main Street Investors, LLC, a feet; thence North 32°25'56" West 10.00 feet; thence North 5802'07" East 50.53 feet;
S Utah limited liability company, and that he signed the above Owner’s Dedication and thence North 6556'00” East 31.17 feet to the point of beginning.

Consent to Record freely and voluntarily.

EASEMENT 3
. L . Together with a non—exclusive easement for the sole purpose of constructing, using, and
A Notary Public commissioned in

maintaining a stairway and sidewalk over and across the following described property as

created in the grant of easement recorded September 8, 1998, as Entry no. 517126, in
SURVEY MONUMENT

- Book 1180, at Page 426 subject to the recitals in said easement.
Printed Name

C/L 7TH STREET/MAIN STREET

BRASS CAP IN METAL CASTING W/ LID

. . Beginning at a point that is North 151.56 feet and West 130.48 feet from the southwest
Residing in: corner of the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of Section 16, Township 2
\ M o o South, Range 4 East, Scalt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence South 31°58°04”
y commISsion expires: East 4.28 feet; thence North 65°56’00" East 3.25 feet; thence North 31°58'04" West
z . e
u\ 4.28 feet to the point of beginning.
v
?}1\ Beginning at a point that is North 151.56 feet and West 130.48 feet from the southwest
%“ corner of the southeast quarter of the northeast quarter of Section 16, Township 2
2\ r0.05 e ’ 0.09" ENCROACHMENT South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence North 65°56'00”
///////////// / S 6/5,56 00" W 88.52 / _ /_/_1 _ C2 East 25.28 feet to a point on a 71.66 foot radius curve to the left, of which the radius
‘:.;\ 0\/ \j 618 \—‘ \P E%JLN%C SGVA/ECH%%PTED point bears North 74°23°07" East, ’Ehel’lce;’ southeosterly olom‘g t’he ”OI’C of said curve 4.27
A FOUND & ACCEPTED / \ | AE/LS 163931 feet through a central angle of 0325007; thence South 6556 00" West 20.45 feet;
NALL & WAsicr \\ T : ! thence North 66°11'12” West 5.72 feet to the point of beginning.
o0 @/2}90//// \\ : | EASEMENT 4
X///S/E'//// \ o f{, ' CURVE RADIUS ARC LENGTH DELTA Together with and subject to the easements as shown in that certain parking easement
EE C1 7.50’ 13.00’ 99°21°00" between Mclntosh Mill LTD. and GKM LTD, recorded August 5, 1993, as Entry No.
\ . | Cc2 17.50 8.31' 27°12'10" 384600, in Book 743, at Page 166, and First Amendment by and between Mclntosh Mill
\ %, : 1z LTD. and GKM LTD., recorded March 21, 2006, as Entry No. 772131, in Book 1773, at
| § Page 1225, Summit County Recorder’s Office.
= ' 3
pas \ 692 | &
Fa \ | 18
0N \ LOT A—1 CONTAINS 5,074.5 SQ FT g Su— |3
4 n 32 ol 1=
a g\ 2 NOTES
N .
— Uo‘-\ o '(’3. 1. The building was under construction at the time of the
- o\ | survey. As a result, concrete has been removed from some
L VR § S— 3 locations around the exterior of the building. Property
’g r: - corners not shown were removed during construction.
m o
Ué ol | 2. The dimensions of the interior spaces were taken from
O Q) | drawings supplied by the architect.
?7 \ ST S il SIS S SIS IS SIS SIS 658?8298 ; 3. The units of the 692 Main Street Condominiums are served
2 S L - N 65°56°00" I%:Z?J o8 by Common Private Lateral Wastewater Lines. The 692 Main
— S Lele17T - Street Condominium Association shall be responsible for
| — — ownership, operation and maintenance of all Common Private
/Or\ 2" E 75.77 FOUND & ACCEPTED Lateral Wastewater Lines.
— 1 5802 0 NAIL & WASHER
\é N AE/LS 6164
>
<
~
| |
LOCATED IN SECTION 16, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
SHEET 1 OF 4
7/10/14 | JOB NO.: 3—-2—-14  FILE: X:\SnydersAddition\dwg\srv\plat2014\030214.dwg
(435) 649-9467 SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE RECORDED
REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY ACCORDANCE VT N FORaTION on | APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS _____ s WAs amppotIRD O SRV APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS __ PLANNING COMMISSION THIS ___ FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS COUNCIL THIS DAY COUNCIL THIS _____ DAY OF __________ , AT THE REQUEST OF ___ _ _ _ _ o
DAY OF ___ _ ____ __ , 2014 A.D. DAY OF 2014 AD DAY OF ____ ______ , 2014 A.D. OF TTT5014 AD 2014 A.D.
DAY OF ___ __ _____ , 2014 AD. T T TmTmT T ’ e e ’ T DATE ___ _ _ Tw™Ee
BY _ __ BY _ __
CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS BY CHAIR BY . BY BY MAYOR
323 Main Street P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 840602664  SB.W.R.D. PARK CITY ENGINEER PARK CITY ATTORNEY PARK CITY RECORDER ENTRY NO. FEE RECORDER
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- \ : i 782 e b i AR LIMITED COMMON RESIDENTIAL
| STARS 3 i = | o \ =
\ ! _ \ ; o |
RESIDENTIAL UNIT B{ m%é UNIT Di -
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| | | |
LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3
SHEET 2 OF 4
JOB NO.: 3—-2—-14  FILE: X:\SnydersAddition\dwg\srv\plat2014\030214.dwg
(435) 649-9467 ’ ’ ’ nens RECORDED
10 0 10 20
| | STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST OF ____
DATE __ _ T™mME
CONSULTING ENGINEERS  LAND PLANNERS ~SURVEYORS |
323 Main Street P.0. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060—2664 ENTRY NO. FEE RECORDER
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PRIVATE COMMERCIAL JOB NO.: 3—-2-14 FILE: X:\SnydersAddition\dwg\srv\plat2014\030214.dwg
(435) 649-9467 o RECORDED
LIMITED COMMON COMMERCIAL STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST OF ___ _ _ o oo

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS

323 Main Street P.0. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060—2664 ENTRY NO. FEE RECORDER
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LOT A—1, THE TOWN LIFT
SITE FIRST AMENDED,
PHASE A

HI—BACK CURB & GUTTER

LEGEND OFFSITE EASEMENTS APPURTENANT TO

@ RIGHT OF WAY
GRANTOR:  GKM LTD
GRANTEE: SUMMIT WATCH CONDOMINIUM OWNERS ASSOCIATION

RECORDED: APRIL 6, 1997
ENTRY NO.: 476917
BOOK 1039, PAGE 766

SIDEWALK & FIRE EXIT EASEMENT C O N D O M I N I U M S
GRANTOR:  PHILO M. SMITH, JR.

GRANTEE: MCINTOSH MILL, LTD.
RECORDED:  APRIL 22, 1993
ENTRY NO.: 377986

BOOK 721, PAGE 484

HI—BACK CURB & GUTTER

GRANT OF EASEMENT
GRANTOR:  MCINTOSH MILL, LTD.
GRANTEE:  GKM, LTD.
RECORDED: SEPTEMBER 8, 1998
ENTRY NO.: 517126

BOOK 1180, PAGE 426 SHEET 4 OF 4

JOB NO.: 3-2—-14  FILE: X:\SnydersAddition\dwg\srv\plat2014\030214.dwg

7/10/14
(435) 649-9467 — BARKING EASEMENT RECORDED

MCINTOSH MILL, LTD.

REGORDED:  AUGUST 5. 1903 STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
ENTRY NO.: 772151
BOOK 1778, PAGE 1225 AT THE REQUEST OF

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS

323 Main Street P.0. Box 2664 Park City, Utah 84060—2664 ENTRY NO. FEE RECORDER
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EXHIBIT C


EXHIBH—
o A EXISTING STREET MONUMENT
%\V\ PARK AVENUE & 11TH STREET
&<
oS5
OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD ACKNOWLEDGEMENT PiéETx\‘VGENSJgEBETQbTA!?NSUT%EE}.
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENT: That the undersigned is the STATE OF UTAH )
owner of the herein described tract of land, having caused the :ss
same to be subdivided into lots, public right—of—ways, together COUNTY OF SUMMIT ) ey
with easements as set forth on this Record of Survey Plat to be On the __AJ___ day of _‘Aglgde ", _ , 1993, Harry F. Reed,
known hereafter as THE TOWN LIFT SITE, PHASE -A,. does hereby oppeored before me and ackno edged thot he is the general partner
dedicate for the perpetual use of the public use all parcels -of in Mcintosh Mill, A Utah Limited Partnership, and that he executed
land shown on this plat as intended for public use and further the same on behalf of the partnership with proper, authority.
consent to th.e recordation of this Record of Survey Plat in NOTARY BUBLIC .
accordance with Utah Law. Erances E. Hardman!™™ 7
ALSO, the owner hereby dedicates to Park City Municipal 614 Main Strast E;—»
Corporation, Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District, Park My Gomission Exas Notary Public ,
City Fire Protection District, and Summit County a non—exclusive March 30, 1997 y
easement over the utility easements shown. on this plat for the STATE OF UTAH _ Residing ot/:gf‘:f /
purpose of providing access for utility installation, maintenance Commission Expires: /
use and eventual replacement. -y y
IN Wl SS WHEREOF, the undersigned set his hand this &édoy
of _\AL1 —— , 1993, 7
Ly
McINTOSH MILL o 2
A Utah Limited Partnership $y & P LINE TABLE
/ g - - LINE ] DIRECTION ] DISTANCE
NOAMAAA M < _ - L1 s 58‘45”00”” w 49.31:
T " - 1 .20}
Its General Partner P\x/ - -~ L4 N 232913" W 15.36" STORM DRAIN EASEMENT
'S LS S 5941’36 E 11,10
0 pj‘/ - -~ L6 S 655600° W 32,71
e L7 S 030810" W 40.00’
ol . L8 S 24'0400" E 44.32
- P ~ L9 S 655600 W 20.98’
P / P - //
/ - - ~ N
~ - ) ’/ T
- . NOTE: - -
P -~ ALL PROPERTY LIES WITHIN A DEFINED FLOOD ZONE. g -
/ >< - \ /// (/0?//\“ V ,/’/,//:/
- -~ ' \ ’/’ g\,\ ?\\G /’//// //610’6 ©
” N - 7,
_ / P /( \ \ ”/ \c):«p o //,// ”/6 ")j A
~ \ ' ~ S - \ s
e _ o \ .- B NP CURVE TABLE \
- ~ \ X4 - 5 @ CURVE | RADIUS | (ENGIH | DELTA y
/ ~ \ \ \ ~ e e @ i 25.00 40.80 93°30°00”
P | - \ oS <@€ R S ,/( c2 15.00 14.30° 543610 7
s ~ \ &, 7 e = R \ c3 15.00° 22.34° 8520749 s
/ ~ N - NP Rl g \ c4 15.00° 20.27 771114 J
c \ \ X2
~ e \ N e ° V = \ c5 97.00° 71.64° 42°18'54"
P - l \ « \ e _ P \ 6 17.50 8.31" 2712107
_ - \ - ol P \ c7 37.50 17.80 2712710
P l \ v \ .~ o~ \ c8 57.50° 27.30 2712110 yd
- P A \ e - T TS \ c9 221.00 12.20° 0309'47" -
- _ ‘ \ = el / PPl \z C10 221.00° 25.30" 06°33'29”
/ _ \ - - L @ G 7.50° 13.00 99°2100" - L
s l% \ \"‘/\ .~ el ) ~ BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
- o S BLOCK 53 ¢ \ - _ e "o S ]
{ ~ ;’gi% \ @ \, -7 e o e \@. s Beginning at a point West 130.63 feet from the Southwest
ﬁSOUTHWEST CORNER 0{} \ \<“)‘ QIQ Past - /d W \e - corner of the Southeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of
\ E;gﬁKCZTY TOWNSITE 38 \ \‘9’@ 2, PN A \ﬁ - Section 16, Townshlp 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base &
2 o - P 1 Y yd
\ n.,l_—_! \ \ ,9,< s e I\ Vo - Meridian; and running thence along the north line of existing
\ gl% \ SN 2R Pt NG o Main Street right—of—way line West 37.92 feet; thence N
b'y y \ 25 K P //( \ Pz 33°25'00" W 158.03 feet; thence N 3810°39" W 59.30 feet;
\ \ | v /(\% L& e - \ y ) thence N 27°45°00” W 442.23 feet to a point on a 25.00 foot
\ 2% RS it \ o O\{\ radius curve to the left, whose radius point bears S 62'15'00"
o BLOCK 7 > | % e @ %, ‘L‘\N LOT A-2 \ - <& W; thence along the arc of said curve 40.80 feet thru a central
\( \ i% f 03/’ <oy N, 10(\\ \ 45,532.93 SF. \\ % ®§,\/ angle of 93°30°00"; thence S 58°45'00” W 49.31 feet; thence S
N0 o8 ’ /,Xf'“‘ oK G A\ ™ 13'18'00" E 10.51 feet; thence S 5845'00" W 64.00 feet to a
’S;\ \ ] // /\6/ /> o /%\’( \\o AN STREET ADDRESS (TYPICAL). \ g s d ,"Lq’ point on a 15.00 foot radius curve to the left, whose radius
A\ @ \ e P ’L\%"“’%\a“\‘{;} ) s 00 point bears S 31"15°00” E; thence along the arc of said curve
g\ @ \ | S N 4 AT & B\ D) _ / Q\OV“ 14.30 feet thru a central angle of 54°36'10%; thence S
%,::\'p | ‘5@’0/ . 7w /iy;«ﬁ& R A AN - / <& 54'01°00” W 9.98 feet; thence along the east right—of—way line
>\ » \ v\'b// ,3«9°° . % \%y‘o% SN \ - / 6’\V‘ of Park Avenue N 28°50°00” W 65.52 feet; thence along the east
2\ 2 \ } e Z Pyl R \“ﬂ\o‘\g\\'ﬁ_‘“«\\@\ - < / right—of—way line of Park Avenue N 23°29'13” W 15.36 feet;
«© v / S %é\ LOT A—1 ol 2\ A T & e thence S 59°41’36” E 11.10 feet to a point on a 15.00 foot
\¢¢ \ /P' ,466 N 5074.50 SF. \on'd N \ ‘ - o e radius curve to the left, whose radius point bears N 54°05°49”
« \ ~ e = - N —%\?,») ’ ’ \PA ‘&\ A // Q/\\?/\’ e E; thence adlong the arc of said curve 22.34 feet thru a central
ceod 7 818 .7 N \ AAN LR @Q e angle of 85°20'49"; thence N 58°45'00" E 120.77 feet to a
\ 5 sl /’{66 d}\ Ny ok - /{ Ak \e\\f) P point on a 15.00 foot radius curve to the left, whose radius
\ - ~ €0 el /‘a’lfq’ . 49 ,20.09'/\/ v S o Q/Q S point bears N 31"15°00” W, thence along the arc of said curve
\/ , gta " ° \ A Ner OB e O N S 20.21 feet thru a central angle of 77°11°14” to a point on a
« 1675 gK C6} 20.00° | 2000 -7 AN e 155.00 feet radius curve to the right, whose radius point bears N
5&\'“‘““/ POINT OF BEGINNING \ - L7 - e 71°33°45" E; thence along the arc of said curve 89.28 feet thru
\ N /i / O\ _-T® T e a central angle of 33°00°09”; thence S 75°26'06” E 58.00 feet
N 23°47°44° W 10.46° = 1% AN T 7 , to a point on a 97.00 foot radius curve to the left, whose
S 664816” W 4.00 . Ton | / \// 7 SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE radius point bears S 75726’06” E; thence along the arc of said
P N T l / s curve 71.64 feet thru a central angle of 42718'54”; thence S
e g ; - [, John Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am a Registered 27°45'00" E 233. 89 feet; thence N 65'56 00" E 177.55 feet;
XRQ/ = . / // Land Surveyor and that | hold Certificate No. 6164 as prescribed by thence S 24°04'00" E 274.36 feet; thence S 65°56°00" W 32.71
. S S 28 | 19 / _ the laws of the State of Utah. | further certify that by authority feet; thence S 03°0810” W 40.00 feet; thence S 24°04°00” E
W NP \'ﬁi o §§ / ¥= of the owner | have made a survey of the tract of land shown on 44.32 feft thence S 6556'00" W 20.98 feet thence S
oV 4“?@‘0\’“& !: ( this plat and described herein and subdivided said tract of land 58°02°07” W 81.41 feet; thence S 3225'56” E 128.50 feet to
- “,Lgae;oo | / :m \ into lots, public easements, and public right—of—ways to be here— the point of beginning. Description contains 2.32 acres. ’The
/ ¢ | lg after known as THE TOWN LIFT SITE, PHASE A and that same has been basis of bearing for the above description is N 35°59°00" W
— I / B correctly surveyed and staked on the ground as shown on this plat. between the survey monuments located on Park Avenue between
K / : / o 9th and 11th Street. Description contains 2.31 Acres.
EXISTING STREET MONUMENT — A\U\tlp32
4T & WAN | | / - “#e. Db, 5-4-4> v \tp
/ BLOCK 50 : / - - John Demkowicz I.S. No. 6164 Date
/ ? EXISTING IRON ROD / -
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF \
| THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER / :
] OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER ) :
/ OF SECTION 16 / y
! l / s N THE TO i» N LIFT SITE PH
| | / s STREET ADDRESS (TYPICAL).
] / e SURVEY MONUMENT TO BE SET. ‘ :
/ | / e LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16
/ | / // TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE
] | S ND. MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
! | [ ——— ,; PAGE 1 OF
— ) . A 4 A ot
/ ALLIANCE ENGINEERING INC. PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEERS CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST | COUN EL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE | #=3803¢7% RECORDED f’& i:j mﬁ“’*‘u A
: 4 : Jhe Tew o Lifd =
 APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY | FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN APPROVED AS To ForM THis | g | ! CERTIFT THIS RECORD OF SURVEY'| | \pAROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH COUNTY OF SUMMIT AND FILED
172 ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON L0 MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK: CITY%
P.0. BOX 2664 'PLANNING COMMISSION THIS 427" ™ DAY OF 1993 A.D 1S COUNCIL THIS 15T pay oFf OCTOBER. AT THE REQUEST OF Qoal:Tise TiTle
, ’V‘Z FILE IN MY OFFICE THIS 4T Y. COUNCIL THIS /ST _ DAY - : -
323 MAIN STREET DAY OF .-, 1993 A.D. ~ o DATE Ob-O/-23 TIME O/:3¥A%BOOK __ PAGE _
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o ;’é"’“" EXISTING STREET MONUMENT
<;\,’?S;‘,Q:t\/féj ' PARK AVENUE & 11TH STREET EASEMENT NOTE;
. Q)/a‘
, o PN THE CROSS HATCHED AREA DEPICTS PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EASEMENTS
OWNERS' CONSENT TO RECORD ‘ ACKNOWLEDGEMENT o8 CREATED BY DEED THAT AFFECTS ALL OR PARTS OF THE CROSS HATCHED
EXISTING STREET MONUMENT . @\}\%5 AREA, AS FOLLOWS:
The undersigned, being the owners of the property described on the First Amended STATE OF FLORIDA ) PARK AVENUE & 9TH STREET ,
Subdivision Plat for the Town Lift Site, Phase A consent to its being recorded in the 188 1. That Eagsement for Ingress and Egress to ond from the Marriott Aquacade Parcel
office of the Summit County Recorder. COUNTY OF ) Described in That Special Warranty Deed from Mcintosh Mill, Ltd. Marriott Ownership
72-7% Resorts, Inc. Recorded in the Office of the Summit County Recorder in Book 851
Mcintosh Mill, Lid, Summit Watch Condominium The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this== /1 day of il S Beginning ot Page 674;
A Utah limited partnership Owners Association, a Utch , 1996, byRieHDI RYWARD who stated that he is o duly authorized officer of Summit
corporation, Watch Condominium Owners Association, a Uteh corporation, who executed the foregoing on 2. That Fasemnent for Pedestrion Access, Underground Utilities, Emergency Vehicle
r / behalf of thot corporation with proper authority. Access, and Other Purposes Granted by Marriott Ownership Resorts, inc., and Summit
! e '""‘;}i;/ ) / , / Watch Condominium Owners Association to Park City Municipal Corporation, as it
- R s e % ' Appears of Record in the Office of the Summit County Recorder in Book 922,
Harry Reed, Gdneral Partnkr President™ / a M (?’y\ Beginning at Page 44;
GKM, LTD, a Utah Eimiteﬁw/ Marriott Ownershig. Resorls, . Notary Public ; § 3. That Easement Granted by Summit Watch Condominium Owners Association in
Py rship ?P a Delaware corp n . T Commission Expires: i, Favor of Snyderville Basin Sewer Improvement District, Recorded in the Office of the
v : e . 8/;{[‘%‘3 . %;@, Summit County Recorder in Book _.___.. Beginning at Page ;
7 \ ? Q k @ \ % T 2, i
? C \Re AT B eatoiccgiub e F 4. That Easement Granted by Summit Watch Condominium Owners Association in /
ral Partner lts: _W}!LQ-EM ¢ Stoewre Favor of GKM, Ltd. For Ingress and Egress to Lot A-1, as Recorded in the Office of Y
. P the Summit County Recorder in Book __ , Beginning at Page .. y /
~ %
; STATE OF FLORIDA ) -~ 5. Seventh Street was vacated by Park City Ordinonce 95864, adopted November ,
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 188 /’z . 30, 1995, and recorded in the office of the Summit County Recorder in Book ____ /?
: COUNTY OF PolLK ) ~ P ; ~ \ ot Poge /
STATE OF UTAH S
‘ 188 The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ,L,(L.day 0?%&0_‘_’3&.‘_“ e - - 7
COUNTY OF Summit ) , 1996, by Reberr L. Millegwho stated that he is a duly authorized officer 8f Marriott S D -
Ownership Resoris, Inc., o Delaware corporation, who executed the foregoing on behalf of ‘,ﬁ;@;/ ey -
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ,.W.Le_«dcsy of nL that corporation with proper authority. SNy, w2 P
, 1996, by Harry Reed, who is the general partner of Mcintosh Mill, Ltd, a Utah limited Seyle?,  MOFFICIAL SEAL" - -
partnership, who executed the foregoing on behalf of that partnership with proper authority. . g"; e HLE M i&i?&(}‘i&f Aé Pmis{?g}g //” -
L. E3wIALSS My Commission Expires 1/18/99 P
WW ﬁ%nﬁﬁ Commission #CC 434092, © ~ - ~ -
N\ ; ;: ‘ Notary Public et &€ -
m ‘ ommission Expires: o P
Notary Public , , 1999 - -
Commission Expires: ' i Q ?\%/ -~
, S -
oy ~
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT d -
STATE OF UTAH ) P - -
188 - -
COUNTY oF StAHlake, ) -7 -~ NOTE:
A - ; .
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this Mday of SO P - ~ ALL PROPERTY LIES WITHIN A DEFINED FLOOD ZONE.
, 1996, by James R. Gaddis, who is the general partner of GKM LTD, a Utah limited - ~
partnership, who executed the foregoing on behalf of that partnership with proper authority. o \\ /(
e g N \\
7 ~ X\ \
Notary ‘Public MICHELLE HECHTY o \
Commission E?ires: g‘gfﬁf Fublic ; 7 ~ /( \ \
S eofdtoh . \ \
D7-17-2000 / My Comm. Expires Jul 17, 2000 /’ - \
[ GESESON Caranl UT dattd - P \ \ \ -
SR P P .
‘fo f; \ \\ a \ R (}* \{i// %f&% ”“’”‘,\\x
o ~ e \ Lo e
e - \ W .\\\(ﬁ peg “ ‘3:‘/ - s , .
- e f \ \ & \ /,/ e W o7 \ SUMMIT WATCH CONDO BOUNDARY \
- - | A \ - W\ e PHASE 2 & 2A \ .
/ )_/“ H \ \§ /.«'" Qi\z - ,«*’/} ""—’/ i‘ A
-~ - - | p \ P /"/ /’ff / \
//‘x"’ . ,/ 2 \ \\@ / P f,«"’!/ e 5 ‘
P 7 g \ A \ /.,e" - o #m(/'/g%jﬁ) \ 5 \
. / i \'ﬂ - o ’/'"" (Z« \
,x/ o N \\ - e e (/ fo))
P -~ ~ é% \ \\("\ ,«/ P -~ e/‘// // \\z}\ X\
,,/ P 100 3 DN — % \
\ . 2% \ \e- ’* /
S i 7] . ) . ¥ -
\ SOUTHWEST CORNER oly \f\‘} > - SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
- PARK CITY TOWNSITE 28 -
\ \ ..J::j (fp \ e I, John Demkowicz, do hereby certify that | am o Registered Land Surveyor and that | hold
\ \ %;% O v - Certificate No. 183931 as prescribed by the laws of the State of Utah. | further certify that by
\ 5}%;% \ k 2 ' authority of the owner | have made a survey of the tract of land shown on this plat and described
5 \ %{i \ \\ yZ N herein and subdivided said tract of land into lots, public easements, and public right—of—ways to be
\ 5 = , \\ ) x}f& hereafter known as FIRST AMENDED, THE TOWN LIFT SITE, PHASE A and that same has been
\ o2 \ O correctly surveyed and stoked on the ground as shown on this plat.
© P =R LOT A-2 i - <€
£ . ‘ .
\( \ | 45,532.93 SF. \ E P - @Q" /w& -1 C“o
> ~ [790] STREET ADDRESS (TYPICAL). ; o , T eT
\\:ﬂ \\ % LMJ ) | ' / - \\}xﬂ} Jorn Demkowicz L.S. NaﬁSSQE‘i Date
W
PARL i )‘ 0“?@ ~
ﬁ%}w\,ﬁ \ § /gaﬂ' /,f /(52/?‘ ) .
e, - g N BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
2\ . :
£ -
LINE TABLE \ @ \ | e SEE EASEMENT NOTE L ,f/ Beginning at a point West 130.63 feet from the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of
(INE DIRECTION DISTANCE 2 -~ S " the Northeast Quarter of Section 16, Township 2 South, Range 4 East, Salt Lake Base & Meridian;
! § - A \ /6 -
L1 5 584500" W 49,31 e ,5;’/ P i - - and running thence along the north line of existing Main Street right—of-way line West 37.92 feef;
L2 S 131800" E 10.57 \ @ \ o o 5 s wd 7 e thence N 33" 25" 00" W 158.03 feet; thence N 38' 10’ 39" W 59.30 feet; thence N 277 45" 00" W
L3 S 54°0100" W 9.98' \ P g1y 7 e s - 442.23 feet to a point on a 25.00 foot radius curve to the left, whose radius point bears S 62° 15’
L4 N 232913" W 15.36° \ s o) Ve - g"o% f,{ 1 ,/ 00" W; thence dalong the arc of said curve 40.80 feet thru a central angle of 93°30°007; thence S
L5 S 594136" E 1110 \ P a0 1 e See Instrument recorded, S e 58" 45' 00" W 49.31 feet; thence S 13" 18 '00” E 10.51 feet; thence S 58" 45° 00" W 64.00
L6 S 65.5 600 W I2.71 \ \/ R © W 7, Private Sanitary Sewer Eosement /"15;% - feet to a point on a 15.00 foot radius curve to the left, whose radius point bears S 31" 15" 00" E;
S AR 0L 4 40,00 2618 %’( cé ze;fsm gg.ggfx/\ - Book 869, Page 332-333 ,/’/ S S thence along the arc of said curve 14,30 feet thru a central angle of 54° 36" 10"; thence S 54°
B2 Al = 32, N3 P NS POINT OF BEGINNING A , z,,g;,;@ otz - - 01’ 00" W 9.98 feet; thence dlong the east right—of—way line of Park Avenue N 28" 50' 00” W 65.52
: : \ e , L) il ;-i???'{’:“%?f%g"g’o&%‘ T S feet; thence along the east right—of—way line of Park Avenue N 23" 29" 13” W 15.36 feet; thence S
\ W //t See Instrument recorded, Path, West | o) 0| | AR SRIRKIEI N - CURVE TABLE : 2 e e ; ; A . :
N 03avAE W 10,46 P Side of MOR! Health Club Parcel 5§ e H iii;;qu@@g,o?,:&;og,;,z"ﬁ. o - e 59" 417 368" E 11.10 feet to a point on a 15.00 foot rodius curve to the left, whose radius point
7 S P ' [ | ARABERESS oy - e CURVE RADUS [  LENGTH | DELTA __ bears N 54° 05° 49” E; thence along the arc of said curve 22.34 feet thru a central angle of 85
- - e Book 816, Page 217 / PSS —~ - i 25.00 20.80 953000 AN o b
S 661816 W 400 = 0 20 I % § ﬁ Y7 \/f’ - &5 TR S T 20" 497 thence N 58 45 00" E 120.77 feet to a point on ¢ 15.00 fool radius curve fo the left,
7 . g™ ! ST~ Zm.%_a/;i% | 2 2 R whose radius point bears N 31" 15’ 00" W; thence along the arc of said curve 20.21 feet thru a
- | & | -~ ~ o il ~ c3 15.00 22.34 8572049 o i - . e o » S
o | L ! ~ v - PRIy - r 5 S5 A central angle of 77" 11" 14" to a point on a 155.00 feet radius curve to the right, whose radius
. I ] - (1L - C4 15.00 20.21 77711714 . . s " , . ,
< Y~ | ve | e P P , — c5 37.00° 64 2B EL point bears N 71" 33" 45" E; thence along the arc of said curve 89.28 feet thru a central angle of
S L28 | 1 _ L / / - See Instrument recorded, 20 - & R 557 S EPRT 33° 00" 09"; thence S 75° 26’ 06” E 58.00 feet to a point on a 97.00 foot radius curve to the
s,&\’?;,,,, BT [ 62 —_ = id / Wide Sanitary Sewer Ecsernent / / 7 37 50" 17.80° EEETEVRS left, whose radius point bears S 75° 26" 06” E; thence dlong the arc of said curve 71.64 feet thru o
W 2 ¥ ™ |58 [TTe——o___ 18- g See Instrument recorged, Storm / Book 701, Page 47 S c8 57.50 27.30 571210 central angle of 42° 18" 54”; thence S 27° 45 00" E 233.89 feet; thence N 65 56’ 00" E
ol e / L T -7 g%mgggy ;’&“";’e‘”z‘é% gment / c9 221.00° 12.20° 030947 177.55 feet; thence S 24" 04 00" E 274.36 feet; thence S 65 56" 00" W 32.71 feet; thence S
f/,./" ,@«;ﬁféﬁ i . §§ /,/ o0 » Fage - SUMMIT WATCH CONDO BOUNDARY L ‘\ C10 221.00° 25.30° 06°33'29" 3" {)S’ ’m” W 40.00 fset; thence S 24° O’g GO” E 44.32 feet’; thence S 65° 56’ 00” W 20.98
X7 o] [T | f/’ g / ci1 7.50° 13.000 _ 99721°00” feet; thence S 58° 02’ 07" W 81.41 feet; thence S 32" 25" 56" E 128.50 feet to the point of
- o “""““"MJV,« / . A beginning. Description contains 2.21 acres. The basis of bearing for the above description is N
Q( = / i / - - ’ 35° 59" 00" W between the survey monuments located on Park Avenue between 9th and 11th
EXISTING STREET MONUMENT m'z I / - — Street.
4TH & MAIN N | ! / Pl .
‘. ! . e e
‘f/“*’g / BLOCK 50 § / ;ﬁ,wf“’“" _
R ( / —
ls | ? EXISTING IRON ROD / %W —— e
& SOUTHWEST CORNER OF ; ™ : ) ‘
oz | THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER / : FIRST AMENDED SUBDIVISION PLAT
’ wi | |  OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER \
SNYDERVILLE BASIN SEWER = O secnon s / ' ~ ~
/ | ‘ ,
or ConrORMANCE 10, S T | ’ ' | I'OWN LIFT SITE, PHASE
© 38l STREET ADDRESS (TYPICALY
REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE ] ,’ / 738 wzfi‘fﬁ AE:}%WSS Ef\fp’w”*@-’ _— : - :
BASIN SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS ON j / I / © SURVEY MONUMENT TO BE SET. : ; , ' ' ‘ ‘
THIS _13™N  pay oF Nowembe- | 1996 A.D. / | / o~ > LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 16
\ . » P
P ; f / | / ﬁ,&(\\\\ N - See Instrument recorded, Bike Path, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE
J Y . ™ v - ¥ 3
BY Taml i’ggmwmer/ | / AN Book 316, Page 217 AND MERIDIAN, PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
~_s.B.sYp. ] ; | / AN
/ o —
| L —— |  PAGE 1 OF 1
/f‘ ALLIANCE ENGINEERING INC. PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEERS CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE |#475013 RECORDED
! , I FIND THIS PLAT TO BE IN I CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SURVEY , ,
Kéjﬁf‘ﬁ"aﬁ[\‘ o APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY ORDANC T MATIO APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS 5‘“’ APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH COUNTY OF SUMMIT AND FILED
eizﬂ@% PO 664 : ‘ , pm ACC ANCE WITH INFORMATION ON e MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK CITY ; 10 . :
= .0. BOX 266 PLANNING, COMMISSION THIS 1B™ ™ DAY OF _MARCH 199£%A.D T COUNCIL THIS _%T% DAY OF Nwemger : AT THE REQUEST OF CoAliT oM Tirle
e e 323 MAIN STREET DAY Of FERRY 1998 A.D. FILE IN_MY OFFICE THIS (277 R o COUNCIL THIS 30 DAY TU99BSAD. e~ DATE _3/14/27. TIME Il:9 am BOOK PAGE
B VA -+ , T DAY OF .E&&QQA@{WW, 1996 A.D. / OF ﬂbl,ﬁm}z&.&mww#, 19966 A.D. - 1 el - ‘ - e —— m———
PARK CITY, UTAH 84060 ' ; 1997 BY : €2, aémM ),
(801) 649-9467 U St BY (@MQQ) Pe PARK CITY ATYORNEY oy ot K ot o \ L \IHA T 322 Chanetit. U
’ PARK CITY ENGINEER WARK CITY RECORDER JlOR FEE RECORDER i
JOB NO. 5-2-90 Y:\TL\D\PARL@A ‘ ! '
s ETTT-CormTiSSion-<Augtrst8=2644 ) T33O 1Y
~ TawnN L Site A



christy.alexander
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT D


Exhibit E — Action letter from MPD Amendment July 14, 2010

July 15, 2010

David Luber
LCC Properties Group, L.C.

Via EMAIL: David@Iccproperties.com

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Application # PL-10-00961

Subject MPD Amendment

Address 962 Main Street

Action Taken Approved 3-2 (Luskin/Peek/Savage)-(Strachan/Hontz)

Recused (Petitt)

Date of Action July 14, 2010

On July 14, 2010, the 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

1.

The property is located at 692 Main Street in the Historic Residential Commercial
(HRC) zoning district. Historic Commercial Business (HCB) heights and
regulations are allowed by the 1982 Agreement.

In September 1991, the City Council approved a Concept Plan of the Town Lift
Project.

The building at 692 Main Street has been used as the Sales Gallery for the
Marriott Summit Watch project since its construction in 1992. The Summit Watch
project was originally part of the Town Lift development that included the
Sweeney properties to the west but was subsequently bifurcated.

The September 1991 Concept Plan of the Town Lift Project laid out maximum
square footages for the project as well as anticipating the project would be
developed in Phases. In that approval the Council required the Historic District
Commission (HDC) to review and approve the volumetrics for Phase | (p.4). The
HDC was required to approve specific building design for the proposed structures
prior to construction.

In April 1992, Planning Commission approved a small scale MPD for Town Lift
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8.

9.

Phase I. Phase | included buildings A1-A3. The building at 692 Main Street was
called Al. In the MPD, Building A1 was proposed to have 6 residential units
comprising 4.5 Unit Equivalents (UEs) and 1,832 square feet of commercial
space (1.8 UEs) for a total of 6.3 UEs.

In November 1994, the City approved the Summit Watch Revised Concept Plan.
The revised plan superseded the action taken to approve the original concept
plan in 1991. Condition of approval 2 stated that the Town Lift Design Review
Task Force shall review and approve plans for each building prior to construction
commencing. At that time Building A1 was constructed and the unit configuration
for that building was referenced as 7,200 square feet of commercial, or 7.2 Unit
Equivalents.

The project will be a Timeshare as declared in the original approval of the
Summit Watch project.

Affordable Housing requirements have been met by previous construction by the
original developer.

Private Residence Clubs, Off-site, is a prohibited use in Storefronts in the Main
Street Right-Of-Way.

10. Nine residential units (up to 3.85 Unit Equivalents) and 3.05 Unit Equivalents of

commercial space are proposed for a total of up to 6.90 UEs.

11.The building will increase in height by two stories while keeping within the HCB

height regulations.

12. Twenty-three parking spaces are required and provided by a recorded

easement.

13.The November 23, 1994, Planning Commission action is hereby amended to

increase Building A-1 from 2 stories to four stories.

Conclusions of Law:

1.

2.

3.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the
Land Management Code.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section
15-6-5 of this Code.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General
Plan.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, provides the highest value of open space,
as determined by the Planning Commission.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort
character of Park City.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the Site
and preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale and mass with
adjacent Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility.

The amended MPD provides amenities to the community so that there is no net
loss of community amenities.

The amended MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the employee Affordable
Housing requirements as adopted by the City Council at the time the Application
was filed.
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10.The amended MPD, 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 amended MPD, as conditioned, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of

transportation through design and by providing trail connections.

12.The amended MPD has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with

this Code.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

© N o

9.

All applicable conditions of approval of the 1994 Conceptual Approval shall apply
to this amended MPD.

2. All applicable conditions of approval of the subdivision plat shall apply.
3.

A condominium plat shall be recorded with Summit County prior to selling of any
units.

The Main Floor market/deli or any other commercial use of that space will be
open to the public. The grill/bar will be open to the general public.

The building must receive Historic Design Review approval prior to issuance of
building permit.

All exterior lights must comply with Park City’s lighting regulations.

Any exterior sign must receive a separate sign permit.

Applicant must record a written agreement with the owners of Zoom restaurant
for joint use of the loading and garbage area or build an enclosed dumpster
location on their own property.

A Timeshare Instrument must be filed with the State at the time of re-platting.

10.No sidewalk hawking is permitted per the Park City Municipal Code.
11.Prior to any Building Permit, a Construction Mitigation Plan will be presented to

the Summit Watch Condominium Owners Association.

If you have questions regarding your project or the action taken please don’t hesitate to
contact me at 435-615-5309 or at brooks@parkcity.org

Sincerely,

Brooks T. Robinson
Senior Transportation Planner
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Planning Commission Meeting
July 14, 2010
Page 10

2. 692 Main Street - Amendment to Master Planned Development
(Application #PL-10-00961)

Commissioner Pettit recused herself and left the room.

Planner Brooks Robinson noted that on June 23, 2010 the Planning Commission held a public
hearing and discussed an amendment to the master planned development at 692 Main Street,
which was originally developed as the Summit Watch project. This building was used as the sales
gallery for the Marriott.

Planner Robinson stated that during the June 23" meeting several comments and questions were
raised and the Staff had tried to address those in the current Staff report. The primary issues
related to the Vertical Zoning Ordinance and public access. The entire language of the Vertical
Zoning Ordinance was included in the Staff report. Planner Robinson remarked that the Staff report
also provided clarity on comments that were made during the public hearing from the Marriott
Condominium Association regarding service and delivery.

Planner Robinson noted that the applicant had submitted revised plans that were attached to the
Staff report and would be presented this evening. He pointed out that these were the same revised
plans that were provided just prior to the last meeting, but had not been reviewed by Staff. Also
included in the Staff report was the streetscape that Commissioner Peek had requested. Planner
Robinson reviewed slides of a rendering of the building and the site plan and elevations.

Planner Robinson referred to concerns regarding trash and delivery issues, and noted that the
applicant was not contesting statements made by the Marriott HOA. The applicant was discussing
joint use of the loading and garbage dock with the owner of Zoom restaurant, the adjacent property.
A second alternative would be to create a screened dumpster location on the south side yard.
Service deliveries could also be along Main Street , which is allowed for every Main Street
business.

Planner Robinson reviewed the floor plans for each level. He recalled discussion at the last
meeting regarding the Vertical Zoning Ordinance and whether the proposed restaurant/grill area
needed to be public or private. The Land Management Code is silent on the matter and the Vertical
Zoning Ordinance was primarily set up to stop office uses and off-site residential residency clubs.
Planner Robinson stated that Promontory has a private residence club in Summit Watch further to
the north. However, 692 Main is set up as a time share with residential units on several floors. It
would be on-site and would not pertain to the off-site trigger.

Commissioner Hontz felt that issue needed to be addressed before they went further in the
presentation if the applicant was proposing a private plan for the use. She believed there was
information that did not match the Code that thought it should be clarified earlier rather than later.

David Luber, representing the applicant, stated that regarding the issues raised by the Marriott
representative at the last meeting concerning the location of trash and deliveries, the applicant was
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making arrangement either with Zoom to share in the area located immediately south of the building
to effect use of an enclosed area for trash. They were also in negotiations for delivery services. A
second option would be to incorporate the enclosed dumpster within their own building. Mr. Luber
clarified that they would not impose upon any trash or unloading areas in the parking garage of the
Marriott building. However, they would use the 23 parking spaces, which are reserved by easement
with the building.

With respect to the streetscape, Mr. Luber believed they had responded favorably to the suggestion
that the fourth floor impose a similar brick as the second and third floors. Mr. Luber stated that the
entire brick facade would be taken to the 4™ floor or the penthouse floor.

Regarding the bar and grill, Mr. Luber stated that the applicant spent a considerable amount of time
with the Staff in looking at the Vertical Ordinance and the Land Management Code. The applicant
and the Staff agreed that under all the Codes there was no distinction or requirement of imposing
private or a public on the bar and grille within the storefront area of Main Street. Mr. Luber agreed
with Staff in terms of the conditions of approval and recommendations going forward. He was
willing to answer questions and concerns the Planning Commission had on that issue or other
issues to help move the process move forward.

Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that the timeshare component was also being approved as
part of the amended MPD. Therefore, conditions could be imposed based on the conditional use of
the timeshare. Ms. McLean felt it was fair to ask the applicant exactly what they were planning in
terms of the private bar/grill. She believed nine timeshare units were being proposed and if the
restaurant would only be support for those nine units, then it would be on-site. However, if the
applicant contemplates the use as support for another off-site residence club, it would fall under the
private residence club.

Commissioner Strachan remarked that the LMC does not distinguish between off-site and on-site.
In looking at the definition of “private residence club off-site” it does not address a separation
between the bar/restaurant and the location of units”. Ms. McLean replied that when it is only
defined as private residence club off-site, there is no distinction for on-site. When this was
contemplated for Vertical Zoning, the idea was that anything in town that would be prohibited could
not support a restaurant. Ms. McLean stated that if the applicant is planning on the restaurant
supporting nine units and nothing else, it would fit under the definition because it would not be off-
site.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 15-2.6-3 of the LMC in the HCB District and noted that
Section 9 addresses Private Residence Club Project and Convergence and Section 23 addresses
off-site. She believed the LMC does address on-site and off-site private residence clubs and
prohibits both within the zone. Commissioner Hontz referred to the Municipal Code and the section
that cites and limits the private use of restaurants and bars. Commissioner Hontz remarked that the
analysis that says this could be a bar and restaurant as a private use was incorrect.

Commissioner Hontz stated that she had spent a significant amount of time researching the Code

and she was very comfortable in understanding that the Planning Commission did not have to
condition the approval because it is not allowed by Code.
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Commissioner Strachan asked Ms. McLean to address why the bar/grill would be listed as a
conditional use if it is prohibited. Ms. McLean explained that it is a conditional use within the zone,
but prohibited outright in certain areas.

In response to Commissioner Hontz, Planner Robinson stated that years ago a definition for private
residence club was put into the LMC to make a distinction between timeshare and private residence
clubs. Because the applicant is saying this will be a timeshare, the Staff would suggest adding a
condition of approval stating that the timeshare instrument needs to be recorded at the State with
the replat approval, whenever that occurs.

Planner Robinson emphasized that based on the definition, this was a timeshare and not a private
residence club.

Commissioner Hontz read from Section 8, Timeshare Projects and Convergence, subscript (1),
“Prohibited in store fronts adjacent to the Main Street, Heber Avenue, or Swede Alley rights-of-way.”
Based on that language, she believed it continues to be prohibited.

Planner Robinson remarked that it is a grandfathered use because this was a timeshare project
when it was first done as an MPD in 1992. Commissioner Hontz pointed out that they are now
opening up the MPD.

Commissioner Peek referred to the HCB Conditional Use (8), “Timeshare projects and
Convergence”, and Conditional Use (9), Timeshare Sales office off-site within an enclosed building.
He pointed out that the timeshare sales office was being grandfathered, therefore, they could not
expand to other conditional uses that are prohibited in the zone.

Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that the applicant could not introduce a new use. However,
her interpretation of the report was that the timeshare use was contemplated as part of the original
MPD. The Marriott Summit Watch is a timeshare and, therefore, is part of this amendment to the
MPD, which is not prohibited. = Ms. McLean stated that whether or not the office space is
grandfathered in was a separate analysis. She noted that a bar or similar use is not grandfathered.
The question of whether an office could continue would be determined by the Planning Director as
part of a non-conforming use.

Commissioner Peek read language from the private residence club off-site section of the LMC, “Any
use organized for the exclusive benefit and support of or limited to or associated with or in any way
offers exclusive hospitality service and/or concierge support to any defined owners association,
timeshare membership, residential club, or real estate project. Hospitality includes but is not limited
to any of the following services: real estate, restaurant, bar, gaming, locker rooms, storage, salon,
personal improvement, office.” Commissioner Peek believed the bar and grill would be inclusive in
that language.

Mr. Luber stated that if the Planning Commission would prefer a use in the storefront space that is

accessible to the public, the applicants were willing to look at that as a condition of approval. Mr.
Luber understood that the Codes were complicated. He also understood that from a practical
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standpoint, while the applicant may wish to have a private bar and grill in the storefront, the intent
is to maximize the use of that space in any case.

Mr. Luber stated that the applicant would be willing to agree on an additional condition that would
indicate that the storefront space would include the market space and the bar and grill and all would
be a public space.

Commissioner Strachan thought it was a determinative issue. He referred to Condition of Approval
#4 and suggested that the only way to approve this application would be to amend the second
sentence of the condition to read, “Any grill/lbar must be open to the general public.

Mr. Luber agreed with amending Condition of Approval #4.

Commissioner Peek referred to Condition of Approval #8 and suggested replacing the language,
“Applicant must provide to staff....” with “Applicant must record a written agreement with the owners
of Zoom”. Commissioner Peek was concerned that the agreement could be lost over time if the
ownership of Zoom ever changes.

Mr. Luber understood that as a condition of proceeding with the building permit, the applicant would
provide the Staff and the Planning Commission the authority on whether there was an agreement
with Zoom. He noted that they were still considering the alternatives and had not yet made that
determination. If they could not come to an agreement with Zoom, the design elements of the
building would take into account trash and loading within the building. Commissioner Savage
asked if there was a plan that accommodates those into the building. Mr. Luber answered yes.

Commissioner Peek referred to Finding of Fact #9 and suggested that the sentence be eliminated
and replaced with “Private Residence Clubs off-site is prohibited in storefronts adjacent to the Main
Street right-of-way.”

Planner Robinson stated that he had spoken with the applicant about adding Condition of Approval
#9, “A timeshare instrument shall be filed with the State at the time of replatting.” Condition of
Approval #10, “No sidewalk hocking is permitted per the Park City Municipal Code.” Mr. Luber
stated his agreement with adding Conditions #9 and #10.

Commissioner Hontz clarified that other than the private use on the main level, she was comfortable
with the rest of the proposal. However, when she reads page 127 of the Staff report, the third and
final Development Agreement and Concept Plan, which updated the previous two, she noted that in
all three development agreements there is reference to not adding density. In addition, the
development agreements were very clear about not wanting additional building height moved
around in this project once the project is approved. Commissioner Hontz read from page 127, item
10, “The building heights and density shall not exceed what is shown in this approval. In talking to
the Legal Department, she understood they were opening up the development agreement and,
therefore, the Planning Commission has the right to give that away.
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Commissioner Hontz stated that during the work session they were looking for places to put
density. She pointed out that some are looking for density and she believed this was an opportunity
to decide that people no longer get it for free. Commissioner Hontz clarified that for this application
she was talking about height and not density. She liked the building design and the concept, butin
looking back at the Findings and the Development Agreement that control this project, she realized
that the Planning Commission had the tools to do something more. If the Planning Commission
decides to give away the height as a gift, she wanted to make sure it was specified in the conditions
of approval.

Chair Wintzer thought Commissioner Hontz had raised a good point that if the City has the
opportunity to work with this, they should take that advantage.

Commissioner Strachan stated that if it is within the approved heights under the original
Development Agreement and within the approved density levels of the original Development
Agreement, the applicant could build the project. He understood the opportunity to dedicate height
and density to some other use, but he was hesitant to do that with just this project. He would be
comfortable making it a policy for all future projects as long as they followed through and everyone
was treated the same. Commissioner Strachan did not wish to single out this applicant.

Commissioner Hontz felt the Development Agreement clearly singles out the entire Summit Watch
project, which included this building. She stated that documents track the evolution of the approval
of the Marriot Summit Watch Plaza structures and how people were very concerned about the
density and the relationship with other projects on Main Street. The Development Agreement is
clear that the intent for the entire Marriott Summit Watch Project was not to have things change per
the approval. Commissioner Hontz clarified that she was only pointing out what the City could do
and the opportunity that was presented under this particular development agreement. She was not
implying that it was the right direction. This situation is different from other projects because the
developer agreed to a development agreement in 1994.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 110 of the Staff report and noted that the first iteration was
specifically clear in stating, “No density, gross or net square footages, or building height transfers
would be allowed between phases. If a project chooses to use less than the maximum densities, it
has no effect on any other portion of the project and cannot be used elsewhere on the project.” She
believed that language indicates the concerns people had at that time. Commissioner Hontz
reiterated that she liked the concept and thought the height should be increased, but her question
was whether or not the City should just give it away.

Mr. Luber stated that the process has been educational for the applicant and the Staff. Throughout
the process they went through many boxes and the previous MPDs back to 1994. Mr. Luber
remarked that they were not transferring density in this project from one phase or one building to
another and they were utilizing less than the 7.2 UEs allowed.

Commissioner Hontz agreed with Mr. Luber on density. Her issue was the height. Mr. Luber stated

that under the original plan, they are within all the height limits that could be imposed on the
building. They conform on every issue in terms of Code compliance.
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Mr. Luber liked the idea of going public on the ground floor. He explained that they would like to
develop the project proposed because there is a purpose and synergy to having residences and
commercial below. Itis a dormant building that has not been used in the last several years and this
is an opportunity for 7" Avenue and the entire community to get traffic flowing to an area that has
needed it in the last few years.

Mr. Luber believed that the project complies with all the Codes, past and present. He did not see
the height as a gift. Itis working hand in glove with the City, the Planning Commission and the City
Council in terms of the task force and now the Historic Design Review Board, to make this project
move forward.

Commissioner Hontz agreed with Mr. Luber regarding Code compliance. The issue is that the City
has a clear opportunity and the right to do something that benefits the community. Mr. Luber stated
that the other structures that are currently on the MPD have been maxed out in terms of density and
size. This is the only building that still has the opportunity for height.

Director Eddington understood the issue regarding the height and felt that Commissioner Hontz had
raised a good point. He noted that the City currently does not have a policy that talks about transfer
of density rights or height rights. Director Eddington thought it was a great idea conceptually, but
he was unsure how it would apply to this particular project. He noted that the applicant was under
utilizing their density by going to 6.9 UEs instead of the 7.2UEs. Mr. Luber believed they were
slightly under the allowed height in the zone.

Chair Wintzer stated that this was one of the first buildings built in the original Summit Watch
project. He felt that in the overall picture, if the intent was to have a mix and match and not have
everyone build to the maximum, there would be a reason not to grant additional height. He
appreciated Commissioner Hontz’s research efforts.

Commissioner Hontz referred to the renderings and asked if the applicant intended to utilize the
same window placements on the second level. She did not think the rendering matched the hand
drawings in terms of number of windows.

Kevin Horn, representing the applicant, indicated an area on the second level facing south. He
noted that the lower floor has a covered balcony and the second floor has a built out area. The
additional window would be in the enclosed area.

Commissioner Hontz asked if the window placement for the exciting seven windows would remain
the same. Mr. Horn answered yes.

Assistant City Attorney McLean advised the Planning Commission to be careful about language and
using the term “density” when talking about UEs. She pointed out that currently the unit equivalent
is at 7.2. The proposed amendment uses less than 7.2 UEs, but the use would change from
commercial to a mix of commercial and residential.
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Commissioner Savage asked if Ms. McLean was trying to clarify that a unit of density depends on
whether it is residential or commercial. Ms. McLean explained that under the current Code, a
residential unit equivalent is 2,000 square feet per unit equivalent. However, commercial is only
1,000 square feet per unit equivalent. The applicant is proposing a change that would increase the
square footage but keep the UEs the same. Ms. McLean remarked that “density” is a hard terms to
use in this discussion because they are talking more about square footages and a change in use.

Mr. Luber stated that the history of the project included two amendments. The original configuration
of the building had a mixed use of residential and commercial, and more residential than
commercial was allocated to the original MPD. The amendment took into account the commercial
use at 7.2 UEs. Mr. Luber remarked that the applicant is looking to re-convert the use back to its
original residential and commercial mix, and to do it in a way that uses less than the 7.2 UEs
currently shown on the site.

Chair Wintzer clarified that the Planning Commission was not questioning the unit equivalents. The
issue being discussed was the height increase. Commissioner Hontz pointed out that based on the
development agreement, the heightis limited. She agreed that it refers to the zone height, but that
is a separate issue. Item number ten clearly states that the height cannot be increased. She
acknowledged that they could increase the height at this point because they have opened up the
MPD, and the Planning Commission could either agree to give away the height or require the
applicant to keep the height as built. Commissioner Hontz reiterated that the Planning Commission
has the right, per the development agreement and the MPD, to make that decision.

Planner Robinson pointed out that Commissioner Hontz was referring to condition of approval #10
of the 1994 concept plan approval. He referred to a separate page in the Staff report which
indicates that a revision in the first phase of the project was previously approved by the Planning
Commission and that the action would revise the balance of the project. Planner Robinson
explained that the condition that says, “No building height and density shall exceed....”applied to the
rest of the project, but not to this particular building in the first phase.

Mr. Horn believed that was consistent with the dates because this particular building was
constructed in 1993, prior to the 1994 submittal. Commissioner Hontz remarked that the all the
documents dated from 1994, 1993 and 1991 all have the same condition and the issue remained
the same in every iteration. The question is whether or not the Planning Commission wanted to
take it on. She stood by her opinion that it was applicable to this building.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that from a legal standpoint, Commissioner Hontz’s reading
of the documents was a legally defensible interpretation. The Planning Commission does have that
ability, which is why the MPD amendment was before them.

Commissioner Savage asked if the applicant was asking for a height exception. Chair Wintzer
answered no. Commissioner Savage could not understand why, if they were not asking for a height
exception and it was an allowed use, that the Planning Commission would determine it was not an
allowed use.
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Chair Wintzer explained that the zone allows a certain height. The development agreement said
that because the building was designed to a specific height, that height cannot be changed. The
zone would allow a height increase, but the development agreement would not.

Assistant Attorney McLean stated that the MPD restricts the height as it was built. However, the
zone allows it to be higher. As part of a change in use and UEs, the amendment also requests a
gain in square footage by increasing the height. Ms. McLean referred to page 113 of the Staff
report, the original MPD approval, and noted that Building A1 was contemplated as being both
commercial and residential. At that point it was 6.3 UEs. Once it was built and became only
commercial, the unit equivalents increased to 7.1. Ms. McLean could find no discussion in her
research that addressed that change. Somehow it just occurred. In 1992 in the MPD, it was
contemplated as 1.8 UEs commercial and 4.5 UEs residential. In 1994, the MPD was revised and
the building was allocated 7.2 commercial UEs. Ms. McLean clarified that the issue before the
Planning Commission this evening was whether or not to change the allocation and use of those
UEs. As part of that, the massing would change and increase the height.

Commissioner Savage recalled that the last time the Planning Commission discussed this
application, the major issue was public/versus private restaurant. He was unclear whether or not
private was allowed, but based on input the applicant had agreed to make it public. Commissioner
Savage believed that was a strong indication of the applicant’s willingness to respond to their
requests. In addition, they resolved the trash issue through two alternatives. He recommended
that the Planning Commission allow the applicant to move forward with their project.

Commissioner Luskin concurred with Commissioner Savage. He appreciated the applicant’s
willingness to address their concerns with the public/private issue. Regarding the height issue, he
found Commissioner Hontz’'s proposal to be insightful, but he was wary of getting involved in
selective application without the proper mechanism in place. Commissioner Luskin was
comfortable with the changes to the proposal and he was prepared to move forward.

Commissioner Peek stated that Commissioner Hontz raised an interesting point regarding the
heightissue based on the development agreement. He felt it was clear that what was approved for
the height would be the line of the building height. Commissioner Peek noted that they would be
modifying the development agreement if they allowed additional height over what was approved.
However, if they modify the findings of fact and conditions of approval as he had stated earlier, he
was willing to vote in favor of the amendment to the MPD.

Commissioner Strachan stated that at first he was skeptical of Commissioner Hontz’s point of view,
but after looking at the MPD Code Section 15-6.9, he realized that it was not a question of the Code
as much as a question of the development agreement. However, the Code touches on when
variations in height should be considered and what criteria should be applied to those
considerations. He read, “Height does not result in increased square footage or building volume.”
“The height increase provides desired architectural variation.” Commissioner Strachan thought
Commissioner Wintzer made a good point about architectural variation. In looking at the before
and after slide of the streetscape, all the structures to the north are the same height and there is no
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architectural variation. Commissioner Strachan believed that a slightly lower building in the middle
at 692 Main creates a nice transition between the buildings to the north and Zoom Restaurant to the
south. He agreed with Commissioner Hontz's interpretation of the development agreement, and
confirmed by the Assistant City Attorney. However, architectural variation is another reason for not
granting the requested two floors.

Commissioner Luskin believed the rendering was misleading because the buildings to the left are
actually three story. The only four story building on Upper Main was the Galleria. Commissioner
Luskin suggested that there was variation in height on the street. Commissioner Strachan
remarked that it was a matter of perception.

Chair Wintzer concurred with Commissioner Strachan and felt the existing variation is nicer than
jumping from Zooms to the next building.

Mr. Luber noted that they had shown a 3-D model indicating a significant transition and pull back in
terms appearance. Itis not a four story building from the face of a transition between Zooms and
the other structures. Chair Wintzer could see where the top floor steps back.

Mr. Luber stated that he had not anticipated an issue regarding the building height. The project was
planned to return to the original intent for a commercial/residential mix. It was intended to fit the
building site plan and zoning height requirements. For this project to work, additional height is
needed in terms of the overall economics of the plan. Mr. Luber was prepared to continue this item
and take suggestions from the Planning Commission on how this height issue could be resolved.

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.

Lee Gilbert, a member of the Marriott Summit Watch COA and ROA Boards. He noted that many of
the issues he intended to comment on were answered this evening. Mr. Gilbert was unclear about
the area known as the Town Lift Subdivision and the Summit Watch project. He felt that some of
the documents were conflicting. Mr. Gilbert stated that if the 692 Main building was part of the
Summit Watch project, it is governed by a Master Condominium owners Association document that
is filed with the State. He remarked that certain criteria and other things being proposed were in
conflict with that document.

Chair Wintzer asked if the plaza is public condominium land.

Mr. Gilbert stated that there is a public easement for access to the Frozen Creek walking trail and
for utility access for the City.

Chair Wintzer clarified that the building line and the property line were the same on the north side.
Mr. Gilbert replied that this was correct. Chair Wintzer stated that the concerns Mr. Gilbert had with
construction issues would be addressed through a construction mitigation plan. At that time Mr.
Gilbert would have the opportunity to voice his concerns and work with the Building Department.

Commissioner Peek pointed out that the Homeowners Association would have to supply a letter to
the Building Department prior to permits being issued saying that they support the project. Chair
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Wintzer agreed that because the project is on the property line, the HOA and the applicant would
need to resolve any issues with the Building Department.

Chair Wintzer noted that a condition of approval could require that the construction mitigation plan
must be presented to the homeowners to keep them apprized.

Mr. Luber stated that the general contractor who would be working on their construction mitigation
plan has built many projects on Main Street and in Old Town.

Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing.

Planner Robinson referred to the MPD Section of the LMC, 15-6.5(f), under Building Height and
read, “The height requirement in the zoning district in which the MPD is located shall apply. The
Planning Commission may consider an increase in height based on site specific analysis and
determination and the criteria. Increase in height does not resultin increased square footage.” He
clarified that, that goes to anything above the zoning height and not necessarily to this building.
Commissioner Strachan understood and explained that he only used those guidelines as general
guidelines as to what should be considered when looking at height increases.

Commissioner Savage was unclear as to why if height was an issue, it was not raised earlier in the
process and the applicant was not given notice prior to this evening before they spent time and
money on the design and modifications.

Commissioner Strachan believed that the original plans that were presented to the Planning
Commission in the pre-MPD meeting did not have the additional two floors. Planner Robinson
pointed out that those floors were shown in one of the alternatives presented.

Mr. Luber stated that in the pre-MPD application meeting there was enthusiastic support for the
plan, which is why they expended the effort, time and expense to do architectural renderings and
associated drawings. If they had been given any idea that there was an issue with height, they
would have stopped the process.

Commissioner Savage recalled that the only request at the pre-MPD meeting was for the applicant
to do a before and after comparison to see how the building looked next to Zoom Restaurant.

Commissioner Hontz stated that she would have shared her concerns during the pre-application
meeting if she had been provided with all the documents at that time. She did not receive that
information until this Staff report and she took the time to read through it. Commissioner Hontz
reiterated that she liked the concept and the design of this project. Her comments this evening
were about something larger than just this project and the opportunity the City has to do something
good for all of Park City.

Mr. Luber stated that if the Planning Commission has some discretionary approval they can take,

which has to do with looking at the overall dimensions of this building and how it fits within the
current plan of the MPD, he invited that conversation in a discretionary process to find out where
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the Planning Commission might be and the conditions of that discretion. Mr. Luber felt the applicant
had been candid and straightforward in saying that this project works because of the four floors
and the mix of commercial and residential. It works because of the height and because the
storefront will be public rather than private. He stated that the project would not work if they have to
start removing floors. Rather than having the project denied, Mr. Luber preferred a conversation on
whether the Planning Commission has additional discretion they were willing to adopt.

Planner Robinson responded to Commissioner Hontz’'s comment about not receiving the
information until Friday. He pointed out that all the documents provided in the current Staff report
were also included in the pre-MPD Staff report, with the exception of colored drawings and
renderings. Chair Wintzer stated that everyone had the same information and they all missed it, but
they still have the ability to go back and review it as Commissioner Hontz had done.

Director Eddington stated that Commissioner Hontz was accurate in her point and her research was
extensive. However, the Planning Commission has the authority to look at height. As a more pro-
active approach, he asked if the Planning Commission wanted to consider adding two stories to the
building, assuming that it was always two stories in the 1982 and the 1991 Concept Plan. If they
presume that it was, the Planning Commission would be looking at this amendment to add the two
stories. The Planning Commission would look at this design and consider whether it meets the
purpose statements of the MPD Chapter; economic development, preserving open space, mixing
uses, positive contribution to the amenities in that area of the community, different housing types
being provided, etc. Director Eddington stated that if the Planning Commission wanted a definitive
answer as to whether this was originally conceived as a two or four story building,

the Staff could research that information. Based on the historic knowledge of some people, Director
Eddington thought it may have been a two-story building.

Commissioner Savage thought he heard another element, which is the quid pro quo. If they allow
the additional two stories, what else can they extract from the applicant to offset the height
increase. In his opinion, at this stage in the process, it seemed unfair and was not the way to run a
business.

Commissioner Hontz stated that as someone who works for developers and attorneys and reviews
all the materials, it is their job to comb through the documents and find possible deal killers. As
Planning Commissioners, they do not have the obligation to tell the applicant what is in their original
agreement. The applicant’s legal team should have reviewed the development agreement before
beginning this project. Commissioner Hontz agreed with Commissioner Savage that it was unfair to
bring it up now.

Assistant City Attorney McLean requested that the Planning Commission focus on the application
before them. She reiterated her advice that the Commissioner should be careful about terminology
because the density is tied to unit equivalents and it is not changing. What is changing is the
massing and the square footage and the discussion should relate to those issues. Ms. McLean was
uncomfortable with the Planning Commission talking about “density transfers” because the UEs are
not changing from the 1992 agreement. Ms. McLean clarified that the Planning Commission was
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re-opening the MPD so they could look at the massing in terms of how it fits within the overall MPD.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the discussion should focus on whether the Planning
Commission wanted to allow mixed use of residential and commercial or whether it should remain
commercial and how it impacts other elements and criteria of the MPD by increasing the massing
by having it residential. Those are findings that are applicable.

Commissioner Luskin believed the Planning Commission has the authority, regardless of the timing,
to provide input on behalf of the City. He pointed out that this is government and not a business
and things can be handled differently. Commissioner Luskin struggled with two hurdles. One was
the public/private issue, which had been resolved, and the other was the height issue. The height
issue is being wrestled from the vantage of what was contemplated in documents that are a little
vague and obscure. Commissioner Luskin stated that he looks at the issue before him as to
whether it is a conforming use and whether he feels comfortable that it meets all the criteria Director
Eddington had outlined.

Commissioner Strachan felt the public comment raised a good issue. CC&Rs are applicable and
they dictate how the architecture must be designed. The Planning Commission needs to know that
the plan comports with the CC&Rs.

Planner Robinson explained that the CC&Rs would not apply to this building. The original
subdivision, Town Lift Site Phase A, Lot A1, which was this building and Lot A2, which became part
of the Summit Watch, as they created the condominiums they also created the CC&Rs and the
architectural controls within their condominium association. This subdivision and this building were
not part of that. Planner Robinson clarified that the Plaza was dedicated as a public street, 7"
Street, between those two buildings. Therefore, it is City property.

Chair Wintzer asked if the City was the governing body the applicant would consult for construction
activities near the property line. Planner Robinson replied that the City would be the governing
body but it would also be good for the applicant to notify the HOA on construction timing and the
construction mitigation plan.

Mr. Luber stated that as a condition of approval, they would agree that prior to any building permit
being approved by the City, they would have an agreement with their neighbors and the City
regarding the construction mitigation plan.

Commissioner Peek was comfortable with the mix of residential and commercial use. He stated
that if they allow the building height to be adjusted, they need to amend the development
agreement. He assumed that because the development agreementis a legal document signed by
the City and the developer of the original project, the Planning Commission would not be able to
just negate it through action.

Assistant City Attorney McLean did not believe it was necessary to amend the development
agreement as long as the findings of fact address the issue and the plans are attached.
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Commissioner Strachan felt the applicant had expressed an interest in working with the Planning
Commission to resolve the height issue. If the applicant was willing to have this item continued and
come back with alternative height reductions, the Planning Commission could review those
alternatives at the next meeting.

Mr. Luber clarified that he was willing to work with the Planning Commission from the perspective of
the plan that was presented this evening. He stated that the additional two floors were very
important to the overall financial feasibility of the project, and the conditions of approval set forth in
terms of all the requirements of public benefits. He was uncomfortable hearing comments about
taking a “pound of flesh” from a building that has produced no tax revenue for a significant period of
time, particularly since their plan of mixing the use would provide economic benefit to the City.

Mr. Luber stated that the two floors are critical and coincide with the height requirements of the
zone. His earlier comment referred to the discretionary process in terms of what additional
discretion the Planning Commission had. He was willing to work with the Planning Commission
from a planning standpoint to show the technical, architectural, design elements, and other
elements that makes this building fit within a logical model with the Zoom building and the building
to the north. He was not interested in coming back with a plan that removed the two floors.

Commissioner Strachan asked if this would come back to the Planning Commission for CUP
review. Director Eddington stated that if the Planning Commission approved the amendment to the
MPD they would not see it again. It would go to the Staff for Historic District Design Review.

Commissioner Strachan stated that in terms of architectural fenestration and changes in the height,
if the Planning Commission was uncomfortable with how it comports with the buildings to the north
and south, they would need to continue it. If the Planning Commission was comfortable with the
way it comports with the buildings to the north and south, and finds that it is compatible and meets
the other requirements of the Code, they should vote this evening.

Director Eddington stated that if the Planning Commission chooses to approve this application, they
would still have an opportunity individually to provide input with regard to the Historic District Design
Guidelines relative to the Staff’s review.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE 692 Main Street, Amendment to the MPD
to a date certain, with direction to the applicant to return with architectural drawings that depict how
the building will transition from the buildings to the south to the buildings to north in terms of height.

The motion died for lack of a second.

MOTION: Commissioner Savage moved to APPROVE the Master Planned Development
Amendment based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval.

Director Eddington asked if the motion would add a finding of fact or condition of approval noting

that the height was being amended for this building from the original MPD. Commissioner Savage
stated that he would include that in his motion if it was required.
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Chair Wintzer noted that the motion should also incorporate the changes to Condition of Approval
#4, that the bar/grill will be open to the general public; to Condition of Approval #8, that the
applicant must record a written agreement with the owners of Zoom Restaurant for the joint use of
the loading and garbage area or build an enclosed dumpster location on their property; remove
Finding of Fact #9 as written and replace with Private Residence Clubs off-site is prohibited in
storefronts adjacent to the Main Street right-of-way; add Condition of Approval #9, A timeshare
instrument shall be filed with the State; add Condition of Approval #10, no sidewalk hocking
permitting per the Park City Municipal Code; add Condition of Approval #11, prior to any building
permit, a construction mitigation plan will be presented to the Summit Watch Condominium Owners
Association.

Commissioner Savage amended his motion to incorporate the changes as stated.
Director Eddington re-read the motion for clarification.

Commissioner Peek noted that the development agreement was specific about the building height
being approved. Ata minimum, he felt a finding of fact was needed to address that issue. Planner
Robinson noted that Finding of Fact #11 states that, “The building will increase in height by two
stories while keeping with the HCB height regulations. “ Commissioner Peek thought a finding of
fact should state what building height was approved for Building Al to acknowledge the original
development agreement that specified a certain height.

Assistant Attorney McLean suggested adding Finding of Fact #13, “The November 23, 1994 revised
concept plan Condition of Approval 10, which states building heights and density shall not exceed
what is shown in this approval, is amended to increase Building Al from 2 stories to 4 stories.”
Commissioner Peek was comfortable with that language.

Commissioner Savage amended his motion to add Finding of Fact #13 as read by Ms. McLean.

Commissioner Luskin seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed 3-2. Commissioners Strachan and Hontz voted against the motion.
Commissioner Pettit was recused.

Findings of Fact - 692 Main Street

1. The property is located at 692 Main Street in the Historic Residential Commercial (HRC)
zoning district. Historic Commercial Business (HCB) heights and regulations are allowed by
the 1982 Agreement.

2. In September 1991, the City Council approved a Concept Plan of the Town Lift Project.

3. The building at 692 Main Street has been used as the Sales Gallery for the Marriott Summit
Watch project since its construction in 1992. The Summit Watch project was originally part
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10.

11.

12.

13.

of the Town Lift development that included the Sweeney properties to the west but was
subsequently bifurcated.

The September 1991 Concept Plan of the Town Lift Project laid out maximum square
footages for the project as well as anticipating the project would be developed in Phases. In
that approval the Council required the Historic District Commission (HDC) to review and
approve the volumetrics for Phase 1 (p.4). The HDC was required to approve specific
building design for the proposed structures prior to construction.

In April 1992, Planning Commission approved a small scale MPD for Town Lift Phase 1.
Phase 1 included buildings A1-A3. The building at 692 Main Street was called Al. Inthe
MPD, Building A1 was proposed to have 6 residential units comprising 4.5 Unit Equivalents
(UEs) and 1,732 square feet of commercial space (1.8 UESs) for a total of 6.3 UEs.

In November 1994, the City approved the Summit Watch Revised Concept Plan. The
revised plan superseded the action taken to approve the original concept plan in 1991.
Condition of Approval 2 stated that the Town Lift Design Review Task Force shall review
and approve plans for each building prior to construction commencing. At that time Building
Al was constructed and the unit configuration for that building was referenced as 7,200
square feet of commercial, or 7.2 Unit Equivalents.

The project will be a Timeshare as declared in the original approval of the Summit Watch
project.

Affordable Housing requirements have been met by previous construction by the original
developer.

Private Residence Clubs off-site is prohibited in storefronts adjacent to the Main Street right-
of-way.

Nine residential units (up to 7.85 Unit Equivalents and 3.05 Unit equivalents of commercial
space are proposed for a total of up to 6.90 UEs.

The building will increase in height by two stories while keeping within the HCB height
regulations.

Twenty-three parking spaces are required and provided by a recorded easement.
The November 23, 1994 revised concept plan Condition of Approval 10, which states

building heights and density shall not exceed what is shown in this approval, is amended to
increase Building Al from two stories to four stories.

Conclusions of Law - 692 Main Street
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1. The amended MPD, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the Land
Management Code.

2. The amended MPD, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section 15-6-5 of
this Code.

3. The amended MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

4, The amended MPD, as conditioned, provides the highest value of open space as
determined by the Planning Commission.

5. The amended MPD, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort character of Park
City.

6. The amended MPD, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the Site and
preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible.

7. The amended MPD, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale and mass with adjacent
properties, and promotes neighborhood compatibility.

8. The amended MPD provides amenities to the community so that there is no net loss of
community amenities.

9. The amended MPD, 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 amended MPD, 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 amended MPD, as conditioned, promotes the use of non-vehicular forms of
transportation through design and by providing trail connections.

12. The amended MPD has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with this Code.

Conditions of Approval - 692 Main Street

1.

All applicable conditions of approval of the 1994 Conceptual Approval shall apply to this
amended MPD.

All applicable conditions of approval of the subdivision plat shall apply.

A condominium plat shall be recorded with Summit County prior to selling of any units.
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4, The Main Floor market/deli or any other commercial use of that space will be open to the
public. The grill/lbar must be open to the general public.

5. The building must receive Historic Design Review approval prior to issuance of building
permits.

6. All exterior lights must comply with Park City’s lighting regulations.

7. Any exterior sign must receive a separate sign permit.

8. Applicant must record a written agreement with the owners of Zoom Restaurant for joint use
of the loading and garbage area or build an enclosed dumpster location on their own
property.

9. A timeshare instrument shall be filed with the State.

10. No sidewalk hocking permitted per the Park City Municipal Code.
11. Prior to any building permit, a construction mitigation plan will be presented to the Summit

watch Condominium Owners Association.

3. 1310 Lowell Avenue - Conditional Use Permit
(Application #PL-10-00965)

Commissioner Strachan recused himself and left the room.

Planner Jacquelyn Mauer reviewed the application for a conditional use permit at 1310 Lowell
Avenue, Park City Mountain Resort. PCMR proposes to install recreational lighting the Three
Kings, Quicksilver and Pick-n-Shovel ski runs. This item was continued from the June 23" meeting
because the Planning Commission lacked a quorum and was unable to vote on the project.

Planner Mauer stated that this application increases the Park City Mountain Resort’s night skiing
area from 44.5 acres to 54.7 acres or 23%. She noted that 49 wood poles were proposed with 76
metal halide, each having 150 watts. The proposed lights comply with the Land Management Code
Section 15-5-5(i)(11), which addresses recreational lighting requirements. This application was
also reviewed under the CUP criteria.

Planner Mauer remarked that during the June 23 meeting, concerns were raised regarding the
increase in the amount of electricity required to run these lights and whether or not there was
adequate electrical capacity. Planner Mauer stated that as part of this application, a condition of
approval was added to indicate that the applicant proposes to replace all the existing 1500 watt
court halogen lights on the Payday ski run with the 150 watt metal halide lights proposed. The
saved wattage would be138,979 kilowatts per year. The Resort anticipates using 10,000 kilowatts
per year on the proposed Three Kings lighting project.
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Craig Elliott
Elliott Workgroup Architecture
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Park City, Utah 84060

NOTICE OF PLANNING STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

Project Address: 692 Main Street

Project Description: Historic District Design Review
Date of Action: September 9, 2011

Project Planner:; Kirsten Whetstone

Project Number: PL-11-01306

SUMMARY OF STAFF ACTION

This proposal is a request for Historic Design Review for modifications to the exterior of an
existing non-historic building located at 692 Main Street and two additional floors (3" and 4"
floor) per the approved July 14, 2010 amendments to the 1992 Town Lift Master Planned
Development Phase I. Staff reviewed the application for compliance with the June 19, 2009
Park City Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites, including the Universal
Guidelines for new construction (non-historic sites) and the applicable Specific Guidelines
for new construction including 1) B.1- Mass, Scale, and Height; 2) B.2- Key Building
Elements such as roofs, materials, windows, porches, mechanical systems; 3) G- Exterior
Lighting; and 4) |- Sustainability. The proposal complies with these guidelines for new
construction and is approved pursuant to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law
and Conditions of Approval:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The property is located at 692 Main Street in the Historic Residential Commercial
(HRC) zoning district. Historic Commercial Business (HCB) heights and regulations
are allowed by the 1982 Agreement.

2. In September 1991, the City Council approved a Concept Plan of the Town Lift
Project.

3. The building at 692 Main Street has been used as the Sales Gallery for the Marriott
Summit Watch project since its construction in 1992 and is currently vacant. The
Summit Watch project was originally part of the Town Lift development that included
the Sweeney properties to the west but was subsequently bifurcated.
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4. The September 1991 Concept Plan of the Town Lift Project laid out maximum square
footages for the project as well as anticipating the project would be developed in
Phases. In that approval the Council required the Historic District Commission (HDC)
to review and approve the volumetrics for Phase |. The HDC was required to approve
specific building design for the proposed structures prior to construction.

5. In April 1892, Planning Commission approved a small scale MPD for Town Lift
Phase |. Phase | included buildings A1-A3. The building at 692 Main Street was
called A1. In the MPD, Building A1 was proposed to have 6 residential units
comprising 4.5 Unit Equivalents (UEs) and 1,832 square feet of commercial space
(1.8 UEs) for a total of 6.3 UEs.

6. In November 1994, the City approved the Summit Watch Revised Concept Plan.
The revised plan superseded the action taken to approve the original concept plan in
1981. Condition of approval 2 stated that the Town Lift Design Review Task Force
shall review and approve plans for each building prior to construction commencing.
At that time Building A1 was constructed and the unit configuration for that building
was referenced as 7,200 square feet of commercial floor area or 7.2 Unit
Equivalents.

7. On July 14, 2010, the Planning Commission approved an amendment to the Master
Planned Development to allow for a mixed use building including residential units on
floors 2, 3, and 4 with commercial units on floor one. A total of nine residential units
(up to 3.85 Unit Equivalents) and 3.05 Unit Equivalents of commercial space were
approved with the amended MPD for a total of up to 6.90 UEs.

8. An increase in buiiding height by two stories was approved, provided the height is
within the current HCB height regulations.

8. The project is proposed to have timeshare ownership as declared in the original
approval of the Summit Watch project.

10. Affordable Housing requirements have been met by previous construction by the
original developer.

11. The Land Management Code makes no distinction between public and private
access to business for commercial use.

12. Twenty-three parking spaces are required and provided in an underground parking
structure beneath Building A-2 and subject to a recorded easement on the
condominium plat.

13. Any new construction is subject to the June 19, 2009, Park City Design Guidelines
for Historic Disfricts and Historic Sites.

14. The existing building footprint is not being modified. The proposed construction
complies with the FAR for the HCB district and is not greater than 4.0. The lot
contains 5,074 square feet.

15. There are no minimum setbacks in the HCB zone.

16. Access to the property is from Main Street, a public street.

17.The building is not being demolished. The proposal includes modification of the
exterior details, patios, decks, windows and doors, exterior materials, and
construction of 2 additional floors consistent with the amended MPD approval and in
compliance with the HCB height limits and building envelop requirements.

18. The proposed plans include a total of 18,074 gross square feet (this includes the
2,946 gross square feet in the basement). The proposed plans include 6 residential
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units with a total of 7,127 sf (3.56UE), 2,432 sf of ground floor commercial (2.43 UE),
and 382 sf for restrooms in the basement (0.38 UE).

19.. The total proposed unit equivalent (UE) is 6.37 UE. Areas below Final Grade that
are used for commercial purposes are considered Floor Area. The MPD amendment
allowed up to 6.9 UE therefore up to 530 sf (0.53 UE) of the basement floor area
may be utilized for commercial uses without approval of an MPD amendment.

CONCLUSIONS OF Law

1. The proposed work complies with the Park City Historic District Design Guidelines as
conditioned.

2. The proposed work complies with the Land Management Code requirements
pursuant to the HCB district. _

3. The proposed work complies with the July 14, 2010, amendment to the 1992 Town
Lift Phase | Master Planned Development.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Receipt and approval of a Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) by the Building
Department is a condition precedent to the issuance of any building permits.

2. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance with
the HDDR drawings stamped in on July 22 and August 11, 2011. Any changes,
modifications, or deviations from the approved design shall be reviewed and approved
by the Planning Director prior to their construction. Any changes, modifications, or
deviations from the approved design that have not been approved by the Planning
and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.

3. Building height shall be verified prior to issuance of a full building permit.

4.The designer and/or applicant shall be responsible for coordinating the approved

architectural drawings/documents with the approved construction
drawings/documents. The overall aesthetics of the approved architectural
drawings/documents shall take precedence. Any discrepancies found among these
documents that would cause a change in appearance to the approved architectural
drawings/documents shall be reviewed and approved prior to construction. Any
changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved design that have not been
approved by the Planning and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.

. All standard conditions of approval shall apply.

. If a complete building permit has not been obtained by September 9, 2012, this HDDR

approval will expire.

7. Any modifications to landscaping will require a Landscape Plan to be reviewed prior to
building permit issuance. Such plan will include water efficient landscaping. No
landscaping plan has been reviewed as part of this application.

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

9. All exterior lighting cut sheets and locations shall be submitted to the Planning
Department for review and approval prior to building permit issuance. All exterior

[o) &)
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lighting shall meet Park City’s lighting ordinance and be downward directed and
shielded.

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

11. All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment,
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar paneis,
shall be painted to match the surrounding wall color or painted and screened to blend
with the surrounding natural terrain. Roof mounted equipment and vents shall be
painted to match the roof and/or adjacent wall color and shall be screened or
integrated into the design of the structure.

12.Exterior surfaces that are painted should have an opaque rather than transparent
finish. Provide a weather protective finish to wood surfaces that were not historically
painted. Low VOC paints and paints are recommended to be used.

13. A condominium plat shall be recorded with Summit County prior to selling of any
units. A timeshare instrument shall be recorded prior to sale of any units as a
timeshare.

14. All exterior lights must comply with the Park City lighting regulations.

15. Prior to installation of any signs on the property, a sign permit shall be obtained from
the Planning and Building departments.

16. The applicant must provide a written agreement with the owners of Zoom restaurant
before joint use of the loading and garbage area located south of the property may
be permitted. A written agreement between these parties is also required prior to
issuance of a building permit for construction of a trash enclosure on the property.

17. An amendment to the July 14, 2010 MPD amendment to the 1992 Town Lift Phase |
Master Planned Development is a condition subsequent to issuance of an occupancy
permit for use of more than 530 square feet of basement area for commercial uses.
The 382 square feet of restroom area in the basement is excluded as it is currently
counted in the total UE.
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EXHIBIT A

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 an the approved site plan. Site
improvements shall include all roads, sidewalks, curbs, gutters, drains, drainage works, grading, walls,
landscaping, lighting, pfanting, 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 fo 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 baundaries 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 the Planning Department in determining existing grade for
measurement of building heights, as defined by the Land Management Code.

8. A Canstruction 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.

8. Any removal of existing building materials or features on historic buildings shali be approved and
coordinated by the Planning Department according to the LMC, prior to removal.
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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,
efc. 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.

14, The planning and infrastructure review and approval are 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.

April 2007
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