
A majority of Planning Commission members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the Chair 
person. City business will not be conducted.  
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the 
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
AUGUST 14, 2013 
 

AGENDA 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER – 5:30 PM Pg 
WORK SESSION – Discussion only, no action will be taken.   
  
 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit PL-13-01867 3 
    
ROLL CALL  
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF JULY 31,  2013 79 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda  
STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS/DISCLOSURES  
CONTINUATION(S) – Public hearing and continue as outlined below  
  
 Land Management Code – Amendments to Chapter 2.4 – Historic Residential-Medium Density 

(HRM) District 

 

 Public hearing and continuation to August 28, 2013  
   
 7905 Royal Street – Record of Survey Amendment PL-13-01968  

 Public hearing and continuation to August 28, 2013  
   
REGULAR AGENDA - Public hearing and possible action  
  
 1127 Woodside Avenue – Plat Amendment PL-13-01893 99 

 Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council Planner Grahn  
    
 7620 Royal Street – Record of Survey Amendment  PL-13-01967 127 

 Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council Planner Whetstone  
    
ADJOURN  

 

Planning Commission - August 14, 2013 Page 1 of 145



 

Planning Commission - August 14, 2013 Page 2 of 145



 

 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 1105 Lowell Avenue 
Authors:  Francisco Astorga 
Project Number: PL-13-018367 
Date:   August 14, 2013 
Type of Item: Work Session - Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit application for new construction located at 1105 Lowell Avenue 
and provide feedback and direction to the applicant during the work session discussion.   
 
Description 
Applicant/Owner:   Steven Parker and Mark Parker 
Location:   1103/1105 Lowell 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 for new single 
family dwelling.  The site contains a duplex.  The applicant requests a single-family 
dwelling to be built behind the duplex.  Construction of structures greater than 1,000 
square feet on slopes that are 30% or greater require Planning Commission review and 
approval. 
 
On August 9, 2012 the City approved a plat amendment creating one (1) lot of record 
consisting of Lot 1 & Lot 2, portion of Lot 3, 30, 31 & 32, Block 34, Snyder’s Addition, 
the approved plat amendment consists of a lot of 8,680 square feet in size.  This plat 
amendment has not been recorded and was set to expire on August 9, 2013.  An official 
request has been made by the property owner for a one (1) year extension.  This 
request was received prior to the expiration. 
 
Background  
On May 1, 2013 the City received a completed application for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” behind the existing duplex at 1103/1105 
Lowell Avenue.  The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.   
 
This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit for construction of new single 
family dwelling behind the existing duplex.  Because the total proposed construction is 
greater than 1,000 square feet and would be constructed on a slope greater than thirty 
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percent (30%), the applicant is required to file a Conditional Use Permit application for 
review 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 
adopted in 2009.   
 
Purpose 
The purpose of the Historic Residential HR-1 District is to:  

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

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

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

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

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

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment. 
 
Analysis/Discussion 
Use/Condominium Record of Survey 
A single family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District.  However, the site 
currently contains a duplex that was built in 1978.  When the duplex structure was built 
a two-family building (duplex) was an allowed use in the district.  Currently a duplex is a 
conditional use.  The approved plat amendment created one (1) lot of record consisting 
of 8,680 square feet.   
 
Staff interprets that the Land Management Code (LMC) allows one (1) primary structure 
per lot within this District and has shared this information with the applicant.  The 
applicant responded by indicating that they would place a condition of approval on the 
requested application that a Condominium Record of Survey will be filed, reviewed, and 
approved by the City so that the two (2) units, the existing duplex, and the proposed 
single family dwelling would not be part of the same lot and the two (2) units would be 
separated by common space.  
 
Based on this condition of approval subject to a Condominium Record of Survey plat, 
the base density would still meet code as the minimum lot area for a single family 
dwelling is 1,875 square feet and the minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square 
feet.  Does the Planning Commission concur with these findings?   
 
Footprint 
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Once a condominium Record of Survey is approved and recorded the site no longer 
contains lots as the site is governed by the specific delineation of private units and 
common spaced, separated into common and limited common areas.  A Condominium 
is not a use, but a type of ownership, e.g. Snow Creek Cottages is platted as single 
family dwellings within a Condominium Record of Survey.  Because the building 
Footprint is based on the size of each lot, staff would consider the footprint of each 
dwelling unit to be derived using the same standard footprint formula based on the 
perceived lot area for the existing duplex as well as for the proposed single family 
dwelling as described below: 
 
Perceived 
Lot/Footprint 
Analysis 

Existing duplex Proposed single 
family dwelling 

Existing/approved 
one (1) lot 
combination* 

Lot width 62 feet 62 feet 62 feet 

Lot length 75 feet 65 feet 140 feet 

Lot Area 4,650 square feet 4,030 square feet 8,680 square feet 

Footprint Max. 1,790.4 square feet 1,606.7 square feet 2,664.8 square feet 

Actual Footprint 1,128 square feet 
(existing duplex) 

1,543 square feet 1,120 square feet 
(existing duplex) 

*The existing/approved one lot combination was analyzed as a comparison. 
 
Does the planning Commission concur with these findings outlined above related 
to how to measure building footprint?   
 
Building Height 
The LMC indicates the following regarding building height: 
 

 No structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27’) 
from existing grade. 

 Final grade must be within four (4) vertical feet of existing grade around the 
periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of approved window wells, 
emergency egress, and garage entrance. 

 A structure may have a maximum of three (3) stories. A basement counts as a 
first story. 

 A ten (10) foot minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required for a 
third (3rd) story of a structure unless the first story is located completely under 
the finish grade on all sides of the structure. 

 Roof pitch must be between 7:12 and 12:12. A green roof or a roof which is not 
part of the primary roof design may be below the required 7:12 pitch. 

 
The proposed single family dwelling design proposes  a green roof.  The LMC defines a 
green roof as: 
 

A roof of a Building that is covered with vegetation and soil, or a growing 
medium, planted over a waterproofing membrane.  It may also include additional 
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layers such as a root barrier and drainage and irrigation systems.  This does not 
refer to roofs which are colored green, as with green roof shingles.   

 
The entire proposed single family dwelling consists of a roof form below the required 
7:12 roof pitch.  Most of the roof classifies as a green roof per the current LMC 
definition.  See exhibit below: 
 

 
Proposed Site Plan, Sheet H-005 

 
There are portions of the roof that do not contain a green roof, such as the green roof 
terrace which has vegetation in between concrete pavers and on its adjacent area that 
houses the photovoltaic panels.  Staff does not interpret these two (2) areas to qualify 
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as a green roof, therefore, these areas have to comply with the required roof pitch.  
Does the Planning Commission concur with this interpretation? 
 
The Proposal does not include the required ten feet (10’) horizontal step in the downhill 
façade.  Staff finds that no matter where the site is located the design has to include the 
mandated ten foot (10’) horizontal step in the downhill façade.  The applicant has 
expressed that they do not meet this requirement because of the existing location of the 
duplex, in front of the proposed structure.  Does the Planning Commission concur 
with these findings?  See exhibit below: 
 

 
Longitudinal Section 2 Sheet H-302  

 
Steep Slope CUP Criteria  
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 visual 
and environmental impacts of the Structure.   
 
The proposed structure is located behind the existing duplex and is screened 
significantly from viewed from the street.  However, the duplex is not a historic 
structure and can be demolished through an administrative permit.  
 

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 identify 
the potential for Screening, Slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation 
protection, and other design opportunities.   
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The applicant submitted a visual analysis, including 3D graphic representation 
showing impacts of the proposed project.  See Exhibit B.   
 

3. Access.  Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of 
the natural topography and to reduce overall Building scale.  Common driveways 
and Parking Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged, where 
feasible.   

 
The access is located on the north side of the duplex.  The site requires concrete 
retaining walls on the north side, specifically right on the property line to 
accommodate the proposed concrete driveway around the existing duplex. 
 

4. Terracing.  The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to 
regain Natural Grade.   

 
The project makes use of terraces to allow natural grade to be maintained 
surrounding the dwelling.  These terraces are located towards the middle of the 
site on the north and south side as well as towards the rear of the proposed 
structure. 

 
5. Building Location.  Buildings, Access, and infrastructure must be located to 

minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography of the Site. 
The Site design and Building Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties 
to maximize opportunities for open Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, 
to minimize driveway and Parking Areas, and provide variation of the Front Yard.  

 
The driveway location allows for easy access and infrastructure installation. The 
building is sited behind the non-historic structure which follows the terrain. 
 

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

 
The proposed building is placed behind the existing non-historic structure.  The 
east, south, and west elevations are broken into several smaller components. 
 

7. Setbacks. The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more 
Setbacks to minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or 
the Rear Lot Line. The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, 
proposed Building scale, and Setbacks on adjacent Structures. 
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Because the building is behind the existing duplex, it does not contribute to the 
wall effect along the street. 

 
8. 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.   
 
The volume of the site is reduced in some portions of the proposed structure due 
to the topography of the site and the existing LMC parameters for height and 
applicable regulations.  However, there are some areas that have been 
maximized.   Does the Planning Commission find that there are areas that need 
additional limitations as outlined on criterion 8 above. 
 

9. Building Height (Steep Slope). The maximum Building Height in the HR-1 District 
is twenty-seven feet (27'). The Planning Commission may require a reduction in 
Building Height for all, or portions, of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual 
mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and 
existing residential Structures. 

 
The proposed structure meets the twenty-seven foot (27') regulation.  The 
Planning Commission may require a building height reductions to minimize its 
mass and/or to mitigate scale.  

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review these findings related to 
compliance with the Steep Slope CUP Criteria.  Does the Planning Commission 
agree with these findings? 
 
Public Input 
No public input has been provided at the time of this report as this is a work session 
discussion on the submitted Steep Slope CUP.  However, the following comments have 
been submitted related to the submitted Historic District Design Review.  See Exhibit D. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit application for new construction located at 1105 Lowell Avenue 
and provide feedback and direction to the applicant during the work session discussion.   
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Project Description 
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Exhibit B – Proposed Plans 
Exhibit C – 08.09.2012 CC Staff Report and minutes 
Exhibit D – 08.09.2012 CC Staff Report Exhibits 
Exhibit E – HDDR Public Comments 
 

Planning Commission - August 14, 2013 Page 10 of 145



March 18, 2013

Project Description

Conditional Use Permit for Construction on a Steep Slope
1105 Lowell Avenue
Park City, Utah  84060

The existing property is located on the uphill side of Lowell Avenue.  The site is accessed from a common 
driveway and easements exist across the front of the property that allow access to adjacent properties 
across the shared driveway.

Located on the lower part of the property is an existing duplex.  This project proposes construction of a 
new Single Family Dwelling behind the existing duplex and is accessed by a driveway on the north of the 
property.

Although this property is located in the HR-1 zone, it is a significant distance from any historic structures 
and the abutting properties are all larger in scale and are generally, Duplex and Multi-Unit Dwellings.  The 
scale and uses along the uphill side of Lowell are generally more compatible with the adjacent RC zone.

The project has been designed to follow the nine requirements of LMC 15-2.2-6.  DEVELOPMENT ON 
STEEP SLOPES.

(1) The single family dwelling is located behind the existing duplex and is screened significantly from view 
from the street.

(2) Three dimensional graphic representation has been provided for visual analysis, showing the minimal 
impacts of the proposed project.

(3) The access is located on the side of the duplex.
(4) The project makes use of terraces to allow natural grade to be maintained surrounding the dwelling.
(5) The driveway location allows for easy access and infrastructure installation.  The building is sited to 

follow the terrain, and preserve areas for native vegetation.
(6) The building is broken into several forms that follow the cross slope of the site and maintains a low 

profile mass.
(7) Because the building is behind the existing duplex, it does not contribute to the wall effect along the 

street.
(8) Building volume is minimized as the building keeps a low profile as the site slope increases.
(9) The majority of the proposed single family dwelling is significantly under the twenty-seven (27) foot 

maximum height.

elliottworkgroup
architecture

364 Main Street * P.O. Box 3419 * Park City, Utah * 84060 * 435-649-0092 * elliottworkgroup.com

Exhibit A – Project Description
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2013.03.14

1105 Lowell Ave.
1105 Lowell Ave. Park City, UT 84060
Parker Residence

EXISTING SITE PLAN
H-001
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2013.03.14

1105 Lowell Ave.
1105 Lowell Ave. Park City, UT 84060
Parker Residence

CURRENT PHOTOGRAPHS
H-002

1
EAST - OUT FROM SITE

2
NORTH - INTO SITE

3
NORTH - OUT FROM SITE

4
SOUTH - INTO SITE

5
SOUTH - OUT FROM SITE

6
WEST - OUT FROM SITE

7
WEST- INTO SITE
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2013.03.14

1105 Lowell Ave.
1105 Lowell Ave. Park City, UT 84060
Parker Residence

CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS
H-004

1
CROSS CANYON VIEW - FROM THE AERIE

2
VIEW LOOKING DOWN LOWELL AVE.

3
VIEW LOOKING UP LOWEL AVE.
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2013.03.14

1105 Lowell Ave.
1105 Lowell Ave. Park City, UT 84060
Parker Residence
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City Council 
Staff Report 

Application #: PL-11-01339 
Subject:  1103 Lowell Avenue Plat 
Author:  Francisco Astorga, Planner 
Date:   August 9, 2012 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Plat Amendment 

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the 
1103 Lowell Avenue Plat Amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 

Description
Applicant:   Mark & Steven Parker, represented by Craig Elliott 
Location:   1103/1105 Lowell Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HR-1) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential 
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council action 

Proposal 
The property owner requests to combine all of Lot 1 & Lot 2, portion of Lot 3, 30, 31 & 
32, Block 34, Snyder’s Addition into one (1) lot of record. 

Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:  

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

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

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

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

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

which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment. 

Background
On September 2, 2012 the City received a completed application for the 1103 & 1105 
Lowell Avenue Subdivision plat, a three (3) lot subdivision.  The property is located at 
1103/1105 Lowell Avenue in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.  During the internal 

Exhibit C – 08.09.2013 CC Staff Report
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development review it was identified that their proposal was going to have difficulties 
complying with the policies of the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 
(SBWRD) regarding sewer lines over easements.  After several meeting with City Staff 
including the City Engineer and the SBWRD the applicant amended their application to 
create one (1) lot of record of their property currently identified by the Summit County as 
parcel no. SA-321-A, to be known as 1103 Lowell Avenue Plat Amendment.

Currently the site contains a three (3) story duplex setback twenty-seven feet (27’) from 
the front property line.  According to Summit County records the structure was built in 
1978 and contains a total of 3,155 square feet.  The duplex is forty-six feet (46’) in width 
and twenty-five feet (25’) in length, excluding the decks on the north and south façade.
The footprint of the duplex is approximately 1,150 square feet.  The subject area 
contains portion of lot 30, 31, and 32, which do not have access to a right-of-way 
(Pacific Avenue was vacated by the City numerous years ago).  Two (2) of the existing 
lots currently meet the minimum lot area in the HR-1 District. 

The Planning Commission reviewed this plat amendment request during their July 25, 
2012 meeting.  The Commission forwarded a positive recommendation on a 3-2 vote. 

Analysis 
The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record consisting of 8,680 square 
feet.  The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.  The 
minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet.  The site currently contains a duplex 
that was built in 1978.  When the structure was built a two-family building (duplex) was 
an allowed use in the district.  Currently a duplex is a conditional use. 

The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’).  The proposed 
width is sixty-two feet (62’).  The proposed lot combination meets the lot and site 
requirements of the HR-1 District described below.   

Requirement Permitted 
Building Footprint 2,664.8 square feet 

(based on the lot area of 8,680 square feet) 
Front/rear yard 
setbacks

15 feet minimum, 30 feet total 
(based on the lot depth of 140 feet) 

Side yard setbacks 5 feet minimum,  14 feet total 
(based on the lot width of 62 feet) 

Height 27 feet above existing grade, maximum. 
Number of stories A structure may have a maximum of three (3) stories. 
Final grade  Final grade must be within four (4) vertical feet of existing grade 

around the periphery of the structure. 
Vertical articulation A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is 

required for a for third story 
Roof Pitch 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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Parking Two (2) parking spaces per unit.

Staff has identified that the duplex does not meet current LMC standards outlined above 
such as the side setbacks and height including vertical articulation.  The current building 
on the site is considered legal non-complying.  The LMC indicates that a non-
conforming use and non-complying structure may continue to be used and maintained 
subject to the standards and limitation of LMC Chapter §15-9.

As show on the Vicinity Map below the character of the west side of Lowell Avenue is 
completely different than the character of the east side of the street. 

The area of the lot combination is consistent with the lots on the west side of Lowell 
Avenue.  The lots on the east side of Lowell Avenue contain the traditional Old Town 
configuration (25'x75').  The use is also consistent as this portion of Lowell Avenue has 
various duplexes and condominiums on the north and the south of the subject site.

In July/August of 2011 Planning Staff, the Planning Commission, and the City Council 
discussed lot combinations, plat amendments, and further limitations to achieve greater 
compatibility with the historic character in terms of mass and volume.  At that time, the 
Planning Commission and City Council choose not to amend the Land Management 
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Code (LMC). 

During the many meetings and discussions it was recognized that the area around the 
Northstar Subdivision did not reflect the purpose statements of the HR-1 District as 
there are no historic structures on Lowell Avenue and the lot areas are much larger than 
the historic configuration.  It was also discussed that after the General Plan 
update/amendment/re-write, that this area would most likely be of a different zone 
designation to match the future plans of this neighborhood.

Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as the lot lines going through the 
building will be removed.  The remnant parcels will become part of the legal lot of 
record.  The proposed lot will be consistent with the west side of Lowell Avenue.  This 
plat amendment is consistent with the Park City LMC and applicable State law 
regarding subdivision plats. 

The Planning Commission had some concerns related to the maximum floor area that 
could be built on the proposed one (1) lot combination.  Given the character of the west 
side of Lowell Avenue staff finds the proposed lot combination consistent with the 
neighborhood.  See Exhibit H. 

Process
Any improvements on the lots will require a Historic District Design Review, which are 
reviewed administratively by the Planning Department.  Staff review of a Building Permit 
is not publicly noticed nor subject to review by the Planning Commission unless 
appealed.  The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council 
constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-
18.

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

Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the 
Land Management Code.

Public Input 
Staff received several questions regarding the proposed plat amendment request.
Brian Van Hecke submitted an email on July 18, 2012, see exhibit G.  Public input was 
also received during the July 27, 2012 Planning Commission meeting as property 
owners were concerned with the an access easement through the subject site.

Alternatives
� The City Council may approve the 1103 Lowell Avenue Plat Amendment as 

conditioned or amended; or 
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� The City Council may deny the 1103 Lowell Avenue Plat Amendment and direct 
staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

� The City Council may continue the discussion on 1103 Lowell Avenue Plat 
Amendment.

� The City Council may remand the item back to the Planning Commission for 
specific discussion on topics and/or findings. 

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

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The site would remain as is and no construction could take place over property lines. 

Recommendation
Staff recommends the City Council hold a public hearing and consider approving the 
1103 Lowell Avenue Plat Amendment based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 

Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Survey 
Exhibit C – Aerial & Site Photographs 
Exhibit D – County Plat Map 
Exhibit E – Northstar Subdivision 
Exhibit F – Vicinity Map with building footprints 
Exhibit G – Public Input 
Exhibit H – Minutes from July 27, 2012 Planning Commission meeting 
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Exhibit A: Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 

Ordinance No. 12- 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 1103 LOWELL AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT 
AT 1103/1105 LOWELL AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue has 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the plat amendment; and 

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

WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 25, 2012, to 
receive input on plat amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 25, 2012, forwarded a 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 

WHEREAS, on August 9, 2012, the City Council held a public hearing to receive 
input on the plat amendment; and 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Ontario 
Canyon Subdivision. 

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

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 1103 Lowell Avenue as shown in Attachment 1 is 
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions 
of Approval: 

Findings of Fact: 
1. The site is located at 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue. 
2. The site is within the HR-1 District 
3. The property owner requests to combine all of Lot 1 & Lot 2, portion of Lot 3, 30, 

31 & 32, Block 34, Snyder’s Addition into one (1) lot of record. 
4. The area currently identified by the Summit County as parcel no. SA-321-A. 
5. Currently the site contains a three (3) story duplex. 
6. The structure was built in 1978. 
7. The subject area contains portion of lot 30, 31, and 32 do not have access to a 

right-of-way.
8. The proposed subdivision plat creates one (1) lot of record consisting of 8,680 
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square feet. 
9. The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. 
10. The minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet. 
11. When the structure was built a two-family building (duplex) was an allowed use. 
12. Currently a duplex is a conditional use. 
13. The current use of the property is considered legal non-conforming. 
14. The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). 
15. The proposed width is sixty-two feet (62’). 
16. The proposed lot combination meets the lot and site requirements of the HR-1. 
17. The duplex does not meet current LMC standards for side setbacks and building 

height, i.e. vertical articulation. 
18. The current building on the site is considered legal non-complying. 
19. The area of the lot combination is consistent with the lots on the western side of 

Lowell Avenue. 
20. The use is also consistent as this portion of Lowell Avenue has various duplex 

and condominiums on the north and the south of the subject site.

Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this Subdivision Plat as the lot lines going through the 

building will be removed, remnant parcels will become part of the legal lot of 
record. And the proposed lot will be consistent with the Lowell Avenue west 
portion of the street. 

2. The Subdivision Plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, 
The General Plan, and applicable State law regarding Subdivision Plats. 

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed 
Subdivision Plat. 

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

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

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

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

3. All new construction will require modified 13-D sprinklers, 
4. A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the 

front of the property. 

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this _____ day of ____________, 2012. 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

________________________________
Dana Williams, MAYOR 

ATTEST:

____________________________________
Jan Scott, City Recorder 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 

Attachment A – Proposed Plat 
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1

Francisco Astorga

From: Brian Van Hecke <bvhutah@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2012 6:19 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: RE: 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue

Francisco,�
�
Thanks�for�the�email�and�background�on�this�application.�
�
I’m�very�concerned�about�the�true�agenda�of�this�application�and�possible�additional�reasons�for�this�lot�
combination.��Are�these�clearly�understood?��I�think�it’s�important�to�understand�now�what�their�future�plans�are�for�this�
property�(prior�to�approval�of�the�lot�combination).�
�
It’s�very�important�that�we�protect�the�historical�integrity�Old�Town.��Please�make�sure�that�we�do�not�open�up�the�
possibility�for�additional�density�added�to�this�property�at�a�later�time.��There�is�already�too�much�density�on�many�Old�
Town�lots�as�a�result�of�loopholes,�past�construction�codes,�etc.�
�
I�ask�that�the�Park�City�planning�department�staff�and�planning�commissioners�ensure�that�future�plans�for�this�property�
and�others�strictly�adhere�to�current�Old�Town�development�and�construction�codes,�setbacks,�height�limits,�etc.�
�
Please�contact�me�with�any�additional�information�or�questions.�
�
Regards,�
�
Brian�Van�Hecke�
1101�Empire�Avenue�
435�901�1500�
�
From: Francisco Astorga [mailto:fastorga@parkcity.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 12:47 PM 
To: 'bvhutah@gmail.com' 
Subject: 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue 
�
Brian,

The property owner requests to combine all of Lot 1 & Lot 2, portion of Lot 3, 30, 31 & 32, Block 34, Snyder’s Addition into 
one (1) lot of record.  Currently the site contains a three (3) story duplex setback twenty-seven feet (27’) from the front 
property line.  According to Summit County records the structure was built in 1978 and contains a total of 3,155 square 
feet.  The duplex is forty-six feet (46’) in width and twenty-five feet (25’) in length, excluding the decks on the north and 
south façade.  The footprint of the duplex is approximately 1,150 square feet.  The subject area contains portion of lot 30, 
31, and 32 do not have access to a right-of-way.  The only two (2) lots that currently meet the minimum lot area in the HR-1 
District are platted lot 1 & 2.  See attached exhibits. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Francisco Astorga � Planner 

Exhibit G – Public Input
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Planning Commission Meeting 
July 25, 2012 
Page 2 

CONTINUATION(S) – Public Hearing and Continue to Date Specified

30 Sampson Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
(Application #PL-12-01487) 

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed the public 
hearing.

MOTION:  Commissioner Thomas moved to CONTINUE 30 Sampson Avenue – Steep Slope CUP 
to a date uncertain.  Commissioner Worel seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.

543 Woodside Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
(Application #PL-12-01507) 

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed the public 
hearing.

MOTION:  Commissioner Thomas moved to CONTINUE 547 Woodside Avenue Slope CUP to a 
date uncertain.  Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion.

916 Empire Avenue – Steep Slope CUP 
(Application #PL-12-01533) 

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed the public 
hearing.

MOTION:  Commissioner Thomas moved to CONTINUE 916 Empire Avenue – Steep Slope CUP to 
August 8, 2012.  Commissioner Worel seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION

1. 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue – Plat Amendment
(Application #PL-11-01339) 

Referring to the work session discussion, Chair Wintzer believed this application was a perfect 
example of why the Planning Commission needs to be involved in the General Plan.  This area 
needs help with zoning and the only people who would recognize that are the ones trying to work 
with it.

Planner Astorga reviewed the request for a plat amendment.  An existing duplex was built in the 
early 1980’s.  The policy at that time was to build over property lines rather than to allow for lot 

Exhibit H – Minutes from July 27, 2012 Planning Commission meeting

Planning Commission - August 14, 2013 Page 47 of 145



Planning Commission Meeting 
July 25, 2012 
Page 3 

combinations.  The City required that the property was owned in common ownership and the 
properties were under the same tax ID number.  That policy has since changed and the applicant 
was requesting a lot combination through a plat amendment to combine the entire portion currently 
owned by the same property owner.  The owner has indicated a desire to add more units behind the 
duplex in the future; however, that was not part of this application.

Planner Astorga noted that the plat amendment would create a large lot of record at 8,680 square 
feet, which would yield a maximum footprint of approximately 2,665 square feet.  He pointed out 
that the duplex is not historic and could be demolished.  The maximum floor area, minus the 10’ 
setback required in the HR-1 under height, and minus any articulation, would be approximately 
8,000 square feet.

The Staff recognized that there were no historic structures on Lowell Avenue.   On the east side of 
the street there are smaller scale buildings that follow the pattern of 25’ x 75’ lots.  There is a 
pattern of condominiums and duplexes on the west side of the road.  The proposed lot size is 
consistent with the pattern of larger homes.  Understanding that this is a unique neighborhood in 
the HR-1 District, the Staff would work on finding appropriate zoning for the west side of Lowell 
Avenue when updating the General Plan.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider 
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions 
of law and conditions of approval.

Commissioner Thomas assumed the slope of the property was over 30%.  Chair Wintzer asked if 
this property would come back to the Planning Commission for a steep slope CUP. Planner Astorga 
replied that it would come back if construction takes places on slopes 30% or greater.

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing. 

Rich Heatherington stated that he is the owner immediately to the south on Lot 1 of the North Star 
subdivision, and they share the common access easement with 1103 Lowell.  He noted that Mr. 
Van Hecke had sent an email expressing concerns with density, and he echoed those concerns.  
Mr. Heatherington remarked that the issue is with the access road that is shared by the two houses 
to the immediate south.  He noted that the current condition of the road is dilapidated and the 
current density is close.  In addition, the parking access where the structure is built blocks snow 
plow access and emergency vehicle access.  Mr. Heatherington noted that if the plat amendment 
creates a lot over 8500 square feet they could eventually fit four units on the lot.  The LMC 
requirement of two parking spaces per unit would add eight cars.  He pointed out that in its current 
condition the road is nearly impassable with two cars.  Mr. Heatherington was concerned about the 
access coming off of Lowell that accesses the lots in North Star.  He asked if the road would be 
repaired, if the grade would be changed, or if better access would be created if density occurs in the 
future.

Chair Wintzer clarified that access for the lot was off of Lowell and not the subdivision.  Planner 
Astorga replied that this was correct.  Access was over the subject property.  There is an easement 
and he believed the users would be responsible for maintaining the access easement and not this 
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applicant.   He would verify that with the recorded easement and share the information with the 
neighbors.  If the easement does not identify the responsible party, that would need to be worked 
out among the neighbors.  It is not something the City could enforce.  Planner Astorga remarked 
that three different easements were shown over the property, but he was unsure who owned it.  
Chair Wintzer assumed it would be owned by Lots 1, 2 and 3.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the proposed plat had four recorded easements listed.   

Commissioner Savage understood that the easements were physical descriptions of the right-of-
way and who holds them.  Therefore, the combination of the lots would have no impact on the 
location of the easements.  Planner Astorga replied that this was correct.  Commissioner Savage 
clarified that this evening they were only talking about the combination of the lots; and that the 
existing easements would stand going forward, subsequent to the combination of lots.

Chair Wintzer believed this subdivision was done at a time in Park City’s history when there was not 
a lot of follow through.  He suggested that Mr. Heatherington do his own follow up to find out who 
owns the easements and what they entail.  Planner Astorga had the recorded documents in the file 
and he offered to provide copies to Mr. Heatherington.   Director Eddington noted that the recorded 
easements should describe the parties and their responsibility.

Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing. 

Chair Wintzer remarked that the question for the Planning Commission was whether a possible 
8,000 square foot house was appropriate in this neighborhood.  He thought the answer was 
ambiguous in the purpose statement of the zone; but the size was clearly inappropriate when 
looking at the character of the neighborhood.

Commissioner Worel clarified that if the Planning Commission allows the plat amendment to create 
one large lot, the options would be to build an 8,000 square foot house or to divide the lot into two 
smaller lots.  Chair Wintzer remarked that once the lot combination occurs, the applicant would 
have to come back to the Planning Commission to request a subdivision.   He did not believe it 
would be subdivided because the intent of the plat amendment was to clean up the lot line under 
the existing structure.   Planner Astorga stated that the lots could not be subdivided unless the 
duplex was demolished.

Commissioner Savage asked if when the Planning Commission is faced with the question of 
recommending a lot line combination to the City Council, whether they have the purview to delve 
into the intended use of the property subsequent to the lot line combination and stipulate constraints
on what can be done.  He asked if the applicant would be subject to constraints imposed by the 
Planning Commission that would not exist if that lot combination were already in existence.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that good cause is one criteria for a lot line adjustment or 
plat amendment.  In the past the Planning Commission and the City Council have considered the 
neighborhood and the compatibility of what could be built.  The use itself cannot be controlled if it is 
a use permitted by Code, but they can place constraints on size if there are findings of good cause 
for compatibility with surrounding properties in the neighborhood. 
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Commissioner Hontz stated that she used to live on Lowell Avenue and when she walks the street 
now, it appears that the western portion of the street is relatively consistent in larger structures.  Of 
all the places in Old Town, the western portion of Lowell is more compatible with larger structures.  
However, the eastern side has a unique smaller lot focus.  She believed the Staff’s analysis was 
accurate in terms of what occurs on Lowell Avenue.  Commissioner Hontz stated that the subject lot 
and the existing structure were in need of attention and she felt it would benefit the neighborhood to 
have that cleaned up.   On the other hand, an 8,000 square foot structure is very large and she had 
a hard time envisioning that for Old Town.

Commissioner Hontz referred to Findings of Fact #13 and #18 in the Staff report.  She noted that 
#13 states that the current use of the property is considered legal non-conforming.   However, #18 
states that the current building on the site is non-complying. She assumed that the building itself 
was non-complying and the use was non-conforming.  Director Eddington replied that this was 
correct.

Craig Elliott, representing the applicant, thought a duplex was an allowed use in the HR-1 zone.  
Planner Astorga explained that a duplex is allowed through a conditional use permit. The existing 
duplex did not go through the conditional use permit process.

Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that the duplex pre-dates the conditional use process, 
which is why it is considered a legally non-conforming use.  She stated that if the duplex use 
stopped for more than a year, the applicant would be required to submit a CUP application for a 
duplex.

Assistant City Attorney McLean referred to Exhibit F, the neighborhood vicinity map, and asked 
Planner Astorga to comment on what each area represents in terms of square footage.   Planner 
Astorga did not have numbers on the other properties; however, the subject property is a total of 
3100 square feet for the entire structure.  He recalled that the duplex was approximately 46’ x 25’, 
which was similar to the structure to the north.  The structure sizes increased as they moved further 
to the north and the south.

Commissioner Strachan pointed out that one of two things could logically be done in the zone.   An 
applicant could either apply for a zone change or the Planning Commission could put a limitation on 
the square footage of the structure.  In his opinion, there is no way to meet the purpose statement 
of “encourage single family development on combinations of 25’ x 75’ lots”.  Commissioner Savage 
understood that the intent for delineating the footprint size in the Code as a function of the 
combination of lots was to make sure that as lots got bigger, houses did not scale linearly.  
Commissioner Savage agreed with the intent, but he was unsure whether this application could 
meet that requirement if the lots were combined.  In this case, if the lot gets bigger the structure 
also gets bigger and out of proportion with the rest of the homes.  Another issue is that an 8,000 
square foot structure would not meet the purpose statement of “encouraging construction of 
historically compatible structures and keeping with the character and scale of the Historic District”.  
Commissioner Strachan did not believe the “shoe” fits within the zone.  He favored the idea of a 
zone change because larger houses belong in that area.  However, large houses are not 
acceptable under the current zone structure.
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Planner Astorga pointed out that if the applicant requested a zone change it would have to be 
supported by the entire neighborhood.  Commissioner Strachan did not think that was unrealistic.   

Commissioner Savage clarified that under the current zoning, the LMC specifies that if this lot 
combination is approved, an 8,000 square foot house would be allowed based on the resulting 
footprint.  He was told that this was correct.  Commissioner Savage pointed out that the applicant 
was requesting a lot line combination without any additional benefits that would not exist if the lot 
already existed inside the zone.

Craig Elliott reiterated that the intent of the plat amendment was to clean up the property.  The 
owners could then come back for the conditional use permit process.  Mr. Elliott believed the 
Planning Commission would get their questions answered through the CUP process and have the 
opportunity to discuss design options and compatibility.

Chair Wintzer remarked that an 8,000 square foot structure would not be allowed without the lot 
combination.  The dilemma for the Planning Commission is what doors would be opened if they 
allow the plat amendment.  This was their only chance to address the issues before making that 
decision.

Commissioner Strachan still supported a zone change as the appropriate process.  Mr. Elliott stated 
that the applicant did not have the opportunity to make an application for a zone change as an 
individual because it would involve dealing with 40 or 50 property owners.   Mr. Elliott believed a 
zone change should come from the City.   Commissioner Strachan agreed that a zone change 
would not be an easy process; but without the zone change the applicant may be limited on the size 
of the structure because the Planning Commission and City Council could limit the lot size if they 
grant the lot combination.  Mr. Elliott believed that would be significantly inconsistent with that side 
of the street.  Commissioner Strachan pointed out that it would be consistent with the language of 
the zone.  Mr. Elliott argued that the zone language was irrelevant in that location because it does 
not relate to what already exists.  Mr. Elliott did not believe the applicant would follow through on 
the plat amendment if the lot size was reduced. It would not make sense to agree to a reduction on 
the property when the intent is to make the current non-conforming into a legal piece of property.   
He believed the local architects do what is best for the community in terms of size and design.  
Commissioner Strachan questioned the greed of property owners; not the skill of the design 
professionals.  An owner could ignore the architect’s recommendation and direct him to build the 
house he wants.

Commissioner Worel asked if the lot combination needed to be approved before the CUP, or if they 
could come together.   Director Eddington stated that an applicant would have to have a buildable 
lot before applying for a CUP.  Commissioner Thomas stated that the Planning Commission has 
seen applications that show the CUP and the plat amendment on the same agenda.   The lot line 
adjustment is reviewed as the first item, followed by the CUP if the lot line was approved.

Commissioner Worel favored a concurrent process because the Planning Commission would know 
what the applicant intended to do with the property after the lot line adjustment.  Mr. Elliott remarked 
that a concurrent process requires the applicant to go through the time and expense of approaching 
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a design on a piece of property that may not exist if the plat amendment is denied.  It is a risk that 
goes beyond what the City requires.
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that in terms of legal defensibility, this application was 
challenging because in looking at the tax records, the two units were platted over four lots and two 
parcels.  In terms of consistency, not allowing this property to do what other properties have done 
along that same side of the street would be difficult to defend.

Commissioner Thomas stated that historically the Planning Commission has approved multiple lot 
combinations.  He noted that the Code does not place a limit on the number of properties that could 
be combined.  For that reason he believed this application was reasonable.  Commissioner Thomas 
recognized that this lot combination would create a large lot, but they have already set precedent 
for allowing multiple lot combinations.  Commissioner Strachan clarified that his preference for a 
zone change did not dispute past approvals by the Planning Commission.  He was only trying to 
point out that a zone change would codify that lots of that size are allowed in the zone.  Without the 
zone change, the current zoning stipulates that larger lots should not be allowed and that small lots 
are encouraged.  He understood that the facts did not match the zoning and that large structures 
exist, which suggests that the lot lines should be combined and that a large house could be built.  
He believed the correct process would be to change the zone and then allow the home; rather than 
violate the current zone and allow the house because precedent was already set. 

Commissioner Strachan thought the Planning Commission could grant the lot line combination this 
evening, and at the same time caution the applicant that when the CUP application comes forward, 
the lot size may be more significantly restricted in size than it would be if he obtained a zone 
change.

Commissioner Hontz referred to Finding #19 in the Staff report and revised the language to read, 
“The area of the lot combination is consistent with the lots on the western side of Lowell Avenue”.   
Commissioner Hontz referred to Condition #4 and added the word “foot” after 10 to read, “A 10-foot 
wide snow storage easement will be required along the front of the property”. 

MOTION:  Commissioner Savage moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the plat amendment for 1103 Lowell Avenue, based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval found in the draft ordinance and as amended.  
Commissioner Thomas seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed 3-2.  Commissioners Savage, Strachan and Thomas voted in favor of 
the motion.  Commissioners Hontz and Worel were opposed.

Findings of Fact – 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue

1. The site is located at 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue. 

2. The site is within the HR-1 District. 

3. The property owner requests to combine all of Lot 1 and Lot 2, portion of Lot 3, 30, 31 & 32, 
Block 34, Snyder’s Addition into one (1) lot of record. 
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4. The area is currently identified by Summit County as parcel No. SA-321-A. 

5. Currently the site contains a three (3) story duplex. 

6. The structure was built in 1978. 

7. The subject area contains portion of Lot 30, 31, and 32 do not have access to a right-of-
way.

8. The proposed subdivision plat creates one (1) lot of record consisting of 8,680 square feet. 

9. The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. 

10. The minimum lot area for a duplex is 3,750 square feet. 

11. When the structure was built a two-family building (duplex) was an allowed use. 

12. Currently a duplex is a conditional use. 

13. The current use of the property is considered legal non-conforming. 

14. The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). 

15. The proposed width is sixty-two feet (62’). 

16. The proposed lot combination meets the lot and site requirements of the HR-1. 

17. The duplex does not meet current LMC standards for side setbacks and building height, i.e. 
vertical articulation. 

18. The current building on the site is considered legal non-complying. 

19. The area of the lot combination is consistent with the lots on the western side of Lowell 
Avenue.

20. The use is also consistent as this portion of Lowell Avenue has various duplex and 
condominium on the north and the south of the subject site. 

Conclusions of Law – 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue 

1. There is good cause for this Subdivision Plat as the lot lines going through the building will 
be removed, remnant parcels will become part of the legal lot of record.  And the proposed 
lot will be consistent with the Lowell Avenue west portion of the street. 
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2. The Subdivision Plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code, the General 
Plan, and applicable State law regarding Subdivision Plats. 

3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Subdivision Plat. 

4. Approval of the Subdivision 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 – 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue 

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

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

3. All new construction will require modified 13-D sprinklers. 

4. A 10-foot wide public snow storage easement will be required along the front of the 
property.

2. 80 Daly Avenue – Plat Amendment 
(Application #PL-12-01488)

Planner Astorga noted that the Planning Commission previously reviewed this application for a plat 
amendment to combine two lots on April 11 and May 9, 2012.  On May 9th, the Staff was directed to 
provide lot areas and footprints to the Daly Avenue comparison study. They were also directed to 
eliminate vacated Anchor Avenue from the footprint calculation. Planner Astorga stated that the 
revised study included all structures on Daly Avenue, separated by uses, the existing square 
footage according to Summit County Records, the lot size of each lot, and the calculated maximum 
footprint on each lot allowed per the LMC. Since it was impossible to physically measure every 
footprint, Planner Astorga informed the Planning Commission that the maximum footprint on the 
study was calculated from a formula using the square footage of each lot.

Planner Astorga reported that the applicant had provided a model as requested by the Planning 
Commission at the meeting on May 9th.  The applicant also submitted an approximate footprint 
calculation for each of the proposed Lots A and B, as well as massing elevations.

Following the May 9th meeting, the item was continued several times to allow the Staff and the 
applicant the necessary time to obtain the requested information.
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Francisco Astorga

From: Stevens, James <stevensj@taylorwiseman.com>
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 11:22 AM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: 1103/1105 Lowell Ave (PL-11-01248)

Dear�Park�City�Planning�Department,�
�
My�wife�and�I�live�at�1130�Lowell�Avenue.�We�have�the�following�comments�concerning�the�above�referenced�project:�
�
Item�1:��adequate�offsite�parking.�Based�on�the�existing�grading�and�required�assess�lane�to�adjacent�units,�there�does�
not�appear�to�be�off�street�parking�for�existing�units�1103�and�1105�presently.�How�are�they�providing�off�street�parking�
for�those�units�and�the�new�unit?�In�the�winter�months�occupants�of�the�units�tend�to�park�on�the�street.�This�prevents�
the�snow�plows�from�plowing�to�the�curb.�As�the�winter�progresses�this�becomes�more�of�a�problem�as�they�are�forced�
to�park�father�into�the�street.�This�makes�it�extremely�difficult�to�get�in�and�out�of�our�drive.�How�are�they�going�to�
address�off�street�parking?�
�
Item�2:�Driveway�steep�grades.�The�present�driveway�steepness�makes�it�difficult�to�enter�and�exit�the�driveway�in�
winter�months.�Owners�and�renters�find�it�difficult�to�manage�the�driveway�in�winter�conditions.�Vehicles�with�four�
wheel�drive�often�encounter�the�same�problems.�Therefore�occupants�tend�to�park�on�Lowell�Avenue�which�again�
interferes�with�winter�plowing.�I�believe�the�entrance�grade�is�steeper�than�any�reasonable�site�standard.�The�new�unit�
with�the�driveway�along�the�side�of�the�existing�unit�will�be�steep.�The�occupants�will�not�want�to�negotiate�the�driveway�
in�winter�months.�Therefore�parking�in�the�street.�How�are�they�going�to�keep�the�driveway�grade�to�an�acceptable�site�
development�standard�to�prevent�street�parking?�
�
Item�3:�Trash�containers:�Presently�the�owners�do�not�have�an�adequate�level�area�to�put�trash�containers.�They�tend�to�
place�them�in�a�line�across�from�our�driveway.�This�again�makes�it�difficult�to�enter��and�exit�the�driveway�in�the�winter�
months.�They�normally�have�to�be�moved�in�order�to�maneuver�the�driveway.�What�are�they�going�to�do�to�address�the�
trash�container�issue?�
�
Item�4:�Snow�storage.�With�the�additional�impervious�area�for�driveways�and�off�street�parking,�where�are�they�going�to�
store�the�snow?�Presently�under�existing�conditions�this�is�a�problem.�
�
Item�5:�Architecture.�Although�I’ll�defer�to�the�Historic�Commission,�the�architecture�does�not�seem�to�fit�into�the�spirit�
of�Old�Town.�
�
Please�e�mail�information�that�is�available.�We�would�like�to�reserve�our�right�to�make�additional�comments�after�the�
receipt�of�the�information.�
�
We�thank�you�in�advance�for�having�the�applicant�address�our�concerns.�
�
�
�
James M. Stevens, PE

Taylor Wiseman & Taylor�
ENGINEERS  I  SURVEYORS  I  SCIENTISTS�
124 Gaither Drive, Suite 150 
Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054 
856 · 235 · 7200 � Fax�856 · 722 · 9250 
www.taylorwiseman.com �
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Francisco Astorga

From: Kyra Parkhurst <kyra1017@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2013 2:43 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: Brian Van Hecke
Subject: Fwd: Your input is needed - help protect historic Old Town!

We are  going to ruin our reputation as an original restored Miner's Town.   I would really like to 
hear from the city their justification as to how this fits into Old Town? 

It is strange that we can have this on one end of the spectrum being given consideration, and yet, 
when I was doing some improvements to my non-historical home and wanted to change the rails 
out on the deck from wood slates to forged bronze slates I was turned down as they were not 
considered historical in nature. 

Again, why do we have an entire document of historical regulations when so many can get 
around it in so many ways...either we enforce it or we do not. 

Thank you 

On May 11, 2013, at 1:35 PM, Scott Petler <spetler@enphaseenergy.com> wrote: 

Brian/All ... 

Thank you for bringing this to our attention.  I have briefly looked at the plans for 
the home and am amazed that something this large and uncharacteristic for Old 
Town Park City is even being proposed, and considered.  I'm not aware of any 
other residential buildings within the historic district that have a 3rd floor "rooftop 
terrace", or a flat top roof.  I don't see how this large modern, flat top building 
blends in with the current historic mining era theme here in Old Town.  I urge all 
of you to contact the City as well as Francisco and voice your opposition to this 
development. 

Regards,
Scott Petler 

On May 11, 2013, at 11:10 AM, "Brian Van Hecke" <bvhutah@gmail.com>
wrote:

Dear�conscientious�Old�Town�residents,
�

 Exhibit E – HDDR Public Comments
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I�would�like�to�bring�a�proposed�Old�Town�development�to�your�attention.��The�address�
is�1103/1105�Lowell�Avenue.��The�applicant�recently�combined�lots�and�is�now�seeking�
to�build�another�very�large�home�(over�4,000�sq.�ft.�on�the�same�lot).
�
In�my�humble�opinion�this�whole�project�seems�absurd�and�the�applicant�has�not�been�
upfront�with�the�city.
�
It�also�sets�a�potentially�very�dangerous�precedent�by�dramatically�increasing�the�
allowable�density�in�Historic�Old�Town.��If�this�project�is�approved�what’s�next?
�
The�city�needs�to�show�some�integrity�in�protecting�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�
Town.��And�we�need�to�speak�up�and�speak�out�against�this�proposed�project.
�
Last�year�the�applicant�went�to�the�city�to�get�an�approval�from�the�city�to�combine�
lots.��I�don’t�believe�the�applicant�provided�a�reason�why�at�the�time.��I��wrote�a�letter�to�
the�city�back�then�requesting�a�reason�for�their�request�to�combine�lots.��None�was�
given.
�
Now�(less�than�a�year�later)�they�are�looking�to�build�another�very�large�home�(over�
4,000�sq.�ft.)�on�the�same�combined�lot�which�already�has�a�large�duplex�on�it.��The�have�
an�active�development�application�currently�started�with�the�city.
�
Please�use�the�link�below�to�download�proposed�design�drawings:
�
https://www.dropbox.com/s/t8dv4jwb7v6r2yy/2011�11%20�
%201105%20Lowell%20Avenue%20HDDR%20DRAWINGS%20�%20GRAMA.pdf
�
Francisco�Astorga�is�the�lead�city�planner�assigned�to�this�project.��Initial�public�input�is�
due�this�Wednesday�(5/15).
�
Please�write�and/or�call�Francisco�to�voice�your�input�and�concerns.��Your�opinion�
matters!
�

Francisco�Astorga
(435)�615�5064
fastorga@parkcity.org

�
It’s�time�to�stand�up�once�again�to�try�to�protect�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�Town.
�
Also�please�forward�this�email�to�others�if�you�feel�inclined.
�
Thank�you,
�
Brian�Van�Hecke
435�901�1500

This email message is for the sole use of the intended 
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. If you are not an intended recipient, you may not 
review, use, copy, disclose or distribute this message. If you 
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received this message in error, please contact the sender by 
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.
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Francisco Astorga

From: Brian Van Hecke <bvhutah@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2013 11:19 AM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: 1103/1105 Lowell Avenue - concerned Old Town homeowner

Hi�Francisco,�
�
I�would�like�to�express�my�extreme�concern�regarding�the�current�development�proposal�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Avenue.��
�
The�applicant�recently�combined�lots�and�is�now�seeking�to�build�another�very�large�home�(over�4,500�sq.�ft.�4�story�
building�on�the�same�lot).�
�
In�my�humble�opinion�this�whole�project�seems�absurd�and�I�don’t�believe�the�applicant�has�been�upfront�with�the�city.�
�
It�also�sets�a�potentially�very�dangerous�precedent�by�dramatically�increasing�the�allowable�density�in�Historic�Old�
Town.��If�this�project�is�approved�what’s�next?�
�
The�city�needs�to�show�some�integrity�in�protecting�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�Town.�
�
Last�year�the�applicant�went�to�the�city�to�get�an�approval�from�the�city�to�combine�lots.��I�don’t�believe�the�applicant�
provided�a�reason�why�at�the�time.��I��wrote�a�letter�to�the�city�back�then�requesting�a�reason�for�their�request�to�
combine�lots.��None�was�given.�
�
Now�(less�than�a�year�later)�they�are�looking�to�build�another�very�large�home�(a�4�story�structure�over�4,500�sq.�
ft.).��This�project�does�not�seem�to�fit�with�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�Town.�
�
I’m�extremely�concerned�about�density�issues�already�facing�Old�Town.��Mass�and�density�for�this�proposed�project�
seem�completely�out�of�line�and�would�definitely�exacerbate�the�situation.��Again,�this�sets�a�very�dangerous�precedent.
�
I’m�also�concerned�about�the�damage�to�the�hillside�necessary�for�excavation.�
�
This�project�does�not�fit�Old�Town�and�I�don’t�believe�should�be�approved�or�allowed.��
�
I�would�welcome�the�opportunity�to�discuss�further�and�hope�the�City�acts�responsibly.�
�
Regards,�
�
Brian�
435.901.1500�
�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Brett Adams <badamsutah@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 8:36 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: Dave Lindy; Brian Van Hecke; Tim Ward; Kate Schnepel
Subject: 1103/1105 Lowell Ave.

Francisco,�
�
I�have�some�concerns�for�the�HDDR�application�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Ave.�
�
In�addition�to�my�concerns�re:�density�(adding�a�third�unit�to�an�Old�Town�lot�which�already�has�two�units)�and�the�size�
of�the�proposed�home�(4500�additional�square�feet�to�a�lot�of�just�over�8,000�square�feet),�I�have�several�concerns�
regarding�the�design.�
�
In�reviewing�the�Design�Guidelines�for�New�Construction�in�Park�City's�Historic�Districts,�several�issues�arose.�
�
Under�Universal�Guidelines:�
�
#1�states�that,�"New�buildings�should�reflect�the�historic�character...�of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites."�The�current�proposal�is�
of�an�extremely�modern�design,�totally�incompatible�with�neighboring�structures�and�anathema�to�Historical�District�
architecture.�
�
#3�states�that,�"A�style�of�architecture�should�be�selected�and�all�elevations�of�the�building�should�be�designed�in�a�
manner�consistent�with�a�contemporary�interpretation�of�the�chosen�style....�Styles�that�never�appeared�in�Park�City�
should�be�avoided.��Styles�that�radically�conflict�with�the�character�of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites�should�also�be�avoided."��
As�proposed,�the�new�house�would�not�only�fail�to�add�to�the�charm�of�Old�Town,�but�would�quite�actively�detract�from�
it.��For�example,�I�do�not�believe�miners�and�builders�in�the�20th�Century�would�be�familiar�with�a�"Green�Roof�Terrace."
�
#4�states�that,�"Building�and�site�design�should�respect�the�existing�topography,�character�defining�site�features,�existing�
trees�and�vegetation�and�should�minimize�cut,�fill�and�retaining�walls."��As�a�resident�dwelling�mere�feet�from�the�
property�in�question,�I�can�personally�attest�to�the�abundance�of�wildlife�that�frequents�our�edge�of�Park�City.��I�have�
personally�witnessed�deer,�fox�and�moose�out�my�back�windows,�and�just�a�week�ago�there�were�fresh�moose�tracks�in�
the�wet�earth�exactly�where�the�applicants�propose�to�build�their�driveway�and�retaining�wall.��Also,�as�envisioned,�the�
4�story�structure�would�involve�MASSIVE�excavation�of�the�hillside.��Where�I�currently�have�a�view�out�my�southern�
windows�that�include�choke�cherries,�scrub�oaks�and�evergreens,�per�their�designs�I�would�gaze�over�a�concrete�
retaining�wall�guarding�a�drop�so�large,�it�would�need�to�be�broken�up�by�a�landscaped�"planter"�to�prevent�a�fall�from�
the�top�being�fatal�to�a�small�child.��"Features,�existing�trees�and�vegetation"�would�be�obliterated.�
�
#5�states�that,�"Exterior�elements�of�the�new�development...�should�be�of�a�human�scale�and�should�be�compatible�with�
neighboring�Historic�Sites."��At�4�stories�high,�the�proposed�new�construction�would�dwarf�surrounding�properties�and�
bear�no�resemblance�in�scale,�scope�or�design�to�any�Historical�structure.�
�
#6�states�that,�"Scale�and�height�of�new�structures�should�follow�the�predominant�pattern�of�the�neighborhood."��This�
design�does�not.�
�
�#7�states�that,�"The�size�and�mass�of�the�structure�should�be�compatible�with�the�size�of�the�property�so�that�lot�
coverage,�building�bulk�and�mass�are�compatible�with�Historic�Sites�in�the�neighborhood."��The�proposed�4500�square�
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foot�structure,�along�with�the�existing�3500�square�foot�apartment�unit�would�occupy�and�dominate�virtually�the�entire�
footprint�of�the�newly�combined�lot.�
�
For�these�reasons,�I�believe�that�the�proposal�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Ave�does�not�fit�the�definitions�for�appropriate�
Historic�District�construction.�
�
Thank�you�for�your�consideration.�
�
Sincerely�Yours,�
�
Brett�Adams�
Owner/Resident�
1109�Lowell�Ave�
�
Sent�from�my�iPad�
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Francisco Astorga

From: jeff johns <redcoondog@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2013 9:56 AM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: bvhutah@gmail.com
Subject: Application at 1103&1105 Lowell Avenue

Application�at�1103,�1105��Lowell�Avenue�
May�13,�2013�
�
Mr�Astorga,�
�
�
As�a�23�year�resident�and�homeowner�in�Old�Town�Park�City�I�have�always�been�concerned�about�the�
preservation�
of�the�look�and�feel�of�Old�Town.�This�intangible�quality�is�what�makes�living�in�Old�Town�so�desirable.�
�
�
It�alarms�me�that�an�application�of�this�size�and�appearance�would�be�approved�by�the�planning�commission.�It�
makes�a�mockery�of�the�restrictions�we�have�imposed�to�maintain�the�integrity�of�this�intangible�quality�as�it�is�
completely�incompatible�with�the�look�of�Old�Town.��
�
�
The�city�needs�to�show�a�little�backbone�when�considering�this�type�of�development.��Rule�against�this�gross�
departure�from�the�look,�feel,�and�flavor�of�Historic�Old�Town!�
�
�
Sincerely,��
Jeff�Johns���
�
�
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Francisco Astorga

From: scott petler <spetler@enphaseenergy.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2013 5:25 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: 1103 Lowell issues...

Francisco,�
�
I'm�a�resident�of�Park�City�at�1024�Empire�Avenue.��I've�recently�reviewed�the�documents�pertaining�to�the�multi�family�
compound�at�1103�Lowell.��I�don't�see�how�the�proposed�structure�fits�in�with�the�existing�character�of�Old�Town.��I'm�
not�aware�of�a�single�3�story�building�with�a�flat�roof�and�roof�top�terrace.��I�believe�allowing�this�structure�as�is�would�
be�a�huge�mistake�on�the�part�of�the�City.��I'm�sure�there�have�to�be�some�restrictions�on�the�pitch�of�the�roof�and�also�
the�roof�top�terrace.��Please�review�the�building�codes�for�the�historic�district�and�I'm�sure�you'll�find�that�this�proposed�
building�is�non�compliant.�
�
Regards,�
Scott�Petler�
�
�
�
This�email�message�is�for�the�sole�use�of�the�intended�recipient(s)�and�may�contain�confidential�and/or�privileged�
information.�If�you�are�not�an�intended�recipient,�you�may�not�review,�use,�copy,�disclose�or�distribute�this�message.�If�
you�received�this�message�in�error,�please�contact�the�sender�by�reply�email�and�destroy�all�copies�of�the�original�
message.��
�
�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Stuart Shaffer <stubio@earthlink.net>
Sent: Saturday, May 11, 2013 1:04 PM
To: Brian Van Hecke; Francisco Astorga
Subject: Re: Your input is needed - help protect historic Old Town!

The city needs to hold to all regulations for density, height limitations and architectural style for Historic Old 
Town.  Otherwise, the neighborhood will become a crowded hodgepodge of oversized structures that do not fit 
the concept of the area. 

This house is too large for the location, and it does not fit the style of Old Town. I'm opposed to the city 
granting permission to build this structure.   

Stu Shaffer 
613 Main Street, #403 

On May 11, 2013, at 10:10 AM, "Brian Van Hecke" <bvhutah@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear�conscientious�Old�Town�residents,

�

I�would�like�to�bring�a�proposed�Old�Town�development�to�your�attention.��The�address�is�1103/1105�
Lowell�Avenue.��The�applicant�recently�combined�lots�and�is�now�seeking�to�build�another�very�large�
home�(over�4,000�sq.�ft.�on�the�same�lot).

�

In�my�humble�opinion�this�whole�project�seems�absurd�and�the�applicant�has�not�been�upfront�with�the�
city.

�

It�also�sets�a�potentially�very�dangerous�precedent�by�dramatically�increasing�the�allowable�density�in�
Historic�Old�Town.��If�this�project�is�approved�what’s�next?

�

The�city�needs�to�show�some�integrity�in�protecting�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�Town.��And�we�need�to�
speak�up�and�speak�out�against�this�proposed�project.

�

Last�year�the�applicant�went�to�the�city�to�get�an�approval�from�the�city�to�combine�lots.��I�don’t�believe�
the�applicant�provided�a�reason�why�at�the�time.��I��wrote�a�letter�to�the�city�back�then�requesting�a�
reason�for�their�request�to�combine�lots.��None�was�given.

�
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Now�(less�than�a�year�later)�they�are�looking�to�build�another�very�large�home�(over�4,000�sq.�ft.)�on�the�
same�combined�lot�which�already�has�a�large�duplex�on�it.��The�have�an�active�development�application�
currently�started�with�the�city.

�

Please�use�the�link�below�to�download�proposed�design�drawings:

�

https://www.dropbox.com/s/t8dv4jwb7v6r2yy/2011�11%20�
%201105%20Lowell%20Avenue%20HDDR%20DRAWINGS%20�%20GRAMA.pdf

�

Francisco�Astorga�is�the�lead�city�planner�assigned�to�this�project.��Initial�public�input�is�due�this�
Wednesday�(5/15).

�

Please�write�and/or�call�Francisco�to�voice�your�input�and�concerns.��Your�opinion�matters!

�

Francisco�Astorga

(435)�615�5064

fastorga@parkcity.org

�
It’s�time�to�stand�up�once�again�to�try�to�protect�the�historical�integrity�of�Old�Town.

�

Also�please�forward�this�email�to�others�if�you�feel�inclined.

�
Thank�you,

�
Brian�Van�Hecke

435�901�1500
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Francisco Astorga

From: Dave Lindy <dave@lindypromo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:17 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: 1103/1105 Lowell Ave.

Francisco�
�
I�own�1111�Lowell�Avenue,�the�condo�unit�attached�to�Brett�Adam's.�
�
I�think�it�goes�without�saying�that�I�100%�agree�with�both�Brett�and�Brian�Van�Hecke's�rationales�as�to�why�the�project�should�
not�be�approved.�
�
I�don’t�need�to�waste�your�or�my�time�with�a��lengthy�email�reiterating�both�of�their�points�about�why�the�approval�and�
ultimate�construction�would�go�against�so�many�things�that�Park�City�stands�for.��
�
It�would�be�a�travesty�if�this�project�gained�support�from�the�city.�
�
Please�don’t�hesitate�to�contact�me�with�any�questions.�
240�426�7125.�
�
Sincerely�
�
Dave�Lindenauer�
�
�
�
�
Lindy�Promotions,�Inc.�
4343�Montgomery�Avenue,�#5�
Bethesda,�MD�20814�
W���301�652�7712�
F���301�652�7714�
�
Celebrating�20�Years!�
�
http://www.lindypromo.com�
http://www.downtowncountdown.net�
http://www.that80sprom.com�
http://www.greatamericanfestival.com�
�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Dave Lindy <dave@lindypromo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 1:20 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: Brian Van Hecke; Tim Ward; Kate Schnepel; Brett Adams
Subject: Re: 1103/1105 Lowell Ave.
Attachments: 20130516141443.pdf

What�in�this�picture�is�not�like�the�others?�
�
�
�
Lindy�Promotions,�Inc.�
4343�Montgomery�Avenue,�#5�
Bethesda,�MD�20814�
W���301�652�7712�
F���301�652�7714�
�
Celebrating�20�Years!�
�
http://www.lindypromo.com�
http://www.downtowncountdown.net�
http://www.that80sprom.com�
http://www.greatamericanfestival.com�
�
�
�
�
�
On�5/13/13�10:35�PM,�"Brett�Adams"�<badamsutah@gmail.com>�wrote:�
�
>Francisco,�
>�
>I�have�some�concerns�for�the�HDDR�application�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Ave.�
>�
>In�addition�to�my�concerns�re:�density�(adding�a�third�unit�to�an�Old��
>Town�lot�which�already�has�two�units)�and�the�size�of�the�proposed�home�
>(4500�additional�square�feet�to�a�lot�of�just�over�8,000�square�feet),��
>I�have�several�concerns�regarding�the�design.�
>�
>In�reviewing�the�Design�Guidelines�for�New�Construction�in�Park�City's��
>Historic�Districts,�several�issues�arose.�
>�
>Under�Universal�Guidelines:�
>�
>#1�states�that,�"New�buildings�should�reflect�the�historic�character...�
>of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites."�The�current�proposal�is�of�an�extremely��
>modern�design,�totally�incompatible�with�neighboring�structures�and��
>anathema�to�Historical�District�architecture.�
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>�
>#3�states�that,�"A�style�of�architecture�should�be�selected�and�all��
>elevations�of�the�building�should�be�designed�in�a�manner�consistent��
>with�a�contemporary�interpretation�of�the�chosen�style....�Styles�that��
>never�appeared�in�Park�City�should�be�avoided.��Styles�that�radically��
>conflict�with�the�character�of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites�should�also�be�avoided."�
>�As�proposed,�the�new�house�would�not�only�fail�to�add�to�the�charm�of��
>Old�Town,�but�would�quite�actively�detract�from�it.��For�example,�I�do��
>not�believe�miners�and�builders�in�the�20th�Century�would�be�familiar��
>with�a�"Green�Roof�Terrace."�
>�
>#4�states�that,�"Building�and�site�design�should�respect�the�existing��
>topography,�character�defining�site�features,�existing�trees�and��
>vegetation�and�should�minimize�cut,�fill�and�retaining�walls."��As�a��
>resident�dwelling�mere�feet�from�the�property�in�question,�I�can��
>personally�attest�to�the�abundance�of�wildlife�that�frequents�our�edge��
>of�Park�City.��I�have�personally�witnessed�deer,�fox�and�moose�out�my��
>back�windows,�and�just�a�week�ago�there�were�fresh�moose�tracks�in�the��
>wet�earth�exactly�where�the�applicants�propose�to�build�their�driveway��
>and�retaining�wall.��Also,�as�envisioned,�the�4�story�structure�would��
>involve�MASSIVE�excavation�of�the�hillside.��Where�I�currently�have�a��
>view�out�my�southern�windows�that�include�choke�cherries,�scrub�oaks��
>and�evergreens,�per�their�designs�I�would�gaze�over�a�concrete��
>retaining�wall�guarding�a�drop�so�large,�it�would�need�to�be�broken�up��
>by�a�landscaped�"planter"�to�prevent�a�fall�from�the�top�being�fatal�to��
>a�small�child.��"Features,�existing�trees�and�vegetation"�would�be�obliterated.�
>�
>#5�states�that,�"Exterior�elements�of�the�new�development...�should�be��
>of�a�human�scale�and�should�be�compatible�with�neighboring�Historic�Sites."�
>At�4�stories�high,�the�proposed�new�construction�would�dwarf��
>surrounding�properties�and�bear�no�resemblance�in�scale,�scope�or��
>design�to�any�Historical�structure.�
>�
>#6�states�that,�"Scale�and�height�of�new�structures�should�follow�the��
>predominant�pattern�of�the�neighborhood."��This�design�does�not.�
>�
>�#7�states�that,�"The�size�and�mass�of�the�structure�should�be��
>compatible�with�the�size�of�the�property�so�that�lot�coverage,�building��
>bulk�and�mass�are�compatible�with�Historic�Sites�in�the�neighborhood."���
>The�proposed�4500�square�foot�structure,�along�with�the�existing�3500��
>square�foot�apartment�unit�would�occupy�and�dominate�virtually�the��
>entire�footprint�of�the�newly�combined�lot.�
>�
>For�these�reasons,�I�believe�that�the�proposal�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Ave��
>does�not�fit�the�definitions�for�appropriate�Historic�District��
>construction.�
>�
>Thank�you�for�your�consideration.�
>�
>Sincerely�Yours,�
>�
>Brett�Adams�
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>Owner/Resident�
>1109�Lowell�Ave�
>�
>Sent�from�my�iPad�
�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Brett <badamsutah@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 1:48 PM
To: Dave Lindy
Cc: Francisco Astorga; Brian Van Hecke; Tim Ward; Kate Schnepel
Subject: Re: 1103/1105 Lowell Ave.

Francisco,�
�
I�agree�with�Dave.�
�
Brett�
�
Sent�from�my�iPhone�
�
On�May�16,�2013,�at�2:20�PM,�Dave�Lindy�<dave@lindypromo.com>�wrote:�
�
>�What�in�this�picture�is�not�like�the�others?�
>��
>��
>��
>�Lindy�Promotions,�Inc.�
>�4343�Montgomery�Avenue,�#5�
>�Bethesda,�MD�20814�
>�W���301�652�7712�
>�F���301�652�7714�
>��
>�Celebrating�20�Years!�
>��
>�http://www.lindypromo.com�
>�http://www.downtowncountdown.net�
>�http://www.that80sprom.com�
>�http://www.greatamericanfestival.com�
>��
>��
>��
>��
>��
>�On�5/13/13�10:35�PM,�"Brett�Adams"�<badamsutah@gmail.com>�wrote:�
>��
>>�Francisco,�
>>��
>>�I�have�some�concerns�for�the�HDDR�application�for�1103/1105�Lowell�Ave.�
>>��
>>�In�addition�to�my�concerns�re:�density�(adding�a�third�unit�to�an�Old��
>>�Town�lot�which�already�has�two�units)�and�the�size�of�the�proposed��
>>�home�
>>�(4500�additional�square�feet�to�a�lot�of�just�over�8,000�square��
>>�feet),�I�have�several�concerns�regarding�the�design.�
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>>��
>>�In�reviewing�the�Design�Guidelines�for�New�Construction�in�Park��
>>�City's�Historic�Districts,�several�issues�arose.�
>>��
>>�Under�Universal�Guidelines:�
>>��
>>�#1�states�that,�"New�buildings�should�reflect�the�historic�character...�
>>�of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites."�The�current�proposal�is�of�an��
>>�extremely�modern�design,�totally�incompatible�with�neighboring��
>>�structures�and�anathema�to�Historical�District�architecture.�
>>��
>>�#3�states�that,�"A�style�of�architecture�should�be�selected�and�all��
>>�elevations�of�the�building�should�be�designed�in�a�manner�consistent��
>>�with�a�contemporary�interpretation�of�the�chosen�style....�Styles��
>>�that�never�appeared�in�Park�City�should�be�avoided.��Styles�that��
>>�radically�conflict�with�the�character�of�Park�City's�Historic�Sites�should�also�be�avoided."�
>>�As�proposed,�the�new�house�would�not�only�fail�to�add�to�the�charm�of��
>>�Old�Town,�but�would�quite�actively�detract�from�it.��For�example,�I��
>>�do�not�believe�miners�and�builders�in�the�20th�Century�would�be��
>>�familiar�with�a�"Green�Roof�Terrace."�
>>��
>>�#4�states�that,�"Building�and�site�design�should�respect�the�existing��
>>�topography,�character�defining�site�features,�existing�trees�and��
>>�vegetation�and�should�minimize�cut,�fill�and�retaining�walls."��As�a��
>>�resident�dwelling�mere�feet�from�the�property�in�question,�I�can��
>>�personally�attest�to�the�abundance�of�wildlife�that�frequents�our��
>>�edge�of�Park�City.��I�have�personally�witnessed�deer,�fox�and�moose��
>>�out�my�back�windows,�and�just�a�week�ago�there�were�fresh�moose��
>>�tracks�in�the�wet�earth�exactly�where�the�applicants�propose�to�build��
>>�their�driveway�and�retaining�wall.��Also,�as�envisioned,�the�4�story��
>>�structure�would�involve�MASSIVE�excavation�of�the�hillside.��Where�I��
>>�currently�have�a�view�out�my�southern�windows�that�include�choke��
>>�cherries,�scrub�oaks�and�evergreens,�per�their�designs�I�would�gaze��
>>�over�a�concrete�retaining�wall�guarding�a�drop�so�large,�it�would��
>>�need�to�be�broken�up�by�a�landscaped�"planter"�to�prevent�a�fall�from��
>>�the�top�being�fatal�to�a�small�child.��"Features,�existing�trees�and�vegetation"�would�be�obliterated.�
>>��
>>�#5�states�that,�"Exterior�elements�of�the�new�development...�should��
>>�be�of�a�human�scale�and�should�be�compatible�with�neighboring�Historic�Sites."�
>>�At�4�stories�high,�the�proposed�new�construction�would�dwarf��
>>�surrounding�properties�and�bear�no�resemblance�in�scale,�scope�or��
>>�design�to�any�Historical�structure.�
>>��
>>�#6�states�that,�"Scale�and�height�of�new�structures�should�follow�the��
>>�predominant�pattern�of�the�neighborhood."��This�design�does�not.�
>>��
>>�#7�states�that,�"The�size�and�mass�of�the�structure�should�be��
>>�compatible�with�the�size�of�the�property�so�that�lot�coverage,��
>>�building�bulk�and�mass�are�compatible�with�Historic�Sites�in�the��
>>�neighborhood."��The�proposed�4500�square�foot�structure,�along�with��
>>�the�existing�3500�square�foot�apartment�unit�would�occupy�and��
>>�dominate�virtually�the�entire�footprint�of�the�newly�combined�lot.�
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>>��
>>�For�these�reasons,�I�believe�that�the�proposal�for�1103/1105�Lowell��
>>�Ave�does�not�fit�the�definitions�for�appropriate�Historic�District��
>>�construction.�
>>��
>>�Thank�you�for�your�consideration.�
>>��
>>�Sincerely�Yours,�
>>��
>>�Brett�Adams�
>>�Owner/Resident�
>>�1109�Lowell�Ave�
>>��
>>�Sent�from�my�iPad�
>��
>�<20130516141443.pdf>�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Patricia Kravtin <pdkravtin@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2013 6:48 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: Proposed Home at 1003/1005 Lowell Avenue

To:�Park�City�Planning�Department�

Re:�Proposed�Home�at�1003/1005�Lowell�Avenue�

From:�Patricia�Kravtin�and�Jonathan�Horwitz�

We�are�the�owners�of�a�residence�at�1240�Lowell�Avenue,�and�are�writing�in�support�of�the�proposed�home�at�
1003/1105�Lowell�Avenue�diagonally�up�the�street�from�our�home.�

We�have�reviewed�the�plans�for�the�proposed�home�including�a�number�of�renderings�by�the�architectural�firm�of�Elliot�
Work�Group.�We�are�very�familiar�with�the�work�of�the�Elliot�Work�Group�in�Park�City.�We�know�the�architectural�firm,�as�
well�as�the�owners�of�1003/1105,�to�be�very�committed�to�the�aesthetic�integrity�of�Park�City,�as�are�we.�

It�is�our�belief�that�the�aesthetic�integrity�of�Park�City�is�best�served�by�a�dynamic�vision�of�our�neighborhood�that�
incorporates�both�traditional�and�modern�interpretations�of�the�Park�City�mining�town�history.�Our�relatively�new�upper�
Lowell�street�residential�neighborhood�is�a�particularly�vulnerable�one,�subject�to�the�encroachment�and�commercial�
nature�of�the�Resort.���In�this�context,�we�welcome�and�are�excited�by�commitment�of�this�family�to�invest�in�the�building�
of�such�an�innovatively�designed�single�family�residential�home�in�our�neighborhood.��While�the�home�is�a�striking�
modern�design,�its�siting�is�tucked�back�behind�the�existing�home�such�that�the�impact�at�the�street�level�seems�to�us�to�
be�minimal.��It�is�our�understanding�that�the�proposed�home�is�within�height�and�setback�restrictions.�Moreover,�in�our�
view,�the�appropriate�standard�of�architectural�compatibility�and�scale�is�not�with�the�small�miners’�cottages�dotting�the�
streetscapes�down�the�hill�toward�Park�Avenue,�but�rather�with�the�character�of�the�abutting�houses�along�the�
mountainside�of�Lowell�which�appear�to�be�of�an�even�larger�scale�and�lack�historic�quality�and�architectural�interest.�

In�summary,�we�support�the�building�of�this�home�in�our�neighborhood.�

Sincerely,�

Patricia�Kravtin�and�Jonathan�Horwitz�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Emily Gaudet <egaudet@pcschools.us>
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 6:03 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: 1105 Lowell

To Whom it May Concern:�

I am writing in regards to the plans for 1105 Lowell Avenue. I am an Old Town homeowner and former resident, I also consider 
myself somewhat of a historic preservationist. I believe that Old Town Park City has set up important guidelines to keep the integrity 
of the neighborhood. It is my understanding that the plans for 1105 Lowell meet these historic guidelines. �

I think development should be kept to a minimum in Park City as a whole, however, 1105 Lowell is a single-family residence. It is not 
the job of the neighborhood to judge a plan based on aesthetics. Guidelines were put in place to judge plans without prejudice, and I 
believe that the plans should be approved if the guidelines are met. It is up to the homeowners, designers, architects, and community 
members to make sure Old Town remains unique without taking away the character of individual homes. �
�

Regards,�
Emily Gaudet �
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Francisco Astorga

From: Michael Saltman <mas@thevistagroup.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 5:46 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: Sonja Saltman
Subject: 1003/1005 Lowell Ave./Mark Parker

Francisco,�
In�addition�to�my�call�to�your�office�this�afternoon�(on�your�voice�mail),�please�be�advised�that�we�fully�support�the�
design�and�planning�for�the�proposed�Parker�home�at�1003/1005�Lowell�Ave.�
This�is�a�terrific�Craig�Elliott�designed�contemporary�home�that�picks�up�all�of�the�positive�features�of�Old�Town,�is�
sufficiently�unobtrusive�and�adds�quality�to�the�area.�
Thank�you,�
Michael�and�Sonja�Saltman�
1243�Empire�Ave.�
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Francisco Astorga

From: Ron Wedig <ronwedig@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 4:22 PM
To: Francisco Astorga; Mark Parker
Subject: Lowell Proposal

To�whom�it�may�concern,�
�
I�write�this�letter�in�support�of�the�Lowell�Project.��I�believe�the�owners�have�a�right�to�maximize�the�potential�&�
enjoyment�of�their�lot�in�this�beautiful�town�that�many�of�us�call�home.��As�for�the�neighbors�that�oppose�this�project,�I�
hope�that�a�middle�ground�can�be�reached�between�all�parties.���
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 PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 WORK SESSION MINUTES  

JULY 31, 2013 
  
 
PRESENT: Nann Worel, Brooke Hontz, Stewart Gross, Adam Strachan, Mick Savage, Charlie 

Wintzer, Kayla Sintz, Francisco Astorga, Polly Samuels-McLean    
 
Commissioners Thomas was excused.  
 
City Manager Diane Foster introduced Matt Diaz, the new Assistant City Manager, and provided a 
brief history of his experience.  
 
Mr. Diaz stated that he previous lived and worked in Park City he was very familiar with the City.  He 
felt fortunate to be back in Park City and looked forward to meeting the Commissioners.            
 
 
WORK SESSION ITEMS  

 

LMC Amendments to the HRM District 
 
Planner Astorga remarked that this work session item related to the LMC amendments in the HRM 
District.  He referred to Exhibits B and C in the Staff report and noted that the Staff chose to put the 
District on two maps because it was too difficult to read on one map.   
Planner Astorga stated that the HRM District is basically Park Avenue from 15 th Street down to 12th 
Street on both sides.  On the east side it goes down to 10th Street.  Planner Astorga noted that page 
3 and 4 of the Staff report contained information related to applicable compliance and general terms 
related to the General Plan.  He explained that the primary changes begin on page 4.  The first one 
addresses open space, where through an MPD the open space requirement is 60%.  The proposed 
change for consideration suggests a reduction in open space. 
 
Planner Astorga remarked that consistency was the main driver.  The HRM District indicates that 
under special requirements for triplexes and multi-unit buildings, the open space requirement is 
60%.  Everywhere else in the Code mentions 60%, but it also indicates an exception that if the site 
can qualify as re-development, the open space requirements drops down to 30%.  He noted that the 
first LMC amendment was proposed for the purpose of being consistent with the language included 
in the MPD requirement criteria for review or approval.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that the second proposed change was to the language for existing historic 
structures, that the Planning Commission has the ability to reduce setbacks for additions to historic 
sites.  Instead of going through a variance it is a conditional use permit through applicable 
compliance in terms of compatibility and form, mass, volume, and scale.  The Planning Commission 
has that ability and they have exercised that right through specific requests.  Planner Astorga 
explained that the Staff was proposing to add language indicating that it would apply to additions, 
but also new construction.  In the HRM District multiple buildings are allowed on the site for 
whatever reason.  The Staff asked if the Planning Commission was willing to entertain the concept 
of allowing the exception of reduced setback for new construction similar to the conditional use 
permit for additions to historic sites.  Planner Astorga clarified that the exception would only apply to 
a historic sites listed on the Historic Sites Inventory.   
 
Planner Astorga remarked that the last proposed change related to affordable housing.  In an effort 
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to incentivize Affordable Housing in the HRM District, the Staff was proposing to deviate from some 
of the LMC requirements for the HRM District, specifically the one for compliance with access to 
Sullivan Road.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the Staff had drafted proposed language as shown on Exhibit A in the 
Staff report, the HRM District, Chapter 2.4.  The potential changes were highlighted in red beginning 
on page 14 with the two amendments regarding open space and setback exceptions.  The proposed 
amendment for Affordable Housing was outlined on page 17.   
 
Planner Astorga disclosed that the proposed changes would affect the current application filed 
within the Planning Department for a conditional use permit for a multi-unit building, co-housing 
project at 1450/1460 Park Avenue.  The amendments would change the requirements related to 
parking spaces of five or more and access off of Sullivan road.  Planner Astorga stated that if the 
City decided to move forward with the proposed changes, it would positively affect that site.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that this was a work session and a public hearing was not scheduled.  
However, members of the public were in attendance and he recommended that the Planning 
Commission take public input.   
 
Assistant City Attorney remarked that even though the proposed amendments would affect issues 
that arose with a specific application, she felt it was important to recognize that it would be a 
legislative change and not specific only to the Green Housing project.  Ms. McLean recommended 
that the Planning Commission focus on the policy decisions regarding the LMC amendments rather 
than on one project. 
 
Commissioner Wintzer asked if an application would have to be resubmitted if it was originally 
submitted under the existing Code and the Code is changed.  Ms. McLean replied that the 
applicants would have the benefit of the Code change without resubmitting the application.  
Commissioner Wintzer understood that if it was turned around they would not get that benefit.  Ms 
McLean replied that he was correct. 
 
Planner Astorga believed it would depend on whether the Code was changed to be more restrictive 
or less restrictive.  Ms. McLean stated that an application is vested under the current Code; 
however, the applicant could choose to take advantage of the changes and move forward with the 
revised Code.   
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to page 4, the last bullet point under Historic Core Policies and noted 
that some of the words were missing to complete the sentence.  She noted that words were missing 
from the second bullet point under Historic Core Actions and asked for clarification.  Planner Astorga 
apologized for the error and offered to find the exact language from the General Plan.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that he looked at the vicinity map to contemplate what the change might 
allow in terms of the properties in the zone.  He was concerned about setting a precedent and 
creating a future problem.  Planner Astorga stated that it was impossible to predict future problems 
because everything depends on what currently exists and what the property owner wants to do with 
his land.  However, as indicated on the HRM maps on page 20 and 21, the second amendment 
proposed would only apply to the historic sites identified as significant or landmark on the Historic 
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Sites Inventory, and those were indicated on the map with yellow dots or orange triangles.   
 
Commissioner Hontz clarified that for MPDs or anything else, any applicant could come in at any 
time and use the benefit of the Code changes.  The benefit of the Code changes would affect every 
person in the HRM District.  Commissioner Hontz commented on City-owned property in the HRM 
District, some of which was identified in blue on the map.  She pointed out that the City would be 
one of the property owners affected, as well as private property owners.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
Planner Astorga handed out a letter that Clark Baron had emailed earlier in the day.     
 
Clark Baron, an owner in the Struggler Condominiums located at 1470 Park Avenue adjacent to the 
project stated that he had made comments at the last two public hearings and the Planning 
Commission was given a written copy of comments.  Mr. Baron stated that during the last two 
meetings the owners of the Struggler Condominiums have made it clear that the concept of co-
housing is a good concept; however, putting ten units on a property of this size in the Historic District 
does not meet Code.  They have tried to indicate that it is a good project but on the wrong property.   
 
Mr. Clark stated that he and other Struggler owners were opposed to the changes in the LMC.  
Making public policy changes to benefit a specific private development looks bad for the City.  The 
project is too large for the property and he encouraged the Planning Commission to consider the 
density.  Mr. Clark stated that one of the changes in 15-2.4-9 attempts to exempt the project from all 
requirements related to Sullivan Road.  He felt it was inappropriate to negate a full section of the 
building code based on the fact that a percentage of the project is affordable housing.  The goal of 
the City is to maintain the historic nature of the area and also to do affordable housing.  He believed 
they could both, but not with this project on that property.  It is too big and does not match the 
surrounding development.  Mr. Clark asked the Planning Commission not to support the proposed 
changes to the LMC.                 
 
Dan Moss, a Struggler Condominium owner, stated that there is very little developable land left in 
the historic district and this was not the time to compromise the standards they have all worked so 
hard to craft through the years.  He felt it was important to hold fast to the values and not snub the 
efforts of the City forefathers who gave their all to ensure a future Park City that holds true to its 
beliefs.  Mr. Moss stated that the wording that defines the City Code was well-thought out by those 
who had the foresight to know how best to proceed.  He did not think those valiant efforts should be 
compromised.  Mr. Moss remarked that the Historic District of Park City was the last place where 
they should ease the requirements to promote affordable housing.  If the proposed project cannot be 
built on this parcel without the aid of compromise and the easing of standards, then it should be built 
on a different parcel of land that could better facilitate the proposal.   
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.  
 
Planner Astorga read the language from the General Plan to complete the incomplete sentences 
that Commissioner Hontz had pointed out earlier. The first was the last bullet point under Historic 
Core Policies.  “Work to ensure the continued livability of residential areas around the historic 
commercial core.”  The second was the second bullet point under Historic Core Actions, “Encourage 
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residential development that will provide affordable housing opportunities for residents, consistent 
with the community’s housing, transportation and historic preservation objectives.”  
 
Commissioner Hontz noted that pages 3 and 4 of the Staff report highlighted some of the sections of 
the General Plan that the Staff had chosen to support the potential Code changes.  However, when 
she reads the language it does not support the changes.  Commissioner Hontz stated that both of 
the bullets highlighted under Goal 7 do not relate to the changes proposed.  She remarked that 
livability was a key element in the historic preservation objectives.  She intended to focus on both 
issues in her comments.   
 
Commissioner Hontz summarized her comments in six points as follows: 
 
1)  Open Space – In her opinion none of the proposed changes were acceptable and none of them 
would make for a better District or zone that would benefit the entire community and building district. 
 Commissioner Hontz referred to the first bullet point in the consistency question regarding open 
space, and stated that if she had been aware that the unintended consequences of allowing MPDs 
in Old Town would mean reduced open space and not specifying no roof tops and no side yards, 
she would have never allowed MPDs in Old Town.  Commissioner Hontz stated that the reason for 
having an open space requirement in MPDs and for larger units was due to the context of the 
neighborhood and the relationship with the historic structures. She believed the open space needed 
to be maintained, especially in Old Town, where a few feet is precious space.  Commissioner Hontz 
remarked that open space is a mandatory requirement for larger density in order to fit into that part 
of Town. In her mind it was not a consistency issue.  
                             
2) Relationship – Commissioner Hontz felt like the City was shifting from the number one goal in the 
Historic District, the word “historic”, to pushing another goal for affordable housing.  She recognizes 
that affordable housing is important and she supports it, but it should not compromise the “historic”.  
Commissioner Hontz noted that the current General Plan has supported existing affordable projects, 
and they can be done under the existing Code.  She was not willing to further degrade the historic 
district and run the risk of making it less valuable and livable by allowing the proposed change 
outlined under Existing Historic Structures.  Commissioner Hontz thought the situation would be 
worsened by making the conditions fit the historic structures instead of new construction.   
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that a relationship has been established between the historic structures, 
other structures and the street, and she believed those needed to be maintained.  She felt the 
proposed change was the wrong direction to go in Old Town.   
 
3) Affordable Housing and the Sullivan Road Access – Commissioner Hontz stated that she has 
lived in Park City for 19 years, and she has learned over time that the Planning Commission exists 
for a good reason.  She found it interesting that they would consider exasperating the problem in this 
area rather than to enforce the rules that were put in place to stop this type of situation from 
occurring.  In looking at the corridor along Sullivan Road, the proposed change would undo the 
important regulations intended to stop the type of development in the parking lot and the facades 
that were occurring along the Park.  Commissioner Hontz did not believe it fits the neighborhood and 
it was not a good direction to consider.   
 
4)  Commissioner Hontz believed the points she outlined shows that the proposed changes do not 
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support any of the community ideals and it would erode what they have worked hard to put into 
place.   
 
5) Keeping her focus on the legislative action, Commission Hontz could see this policy change 
causing problems for the City in terms of how the process was initiated and moved forward.    
 
6)  Commissioner Hontz believed her points against making the Code changes were strong enough 
to convince them not to move forward in any aspect.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer concurred with all of Commissioner Hontz’s comments.  However, he would 
put more emphasis on the comment that the process is flawed.  If this is a big issue, the Planning 
Commission should be looking at it in comparison with the General Plan and looking at the bigger 
picture rather than just one isolated area.  Commissioner Wintzer agreed that Sullivan Road needs 
to be maintained as a special area.  It was abused when it was first put in and the proposed 
changes would weaken it even more.   
 
Commissioner Strachan agreed with the comments.  He believed the trend throughout the 
community is to increase the amount of open space.  People have voted for million dollar bonds to 
gain more open space, and the idea of changing the Code to decrease the amount of open space is 
not in concert with the community trend.  Commissioner Strachan stated that in Old Town where the 
houses are so close together, open space is an important element.  There needs to be room 
between structures for storage of bikes, etc., but particularly for children.  If they want to encourage 
families to move back into Old Town they need to have yards for their children.  He remarked that 
yards are still important for projects along Sullivan Road, because even though the Park is on the 
other side of the road, people cannot send their children to play in the Park without having a parent 
with them.  Families need to have open space next to their homes where the children can play and 
the parents can supervise.   
 
Commissioner Strachan needed more time to think about the changes proposed to the Historic 
District section.  This was the first time he had seen the changes and he needed to look at the map 
and physically walk by the historic structures to figure out what the Code change would mean for 
each of those homes.  
 
In terms of process, Commissioner Strachan felt this was similar to when the Kimball Arts Center 
requested a Code change to accommodate their project.  At that time the Planning Commission 
viewed it as being reactive planning instead of progressive planning.  He thought they should be 
planning for the projects they want to see as opposed to reacting to projects that come before them. 
 Commissioner Strachan recognized that the change may be good overall, but putting it in front of 
the Planning Commission as an effort to approve what they all agree is a good project may have 
unintended consequences.  Knowing the trends that occurred in the past when patchwork changes 
were done to the LMC, he would anticipate abuse of the Code. 
 
Commissioner Savage stated that he had given the matter considerable thought and he spent a lot 
of time driving the area.  He took exception to the earlier comments, not because of the unintended 
consequences, but rather trying to do something that supports intended consequences.   He 
disagreed with Commissioner Hontz’s comment that the proposed changes do not support any of 
the community ideals, since one of the primary community ideals is affordability and integrating 
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people of various economic means into the community as broadly as possible.  The idea of bring 
families back into the historic area without providing a mechanism to achieve it was frustrating.  
Commissioner Savage believed this was an opportunity in this area to contemplate a range of 
possible projects that could help achieve some of the intended objectives.  He remarked that in 
talking about open space in the area around Sullivan Road, he could not think of many places in all 
of Park City that offer a more direct access to significant open space for children and families and 
recreation in terms of having a Park all along the back of the homes.  In relations to the yellow dots 
on the map, he felt the achievement of open space and the desirability of functional open space was 
well achieved in that area.  If they could find a way to encourage development that would create that 
as an asset, it would attract the families they want to see in Old Town.   
 
Commissioner Savage stated that when he looks at the purposes in this part of the General Plan 
and the Land Management Code, he finds it very supportive for what they were trying to achieve.  
Commissioner Savage supported the proposed changes because it makes sense for Park City.  
Commissioner Savage agreed that the desire to maintain historic compatibility was of paramount 
importance and they need to be good stewards of that, but not to the exclusion of flexibility as it 
relates to allowing the higher population of family units.   
 
Commissioner Savage referred to the City properties in the area and he believed those properties 
were ripe for development in terms of higher density and affordability for families, particularly due to 
the proximity to the Park and transportation corridors.   
 
Commissioner Gross believed that Lower Park Avenue would be a very important aspect of the City 
and some of the things being planned in the redevelopment areas.  He thought the Code changes 
would help take it in the direction of additional density in the right places, walkability, transportation, 
etc.  Commissioner Gross stated that in looking at the area identified in the Staff report, it appeared 
that the Struggler lots to the north only had five units on one lot equaling the same size of property 
as the two lots to the south with ten proposed units.  Commissioner Gross was unsure if density was 
the real issue.  He thought affordable housing was critical and there has been heard good feedback 
with regards to projects along Park Avenue.  Without talking about the Green Co-housing project 
specifically, Commissioner Gross thought the Planning Commission needed to pay attention to the 
importance of setbacks and open space.  He suggested that 60% open space may be too 
aggressive; but he would not want green roofs or patios being considered as part of the 30% open 
space.  
 
Chair Worel stated that from her perspective open space was a key factor and she had an issue 
with potentially cutting the open space requirement in half.  Chair Worel agreed that they need to 
protect the historic structures and carefully consider what they put next to historic structures in terms 
of additions, etc.  Any additions or construction should be compatible with historic structures and 
with the streetscape.  Chair Worel liked Commissioner Strachan’s comment about planning rather 
than reacting.  She was concerned about setting a precedent for changing the Code every time a 
project comes along that they all like and believe in.  Chair Worel was opposed to setting the 
precedent by changing the Code.   
 
Commissioner Savage stated that for the years he has been on the Planning Commission he could 
count on two fingers the number of times there has been a change in the LMC that has come to the 
Planning Commission as a consequence of a specific application.   He was not particularly 
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concerned about the issue of precedence.  However, he was concerned about the issue of higher 
purpose in terms of their intentions.  He noted that the Planning Commission has had extensive 
discussions in relation to the development of the new General Plan having to do with the concept of 
gives and gets.  Commissioner Savage stated that there was no perfect way.  Any time they are 
faced with making a decision that supports the vision they want for the community in the future, 
there will have to be compromises.  Commissioner Savage did not argue the fact that there were 
compromises associated with the proposed changes; but when he looks at the implication it could 
have relative to the integration of affordable housing in a very high-quality location in the community, 
he felt strongly that this was a good opportunity to act in a constructive way.   
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that the City has four community ideals; historic character, small town, 
natural setting and community.  She would argue that the historic core is what distinguishes Park 
City the most as a unique ski town that is both livable and interesting to visitors.  In order to accept 
any of the proposed changes they would have to buy into the fact that it would benefit the four 
community ideals.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that she has looked at this area for various 
projects and as a Planner she understands that the existing regulations work quite well.   She was 
not convinced that the proposed changes would help someone succeed.  She believed that 
accepting them would be reacting in a negative way.             
                     
Commissioner Hontz stated that a 50% reduction sounds significant, but on a plan with significant 
density, that could mean four feet on one side yard, which is important in Old Town.  She realized 
that it was hard to understand what 30% means, but she does understand it and making it smaller 
would not work.  Going back to the historic character, she was not willing to erode what they have 
any further.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer stated that he had calculated the setbacks on a 50’ x 150’ lot and they 
equaled 36% open space.  The proposed change would essentially mean that the Planning 
Commission was willing to accept only the setbacks as open space.  Commissioner Wintzer 
remarked that he personally was not willing to accept setbacks as the only open space. 
                         
Planning Manager Sintz pointed out that MPDs are now allowed in the HRM zone.  Under the 
current Code, reductions of open space from 60% to 30% can be granted when there is affordable 
housing or rehabilitation of historic structures.  She liked the discussion regarding open space and 
whether it was enough in setbacks.  Planning Manager Sintz noted that the variation of setbacks can 
be a bonus for historic structures if an applicant is not actually attaching an addition to, but is instead 
doing new construction.  It allows a greater separation from two buildings.  She was unsure if that 
had been contemplated as a mechanism. 
 
Planning Manager Sintz asked if there was consensus among the Commissioners to bring back the 
proposed changes for further consideration.  If the consensus was no, she asked if there were 
specific items or sections that the Staff should bring back for further discussion. 
 
Commissioner Savage reiterated his support for implementing the changes as proposed.   
 
Commissioner Strachan wanted to know the catalyst for proposing changes to the Historic District 
setbacks for new construction.  Planning Manager Sintz replied that greater separation allows for 
more space between a historic structure and new construction on the same site or an addition to a 
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historic site.  Planner Astorga stated that unlike the HR-1 or other districts, the HRM District allows 
multiple buildings within a lot.  If new construction that is not necessarily attached to the building it 
could be shifted towards the back, it would achieve greater separation between the historic 
structure, but the setbacks would still be reduced. 
 
Commissioner Hontz wanted to know what would keep the new construction from creeping closer to 
the historic structure but still be allowed a reduced setback.  Planning Manager Sintz stated that it 
would be part of the Planning Commission review process.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that it 
would not end up being a benefit unless the Code specified that in order to receive the reduced 
setback, the structure would have to be set back for further separation.   
 
Planner Astorga clarified that the Staff chose not to specify the separation because compatibility is 
addressed in the conditional use permit criteria.  Each site is different and it is better to address it on 
a case by case basis.   
 
Chair Worel asked if the Planning Commission was interested in further discussing the proposed 
change regarding open space.  Commissioners Hontz, Wintzer, Strachan and Worel were not 
interested in discussing it further.  Commissioner Gross was interested.  Commissioner Savage had 
already made his position clear for supporting the proposed change. 
 
Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners were interested in further discussing the proposed changes 
regarding Existing Historic Structures.  Commissioner Strachan wanted to see additional analysis.  
He had walked around Rossi Hill and went up the Shorty steps.  Some of the homes are close 
together and he found it to be quaint and interesting because it had the feel of an old mining town.  
Commissioner Strachan stated that if the proposed change allows the ability to shrink the setbacks 
to achieve that feeling, he would be willing to look at it. He understood that it was only for new 
construction and he recognized the issues related to a new structure abutting a historic structure.  
However, he was interested in seeing the Staff analysis and how that could be mitigated.  If 
compatibility is the only regulator to address that problem, he would not support it.      
 
Commissioner Hontz noted that all the pieces of the Code were entwined.  If the other 
Commissioners concurred with Commissioner Strachan, she would want strong language in terms 
of what instances it would make sense, and she would also want to mandate more open space.    
 
Commissioner Wintzer referred to Commissioner Strachan’s comment about the quaint 
neighborhood up the Shorty Stairs.  He explained that it is a unique neighborhood because there is 
no road and no cars.  There is no chance for a mega-building in that area because it cannot be 
accessed by car.  He pointed out that decreasing the amount of open space essentially increases 
the size of a structure.  At this point, Commissioner Wintzer was not interested in pursuing it further. 
 He believed the only way to draw families and children back into Old Town is to create more open 
space.          
 
Commissioner Savage stated that in the category of gives and gets, having the ability to encourage 
people to build affordable housing in a location proximate to City Park and the park at the Library, 
was very consistent with the desire to encourage families to move back into Old Town.  He believed 
they were putting so much emphasis on the open space issue that it becomes the defining 
constraint without looking at the benefits from developments that include a significant percentage of 
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affordable housing.  Commissioner Savage thought the Planning Commission was being 
inconsistent.  They talk about affordable housing but they are unwilling to do what is necessary to 
achieve it.   
 
Commissioner Hontz reiterated that the point she made that was not resonating is that the amount 
of open space is three or four feet, which is not enough space to do anything or store anything.  She 
emphasized that 30% open space is only the setbacks, which is not usable open space.  
Commissioner Hontz noted that there are still no yards in Old Town at 60% open space.  Families 
are already forced to go to the Park.  She believed that 60% open space was a necessity. 
 
In response to the question of whether the Planning Commission wanted the Staff to come back 
with more analysis on existing historic structures, Commissioner Strachan answered yes.  
Commissioners Gross, Savage and Worel concurred.  Commissioners Wintzer and Hontz were not 
interested in further analysis.  
 
Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners were interested in further analysis regarding the  the 
proposed change to explore the concept of removing the Sullivan Road access requirements if the 
development contains 50% or more deed restricted affordable housing units.   Commissioners 
Hontz, Wintzer, Strachan and Worel were not interested in pursuing this change.  Commissioner 
Gross and Savage were interested in more analysis.  Commissioner Gross clarified that he would 
like to see more analysis because he still struggled with why they were calling it a parking lot and 
access road.  He thought it needed further analysis so they could call it what it is.  If they do not want 
housing and people they should put in another parking lot for the Park.                    
      
 
The Work Session was adjourned. 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
JULY 31, 2013 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Nann Worel, Brooke Hontz, Stewart Gross, Mick Savage, Adam Strachan, Charlie Wintzer 
 
EX OFFICIO: 
 
Planning Manager, Kayla Sintz; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Polly Samuels-McLean, Assistant City 

Attorney    

=================================================================== 

The Planning Commission met in work session prior to the regular meeting to discuss LMC 
amendments to the HRM District.  The discussion can be found in the Work Session Minutes dated 
July 31, 3013. 
 

REGULAR MEETING  

 

ROLL CALL 
Chair Worel called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were present 
except Commissioner Thomas who was excused.  Commissioner Gross arrived later in the meeting. 
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES  
 
June 16, 2013 
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to page 45 of the Staff report, page 5 of the minutes,   Findings of 
Fact 11 for 30 Sampson Avenue.  She noted that the minutes indicate that the Planning 
Commission made changes to the findings, but those changes were not reflected in the Findings of 
Fact.     
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and 
Conditions of Approval listed in the minutes should accurately reflect any changes discussed by the 
Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Hontz recalled that months earlier the Planning Commission encountered this same 
problem and they were concerned that the applicant and the City Council were receiving incorrect 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval because they were not changed 
according to the discussion.   
 
Commissioner Hontz remarked that there were two issues.  The first was that the minutes were 
incorrect because the findings did not reflect what the Commissioner had done.  Secondly, she 
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understood that the Planning Department had addressed the problem when the concern was initially 
raised.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if it was possible to address the problem by sending the draft minutes 
to the Commissioners within a short time period following the meeting rather than waiting until the 
packets are distributed.  He was told that preparing a set of minutes required more time than a few 
days.   
 
Commissioner Strachan could not see a problem with Findings 11.  Commissioner Hontz replied 
that her concern with Finding 11 were minor wording changes.  In her opinion the ongoing problem 
was the bigger issue.                
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean remarked that when the Planning Commission addressed this 
problem months ago, the process was changed to delay the amount of time for sending an item to 
the City Council until after the Planning Commission reviewed and approved the minutes.  However, 
the Project Planner to affirmatively review the minutes to make sure it accurately reflects the 
discussion.   
 
Mary May explained the new process that was implemented by Staff.  She prepares the minutes and 
sends them to the Planning Staff as early as possible on the Wednesday after the meeting and two 
days prior to sending the packets.  It takes several days to prepare a set of minutes this extensive 
and detailed, particularly if the meeting is long, and she tries to return them to the Planning 
Department by Wednesday morning at the latest.  
 
 Mary clarified that she does not write findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of 
approval.  If the Commissioners specifically read into the record the way the new language should 
be written or the change is minor, she will include it.  If it is vague, she contacts the Planner and 
asks him/her to write the Finding or Condition and send it to her to be included in the minutes.  She 
pointed out that some Planners are better at responding than others, and some automatically send 
her the changed language the morning after the meeting.   
     
Commissioner Strachan understood that the Planner was sending Mary the changes to the findings 
and conditions based on notes taken during the meeting and not from the minutes. Mary replied that 
this was correct.  There have been occasions when the Planner has missed a change and she 
notices it when doing the minutes.  In those cases, she corresponds with the planner and the 
revision is included.  Commissioner Strachan thought the minutes should control.  Commissioner 
Hontz suggested that the Commissioners should try to verbalize the change exactly how they want it 
so Mary would have the exact language on the recording for the minutes.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer asked if it was possible for the planner to write the changed findings or 
conditions as it is being discussed and put it on the screen so the Commissioners could make sure it 
is correct during the discussion.  He thought that would help the Planning Commission come to a 
consensus on the revision and it would help the Staff.  The Commissioners concurred. 
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that if they took that approach the final revision should be 
read into the record for clarity.   
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Commissioner Hontz referred to page 50, page 10 of the minutes, second paragraph from the 
bottom, and corrected neighborhood to correctly read neighbor.  She further corrected the sentence 
to read, “Therefore, the neighbor would have to go through the process to build the fence on their 
own property.   
 
Commissioner Strachan referred to 25 of the Staff report, page 3 of the Work Session minutes, fifth 
paragraph and changed KCPW to accurately read KPCW.            
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Hontz moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 26, 2013 as amended.  
Commissioner Savage seconded the motion.     
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.   
 
July 10, 2013 
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to page 79 of the Staff report, page 13 of the minutes, second 
paragraph, third line, and corrected show shed to read, snow shed.  
 
Chair Worel referred to page 80 of the Staff report, page 14 of the minutes, last paragraph, and 
corrected green room to read green roof.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hontz moved to APPROVE the minutes of July 10, 2013 as amended.  
Commissioner Savage seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioners Worel and Strachan abstained since they were absent 
from the July 10th meeting. 
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS      
 
Preston Campbell with Go West Construction and the builder for the Lot 21-32 Echo Spur 
Subdivision project had a brief presentation for the Planning Commission on behalf of Sean 
Kelleher.   
 
Planner Astorga explained that the applicants were scheduled on the July 10th agenda; however, he 
had informed them that the Planning Commission would not have a quorum and they did not attend. 
 When he later realized that there would be a quorum he was unable to reach the applicant in time 
for the meeting.  The applicant was very disappointed and Planner Astorga suggested that they give 
their presentation during the public input portion of this meeting.  He noted that the applicants were 
aware that the Planning Commission would not be able to comment on the project this evening.     
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that typically the Planning Commission hears input on item 
that are not scheduled on the agenda, but the comments are usually information items or issues that 
the public would like the Planning Commission to address. However, this item is an open application 
and it was not publicly noticed for the Planning Commission meeting this evening.  Since the public 
was not aware that a presentation would be given, Ms. McLean recommended that the applicants 
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wait to give their presentation until the project could be scheduled as an agenda item, in accordance 
with the Open Public Meetings Act.   
 
Commissioner Strachan was not interested in taking input without public notice because it puts the 
Planning Commission in a dangerous legal position.  The Commissioners concurred. 
 
Mr. Campbell stated that the intent was not to put the Planning Commission in a dangerous legal 
position.  They were only trying to provide information on a project that has taken two years.  It is a 
frustration process for someone who lives 2,000 miles away and wants to live in Park City.  Mr. 
Campbell understood their position and offered to come back with the presentation at a future 
meeting.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the project was scheduled for work session on August 14th.   
 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
 
Chair Worel asked the City Engineer for an update on the Deer Valley Drive construction.  She 
noted that it is very frustrating and difficult to maneuver for both locals and visitor.  City Engineer, 
Matt Cassel stated that the road portion would be completed by October of this year.  The project is 
on schedule as planned. 
 
Commissioner Hontz asked if there was a way to make it look better because it is not pleasant for 
visitors to drive through.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean asked if it was possible to put another flagger on the roundabout.  
When the roundabout backs up it backs up traffic on Marsac.  Mr. Cassel replied that backed-up 
traffic in the roundabout has been one of the biggest problems.  Construction is now far enough 
away from the roundabout that stacking could occur on Deer Valley Drive.   
 
Commissioner Strachan remarked that the road needed to be repaired and it was an inconvenience 
they would have to live with until October.  Commissioner Wintzer agreed.  He remarked that any 
effort to make it easier for people to move around only slows down the project.  
 
Planning Manager Sintz reported that the General Plan Task Force meetings were completed.  The 
Staff had tentatively scheduled the first joint City Council/Planning Commission meeting for either 
Thursday, August 22nd or Friday, August 23th.  She would notify the Planning Commission once the 
date and time were finalized.       
 
Commissioner Wintzer noted that he would be out of town from August 15 th to September 1st.  
Commissioner Strachan stated that Thursday, August 22nd was a better date.  Commissioner Hontz 
would be available on August 22nd; but not the 23rd.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean informed the Planning Commission that an appeal was filed on the 
30 Sampson Avenue conditional use permit, and it was scheduled before the City Council on August 
15th.   Commissioner Wintzer recalled that Commissioner Thomas had made some strong points 
during their review of 30 Sampson Avenue, and he suggested that they ask Commissioner Thomas 
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if he was interested in representing the Planning Commission at the City Council meeting on August 
15th.  If he could not attend, the Planning Commission would send another representative.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that the tentative agenda for the August 28th meeting is very heavy and the 
Planning Commission should plan for a long night.  Chair Worel asked about the possibility of 
starting the meeting earlier.  Planner Astorga stated that as the Staff finalizes the agenda they could 
consider an earlier start time if necessary.  They would know the agenda three weeks prior to the 
meeting when the legal notice is published.  Commissioner Wintzer asked the Staff to forward a 
copy of the legal notice to the Planning Commission so they could see the agenda in advance of the 
meeting.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that since the legal noticed is posted so far in advance, 
sometimes items on the legal notice drop out before the meeting.   
 
Commissioner Savage reported that he would be absent from both Planning Commission meetings 
on September 11th and 25th.   Commissioner Hontz stated that she was unable to attend the 
September 25th meeting.  Chair Worel reported that she would also be absent on September 11 th.  
Commissioner Strachan stated that he was unable to attend on September 11th and 25th.  Planning 
Manager Sintz would check with Commissioner Thomas to see if he could attend both meetings to 
make sure they have a quorum.              
         
CONTINUATION(S) – Public Hearing and continuation to date specified.        
 
Land Management Code – Amendments to Section 15-1-21 Notice Matrix,  
Chapter 2.24, Chapter 9, and Chapter 15.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Worel closed the public 
hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Wintzer moved to CONTINUE the Amendment to Section 15-1-12, 
Chapter 2.24, Chapter 9, and Chapter 15 to September 11, 2013.  Commissioner Gross seconded 
the motion.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
        
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
 
1. 489 McHenry Avenue, Echo Spur – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-12-01629)  
 
Planner Francisco Astorga reported that the Planning Commission previously reviewed this 
application on June 26, 2013.  During that meeting the he was directed to come up with a  Planning 
Department interpretation for discussion on ridgeline development and vantage point analysis.  He 
noted that there were two Staff reports for this item.  The first was a short Staff report outlining the 

DRAFT

Planning Commission - August 14, 2013 Page 92 of 145



Planning Commission Meeting 
July 31, 2013 
Page 6 
 
 
Planning Department interpretation of ridgeline development construction as shown on page 91 of 
the Staff report.  The second was the Staff report from the June 26 th meeting, which was 
unchanged.  Planner Astorga clarified that due to the late hour the discussion on June 26th was 
continued to this meeting   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the language from the Land Management Code was reflected in the 
Staff report dated July 31, 2013.  The language indicates that the Planning Commission may place 
restrictions when reviewing subdivisions due to the character of the land.  He noted that the 
Planning Commission interpreted that the site of Lots 17, 18 and 19, also known as Echo Spur, is on 
a ridgeline.  Planner Astorga remarked that the Staff wanted to move forward with the language from 
another part of the LMC as outlined in the second paragraph of the July 31st Staff report, which 
indicates that ridges shall be protected from development, and which development would be visible 
on the skyline from the designated Vantage Points in Park City.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the Staff report also included the definition of a vantage point, as well as 
the ten vantage points listed as A through K.  Planner Astorga stated that he had personally visited 
all the reasonable vantage points to see what could be viewed from the site to be developed.  The 
only vantage point that applies is (K), which is the Across Valley View.  He asked the Planning 
Commission to keep in mind that Across Valley View could be multiple points.   
 
Planner Astorga presented an example of the Copper Top Structure on Masonic Hill, and he 
understood from the contractor that it was a controversial project when it was built in 1981.  The 
contractor told him that the home was originally intended to be bigger and taller. Planner Astorga 
stated that it was difficult to pinpoint the specific structure from vantage point (A), the Osguthorpe 
Barn, and the Staff finds that the structure breaks the skyline when viewed from this specific vantage 
point.  He noted that the Staff found that the Copper Top House also breaks the skyline from 
vantage point (C), Heber Avenue and Main, and (D) the Park City Ski Area base.  The copper top 
house also breaks the skyline from the intersection of Thaynes and State Road 224.                      
 
Planner Astorga presented Exhibit A, the Topography Analysis, included in the Staff report. He 
noted that the contour lines were taken from an aerial photograph and only estimated.  It was not 
intended to replace an actual survey.  Planner Astorga noted that the base elevation was 
approximately 7130 feet.  As shown in the July 26th Staff report, the applicant, Leeto Tlou, had taken 
photographs from the opposite side. Planner Astorga explained the topographic features and 
contour lines and he used the photographs provided on June 26th to confirm the elevations and 
topographic features.  He stated that taking a photograph from the same elevation, the Staff finds 
that the structure would not break the skyline and; therefore, it would not meet the specific 
regulations stating that “the ridgeline shall be protected from development when the development 
breaks the skyline.”   Planner Astorga noted that Park City is an interesting place topographically 
and there are  set points throughout town to protect the ridgelines so they do not see development 
like the copper top house on the Aerie.   
 
Planner Astorga reiterated that on June 26, 2013 the Staff was directed to come back to this 
meeting with interpretation and clarification related to vantage points, ridgelines and skyline analysis. 
 Based on that interpretation and analysis the Staff recommended that the Planning Commission 
conduct a public hearing and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council 
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based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the draft 
ordinance in the June 26, 2013 Staff report.   
 
Scott Jaffa presented photos of the property with the proposed house inserted into the images.  
Another photos imposed trees to minimize the concrete retaining walls.  Additional photos showed 
houses that meet the current Code that would be built on the adjoining lots at a 28’ height with the 
appropriate setbacks.  Mr. Jaffa pointed out the house proposed for this applicant in relationship to 
the other homes.  Mr. Jaffa stated that landscaping was added on top of the retaining wall as 
requested by the Planning Commission.  He showed photos of the wall with and without 
landscaping. 
 
Mr. Jaffa stated that the proposed house was designed to sit low and hug the topography so it would 
not stand out.                               
 
Planner Astorga pointed out that this was a plat amendment application to combine three lots into 
one.  Development of the home would necessitate a conditional use permit for construction over 
steep slopes due to the access.   
 
Chair Worel asked for the square footage of the proposed house.  Mr. Jaffa stated that it was 
calculated to at 2,701 square feet.   
 
Commissioner Gross asked if the applicant would have the ability to put landscaping in front of the 
retaining wall.  Mr. Leeto stated that it is a right-of-way and he did not have the ability to make that 
decision without discussing it with the other developers and the City.   
 
Chair Worel opened the public hearing. 
 
There were comments. 
 
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.             
 
Commissioner Wintzer thought the pictures of the Copper Top house on the Aerie that Planner 
Astorga presented as examples shows why the Planning Commission needed to be very careful.   If 
a previous Planning Commission makes a mistake it sets a precedent that cannot be taken back.  
He noted that the house and City were involved in lawsuits over the design and 7-feet was 
eventually cut off the top of the house.  Commissioner Wintzer felt strongly that precedent was the 
reason for paying close attention to the ridgeline.   
 
Commissioner Wintzer believed this was a ridgeline and that it met the definition of a ridgeline.  He 
read from page 6 of the General Plan, “New development should not be allowed on ridges.”  He 
found similar language on pages 57 and 148.  Commissioner Wintzer stated that he was still 
uncomfortable with the idea of allowing a subdivision on the ridge that would increase the ridgeline 
encroachment by allowing the applicant to build further down the hit.  If the encroachment could be 
mitigated with different setbacks, etc., he would be willing to consider it.  However, he could not 
support it as proposed.   
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Planner Astorga understood that there are set ridges that were part of the Sensitive Lands Overlay.  
The SLO indicates protection for waterways and steep topography, including ridges.  He presented 
a zoning map showing that everything outside the red line was part of the sensitive lands overlay.  
Planner Astorga had found a map that was utilized historically in the Planning Department that had 
the nine vantage points and identified which ridges were important.  When that map was compared 
to the zoning map the Staff realized that it was a pattern for the Sensitive Lands Overlay.  Based on 
that information, the Staff was able to determine that no construction is allowed on ridges in any 
circumstance in terms of the Sensitive Lands Overlay analysis.  Planner Astorga recognized the 
sections of the General Plan that Commissioner Wintzer mentioned; however, the Staff 
interpretation is that the Sensitive Lands Overlay does not apply to this particular site and 
development.  Planner Astorga noted that the house on the Aerie was  on the Sensitive Lands 
Overlay.  He believed it the SLO was adopted to keep other developments from breaking the 
skyline.     
 
Commissioner Wintzer took exception to the Staff interpretation.  He did not believe that any ridge in 
Old Town should be jeopardized.  In addition, this ridge is the entrance corridor and the proposed 
house would be extremely visible from Deer Valley Drive and the roundabout.  He thought the ridge 
should be protected.  Commissioner Wintzer pointed out that the General Plan does not address 
Sensitive Land Overlays, but it does talk about ridgelines.  He was concerned that allowing this 
development would weaken the Code for other ridgelines in Old Town.   
 
Commissioner Strachan incorporated his comments from the June 26 th meeting.  He could not find 
new information that would change his interpretation of the Code.  He respected the Staff’s 
interpretation of the Code, but he interprets it differently.  Commissioner Strachan thought the 
photograph of the Aerie House was comparing apples to oranges because that house was an 
obvious ridgeline break.  The subtle ridgelines are the only ones left in Park City that are being 
threatened.  He agreed with Commissioner Wintzer that the Planning Commission needs to look at 
the ridgelines very carefully.  In looking at a topo map, he believed this was clearly a ridge.   
 
Commissioner Hontz concurred with Commissioners Strachan and Wintzer.  She also incorporated 
her comments from the June 26th meeting because nothing had changed her mind.  Commissioner 
Hontz thought that Exhibit A, the Topography Analysis, did a great job of indicating the ridgelines.  
She counted three or four other ridgelines in Old Town that would be set up for failure.  
Commissioner Hontz understood that the Aerie house was the catalyst for creating the SLO 
regulations and at one point it was supposed to include all of Old Town.  That was changed because 
the SLO regulations were so restrictive it would have made a significant number of lots outside of 
ridgelines unbuildable in Old Town.         In terms of setting precedent and because it is a ridgeline, 
Commissioner Hontz was not persuaded to change her initial opinion.   
 
Commissioner Savage appreciated the work Planner Astorga had done in trying to clarify the 
underlying topographical facts associated with the site.  He noted that the Planning Commission was 
reviewing an application that is subject to the current Land Management Code, and he believed this 
situation called for the Planning Commission to take a careful look the Land Management Code and 
craft a definition for ridgeline that could be applied across the range of different ridge situations.  In 
his opinion this was not a ridgeline based upon the current LMC and a reasonable interpretation of 
the definition of a ridgeline.  He thought the evidence presented showed that the proposed house 
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had no issues with breaking the skyline, which he believed is the definition of the ridgeline that is 
pertinent to protecting the view corridors.  On that basis, Commissioner Savage supported the 
application. 
 
Commissioner Savage remarked that often times the Planning Commission is faced with situations 
that are marginal in terms of fitting the definition.  The problem is that the LMC does not provide a 
meaningful definition of a ridgeline that eliminates subjective interpretation.  He encouraged the 
Planning Commission to consider implementing a process to review the LMC Code for the purpose 
of creating a definition for ridgeline that could be properly applied in future situations.  Commissioner 
Savage pointed out that if they do not take that step, these situations would be repeated.  
 
Commissioner Gross understood the vested lots a little better than before; however, he believed the 
issue was still the ridge.  Commissioner Gross noted that the LMC does define ridgeline and 
specifies 150 feet on either side of it.  In his opinion, the definition as written would eliminate the 
entire lot all the way up and anything else in Echo Spur.  Commissioner Gross stated that in his 
opinion it is clearly a ridgeline as defined in the LMC.  The applicant may be able to mitigate the 
impact through landscaping and other measure, but he was concerned about the ridgeline and the 
fact that there were very few left.   
 
Leeto Tlou stated that he could see a bit of subjectivity in the discussion.  He remarked that when 
the LMC document and the professional opinion of the Planning Department support the application, 
he wanted to know how much that little bit of subjectivity weighs into the decision.  Mr. Tlou also 
heard in previous meetings that the Legal Department advised the Planning Commission to carefully 
consider a negative recommendation because it would be difficult to defend.            
 
Mr. Tlou stated that if this is a subjective decision, he wanted clarity on how they would move 
forward with ridgelines in the future.  He understood that Commissioner Savage had touched on that 
issue, and he was looking for clarity himself.  If the Planning Commission believed this was a 
ridgeline, then what would not be a ridgeline. 
 
Planner Astorga clarified that the Staff was not disputing the ridgeline in their interpretation. They 
were simply saying that under 15-7.32(d), it does not break the skyline, based on their interpretation 
of the language, “Ridges shall be protected, which development will be visible on the skyline from 
the designated vantage points.”  
 
Commissioner Hontz asked the City Engineer if there were updates to the status of the road.  Mr. 
Cassel stated that the road would close for request of vacation of Fourth Street, but that would not 
impact Echo Spur Drive.  When it went before the City Council the Council has that a few things be 
done before they would consider dedication.  Mr. Cassel remarked that from an engineering 
perspective the road meets Code.  He noted that the full intent was to take it back to the City Council 
for a decision. 
 
Commissioner Hontz pointed to the minutes from a previous meeting regarding a different 
application on the same road, where statements were made regarding the process with the City 
Engineer, which did not coincide with the history as she remembered it.  Commissioner Hontz 
requested that the City Engineer read the minutes to make sure the statements were correct or 
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correct them if necessary so they have accurate information in the record if that application comes 
back.  Mr. Cassel stated that he had not read the minutes but the road was built to City standards.    
                   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Savage moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council regarding the plat amendment for 489 McHenry Avenue.   The motion died for lack of a 
second. 
 
Commissioner Strachan noted that Exhibit A, the topography analysis, was the only new information 
presented this evening and it should be incorporated into the findings. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to forward a NEGATIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the plat amendment application for Lots 17, 18 and 19 of the Echo Spur Development 
replat, and direct the Staff to craft Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law consistent with the 
motion.    
 
Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion, with suggestions for potential places to look for 
information when drafting the findings.  The previous minutes contain a lot of support for the 
different concerns; specifically good cause, significance of the HR-1 District, neighborhood impacts, 
precedents for ridgelines and for number of lots, and issues with health, safety and welfare.  Another 
source is LMC Section 15-7.3-1 regarding safety. 
 
Commissioner Strachan suggested that Commissioner Hontz provide the stated direction to Staff in 
written format to make sure it is accurately included in the findings.   Commissioner Hontz handed 
Planner Astorga a written copy.   
 
Planner Astorga asked about process and whether the Staff needed to schedule a public hearing 
when the Findings and Conclusions are ratified.  Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that the 
item would be scheduled for ratification of findings, and there would be no public input.  She 
explained that the evidence had been collected and the Staff would memorialize it for City Council 
review.  There would be an opportunity for public hearing at the City Council level.   
 
VOTE:  The motion passed 4-1.  Commissioner Savage voted against the motion.                 
                            
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.   
 
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission:  ____________________________________ 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 1127 Woodside Avenue Plat 

Amendment 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Project Number:  PL-13-01893 
Date:   August 14, 2013 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Plat Amendment 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1127 
Woodside Avenue plat amendment, located at the same address, 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. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Emily White, represented by Architect Jonathan DeGray 
Location:   1127 Woodside Avenue 
Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential condominiums, single-family residential, vacation 

rentals 
Reason for Review: Planning Commission review and recommendation to City 

Council  
 
Proposal 
The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of combining all of Lots 
7, 8, 25, and 26 of Block 8 of the Snyders Addition to Park City.  There is an existing 
historic home on the property identified as a Landmark on the City’s Historic Sites 
Inventory (HSI) that straddles the lot line between Lots 8 and 7.  There is also a legal-
nonconforming, non-historic garage that encroaches over the lot line between Lots 7 
and 26.  The garage contains an accessory apartment; however, with the plat 
amendment, the owner plans to eliminate the apartment and return the property to 
single family use. 
 
The applicant wishes to combine the lots in order to move forward with a Historic District 
Design Review (HDDR) approval.  No plans have yet been submitted for this property, 
though Planning Staff met with the applicant to discuss options for building an addition 
on February 6, 2013.  The applicant proposes to introduce a small addition, containing a 
bedroom and a mudroom to the historic structure, with a footprint of approximately 350 
square feet. In order to comply with the Historic District Design Guidelines (HDDR), the 
proposed addition will need to be visually subordinate to the historic building and will 
have to complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic building. The Plat 
Amendment approval and recordation is necessary prior to the approval of the HDDR.  
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Purpose 
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to: 

(A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of 
Park City, 

(B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures, 
(C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute 

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

(D) Encourage single family Development on combinations of 25’ x 75’ Historic 
Lots,  

(E) Define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 
policies for the Historic core, and 

(F) Establish Development review criteria for the new Development on Steep 
Slopes which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.   

 
Background  
The 1127 Woodside Avenue property is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) as a 
“Landmark” site which includes a small Mining era home constructed in 1904.  During 
the 1960s, the 1-1/2 story, wood-frame T-cottage was significantly altered.  The 1968 
historic photograph shows the house with aluminum siding, aluminum windows, and 
metal porch supports.  A portion of the porch was also enclosed.  The 1949 tax card 
also shows that a 12’ by 21’ structure was originally attached to the northwest corner of 
the house. In 1990, the Historic Preservation Commission awarded the property owners 
a grant to restore the porch, windows, and wood siding.   
 
Built in 1950, the garage that exists today is roughly 22.5 feet by 38.75 feet, and is not 
the garage depicted on the 1949 tax card.  In March 1992, the Planning Department 
approved the use of the garage as a “skiers dorm.”  A year later, a second floor was 
added to the garage to create an office and studio space.  The garage is considered 
non-complying because of subsequent zoning changes and no longer conforms to the 
zoning regulation’s setback. The garage currently sits approximately seventy-three feet 
(73’) from the west (front) property line and less than two feet (2’) from the south (side) 
property line.  Furthermore, the garage encroaches over the lot line between Lots 26 
and 7. The garage is twenty-three feet six inches (23’6”) tall on the façade and nineteen 
feet (19’) tall at the rear, exceeding the eighteen foot (18’) height permitted for a 
detached accessory building.   The second floor of the garage currently contains an 
accessory apartment; however, the applicant plans to eliminate the rental unit and 
return the property to single family use following the plat amendment.  
 
In 2005, the property owners applied for a plat amendment and the Planning 
Commission approved the plat amendment to combine lots 7, 8, 25, and 26 of Block 8.  
The second story of the garage was then used as a lockout unit.  The plat expired on 
May 5, 2006, and was never recorded.  Similarly, the applicants received an Action 
Letter from the Planning Department in May 2005 permitting the addition to the rear of 
the historic home; however, this work was also never completed.  The property’s setting 
has changed very little since the early 1900s, and the setting continues to be typical of 
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mining era homes in Park City.  Since the time of the 2005 approvals, the LMC has 
been amended and new Historic District Guidelines have been put into place.  
 
In February 2013, the applicant submitted a HDDR Pre-application and met with the 
Design Review Team (DRT).  The applicant would like to add a small addition to the 
rear of the property in order to accommodate a bedroom and mudroom.  The proposed 
footprint of this new addition is roughly 350 square feet. The applicant plans to make a 
full HDDR submittal once the plat amendment is approved.  Work will not be allowed to 
commence until the plat amendment is recorded.  
 
Analysis  
The home currently straddles the lot line between Lots 7 and 8 of Block 8 of the 
Snyders Addition. Similarly, the garage encroaches over the east property line between 
Lots 26 and 7.   The plat amendment is necessary in order for the applicants to make 
the necessary improvements to the site, which are subject to Planning Department 
review.   

 
The garage is considered non-complying because it does not conform to the zoning 
regulation’s setback and exceeds the eighteen feet (18’) height allowance.  The garage 
also encroaches over the lot line between Lots 26 and 7. The proposed plat amendment 
does not increase any degree of nonconformity with respect to setbacks.  The plat 
amendment would remove existing encroachments over the interior lot lines.  Any 
additions to the garage or landmark structure would be required to meet the current 
setback requirements.  
 
Additions would also be required to comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites 
in Park City. Though the applicant may have a maximum footprint of 2,460.56, the 
applicant does not intend to add the full 910.56 square feet of footprint to the structure. 
Currently, the property owner is proposing to add a small addition to the historic house, 
containing a mudroom and a bedroom.  The footprint of this new addition would be 

 HR-1 Zone 
Designations 

 

Existing Conditions 

Lot Size  Greater than 1,875 
ft. 

7,501 SF 
 

Maximum Building 
Footprint 

2,460.56 SF based 
on lot size 

1,550 SF (Footprints: House—
approx. 679 SF + Garage—871 
SF)  

Maximum Height 27 feet/3 stories  
18 feet (accessory 
structures 

19 feet 5 inches/2 stories (House)  
23 feet 6 inches/2 stories 
(Garage) 

North Side yard Setback 10 feet 4.5 feet (House) 
South Side yard Setback 10 feet 1.4 feet (Garage) 
Front Yard Setback 15 feet 28.75 feet (House) 
Rear Yard Setback 15 feet 35 feet (Garage) 
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approximately 350 square feet.   The addition will need to appear subordinate to the 
historic structure from the public right-of-way and will need to be attached by a clear 
transitional element.  A rear addition will not be able to overwhelm or engulf the historic 
building.   
 
As seen in the chart below, the current size of the historic structure at 1127 Woodside is 
similar in size to other historic properties in the neighborhood.  The proposed small 
addition with a footprint of 350 square feet will not significantly alter the size of the 
house, nor create a house that is larger than those seen in the neighborhood. The chart 
shows the approximate house sizes for other historic structures in the neighborhood: 
 
Address Year Built Historical 

Significance 
Total Existing SF of Improvements (per  
Summit County Recorder’s Office) 

1167 Woodside 1935-36 Landmark 6,172 SF 
1147 Woodside 1899 Significant 2,030 SF 
1127 Woodside 1904 Landmark 1,358 SF 
1102 Norfolk 1904 Landmark 883 SF 
1107 Woodside 1916 Significant 1,149 SF 
1103 Woodside 1905 Significant 1,345 SF 
1162 Woodside 1905 Landmark 1,100 SF 
1158 Woodside 1901 Significant 778 SF 
1141 Park 1905 Landmark 1,744 SF 
1129 Park  1895 Significant 920 SF 
1125 Park  1901 Landmark 895 SF 
1120 Woodside 1905 Significant 1,100 SF 
1110 Woodside 1928 Landmark 1,348 SF 
1100 Woodside 1928 Landmark 1,103 SF 
1135 Norfolk 1905 Significant 936 SF 
1101 Norfolk 1900 Landmark 1,168 SF 
(See Exhibit H – Historically Significant Properties Map for the location of these addresses.) 

 
It would be permissible to demolish the non-historic garage and build a new structure on 
the site; however, any new structures would be required to meet the specified front, 
side, and rear yard setbacks.  Again, the mass and scale of the new structure would 
need to comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and could not overwhelm 
the historic building.  Future subdividing of the lot could permit additional density in the 
future, specifically if the non-historic garage was removed.  Such action would alleviate 
potential density on the site, and distribute the density over multiple lots. 
 
Similarly, the applicant may choose to demolish the garage and re-subdivide the lot in 
order to sell one (1) or two (2) lots along Norfolk Avenue.  This would limit the lot size of 
1127 Woodside to two (2) Old Town lots measuring roughly fifty feet (50’) by seventy-
five feet (75’).  Again, this would alleviate potential density on the site, and distribute the 
density over multiple lots. 
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The amendment of four (4) lots would be one of the larger plat amendments in the 
neighborhood.  As seen in the chart below, the largest of these plat amendments is the 
Park City High School Mechanical Arts Building at 1167 Woodside which contains 
seven (7) lots.  Other larger plat amendments include the combination of three (3) lots 
at 1147 Woodside.  The majority of plat amendments within this neighborhood range 
from two (2) lots to two and one-half (2.5) lots.   
 
Address Year Built Historical 

Significance 
Lot Size (+/-) Maximum 

Footprint (+/-) 
1167 Woodside 1935-36 Landmark 13,125 SF (7 lots) 3,139 SF 
1147 Woodside 1899 Significant 5,625 SF (3 lots) 2,050 SF 
1152 Norfolk Vacant n/a 3,750 SF  (2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1127 Woodside 1904 Landmark 7,501 SF  (4 lots) 2,461 SF 
1102 Norfolk 1904 Landmark 3,750 SF (2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1107 Woodside 1916 Significant 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
1103 Woodside 1905 Significant 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
1135- Woodside 1984 Non-Historic 7,501 SF  (4 lots) 1,358.87 SF 
1144 Woodside 2012 Non-Historic 3,920 SF (2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1162 Woodside 1905 Landmark 2,813 SF (1.5 lots) 1,201 SF 
1158 Woodside 1901 Significant 2,813 SF (1.5 lots) 1,201 SF 
1141 Park 1905 Landmark 4,689 SF (2.5 lots) 1,801 SF 
1136 Woodside 1984 Non-Historic 2,813 SF (1.5 lots) 1,201 SF 
1129 Park  1895 Significant 5,625 (3 lots) 2,050 SF 
1125 Park  1901 Landmark 4,689 SF (2.5 lots) 1,201 SF 
1120 Woodside 1905 Significant 2,813 SF (1.5 lots) 1,201 SF 
1110 Woodside 1928 Landmark 3,920 SF(2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1100 Woodside 1928 Landmark 3,920 SF (2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1135 Norfolk 1905 Significant 4,356 SF (2.3 lots) 1,705 SF 
1121 Norfolk 1966 Non-Historic 3,920 SF (2 lots) 1,519 SF 
1117 Norfolk 1967 Non-Historic 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
1113 Norfolk Vacant n/a 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
1105 Norfolk  2003 Non-Historic 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
1101 Norfolk 1900 Landmark 1,875 SF (1 lot) 844 SF 
(See Exhibit I – Addresses and Property Boundaries Map for the location of these addresses.) 
 
Aside from an HDDR and Building Permit if the applicant wishes to add an addition to 
the house, there are no other regulatory processes anticipated for this property.  The 
site is not on a steep slope.   
 
Good Cause 
Planning Staff believes there is good cause for the application.  Combining the Lots will 
allow the property owner to move forward with site improvements, which include a 
possible addition to the historic structure.  The plat amendment is necessary in order for 
the applicants to utilize future plans, and if left un-platted, the property remains as is. 
Moreover, the plat amendment will resolve the issue of the two (2) existing structure 
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straddling interior lot lines.  Moreover, the plat amendment will 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. 

Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm on any adjacent property owner 
because the proposal meets the requirements of the Land Management Code (LMC) 
and all future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and 
Land Management Code requirements. In approving the plat, the City will gain two (2) 
ten foot (10’) snow storage easements along Woodside and Norfolk Avenues as well as 
resolve the existing building encroachments over interior lot lines.  As discussed 
previously, the potential density could be reduced if the non-historic garage was 
demolished and replaced by a new house.  At this time, however, the applicant would 
like to introduce a small addition of 350 square feet footprint and return the site to single 
family use. The applicant cannot move forward with this addition until the plat 
amendment has been recorded. 

Process 
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final 
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18.  
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  No additional issues were 
raised regarding the subdivision. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was published in the Park Record. 
 
Public Input 
Public input has been received and has been attached as Exhibit G. 

Additional public input may be taken at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission 
public hearing and at the Council meeting scheduled for September 4, 2013.  

Alternatives 
 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council for the 1127 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment as conditioned or 
amended; or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the 1127 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment and direct staff to make 
Findings for this decision; or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 1127 Woodside 
Avenue Plat Amendment. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
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Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The proposed plat amendment would not be recorded and four (4) existing lots would 
not be adjoined. Any additions to the historic house would be limited to the existing rear 
and side lot lines.  The garage would continue to encroach over the rear property line of 
Lots 26 and 7 as well. The non-historic garage could also be removed to create 
additional density on the site, as well.   
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1127 
Woodside Avenue 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. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Existing Conditions Survey  
Exhibit C – Vicinity Map/Aerial Photograph 
Exhibit D – Staff Report for 1127 Woodside Plat, dated May 5, 2005 
Exhibit E – Minutes from City Council meeting, May 5, 2005 
Exhibit F – 5-25 Ordinance, approved 
Exhibit G – Public Input 
Exhibit H – Historically Significant Properties Map 
Exhibit I – Addresses and Property Boundaries Map 
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat 

 
Ordinance 13- 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 1127 WOODSIDE AVENUE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

LOCATED AT 1127 Woodside Avenue, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 1127 Woodside Avenue, has 
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Subdivision; and  

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

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 14, 2013 

to receive input on the proposed subdivision; 
 
WHEREAS, on August 14, 2013 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on September 4, 2013 the City Council held a public hearing on the 
proposed subdivision; and 

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

1127 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment. 
 
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 1127 Woodside Avenue Plat Amendment as shown in Attachment 
1 is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and 
Conditions of Approval:  

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 1127 Park Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1) 

Zoning District. 
2. The applicants are requesting to combine four (4) Old Town lots into one Parcel. 
3. The plat amendment is necessary in order for the applicant to move forward with an 

HDDR for the purpose of a rear yard addition to the historic house as well as a future 
addition to the non-historic garage. 

4. The amended plat will create one new 7,501 square foot lot.   
5. Currently the property is four (4)  Old Town Lots, Lots 7 and 8 as well as Lots 25 and 

26 if Block 8.   
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6. The existing historic 1,358 square foot home is listed as “Landmark” on the Historic 
Sites Inventory (HSI).   

7. The applicant is considering a rear addition to the historic structure and possibly an 
addition to the non-historic garage.  Thus far, no HDDR application has been 
submitted and the applicant met with Planning Staff to discuss the possibility of an 
addition on February 6, 2013 during Design Review.   

8. The existing non-historic garage straddles Lots 7 and 26 of the Snyders Addition.  It 
is classified as legal non-conforming. 

9. Any proposed additions to the existing historic home will require a review under the 
adopted 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites through the 
HDDR process. 

10. The maximum building footprint allowed is 2,460.56 per the HR-1 LMC 
requirements.  The current footprint of the historic structure is 679 square feet and 
the footprint of the garage accessory structure is 871 square feet.  This would allow 
a maximum footprint addition of 910.56 square feet; however, the applicant intends 
to only introduce a small addition to the historic house with a footprint of 350 square 
feet.  This small increase to the size of the house will maintain its compatibility with 
other homes in the neighborhood. 

11. The maximum footprint of 2,461 square feet is significantly larger than any 
surrounding single-family residential properties; however, adherence to the Design 
Guidelines for Historic Sites would require that the mass and scale of any new 
additions is compatible with the historic structure.  The applicant proposes to add a 
small addition of approximately 350 square feet to the historic building. 

12. The amendment of four (4) lots would be one of the larger plat amendments in the 
neighborhood.  The largest of these plat amendments is the Park City High School 
Mechanical Arts Building at 1167 Woodside which contains seven (7) lots.  Other 
larger plat amendments include the combination of three (3) lots at 1147 Woodside.  
The majority of plat amendments within this neighborhood range from two (2) lots to 
two and one-half (2.5) lots. 

13. The historic structure is a valid complying structure, though it straddles the property 
line that separates Lots 7 and 8.  

14. The garage is considered non-complying because of subsequent zoning changes 
and no longer conforms to the zoning regulation’s setback.  The garage sits 1.4’ 
from the south property line; the current code requires a ten foot (10’) side yard 
setback.  The garage encroaches over the lot line between Lots 26 and 7.  The plat 
amendment will remove these encroachments over interior lot lines. 

15. Per LMC 15-2.2-4, existing historic structures that do not comply with building 
setbacks are valid complying structures.  The historic structure is a valid complying 
structure, though it straddles the property line that separates Lots 7 and 8 and does 
not comply with the required ten foot (10’) side yard setback along the north property 
line as it is only four feet six inches (4’6”) from the property line. 

16. New additions to the rear of the historic home would require adherence to current 
setbacks as required in the HR-1 District, as well as be subordinate to the main 
dwelling in terms of size, setback, etc., per the requirements of the adopted 2009 
Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.    
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Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment. 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. No building permit for any work that expands the footprint of the home or would first 
require the approval of an HDDR shall be granted until the plat amendment is 
recorded with the Summit County Recorder’s office. 

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

5. Two (2) 10 foot wide public snow storage easements are required along the street 
frontages of the lot along Woodside Avenue and Norfolk Avenue and shall be shown 
on the plat.  

6. Encroachments across property lines must be addressed prior to plat recordation 
and shall either be removed or encroachment easements shall be provided.  
 

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

 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of August, 2013. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 

________________________________ 
Dana Williams, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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City Council 
Staff Report

Planner:   Jonathan Weidenhamer 
Subject:   1127 WOODSIDE AVENUE REPLAT 
Date:   May 5, 2005 
Type of Item:  Administrative 
Applicant: Shannon and Missy O’Neal 
Zone: Historic Residential – (HR-1) 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat 
amendment, conduct a public hearing and consider approving the amendment 
according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined 
in attached ordinance.   

BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the April 27, 2005 meeting.  A Public 
hearing was held.  No public comment was received.  The Planning Commission voted 
unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the 
plat amendment.

The applicant proposes to combine lots 7, 8, 25, and 26 of Block 8 of the Snyder’s 
Addition to the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 7,500 square feet (Exhibit 
A). The property has an existing, one and a half- story historic structure which straddles 
the lot line between lots 7 and 8.  The property also has a 2 story detached garage that 
straddles the lot line between lots 7 and 26 (Exhibit B existing conditions). The second 
story of this outbuilding currently has a Lockout unit in it. The applicant intends to 
renovate the existing historic home, and put an addition onto the rear of the structure.

ANALYSIS
The property is zoned HR-1, Historic Residential.  The proposed plat creates a 7,500 
square foot lot.  All development standards of the Land Management Code including: 
height, setbacks, parking, architectural design, building footprint, neighborhood and 
Historic Design Guideline compatibility for the proposed addition will be verified for 
compliance during design review.  The footprint of the current home is approximately 
744 s.f.  The footprint of the garage is approximately 940 s.f.  The two buildings total 
approximately 1684 s.f. of footprint. The maximum allowed footprint for the combined 
lots is 2460 s.f.

The required front/ rear yard setbacks in the HR-1 zone for a 150 ' deep lot  is a 
minimum of 15’ with a total of 30’.  The house and garage meet these requirements. 
The existing historic home will continue to exist as a non-complying structure in relation 
to the required side yard setback to the north (5’ will be required for the combined lot, 
currently 4.5’ exists). The existing detached garage will also continue to exist as a non-

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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complying structure in relation to its side yard setback to the south (3’ will be required 
for the combined lot, currently 1.4’ exist); and in terms of its height.  A detached 
accessory building is limited to 18’ in height.  The garage on these lots is approximately 
21’ in height.  In all cases no greater degree of non-compliance will be created as a 
result of this lot combination. 
Because the existing home at 1127 Woodside Avenue is historic, the LMC Section 15-
2.2-4 exempts the addition from off-street parking requirements provided the addition 
does not create Lockout Unit or Accessory Apartment.  The detached garage currently 
has a Lockout Unit located in it, which is an Allowed Use in the HR-1 Zone. The Lockout 
Unit has a non-exempt parking requirement of 1 space. The existing garage provides 2 
interior spaces, as well as a 24’ deep driveway, which will be eligible for a tandem 
space.

NOTICE
Notice of this hearing was sent to property owners within 300'. Staff has received no 
comments from the public at the time of this writing.

DEPARTMENT REVIEW
The Planning Department has reviewed this request.  The City Attorney and City 
Engineer will review the plat for form and compliance with the LMC and State Law prior 
to recording.  The request was discussed at a Staff Review Meeting on April 5, 2005, 
where representatives from local utilities and City Staff were in attendance.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed plat amendment, conduct a 
public hearing and consider approving the amendment according to the findings of fact, 
conclusions of law and conditions of approval outlined in attached ordinance.

EXHIBITS
Ordinance
Exhibit A – Proposed Subdivision Plat 
Exhibit B - Site Photo 
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Ordinance No. 05-

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SILVER DEER CHATEAUX AT OLDE HAWKE 
POINTE ON LEGACY MOUNTAIN SUBDIVISION WHICH WILL COMBINE LOTS 7, 8, 
25, AND 26 OF BLOCK 8 OF THE SNYDER’S ADDITION TO THE PARK CITY 
SURVEY INTO ONE LOT OF RECORD. 

WHEREAS, the owner of 4 platted lots known as 1127 Woodside Avenue, 
has petitioned the City Council for approval of a plat amendment; and  

WHEREAS, proper notice was sent and the property posted according to 
requirements of the Land Management Code and State Law; and 

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2005 the Planning Commission held a public 
hearing to receive public input on the proposed plat amendment, and forwarded a 
positive recommendation of approval to the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed plat amendment allows the property owner to 
remove lot lines between four platted lots and create one lot of 7,500 square feet; and 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City Utah to approve the plat 
amendment.

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

SECTION 1. FINDINGS OF FACT.  The above recitals are hereby 
incorporated as findings of fact. The following are also adopted by City Council as 
findings of fact: 

1. The Planning Commission reviewed this item at the April 27, 2005 meeting.  A 
Public hearing was held.  No public comment was received.  The Planning 
Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council to approve the plat amendment.   

2. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1).   
3. The HR-1 District is characterized by a mix of small historic structures and larger 

contemporary residences. 
4. The applicant proposes to combine lots 7, 8, 25, and 26 of Block 8 of the 

Snyder’s addition to the Park City Survey into one lot of approximately 7,500 
square feet. 

5. There is an existing historic single family home on the property.  The historic 
home straddles the lot line between lots 7 and 8.

6. The existing home at 1127 Woodside Avenue is historic.  Section 15-2.2-4 of the 
LMC exempts the home from off-street parking requirements.

7. There is an existing non-historic, detached garage on the property. The second 
floor has a Lockout Unit located in it. Lockout Units are an allowed use in the HR-
1 Zone, as long as the site provides code required parking.  There are 3 code 
compliant parking spaces on this lot, which exceeds the number required. The 
garage straddles the lot line between lots 7 and 26.

8. The applicant intends to renovate the existing historic home, and put an addition 
onto the rear of the structure.

9. The required front/ rear yard setbacks in the HR-1 zone for a 150 ' deep lot  is a 
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minimum of 15’ with a total of 30’.  The house and garage meet these 
requirements.

10. The required side yard setback in the HR-1 zone for a 50' wide lot is 5'.  The 
historic home currently has 4.5’ and will continue to exist as a non-complying 
structure.

11. The required side yard setback for an outbuilding located on a 50' wide lot for is 
3'.  The detached garage currently has 1.4’ and will continue to exist as a non-
complying structure. 

12. The required height for an accessory building is 18’.  The detached garage is 
currently 21’ in height and will continue to exist as a non-complying structure. 

13. No greater degree of non-compliance will be created as a result of this plat 
amendment.

14. The footprint of the current home is approximately 744 s.f.  The footprint of the 
garage is approximately 940 s.f.  The two buildings total approximately 1684 s.f. 
of footprint. The maximum allowed footprint for the combined lots is 2460 s.f.   

15. The project will be reviewed for compliance with the Historic District Design 
Review Guidelines prior to the issue of a building permit for any addition or 
exterior remodel.

SECTION 2. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. The City Council hereby adopts 
the following Conclusions of Law: 

1. There is good cause for this plat amendment. 
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code 

and applicable State law. 
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment.
4. As conditioned the plat amendment is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 

 SECTION 3. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. The City Council hereby 
adopts the following Conditions of Approval: 

The City Attorney and City Engineer review and approval the final form and content of 
the plat for compliance with the Land Management Code and conditions of 
approval is a condition precedent to recording the plat. 

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 and the plat will be void.  

No building permits shall be issued prior to the final recordation of the plat at the 
County Recorder’s Office.

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect 
upon publication. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of May, 2005. 
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PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MAY 5, 2005

I ROLL CALL 

Mayor Dana Williams called the regular meeting of the City Council to order at 
approximately 6 p.m. at the Marsac Municipal Building on Thursday, May 5, 2005.  
Members in attendance were Dana Williams, Kay Calvert, Marianne Cone, Candace 
Erickson, Jim Hier, and Joe Kernan.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Jonathan Weidenhamer, Planner; and Gary Hill, Budget 
Manager.

II COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF 

None.

III PUBLIC INPUT (any matter of City business not scheduled on agenda) 

Budget document - Mike Sweeney, HMBA, asked that the budget document be made 
available to citizens so they can follow the work session discussions and are better 
prepared.  Services like snow removal are of interest to merchants.  It was explained 
that it will be available on the Internet in its entirety and there are currently hard copies 
of the budget for public review at the Marsac Building and the Library.

IV MINUTES OF MEETING OF APRIL 21, 2005

Marianne Cone, “I move we approve the Minutes of the meeting of April 21, 2005”.  Joe 
Kernan seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.

V CONSENT AGENDA PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. Ordinance – 2300 Deer Valley Drive East, St. Regis Resort Deer Crest record of 
survey plat (motion to continue to May 26, 2005) – The Mayor requested a motion to 
continue.  Jim Hier, “I so move”.  Marianne Cone seconded.  Motion unanimously 
carried.

2. Ordinance approving the Silver Deer Chateaux at Olde Hawke Pointe on Legacy 
Mountain Subdivision which will combine Lots 7, 8, 25 and 26 of Block 8 of the Snyder’s 
Addition to the Park City Survey into one lot of record – Jonathan Weidenhamer 
explained that the application proposes the combination of four lots into one.  There is 
an historic home and a garage on the property and the applicants would like to build an 
addition on the rear of the residence.  The Planning Commission held a public hearing 
where no input was received and forwards a positive recommendation.  The Mayor 
opened the public hearing and hearing no comments, closed the hearing. 
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1

Anya Grahn

From: Brian Van Hecke <bvhutah@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 12:18 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Cc: Thomas Eddington
Subject: 1127 Woodside Avenue

Hi Anya, 
 
Nice speaking with you today regarding 1127 Woodside Avenue and the request to combine 4 Old Town lots. 
 
This is a great historic home that truly represents Park City’s long and vibrant history.  I’ve walked by the house for years 
and always admired it. 
 
As discussed, I would like to express my general concern and the danger of lot combinations in historic Old Town.  As 
you know density is already a major issue within Old Town.  Developers and many property owners have been building 
and/or adding on to homes that are way beyond scale of historic standards. 
 
Although the request to combine the lots may seem reasonable it’s very important to only consider lot combinations 
when true plans are also presented (at the same time) as the basis for the lot combination request.  What are the plans 
of the owner?  What is the basis for the request? 
 
I appreciate your review and efforts to help protect historic Old Town Park City.  Please help to maintain the historical 
integrity of Old Town Park City. 
 
Regards, 
 
Brian 
1101 Empire Avenue 
435.901.1500 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 7620 Royal Street East 
 Third Amended Record of Survey 

Royal Plaza condominiums  
Author: Kirsten A. Whetstone, AICP  
Date: August 14, 2013 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Record of Survey Amendments 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, discuss an 
application for an amendment to the Royal Plaza condominiums record of survey plat, 
and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as stated in the draft 
Ordinance. 
 
Topic 
Applicant:  Robert Wells, Deer Valley Resort Company, representing 

the Owner of Unit 401and the Royal Plaza HOA  
Zoning: Residential Development as part of the Deer Valley Master 

Planned Development (RD-MPD) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Condominiums, support commercial, offices, ski terrain of 

Deer Valley Resort 
Reason for Review: Amendments to condominium record of survey plats require 

Planning Commission review and recommendation to City 
Council. 

 
Proposal 
The owner of Royal Plaza condominiums Unit 401 and the Royal Plaza HOA are 
requesting an amendment to the record of survey plat to convert limited common deck 
and chimney area to private area for Unit 401. There is a net increase of approximately 
66 square feet of private area for the unit.  The Homeowner’s Association voted to 
approve the revisions and the required amendment to the record of survey.  
 
Background  
Royal Plaza Condominiums are located on Lot A of the Silver Lake Village No. 1 
Subdivision. The Subdivision was recorded in November 8, 1989. The condominium 
record of survey plat was recorded on April 4, 1991. The property was developed, 
subject to requirements and restrictions of the Deer Valley Master Planned 
Development (MPD) as a mixed use condominium building with residential, commercial, 
and office uses with underground structured shared parking.  
 
Lot A was approved in the MPD for seven residential units or 7 Unit Equivalents (UEs) 
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using the table in the Land Management Code at the time of development. The 
subdivision plat includes a note that allows 14,400 square feet of commercial/offices 
uses on Lot A.  An additional 5% floor area (1,390 sf) is allowed for support commercial 
and an additional 5% (1,390 sf) is allowed for meeting space per the MPD. Thirteen 
residential units were developed under the unit equivalent option as 9 one- bedroom 
units, 2 two-bedroom units, and 2 three-bedroom units equating to 7.27 UE.  
 
On June 27, 2002, the City Council approved the 1st Amended Royal Plaza record of 
survey plat to identify and add commercial space within the building. The first amended 
Royal Plaza record of survey plat was recorded on April 30, 2003. Unit 401 was not 
changed by the First Amended plat. 
  
On September 3, 2009 the City Council approved the 2nd Amended Royal Plaza record 
of survey plat for the following revisions: 1) convert 150 sf of limited common deck area 
appurtenant to Units 301 and 309 into private space for Unit 309, 2) convert 425 sf of 
common area (within the existing walls and roof of the building) to private area for Unit 
402, 3) convert 346 sf of limited common deck area appurtenant to Unit 402 as private 
area for this Unit, and 4) convert 151 sf of private space currently within Unit 402 to 
limited common deck area. The total residential UE allowed after the 2nd Amended plat 
was 7.622. The 2nd Amended plat increased the existing private floor area for 301, 309, 
and 402 by 705 sf (0.352 UE). Unit 401 was not changed by the Second Amended plat. 
 
Concurrent with the Second Amended plat was an approval to amend the Deer Valley 
MPD to transfer 1,038 sf of unallocated, un-built commercial UE from Silver Lake to 
Royal Plaza to resolve the discrepancy in the square footage of built UE as compared to 
MPD allowed UE.  The MPD (Eleventh Amended) currently allows for 7.6215 residential 
UE (15,243 sf) residential, 14,400 sf (14.4 UE) commercial, in addition to allowed 
support commercial and support meeting space.  
 
On June 28, 2013, an application for a plat amendment was submitted to the Planning 
Department requesting to convert 66 square feet of existing limited common deck area 
to private area for Unit 401. Unit 401 currently contains 2,124 sf of private area (1.096 
UE). The requested amendment would add 66 sf (0.03 UE) of private area for a unit 
size of 2,190 sf (1.099 UE).  
 
Analysis 
Zoning for the property is Residential Development (RD) and the property is subject to  
Deer Valley MPD, as amended. The following is an analysis of the proposed 
amendment per requirements of the LMC and MPD.  
 
 Permitted through 

MPD/CUP 
Proposed 

Height Zone height is 33’ with 
pitched roof. Existing height 
is 59’ - Height exception 
was granted in the Master 

No additional building 
height is proposed. All 
proposed construction 
would be within the existing 
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Plan for Lot A.  building envelope and roof 
structure. No change 

Front setback 4’ to 29’ to Lot Boundary. 
30’ to Royal Street ROW 
per MPD and plat 

No construction is proposed 
into the existing front 
setbacks. No change 

Rear setback 0’ to 5’ to Lot boundary per 
MPD and plat 

No construction is proposed 
into the existing rear 
setbacks. No change 

Side setbacks 0’ to 5’ to Lot boundary per 
MPD and plat 

No construction is proposed 
into the existing side 
setbacks. No change 

Residential Unit 
Equivalents and Floor Area 

Approved for 7.6215 UE 
constructed as 13 Units 
under the MPD unit 
equivalent option. Existing 
residential unit floor area is 
15,243 sf.   
 

Request to increase by 66 
sf (0.03 UE) to 15,309 sf. 
Rounding to tenths of UE 
the increase is 7.62 to 7.65 
UE.  
Staff finds this increase is 
diminimus and that an 
MPD amendment is not 
required. There is no 
change in building 
footprint, height, number 
of units, number of 
bedrooms, or parking 
requirement. 

Commercial and Office 
uses 

14,312 sf total commercial 
space. 
  

No change to commercial,  
office, meeting, or support 
uses proposed. 14,400 sf 
commercial/offices allowed 
per the subdivision plat.   
Complies.   
 

Parking 168 total parking spaces- 
58 apportioned by 
easements to Royal Plaza- 
15 spaces for the 
residential units, 43 spaces 
for the 14,400 allotted 
commercial space. 

No changes are required to  
the number of parking 
spaces, as no additional 
bedrooms are created and 
proposed unit size does not 
create added parking 
demand.  No changes. 
 

 
On August 5, 2013, the Royal Plaza owners association voted to approve and consent 
to the transfer of limited common space to private space for unit 401(Exhibit D).  
According to the minutes 97.7% of the voting power of the Association approved the 
proposal (one unit did not return the ballot). 
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The change in residential UE of 0.03 UE is diminimus and Staff finds that an MPD 
amendment is not required. No new building footprint area is created. No new units are 
created and the MPD concept and configuration of property and uses are not changed. 
No new uses are created with the plat amendment and only the legal ownership of 
existing space is modified. The proposed modifications are not substantive and will not 
have a negative impact on the surrounding area, the Deer Valley project, or the greater 
Park City community.  
 
Department Review 
The application has been reviewed by the Development Review Committee. No 
additional issues were raised.   
 
Alternatives  

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City 
Council to approve the Third Amended Record of Survey for Royal Plaza as 
conditioned or amended, or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to deny the 
plat amendment and direct staff to make findings for this decision, or 

 The Planning Commission may continue discussion and action on the plat 
amendment to a future date.  

 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was published in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received any public input at the time of this report. 
  
Future Process 
Approval of this plat amendment by the City Council would constitute Final Action that 
may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 15-1-18. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, discuss an 
application for an amendment to the Royal Plaza condominiums record of survey plat, 
and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as stated in the draft 
Ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A- Proposed Record of Survey plat (see also 11 by 17 plat attached separately) 
Exhibit B- Floor Plans and Elevations showing proposed changes 
Exhibit C- Minutes of HOA meeting approving the changes 
Exhibit D- Recorded Royal Plaza Plat 
Exhibit E- SBWRD letter 
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DRAFT Ordinance No. 13- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE THIRD AMENDMENT TO THE ROYAL PLAZA 
CONDOMINIUM RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT LOCATED AT 7620 ROYAL STREET 

EAST, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the Royal Plaza Owner’s Association and the owner of property 
known as Unit 401 Royal Plaza Condominiums, located on Lot A of the Silver Lake 
Subdivision at 7620 Royal Street East, have petitioned the City Council for approval of a 
plat amendment to convert 66 sf of limited common deck area for Unit 401 to private 
area for Unit 401; and 

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

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 14, 2013 

to receive input on the proposed amendment to the record of survey plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on August 14, 2013 forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on September 5, 2013, the City Council held a public hearing on the 

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

amendment to the Royal Plaza 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 Royal Plaza condominium record of survey 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 7620 Royal Street and is Unit 401 of the Royal Plaza 

condominiums. 
2. The Royal Plaza condominium building is located on Lot A of the Silver Lake # 1 

Subdivision. The subdivision plat was recorded on November 8, 1989.   
3. On April 4, 1991, a record of survey plat was recorded creating 13 residential 

condominiums (7.269 UE) and 13 commercial/office condominiums identifying 
private, common, and limited common areas with underground shared parking to be 
known as the Royal Plaza Condominium plat.  
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4. Unit 401 was platted with 2,124 square feet of private living area. 
5. The property is located within the Residential Development (RD-MPD) zoning district 

and is subject to the Deer Valley Master Planned Development (MPD), that sets 
forth maximum densities, location of densities, allowed uses, developer-offered 
amenities, and other conditions for the entire Master Plan. The property is located 
within the Silver Lake Community of the MPD. 

6. On June 27, 2002, the City Council approved the 1st Amended Royal Plaza record of 
survey plat to identify and add commercial space within the building. The first 
amended Royal Plaza record of survey plat was recorded on April 30, 2003.  

7. Unit 401 was not changed by the First Amended plat. 
8. On September 3, 2009, the City Council approved the 2nd Amended Royal Plaza 

record of survey plat to 1) convert 150 sf of limited common deck area appurtenant 
to Units 301 and 309 into private space for Unit 309, 2) convert 425 sf of common 
area (within the existing walls and roof of the building) to private area for Unit 402, 3) 
convert 346 sf of limited common deck area appurtenant to Unit 402 as private area 
for this Unit, and 4) convert 151 sf of private space currently within Unit 402 to 
limited common deck area. The total residential UE allowed after the 2nd Amended 
plat was 7.622 UE. The 2nd Amended plat increased the existing private floor area 
for 301, 309, and 402 by 705 sf (0.352 UE). The plat was recorded on February 1, 
2010 

9. Unit 401 was not changed by the Second Amended plat. 
10. Concurrent with the Second Amended plat was an approval to amend the Deer 

Valley MPD to transfer 1,038 sf of unallocated, un-built commercial UE from Silver 
Lake to Royal Plaza to resolve the discrepancy in the square footage of built UE as 
compared to MPD allowed UE.  The MPD (Eleventh Amended) currently allows for 
7.6215 residential UE (15,243 sf) residential, 14,400 sf (14.4 UE) commercial, in 
addition to support commercial and meeting space.  

11. On June 28, 2013, an application for a plat amendment was submitted to the 
Planning Department requesting to convert 66 square feet of existing limited 
common deck area to private area for Unit 401. Unit 401 currently contains 2,124 sf 
of private area (1.096 UE- rounds to 1.1 UE). The requested amendment would add 
66 sf (0.03 UE) of private area for a unit size of 2,190 sf (1.099 UE- rounds to 1.1 
UE).  

12. The change in residential UE of 0.03 UE is diminimus and an MPD amendment is 
not required. No new building footprint area is created. No new units are created and 
the MPD concept and configuration of property and uses is not changed. No new 
uses are created with the plat amendment and only the legal ownership of existing 
space is modified. The proposed modifications are not substantive and will not have 
a negative impact on the surrounding area, the Deer Valley project, or the greater 
Park City community.  

13. The State Condominium Act requires a vote of the condominium owners and 
approval of the amendment by 2/3 of the condominium owners.  

14. On August 5, 2013, the Royal Plaza owners association voted to approve and 
consent to the transfer of limited common space to private space for unit 401.  
According to the minutes, 97.7% of the voting power of the Association approved the 
proposal (one unit did not return the ballot). Additionally, the owners voted to 
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authorize and direct Mr. Wells to execute an amendment to the Declaration of 
Condominium and to make submittal to the City for a record of survey plat 
amendment. 

15. The existing parking garage contains 168 parking spaces apportioned by easements 
to Royal Plaza (58 spaces), Mt. Cervin (35 spaces), and Deer Valley Resort ( 75 
spaces). The Royal Plaza residential parking space allocation of 15 is based on a 
rate of 1 space for each of the 9 one bedroom units, 1.5 spaces for each of the 4 two 
and three bedroom units. The number of bedrooms does not increase with the 
expansion. There is sufficient parking to accommodate the proposed expansions 
and no additional parking demand is created. 

16.  The proposal is unique in that there is no increase in building footprint or units and 
no impacts on the use or developed space at Royal Plaza. Only legal ownership of 
existing space is modified. The proposal is not precedent setting.   

17. Findings in the staff analysis section are included herein.  
 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this record of survey plat amendment. 
2. The record of survey plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land 

Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. As conditioned, the record of survey plat amendment is consistent with the current 

Eleventh Amended and Restated Deer Valley MPD.  
4. The proposed record of survey plat amendment will materially injure neither the 

public nor any person. 
5. Approval of the record of survey 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 record of survey 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 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 plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an 
extension is granted by the City Council.  

3. All conditions of approval of the Deer Valley MPD, Silver Lake Village No. 1 
Subdivision Parcel A, and Royal Plaza condominium record of survey plat shall 
continue to apply. 

4. All construction subject to this plat amendment requires a Building Permit and 
approvals from the Building and Planning Departments. 

5. A plat note shall be added requiring maintenance of all required elements of the fire 
protection plan, including residential fire sprinkler systems.   

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

publication. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of September, 2013. 
 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 

________________________________ 
Dana Williams, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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