PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION PARK CITY
CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBERS

JANUARY 8, 2014

AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER - 5:30 PM

ROLL CALL

WORK SESSION - Discussion items only, no action taken
1315 Lowell Avenue, Park City Mountain Resort — Amendment to Master PL-13-02135
Planned Development and Conditional Use Permit PL-13-02136

ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF DECEMBER 11, 2013
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS — /tems not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS/DISCLOSURES
CONTINUATIONS - Public hearing and possible action
115 Sampson Avenue Subdivision — Plat Amendment PL-13-02035

1450/1460 Park Avenue — Conditional Use Permit for setback reduction PL-13-01831
on a multi-unit historic dwelling

The Retreat at the Park First Amended Plat, located at 1450 & 1460 Park  PL-13-01830
Avenue — Plat Amendment

REGULAR AGENDA - Public hearing and possible action
The Fifth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire  PL-13-02096
Pass Condominiums amending Units 10 & 11, located at 20 & 26 Silver
Strike Trail — Amendment to Record of Survey

543 Woodside Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit PL-13-01904
530 Main Street, River Horse — Conditional Use Permit for a seasonal PL-13-02066
tent

820 Park Avenue — Conditional Use Permit for mixed-use commercial PL-13-01956

development

ADJOURN

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

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application #: PL-13-02135 & PL-13-02136 @

Subject: PCMR Base Area MPD

Author: Francisco Astorga, Planner PLANNING DEFARTMENT

Date: January 8, 2013

Type of Item: Administrative — MPD Amendment & CUP Work Session
Discussion

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed scope of
modifications to the approved Master Planned Development (MPD) and Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) for Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR) and provide input/direction to the
applicant. Specifically, staff recommends that the Planning Commission confirm their
willingness to consider density reallocations between the parcels to enable Woodward
project review to move forward and provide direction to proceed with the amended site
plan as proposed for substantive review in accordance with applicable LMC regulations.

Description

Applicant: Park City Mountain Resort represented by Jenni Smith &
Tom Pettigrew and Michael Barille

Location: 1310 Lowell Avenue

Zoning District: Recreation Commercial (RC) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Ski base area, residential and recreation commercial

Reason for Review: Introduction to the proposed MPD Amendment and CUP for

their proposed next phase

Background
On June 25, 1997 the Park City Planning Commission approved the Park City Mountain

Resort Large Scale Master Plan. See Exhibit A — 09.02.1997 Action Letter. The
Development Agreement was recorded with the County on July 21, 1998. See Exhibit B
— Development Agreement. The maximum density permitted was limited to 492 Unit
Equivalents. The approved Master Plan includes construction of new buildings on all of
the current surface parking lots, addition of skier parking in underground structures,
construction of a new plaza oriented primarily toward the day skier, installation of skiing
improvements, etc. The Master Plan consisted of 5 parcels, A - E. Parcel A has
already been developed, Marriott’'s Mountainside. The remaining parcels have not as
they currently serve as parking lots:

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 3 of 259



The following table and notes below shows the allocation of density per each parcel:

Parcel Gross Residential Accessory | Retail/ Total (2)
Residential | Support Use to Commercial
SF Commercial & Resort
Accessory Use @ | Operation
10%
A 287,000 28,700 35,000 Q) 350,810
B 294,000 29,400 (1) 323,519
C 159,000 15,900 18,000 192,963

141,000 187,157
974,000 1,156,787

(1) If there are retail/commercial uses other than Support Commercial or Accessory
Uses they will require a proportionate reduction in the square footage that is
allocated for the other uses in this table.

(2) Building square footage does not include Resort Accessory uses, mechanical,
maintenance or storage space that may be located below grade or parking as
shown in the Concept Master Plan.

(3) Underground public convention and meeting space is allowed in addition to the
total Parcel square footage allowance.
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The existing MPD covers the base area owned by PCMR. In 2007, as a result of the
amendment to the Flagstaff Annexation for the Montage Hotel in which all remaining
density in the PCMR lease area (most of the ski terrain) was transferred to the Montage
site, the lease area was annexed into the City. The lease area has zero density, is
zoned open space, and is limited to ski area uses by deed restriction and conservation
easement. The City confirmed at the time of annexation that the annexation would not
affect PCMR’s rights under the existing MPD.

During the joint CC / PC Joint Meeting on December 8, 2011, PCMR (John Cumming
and other PCMR/Powdr Corp officials) provided a long term vision on how they see a
partnership with the City and their future in the community. Feedback from PC and CC
at that time was that there was broad support for moving forward with partnering with
PCMR due to improved transportation, integrated transit, housing opportunities, etc.
See Minutes attached as Exhibit F. The City Council approved a Letter of Intent on
August 9, 2012 regarding collaboration between the Lower Park Redevelopment
Authority and PCMR to pursue a construction agreement for a joint transit and parking
facility at the resort base. See Exhibit G — 08.09.2012 City Council Letter of Intent
between PCMR and LPA RDA.

The Planning Commission reviewed this same staff report and exhibits during their work
session discussion on November 20, 2013. Due to conflicts two commissioners were
recused from the work session. Now three new commissioners have been appointed to
serve on the Planning Commission. The purpose of this work session discussion is to
re-introduce the project given the new membership. The Planning Commission
comments from the November 2013 meeting have been included as Exhibit H.

Proposal
Consistent with their presentation at the CC / PC Joint Meeting, the applicant is moving

forward with formal applications to implement their revised vision for the resort. The
applicant requests to amend the approved MPD to move forward with their current plans
as their development plans have changed over these last 16 years. The applicant also
submitted a CUP for development on Parcel C consisting of their Woodward facility
described in their project description. See Exhibit C — Woodward Project Description.
The Woodward project would be approximately 80,000 square feet in size and it would
have, in some parts, up to four (4) stories. See Exhibit D — Woodward Preliminary
Concept.

Discussion

This work session discussion is intended to answer general questions pertaining to their
current proposal, specifically, their Woodward Facility; to discuss the possible
amendments to the MPD; and to introduce an updated preliminary conceptual site plan.
See Exhibit E — Preliminary Conceptual Site Plan

The MPD Development Agreement indicates that the agreement may be amended from
time to time by mutual consent of the Parties, i.e., City and Property Owner.
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However, the Development Agreement indicates that there is no transfer of density
between Parcels. The applicant would like to discuss with the Planning Commission the
possibility of reallocating density between the existing parcels. This work session
discussion is not intended to represent exactly what can be done with the entire project
but rather serve as a first step to make sure that the Planning Commission, the City,
and the applicant are both on the same page and to start the process going forward.

Would the Planning Commission be inclined to amend the MPD to allow the
transfer of allocated density from one parcel to another? The Planning
Department recommends that we open this dialogue to understand their reasons
to justify the transfer of density from one site of the development to another.
Staff finds based upon a high level initial review, there are good reasons to
consider the relocation which may result in a better site plan in accordance with
LMC § 15-6-5 and no change/possible reduction in overall density.

Provided the Planning Commission confirms the staff recommendation to proceed with
the application, staff would initiate formal review of the proposal and applicable public
process under Chapter 6 of the LMC, Master Planned Developments.

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed scope of
modifications to the approved Master Planned Development (MPD) and Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) for Park City Mountain Resort and provide input/direction to the applicant
and staff as requested above.

Exhibits

Exhibit A —09.02.1997 Action Letter

Exhibit B — Development Agreement

Exhibit C — Woodward Project Description

Exhibit D — Woodward Preliminary Concept

Exhibit E — Preliminary Conceptual Site Plan

Exhibit F — 12.08.2011 City Council / Planning Commission Joint Work Session Minutes
Exhibit G — 08.09.2012 City Council Letter of Intent between PCMR and LPA RDA
Exhibit H — November 20, 2013 Work Session Planning Commission Minutes
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Exhibit A

September 2, 1997

Engineering ¢ Building Inspection ¢ Planning

-

Doug Clyde
Powdr Corp
P O Box 39
Park City, UT 84060

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Project Name: Park City Mountain Resort

Project Description: Large Scale Master Plan

Date of Meeting: June 25, 1997

Action Taken By Planning Commission:  Approved the Park City Mountain Resort Large
Scale Master Plan with the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of

approval:

Master Planned Development Findings:

1. There are 31.19 acres of Recreation Commercial Zoning at the Park City Mountain Resort
Base. The existing development occupies 6.27 acres of that total. There are, therefore, 24.92
acres of property zoned Recreation Commercial (RC) under consideration in this application.
The permitted density in the RC zone for Master Planned Developments is 1 unit equivalent
for each 2,000 square feet of land area on the site (Section 10.16 of the Park City LMC).

A portion of the area zoned RC is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay Zone. Based upon the
total area of the site, and taking into consideration the Sensitive Area Overlay Zone, the
maximum density permitted would be 491.78 Unit Equivalents.

2. The Park City Mountain Resort Large Scale Master Plan includes:

demolition and replacement of the Gondola Building with a hotel/timeshare stepping up
the hill

construction of new buildings on all of the current surface parking lots

addition of skier parking in underground structures

construction of a new plaza oriented primarily toward the day skier

improvement of the existing plaza to better serve skiers staying on site

installation of skiing improvements

COS 13070 Br(llés Peliccs
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Page 2
September 2, 1997

« construction of employee housing
« realignment of Lowell Avenue and modifications to Empire Avenue

The Master PlariConsists of 5 parcels which are fully described in a booklet entitled Concept
Master Plan dated June 10, 1997. That document is referenced as a part of this approval.

Density

The densities and square footages proposed are as follows:

Gross
Residential
Sq. Ft.

Parcel

287000
294000
159000

93000
141000
Total 974000

oo aw»

Parcel Square Footage Allowance Table

Residential Accessory Retail/ Total (2)
Support Use to Commercial
Commercial Resort
& Accessory Operation
Use @ 10%
28700 35000 (1) 350810
29400 @) 323519
15900 18000 (1) 192963
9300 (D 102338
14100 32000 (0] 187157
97400 85000 1156787

(1) If there are retail/commercial uses other than Support Commercial or Accessory Uses they
will require a proportionate reduction in the square footage that is allocated for the other uses

in this table.

(2) Building square footage does not include mechanical or storage space that may be located

below grade.

The residential development is intended to occur in the form of condominiums, hotels and
timeshares and is intended to serve the visitor.

The square footage numbers that are shown in the Parcel Square Footage Allowance Table
are the maximums that can be built within each category. Three separate factors control the
size of the individual buildings, and in each case the most restrictive of these factors will
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control the size of the building. The size and configuration of each building is limited by the
gross square footage listed in the Parcel Square Footage Table, and the overall building
envelope as set out in the Volumetrics, neither of which can be exceeded. In addition the
entire project is [imited by the total Unit Equivalents that are available within the MPD. The

project is entitled to a total of 492 unit equivalents.

Mechanical space, maintenance and storage space that is located underground is not included
in the total building square footage and is allowed in addition to the total Parcel Square
Footage Allowance. Public Convention and Meeting Space that is likewise underground
would be allowed in addition to the total Parcel Square Footage Allowance.

3. The commercial uses proposed in the Park City Mountain Resort MPD are consistent with
the RC zone and support the residential bed base and skiing activity. The commercial uses

are defined as follows:

RESORT ACCESSORY USES:

The following uses are accessory uses for the Resort’s Winter and Summer operations. These
uses meet the definition of “Accessory” by being: (1) clearly incidental to, and customarily found
in connection with, the principal building or use, and (2) operated and maintained for the benefit
or convenience of the owners, occupants, employees, customers or visitors to the principal use or
building. Accessory uses do not require the use of Unit Equivalents. Other uses that are not listed

here may also qualify as “Accessory”.

Information/Lost and Found

Maintenance Facilities

Mountain Patrol

Mountain Administration

Mountain Patrol Medical Facilities

Base Day Lodge and Food Service

Public Lockers

Public Restrooms

Horseback Riding and Stables

Mountain Bike Rental, Repair, and Sales
Ski/Snowboard (etc,) Repair, Rental and Sales
Ski School/Skiwee/ Kinderschule/Day Care
Ticket Sales

Summer Recreation Facilities

Public Convention Facilities

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014
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RESIDENTIAL ACCESSORY USE AND SUPPORT COMMERCIAL:

Residential accessory uses include those facilities that are for the benefit of the building residents
and do not require the use of Unit Equivalents. These uses include, but are not limited to the
following: -

Health Clubs and Fitness Centers
Pools, Saunas and Hot Tubs

Ski Lockers

Lobbies

Meeting Rooms

Storage

Laundry

Employee Facilities

Residential Support Commercial are those commercial uses that are oriented towards the internal
circulation of the development, for the purposes of serving the needs of the residents or users of
that development and otherwise meet the definition as found in the Land Management Code.
Support Commercial does not require the use of Unit Equivalents.

General Commercial and Retail activities that do not qualify as Support Commercial or
Accessory use may be desirable. For example, a full service hotel would require a restaurant that
would provide food service to patrons outside of the project. General Commercial or Retail will
require the use of Unit Equivalents as per the Land Management Code. No square footage has be
allocated to this space; consequently, it would have to come out of one of the other categories
that make up the total square footage of the building.

4. In conjunction with the planning for the Village Development, a Mountain Upgrade Plan
was prepared by Sno.engineering. This mountain upgrade plan calls for the construction
and/or replacement of several lifts with detachable lift systems. Plans for the next 6 years
result in a mountain configuration of 7 detachable chairs, and 11 fixed grip lifts.
Additionally, the First Time beginner lift may also be a detachable. New lifts will include
an expansion into McConkey’s Bowl, a detachable that services the Bonanza run, and a
new transportation lift from the new plaza and drop off area at Building E to a new
restaurant site just below the summit. The new transportation lift may be a gondola or a
hybrid detachable chair/gondola. If required, cabin storage will be at the top terminal with
a minimal terminal at the base. Both Payday and Motherlode will be replaced with
detachables.

OOS 13070 Britlss Pel0nn?
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On mountain food service will be improved and expanded. New restaurants include a large
upper day lodge in the meadow just above the Assessment ski run, and some smaller
restaurants in the Payday and King Con Ski Pods.

The majority of the uphill improvements are not within the City Limits of Park City.
Because the improvements may impact traffic, parking, runoff, and views within Park City,
the City is requesting review authority of those improvements.

5. The Large Scale MPD proposes over 70% open space in the form of pedestrian plazas and
walkways, ski runs, and landscaped areas. Special conditions will be placed on the Master
Plan to ensure the long term maintenance and quality of those open space areas and that they
remain open to the public, subject to reasonable restrictions.

6. The applicant prepared two parking and traffic studies which were carefully evaluated by the
Planning Commission. A parking management plan is proposed to minimize neighborhood
impacts and to provide opportunities for creative parking solutions. The applicant is being
required to upgrade roads and intersections to meet the increase traffic demand.

7. The site planning for the project takes into consideration separation from existing uses and
has been determined to provide adequate setbacks. The setbacks proposed are at, or in
excess, of those required in the RC Zone.

8. The Recreation Commercial Zone allows the highest density in the City and is intended to
provide transient residential bed base.

9. The site planning criteria set forth in Section 10.9(h) of the Land Management Code were
considered in the review of this Large Scale Master Plan. Specific design guidelines,
building volumetrics and site planning were required in order to:

« site building masses in the most appropriate locations, taking into consideration
surrounding uses and structures;

« cluster units in the most developable portions of the project, keeping development off of
the hillsides and maintaining significant view corridors;

« place utilities and roads in areas already disturbed whenever possible;

« provide for significant pedestrian circulation;

» improve the efficiency of the road and transit system,;

« provide attractive and functional landscaping and streetscape;

« minimize the impact of construction on the neighborhood and surrounding open space
areas;

« maximize public access and usability of open space;

OQOS 13O0 Brlilds Peliiad

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 11 of 259



Doug Clyde
Page 6
September 2, 1997

 ensure that the buildings are attractive and compatible with existing structures and
architectural styles in Park City;
e provide adequate facade variation.

10. Because of significant existing vegetation on the site, limits of disturbance and construction
staging will be required to manage construction activity.

11. The adjacent neighborhood is unique in that it includes a variety of land uses and
occupancies. In order for the impact of construction on the adjacent neighborhoods to be
minimized, a construction mitigation plan is required.

12. The Park City Mountain Resort Master Plan will result in a significant demand for new
employees as detailed in employee generation studies conducted by both the applicant and the
City. The City Council has stated that employee generation should be addressed in resort
expansion. The Park City Mountain Resort has agreed to provide seasonal housing for 80
employees, which constitutes 10% of the employees generated. In addition, the Park City
Mountain Resort provides an employee shuttle from Salt Lake City, Provo and Heber and
will commit to continue this service.

13. Parking requirements for the residential developments will be dependent on the final unit
configuration and will conform to the current requirements for parking as set out in Chapter
10 of the Land Management Code. Those requirements are based on unit type, zone and
project size. The classification that applies to this project is RC? (projects having more than
24 development credits) and is as follows:

Unit Type Unit Square Footage Parking Spaces
(not to exceed) Required

Hotel Room/Suite 650 0.66

Studio Apt. 1,000 0.66

One Bedroom Apt. 1,000 0.66

Two or more Bedroom Apt. 1,500 1

Apt. greater then 1,500 sq. ft. 2,000 - 1.5

Apt. greater then 2,000 sq. ft. 2,500 2

Apt. in excess of 2,500 sq. ft. none 2

Total skier parking for the ski area is 1700 stalls, of which 1200 exist in the surface parking
lots. These 1200 surface stalls will be replaced by 1800 underground stalls for the exclusive
use of the Resort. It is anticipated that all Resort parking will be paid parking.

GOS 13070 Beillés PelOL?
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Parking for the Resort’s Accessory Uses and or Support Commercial to the Resort are
included in the 600 additional parking stalls that will be built for the Resort uses. Parking for
employees of the new Accessory Uses to the ski area are provided for at the rate of 1 space
per 400 sq. ft.. ParKing for the replacement of the Commercial in the Gondola building is
included in the existing parking for the Resort.

Resort employees are generally parked off site and will be transported by: local busing to
proposed employee housing, the continuation of the Employee parking program on the
Munchkin Lane site, and the Resort’s Employee busing program which services Provo, SLC
and the Heber areas.

Commercial uses other than Accessory or Support may require additional parking if these
uses generate parking demand that conflicts with the peak Resort parking demand. These

parking requirements will be determined when the use of the space is declared at the CUP
level.

14. It has been represented by Powdr Corporation that this plan is the complete plan for new
development on the undeveloped lands currently owned by Powdr Corp or its subsidiaries, at
the base of the resort.

15. The conceptual elements of the basic fire protection and life safety plan for the Master Plan
have been set out in correspondence from Rolf Jensen and Associates to Ron Ivie dated
December 11, 1996. Several overall life safety requirements will apply project wide with
specific fire protection requirements for Building A. Building A requires fire protection
systems in excess of the minimums as set forth in the Uniform Fire Code in order to gain
approval. The balance of the project will be of standard design based upon the rating of the
building. Specific plans for the implementation of the fire protection elements will be a
condition precedent to any Conditional Use Approval.
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Findingsfor Recommending the Requested Height Variation to the City Council;

The applicant has requested a height variation as provided for in the Section 10.9 of the Land
Management Code. The heights proposed are described and regulated by the Concept Master
Plan Book dated Junet0, 1997 and are summarized on pages 10, 10B, 11 and 11B, copies of
which are attached to this approval.

In many cases, the Planning Commission required significant changes to the project, or
extraordinary conditions based upon review of the criteria outlined in Section 10.9(f) of the Land
Management Code.

The Planning Commission has considered the site specific review standards outlined in Section
10.9(f) Variations in Height Requirements and recommends a variation in height based upon the
following findings:

» The Planning Commission carefully considered the extent of the RC zone, and has
determined that clustering the density around a new skier plaza at the base of the ski runs is
preferable to spreading the density up the hill to the extent of the RC zone. The clustering
preserves open space, allows for the separation of buildings, and provides opportunities for
view corridors. '

e The applicant provided extensive visual analysis, including shadow studies, to determine the
effect of the proposed height variation on views and solar access. Building layout and
massing were modified based upon those studies. The majority of the mass and height of the
proposed buildings was placed toward the hill, away from existing residential uses.

» Specific building volumetrics were developed by the applicant to define where building
masses should and should not occur. The volumetrics provide massing transitions to the
adjacent existing buildings and streets, and maintain important view corridors.

o The clustering of density increases the potential effectiveness of public transportation. The
Planning Commission reviewed circulation and transit plans. The project, when built, will
result in significant traffic circulation and transit improvements.

e The Planning Commission has determined that the location of the proposed buildings is
appropriate for density, bed base and commercial uses contained in the Master Plan.

+ A major element of the Planning Commission review included landscaping, streetscape and
building design details, which reduce the apparent mass of the structures and to provide some
pedestrian scale at sidewalks and plaza areas. '

« Because of the clustering of density, over 70% of the site will remain in open space. The
Planning Commission requires that the open space be preserved in perpetuity, through
easement restrictions, zoning or other means deemed to be appropriate by the applicant and
City.

QOS 13070 Br01166 Polhel
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» The increase in height requested does not result in increased density beyond that which is
allowed by the RC zoning.

» The requested height variations are deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission as they
provide an opportunity to enhance the appearance of the buildings through significant vertical
and horizontal articulation. The articulation is defined in the building volumetrics, which are
an integral component of the plan, and are incorporated by reference to this approval. '

Conclusions of Law:
1. The proposed Large Scale Master Plan, as conditioned, is consistent with the criteria set forth

in Chapter 10 of the Land Management Code.

2. The proposed plan is consistent with the 1985 Comprehensive Plan for Park City and with
Phase 1 of the 1996 Park City General Plan.

3. The Planning Commission has considered the criteria for a height variation as specified in
Section 10.9(f) and recommends the variation be approved by the City Council.

4. The uses proposed in the Large Scale Master Plan are consistent with the intent of the RC
zone. The uses are intended to be nightly rental, operating as hotels, timeshare, or condos
available for nightly rental.

5. The nature of the commercial uses has been limited to support the purpose of this area as
outlined in the Comprehensive Plan for Park City and the 1996 General Plan.

Conditions of Approval:
1. This approval includes and incorporates the “Concept Master Plan” dated June 10, 1997. The

Concept Master Plan details volumetrics, horizontal and vertical articulation, maximum
square footage of each building, streetscapes, and architectural and design guidelines, all of
which are integral to this plan. This Large Scale Master Plan approval is conceptual in
nature. Each parcel and building is subject to conditional use review by the Planning
Commission. Site specific proposals must substantially conform to the approved Concept
Master Plan. The square footages and unit equivalents are intended to be maximums which.
the Planning Commission may consider during site specific conditional use review. The
maximum square footages and the volumetrics as described in the Concept Master Plan shall
be the maximums permitted for each development parcel. The overall project shall not
exceed the permitted density of 491.78 Unit Equivalents. If the Planning Commission
approves less than the maximum square footages outlined in the Master Plan for any given
parcel, that square footage will not be allowed to be transferred to another parcel.
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2. The volumetrics outlined in the Concept Master Plan are intended to communicate to
potential developers that building height and facade variation are critical components of this
project. The volumetrics represent maximums that can be achieved on any given parcel. The
vertical and horizontal articulations that are specified in the volumetrics are minimums that
must be met. If the proposed building does not fill the volumetrics, the minimum roof and
facade shifts set out in the Design Guidelines and Volumetrics must be present in the reduced
structure.

3. Final site planning is required which shall include landscaping, streetscape details and
finalization of the design guidelines for the buildings. Lighting standards shall be consistent
with the standards in effect at the time of application for building permits. If the architectural
design guidelines (such as materials, color and fenestration) for Park City become more
restrictive in the future than those for this project, the more restrictive guidelines shall apply,
but not to the extent that they negatively effect the structura] engineering of the project. The
final site planning shall orient delivery, service and trash access away from existing
residential uses whenever possible. The bridges shown on the preliminary site plan are
conceptual only and are not granted specific approval at this time. Planning Commission
may be decide that alternative methods for providing the necessary pedestrian links are more
desirable.

4. This Large Scale Master Plan approval is contingent upon City Council approval of the
recommended height variation, as required in Section 10.9(f) of the Park City Land
Management Code. If the height exception, and therefore the Master Planned Development,
is approved by the City Council, the applicant must apply for the necessary change in the
zoning map and resubdivision of the property. Planning Commission and City Council shall
review and take action on these applications. The approval and construction of the Master
Plan can only move forward if and when the height exception, zone modification, and
resubdivision are approved by the City Council.

5. The City does not fully own the current Bus Drop Off Area at the Resort Center. As a part of
the process for this approval, the City, the Resort Center and the Park City Mountain Resort
discussed transit alternatives, which includes the City obtaining control of the Bus Drop Off
Area. That area is being required to be improved as a part of this Large Scale Master Plan.
The ownership and maintenance issues must be resolved prior to, or concurrent with any plat
approval for this Large Scale Master Plan. If this cannot be achieved, the circulation and
transit plan will be reevaluated.

IS 13070 Brll166 Poliltzés
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6. The applicant has submitted a draft phasing plan. Prior to, or concurrent with the review of
the first CUP, a detailed phasing plan for the entire Large Scale MPD is required. That plan
shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

« timing and phasing of development

« phasing of parking to ensure adequate skier parking is available during each phase

« schedule for construction and completion of public improvements including plazas,
pedestrian walkways and trails, streets, transit improvements, utilities, landscaping, and
lighting.

+ anplan to address the improvements to be completed by the 2002 Olympics

« timing of construction of the employee units

7. As a part of the draft phasing plan, the applicant has proposed construction management
practices. A more comprehensive construction mitigation plan is required and specific
construction mitigation plans will be required as a part of each CUP. That plan shall address,
at minimum, the following:

» Days of the week and hours when construction is permissible

« Routing of construction traffic so that adjacent residential streets are not affected

e Material stockpiling and staging on site '

« Parking of construction vehicles

« Maintenance of pedestrian ways and trails during construction

« Recycling of construction waste, including the minimizing of off-site soil/material
transport.

A financial security will be required to ensure compliance with the agreed to Construction
Mitigation Plan, consistent with existing practices.

8. A Master Owners Association will be formed for this Large Scale MPD prior to or concurrent
with any subdivision or condominium plat approval. The Association shall be responsible for
maintenance of all landscaping, streetscape and plaza improvements, pedestrian pathways
and trails and other public amenities that are a part of this Master Plan. The Master
Association shall coordinate recycling, snow removal and maintenance with the existing
associations in the resort center project.

9. The developer shall upgrade utilities as deemed reasonably necessary by the City Engineer.
These upgrades shall be consistent with the application of these standards throughout the
City.

10. Concurrent with the review of the CUP for each building, the applicant shall satisfy fire
protection requirements as specified by the Chief Building Official and the Park City Fire
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1.

12.

13.

14.

Service District. If building height or square footage is required to be decreased as a result of
meeting the fire protection requirements, that square footage shall not be allowed to be
transferred to another parcel.

The proposed employee housing will be required to meet the standards guidelines adopted by
the City Council (such as rental limitations and sizes) at the time of site specific approval.
The specific location, design and restrictions on the housing requires the appropriate review
by the Planning Commission.

Prior to any construction commencing on this project, or Planning Commission action on any

CUP related to this project, the Park City Mountain Resort, Property Owner(s), City and

County shall enter into an annexation or interlocal agreement which gives the City review

authority over improvements to the Park City Mountain Resort. If an interlocal agreement is

executed, the City’s review will specifically include:

* The impact of any improvement on parking, traffic and transportation systems.

» Environmental or visual impact on Park City consistent with the provisions outlined in
the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.

« Water quality and erosion prevention and revegetation.

¢ Lighting

Prior to any construction commencing on this project, or Planning Commission final action

on any CUP related to this project, the traffic mitigation plan submitted by the applicant shall

be finalized, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, Public Works Director and Police Chief,

which shall address, but not be limited to:

+ Traffic control during peak hours of peak ski season.

« Timing and financial responsibility for required improvements to Empire and Lowell
Avenues and for the intersections of Deer Valley Drive and Park Ave and Deer Valley
Drive and Bonanza.

In general, Lowell Avenue waterline work shall be constructed between October and May to
minimize conflicts with irrigation demands, but not done at times that would impede skier
traffic flow through the area.

Prior to any construction commencing on this project, or Planning Commission final action

on any CUP related to this project, a parking mitigation plan shall be submitted by the

applicant, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. This plan shall include:

e A plan to prohibit and enforce no parking zones in adjacent neighborhoods and an
agreement as to the financial responsibility for that enforcement. The applicant is

OOSI3070 Belilss Peliitad
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expected to be responsible for parking enforcement costs beyond that which would
normally be provided by Park City.

* A parking operations plan, including specifics of the pay for parking system.

« A parking structure design, circulation plan to ensure safe, convenient circulation for
vehicles and pedestrians.

« Contingency plans for satellite large vehicle and overflow parking.

» A condition that if adequate parking is not provided to handle peak day parking
requirements, the City shall have the authority to require the Resort to limit ticket sales
until the parking mitigation plan is revised to address the issues. The intent is that any
off-site parking solution include a coordinated and cooperative effort with the City, other
ski areas, the Park City School District, Summit County, and the Park City
Chamber/Bureau to provide creative solutions for peak day and special event parking.

This plan shall be reviewed and modified, if necessary, as a part of the CUP for each phase to
evaluate transit alternatives and demonstrated parking needs.

15. The Staff, applicant and property owners shall prepare documentation (preferably deed
restrictions) necessary to ensure that development does not occur in the future in the areas

shown as open space in the Park City Mountain Resort Master Plan and that the area is
maintained to a mutually acceptable standard.

16. The City and the applicant will concurrently enter into a development agreement which

includes language necessary to implement the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Conditions of Approval of this Large Scale MPD.

Sincerely,

ﬂ(ﬂU\ 5[ W%@A

Nora Seltenrich, AICP
Special Projects Manager

NS/t
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WHEN RECORDED, PLEASE RETURN TO:

eimy arromey o Fée Exempt per Utah Code
P O BOX 1480 Annotated 1953 21-7-2 recorced this __day of

PARK CITY UT B4060
, 1998 at Book

# _ Page# .

Exhibit B

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND POWDR CORP., POWDR
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, PARK CITY SKI HOLIDAYS, AND GREATER PARK
CITY COMPANY, RELATING TO THE DEVELOPMENT COMMONLY KNOWN AS
THE PARK CITY MOUNTAIN RESORT

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (Agreement) is entered into this _ day of
June, 1998, by and between POWDR CORP., a Delaware corporation, POWDR
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, a Utah corporation, GREATER PARK CITY COMPANY, a
Utah corporation, Park City Ski Holidays, a Utah corporation, and each of their successors in
interest, parent corporations, affiliates, subsidiaries and assigns (collectively, Developer), and
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, a third class city of the State of Utah (City).
Developer and City are, from time to time, hereinafter referred to individually as a “Party” and
collectively as the “Parties”. DOS 13070 Beldllbé PFeli3re-0s7e
oL e Tasss SUINIT COUNTY RECORDER
RECITALS REUESTs RARKCITY MMICIPAL CONF
A. Developer controls the development rights to, owns, or is purchasing approximately
24.92 acres located in Park City as described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the “1997
Master Planned Area”), and has a legal interest (whether by lease, fee title, or
prescription) in certain real property consisting of approximately three thousand five
hundred (3500) acres located in unincorporated Summit, Salt Lake, and Wasatch
Counties as described in Exhibit B and depicted in Exhibit C attached hereto (the “Park
City Alpine Terrain”).
B. Developer intends to develop the 1997 Master Planned Area pursuant to the “Park City
Mountain Resort Base Area Master Plan Study” (Exhibit D) and subject to all conditions
of approval described in Exhibits E and F attached to this Agreement (respectively, the

June 25, 1997 Conditions of Planning Commission Approval and the August 21, 1997
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Conditions of City Council approval) (collectively, the “PCMR Concept Master Plan”).
City desires to enter into this Agreement to memorialize Developer’s commitment to
comply with all conditions of approval and to further clarify and memorialize the
relationship of the Parties.

C. City has taken planning actions relating to the development of the 1997 Master Planned
Area and the Park City Alpine Terrain which culminated, after a duly noticed public
hearing on June 25, 1997, in a unanimous, conditional approval of the PCMR Concept
Master Plan.

D. Developer will contract in reliance on the PCMR Concept Master Plan approval.

E. City granted development rights and height variations contained in the PCMR Concept
Master Plan in exchange for, inter alia, development restrictions on both the Open Space
designations within the 1997 Master Planned Area and within the Park City Alpine

Terrain.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises, covenants, and provisions set
forth herein, the receipt and adequacy of which consideration is hereby acknowledged, the
Parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

Section 1. DEFINITIONS
Unless the context requires a different meaning, any term or phrase used in this
Agreement that has its first letter capitalized shall have that meaning given to it by this
Agreement. Certain such terms and phrases are referenced below; others are defined where they
appear in the text of this Agreement, including its Exhibits.
(a) “Community Development Director” shall mean the Director of the City’s
Department of Community Development, or his or her designee.
(b) “Master Owners’ Association” means the Park City Resort Base Area Plaza
Association, a Utah non-profit corporation.
(©) “Parcel” means one of parcels A through E described in the PCMR Concept

Master Plan.

GOS 13070 Pell1ss PeOO37?
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(d) “Residential Accessory Use” means an approved use for the benefit of Project
residents that does not require the use of Unit Equivalents and includes, but is not
limited to, the following:

Health Clubs and Fitness Centers
Pools, Saunas and Hot Tubs

Ski Lockers

Lobbies

Meeting Rooms

Storage

Laundry

Employee Facilities

(e) “Residential Support Commercial Use” means a commercial use that is oriented
toward the internal circulation of the development, to serve the needs of the
residents or users of that development and otherwise meets the definition of a
support commercial use found in the 1997 Land Management Code. Residential
Support Commercial Uses do not require the use of Unit Equivalents.

® “Resort Accessory Use” means an approved use for Developer’s winter and
summer operations that does not require the use of Unit Equivalents. Resort
Accessory Uses include the following, as well as other uses that are not listed
below but which qualify as “accessory” because they are clearly incidental to and
customarily found in connection with the principal building or use and are
operated and maintained for the benefit or convenience of the owners, occupants,
employees, customers or visitors to the principal building or use:

Information/Lost and Found
Maintenance Facilities

Mountain Patrol

Mountain Administration
Mountain Patrol Medical Facilities
Base Day Lodge and Food Service
Public Lockers

Public Restrooms

Horseback Riding and Stables
CHOS 13070 Breillss PelO3S0
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Mountain Bike Rental, Repair, and Sales

Ski/Snowboard (etc) Repair, Rental and Sales
Ski School/Skiwee/Kinderschule/Day Care

Ticket Sales

Summer Recreation Facilities

Public Convention Facilities

(g  “Unit Equivalent”

Unit Equivalent

Configuration Unit Equivalent
Motel room, not exceeding 500 square feet, 25
including bathroom areas, but not corridors
outside of room
Hotel suite, or one bedroom apartment not 33
exceeding 650 square feet, including bathroom
areas, but not corridors outside of room
One bedroom or studio hotel room, .50
condominium, or two bedroomAhotel suite or
condominium, not exceeding 1,000 square feet
Condominium or hotel suite of any number of 5
rooms, not exceeding 1,500 square feet
Condominium of any number of rooms, not 1.00
exceeding 2, 000 square feet

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014
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Configuration Unit Equivalent

Condominium of any number of rooms, not 1.33

exceeding 2500 square feet.

Condominium of any number of rooms, in

excess of 2,500 square feet 1.50

Commercial spaces (approved as part of Master 1.00
Plan Approval), for each 1,000 square feet of
gross floor area, exclusive of common
corridors, or for each part of a 1,000 square foot

interval

(M

(2)

3)

4

&)

Within a hotel or condominium project with front desk nightly rental, up to 5% of the
total floor area may be dedicated to meeting rooms and an additional 5% for support
commercial, areas without requiring the use of a unit equivalent of commercial space.
Circulation spaces including lobbies inside or outside of units do not count as floor area
of the unit, or as commercial unit equivalents

Where the unit configuration fits one of the above designations, but the square footage
exceeds the footage stated for the configuration, the square footage shall control, and the
unit equivalent for that size unit shall apply.

The Developer shall have the right to make its election of how to apply the unit
equivalency within individual building projects. An election of the final unit
configuration must be made at the time the application for final site plan is submitted, and
the election of unit mixes is part of the conditional use process that the final site plan is
reviewed under.

For purposes of calculating unit equivalency, ”condominium” means a residential unit,
which is designed to maximize its potential for continuous use as nightly lodging. Such
design shall include the provision of front desk accommodation services and lockout
units within a minimum of 80% of the units containing more than one bedroom attributed

to each Parcel.
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Section 2. OBLIGATIONS OF DEVELOPER

2.1 Conditions of Approval

Developer accepts and shall comply with all impact, connection and building fees
currently in effect, or as subsequently enacted in a generally applicable fee ordinance, all
subject to the provisions in §2.1.15 herein, and all conditions of approval imposed by the
City in connection with the approval of the PCMR Concept Master Plan, including, but

not limited to:

2.1.1 The approval includes and incorporates the “PCMR Base Area Master Plan
Study” which details volumetrics, horizontal and vertical articulation,
maximum square footage of each building, streetscapes, and architectural
and design guidelines, all of which are integral to this plan. Large Scale
Master Plan approval is conceptual in nature. Each Parcel is subject to
conditional use (Small-Scale MPD) review by the Planning Commission.
Site specific proposals must substantially conform to the approved PCMR
Concept Master Plan. The square footages and unit equivalents are
maximums that the Planning Commission may consider during site specific
review. The maximum square footages and the volumetrics as described in
the PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study are the maximum square footages
and volumetrics permitted for each development Parcel. The 1997 Master
Planned Area shall not exceed the permitted density of 491.78 Unit
Equivalents (excluding support commercial, underground public convention
and meeting space). If the Planning Commission approves less than the
maximum square footages outlined in the PCMR Base Area Master Plan
Study for any given Parcel, that square footage will not be transferred to

another Parcel.

2.1.2 The volumetrics outlined in the PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study are
intended to communicate to potential developers that building height and
facade variation are critical components of this project. The volumetrics
represent maximums that can be achieved on any given Parcel. The vertical

and horizontal articulations that are specified in the volumetrics are
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minimums that must be met. If a proposed building does not fill the
volumetrics, the minimum roof and facade shifts set out in the Design
Guidelines and Volumetrics of the PCMR Base Area Master Plan Study

must be present in the reduced structure.

213 Final site planning to the satisfaction of the Planning Commission is
required for each Small Scale MPD that shall include landscaping,
streetscape details and finalization of the design guidelines for the buildings.
Lighting standards shall be consistent with the standards in effect at the time
of application for building permits. If the architectural design guidelines
(such as materials, color and fenestration) for Park City become more
restrictive in the future than those for this project, the more restrictive
guidelines shall apply, but not to the extent that they negatively affect the
structural engineering of the project. The final site planning shall orient
delivery; service and trash access away from existing residential uses
whenever possible. The bridges shown on the preliminary site plan are
conceptual only and have not been granted specific approval. The Planning
Commission may decide that alternative methods for providing the
necessary pedestrian links are more desirable than the bridges depicted in

the Concept Master Plan.

2.14 Developer has rezoned and partially re-subdivided the 1997 Master Planned
Area. Additional re-subdivision will follow. The Planning Commission and
City Council shall review and take action on re-subdivision applications as
submitted. Construction of the development contemplated by the PCMR
Concept Master Plan can move forward only if and when each pertinent re-
subdivision is approved by the City Council. At Developer’s request, the
City has subdivided Parcel A. Developer agrees that Parcel A-1 will be
developed first and that Parcels A-2 and A-3 shall be developed as
“additional land” (as such term is used in the Condominium Ownership Act,
U.C.A. §57-8-1 et. seq.) to the condominium project consisting initially of

Parcel A-1.
GOS 130710 Beliléd Pe(384
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2.1.5 Neither the City nor the Developer owns the current Bus Drop off Area at
the Resort Center. The Bus Drop off Area must be improved, and the Bus
Drop off Easement attached hereto as Exhibit G must be executed, prior to

any building permit.

2.1.6 The Developer has submitted, and the City has approved, a detailed phasing
plan attached hereto as Exhibit H.

2.1.7 As a part of the phasing plan, the Developer has proposed construction
management practices. More detailed construction mitigation plans, to the
reasonable satisfaction of the Chief Building Official, are required for each
Parcel, as it is proposed for development. At a minimum, those Parcel-
specific construction management plans shall address the following:

» Days of the week and hours when construction is permissible

» Routing of construction traffic so that adjacent residential streets
are not affected

» Material stockpiling and staging on site

» Parking of construction vehicles

* Maintenance of pedestrian ways and trails during construction

» Recycling of construction waste, including the minimizing of
off-site soil/material transport.

Reasonable financial security will be required to ensure compliance with

each Construction Mitigation Plan.

2.1.8 Developer has formed a Master Owners’ Association for the 1997 Master
Planned Area. The Association shall be responsible for, and shall ensure to
the reasonable satisfaction of the City Attorney, the maintenance of all
landscaping, streetscape and plaza improvements, pedestrian pathways and
trails and other public amenities that are a part of the PCMR Concept Master
Plan. The Master Owners’ Association shall coordinate recycling, snow
removal and maintenance with the existing associations in the Resort
Center. Under all circumstances, the Developer is ultimately responsible for

the foregoing obligations of the Master Owners’ Association.
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2.1.10.

2.1.11.

2.1.12.

2.1.13.

2.1.14

The Developer shall upgrade utilities, as the City Engineer deems
reasonably necessary for the development of the Concept Master Plan.
These upgrades shall be consistent with the application of these standards
throughout the City. Developer shall provide financial assurance as the City
Engineer deems reasonably necessary to secure the completion of public

improvements contemplated by the PCMR Concept Master Plan.

Concurrent with the review of the Small Scale MPD (CUP) for each
building, the Developer shall satisfy fire protection requirements attached
hereto as Exhibit I. If building height or square footage is required to be
decreased as a result of meeting the fire protection requirements that square

footage shall not be transferred to another Parcel.

The proposed employee housing shall comply with Section 2.2 herein.

The Developer shall comply with the traffic mitigation plan attached hereto
as Exhibit J.

The Developer shall comply with the parking mitigation plan attached
hereto as Exhibit K. This plan shall be reviewed and modified, if necessary,
as a part of the Small Scale MPD (CUP) for each phase to evaluate transit
alternatives and demonstrated parking needs. If, in practice, the parking
mitigation plan fails to adequately mitigate peak day parking requirements,
the City shall have the authority to require the Resort to limit ticket sales
until the parking mitigation plan is revised to address the issues. The intent
is that any off-site parking solution include a coordinated and cooperative
effort with the City, other ski areas, the Park City School District, Summit
County, and the Park City Chamber/Bureau to provide creative solutions for

peak day and special event parking.

Development Exclusion.

Developer shall not promote, encourage, nor allow (to the extent of Developer’s
current, and if increased, future, legal rights) in the, the Shadow Lake Lease Area,

the Thaynes Mining Reservation Area, or the Development Exclusion Area

9
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depicted within the Park City Alpine Terrain (Exhibit C), residential development
of any kind nor any commercial nor industrial development which customers will
primarily access by rubber tired vehicles. Developer contemplates on-mountain
commercial facilities such as restaurants and other services which accommodate
individuals engaging in recreational activity on the Park City Alpine Terrain.

This Agreement does not prohibit the transfer of base densities from the Park City
Alpine Terrain to other suitable locations in unincorporated Summit County.
Further, most of the Development Exclusion Area is held under ski leases by
GPCC, which reserve development rights in United Park City Mines (UPCM) and
others. GPCC holds rights of first refusal in lease lands for which the owner
receives a bona fide offer of sale. GPCC agrees immediately to notify Park City
Municipal Corp. of the fact and substance of any offer to purchase which triggers
GPCC’s right of first refusal to purchase lease lands; and to the extent allowed by
the current leases agrees to cooperate with Park City Municipal Corp. to exercise
such right of first refusal prior to the expiration of the first right of refusal period
described in the leases by a party, which is or will become bound by these
Development Exclusions. GPCC further agrees that it will not amend any of its
leases involving lands within the Park City Alpine Terrain to reduce or exclude
land that is presently subject to this Agreement. The Parties agree that nothing in

this subsection is intended to adversely affect lessor’s rights in the leases.

2.1.15. Developer has chosen to mitigate additional impacts associated with developing
the PCMR Concept Master Plan by paying impact fees (consistent with Banberry
Development Corp. v. South Jordan, 631 P.2d 899 (Utah 1981)) in lieu of off-
site improvements. Developer’s commitment to payment of such impact fees is
contractual in nature and will be assessed proportionally, prior to issuance of
building permits, regardless of fluctuations in state law pertaining to the City’s
regulatory authority to impose impact fees. The City agrees to incorporate the
substance of this subsection in all subsequent development agreements associated

with similarly situated projects.

OQOS 13070 Bril1sé PelO3I87

10

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 29 of 259



2.2 Employee Housing

Developer shall construct or provide deed restricted off-site housing for 80 PCMR
employees on or before October 1, 2003." The rental rate (not including utilities) for the
employee housing will be determined by the City Council Housing Resolutions Establishing
Guidelines and Standards, but will not exceed 1/3 of the employee’s base gross wages. The
rental rate shall be assured in perpetuity through deed restrictions in form and substance
satisfactory to the City. Developer must commence construction or complete the purchase of
housing to accommodate 80 employees within 90 days of receiving a Small Scale MPD which,
in combination with previously granted Small Scale MPDs, represent approvals for a total of
50% of the total square footage of the Concept Master Plan. Developer must work expeditiously
to complete the employee housing project(s). In no case shall Small Scale MPDs, which
represent approvals for a total of 60% of the Small Scale MPDs within the PCMR Concept
Master Plan, be issued until the required housing is available for occupancy. Park City will

provide Developer a letter of compliance when it fulfills this requirement.

2.3 Ski Operations Improvements

The Developer has submitted a Mountain Upgrade Plan, which is attached hereto as
Exhibit L. Development of the skiing and related facilities as identified in the Mountain
Upgrade plan is a conditional use within the City limits and is a subject to administrative review’
and approval or rejection for improvements visible from vantage points within the City limits
prior to application to Summit County for any necessary County permit. Within the areas shown
on the view shed Area map, Exhibit M, the Developer shall notify the Community Development
Director of the proposed project and shall submit a plan detailing the proposed location of the
alignment and scope of the proposed undertaking will be submitted with such notification. The

Developer and the Community Development Director shall discuss the project and the potential

" If there is a downturn in the market, and the Developer fails to obtain approval for 60% of the Small Scale MPDs
within the PCMR Concept Master Plan, on or before October 1, 2003, Developer shall, at a minimum acquire, by
lease or by purchase its proportionate obligation to produce employee housing, and shall offer such housing to
employees at a price at or below Park City’s applicable affordable housing rates and standards. For example, if only
40% of the Small Scale MPDs have been approved by October 1, 2003, Developer shall provide housing for 32
PCMR employees at the lesser of the City’s Affordable Housing rate or no more than 1/3 of the employee’s monthly
income. Once Developer ultimately achieves the 60% Small Scale MPD approval, it must provide deed restricted
housing for all 80 employees as detailed above.

? Developer shall have a right of appeal pursuant to the Land Management Code of any denial of an administrative
permit for Ski Operations Improvements.
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impacts of the project to Park City including its visibility, re-vegetation plan and erosion control
proposal. The following Standards shall apply to the Community Development Director’s
review:

2.3.1. Consistency with the Mountain Upgrade plan. The selection of lift
transportation type shall be at the sole discretion of the Developer.

2.3.2. The Community Development Director may identify certain techniques as
identified in the Park City Mountain Resort Resource Management Plan -
Visual Management Guidelines to mitigate any impact to the view shed.
The techniques include realignment, re-vegetation, and special
silvacultural treatments between ski spaces to achieve the necessary
blending. Traditional openings for ski trails and lifts with straight edges
and uniform widths will be minimized to the greatest extent possible.
Interconnected ski spaces of variable width and length, which are linked
together in the fall-line to take advantage of the natural open spaces and
vegetative conditions, islands and glades, natural or natural appearing trail
edges, are preferred. Trails that are designed for base area return or
circulation between fall line areas shall be designed for appropriate grades
and widths consistent with minimizing visual impact.

2.3.3. Ski run lighting shall be consistent with the Park City lighting standards.
Glare shall be minimized to the greatest extent possible.

2.3.4. Lift towers shall be painted or otherwise treated to blend with the natural
surroundings. The color black, as currently used on the Payday Lift, is
considered to be the most appropriate. Other colors may be appropriate
that are consistent with low contrast with the surrounding vegetation and
terrain. Galvanized lift equipment shall be treated to minimize
reflectivity.

2.3.5. Vegetation management, re-vegetation and erosion control techniques
shall be designed in accordance with the Park City Mountain Resort
Resource Management Plan - Vegetation Management Plan and Re-
vegetation Guidelines. The objective shall be to achieve a vegetative

condition that enhances the skier experience and long term forest health.
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Re-vegetation shall be designed to control erosion and to restore ground
cover as quickly as possible after ground disturbing activities.
2.3.6. Parking. At all times Developer shall assure that it has adequate parking
or has implemented such other assurances, as provided in the Parking
Mitigation Plan, to mitigate the impact of any proposed expansion of lift
capacity.
Upon Developer’s compliance with the preceding standards, Developer shall apply to Summit
County to issue a permit, consistent with the Community Development Director’s approval, to
proceed with Ski Operations Improvements within the unincorporated portions of the Viewshed

Area. Ski Operations Improvements within the City limits shall comply with all applicable laws.

Section 3. DEVELOPMENT OF THE 1997 MASTER PLANNED AREA

3.1 Vested Right to Develop. Developer has a vested right to develop the 1997 Master

Planned Area in accordance with the PCMR Concept Master Plan, which details
volumetrics, horizontal and vertical articulation, maximum square footage of each
building, streetscapes, and architectural and design guidelines, all of which are integral
to this plan. Each Parcel is subject to Small-Scale MPD/conditional use review by the
Planning Commission. Site specific proposals must substantially conform to the
approved PCMR Concept Master Plan. The maximum square footages, unit
equivalents and volumetrics as described in the Park City Mountain Resort Base Area
Master Plan Study are the maximums permitted for each development Parcel. The
overall project shall not exceed the permitted density of 491.78 Unit Equivalents
(excluding support commercial, underground public convention and meeting space). If
the Developer submits, or the Planning Commission approves (based on criteria in the
Concept Master Plan), less than the maximum square footages outlined in the Park City
Mountain Resort Base Area Master Plan Study for any given Parcel, that square footage
will not be allowed to be transferred to another Parcel. The volumetrics outlined in the
Park City Mountain Resort Base Area Master Plan Study communicates to potential
developers that building height and facade variation is critical components of this
project. The volumetrics represent maximums that can be achieved on any given

Parcel. The vertical and horizontal articulations that are specified in the volumetrics are
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minimum articulations that must be met. If a proposed building does not fill the

approved volumetrics, then the minimum roof and facade shifts that are set out in the

Design Guidelines and Volumetrics must be present in the reduced structure (i.e. the

structure is reduced from the bottom up). It is solely within the Developer’s discretion

to submit for approval a structure that underutilizes the maximum unit equivalents or

square footages for a particular structure. The Planning Commission may approve a

Small Scale Master Plan for less than the stated maximum unit equivalents or square

footages for any of the development Parcels in each of the following circumstances: 1)

the Developer proposes the plan; or 2) the Planning Commission finds that the

Developer’s proposed plan does not comply with the PCMR Concept Master Plan.

3.2 Permitted Uses. The permitted uses of the Property, the density and intensity of use,

the maximum height, bulk and size of proposed structures, provisions for reservation or

dedication of land for public purposes and location of public improvements, location of

public utilities and other terms and conditions of development applicable to the

Property, shall be those set forth in the PCMR Concept Master Plan and are more

particularly described as follows:

3.2.1. Parcel Square Footage Allowance Table
Parcel Gross Res. Support | Accessory Retail/ Total (2)
Resi. Comm. & Use to Comm.
Sq.Ft. Accessory Resort
Use @ 10% | Operation
A 287000 28700 35000 @)) 350810
B 294000 29400 ) 323519
C 159000 15900 18000 1) 192963
14
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Parcel Gross Res. Support | Accessory Retail/ Total (2)
Resi. Comm. & Use to Comm.
Sq.Ft. Accessory Resort
Use @ 10% | Operation
D 93000 9300 (1N 102338
E 141000 14100 32000 @))] 187157
TOTAL 974000 97400 85000 1156787
(1)  If there are retail/commercial uses other than Support Commercial or
Accessory uses they will require a proportionate reduction in the square footage
that is allocated for the other uses in this table.
(2)  Building square footage does not include Resort Accessory Uses,
mechanical, maintenance or storage space that may be located below grade or
parking as shown in the Concept Master Plan.
(3)  Underground public convention and meeting space is allowed in addition
to the total Parcel square footage allowance.
3.2.2. Maximum Unit Equivalents: Developer is entitled to a maximum of 491.78 unit
equivalents.
3.2.3. Volumetrics: The specific volumetrics, including Design Intent, Approval

Criteria and Assumptions for Parcels A, B, C, D, E, and the Arcade are set forth
in detail, and incorporated herein by reference, on Pages 122 through 148 of the
Park City Mountain Resort Base Area Master Plan Study.

3.3 State and Federal Laws. Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the future exercise of

the police power of the City in enacting zoning, subdivision, development, growth

management, platting, environmental, open space, transportation and other land use

plans, policies, ordinances and regulations after the date of this Agreement.
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Notwithstanding the retained power of the City to enact such legislation under the

police power, such legislation shall only be applied to modify the vested tights

described in §§3.1-3.2 if the City demonstrates a compelling, countervailing public

interest to override the vested rights doctrine. Any such proposed change affecting the

vested rights of the Developer shall be of general application to all development

activity within the RC zone.

Section 4.

4.1

Section 5.
5.1

5.2

Section 6.
6.1

AMENDMENT OF AGREEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
This Agreement may be amended from time to time by mutual consent of the

Parties.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS AGREEMENT

Processing and Approvals. Site specific plans shall be deemed proposed Small

Scale Master Plans pursuant to Section 1.14(a) of the Park City Municipal
Corporation Land Management Code (or its equivalent) and shall be subject to the
conditional use permit process as set forth in the Park City Municipal Corporation
Land Management Code. City shall review and approve or deny site-specific
plans according to the Concept Master Plan and the Land Management Code. City
shall process and take action on Developer’s applications for land use permits and

approvals with due diligence.

Cooperation in the Event of Legal Challenge. If any third party challenges the

validity of or, any provision of the PCMR Concept Master Plan or the height
exception for the Concept Master Plan the parties shall cooperate in defending
such action or proceeding and Developer shall indemnify and shall hold City

harmless for any expense generated from such challenge.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Covenants Running with the Land. The provisions of this Agreement shall

constitute real covenants, contract and property rights and equitable servitudes,
which shall run with the land comprising the Property and the Development

Exclusion Area. The burdens and benefits hereof shall bind and inure to the

16
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benefit of each of the Parties hereto and all successors in interest to the Parties

hereto.

6.2  Transfer of Property. Developer shall have the right to assign or transfer all or

any portion of its interests, rights or obligations under this Agreement or in the
Property to third parties acquiring an interest or estate in the Property or any
portion thereof. Developer’s obligations under this Agreement by its assignee or
transferee shall not relieve Developer of any responsibility or liability to the
expressly assumed obligation. Developer shall provide notice of any proposed or
completed assignment or transfer. If Developer transfers all or any portion of the
property to any person or entity, the transferee shall succeed to all of Developer’s
rights under this Agreement as they affect the right to proceed with development
of that portion of the Property transferred to the transferee. As portions of the
Property are sold, Powdr Corp., Powdr Development Corp., or GPCC may ask the
City to apportion their obligations to a successor or to multiple successors in
interest. To the extent the City believes that the successor in interest has adequate
resources to secure the City’s rights in this Agreement, or some portion thereof,
the City shall release the Developer from its proportionate residual liability under

this Agreement.

6.3  No Agency, Joint Venture or Partnership. It is specifically understood and agreed

to by and between the Parties that: (1) the subject development is a private
development; (2) City and Developer hereby renounce the existence of any form
of agency relationship, joint venture or partnership between City and Developer
and (3) nothing contained herein shall be construed as creating any such

relationship between City and Developer.

Section 7. MISCELLANEOUS

7.1 Incorporation of Recitals and Introductory Paragraphs. The Recitals contained in

this Agreement, and the introductory paragraph preceding the Recitals, are hereby

incorporated into this Agreement as if fully set forth herein.

17 OS5 13070 Brillss Pelis4
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7.2 Other Miscellaneous Terms. The singular shall include the plural; the masculine

gender shall include the feminine; “shall” is mandatory; “may” is permissive.

7.3 Severability. If any provision of this Agreement or the application of any
provision of this Agreement to a particular situation is held by a court of
competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, then, to the extent that the
invalidity or unenforceability does not impair the application of this Agreement as
intended by the parties, the remaining provisions of this Agreement, or the
application of this Agreement to other situations, shall continue in full force and

effect.

7.4  Construction. This Agreement has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel
for both Developer and City, and no presumption or rule that ambiguities shall be
construed against the drafting party shall apply to the interpretation or

enforcement of this Agreement.

7.5  Notices. Any notice or communication required hereunder between City and
Developer must be in writing, and may be given either personally or by registered
or certified mail, return receipt requested. If given by registered or certified mail,
the same shall be deemed to have been given and received on the first to occur of
(1) actual receipt by any of the addressees designated below as the party to whom
notices are to be sent, or (ii) five (5) days after a registered or certified letter
containing such notice, properly addressed, with postage prepaid, is deposited in
the United States mail. If personally delivered, a notice is given when delivered
to the party to whom it is addressed. Any party hereto may at any time, by giving
ten (10) days written notice to the other party hereto, designate any other address
in substitution of the address to which such notice or communication shall be
given. Such notices or communications shall be given to the parties at the address

set forth below:

OOS 130770 Beillés PeO03FS
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If to City to:

City Attorney

P.O. Box 1480

445 Marsac Ave.
Park City, UT 84060

Copy to:

City Manager

P.O. Box 1480

445 Marsac Ave.
Park City, UT 84060

If to Developer to:

Powdr Development Company.
P.O. Box 39
Park City, Utah 84060

Copy to:

Stephen D. Swindle, Esq.

Van Cott, Bagley, Cornwall & McCarthy
50 South Main Street #1600

Salt Lake City, Utah 84144

7.6 No Third Party Beneficiary. This Agreement is made and entered into for the sole

protection and benefit of the parties hereto. No other party shall have any right
of action based upon any provision of this Agreement.

7.7  Counterparts and Exhibits. This Agreement is executed in four (4) duplicate
counterparts, each of which is deemed to be an original. This Agreement consists
of 22 pages, including notary acknowledgment forms, and in addition, thirteen
(13) exhibits, which constitute the entire understanding and agreement of the
parties to this Agreement. The following exhibits are attached to this Agreement
and incorporated herein for all purposes:

Exhibit A Legal Description of 1997 Master Planned Area
Exhibit B Legal Description of Park City Alpine Terrain
Exhibit C Depiction of Park City Alpine Terrain, with Development

Exclusion Areas

COS 13070 Bri1166 Pelis?s
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Exhibit D Park City Mountain Resort Area Master Plan Study

Exhibit E June 25, 1997 Conditions of Planning Commission
Approval

Exhibit F August 21, 1997 Conditions of City Council Approval

Exhibit G Bus Drop Off Easement

Exhibit H Phasing Plan

Exhibit I Fire Protection Requirements

Exhibit J Traffic Mitigation Plan

Exhibit K Parking Mitigation Plan

Exhibit L Mountain Upgrade Plan

Exhibit M Viewshed Area Map

7.8 Attorneys’ Fees. The prevailing party shall be awarded its attorneys’ fees and
costs to enforce the terms of this agreement.

7.9 Duration. This agreement shall continue in force and effect until all obligations
hereto have been satisfied. The PCMR Concept Master Plan shall continue in
force and effect for a minimum of four years from its issuance and shall be
effective so long as construction is proceeding in accordance with the approved
phasing plan. Upon expiration of the minimum four-year period, approval will
lapse after two years of inaction, unless extended for up to two years \by the
Planning Commission.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by the City of Park

City, acting by and through its City Council as of the ___day of June, 1998.

Park City Municipal Corporation

QDWQQ?KQWQTE%S:

Charles P. Klingenstein, \N;;'
ATTEST: City Clerk

By: ;;éaaz ﬁ . ;CZt
] .

anet Scott, City Recorder

SO70 Briilles Pelli3y7
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Approved as to Form:

] i,
odi Hoffman, Clty Attorney

DEVELOPER:
Powdr Development Corp.,

By: D\Suglas C‘l}ﬁ'e, President

STATE OF UTAH )
SS

COUNTY OEyym /1)

The foregoing Agreement was acknowledged before me this £5 day of June, 1998 by Douglas
Clyde, President of Powdr Development Corp., who executed the same on behalf of said
corporation.

=~ Notary Pblic 1

s KIMBERLY J. STEVENS |
N\ P.O. Box 39 1310 Lowell Ave. i
; Park City, Utah 84060 7 /M /Q A
. 7/ My Commission Expires

I e !

Ap rov?::;orm:

Tom Berggren,\@unsel to Powdr Development Corp

Powdr Corp.,

a Delaware corporation

@@@m D. Cumming, President \

Wm:

Tom Bergjgtél, Counsel to Powdr Corp OOS 13070 Beii1és FeliIre

Greater Park City Corp.,
a Utah corporation
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By: D. Cumming, President

b flek (i Carp
Approved as to Form:

T e —

Totn Berggren~C@iinsel to Greater Park City Corp

Park City Ski Holidays,
a Utah corporation

B@Eﬁ D. Cumming, President and General Manager
p

A ved as to Form:

1 Bececs

Tom Berggren,%nsel to Park City Ski Holidays

STATE OF UTAH )
.. S§
COUNTY OF M)
The foregoing Agreement was acknowledged before me this 25 day of June, 1998 by John D.

Cumming, President of Powdr Corp., Greater Park City Company, and Park City Ski Holidays,
who executed the same on behalf of said corporations.

ey, Nolay Public T //%&OM%QAA
P g N\ KIMBERLY J. STEVENS |

2\ P.O. Box 39 1310 Lowell Ave. | NOTARY PU'?Lig
i Park City, Utah B4060 0
My Commission Expires
August 26, 2000
State of Utah -d

OS5 13070 Br01186 Peli379
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Exhibit C

Park City Mountain Resort Presents Its
Woodward Park City Vision to Park City Planning Commission

Introducing Woodward Park City.

Woodward Park City is Park City Mountain Resort’s vision for a vibrant new Park City
destination serving a booming action sports market whose influence is being felt across
the ski and snowboard industry. It is an action sports mountain training center and
camp hosting a spectrum of programs for skateboarding, BMX, cheer, snowboarding,
skiing, and digital media. The facility and campus will house trampolines, a skate park,
foam pits, ramps, jumps, a pump track, a media lab, lounge, and more. It will be builtin
the upper portion of Park City Mountain Resort’s First Time parking lot, adjacent to
Lowell Avenue.

Existing Woodward facilities have thrived to such an extent that some of the world’s
most accomplished action sports athletes, including Olympians, seek opportunities to
train at them. Woodward'’s core business, however, is family-oriented and remains
focused on providing youth experiences to be remembered for a lifetime. Woodward
Park City will closely follow that philosophy.

This dynamic project will maintain Park City’s reputation as a destination at the
forefront of the mountain recreation marketplace, while broadening its appeal in a
range of other athletic niches. It's a new year-round economic driver for the community,
and will help local businesses generate year-round revenue with sustained operations
during the spring and fall shoulder seasons. The ski and snowboard industry has
become a focal point for an exciting intersection of creativity, athleticism, progression
and digital media — that is exactly what Woodward Park City will be devoted to serving.

Beginning with its opening in 1963 and throughout the 50 years since, Park City
Mountain Resort has operated with an eye toward the trends and demands shaping the
industry’s future. With Woodward Park City, PCMR again addresses what’s next in
mountain recreation — and further positions the town of Park City as a premier year-
round destination for the new generation of mountain enthusiasts.

There’s no place like Woodward.

Woodward’s first location opened in 1970 in Woodward, Pennsylvania and has since
grown to be recognized as a leader in action sports, gymnastic and cheer training
centers. Over the last ten years, Woodward has opened an additional camp location in
California, two mountain centers located in California and Colorado, and an
international location in Beijing, China. Collectively, these five locations have grown
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into premier training destinations for action sports athletes, gymnasts and Olympians.
At the same time, Woodward holds strong to its core value of providing extraordinary
experiences for athletes of all abilities of any age, with a focus on youth participants and
progression.

As one of action sports’ strongest brands, Woodward’s rich history and strong
relationships with key market influencers position it as the ideal intersection between
athletes, brands, media and events.

Bringing Park City into what’s next.

Woodward Park City is devoted full-time to serving the rapidly expanding action sports
and youth markets of the ski and snowboard industry. It will market directly to the
emerging generation of mountain enthusiasts, the largest generation in American
history: Millennials (born between 1978 and 2000, Millennials are 95 million people
strong, compared to 78 million baby boomers).

On-mountain tastes and trends are evolving, one lap through a terrain park illustrates
the explosion in popularity and progression of action sports in just the last several years.
Watch any of this season’s ski movies and bear witness to how the rails and jibs of
freeskiing and snowboarding have become such popular influences in the wider snow
culture. The market’s purchasing power — estimated at $200 billion annually — is
undeniable; more than 140 million action sports participants across the globe put it
among sport’s highest-growing participatory segments.

The next evolution of Park City Mountain Resort’s visionary track record.
For half a century, Park City Mountain Resort has demonstrated both an ability to
identify where the on-snow recreation industry is headed — whether it comes to
infrastructure demands, world-class event hosting or consumer trends — and execute a
plan to keep the resort at the forefront of the industry.

In 1978, Nick Badami saw the transformative potential for snowmaking on the
mountain. Today, virtually every ski location in North America uses snowguns, and
PCMR relies on it to open as early as it does.

In the 1980’s and 1990’s, in bringing World Cup racing to its slopes with America’s
Opening, PCMR put itself on the world stage. This vision set the tone for PCMR, and the
town of Park City, as Olympic-caliber international destinations.

In the late 90’s, PCMR introduced snowboarding to its terrain — a decision not without
controversy at the time. Not long after, PCMR again looked forward by opening the first
of its terrain parks. Today, with four terrain parks and two halfpipes, PCMR is
recognized as one of the most influential and respected resorts in the snow sports
industry — by pros, fans and event organizers. That progression continues to distinguish
PCMR this season when it hosts the final qualifying event and naming ceremony for the
first ever U.S. Olympic Freeskiing Team — a significant event in the town’s message that
Park City is an important stop on “the road to Sochi.”
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With Woodward Park City, PCMR has again identified a definitive evolution in the on-
mountain recreation market.

Park City’s first ‘Shoulder Season’ solution.

Local businesses have long sought to fill the revenue valleys of Park City’s spring and fall
shoulder seasons. Woodward Park City’s year-round operation will significantly
contribute to filling those slow periods by attracting guests and families 12 months a
year.

With operations at the three resorts closed during Park City’s “shoulder season” periods,
local restaurants, lodging outlets, shops and services are put in difficult positions of
filling those revenue valleys. Operating year-round and serving a wide and diverse
collection of interests, Woodward Park City will function as a tremendous new economic
driver in Park City. This high-profile action sports center will bring families from around
the country to shop, dine and stay in town while exploring all Park City has to offer, and
works so hard to showcase, on a year-round basis.

While Woodward maintains a focus on youth experiences, its age offerings remain
diverse. Outside of camp periods — devoted to serving visitors ages 7-17 years old —
Woodward will present opportunities for adult participation, as well: possible offerings
include, but are not limited to, corporate bookings and high altitude training events. The
building’s design also creates the capacity to host skateboarding and BMX contests of
regional and national significance, pulling competitors, family and spectators into Park
City and bolstering the facility’s function as an economic driver.

Benefit for our neighbors.

Woodward Park City will bring a welcome change to the look and feel immediately
around Park City Mountain Resort’s First Time parking lot — replacing an aging lot left
vacant during significant portions of the calendar with the site of a beautiful, state-of-
the-art building that realizes an exciting combination of function and design. We are
excited to not only provide our neighbors with a fascinating new experience, but present
them a re-imagined and updated look to our base area befitting one of America’s
premier resorts in one of America’s great ski towns.

Benefitting the resort and the community.

After years of research, planning and development, Woodward Park City is poised to be
the next step in the progression of both Park City Mountain Resort and Park City
proper. This incredible new facility will market directly to the next generation of Park
City visitors, serve as an extraordinary new venue for local youth to pursue a range of
athletic passions, significantly help generate revenue across the community during
traditional business valleys and serve as an engaging new showpiece the entire town can
be proud of. You can watch a video illustrating the passion behind Woodward at the
following link: http://parkcitymountain.com/woodward.

We are eager to share our vision with you and one day look back on this project another
50 years from now as one that cemented Park City’s place as one of North America’s
preeminent mountain destinations of the 21st century.
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Exhibit D
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Exhibit E - Preliminary Conceptual Site Plan
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Exhibit F

CITY COUNCIL/ PLANNING COMMISSION
JOINT WORK SESSION
DECEMBER 8, 2011

City Council Members: Dana Williams, Cindy Matsumoto, Alex Butwinski, Dick Peek, Liza
Simpson, Joe Kernan

Planning Commission: Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Julia Pettit, Jack Thomas, Mick
Savage, Adam Strachan, Nann Worel

Ex Officio: Charles Buki, Facilitator; Mark Harrington, City Attorney; Thomas Bakaly, City
Manager; Thomas Eddington, Planning Director; Jonathan Weidenhamer, Phyllis Robinson;
Michael Barille, Plan Works, Jenni Smith, PCMR, John Cumming, Tim Brenwald; Powder
Corp.

Mayor Dana Williams opened the joint work session at 6:15 p.m.

Mayor Williams remarked that one goal of the joint meetings was to address the geographic
location of Park City Mountain Resort, and its relationship to the City and Lower Park
Avenue. It is not meant to be exclusive of Deer Valley Resort, but due to its proximity,
PCMR comes into play in discussions regarding the Lower Park Avenue RDA and plans for
that area.

Charles Buki, a consultant from Alexandria, Virginia, was hired by the City to work with the
City Council and Planning Commission on a range of issues. This was the fifth joint work
session. Mr. Buki stated that a consistent approach was applied in the last four meetings
and it worked well. The approach was to address things broadly at a middle level and then
drill down from conceptual to a specific geography. This was done with Bonanza Park and
it proved to be successful. It allowed two groups with two different purposes to develop a
common vocabulary and to work in collaboration to move forward.

Mr. Buki remarked that the purpose of Session 5 was to make Lower Park Avenue the type
of place they want it to be, based on the result of a survey taken by members of the
Planning Commission and the City Council. The survey provided a tremendous amount of
information to identify the center of gravity on a range of issues from function to character
at both a specific level and city-wide. In addition, cues were taken from the 2009 Visioning,
and that language was still in play this evening as they move forward.

Mr. Buki outlined the goals for this evening. He felt it was very important for the group to
reaffirm or withdraw the redevelopment posture that was stated at the last four meetings,
and then to discuss the PCMR concept.

Mr. Buki outlined the key points from each of the meetings. During Session One they
discussed the core values that came out of Visioning and determined that development
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City Council/Planning Commission
Joint Work Session

December 8, 2011

Page 2

must be guided by those core values. They heard from Design Workshop, had caring
capacity studies and important competition studies that led them to conclude that
development was essential for economic viability, and a that a portfolio approach was
necessary.

During Session Two they pushed the redevelopment concept and the partnership
component. They identified the type of community they wanted and that individual
neighborhoods have specific identifies. They agreed that regular redevelopment
prioritization was necessary.

During Session Three they began to look at the permissible and desired outcome gap.
What they want versus what they can do is not always the same and the gap needs to be
closed. Desirable results hinge on trading off “gives and gets”. They identified desired
results through a survey for Bonanza Park, Lower Park Avenue and Old Town.

During the Fourth Session they worked specifically on Bonanza Park, primarily in terms of
what could be done versus what they want, the desired results, and how they hinge on
specific gives and gets.

Mr. Buki believed that overall there was agreement that there would never be perfect
information, development would not wait, the competition is active, and doing nothing was
not a strategy. The group was comfortable with the accuracy of his summary and agreed
to move forward to the Lower Park Avenue discussion.

Mr. Buki presented the survey results for Lower Park Avenue. He noted that the primary
guestion was what they should give up or pay for to achieve two principle objectives that
the group previously identified, which was affordability and identity, and resulting in an
inviting resort and recreation area with open space. In terms of character and function,
they all looked at Lower Park and said that it lacks identify and it was uninviting. It was
under-utilized, rundown, and outdated.

Mr. Buki remarked that the status quo is that it functions as a resort and has a recreation
component, residential component, interactive open space and it is seasonal. The survey
showed that they want character that is diverse and family friendly. They want it to be
affordable and inviting, and they want a strong identify. In terms of function they want the
open space to be interactive and they are committed to the Resort presence as the primary
function. The participants also introduced mixed-use as a high priority. The residential
component remained.

Mr. Buki stated that questions arose from the survey results. He asked what the group
was willing to give to get what they want for Lower Park, and what tools should be used to
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City Council/Planning Commission
Joint Work Session

December 8, 2011

Page 3

achieve that. It was noted that height was used as a tool in the Bonanza Park discussion.
Giving height allowed for incubator business space, open space and view corridors.
Density was another tool used in Bonanza Park, because density could be traded for view
corridors.

To help achieve their wants for Lower Park Avenue, Mr. Buki introduced new questions in
addition to those regarding give and gets, encourage/discourage, and tools. The first
guestion was what they were willing to do, pay for, or otherwise give. The second question
was what the market was apt to do. The third question was what would happen in terms of
gets, if they do not give. Mr. Buki stated that money was another tool in play. He
encouraged the group to think about using height, density and RDA funds to get the
character and function they want in Lower Park. Since Lower Park is an economic driver
for the City, they need to consider how the gets could translate into city-wide gets.

In order to achieve their goals for Lower Park, the first tool was the RDA. For the benefit of
the public, Mr. Buki explained the background of the RDA. It is a tool for investing in a
specific district for a set period of time to generate value over and above what would
ordinarily be created. The RDA is designed to capture the increment, the over and above,
and to keep a piece that is created locally and to reinvest it locally.

Mr. Buki outlined the strengths and challenges of the RDA tool. Council Member Kernan
believed that it was better to use RDA money to make things happen that would not
otherwise occur. In his opinion that was an important test on how to spend RDA money.
Mr. Buki agreed and provided an example of a project that would satisfy the test.

The criticism of RDA is that interventions impede ordinary market tendencies. A second
argument is the expectation of an upside, an increment that pre-supposes wider market
strength. Mr. Buki identified a possible equity issue in Park City, which is why should the
increment at Lower Park not be applied to Bonanza Park, Deer Valley or other parts of the
City.

Mr. Buki remarked that a second piece is the discussion that flushes out the give and gets
involved in making Lower Park great in the context of concept. The exercise this evening
was to go through a concept for potentially redeveloping a massive part of the Lower Park
area that would influence that area, and thereby influence the City. The concept would
include a range of gives and gets and a range of things to discourage and encourage. He
commented on the number of tools at their disposal. Mr. Buki pointed out that this was not
an exercise of design review or plan review.

Commissioner Strachan asked if there was only one form of RDA or if they were free to
extend it with changes. City Attorney Mike Harrington replied that there are three types of
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RDAs in Utah, but because it would be an extension of the existing RDA he did not believe
changes were allowed. He would verify that with Utah Law to make sure he was correct.

Jonathan Weidenhamer, Economic Development Manager, summarized how the City
reached the point they were at currently in the context of the RDA. Mr. Weidenhamer
stated that in January 2010 the City did an updated Redevelopment Plan. He used a map
to identify the Lower Park RDA, which runs north to the Hotel Park City and includes the
golf course. The current RDA expires in 2015. The question was whether or not to extend
the RDA and use it as a tool to move forward. Mr. Weidenhamer explained that the Jack
Johnson Company and Design Workshop were hired by the City to put together an updated
plan. The role of the Jack Johnson Company was to set a local tone and provide visioning.
Design Workshop followed up with a project list. Mr. Weidenhamer pointed out that the
projects were scattered all over the area. The theme and threads of the Design Workshop
projects were about the broader neighborhood and not limited to PCMR. The idea was to
have a broad neighborhood plan for RDA dollars.

Mr. Weidenhamer stated that the Design Workshop plan broke into three areas, which
balanced economic return, quality of life factors, and some of the community benefits talked
about. Parking lot redevelopment scored high. Mr. Weidenhamer reviewed a spread sheet
showing how other areas scored. The second scoring area was transit, traffic, circulation
and walkability. The third area was community neighborhood, redevelopment and
improvement. Some of the high scoring projects were not all parking lots.

Mr. Weidenhamer stated that the plan was presented to the City Council in January 2010
and they immediately honed in on community and neighborhood redevelopment. A primary
goal was what could be done with land in which the City owned a large portion, such as the
Senior Center and the Fire Station. A second consultant was then hired to bring forth a
plan that would advance certain goals, including green spaces, historic fabric, character,
authenticity, housing alternatives, work force, affordable housing goals, neighborhood
connectivity, sustainable and green goals, etc. Those issues were currently being
advanced with existing increments generated within the RDA.

Mr. Weidenhamer noted that Kent Cashel, the Transportation Manager, began to work on
the transit/traffic/circulation/walkability goal. He asked Mr. Cashel to address those goals
and talk about the planning.

Mr. Cashel stated that the project Mr. Weidenhamer had been working on in terms of goals
for transit/traffic/circulation/walkability was the heart of the transportation system. He noted
that the bus stop at Park City Mountain Resort is the second busiest stop in the bus
system. Eight out of twelve routes run through there. On a winter day the City runs 360
buses through there and 2,000 people get on and off at that stop every day throughout the
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winter. One challenge is the circulation through that entire area. What they currently have
is neither efficient nor inviting. People get on and off the bus on a sidewalk, and the
circulation goes directly to a parking lot. Mr. Cashel stated that a primary projectis to find a
solution for that stop. He believes there is an opportunity to improve transit through that
area, which would have a positive impact on the entire system.

Mr. Cashel stated that every year for the last five years, Park City Mountain Resort, Deer
Valley and the City partner a Peak Ski Day Traffic Management, where they talk about how
they can better manage or funnel through the Park Avenue/Empire/Deer Valley
intersection. Most of the traffic coming out of Deer Valley and PCMR flows through that
intersection. Mr. Cashel stated that any opportunity to improve amenities at the base of a
ski area in terms of traffic flow and slowing it down, would keep them from having to expand
that capacity. Any project that addresses those issues helps Transportation.

Mr. Weidenhamer remarked that the things Mr. Cashel spoke about affect the quality of the
experience for locals, visitors, and residents. He believed this discussion had a role in
addressing and improving those matters. Mr. Weidenhamer stated that it was not about the
parking lots. It was about taking the dollars generated and putting them back in for the
overall benefit of creating more tax venues, as well as creating the value of each of the 436
businesses licensed in the district. The intent was for each of those businesses to raise
their own values through this process.

Mr. Weidenhamer clarified that PCMR was involved in the process this was the best
opportunity to work with the biggest landowner to effectuate the largestimpact. The intent
was to give PCMR the opportunity to tee up their vision on how they see a partnership with
the City and their future in this community.

Tim Brenwald, the Chief Development Officer of Powder Corp., set the framework for
discussion topics. He introduced John Cumming, the President and CEO of Powder Corp.,
and Jenni Smith, the President and General Manager for PCMR, and Michael Barille with
Plan Works Design.

Mr. Brenwald stated that PCMR is very connected to Park City. He pointed out that both
the Resort and Powder Corp. are ski area operators and owners; they are not developers.
He noted that Powder Corp. was involved in the Bonanza Park discussions because they
own a piece of property on the edge of the development area. He appreciated the way the
City Council and Planning Commission jointly worked with Mark Fischer on setting
development parameters for Bonanza Park. He was interested in working with the group in
that same way for the Resort. Mr. Brenwald pointed out that the Resort is different
because an MPD is already in place; however, he would like to strive for the same format
with the City and the public because it is a healthy dynamic.
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Mr. Brenwald thought it was important to recognize that PCMR is the second largest
transportation hub, and they have worked with Kent Cashel and the Transportation
Department to address many of the issues. Regarding the partnership between the ski
area and the City, Mr. Brenwald clarified that the Resort was looking to build a better
project, not a bigger project. He stated that the goal this evening was to be very open and
to take questions. By the end of the evening he wanted everyone to have a true
understanding of Powder Corp and PCMR, their visions and goals, and what they would
like to do from a conceptual standpoint. Mr. Brenwald encouraged an open dialogue.

John Cumming provided a brief history of Powder Corp. and how the company functions as
a ski area operator. Mr. Cumming stated that as they stumbled upon youth and action
sports, they recognized the power in trying to continue what they were already focused on,
which is to provide a family experience and vehicles for kids to learn, and to lower the
barriers on converting people to skiing or snowboarding. The intent was to be agnostic
about the mode of transportation, as long as they hit the right demographic and had the
right amount of repeat visits. Mr. Cumming remarked that Powder Corp. was becoming
more dedicated to that effort over time. The Millennial Generation and the ones that follow
will significantly change the face of skiing and riding. He stated that the fastest growing
piece of their business is digital media camps, which are hosted during the summer. They
would eventually like to embark on winter camps.

Mr. Cumming reported that they were building a large action sports learning facility called
Woodward Tahoe. The purpose is to teach young people how to safely do the things they
aspire to do, and let them communicate their passion in the media. This would allow the
Millennial Generation to have the same impact on the industry as the Baby Boomers.

Mr. Cumming noted that five shareholders own Powder Corp. Itis a closely held company
and he is the largest shareholder. He lives in Park City and hopes to pass on his
knowledge and experience to his son. Mr. Cumming heard rumors that Powder Corp. had
sold PCMR. He wanted it clear that the rumors were untrue and the Resort was not for
sale. He intends to keep the Resort and to remain a part of the community, unless
something unforeseen would prevent it.

Jenni Smith, Park City Mountain Resort, stated that she was embarking on her 33 year at
PCMR. Ms. Smith provided a brief summary of activities at the Resort. During the peak ski
season they have approximately 1500 employees; and 250 employees during the summer.
Ms. Smith pointed out that PCMR is a ski area. The focus is on the mountain experience
and enhancing the guest experience. The Resort does not own or operate any lodging.
They provide on-hill skier services, such as ski school, food and beverage, rental and retail.
She believed the Resort’s success was tightly connected to its relationship with the
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community and the town. They rely on Main Street for dining, entertainment and shopping
for their guests. They rely on the entire town for lodging. They also rely on their
partnership with the Chamber, as well as their relationship with the two neighboring resorts.

Ms. Smith provided examples to show how the management team uses Powder Corp. core
values as they plan and think about the business. Ms. Smith stated that since 1998, when
John Cumming and his brother firmly took hold of Powder Corp. and PCMR, over $85
million has been spent in capital improvements at Park City Mountain Resort. As they look
towards the future, the question is what more could be done to enhance the skier
experience.

Ms. Smith stated that the goals for the base area development were to solve the
transportation and connectivity problems Mr. Cashel identified. Whatever development
occurs in the parking lot, it will become part of the neighborhood and maintain the
neighborhood feel. A primary concern is providing a safe drop-off where parents can drop
off their children for ski school. They also want development to include gathering spaces
where people can enjoy the atmosphere year-round. Ms. Smith echoed comments by Kent
Cashel and John Cumming outlining other areas where PCMR has partnered with the City.

Ms. Smith remarked that she also had attended some of the BOPA meetings and she was
very excited by the discussions and comments about partnerships and working together.

Michael Barille, Plan Works Design, provided his personal history to acquaint the group
with his background and experience. Mr. Barille stated that as he was leaving his position
as the Planning Director for the County, he told the County Council that it was important to
maintain their focus of community on 1) work force housing; 2) redevelopment; 3) good
resort development that is consistent with who they are as a community. He believed those
goals should be encouraged because they already have enough of everything else.

Mr. Barille stated that when he started Plan Work Design, those were the issues he wanted
to work within; using his experience from both the public sector and from the way he was
raised viewing things through a community lens. He felt fortunate that the project being
discussed this evening contained all of those elements.

Mr. Barille stated that Powder Corp. hired him to take a look from different perspective.
Powder Corp. had planned many things over the years but had not built anything, partially
because other people were bringing in their plans and asking them to build it. Powder
Corp. wanted to understand how the Resort might work better operationally and how it
could be better integrated into the community to meet their own vision. Mr. Barille noted
that they started with the entitlement and the best way to lay it out. They tried a number of
different iterations and some maximized the remaining entitlement and others did not. It
became clear earl in the process that Mr. Cumming and his team had a different outlook
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than most of Mr. Barille’s clients. If it didn’t feel right or flow the way the property should
flow or have good places, they did not care about the density or the rate of return. Mr.
Barille stated that in the years he has worked with Powder Corp., his understanding of
resort development has evolved because of their views. He believed the Powder Corp.
view has also changed because they have come to realize that development can be done
in small chunks and integrated with the community. Their vision can be instilled over the
developer without interfering with the quality of the resort experience and mountain
recreation.

Mr. Barille presented a series of slides to address the past, the current, and the direction
they want to go in terms of the relationship between PCMR and Park City Municipal. He
pointed out that the Resort and the City already do many things together, such as
Sundance, the World Cup ski races and other events. Mr. Barille highlighted the PCMR
bus stop and the Town Lift as key partnerships between the two entities. He noted that the
Town Lift has been a visual and functional link between the Resort and the town. It was a
great vision and one that he has not seen in other resort communities.

Mr. Barille commented on the economic link. He emphasized that PCMR is a top ten
ranked resort in North America and it was ranked the #1 family resort this year. They
would not be able to survive and people would not come back if they did not have the
amenities that Main Street and the town provides in terms of food and beverage,
entertainment, shopping and the historic character the City works so hard to protect. They
recognize the synergy and would like it to continue to grow as both the town and the Resort
evolve.

Mr. Barille commented on the challenges that have been identified by the City, Powder
Corp. and PCMR. He noted that the Otis Study ranked Empire Avenue and Lowell Avenue
near the top of the list of roads needing upgrades to infrastructure and surfaces. The
PCMR parking lots are challenging at times due to the slope and the way ice builds up.
The bed base at the Resort is old, as well as the dining and entertainment area with the
exception of Legacy Lodge and other things that have been recently updated. Mr. Barille
agreed with the assessment that the Resort needs to evolve and become more special and
consistent with the status Park City has in the broader regional market, as well as the
status of the Resort itself. They are anxious to partner with the City on ways to accomplish
that goal. Jammed bus and shuttle traffic is another problem and they plan to look for
solutions from a design perspective to address that issue.

Mr. Barille stated that moving towards the future, they believe that the Lower Park Avenue
RDA and working with the City Council and the Planning Commission was one of many
vehicles that could be utilized to expand the existing partnership and to improve those
areas. It could also be expanded to other areas through a more innovative use of
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transportation. As the Resort develops, they could look at coordinating private
transportation in a way that achieves trip reductions, reduces parking standards, and
encourages people to carpool and not use individual rental cars. Housing was another
partnership goal to find the right type of housing for the right end user in the right location.

Mr. Barille pointed out the uniqueness of having a Resort in close proximity to the town.

Mr. Barille presented a color coded maps showing the RDA boundary in yellow, City-owned
property in green that extends from the Resort down to Park Avenue, the salmon color
represented the only ground at the Resort base that PCMR owns and controls. Mr. Barille
indicated a donut area with the skating rink, retail and bed base that is not owned and
controlled by PCMR. They hope to work with those owners to see if they can create
improvements. The best way to do that is by upgrading their own standards so people will
rise to meet it.

Commissioner Savage referred to a previous comment that there were approximately 436
businesses at the Resort, and he wanted to know how many individual property owners
there were in the donut area. Ms. Smith stated that there was the HOA for the
homeowners and the property owners HOA. There were probably 200 to 300 condos in the
donut area. Commissioner Savage asked if the majority of retail space was individually
owned or condominium style. Ms. Smith replied that the business itself is individually
owned but 99% of those businesses lease from one of approximately five to ten land
owners.

Council Member Butwinski asked if the area shown for the potential transit center was
owned by the Resort and if the Resort would have control over the transit center. Ms.
Smith replied that what was shown was existing. She understood that any improvements
were part of a joint agreement with the Resort Center, PCMR and Park City Municipal
Corp.

Mr. Barille referred to the parking and noted that a total of 2513 spaces were anticipated in
the parking study that was done as part of the MPD. The bulk of those spaces would go to
skiing and the balance would be for residential. The total allowed square feet was slightly
over a million. Approximately 974,000 square feet was for residential and under the
existing entitlement, approximately 287,000 or 32 UEs were used for the Marriott
Mountainside. The remaining was 680,000 square feet or 360 UEs.

Mr. Barille stated that the commercial was discussed specifically as resort support or
accessory use to the resort, and it is based on a percentage of the overall entitlement.
Language in the existing MPD states that if it falls into those categories or certain uses
within a category, it does not need to be counted. Therefore, the MPD allows for flexibility
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in the numbers.

Mr. Barille stated that there are 1222 parking spaces under the current condition. He
provided a breakdown of where those spaces were located. He noted that what they will
show in their concept plan is the idea of a reduced parking standard because it makes
sense from the standpoint of cost of development and it encourages people to use
alternate modes of transportation. If the parking structure is done as a joint venture, they
would suggest exploring the idea of it being paid parking for some portion of the year.
Having to pay to park also encourages people to think about alternate transportation or
carpooling.

Mr. Barille stated that from a density standpoint they will not know exactly where they are
until they get more into the specifics of final approvals that would occur under the MPD.
However, their calculation is that the design they think is the best design represents less
than the maximum entitlement. They have no intention of maximizing the entitlement.
They were also uncertain if they would utilize the maximum commercial square feet.

Mr. Barille remarked that Woodward is a new piece of the equation and they think that
activity might occur at the base area. If that is commercial density it could increase the
number.

Mr. Barille presented the different iterations they went through in looking at how the plan
might lay out. Mr. Barille wanted the City Council and the Planning Commission to walk
away from the discussion this evening with a real understanding of how differently Powder
Corp. views resort development from what is typical. Their goal it to embark on a new
model for resort development in a way that takes advantage of the unique relationship
PCMR has with the town, and to make sure it is fully integrated. Mr. Barille outlined what
Powder Corp. would like to accomplish for the Resort in terms of development and
improvements to enhance the amenities and guest experience.

Mr. Barille reviewed the proposed design concepts. They want to create a great facility in
partnership with the City and share it for events. They would like to put in a transit hub with
restrooms and a waiting area, and smatrt signs that announce when the next bus is coming.
Mr. Barille stated that a key factor is to recognize some of the things going on around the
Resort. They also recognize the fact that there is discussion about a receiving area to
address project impacts on the hill. They also understand that the Sweeney’s have an
entitlement that might also get built, and it would be important to find ways to connect that
development without rubber tire tracks.

From the standpoint of resort design for the future base area, the plan is to have plazas

and pedestrian streets that are well designed and create gathering areas and interest; but
are also designed in locations that allow for view corridors for people to experience the fact
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that they are in a ski resort. Mr. Barille stated that the intent is to create the type of feel this
group previously discussed for the Bonanza Park redevelopment.

Mr. Barille commented on the design specific issues that were outlined in the packet. They
looked at creating smaller building footprints that would be broken up and allow for different
types of design principles in between the buildings.

Mr. Barille summarized the areas where they look for partnership with the City, which
includes financial cooperation, shared events, economic viability, housing and
resort/community integrated transportation strategies. Mr. Barille pointed out that Visioning
offered a number of important lenses such as environment, community, economic factors,
and quality of life for keeping Park City as itis. He believed that a strong partnership and
good cooperation would accomplish many of the visioning goals in ways that could not be
accomplished otherwise.

Mr. Barille stated that as they move forward, the City has the opportunity to work with
Powder Corp. as a master developer and property owner. Powder Corp. is reaching out to
the City because they want to develop on an appropriate scale in a way that can be phased
over time and has an integrated parking and transportation strategy. Development would
be focused on the belief that the skiing experience is the main priority, and that density and
the return on real estate is further down the list. The result would be a better economic
situation for everyone and it would heighten the experience for both residents and guests.

Mr. Barille stated that the risk of not partnering together would be the possibility of waiting
until a larger master developer proposes something similar to the Four Seasons plan that
had larger footprints and all the parking is underground. It could be one financier with a
vision that might not be consistent with the town’s vision.

Mayor Williams believed Powder Corp. had the right team moving forward. He favored the
aspects of timing and phasing because they were not contingent on a master financing
situation or having to develop everything at once. It allows the Resort to grow organically,
which is very positive.

Mayor Williams called for public input.

Ruth Gezelius thought it was imperative that a better drop-off and access system to public
transportation be implemented in the plan at this location. She remarked that some of the
problems at the current location could be alleviated by having personnel direct traffic. That
has not been done by the City or the Resort and she believed it was a gross oversight. Ms.
Gezelius stated that the fact that the bus hubs in that location and slows down the
transportation system for the entire town is a serious problem. For every person they can
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encourage to take the bus eliminates the need for parking spaces. Keeping the
transportation system user friendly is key to addressing parking lots. Ms. Gezelius
commented on the issue of employee housing at the development site. She thought it was
unfortunate that the remainder of the community bears the brunt of affordable housing that
is off-site, since off-site housing creates the need for more vehicles. There is already an
existing employee parking problem in the resort area. Ms. Gezelius stressed the
importance of putting as much seasonal work force housing on-site as possible.

Mr. Buki thought Mr. Barille offered great comments to help guide the conversation this
evening. In addition to questions regarding gives and gets, he raised the issues of financial
cooperation and system implications.

Commissioner Wintzer asked for clarification on PCMR’s timing. Mr. Barille did not believe
there was a rush in the timing. The emphasis is on doing things in a way that is
comfortable for the community and the City, but is still profitable and a good resort design.
They understand that addressing the parking situation is an important asset. Mr. Barille
stated that a new influence is the idea of Woodward and whether it would be beneficial to
bring that to Park City.

Mr. Weidenhamer noted that the RDA expires on the last day of the calendar year 2015.
Therefore, there was an urgency to begin an extension process if the group chooses that
direction.

Mr. Brenwald understood that Commissioner Wintzer was concerned about pace. He
noted that because it is the base area of the Resort and involves parking and other issues,
it is also important for Powder Corp. to control the pace because it impacts the mountain
from an operation standpoint. It also impacts the town, and phasing reduces some of those
impacts. Proper absorption, making sure they are not overbuilding, and reducing operation
impacts are important factors. Mr. Brenwald estimated 15 years as the overall timing.

Commissioner Wintzer clarified that he was referring to a start date more than completion.
Mr. Cumming stated that the Rubik’s Cube was the phasing of parking. They could not go
into a ski season without the ability to park as many vehicles as they can now. The
economic impacts would be significant if they lost a holiday season.

Mr. Buki asked Commissioner Thomas for his thoughts on the concept plan from a design
viewpoint in terms of “gets” for the community. Commissioner Thomas could see some
gets. A conglomeration of economies could cascade out of the health and welfare of Park
City, mostly locally confined. Council Member Simpson asked if local meant the RDA area
and Lower Park Avenue itself, or the entire City. Commissioner Thomas remarked that it
was all the economies that affect Bonanza Park. Everything is connected and this was one
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of the major economic generators of the community. Regarding the concept plan,
Commissioner Thomas questioned the connectivity to a project he has been working on in
Bonanza Park. He could see the connection to Park Avenue and the desire to make it a
people mover, but he felt it was equally important to think in terms of a mass transit
connection for the future. He would like that element to be addressed and included in the
process.

Mr. Barille agreed that some things need to happen from the door of the Resort to the Cole
Sport intersection and into the corridor. He understood that a study was being done to
figure out some of those issues in terms of how it would all look in 20 years. He noted that
Jenni Smith and her team have been participatory in that study. They would continue to
participate and have that inform the design if possible.

Council Member Butwinski stated that there was more to the Lower Park RDA than just the
Resort. They needed to consider other stakeholders in the area, specifically with regard to
how this fits into the transportation plan or design. Itis important to foresee what they want
that connection to be in the future. Using Bonanza Park as an example, he noted that the
way they were laying out the streets was not how the streets exist today. They were taking
a longer view of what would be needed in terms of pedestrianization, vehicles, and
ingress/egress. Council Member Butwinski acknowledged that the Resort is a key player,
but to isolate it would be a mistake.

Mayor Williams stated that it was definitely important to find a way to make the intersection
of Park Avenue and Deer Valley Drive work better. He was unsure of the right solution, but
because of its proximity to the State Highway, they could utilize Council Government Funds
to purchase ground if necessary. Mayor Williams referred to housing and projects that
were the original nightly rentals for the Resort that have morphed over the last 25 years into
primary residents and work force housing. He recalled an earlier conversation where Mr.
Buki talked about RDAs that were helping to fund individual projects. People would use
increment financing to improve structures rather than tear them down. Mayor Williams
pointed out that it was an important tool that should not be forgotten, and he would like to
learn more about the process.

Mayor Williams remarked that as they go down to Park Avenue and across the street, they
need to be mindful of the mixture and the many areas of sensitivity. As they move farther
up to the south of the Park City Mountain Resort parking lot, there are still a number of Old
Town houses in that neighborhood and they are bound by the guidelines for compatibility in
that area. As they move north, it becomes more two and three story structures. Moving
down Deer Valley the buildings become larger and the density is greater. Mayor Williams
liked the fact that the concept plan was broken up in a way that could be done over time, as
compared to all at once.
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Mayor Williams stated that someone would need to explain why the transportation works
differently in that location, but he understood that it needed to be worked out. Mayor
Williams liked the idea of separating bus routes from traffic routes, and separating the ski
school. He favored the idea of grade changes to bring people in on the same level as the
parking, so people can walk flat to the Resort. Mayor Williams was pleased with the basic
design and he complimented Mr. Barille on his ideas in terms of the ability to work
organically as time moves forward, as opposed to one large development.

Mayor Williams referred to the City-owned property identified on the map, and commented
on potential uses for that property. He was unsure if the City would be willing to give up
that property, but he was willing to talk about it. He believed they had the potential to
accomplish a lot more much faster through this type of process.

Council Member Matsumoto could see a number of “gets” for the community, particularly in
terms of transportation and creating a sense of community, rather than just a resort at the
base of the mountain. Council Member Matsumoto supported extending the RDA so they
could work towards accomplishing some of the goals together. She agreed that phasing
was a key element and tying it to Old Town was important. She would also like to see other
things occur in the area, such as preserving the Old Town houses and the uniqueness.

Mr. Buki asked Council Member Matsumoto to expand on her comment that it would feel
more like a community than a resort. Council Member Matsumoto stated that she
understood it would be a resort, but the way it was presented, it would feel like the Resort
was part of town rather than being an isolated resort stuck on the edge of town. She saw
that as being positive.

Commissioner Pettit stated that her children have been in programs at the Resort since
they were three years old. The biggest challenge they faced as a family was picking up the
kids after some of the programs, particularly when they were younger and needed help with
their equipment. Commissioner Pettit favored anything that could be done to help resolve
some of those problems in terms of creating dedicated short-term parking. She believed
those amenities were important from the local service aspect. Commissioner Pettit stated
that as an Old Town resident, she would like the ability to go skiing without using her car.
Whenever possible, she walks from her home and takes the Town Lift up to the resort.
Commissioner Pettit encouraged whatever they could do to improve transit options for Old
Town residents and City residents as a whole. She had some concern with comments
about parking and parking structures, and she would like to understand that better. Itis
important to create a plan to improve circulation and to have options for people to get in
and out; but it is equally important to be forward thinking and environmentally sensitive to
finding alternative solutions to get people out of their cars.
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Ms. Smith concurred with Commissioner Pettit. She noted that the Resort tries to
encourage people to use public transportation. Her office overlooks the parking lot and
sees the number of vans and vehicles that come from different properties to drop off
visitors. Her frustration is with the locals who live a mile from the Resort and drive their
cars and park. She understands that Westerners like their cars, but at some point they
need to get out of them to make Park City the community it wants to be. The key is to
make transit and transportation so seamless that it is an easy decision to ride the bus and
leave the car behind.

Ms. Smith agreed with Ms. Gezelius that the Resort has employee parking issues, which is
one reason why they shuttle their employees. Unfortunately, they can’t control the
employees who work in other businesses at the Resort, and most of them use their cars.
Ms. Smith was confident that if they all work together they could solve most of the
problems.

Mr. Barille believed that if Powder Corp. could do a coordinated parking facility with the
City, it would have some impact on traffic patterns and they may jointly have the ability to
control employee parking. In response to Commissioner Pettit's comments, Mr. Barille
stated remarked that there were interesting things happening in the lift manufacturing and
design world. One product is called a Hill Track, which is a combination funicular and
electric train, with the capacity to move a significant number of people per hour at less of a
cost that either a train or funicular. He believed that type of application could help with
some of the grade separation problems and connections to adjacent properties. It is
something they would like to explore.

Council Member Simpson thought this was an incredible opportunity for the City. If they
could solve the transit facility issue at PCMR and make it seamless, she was certain they
would see more locals using the buses. She is well aware of the parking and circulation
problems at the Resort. If they have the opportunity to resolve that issue it might cascade
from there and improve connectivity throughout the town. Council Member Simpson could
see the transit hub at the Resort being the first piece and then seamlessly connecting to
Bonanza. She believed the connectivity projects they have discussed in Lower Park
Avenue will make a big difference for those residents. The connectivity through City
property to City Park is another link that would be incredibly well-used. Council Member
Simpson was very excited about the transit hub.

Commissioner Wintzer preferred to spend more time talking about the Park and Ride
outside of town and how to connect it to the Resort. Before they talk about less traffic, they
need to find a way to keep cars from coming into town. The City built the Park and Ride
but he never sees it being used. Between Park City and Deer Valley there are 400 to 500
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cars in employee parking. He suggested training the employees to use the Park and Ride
and suggested that they make it a focus at the beginning of this process rather than at the
end. Commissioner Wintzer was concerned about having a transit hub on Lower Park
Avenue. He worried that putting more traffic onto Park Avenue would create greater
impacts to Old Town. Commissioner Wintzer was not opposed to the idea, but he needed
to better understand the transit hub. He did not want to shift the parking problem at the
Resort to another location. Commissioner Wintzer wanted to see the comprehensive
transportation plan and how everything would function together.

Commissioner Wintzer stated that when his children were young, they had a locker to store
their equipment so they could ride the bus to and from the Resort. He suggested that the
Resort make it easy and affordable for kids so they can and will ride the bus.

Council Member Simpson clarified that the transit hub talked about for Park Avenue would
be an enhanced stop and not an actual transit hub. It would be similar to the bus stop at
the library.

Mr. Buki suggested that the group take some time this evening to think about what the
proposed concept plan would mean for the Lower Park area.

Council Member Simpson felt it was important to better understand some of the pieces, but
she personally thought it was the right direction.

Council Member Kernan stated that a selling point of the plan is that would be nicely
developed, yet connected with people movers and additional transit to make it more
convenient. It would bring in more people and more revenue without worsening the
impacts. It would create a higher quality of life for everyone. In the long run, it would
financially work better than just letting it happen by itself.

Commissioner Savage liked the idea of having a picture of where they want to be in the
next ten to twenty years. He thought it was a good tool to have to be able to layer on top of
an economic model. He also heard comments this evening about funding options.
Commissioner Savage stated that they were faced with a huge capital investment and
ultimately their ability is to reaffirm the City’s posture on redevelopment as one of
partnership and collaboration. He noted that Mr. Barille had said that PCMR would not take
the approach of maximizing the entitlements under the current MPD. Commissioner
Savage suggested overlaying a financial model that would become an integral part of the
discussion. He stated that the resolution of the differences between what the City wants
and what the ski area wants is best ferreted out and resolved in the context of a financial
model that talks quantitatively about the gives and the gets. Commissioner Savage
encouraged the City and Powder Corp. to work together on a model that addresses the
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economic implications of this partnership and the desire for a shared vision to make sure
they are moving forward in a way that people would find reasonable.

Commissioner Wintzer identified three major projects at Deer Valley, PCMR and Bonanza
Park. He commented on the importance of having someone coordinate to make sure all
three come on line with few impacts.

Mr. Buki stated that the clocking was ticking on the RDA and they may not always have it
as a tool. He noted that approving an extension takes time and needs representation to
process. Mr. Buki remarked that the first check was to see if there was consensus on
extending the RDA.

Council Member Kernan thought the RDA should be extended with certain conditions.
They should understand the end cost and what the community would get. He suggested
that they move forward and obtain more information throughout the process to extend the
RDA. Mayor Williams explained that there are eight votes in the RDA. Some entities are
hurt from a tax standpoint, and the City would need their support in order to make it work.
Mayor Williams thought they would need to prove the greater good to the people in the
RDA that would be giving up increment. It will critical for those people to understand when
the Resort is coming on line so they know they would be picking up assets to offset what
they give up in the increment.

Mayor Williams stated that all he has heard over the past few years is “plan transportation
first”. As they move forward, transportation and circulation is the first to consider before
anything else.

Mr. Buki clarified that there was consensus among the group to work on extending the
RDA. He remarked that this was aggressive redevelopment posturing and asked if the
group was comfortable with that. Council Member Simpson pointed out that it was
planning, not reacting.

Council Member Kernan remarked that this was an exciting time for Park City, as
evidenced through the process of the joint meetings and the work being done by the HPCA
in the Historic District. Considering the Plans being discussed for Bonanza Park, the
Resort, and improvements for seniors, the town could be amazing 20 years from now.

Council Member Peek thought the transit center was one of the strongest assets they
would gain. He believed that placement of the transit center would be the economic engine
for this redevelopment area. If it is placed in an area where the Resort has more control,
the mountain infrastructure could be brought to it and the bus system would become the
most convenient way to get to the Resort.
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Mr. Buki summarized that the transit center is a pivotal economic engine and the next
discussion should be where it is most pivotal.

Mr. Buki recalled from the Bonanza Park meetings that the conversations were easy and
hard at different times. The more in-depth the discussion, the harder it got. Mr. Buki noted
that Bonanza Park was in early concept stage, and they had a process to advance it
beyond conceptual. He asked if there was anything similar that could be used to move
Lower Park Avenue to the next step.

Commissioner Hontz stated that as she looked at the plan and its evolution, all she saw
were the “gets”. In order to make sure they receive those gets, they need to be
memorialized through a development agreement or other type of program that takes it from
site plan and master plan and puts it into agreement form. She believed the next step
should be to consolidate and prioritize the “gets” to make sure it happens.

Mayor Williams thought it was important to know the primary resident base in the rest of the
area, separate from the Resort. Knowing the breakdown would give an indication of the
number of rental properties, 2" homeowners, and primary residents. It would also help
identify properties that are still in rental pools as opposed to long-term rentals.

Council Member Butwinski believed Commissioner Savage was on the right track by
suggesting a low granular proforma of how it would all work. They know how the RDA is
set up and there were projections in the Staff report regarding the increments that would be
collected and how it would be spent. Council Member Butwinski did not want to build a
parking structure and let the rest just happen. He felt it was important to develop a financial
model that goes along with a rough phasing plan, so they know what will work before they
actually build it.

Mr. Buki proposed that the group appoint one representative from the City Council and one
from the Planning Commission to work with Jonathan Weidenhamer and the PCMR team.

Mr. Bakaly suggested that the City Council use the same representative for the RDA that
would be appointed as the liaison to the Taxing Entity Committee. Mr. Bakaly remarked
that the next major step would be to develop the list of projects that would be funded
through the RDA extension. That list would then be given to the Taxing Entity Committee
for approval. Mr. Bakaly explained the process for approving RDA projects, and noted that
it was a lengthy process. He thought the list could be compiled and prioritized during the
City Council Visioning in February.

Mr. Bakaly stated that with the general consensus to extend the RDA, the Staff could
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combine their vision for the RDA with the information from the Resort. They could work on
the list and address some of the planning issues that were addressed, as well as the
connectivity to other parts of town. A report could be given at Visioning and the
representatives could be appointed at that time.

Council Member Kernan favored the idea of having a task force with two Staff members
and a representative from the City Council and the Planning Commission. Due to the
holidays, Mr. Bakaly thought they could get the appropriate direction as part of Visioning in
February.

Mayor Williams stated that the last couple of years had been phenomenal working with Mr.
Buki through Visioning and through the five joint meetings. He thanked Mr. Buki for his
work and the way he helped solidify the discussions and kept them cordial. Mayor Williams
was positive that the community outlook would be better due to Mr. Buki’'s participation.
The Work Session was adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

Prepared by Mary May, Secretarial Services
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Exhibit G

PARK CITY |

City Council @

Staff Report

Subject: Letter of Intent between Park City Mountain Resort and Park
City Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Agency (LPA RDA)

Author: Bret Howser

Department: Executive

Date: August 9, 2012

Type of Item: Administrative

Summary Recommendations:
Council should:

1. Authorize the City Manager to enter into a Letter of Intent with Park City
Mountain Resort (PCMR) to pursue a construction agreement for a joint transit
and parking facility at the resort base; and

2. Direct staff to schedule a RDA meeting on 8/23 to appoint Diane Foster as a
replacement to Tom Bakaly on the RDA TEC committee, and confirm City
support

3. Confirm City support of the extension of the Lower Park Avenue RDA (the RDA
will formally direct TEC committee representatives on 8/23)

Topic/Description:
Letter of Intent between PCMR and Park City Redevelopment Agency (RDA) regarding
the construction of a transit and parking facility at the resort base.

Background:

On December 8, 2011 the City Council and Planning Commission hosted the 5" of 5
joint meetings on the City’s posture on redevelopment. This meeting specifically
addressed the Lower Park Avenue RDA and even more specifically the question of
extending the LPA RDA and partnership opportunities with PCMR to redevelop their
parking lots.

At the meeting the City Council with Planning Commission input:

o Affirmed the City’s posture on redevelopment as one of partnership and collaboration
where necessary to achieve broader neighborhood goals and community vision;

e More specifically, the Council and Commission complete a survey that stated the area
lacked identity, was uninviting, under-utilized and outdated. Furthermore they stated they
wanted the resort presence to be the primary activity that enabled the open space to be
interactive and create family friendly atmosphere and diverse opportunities; and lastly
they confirmed use of RDA tax increment to effectuate their “gets” or goals stated later in
this report;

e Directed staff to begin the process of extending the LPA RDA and agreed to appoint a
Council Liaison (Dick Peek) as the Tax Entity Committee Member along with Tom
Bakaly;
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o Directed staff to begin negotiating possible terms with PCMR to identify deal points for
redevelopment of a parking garage and transit center — specifically more detail on the
financial, pro-forma level analysis and the conceptual scope of the project transit/parking
project.

The full 12.8.11 staff report is available at:
http://www.parkcity.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8521

The full 12.8.11 meeting minutes are available at:
http://www.parkcity.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8629

To summarize the discussion at the meeting on 12/8/11, there was broad support for
moving forward with the extension of the RDA and partnering with PCMR on a project.
The public benefits of the project included:

1) Improved Transportation — improving connectivity, easing load in and load out
and providing better access to the resort base;

2) Integrated Transit — more efficient bus service to the resort base would spur
increased usage and make the overall system more effective and efficient;

3) Housing — affordable/attainable/workforce housing could be tied into the
project, creating a neighborhood identity and transitioning the resort base in
to the community, similar to the BOPA plan as well as provide MPD required
housing on-site;

4) Events — partnership in the construction of parking can lead to partnership of
parking operations for shared resort/community events, as well as sharing of
revenue from parking to offset debt. Overall, partnership on the project is
expected to greatly enhance the quality of the experience for locals, visitors,
and residents alike;

5) Woodward Academy — provide programming atypical from traditional hotel,
mixed use re-development that prioritizes recreation experience, family, and
year-round recreation options that would help differentiate us from other
resorts;

6) Timing/Phasing — financial contribution will allow us to effectuate the timing
and receipt of our gets and influence the longer term phasing of the
residential UE’s, balancing incremental tax revenue with not growing just for
growth’s sake.

The group closed the meeting in agreement of appointing a member of each body to
work with staff in a liaison role. Richard Peek is the City Council liaison and the
Planning Commission will appoint a member at their next meeting.

Analysis:

Pursuant to Council direction, staff has negotiated a Letter of Intent (LOI) with Park City
Mountain Resort (PCMR) which outlines the potential terms under which the Lower Park
Avenue Redevelopment Agency (LPA RDA) would participate in the building of a

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 117 Page 67 of 259



parking structure and integrated transit hub. The RDA would participate in the project for
the purpose of securing public benefits identified above.

The attached Letter of Intent (LOI) outlines the general approach the two parties would
take when structuring an agreement. PCMR has already signed the LOI in its current
form. Staff recommends that Council direct the City Manager to enter into the LOI, at
which point staff will begin negotiating terms of a final agreement between the two
parties for the construction of a transit and parking facility at the resort base. Staff
anticipates that this agreement would be finalized before the conclusion of the 2012
calendar year.

Major points of interest in the LOI include:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Event Parking — Park City would have access to the parking structure for up to 35
days annually for event use.

Affordable Housing — 20% of the existing affordable housing obligation (currently
slated to be built at the Munchkin location) will instead be located at the resort
base. The current obligation is about 40 units, so 20% is 8 units. It will be
completed in the first phase of the project, either concurrent with the parking
structure or at least by the time they build anything else at the resort base.
Timing/Phasing — The parking structure, transit hub, circulation improvements,
etc., will all be completed in the first phase. In the event that the construction
cannot be completed in one season, it will be completed during the construction
season that immediately follows.

Woodward Facility — In many ways staff believes POWDR has identified the
future of the sport and is making an investment in their future client. From an
“attraction” standpoint as well as direct tax revenue standpoint, staff believes
development of a Woodward Park City can be a huge branding boon and further
establish Park City as a World Class Destination.

Parking Revenues — The LOI stipulates that PCMC will receive 10% of net
operating revenue (meaning parking fees remaining after operations and
maintenance costs).

The LOI anticipates the following funding sources for the project:

1) Private Development Financing: PCMR would secure much of the funding
through whichever private mechanism they choose.

2) RDA Contribution: The RDA would contribute 20-25% of project costs (but no
more than $10 M). The money would come from a Tax Increment Revenue
Bond, and the debt service on the bond would be paid for with property tax
increment generated in the RDA.

3) FTA Grant Funding: The Transit Department has already begun the lengthy
process of securing funding for the project through the FTA’s 5311 grant
program. This funding is not a certainty, but the City has had a fair degree of
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success getting this funding for similar projects in the past. If this funding is
granted, we should expect it to cover 80% of the transit related project costs.

Staff believes that the LPA RDA, if extended by the Tax Entity Committee, can
comfortably afford debt payments on a $10 M bond. The tables below bear this out.

Historic Data Projected Increment
Mitigation Net Low Medium High

Fiscal Year Increment Payment Increment Fiscal Year Projection Projection Projection
2002 1,637,500 421,826 1,215,674 2012 2,027,430 2,070,752 2,114,074
2003 1,884,461 689,957 1,194,504 2013 2,070,752 2,157,396 2,244,040
2004 2,109,202 683,865 1,425,337 2014 2,114,074 2,244,040 2,374,006
2005 2,173,064 683,346 1,489,718 2015 2,157,396 2,330,684 2,503,972
2006 2,227,898 703,128 1,524,770 2016 2,200,718 2,417,328 2,633,938
2007 2,476,412 864,444 1,611,968 2017 2,244,040 2,503,972 2,763,904
2008 2,628,305 819,748 1,808,557 2018 2,287,362 2,590,616 2,893,870
2009 2,764,425 891,285 1,873,140 2019 2,330,684 2,677,260 3,023,836
2010 2,740,075 805,225 1,934,850 2020 2,374,006 2,763,904 3,153,802
2011 2,577,315 713,739 1,863,576 | 2021 2,417,328 2,850,548 3,283,769

Debt Service

Assume 4% Rate

Amount 15-YrTerm 20-YrTerm

S10 M 899,000 736,000

S15M 1,349,000 1,104,000
S20 M 1,799,000 1,472,000
S30 M 2,698,000 2,207,000

Next Steps
If this LOI is approved by Council, staff will move forward with the process of extending

the LPA RDA. The Taxing Entity Committee (TEC), previously created by RDA
Resolution, will be given notification of a meeting in September. These entities will have
30 days to designate representatives. Once the TEC meets, they will have the
opportunity to extend the expiration date of the LPA RDA to 2030.

Department Review:
Sustainability, Executive, Legal

Alternatives:
A. Approve:
Direct the City Manager to enter into the LOI with PCMR. This is Staff’s
recommended action.
B. Deny:
Council may deny the request. The terms of the LOI will have to be renegotiated any
may affect the timeline.
C. Modify:
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Council may modify the request. This will have the same impact as denying the

request.

D. Continue the Item:
Council may request additional information which may affect the timeline.
E. Do Nothing:
This will effectively put a hold on negotiations and will impact the project timeline.

Significant Impacts:

World Class Preserving & An Inclusive Responsive,
Multi-Seasonal Enhancing the Community of Cutting-Edge &
Resort Natural Diverse Economic Effective
Destination Environment & Cultural Government
Opportunities
Which Desired - Accessible, world- - Reduced municipal, - Residents live and N/A
Outcomes might the class recreational business and work locally
Recommended Action facilities community carbon - Vibrant arts and
Positively Impact? - Varied & extensive footprints culture offerings
event offerings - Diverse population
- Accessibility during (racially, socially,
peak season times economically,
- Well utilized regional geographically, etc.)
public transit
- Multi-Seasonal
destination for
recreational
opportunities
Which Desired - Balance between - Reduced municipal, N/A
Outcomes might the tourism and local business and
Recommended Action quality of life community carbon
Negatively Impact? footprints
Assessment of Overall
Impact on Council Very Positive Neutral Positive Neutral
Priority (Growth will certainly
adversely impact
carbon output, but this
should be mitigated
somewhat by improved
transit and on-site
housing)

Additional Comments: While it is likely that redevelopment and growth will result from the ultimate
construction of a transit and parking structure at the resort base, the growth will be consistent with the
general plan without significantly impacting view corridors. Issues related to growth, such as increased
traffic, need for affordable housing, etc., are mitigated by improved circulation, transit, and on-site
affordable units. Staff believes that this project strikes a healthy balance between the four Council
Priorities and significantly contributes to Keeping Park City “Park City.”

Consequences of not taking the recommended action:

Staff would have to renegotiate terms with PCMR or abandon the project. In either case,
this would have a serious impact on the current Council direction to extend the RDA.
The City would also potentially forfeit an opportunity to collaboratively participate as a
partner and influence the outcome of redevelopment at the resort base and therefore be
inconsistent with previous direction
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Recommendation:

Council should:
1. Authorize the City Manager to enter into a Letter of Intent with Park City

Mountain Resort (PCMR) to pursue a construction agreement for a joint transit
and parking facility at the resort base; and

2. Direct staff to schedule a RDA meeting on 8/23 to appoint Diane Foster as a
replacement to Tom Bakaly on the RDA TEC committee, and confirm City
support

3. Confirm City support of the extension of the Lower Park Avenue RDA (the RDA
will formally direct TEC committee representatives on 8/23)

Exhibits
A- Proposed LOI
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Letter of Intent between Park City Redevelopment Authority (“RDA”) and Park
City Mountain Resort (PCMR)

This Letter of Intent is made and entered into this 9" day of August, 2012, by and between Greater Park
City Company, a Utah corporation, dba, Park City Mountain Resort (PCMR) and Park City Redevelopment
Authority (RDA) (jointly referred to herein as the Parties).

Purpose: This Letter of Intent shall clarify the understanding between the Parties with regard to the
parking structure and transit center project conceptualized in Exhibit A (the Project), which is intended
to be a joint project between the Parties and of a public as well as private benefit. This Letter is
precursor to a definitive Agreement between the Parties stipulating the details of the Joint Project. The
Letter outlines general guidelines under which the Parties will work together to arrive at an eventual
Agreement.

Whereas, Park City Municipal Corporation and PCMR have an ongoing shared interest in hosting world
class special events and mountain recreation based tourism;

Whereas, it is in the best interest of both Parties that these activities be welcomed in a manner that
maximizes positive exposure for Park City as a world class destination, maximizes the capture of visitor
expenditures within the greater Park City area, and minimizes the impacts to permanent residents;

Whereas, the ability to efficiently direct vehicle trips to logical nodes and to maximize transit ridership
while minimizing impacts from congestion, traffic incidents, and reduced air quality is an integral part of
operating a successful destination resort community;

Whereas, maintaining infrastructure, amenities, and a development pattern that is competitive in the
regional, national, and international marketplace for destination visitors is important to both the
economic health of the Parties and the quality of life that can be provided for Park City and Summit
County residents;

Whereas, maintaining the health of our destination tourism based economy will result in long term
revenue growth in the form of property tax, retail sales tax, TRT & RAP tax, and related spending that
supports the overall Summit County business community;

Therefore, the Parties agree to explore the joint planning, financing, and development of a parking and
transportation facility intended to further the public and private realization of the aforementioned goals
and priorities.

1. Scope
a. The Parties will work jointly to establish scope for each of the following aspects of the
Project:
i. Parking—
PCMR — RDA LOI p. 1
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1. Event Parking — Park City Municipal Corporation will have access or long
term lease rights to the parking structure for up to 35 days of each year
for purposes of event parking. The Final Agreement will outline the
detailed plan. Scheduling, events, specific days and number of parking
spots will be reviewed and agreed upon annually by both parties.

ii. Transit Hub Size & Location— The Parties intend to establish strategies to
improve user friendliness, increase ridership, minimize waiting times and delays,
explore smart messaging in conjunction with improved circulation patterns and
stop / hub location(s), improve ability to serve events, achieve trip reductions
and increase shared vehicle trips for recreation, tourism, event, and employee
visits.

iii. Housing — The Parties agree that 20% of existing housing obligations required in
the approved PCMR MPD (ie: 8 units) will be located at the resort base. The
Parties intend to examine the best location and size for these units consistent
with the current MPD and in light of efficiency issues, economic feasibility, and
the needs of the intended occupants/residents/buyers. The Parties will also
examine properties held by both Parties and whether these create opportunity
for partnership between the Parties to jointly or separately develop and/or
operate housing of the appropriate type at a preferred location.

2. Timing/Phasing of the Project

a.

The parking structure, transit hub, circulation improvements, and smart messaging will
be completed as part of the first phase, to the degree these can be completed within a
single construction season.

The housing obligations to be located at the resort base (outlined above in section 1, iii)
will be completed concurrent with the first completed phase of the parking / transit
structure or prior to receiving a Certificate of Occupancy of the first project approved
under the MPD that is not parking or infrastructure related, whichever occurs later.

3. Financial Participation

a.
b.

PCMR — RDA LOI

Both Parties will share a portion of the financial responsibility for the Project.

The RDA will evaluate possible terms of contributing 20%-25% of the estimated costs of
the Project, with a projected cap of $10 million, from proceeds of RDA Tax Increment
Revenue Bonds. This contribution is to be made for the purpose of securing the overall
viability of the Project and for securing public benefits, including but not limited to:
housing, mitigating traffic and circulation impacts, neighborhood place making,
improved integration with transit, and coordination/management authority for use
during community events. A portion of these community benefits will occur concurrent
with the first phase of the parking project.

i. The RDA contribution will occur proportionally with the phasing of the Project
and will be triggered by the issuance of a building permit. At no point during the
phasing of the Project will the cumulative RDA contribution to date exceed 25%
of the total Project cost to date.

p.2
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c. All efforts will be made to secure Federal grant funding for the transit portion of the
Project. Any federal funding secured for the project will reduce the Parties’ respective
contributions proportionately.

d. The Parties will explore alternative financing options (i.e.: RDA Increment Bonds,
conduit bonds, mezzanine financing, etc.) allowable by state code to defray financing
costs where possible. Any financing secured by or through the RDA which is to be repaid
by PCMR or Project revenues will be in addition to the contribution identified in section
3(b) rather than in lieu of that contribution.

4. Project Management

a. The Parties will finalize a project management plan in full compliance with federal, state
and local procurement requirements. The parties have a goal of giving as much of the
project management activity as possible to PCMR.

5. Ownership, Operations & Maintenance

a. The Parties will agree to an ownership structure that will result in satisfactory
operations, maintenance, and capital replacement to each of the Parties.

b. The Parties will jointly agree to a minimum quality of ongoing service and maintenance
for the structure prior to construction.

c. Inthe event that the Project is partially funded by FTA grants, the Parties will consider
an appropriate structure of ownership such that the value of the land can be used as a
grant match. The Parties may explore condominiumizing the parcel, entering a long-
term lease, etc., as potential alternatives.

i. If land value is used as a grant match, the land will be donated and not sold to
the RDA for additional cash consideration above and beyond the RDA
contribution specified in 3(b).
6. Operating Revenues

a. Operating revenues will be used to pay for operating and maintenance expenses directly
related to the parking structure (not to include debt service).

b. Any remaining net revenue will be distributed 90% to PCMR and 10% to the RDA.

c. Policies for the collection of revenue will be set by PCMR after consultation with City
Staff.

7. Extension of the RDA

a. Inthe event that the Lower Park Avenue is not extended by vote of the Taxing Entity
Committee and the RDA Board prior to expiration, any obligations of the Parties shall
automatically terminate and be of no further force and effect.

8. Non-binding

a. This letter is a statement of intent only, and is not a binding obligation of either of the
Parties. Such obligations may only be contained in a binding Definitive Agreement
executed by the Parties.

PCMR — RDA LOI p.3
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Acknowledgment:

Tom Bakaly
Authorized Representative
Park City Redevelopment Authority

Acknowledgment:

John D. Cumming

Chairman and Chief Executive Office
Powdr Corp.,

A Delaware corporation

PCMR —RDA LOI
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Acknowledgment:

Jenni Smith

President and General Manager
Greater Park City Company,

A Utah corporation,

Dba Park City Mountain Resort

Acknowledgment:

John D. Cumming

Chairman and Chief Executive Office
Powdr Development Company,

A Utah corporation

p.4
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Exhibit H

PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 20, 2013

PRESENT: Nann Worel, Stewart Gross, Jack Thomas, Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Thomas
Eddington, Kayla Sintz, Polly Samuels-McLean

Due to conflicts, Commissioners Strachan was recused from the work session.

WORK SESSION ITEMS
Park City Mountain Resort — Master Planned Development

Planner Francisco Astorga reported that in 1997 and 1998 the City approved a Master Planned
Development at the base of the Park City Mountain Resort. In the last 16 years the plans for
development have changed and PCMR filed an application to modify the existing MPD. Planner
Astorga stated that in the 1990’s the Planning Commission approved a large scale MPD that would
subsequently follow up with a conditional use permit for each specific area.

Planner Astorga noted that the applicant was prepared to give a detailed presentation. He
recommended that the Planning Commission hear the entire presentation and allow time for
dialogue. The purpose of the work session is to have an open discussion with the applicant before
moving forward to the next step.

Planner Astorga stated that the intent this evening was to introduce the Woodward Concept and to
discuss the possibility of transferring density from one parcel to another, but contained within the
subject area. Planner Astorga clarified that they were not talking about transferring density from
another part of town. He noted that the MPD had a provision stating that all of the density allocated
per the table was to remain on each parcel.

Chair Worel informed the applicant that the Planning Commission would have four different
members when this item comes back to the Planning Commission, and those members may have
different opinions from what they hear this evening.

Michael Barille, with Plan Works Design, stated that he has been working with Tim Brenwald and
Jenni Smith with PCMR for a number of years looking at the future of the Park City Mountain Resort
Base Area. He introduced Jenni Smith, the President and General Manager of PCMR and Tim
Brenwald with Powdr Corporation.

Mr. Barille stated that PCMR had a vision from 1997 and 1999 working through the MPD process
and they were approached by outside developers who wanted to develop under that development
agreement. Mr. Barille remarked that there have been issues and challenges involved with all of
those concepts, and the Resort wanted to relook at it from the perspective of the locals and find
something that fits with the community and better fits the operation of the Resort. Mr. Barille stated
that this was the viewpoint when he was asked to get involved with the master planning process.
He noted that having worked in the business for 13 years in the Park City area and seven or eight
years before he moved to Utah, he was very excited to bring this project forward into the process.
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He expected to encounter challenges, but he believed it would be good for the Resort and for the
community.

Jenni Smith introduced Tom Pettigrew, Director of Skier Services; Jody Church, the Chief Operating
Officer of Woodward Camps, which is a company owned by Powdr Corp. She noted that Ms.
Church was with Powdr Corp. for 25 years in Tahoe where they opened a Mountain Center in June
2012. Ms. Church has been the COO of Woodward Camps for nearly a year. She and her family
relocated to Park City in January 2013.

Ms. Smith stated that PCMR was excited about this project and they were anxious to start the
process. Mr. Barille also introduced Sid Ostergaard, the Land Planner for Plan Works Design.

Mr. Barille explained that the Resort would be bringing forward a conditional use permit for the
Woodward Mountain Center they were proposing to build in Park City. He noted that corresponding
amendments to the Development Agreement would necessary to allow the density that was
already approved within the master plan to be consolidated on to the site where they intend to build
the project. They have been working through the issues with Staff and he looked forward to having
that discussion with the Planning Commission. Mr. Barille stated that there would also be follow-up
amendments that would relate more to the broader master plan for all of the base area and the
developable area in the parking lots, and how the Woodward site plan fits within the broader site
plan for the entire base area.

Mr. Barille commented on the goals for this project. They believe it has great potential for the
Mountain Resort and for the growth of snow sports in General, as well as helping to elevate Park
City and PCMR within the snow sports and sports enthusiasts to understand the new offerings that
would be coming forward in the future to this area.

Mr. Barille reviewed a time line. The plan is to complete the permitting process during the winter
and be ready to start construction of the Woodward facility in the Spring, with a projected
completion date of 2015. Mr. Barille stated that the goal with the Planning Commission was to
proceed as efficiently as possible and as quickly as possible. He summarized a list of issues that
he believed the Planning Commission would eventually want to have more details. He expected the
Staff and the Planning Commission would add to the list. Mr. Barille also expected to address
neighborhood concerns. He noted that he and Ms. Smith had started meeting with some of the
HOAs and neighboring property owners to introduce this project and listen to their concerns and
guestions. They would continue to do that over the coming weeks. They also intend to host open
houses at the Resort during the holiday period to allow people to review the plans in details and ask
guestions. Mr. Barille anticipated that issues would be raised during the open houses and they
would report back to the Planning Commission on how they intend to address those issues.

Mr. Barille explained the function of Woodard. It is a year-round action sports and training facility
with a summer camp component for youth. In addition to sports, there would also a media and arts
component. Mr. Barille presented slides of the Woodward Mountain Center Training Facility in
Tahoe and noted that it was similar to the one they intend to build in Park City. He presented a
series of slides showing how the Training Facility functions.

Mr. Barille showed a video on Woodward and how they teach the skills of their program.
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Mr. Barille presented a rendering of the actual design of the building they were proposing to build at
PCMR. He stated that they had worked through a number of internal programming issues to
achieve a design that works well for the various components of the building. Mr. Barille remarked
that the intent was to draw on the mining history and use a lot of the mountain materials, metal,
steel and glass, butin a more contemporary way. He believed that would set the tone for what they
wanted for the rest of the base village. It reflects the past without being a replica.

Mr. Barille reviewed the front and back elevations of the building, as well as the proposed forms and
materials and design features. Mr. Barille presented a series of slides that were taken directly from
PCMR'’s portion of the presentation at the Joint Session. He counted some of that discussion and
noted that there was a long history of partnership between Park City Mountain Resort and Town on
a number of issues ranging from parking and events to a connection to the Main Street that was
created with the Town Lift and the transit stop in that location, to a combined economic synergy and
development. The Resort would like to build on the successes as the re-development of the base
area occurs. Mr. Barille believed that both Woodward and the site plan design for the base area
helps to strengthen those elements. Mr. Barille outlined the challenges that were identified during
the Joint Session.

Mr. Barille reviewed a context slide showing the subject area and the parking lots. Another slide
showed the context of the area covered by the MPD and recognizes that it is surrounded by the
RDA. That was a reason why at that time, and as they move forward, they continue to talk about
partnerships with the City. Mr. Barille presented a summary slide of some of the statistics from the
MPD as it currently sits with the current parking counts.

Mr. Barille pointed out that the overall site planning anticipates as much as a 15% reduction in the
overall density from what was currently approved. They have talked about the potential that
approximately 30,000 to 90,000 square feet of various types of resort support and commercial use
might be developed on the site, rather than the 97,400 plus 85,000 that was approved in the
agreement. He noted that the number could be increased slightly because some of the facilities
within the Woodward project have been combined. It would depend on how, as a group, they
decide to count the Resort accessory use.

Mr. Barille stated that as they move forward with redevelopment of the base, the goal is to look at
ways to improve the efficiency of transit and improve the use of shuttles and alternate modes of
transportation. They were cautious about not overbuilding the parking because that would
encourage everyone visiting the resort to rent a car and add to traffic congestion. Mr. Barille looked
forward to having that discussion with the Planning Commission at upcoming meetings.

Mr. Barille outlined a number of additional goals they hope to accomplish with the proposed plan.
He noted that they had participated in the consultant’s review of the traffic patterns at the Resort.
Gordon Shaw has done a lot of transit planning for the City and the City hired Mr. Shaw to look at
the PCMR property. The Resort team participated in terms of providing background numbers and
information, as well as their own thoughts about how it would work the best operationally.

Mr. Barille emphasized that the intent is to give the local residents and children an opportunity that

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 78 of 259



Work Session Minutes
November 20, 2013
Page 4

they do not have now. He stated that they try to dual purpose everything possible within the design
of this facility. When they run a summer camp they need dormitories where kids can stay. In trying
to find a use for that space the rest of the year, they determined that it would be an ideal opportunity
to provide seasonal employee housing on-site.

Mr. Barille presented the most current conceptual site plan and noted that the only change since the
Joint Session was that the site identified for a hotel was the site they chose for Woodward. Mr.
Barille stated that some of the goals that came out of the Joint Session from a survey of both
Planning Commission and City Council, was to have more interactive open spaces; to be more
diverse and family-friendly; to have more of a sense of arrival and identity; better signage and
direction elements; and to be more inviting. He thought that was consistent with Powdr Corp. and
PCMR’s goals. They view themselves as the family resort of the three resorts in Town, and they
want to continue that perspective as the area redevelops. Mr. Barille reviewed a number of slides
showing how they intend to meet that goal with the proposed site plan.

Mr. Barille reviewed the definition of Resort Accessory Use from the Development Agreement and
he felt strongly that the Woodward project falls within that category of use. The reason for choosing
this site for Woodward was its proximity to the snow and its involvement in the snow sports arena.
It also does a lot of what resort accessory use was intended to do. He presented the site plan for
the Woodward building itself, well as an existing aerial showing how the Woodward building fits in
with the existing properties. He noted that the center rectangular portion would be sunk into the
ground to reduce the visibility and visual impacts.

Mr. Barille expected to go into a lot more detail with the Planning Commission regarding the density
provisions within the agreement and how the density categories would be allocated to this project.
He referred to Parcel C, which is proposed for the Woodward facility, and reviewed the current
entitlement in terms of height, density and use categories, and the proposed use at the time of the
agreement. He then showed what it would be under the current proposal.

Jenni Smith felt this project would raise the bar on recreation opportunities in Park City for youth
and adults. It is primarily for youth and a year-round opportunity. The building would be a four-
season facility that would continue to bring people into the community. Ms. Smith believed it would
grow their core business. The demographics of the ski industry is changing and the millennial
generation is the largest in US history; 95 million born between 1978 and the early 2000. The baby
boomers is the next largest group at 78 million. A large number of people are coming into the sport
and they are looking for an authentic experience. Ms. Smith stated that Woodward is outstanding
with the progression of learning and draw people into the community who may not have come
otherwise. She remarked that it was difficult to understand the camp experience unless you
actually see it, and it would be a great benefit to the community.

Commissioner Thomas stated that this was not difficult for him to comprehend because he has
personally seen the reality of it. He was optimistic about its success at PCMR. Commissioner
Thomas commented on a similar facility at Whistler and the strength of their pedestrian core and
the amount of business it brings as it disperses throughout the rest of the community.

Commissioner Thomas assumed that there was a pedestrian connection through the building
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stepping up to the existing drop off. Mr. Barille stated that pedestrian connection was one of the
things they thought about as they went through the conceptual design on that building to make it as
intuitive as possible. Interms of architecture, Commissioner Thomas believed this was a legitimate
representation of the evolution of its moment in time, and it also has a reflection of the mining era.
He like the design but he was unsure whether it would fit within the current Code with regard to
facade lengths and other issues.

Planner Astorga stated that those issues would be reviewed as part of the conditional use permit.
He noted that the original MPD had 492 unit equivalents. PCMR has said that they do not want to
build more and they were looking at possibly building less. However, it would require a transfer of
density from one parcel to another. He asked if the Commissioners would support the transfer of
density, because that would be the first step to amend the current MPD.

Commissioner Wintzer asked Mr. Barille to identify the areas where they were proposing to move
around the density. Mr. Barille stated that in the Resort support category there was approximately
18,000 square feet assigned to Parcel C and they want to build 80 square feet. The question is
whether to do that by taking some of the resort support commercial from Parcels D, E and B and
moving it there, or whether they would honor some of the definition that says they should not count
UEs against that category as long as it supports the Resort function, or whether they would look at
using some of the residential density. Mr. Barille believed that it would probably be a combination.
Commissioner Wintzer commented on the entry experience. If they shift the density in a way that
keeps the mountains visible and creates a feel of entry, they should support it.

Commissioner Thomas thought it would be beneficial if the Planning Commission could see a
sequence of images showing what the perspective would be outside of it, coming to it and being in
it. Mr. Barille noted that they had already started 3-D sketch up modeling and some U of U studies.
He also anticipated physical modeling. Mr. Barille stated that he had created imagery that shows
what they believe are well-designed pedestrian streets on the view corridors versus ones that do
not work as well.

Commissioner Wintzer remarked that traffic would be the major problem. He wanted to see the
pedestrian connections and the traffic circulation patterns, particularly where and how traffic would
merge on to Park Avenue and Highway 224. Commissioner Wintzer thought it was time to start
working on employee parking and using park and rides.

Chair Worel asked about the number of people the dorm would house. Mr. Barille stated that their
charge was between 200 to 250 kids and counselors combined. Ms. Smith pointed out that using
the dorms for employee housing would be different than using itas camp dorms. Chair Worel liked
the fact that the dorm would be used for employee housing.
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Planning Director, Thomas Eddington; Planning Manager, Kayla Sintz; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner;
Francisco Astorga, Planner; Anya Grahn, Planner; Polly Samuels‘McLean, Assistant City Attorney

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL

Chair Worel called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were present
except Commissioner Thomas who was excused and Commissioner Savage who arrived later.

General Plan — Discussion and Public Hearing

Director Eddington thanked the stakeholder committee who worked diligently on the General Plan.
He named the committee members and recognized their time commitment over the past year.

Director Eddington started the General Plan discussion this evening with some of the questions
submitted to the Staff and other issues the Commissioners wanted to address.

Natural Setting

Director Eddington referred to page 3 under Natural Setting and a previous request to add language
at the top.of the page. The Staff had made corrections, fixed typos, and added language a few
weeks earlier. He believed that issue had already been addressed. Director Eddington referred to
page 5 of Natural Setting and a request to add item 4(e), develop small neighborhood open spaces
and parks. The language was added and it was shown in blue on the draft.

Directed Eddington. commented on a request to protect significant vegetation and noted that
vegetation was addressed in four different strategies; 4.1, 4.6, 4.13 and 4.16. He asked if the
Commissioners wanted a separate strategy to protect significant vegetation or if it was sufficient in
how it was currently incorporated in terms of private lands, open space lands, walkability lands, and
trail lands. Commissioners Wintzer stated that Old Town and other areas in the LMC talk about
significant vegetation and he thought it should be addressed separately in the General Plan.
Director Eddington clarified that Commissioner Wintzer wanted to add an independent Strategy 4.22
that recommends protecting significant vegetation.

Commissioner Hontz stated that in the comparison of the Old General Plan to the New General

Plan, she found language in the current General Plan, “Manage our limited forest with care to
preserve and improve the overall health of the mountain vegetation.” She did not believe that
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statement was represented in the new General Plan. Director Eddington stated that the language
was included as included as a strategy in the new General Plan because the strategy was dissolved
and put into an ordinance. He stated that the Landscape Ordinance has a significant vegetation
section and they were building the new Forestry Plan off of that particular ordinance.

Commissioner Hontz asked if there was agreement among the Planning Commission that since this
was a tenet of the existing General Plan, which is different than an ordinance, that it should be
incorporated into the new General Plan. Commissioner Wintzer wanted it incorporated because
protecting existing vegetation is something they talk about with every Steep Slope CUP. ltis helpful
when they have the ability to say that something does not comply with the General Plan or the LMC.

Director Eddington stated that 4.22 would be added as a separate strategy. Commissioner Hontz
thought it was two parts. One was to protect significant vegetation and the other was to manage the
existing forest and overall health of the mountain vegetation. They could be addressed in the same
sentence but both parts needed to be listed. The Commissioners concurred.

Director Eddington referred to page 10 and recalled a previous discussion about removing 5.5. He
noted that 5.5 had been updated and a new strategy 6.14 on page 17 was added to address issues
regarding heated driveways, etc. Director Eddington stated that Strategy 5.5 was reworded to
“adopt requirements for new development to be oriented for passive and/pr renewable energy.”
Strategy 6.14 “Consider the option of surcharges or offsets for heat melt driveway systems that do
not utilize renewable energy resources.”

Director Eddington referred.to Strategy 5.15 on page 11 and noted that per the Commissioners
request the Staff had added screened recycling areas for easy pickup. He stated that 5.22
addresses outside energy uses.

Director Eddington stated that the fire break and fire risk maps were included in the original General
Plan. However, the task force recommended that they be taken out and the Staff removed them.
He explainedthat the language on page 38 still talks about the importance of fire breaks and the
wildlife urban interface and the maps could be added back in if the Commissioners wanted. The
Commissioners were comfortable leaving the language and removing the maps.

Commissioner. Wintzer referred to page 14 and asked for an explanation of 6D, “Encourage
regional planning efforts as‘a mechanism to mitigate population growth.” Director Eddington stated
that at the last City Council meeting a question was raised about whether to encourage regional
planning efforts to mitigate population growth. The Staff thought they had covered that issue in the
Regional Section Goal 2 of Small Town, but it was not there. Therefore, it was added as Strategy
6D because it was a good crossover to put mitigating population growth in the Natural Setting
section.

Commissioner Wintzer wanted to know how addressing something outside of the City boundary
would fit within the General Plan. Director Eddington replied that it was talking about collaborating
with their neighbors to help Summit County, Wasatch County and Park City all work together to
mitigate and shape future population growth.
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Director Eddington stated that language was added on page 16, 6.7, “Work with State and regional
entities to incorporate gray water systems in large-scale projects.”

Director Eddington remarked that a question was raised regarding fire pits and he asked if the
Commissioners wanted fire pits addressed. He noted that there were discussions in both Planning
Commission meetings and stakeholder meetings about whether it would be a challenge to the resort
character for anyone trying to create that ambiance.

Commissioner Wintzer suggested that it be treated the same asa heated driveway. If someone
wanted an outside fire pit that dispels natural gas into the air, it should be offset with additional
insulation in the house or better windows. Director Eddington asked if the Planning Commission
was willing to consider energy offset on a resort or hotel. .He assumed it would be included in 6.14
on page 17. He suggested revising 6.14 to read “...heat melt driveway systems and/or outdoor fire

pits.

Director Eddington stated that there were questions aboutthe language regarding open space. He
referred to the new page 21, which was revamped to incorporate what the Commissioners had
questioned, as well as City Council input. Commissioner Wintzer remarked that his question was, if
the public cannot see it or use it is it open space, whichrincludes roof top gardens, etc. counting as
open space. Director Eddington replied thatthe Staff was notrecommending counting roof tops as
open space under Urban Open Space.

Commissioners Gross pointed out that language under Urban Open Space specifically says
accessible rooftop gardens. Commissioner Wintzer stated that the issue is whether or not it is open
to the public. Director Eddington recalled a previous discussion where the Commissioners were not
opposed to counting roof tops if it was accessible to the public. He clarified that green roofs would
not count as open space unless they are publicly accessible. Commissioners Wintzer and Gross
did not believe the language was clear. Commissioner Wintzer thought they needed definitions for
urban open space and private open space. He suggested that the definitions might be better in the
LMC rather than the General Plan.

Commissioner Hontz thought the language as written allows someone to consider their rooftop in
their application as open space and later tell the Planning Commission that it is not open space.
Only open space that is available to the public should be considered open space. For example, a
rooftop with a gate at the bottom that limits access is not open space. Commissioner Hontz did not
believe the language as written met what the Commissioners asked for in terms of what they would
consider applicable open space. Director Eddington agreed that it made sense to add the word
“publicly” in front of rooftop gardens.

Planning Manager Sintz recommended that they remove the phrase, “accessible rooftop gardens”.
Commissioner Gross preferred to eliminate it because it was undefined. Commissioner Wintzer
concurred. Director Eddington remarked that the Staff was trying to anticipate what could occur in
the future, because currently there was no requirement. Commissioner Wintzer pointed out that
Main Street was the only area without a requirement. Everything else is an MPD that requires open
space.
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Commissioner Hontz did not believe the definitions were sufficient to address open space and how
they relate. She encouraged the Staff to look at other communities to further define it better.
Commissioner Hontz stated that labeling a Park as passive open space was inaccurate. Director
Eddington explained that the Staff was careful to define open space based on how it is used rather
than who owns it.

Commissioner Hontz remarked that the Commissioners have not been heard throughout the entire
General Plan process and she felt like she was still not being heard this evening. She asked if there
was concurrence among the Planning Commission to direct the Staff to relook at the definitions, or
whether they would allow the Staff to move forward with the definitions as written.

Commissioner Wintzer was unsure whether the General Plan was the document to have specific
legal definitions. He stated that if “accessible rooftops”was removed from the Urban Open Space,
he would agree with the concept of the definition because it was vague enough.  Commissioner
Hontz replied that the definitions did not need to be legal definitions, but she thought they should be
the parameters for what an applicant should expect. Commissioner Wintzer suggested adding a
statement in the General Plan about treating public and private open space differently; and let the
Code define how they should be treated.

Director Eddington stated that the definitions were expanded.in an earlier version; however, in
meetings with the City Council and others, the Staff was asked to narrow it down. He pointed out
that language was added that talks about the need to address public and private designations in an
MPD. However, it was difficult to know how that would play out without knowing the specific project.
Commissioner Wintzer stated that if they wait to anticipate it during an MPD it would be too late,
because the applicant-would have already anticipated their side of it. Commissioner Wintzer
reiterated that the General Plan was not the document to define it, but he felt strongly that it needed
to be defined before an applicant submits an MPD application.

Commissioner Strachan was not bothered by the definitions with the exception of Urban Open
Space and the disclaimer at the bottom right in italics. He thought the disclaimer was a problem
waiting to happen. Commissioner Strachan believed the rest of the definitions were generally
understood within the community and they were reflected in the LMC. He stated that there were no
road maps for Urban Open Space and it was better defined in the LMC. Commissioner Strachan
suggested adding a general statement in the General Plan to encourage Urban Open Space where
appropriate, and let the LMC to define Urban Space. Commissioner Wintzer concurred.

Commissioner Gross suggested that they take a closer look at the COSAC definitions and tie them
together. If the City spends citizens money for open space it would be nice if the definitions could
flow from one thing to the other. Commissioner Strachan asked if COSAC defines Urban Open
Space. Commissioner Gross was unsure. He would like to take another look at the COSAC
definitions to see if there were similarities. Commissioner Strachan agreed with looking at the
COSAC definitions, but he did not think the General Plan was the appropriate document to define
those.

Chair Worel asked if there was consensus among the Commissioners to support Commissioner
Strachan’s suggestion. The Commissioners concurred. Director Eddington clarified that the
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direction was to uncapitalize urban open space and take out the public/private designation, and add
one or two sentences to better define it within the LMC.

Commissioner Hontz was comfortable leaving the last sentence, “Does not include roads or parking
lots (pervious and impervious).” Commissioner Strachan thought that sentence should also be for
the LMC. The Commissioners agreed to remove it from the General Plan.<Commissioner Hontz
was willing to support the changes suggested by Commissioner Strachan; but she still did not think
the definitions were where they needed to be.

Director Eddington stated that at the request of the Planning Commission a specific strategy was
added as 6.7 on page 16 to address gray water.

Commissioner Wintzer referred to page 50 and the photo of a canal walk in Indianapolis. He
requested that the photo be replaced with one that would be more indicative of what Park City could
accomplish. Director Eddington replied that the photo was a good example of how to daylight a
stream; not a representation of what they would actually do in‘Park City. Commissioner Wintzer
thought it was important to use photos that capture what Park City wants. Commissioner Strachan
thought the streams in Park City were daylighted already. Commissioner Wintzer replied that
Poison Creek was the only stream that was daylighted and that was only after the trail leaves Old
Town. The Commissioners discussed daylighting and decided to remove the reference from the
General Plan.

Director Eddington stated that stream daylighting'was added primarily because the Sustainability
Department was talking about opportunities to daylight in the area of the Brew Pub lot and/or to re-
create something. There was a lot of interest in trying to get back to water. Commissioner Wintzer
stated that it was something he would like to see, but he did not think it was practical.

Commissioner Strachan remarked that his approach to the General Plan has been to shorten it
wherever possible.. He thought this was an opportunity to delete text and eliminate full pages from
the document.

Commissioner Savage thought it was an opportunity to make the creek that runs through town
something nice to walk along where people could stroll through Old Town on the creek side.
Commissioner Wintzer preferred to remove it from the General Plan. Commissioner Hontz agreed
with removing the language because it would not prohibit the concept from being approved.
Commissioner Strachan noted that the language states, “The City would not restore the original
creek bed, but rather introduce a new path for the stream that accommodates the neighborhood
needs along Swede Alley.” If anything were to occur he thought it should be to restore the creek
bed. He was not in favor of encouraging something artificial with the creek that would alter the
natural setting.

Historic Character

Director Eddington noted that on page 3, language was added to say, Historic Preservation is the
economic driver to Old Town. The language was shown in blue in the first column. On page 4,
language was added to the heading Goal 15, “...preserve the integrity, scale, mass and
compatibility...”. The added language was shown in blue.
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Director Eddington stated that there was a question regarding ridge lines. Since it was already
addressed in Natural Setting, the Staff added language as a specific strategy in Old Town. The
language was shown in blue on page 7 as Strategy 15.9 - “Protect the ridgelines and hillsides from
development.” Director Eddington noted that the language in Strategy 15.14 on page 7 reflected
their discussion to educate the public.

Director Eddington noted that page 6 talked about increasing the role of the HPB and 15.10 talks
about augmenting some of what the Historic Preservation Board‘does with regard to their review
including the grant program, a potential revolving loan fund, and inform property owners of state and
federal preservation tax credits. Director Eddington stated that the Staff has been working with the
HPB to talk about pro-active opportunities.

Director Eddington noted that a strategy was added‘on page 7 as 15.20, per the request to add,
“Partner with the US Post Office to ensure a continued presence on Main Street.” Director
Eddington referred to page 9 and new language that was added to the end of 16B, “Uses that
should be limited include office space, real estate show rooms and parking.” The added language
was shown in blue. He stated that the LMC is much more explicit, but the language was added to
the General Plan for clarification. Commissioner Strachan asked about the origin of the initial
language inred. Director Eddington replied that the Staff had drafted language and the City Council
asked for clarifying language. The language in red'was revised per City Council direction. The
language in blue was added at.the request of the Planning Commission.

Commissioner Strachan remarked that it was the City Council’s prerogative to revise the language,
but in his opinion, “uses that engage visitors” meant real estate agents and timeshares. Director
Eddington did not believe the City.Council would.be opposed if the language was further clarified.
Commissioner Wintzer suggested that they tie it into vertical zoning instead of trying to address it
separately.

Director Eddington noted that language was added to 16.3 on page 10 to address educating
business owners. Director Eddington referred to page 15 and noted that the good neighbor program
has been utilized throughout the Nation and the Staff thought it would be good in the toolbox to help
promote public/private partnerships. On page 18, column one, language was added to the end of
the first paragraph stating, “In areas in the HR1, HR-2, and HR-L zones where no lots are platted,
new lots shall respect the historic lot patterns of 25’ x 75’. Regarding Rossi Hill, Director Eddington
referred to language on Page 18 that talked about options for single family detached garages. The
language was added as a result of discussions with the Planning Commission and the HPB.
Commissioner Wintzer stated that the Planning Commission discussed smaller lots. He pointed out
that there were combined lots on Rossi Hill with smaller houses. He was notin favor of encouraging
people to break up everything because historically some of the lots were large and used for
agricultural purposes. Director Eddington stated that the language focused primarily on HR-1 and
HR-2. He assumed they would not want the same thing for the HRL zone.

Director Eddington referred to page 20 and asked if they should show images of houses with flat

roofs. Currently, there were no structures with flat roofs but it has been proposed for consideration
when the design guidelines are revised in 2014. Director Eddington stated that flat roofs were more
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of an HDDR issue relative to the design guidelines and he was unsure if it belonged in the General
Plan.

Commissioner Strachan thought flat roofs should be an LMC issue and not addressed in the
General Plan.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 18 and the paragraph that talked about reducing parking
requirements for single lots. She recalled that the Commissioners-were concerned that it would
actually increase the parking issues for the neighborhood and that it would only make sense if the
overall footprint and square footage of the house was also reduced. Commissioner Hontz stated that
the Planning Commission had mentioned this several times but it was never changed. Director
Eddington explained that it would result in less square footage for the house because currently
incorporating the garage into the house allows a footprint for three stories. If the garage it
detached, there would be an opportunity to put something above it. Commissioner Hontz read the
paragraph and noted that the word “detached” was not in the language.

Commissioner Wintzer calculated that setbacks and parking spaces to show how it would increase
the size of the house and potentially the use of a car, but the parking requirement would be
decreased. Planning Manager Sintz stated that it was a discussion of reducing the parking
requirement from two to one, but it was also a discussion on wanting people to commit to reducing
the use of their vehicles. Commissioner Wintzer agreed with the concept of encouraging people to
reduce the number of vehicles,-but he did not believe the language accomplished that goal. He
believed that people with two vehicles would park one on the street. Commissioner Wintzer was
certain that the language as written would encourage someone to build a larger house and only
have one parking space. Commissioner Wintzer stated that the Planning Commission raised this
same issue at the last meeting. CommissionerHontz thought there was consensus that this was a
problem.

Commissioner Hontz suggested adding language indicating that the overall footprint and square
footage of the unit would need to be reduced in order to get the parking reduction. Otherwise, they
should remove the incentive. They should not offer an incentive that pushes the burden on to the
rest of the neighborhood.

The Commissioners agreed to delete the first paragraph on page 18 under Incentivizing
Development on Single Lots, as well as the next paragraph that was written in red.
Commissioner Hontz referred to the photos on pages 21-25 and stated that the comments she had
made in March were not incorporated. She liked the green and red border around each picture
because it was easier to identify acceptable and unacceptable; however, many of the photos were
not helpful because it was difficult to see what it was showing. Commissioner Hontz suggested that
30% of the photos should be replaced. If they want to tell a story through photos, the story should
be easy to understand.

Director Eddington remarked that the photos were new, but they could do more circling to make it

more explicit. Commissioner Hontz stated that the pictures were the same ones she had in March.
Commissioner Wintzer thought they could find better examples for some of the photos.
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Director Eddington noted that there was a question on page 30 regarding the design guidelines,
historic preservation deed restrictions, restrictive covenants, and historic preservation easements.
Commissioner Wintzer stated that he thought language should be added to work on enforcement.
Director Eddington asked if he was referring to enforcement of what was approved at the Building
Department. Commissioner Strachan thought it should be that and general enforcement of the
Code.

Director Eddington referred to page 31, Park City Preservation Easement. He explained that they
were not using Park City easements as much since they .implemented the 2009 HDDR.
Commissioner Wintzer suggested the idea of a tool to incentivize building smaller structures.

Small Town

Director Eddington noted that a question was raised about whether they were adding density in the
first section. He explained that the language had been changed to capture what the Planning
Commission and City Council expressed in previous meetings, which was to not add density unless
there was a give and get. Director Eddington stated that page 3 addresses TDRs and he asked if
that was an appropriate tool for Small Town.

Commissioner Wintzer had raised the question and he thought the Staff had missed his point. He
was asking if the language should be in the Small Town section or in Sense of Community. Director
Eddington recalled having that-discussion early in the process and they said that the Sense of
Community section was more about the policy and the Small Town section was more about land use
and the regional approach. For that reason, TDRs seemed more appropriate in Small Town. In
addition, TDRs allow the opportunity for smaller nodes and smaller neighborhoods, which helps
achieve small town.

Commissioner Wintzer agreed with the concept but he was unsure if it belonged in Small Town.
Director Eddington stated that after the last meeting the Staff changed the language that talked
about opportunities for internal TDRs .and to explore the opportunity for jurisdictional TDRs. That
was not‘allowed by the State at this point, but it may be a future opportunity. Either way it would
come before the Planning Commission as an ordinance.

Commissioner Wintzer reiterated that he did not believe it belonged in Small Town. Commissioner
Hontz stated that if it was TDRs that involved any type of regional discussion, then it definitely
should not be in Small Town. If it was within the community, she could still see Commissioner
Wintzer’s point. She could see no harm in moving it to Sense of Community.

Commissioner Wintzer stated that in reading through Visioning the idea was to keep Park City small
and to keep Park City Park City. He could think of three or four places within the City limits where
TDRs could be used now. However, regional TDRs could possibly mean moving density into town.
Director Eddington noted that Goal 1 on page 6 talks about protecting undeveloped land,
discouraging sprawl, etc., and TDRs is a potential tool to help accomplish that. The Small Town
section primarily dealt with land use, which is why they put TDRs under Small Town.
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Commissioner Wintzer referred to the picture on page 8. It showed bringing the Osguthorpe Farm
into the City and he thought it was a terrible example of TDRs in a small town. Director Eddington
clarified that the photo was showing how to protect the farm. Commissioner Wintzer pointed out that
the Osguthorpe Farm was outside of the City limits and the City did not have property like it within
the City limits. Director Eddington agreed that there was nothing now, but there could be
opportunities in the future through potential annexations where they would'want to protect the land.

Commissioner Savage understood that the concept would be to eliminate development of parcels
that are currently open, but have development rights by allowing'TDRs to create areas of higher
density inside the City; for example, concentrated areas of affordable housing. Director Eddington
replied that this was correct. Commissioner Savage supported that idea. Commissioner Gross
remarked that the idea was not the issue. The question was where to place it within.the General
Plan. Commissioner Savage thought they would want to stimulate people to think about higher
density housing situations that are close to the hub of town.

Director Eddington stated that the challenge is that the goals in Sense of Community talk about work
force housing, lifelong housing, diversity of jobs, parks and recreation and world class recreation
and the way they live in the community. He thought TDRs were much more limited.

Commissioner Wintzer was not opposed to leaving TDRs in.small town, but he still thought the
picture on page 8 showed something he would not want to see occur. He disagreed with
Commissioner Savage because if they bring all the density into town, they would lose what they
have. Director Eddington stated that they were afraid of both density and sprawl and it was a
balancing act.

Commissioner Savage remarked that they continually talk about getting families and full-time
resident into Old Town. In his opinion, the best way to do that was to focus on more density and
more cost-effectiveness so retirees and young families have places where they can afford to live.
Commissioner Wintzer pointed out that the language brings density into town but it does not mention
anything about being affordable. He could not support it.

Director Eddington stated that when they get into the strategies section, they begin to talk about
reasons for utilizing TDRs for affordable housing and open space preservation in terms of a get for
the give.

Commissioner Gross asked if Commissioner Wintzer would support removing regional TDRs and
just make it City-wide TDRs. Commissioner Wintzer replied that city-wide TDRs was a great tool.
Regional TDRs was a way of making their small town bigger. Director Eddington clarified that
Commissioner Wintzer was suggesting some type of qualifier that outlines what might be an allowed
regional TDR, such as affordable housing. Commissioner Wintzer stated that he would
be more comfortable with a qualifier but he would have to see the wording. However, at this point
he preferred to eliminate Regional TDRs because it had not been defined. Director Eddington
stated that the Staff would add a qualifier for affordable housing. He noted that the General Plan is
a living document and it would change over the course of the next year. Anything related to TDRs
would come before the Planning Commission and the City Council.
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Director Eddington referred to page 7 and the language the Planning Commission had deleted in
Objective1A. He recalled a discussion where the Commissioners thought it should be qualified. He
asked if that was enough qualifier. Commissioner Gross asked if “should only be considered” was
the qualifier. Director Eddington answered yes. He revised the stricken language to read, “...should
only be considered for offsetting the development pressures and creating affordable housing.”

Commissioner Hontz stated that it still did not address her point from previous meetings. She
believed there was consensus on why they would want density moved around or increased. Her
point was that the other jurisdictions did not have the same code and methodology system of
accounting for density. Her concern was that people would manufacture density in other
jurisdictions that did not actually exist, and they would wantto bring it into Park City because the
value would be higher. Commissioner Hontz stated that itis a major problem that has never been
addressed.

Commissioner Wintzer thought a prime example was what the City thought they had entitled the
Sweeney’s versus what the Sweeney’s thought they were entitled to. Director Eddington noted that
Strategy 1.12 on page 11 says that the TDR system shall reflect market rate valuation.
Commissioner Hontz stated that it was more than dollars. It was the actual number of units.

The Commissioner discussed appropriate language to address.the concern. Commissioner Savage
asked why they had to accept County based TDRs at this point. He could not understand why they
were spending time contemplating itif they have no control over how the other jurisdictions set their
values.

City Attorney, Mark Harrington, referred to page 8 and suggested adding language under A Legal
Approach to TDRs, “The City should explore a Regional TDR program with our partners provided
that such program is consistent with Park City’s core values and visioning statements, and mitigates
transportation traffic_impacts.” Commissioner Wintzer was comfortable with the suggested
language.

Commissioner Strachan thought they needed to revise the language on page 10, Strategy 1.1. The
language as written says to amend the LMC to allow TDR credits to be used within defined receiving
zones for additional development. City Attorney Harrington stated that the language needed to be
clarified to indicate that it was language for the current program within the City limits.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 8 and thought it was important to keep the language, “The
Planning Commission is strongly indicated that TDRs should only be granted where there is a
tangible ‘get’ realized.” The Commissioners concurred.

Director Eddington summarized that they should add the language City Attorney Harrington had
recommended on page 8, revise the second paragraph to address the concerns, and note that
Strategy 1.1 is for the existing ordinance within Park City limits.

Director Eddington understood that there was a concern regarding the photos shown on page 11.
The intent was to look back at good examples where sprawl was utilized at a minimum. He
explained that the photos were used because they did not have a good local example and they do
not what the County will do with regard to future development.
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Commissioner Wintzer thought Redstone was a good example because the density from Swaner
was transferred to Redstone.

Commissioner Wintzer referred to page 10, Strategy 1.2, and asked for clarification on the transition
zone. Director Eddington replied that a transition zone is the area within a neighborhood that may
have been lower density that moves to higher density. Commissioner Wintzer thought the language
was confusing because the only transition zone is HR-2. The.Commissioners changed the
language to transition areas.

Commissioner Wintzer asked for clarification of 1.5 on page10 regarding revising the minimum lot
size within primary residential neighborhoods. Director-Eddington stated that it was looking at
options in the future for cluster zoning and smaller step down housing zoning. It stems from the
original intent to keep the properties in Old Town smaller. Commissioner Wintzer remarked that the
smaller they make the lot the bigger the ratio between lot and house. Nothing is gained except big
houses on smaller lots. Director Eddington explained that part of this would include re-examining
setbacks, etc.

Commissioner Hontz did not believe they could make the minimum lot size any smaller in Old Town.
Director Eddington agreed; and clarified that the idea stemmed from the typical Old Town lot size.

Director Eddington referred to page 14 which addressed the Local Government Commission. He
stated that the LGC was started in Yosemite National Park by a group that came up with a series of
principles regarding land use planning. He thought many of the principles tied in with Park City’s
core values. Director Eddington remarked that the LGC is something that planners look to in terms
of guiding ideologies.

Commissioner Wintzer stated that he raised the issue not because it was good or bad, but because
they had not had enough conversation about it. Commissioner Hontz requested that they eliminate
the entire page. Commissioner Strachan did not believe much of it was applicable. Commissioner
Wintzer concurred. The Commissioners supported the suggestion to eliminate the entire page.

Director Eddington noted that page 14 was included to reference the parameters of the Wasatch
Back, which includes Park City. Commissioner Wintzer questioned why they were talking about
areas outside of theirjurisdiction, as referenced on page 15. Director Eddington stated that the idea
was to show some of the challenges relative to their small town.

Chair Worel noted that page 35 included Morgan County. Director Eddington stated that page 35
showed the impact of some of the regional open space land and opportunities for overall
connectivity. Some did go into Morgan County in terms of the Uintah Wasatch National Forest.

Commissioner Wintzer referred to page 19 and noted that the Huntsman property showed up as a
receiving zone but it was never discussed. He pointed out that it would be sending density to the top
of the mountain when they were trying to keep it down in the valley. Director Eddington explained
that it was only talking about opportunities in looking at potential resort areas for consideration. He
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noted that there have been discussions about a gondola and additional transportation modes to
reach that area. Commissioner Wintzer was comfortable talking about it but he was not comfortable
adding a picture in the General Plan before it was discussed. Commissioner Wintzer stated that his
reading of the language was that the Huntsman property could be a receiving zone. Director
Eddington noted that it talked about PCMR and Deer Valley as well. Commissioner Wintzer stated
that they have talked about PCMR and Deer Valley, but they never had a discussion about
Huntsman. Commissioner Hontz explained why she thought it was a misrepresentation compared
to the other bubbles on page 19.

Commissioner Savage suggested removing the Huntsman bubble at this point until they have the
opportunity to discuss it as a receiving zone. The Commissioners concurred.

Director Eddington noted that page 29 talked about clustering opportunities. Commissioner Wintzer
understood the idea but he did not think there was a‘piece of property in Park City that looked like
the image shown. Commissioner Hontz preferred to eliminate the section. Commissioner Savage
recalled a previous conversation about whether or not there were areas in Park Meadows where
they might be able to encourage a greater amount of density. He understood that there was a lot of
skepticism, but the question was whetherithis was a concept that was worthwhile promoting as a
way to enhance the sense of open space. Commissioner Savage personally thought the answer
was yes. He wanted to know the downside of leaving in the language because it was not specific to
a particular area. Commissioner Hontz reiterated her preference to remove the section for two
reasons. One is that she did not'believe in it and secondly because it was an unusable document.

Commissioner Strachan stated that he did not know enough about the conservation subdivision
design. He thought it was an institution that the planners were familiar with, but again it was a topic
that was never discussed. Commissioner Wintzer remarked that his issue was with the ideas that
were presented in the General Plan that have never been discussed. Director Eddington stated that
it would be a tool the City could use if they ever annexed a piece of property. There were limited
opportunitiesiin town but.the concept was something they have looked at for Old Town and other
areas. Commissioner Wintzer thought the language implied something completely different that
would encourage urban sprawl.

Commissioner Savage thought the section provided a tool that the City could use in future
annexations and he supported leaving it in. Commissioner Gross also favored leaving it in.

After further discussion the majority of Commissioners preferred to remove the section as suggested
by Commissioner Hontz.

Director Eddington referred to a question regarding a photo on page 32 and explained that it was
showing the Estate neighborhood concept relative to the resort. Commissioner Savage referred to
the middle photograph on page 32 and suggested that the Staff take an updated photograph
showing the current use or replace it with a different photo.

Commissioner Wintzer questioned the regional map on page 35. Director Eddington stated that the
language talks about connectivity for open space and a balance for development. Commissioner
Wintzer reiterated his earlier comment Small Town was not the appropriate place for regional
issues.
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Commissioner Wintzer thought page 37 was more about County issues than small town issues.
Director Eddington noted that page 38 shows how Park City fits into the Wasatch Choice Plan. The
following pages talk about opportunities to connect Park City to the commercial corridor and the
need for alternative transportation modes in the future.

Sense of Community

Director Eddington referred to page 6 and noted that 7.1 talks about opportunities in other
neighborhoods within the City to utilize smaller lots. This was based on previous discussions about
encouraging smaller lots and smaller houses outside of OldTown.

Director Eddington referred to page 8 and noted that Objective 8C talks about increasing housing
ownership opportunities for the work force within primary residential neighborhoods. Commissioner
Wintzer agreed with the concept but he wanted to know where they were trying to do it. Director
Eddington replied that specific areas have not been identified within the existing primary
neighborhoods. Commissioner Wintzer stated that the Planning Commission has never had this
discussion. Director Eddington remarked that throughout the neighborhood discussions there was a
general sentiment to locate future primary residences;. including workforce housing, in primary
neighborhoods as opposed to upper Deer Valley or other areas. Commissioner Wintzer recalled a
specific conversation about Commissioner Gross’ neighborhood and that the Commissioners were
uncomfortable subdividing lots<in existing neighborhoods. Director Eddington stated that the
language regarding subdividing lots was eliminated. The current language looks at future
opportunities other than subdividing.

Director Eddington referred to 8.6 on page 10, the fee in lieu concept. He explained that the fee in
lieu concept was still part of the affordable housing ordinance and the City Council has generally
recommended working with developers to build on-site affordable housing. However, sometimes
the fee in lieuds more preferable than building affordable housing in the resort areas. Commissioner
Wintzer stated that every time the City tried to put an affordable housing project somewhere, it was
always_.in someone’s back yard. Director Eddington agreed that affordable housing projects will
never be popular. He pointed out that there were opportunities in Lower Park Avenue which might
be the nextlogical location to utilize fee in lieu. Commissioner Wintzer thought the policy should be
to find the property before they take the fee in lieu.

Commissioner Hontz thought the fee in lieu concept needed to be reviewed per the language in 8.6,
including the amount paid. She suggested adding a sentence stating that a fee in lieu would not be
accepted until appropriate properties for affordable housing are located. Commissioner Hontz
thought the current fee was too low and should be reviewed.

Commissioner Savage pointed out that building up fee in lieu builds assets that can be deployed for
a more significant affordable housing initiative. The City currently does not do significant initiatives
in that way because it is not easy to fund. For that reason he would support fee in lieu.
Commissioner Wintzer supported adding the language suggested by Commissioner Hontz. He also
thought the City should find a way to purchase property that could be used for future affordable
housing. Commissioner Savage stated that if the City does not have a reserve to purchase the land
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it would not happen. However, the fee in lieu would allow them to build up that reserve to purchase
a future piece of property for that objective.

Commissioner Wintzer asked for clarification on 8.17. Director Eddington stated that the Planning
Commission had talked about reassessing fees for affordable housing projects and reducing HOA
fees for affordable housing projects. As the City utilizes payment in lieu fees for an affordable
housing project, they would work with the City Council and the Planning Commission to set a lower
cap for HOA fees. Commissioner Wintzer questioned how they could reduce HOA fees that were
not controlled by the City. Director Eddington replied that the City.could setthe initial fees before the
HOA was established.

Director Eddington referred to page 21, Objective11A, and noted that the idea was not to provide
flexibility for the application but rather to provide flexibility for the Planning Commission and the City
Council to relook at old MPDs. Commissioner Wintzer remarked that the word “flexibility” made him
uncomfortable, particularly if it is based on the Staff interpretation.

Director Eddington referred to page 26 and clarified that the intent was to focus on architectural
issues and not to support a certain business. Commissioner Gross recalled that the Planning
Commission had eliminated the coffee shop because itwas a drive-thru and a temporary building.
Commissioner Strachan had the same recollection.

Director Eddington referred to page 30, Strategy13.1 and the reference to street lights along Main
Street. He understood that some people believe that could be disruptive. Commissioner Wintzer
stated that the goals of bringing primary residents into town and encouraging more activities on Main
Street were in conflict.<Chair Worel thought the language “review, revise” would address those
concerns.

Director Eddington noted that 43 showed recent commercial establishments. It was notintended to
support a particular use.. Commissioner Wintzer stated that they spent a considerable amount of
time discouraging chain stores and big box stores, yet one picture on page 42 was Home Depot.
Director'Eddington replied that they had not recommended controlling chain stores at Kimball
Junction. Director Eddington stated that the language on page 46 talked about limiting the
restrictions on _chain stores to some zones. Commissioner Wintzer questioned the wording.
Director Eddington stated that if the Planning Commission agreed with the concept he could
wordsmith the language for clarification.

Director Eddington noted that page 60 talks about what other communities have done to help
resolve affordable housing. The opportunity lies in whether it is an accessory use. The
opportunities are limited and this was one opportunity in the vast tool box.

Commissioner Strachan questioned why they would want to change typically single family
neighborhoods for the sake of increasing density. He was not opposed to doing it for affordable
housing, but the language basically says that a creative way to increase density is to change the
zone. He pointed out that lower cost housing was different than affordable housing. Director
Eddington agreed and clarified that it would be market rate lower cost housing. The intent was to
offer another alternative. Commissioner Strachan thought there was enough language in the

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 94 of 259



Planning Commission Meeting
December 11, 2013
Page 15

General Plan that says the City should be looking at ways to encourage affordable housing.
However, the General Plan should not say they should be looking at ways to change zoning through
creative density increases.

Commissioner Savage remarked that the City would have to deal with growth either by sprawl or
density. He thought the Planning Commission was in a position where they have unique
opportunities to control where they want the density take place, and at the same time achieve some
of the other objectives such as getting more families in old town and having the diversity of different
housing opportunities. Commissioner Savage stated that they could not achieve those goals without
having to make sacrifices related to the nature and location of where the density should be allowed.
Commissioner Strachan agreed, but he felt there were othermore descriptive areas in the General
Plan that do a better job than one quote that was taken from the Portland Municipal Plan.
Commissioner Wintzer pointed out that the goal should not be to increase density for no reason.

The Commissioners agreed to eliminate the language.

Director Eddington referred to page 61 and.noted that the only way to work with the International
Building Code is through the Utah League of Cities and Towns and/or lobbyist state reps.

Commissioner Wintzer referred to page 62, and asked for clarification on “create a one-stop shop
for development permits.” Director Eddington stated that it talks about a creating a coordinated
approach towards development:

Commissioner Hontz assumed the language was from the Urban Land Use Institute. She noted that
Park City is A-typical in the West in terms of preparing the Staff reports and recommending findings
to the Planning Commission. She believed it sets a false sense of what might happen with the
applicant in terms of approval ordenial. If the Planning Commission does not agree with the Staff, it
sets up the Staff.and the applicant for disappointment. Commissioner Hontz thought a better
approach would be to have a work session first to gather the opinions of the Planning Commission,
since they-were the decision makers, before moving forward with a Staff report and findings. She
also thought the Staff reports were too lengthy and offered suggestions on how the reports could be
simplified to simplify the process. The Commissioners asked Commissioner Hontz to draft
appropriate language.

Commissioner Wintzer noted from the minutes of the last meeting that the Planning Commission
had given the Staff a list of items to be incorporated, but he could not see where it was done. He
had highlighted the items that were missing and submitted them to the Staff.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Tom Fey commended the Planning Commission for their work and the detail in reviewing the
General Plan. He had several pages of questions and he was pleased to say that the
Commissioners had addressed most of his concerns with the same conclusion. Mr. Fey remarked
that the Planning Commission had spent a significant amount of time this evening discussing
transfer of density rights. He personally believed that transfer of density rights could be frightening
for the community unless it is well-defined and managed. Mr. Fey used PC Hill as an example to
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support his concern. PC Hill used to be owned by the Osguthorpe family until the City decided to
purchase it. They allowed the Osguthorpe family to take the density rights they believed they had on
that hill and transfer the density to a meadow. Mr. Fey stated that anyone who tries to climb PC hill
knows that there is no way houses could be built on the hill, yet the Osguthorpe family was allowed
to transfer the density rights. The City later paid $5 million to extinguish those density rights in the
meadow. Mr. Fey thought this was a good example of the drawbacks of transferring density. Mr.
Fey agreed with the comments that Park City is too small to receive density from the County. They
already have enough density issues within the City. Mr. Fey questioned why pictures were included
in the General Plan that did not apply to Park City because it suggests things that are not wanted in
the community. One example was running the BART system down the highway. from Park City to
Kimball Junction. If the goal is to maintain a small town community feel, running a trolley into the
middle of town tell visitors that Park City is no longer a_small community. Mr. Fey referred to a
comment in the General Plan about taking climate change mitigation to the next level. However, it
was not defined and he was unsure what the next level would‘be and what it would cost the
community. They need to have that understanding before they authorize the Staff to move to the
next level. Mr. Fey had the same issue with being “The greenest town in the United States.”
Nothing was defined and the cost was unknown. Before they put things in the General Plan that
drives the direction for the Staff they need to understand exactly what they were being directed to
do. Mr. Fey noted that paragraph 5.9 talks about legally limiting the size of a house that the person
can build on their property. He was unsure if placing that limitwas legal in the State of Utah. Ifitis
not legal it should be removed from the General Plan. He stated that one reference in the General
Plan talks about limiting airline travel.. He asked if they were discouraging visitors from coming to
Park City. The General Plantalks about spending money on a communication facility for internet
conferencing rather than having people come to Park City for a conference and spend their money.
Mr. Fey questioned why they would limit the number of visitors coming to Park City. If that was not
the intent, the language should be changed. Mr. Fey disagreed with the idea of a pool of grant
money to help fund start-up businesses. He thought they should simplify the General Plan and
remove all photos.and analogies that do not pertain to park City. Mr. Fey referred to an earlier
comment about the Planning Commission voting this evening to approve the General Plan and
forward a.recommendation to the City Council. Due to the number of changes, additions and
deletions, the community should have the opportunity to look at a clean copy and make comments
before the General Plan is approved.

Ruth Meintsma, a resident'at 305 Woodside, commented on page 5 of Historic Character. She
referred to a note on the new edits that mentioned the graphics of what is and is not compatible in
Historic Park City. She could not recall whether the Planning Commission had talked about the
graphic. Ms. Meintsma stated that one was quaint and charming versus cold and hostile. In her
opinion, for someone who wants to build it does not have to be quaint and charming. She
apologized for not having had the opportunity to draft language for their consideration. Ms.
Meintsma thought quaint and charming was too specific. It is compatible but it does not have to be
quaint and charming to be compatible. She stated that no one would ever build something under
the description of cold and hostile. Ms. Meintsma thought it was interesting that architecturally
significant was compatible because vernacular housing is not considered architecturally significant.
Regarding modern and sterile, she understood that the Planning Department was considering
modern and how that fits in. She thought it was too soon to say that modern was not compatible.
Ms. Meintsma pointed out other areas where the wording needed to be better defined and she
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offered to draft better descriptive words to support her comments. Ms. Meintsma referred to 15B,
maintain context and scale of locally historic districts. She thought the word character was missing
and it should read, “maintain character, context and scale.” She noted that character was alluded to
in other areas but in her opinion it could not be mentioned too much in the context of historic
character.

Dennis Hanlon, representing the Thayne 1 HOA, read from page 11 of the neighborhood section for
Thaynes Canyon, 1.4, “Thayne neighborhood, a local neighborhood in which primary residents
choose to live. Of the neighborhoods in Park City Thaynes has the highest percentage of primary
residents. Planning within the neighborhood should be focused towards sustaining the primary
residential population.” He agreed with that statement. Mr. Hanlon read from 1.5, “Thaynes should
remain a quiet residential neighborhood dominated by single family homes.” He also agreed with
that statement. However, language further in the document contradicts what he had read from 1.4
and 1.5. “Some options for Thaynes may include single family homes, attached accessory dwelling
units and detached accessory dwelling units.” Mr. Hanlon referred to 1.6, second paragraph, “The
Planning Commission should consider adopting increased rear yard setbacks or building pads to
limit future development.” He thought it was.in line with what was being done, with the exception of
the part about accessory apartments and detached dwellings. Mr. Hanlon stated that Thaynes is a
single family neighborhood and accessory apartments were in direct conflict with the CC&Rs. He
was concerned that having that language in the General Plan would create problems that the HOA
would have to deal with at a great expense. Mr. Hanlon requested that “accessory apartment” be
removed from the General Plan: He pointed out that Thaynes was the only neighborhood where
they talk about this specifically. He could not understand why they singled out Thaynes when it
would only create problems. Mr. Hanlon echoed Mr. Fey’'s comment about waiting for a clean copy
before voting.

Mary Olszewski thanked the Planning Commission for the hours of work they put in. It was truly
appreciated. She.stated that her comments would focus primarily on the Thaynes Canyon
neighborhood. Ms. Olszewski felt they had reached a juncture of whether to protect the uniqueness
of each neighborhood and its own character, or to sacrifice these neighborhoods through a rushed
statistical goal of higher density. She believed the idea of higher density was a strong motif in the
General Plan based on the number of times she counted the use of the word. Ms. Olszewski stated
that it was impossible to adding rental units to an established neighborhood and keep the same
flavor to the neighborhood. Also, adding detached dwelling, human nature is to maximize the
financial gain from those additional units. She contends that the units would probably not be
affordable. If the intent was to provide affordable housing in these established neighborhoods, she
believed they would fail. She has attended many meetings, read the editorials and knows that the
City had received at least a 100 emails questioning this and other parts of the document. She had
not heard one person give public comment embracing the Thaynes Canyon neighborhood section.
She had gone door to door and did not find it there either. It was mainly confusion due to the lack of
simplicity and clarification. Ms. Olszewski stated that lack of clarification leads to misunderstandings
and dilemmas for buyers and sellers, realtors and the Planning Department. She would like to see
each section of the Thaynes Canyon neighborhood lined out in map; and if possible, she would like
to see the CC&Rs of each HOA state whether they prohibit or allow rental units. At that point the
document would be easier for the public to read and make a better determination. Ms. Olszewski
was concerned about entering a realm of unintended consequences. She did not believe there was
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a mandate for this type of density in an established neighborhood; or there was a misinterpretation
of the vision sessions that took place. Ms. Olszewski asked the Planning Commission to take their
time and that the document be refined because some areas necessitate it to avoid unintended
consequences.

Jo Scott appreciated the time the Planning Commission has taken to discuss the General Plan. She
also appreciated the opportunity to give public input. Ms. Scott asked the Planning Commission to
delay their vote on the General Plan for three reasons. First, Commissioner Thomas was absent
this evening and as the future Mayor, his input and vote was critical. She believed that was a
reason to delay a vote. Ms. Scott had listened to Director Eddington on the radio:and he pointed out
that the plan was a guide and a reference that is referred to often in the planning process. She
understood that it was a basis for the LMC. When she heard him talking she was struck by the
importance of this document and how it would affect Park City for many years. Ms. Scott did not
think it was right to vote when one member was absent.. Her second reason for delaying the vote
was the lack of time to clear up conflicting and confusing language in the General Plan, as
evidenced by their discussion this evening. She has attended every General Plan meeting and until
this evening she had not heard any discussion on the basic concepts of the General Plan. Her third
reason for delaying a vote is that Park City citizens have not had enough time to read this document
and comment on it. She wanted to know how they wentfrom the community visioning process to a
few people writing the General Plan in the Planning Department and then to the Planning
Commission and the City Council as a finished document before it was put on line a month before
the City Council was scheduled.to vote. This is a busy time of year and it is difficult to get people to
take an interest and attend a‘public hearing to give the variety of input that is important. Ms. Scott
begged the Planning Commission to delay this process and give it more time so they end up with a
clear and consistent General Plan that is easy to understand and has been thoroughly vetted.

Lisa Wilson stated that she isin the property management business and she owns apartments and
condos in Alaska... They started in the business in the late 1980’s when they started buying
foreclosures from Freddie Mac and HUD. Ms. Wilson provided practical experience of what
happens with renters. She learned that one bad tenant can ruin your life. Ms. Wilson stated that if
they start putting affordable housing in the midst of a residential area, she guaranteed there would
be problems. Based on her experience it would change the fabric of residential neighborhoods.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Chair Worel stated that because Commissioner Thomas was unable to attend this evening he had
emailed his comments and asked her to read them into the record. Chair Worel noted that
Commissioner Thomas had outlined 13 points.

1) The process for reviewing and adopting the General Plan has been complicated and confusing
for the Planning Commission and the public. We received the General Plan in March but didn’t
begin discussing it until June. The Planning Commission and the City Council are simultaneously
focusing on different sections in order to meet an arbitrary deadline. The City Council has not seen
the last round of Planning Commission edits for sections that they have already reviewed, while the
Planning Commission has yet to receive a draft containing its most recent edits or a packet
containing any other General Plan material, yet we are expected to vote on in 48 hours.
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2) When do we get to talk about trends and go over the comparison of old and new.

3) There are a lot of good things in this Plan but they are too hard to find. The General Plan is too
big and has too many words to be useful.

4) We need priorities in a General Plan. This is more like a shopping cart of random ideas. It also
lacks structure and contains too many sidebars, the significance of which is unclear. The Plan
should answer the question, what is most important to Park City;.affordable housing, open space,
etc.

5) This plan talks about adding density in every section of a neighborhood. When and where has
the Planning Commission or the public talked about this?

6) Do we really want to expand the City limits? What is the source of this idea? How can we
expand our boundaries and still stay a small town.

7) How connected do we want to be to Salt Lake City? The more connected we are to Salt Lake
City the more we become a suburb to them.

8) All the comparisons in this Plan are about big cities; (Oregon Metro, Pineland, New Jersey, City
of Atlanta to name a few). We needto see things that talk about resort communities that are close
to our size.

9) We are asked to approve maps and charts we cannot read. We cannot and will not approve
something we have not read.

10) We are working.off of three versions of this plan that are not dated and have changes in them
that we have not talked about. We now have a fourth, as of Monday morning, December 9™ we
have not seen and are asked to pass on a recommendation to City Council.

11) We have asked numerous times for meetings with Staff so we could go over this Plan page by
page and have never gotten one.

12) There are several recurring themes in this General Plan that were never talked about that keep
coming up, such as moving density from County to City, expanding the City boundaries, putting
more density in existing neighborhoods, flexibility and speeding up the approval process. We
should have talked about these ideas and received public input before Staff scattered them
throughout the Plan.

13) The Planning Commission continues to feel strongly that the Planning Commission meeting
format and document control by the Staff has failed to afford the Planning Commission an
interactive and comprehensive review of the complete and updated draft of the General Plan. To
meet the spirit of Land Management Code Section 15-12-15(B), “The Planning Commission shall
have the primary responsibility to initiate and update the General Plan.” While that may seem an
odd position to take given the amount of time the General Plan review has been pending, please
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understand that our perspective is numerous requested edits that were never incorporated by Staff
or done so only partially. Some sections with significant policy matters were sent to Council before
we finished and now returned with only a few days to review yet more changes. While we recognize
the State Code ultimately allows the Council to be the final decision maker on the Plan and edits
may be made without return to the Planning Commission, a truly inclusive process would not be
rushed for an artificial deadline, notwithstanding the desire to finish the document prior to upcoming
changes in officials. The Planning Commission has implicated meetings to allow for an orderly page
by page review as the Council has been affording with real time edits: A more substantive dialogue
and better product would have assuredly been the result. Therefore, regardless of the negative or
positive or continuing recommendation from the Planning Commission, we believe it is the Council’'s
obligation to remand the General Plan back to the Planning Commission to conclude a full and
proper review of a complete draft document. We would not make this request if we did not feel it
was imperative not only for the health, safety and welfare of the residents, but more importantly, to
maintain the civility and consensus based approach of community planning and citizen engagement
that has set this community apart, and which keeps Park City Park City.

Chair Worel reiterated that those were the comments Commissioner Thomas had forwarded to her
to be read into the record.

Commissioner Wintzer stated that he and Commissioner Thomas had talked about this and he
agreed with his comments. They had worked on_it together, along with Commissioner Hontz.
Commissioner Hontz confirmed that she was a'part of it and she supported the comments that were
read into the record.

Commissioner Hontz stated that she had many issues of her own to discuss. Commissioner
Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission decide whether or not they would take action this
evening before spending hourson edits. Commissioner Hontz concurred; however, if she came
back with her edits.it would be as a member of the public since this was her last time on the
Planning Commission. She was not opposed to doing that but she wanted everyone to be aware
that she, Commissioner Wintzer and Commissioner Thomas would no longer be on the Planning
Commission.

Chair Worel stated that if the Commissioners had general comments they wanted on the record they
should state those now. She was not interested in going through the edits until the Planning
Commission decided whether or not to vote this evening.

Commissioner Hontz stated that she had spent a significant amount of time on the comparison that
had not yet been discussed. She wanted her thoughts on the record as to how they should move
forward. Interms of future edits, Commissioner Hontz was willing to submit her edits to the Planning
Department, which included the toxic soils at Quinn’s Junction that have not been adopted,
ridgelines, and the map in the neighborhood section of Bonanza Park that have not been
addressed. She had spent over nine hours reviewing the comparison of the old General Plan with
the new General Plan item by item. She encouraged the Commissioners and the public to do the
same. Commissioner Hontz stated that she went through each bullet listed and each section and
compared the two to see if they said the same thing. She thought the comparison format was what
the General Plan should be. It was concise and easy to track the community vision all in one place.
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It was a bullet point format that was easy to comprehend in terms of what is and is not allowed. The
larger document was good information but it was painful to work through and unusable.
Commissioner Hontz suggested that everyone contemplate whether the comparison format would
work or some other concise format that people would be able to use.

Commissioner Hontz stated that in going through every bullet point she realized that the people who
wrote the General Plan lived here and wanted to continue living here. Those people cared about
Park City and keeping Park City Park City. Commissioner Hontz did.not have that feeling when she
read the new General Plan. She felt it was more about trends thatwere trending everywhere in the
United States. Some things were to general and too urban to.be in a General Plan for Park City.
Commissioner Hontz cited examples to make her point. She noted that throughout every section
things are either no longer included or they have changed sufficiently enough that they do not reflect
the current General Plan. Commissioner Hontz believed the General Plan needed to be updated
but she thought it was important to note that those who wrote the current Plan had a lot of powerful
things to say. Some of those need to change but many of them need to stay and they need to
continue to support what made Park City what Park City is. She was not willing to erode on the
issues and weaken the language. There needs to be a forum where this could be addressed.

Commissioner Hontz thought the public comments were fantastic and she was pleased that more
people were attending and showing an interest. Another element of keeping Park City Park City is
to keep the lines of communication open and to welcome and encourage input. The public’s ability
to participate will make a great Plan and so far they have failed on that element. She had
encouraging public outreachssince June and she will continue to advocate for it.

Commissioner Wintzerstated that with the new General Plan he was unsure how they could go
through an MPD or a major project'and say that.it complies or not complies with the General Plan.
The document is very vague and it is primarily a list of items that have been done around the world;
but it does not provide the needed direction. He could cite seven or eight places in the current
General Plan.under the Old Town section that says new construction was threatening the core, size
and mass. Three or four times it talked about protecting ridgelines and hillside. He did not believe
the language in the new Plan was that strong and it was not present in a way that shows what is
most important. Commissioner Wintzer was concerned that the new General Plan was big and
massive without saying what they want. He was also concerned that there were several dominating
themes that go through the General Plan. He counted 25 places that talked about adding density.
He pointed out that they-have never talked as a community about adding density. They now have
the right under existing Codes to add 3400 units of residential construction and a 1.8 million square
feet of commercial space that could be built today. On top of that they were talking about adding
more density in town. They have taken small town and added TDRs and pictures of big rails. He
believed they misinterpreted the core values. His issue about missing items that were in the minutes
was small compared to the big items they should have started with. Commissioner Wintzer
appreciated Commissioner Hontz’'s work on the comparisons. He had started the same exercise
and it was very daunting. Commissioner Wintzer believed they had started in the middle of a
concept and kept going without stopping to regroup.

Commissioner Strachan concurred with the 13 comments submitted by Commissioner Thomas. He
believed an arbitrary deadline was being imposed. He was unsure that it needed to be imposed or
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what advantage the community, the Planning Commission or the City Council would gain by sticking
to the December deadline. Commissioner Strachan was troubled by the scattered process. The
Planning Commission and City Council were making simultaneous edits, and he was certain the
Staff had to be overwhelmed by input from 14 people and trying to filter out where there was
consensus and which changes should be made. Commissioner Strachan agreed with the public
comment that at some point the City Council and the Planning Commission have to give the
document to the public for review and input. It was not a cohesive and decided process because
they were in a rush to get it finished. In terms of the overall structure, Commissioner Strachan
believed they were closer than what Commissioners Hontz and Wintzer thought. He did not think it
was necessary to revamp or restructure the document. His.issue was that they had not gone
through it thoroughly enough and it was impossible to do so by December 31%.. Commissioner
Strachan did not think it was the fault of the Planning Commission or the Staff. Itwas a giant plan
and an important document and they did not get it.done as fast as they thought they could.
Commissioner Strachan thought the solution was to‘extend the deadline.

Commissioner Gross concurred with all the comments. He thought they were pushing a deadline as
opposed to working the Plan, and he wanted to hear citizen feedback on a final document.
Commissioner Gross stated that he would have a-hard time voting on the General Plan this evening.

Commissioner Savage stated that when he joined.the Planning Commission five years ago he
joined at Commissioner Thomas’ encouragement to participate in the process of developing the
General Plan. Commissioner Savage noted that this was also his last meeting as a Planning
Commissioner. One comment he has tried to be consistent on is the idea of starting at the end and
working back to the beginning. Commissioner Savage stated that they do not have a concise,
straightforward executive summary of what the General Plan is supposed to be, where someone
could get a very good idea of the overall structure of the General Plan, the goals, objectives and the
schedules for implementation that could inform the LMC and have a balance of this information
available to back up the information contained in the summary. Commissioner Savage remarked
that currently they have a tremendous amount of information with all kinds of content; but it lacks
context: Itis important to have the summary for people to understand how all this information plugs
with the rest of the data. Commissioner Savage recommended that someone sit down with what
they have and try to structure a straightforward, understandable summary of the overall General
Plan and utilize it as background and support for the summary document. Commissioner Savage
believed the likelihood of someone being able to read the document, digest it and understand it was
mind numbingly painful. If it was that difficult for the Planning Commission, he was concerned about
people who just wanted to be involved from the point of view of good citizenship and/or putting forth
an application.

Chair Worel commended the Staff for their amazing work and the work they will continue to do on
the General Plan. She understood that it was a colossal undertaking and she personally
appreciated all the work they did. She also appreciated the work of her fellow Commissioners.
Chair Worel thanked the public for taking the time to read the document and provide input. She
agreed with her fellow Commissioners that the document was not ready for a vote.
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Commissioner Wintzer thanked the Staff, understanding that the process has been as painful for
then as it has been for the Planning Commission. He realized that they worked diligently to get it
done and their effort was commendable.

MOTION: Commissioner Hontz moved that the Planning Commission CONTINUE the General Plan
to a date uncertain with the following proposals. First, to incorporate all the comments and
proposed changes discussed this evening. Second, to have the City participate in significant
outreach to the public to encourage their participation moving forward. Third, to produce a
document that takes all of the key bullets out of the master document, puts them in one place and
possibly add additional components so the document is in summary form before going forward.
Commissioner Wintzer seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES

November 20, 2013

Commissioner Wintzer stated that his comments reflected on pages 10-15 of the Minutes were not
incorporated into the General Plan. He requested that the Staff relook at the comments and add
them to the General Plan. Commissioner Hontz remarked that her comments from that particular
section were also not incorporated.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 3 and noted that she was not shown as being in attendance
for the PCMR Work Session item. She corrected the minutes to reflect that she was in attendance.
After announcing that she would be recusing herself, she was told by the Legal Department that she
could stay for that discussion.

MOTION: Commissioner Wintzer moved to APPROVE the minutes of November 20, 2013 as
amended.< Commissioner Gross seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioner Savage abstained from the vote since he was absent on
November 20"

PUBLIC INPUT

There were no comments.

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Commissioner Strachan thanked Commissioners Wintzer, Hontz and Savage for their time and
effort serving on the Planning Commission. He has the most respect for each of them and he will
miss them dearly. The new Commissioners would have big shoes to fill. Commissioner Strachan

hoped to see the outgoing Commissioners frequently attend public hearings.

CONTINUATION(S) — Public Hearing and Continuation to date specified.
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Risner Ridge Subdivision 1 & 2 - Plat Amendment (Application PL-13-02021)

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

MOTION: Commissioner Savage moved to CONTINUE Risner Ridge Subdivision 1 & 2 — Plat
Amendment to a date uncertain. Commissioner Gross seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

REGULAR AGENDA - Discussion, Public Hearing and Possible Action

Chair Worel stated that due to the late hour and the complexity of the agenda, it was likely they
would not make it through all of the remaining items this evening. The Planning Commission would
hear the first two items regarding the Park. City Library, followed by a change in the agenda to
discuss 916 Empire Avenue and take public .comment on 7101 Silver Lake Drive, Lot 2B
Subdivision. The other items would be heard in order as time would allow.

Chair Worel noted that the Planning Commission had agreed on a hard stop of 10:30 p.m.

1. 1255 Park Avenue, the Park City Library — MPD (Application PL-13-02085)

Commissioner Hontz recused herself from discussing this item and left the room.

Planner Anya Grahn noted that the Library MPD was heard by the Planning Commission on
November 20", At the time the Commissioners agreed on the 10’ foot reduced setback along
Norfolk Avenue, the remaval of 10to 12 parking spots in order to improve the pedestrian connection
between the Park Avenue bus stop and the entry. The Commissioners opposed the book drop
along Norfolk Avenue. Since the applicant was no longer pursuing the book drop he did not have to
move the driveway; therefore, the requested overlay was not included for the driveway move.

Planner Grahn remarkedthat any signage would have to be approved by a sign permit application.
The City Engineer may choose to approve alterations to the existing signage and determine whether
it was in the setback area and not increasing the non-conformity.

The applicant was proposing outdoor dining as part of this MPD with tables and chairs taking up
25% of the 1891 square feet terrace. The dining operation would be limited to the hours the building
is actually open. Activity would cease by 10:00 at all times.

Planner Grahn stated that the application meets the criteria of the CUP. The Staff had added a

condition of approval regarding the roof top decks being maintained under the City noise ordinance
and also being limited to when the building is open, but no later than 10:00 p.m.
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The Staff found that the proposal complies with the MPD requirements and recommended that the
Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and approve the MPD based on the Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of approval outlined in the Staff report.

Matt Twombley, representing the applicant, Park City Municipal Corp, had nothing further to add.
Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to APPROVE the Master Planned Development and
Conditional Use permit for 1255 Park Avenue, the Park City Library and Education Center based on
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval included in the Staff report.
Commissioner Wintzer seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.Commissioner Hontz was recused.

Findings of Fact — 1255 Park Avenue, Library MPD

1. The application for the MPD.was received on October 3, 2013. The application was deemed
complete on October 22, 2013.

2. The Carl Winters building is a historic building designated as a “Landmark” on the Historic
Sites Inventory (HSI).

3. The Park City Library and Education Center (Carl Winter's School Building) is located at 1255
Park Avenue: The property consists of the north half of Lot 5, all of Lots 6 through 12, the south
half of Lot13 and all of Lots 23 through 44 of Block 6 of the Snyders Addition as well as Lots 1
through44 of Block 7 and the vacated Woodside Avenue. Upon recordation of the plat
application submitted on June 14, 2013, the property will be known as the Carl Winters School
Subdivision and is 3.56 acres in size.

4. City Council will consider vacation of the portion of Woodside contained on the Library
property. Such vacation is required for the Plat Amendment.

5. The Planning Commission will hear the plat amendment for 1255 Park Avenue Carl Winters
Subdivision on December 11, 2013 and forward a recommendation to City Council for their
review and approval

6. There is a Master Planned Development from 1992 for the property; however, the changes
purposed to the concept and density justify review of the entire master plan and development
agreement by the Planning Commission. The library footprint will be expanded by approximately
2,400 square feet. A new terrace will also be created on the north elevation of the structure,
adjacent to the park. In addition to these community gathering spaces, the library will temporarily
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house the Park City Senior Center.

7. The Park City Library contains approximately 48,721 square feet and was originally approved
through two (2) MPDs in 1990 and 1992, as well as a Conditional Use Permit in 1992 to permit a
Public and Quasi-Public Institution, the library.

8. Access is from Park Avenue, with a secondary entrance along 12th Street.

9. The proposed facility open space is 70% and includes a landscaped entry sequence from the
Park Avenue bus stop to the Library entrance.

10. The total proposed building footprint is 19,519 square feet and gross square footage is
52,151.

11. The property is in the Recreation Commercial (RC) and Recreation Open Space (ROS)
Districts—the structure is located in the RC District, whereas the open space to the north of the
structure is in the ROS District.

12. This property is subject to the Carl Winters School Subdivision plat and any conditions of
approval of that plat.

13. The existing Park City Library and Education Center contains 92 parking spaces.

14. The proposed parking s being reduced to 86 parking spaces.

15. Setbacks within the Recreation Commercial (RC) District are fifteen feet (15’) in the front,
fifteen feet (15°) in the rear, andten feet (10") on the sides. The MPD requires twenty-five (25’)
foot setbacks from.all sides. The applicants have requested a setback reduction to ten feet (10°)
along the rear (west) yard.

16. A 315 SF interior Cafe is proposed. A Café is a Conditional Use in the RC District and is a
support Use to the primary Development or Use, subject to provisions of LMC Chapter 15-6,
Master Planned Development. Hours of the café will be limited to the hours in which the building
is open.

17. The Analysis section of this staff report is incorporated herein.

18. This project is subject to a Historic District Design Review.

19. The Planning Commission reviewed the Park City Library and Education Center MPD as a
Pre-MPD during Regular Session on September 25, 2013.

20. The Planning Commission also reviewed the MPD as a work session on September 25,
2013 and held a public hearing on November 20, 2013.
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Conclusions of Law — 1255 Park Avenue Library MPD

1. The MPD, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the Land Management Code.
2. The MPD, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section 15-6-5 of this Code.
3. The MPD, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

4. The MPD, as conditioned, provides the highest value of open_space, as determined by the
Planning Commission.

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

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

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

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

9. The MPD is not subject to'the Sensitive Lands requirements of the Land Management Code.
The project has been designed to place Development on the most developable land and lease
visually obtrusive portions of the Site.

10. The MPD, as conditioned; promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of transportation through
design and by providing trail connections by the location on a proposed bus route. Bicycle
parking racks will'be provided.

11. The:MPD has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance with this Code.

Conditions of Approval — 1255 Park Avenue Library MPD

1. All standard conditions of approval apply to this MPD and CUP.

2. All applicable conditions of approval of the Carl Winters School Subdivision shall apply to this
MPD.

3. The Carl Winters School will be restored according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
for Rehabilitation and the structure will be listed on the National Register of Historic Places. A
Historic District Design Review and approval will be required prior to building permit submittal.

4. A final water efficient landscape and irrigation plan that indicates snow storage areas and

native drought tolerant plant materials appropriate to this area, is required prior to building permit
issuance.
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5. All exterior lights must conform to the City lighting ordinance and included in the Historic
District Design Review. Parking lot and security lighting shall be minimal and approved by
Planning Staff prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

6. All exterior signs require a separate sign permit. Application for a signpermit shall be made to
the Planning Department prior to installation of any temporary or permanent signs.

7. The Site plan shall include adequate Areas for trash dumpsters and recycling containers,
including an adequate circulation area for pick-up vehicles. Recycling facilities will accommodate
materials generated by the tenants, users, operators, or owners of the project and. shall include,
but are not limited to glass, plastic, paper, cans, cardboard, or other household or commercially
generated recyclable and scrap materials. These facilities shall be enclosed and shall be
included on the site and landscape plans for the Project.

8. Pedestrian Access shall be provided to the refuse/recycling facilities from within the MPD for
the convenience of residents and guests. Written approval of the proposed locations shall be
obtained by the City Building and Planning Department.

9. Exterior building materials and colors and final design details must be in substantial
compliance with the elevations, color and material details exhibits and photos reviewed by the
Planning Commission on December-11, 2013, and shall be approved by staff at Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) application. Materials shall not be reflective and colors shall be warm,
earth tones that blend with the natural colors of the area.

10. The final building plans, parking lot details-and landscaping, and construction details for the
project shall meet substantial compliance with the drawings reviewed by the Planning
Commission on December 11, 2013. The Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application will
also be reflective of the drawings reviewed by this Planning Commission on December 11, 2013.

11. The City Engineer prior to Building Permit issuance must approve utility, storm water
systems and grading plans, including all public improvements.

12. Staff must approve the Construction Mitigation Plan to issuance of any building permits and
shall include appropriate‘contact information as required. Signs posted on site will indicate
emergency contacts.

13. Lay down and staging will be restricted to existing parking lots and disturbed construction
area. Applicant will minimize placement adjacent to housing units as much as possible.

14. The applicant will notify all affected property owners within 300 feet prior to construction
commencing of conditioned work hours, contact information and general project description.

15. A limit of disturbance area will be identified during the building permit review.

16. The applicant shall submit a total employee count at time of building permit. Prior to
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Certificate of Occupancy the applicant shall provide verification that the employee count has not
increased. Should there be an increase in the total employee count the applicant shall be
subject to the terms and conditions of Housing Resolution 20-07; Section E Redevelopment.

17. An internal parking review will occur one year after Certificate of Occupancy (or the facility is
fully operational) to analyze parking load and demand. The number of parking spaces will not be
reduced less than 86 spaces.

18. The Mawhinney Parking Lot shall be used as overflow parking. At no time in the future shall
this parking area be converted to affordable housing use or any other use without modifying this
MPD.

19. The Café Conditional Use shall only operate in conjunction with-hours the building is open,
Film Series operation, or as approved under a Master Festival License or Special Event.

20. The proposed outdoor dining shall not extend beyond the 1,891 square foot terrace.
Additionally, any proposed outdoor furniture will be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Department prior to purchase and installation.

21. The hours the rooftop deck will be utilized will be in conjunction with the hours the building is
open, and no later than 10pm.

22. An internal review will occur one (1) year after Certificate of Occupancy (or the facility is fully
operational) to analyze trash generation and demand. If necessary, trash pick-up will be
increased at that time.

2. 1255 Park Avenue, Park City Library — Plat Amendment
(Application PL-13-01950)

Planner Grahn reviewed the application for a plat amendment at the Park City Library at 1255 Park
Avenue: The lot contains 73 full lots and two partial lots on 3.816 acres. The property is located
along Park Avenue, 12", 13" and Norfolk.

The goal of the Library plat amendment is to remove all interior lot lines. A portion of Woodside
Avenue was vacated in-1940; however, a portion along 12" Street was not vacated. The City
Engineer was going before the City Council to request a street vacation. Planner Grahn stated that a
portion of the lot with'the Library was zoned Recreation Commercial and the larger field was zoned
Recreation Open Space. In previous meetings they talked about how the historic structure did not
meet the setbacks; however, itis a legal non-complying structure because it is historic and the 1992
MPD approved a zero foot lot line along Norfolk Avenue.

Planner Grahn reported that this was the largest MPD that would be done in this neighborhood. The
second largest was the Park City High School mechanical arts buildings, which was also the Yoga
studio just south of this location. The plat amendment would provide snow storage easements on
all four streets and it would resolve an existing encroachment, which includes the retaining wall
along the driveway on Norfolk Avenue.
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Planner Grahn pointed out that most of the issues related to the plat amendment had been
addressed in previous meetings during the MPD discussion.

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for the Carl Winters School Subdivision Plat Amendment according to the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law and Condition of Approval as found in the draft ordinance. Commissioner
Wintzer seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioner Hontz was recused.

Findings of Fact — 1255 Park Avenue Library Plat Amendment

1. The property is located at Carl Winters School Subdivision within the Recreation Commercial
(RC) and Recreation Open Space (ROS) Districts.

2. The applicants are requesting to create one (1) legal lot of record from 73 full lots and two (2)
partial lots as well as the vacated and to-be vacated Woodside Avenue. The property contains a
total of 3.816 acres.

3. The plat amendment is necessary in order for the applicant to move forward with an HDDR for
the purpose of an.addition to the landmark Park City Library.

4. Currently the property contains 73 full Old Town lots and two (2) partial lots.

5. The existing historic 48,801 square foot structure is listed as “Landmark” on the Historic Sites
Inventory (HSI).

6. A three (3) story addition was introduced in 1992, wrapping the historic auditorium wing. The
applicant is proposing to reduce the height of the 1992 addition and adding a side addition along
the north elevation. Thus far, no HDDR application has been submitted; however, Planning Staff
has been serving on the Design Team to guide the development of the project.

7. Per LMC 15-2.16-6, 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 Lots 1 through 6 and Lots 29 through 44 of the Snyder’s Addition.

8. As part of the 1992 Carl Winters Library Master Planned Development (MPD), two (2) setback

exceptions were approved including the encroachment of the 1993 addition into the rear side
yard setback (Norfolk Avenue) as well as the permanent parking encroaching into the side yard
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setback (12th Street).

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

10. The maximum footprint in the RC district located on a Lot or combination of Lots, exceeding
18,750 square feet in Lot Area shall be 4,500 square feet, or 24% of the lot. As existing, the
library structure has a footprint of 17,171 square feet or 10.3% of the lot. The proposed addition
will create a total footprint of 19,519 square feet. The total footprint of the building and addition
overall consumes approximately 11.7% of the lot and is significantly less than the 24% of
footprint allowed on lots exceeding 18,750 square feet.

11. The proposed 7,730 square feet addition is significantly larger than additions seen on other
neighboring historic buildings; however, the library structure is-also much larger than
surrounding historic residential and commercial sites. The addition must adhere to the Design
Guidelines for Historic Sites would require that the mass and scale of any new additions is
compatible with the historic structure.

12. The amendment of seventy-three (73) lots of record and two (2) partial lots would be the
largest plat amendments in the neighborhood. The second largest of these plat amendments is
the Park City High School Mechanical Arts Building at 1167 Woodside which contains seven (7)
lots.

13. New additions to the historic structure would require adherence to current setbacks as
required in the RC 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..The Planning Commission may grant exceptions to these setbacks through
the MPD.

Conclusions of Law — 1255 Park Avenue Library Plat Amendment

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 - 1255 Park Avenue Library Plat Amendment

1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content of the
plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and the conditions
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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 structure 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. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the street frontages of
the lot with Park Avenue, 12th Street, Norfolk Avenue, and 13th Street 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.

7. City Council must approve the street vacation of the portion of Woodside Avenue, directly east
of Lots 1 through 6 of Block 7 of the Snyders Addition.

3. 530 Main Street, River Horse — Conditional Use Permit for a seasonal tent
(Application PL-13-02066)

Director Eddington requested that the Planning Commission continue 530 Main Street to the next
meeting because the applicant had to. leave.

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

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the conditional use permit for 530 Main
Street to January 8, 2014. Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

4, 916 Empire Avenue — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
(Application PL-13-01533)

Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a Steep Slope CUP for a new single family home on
a standard 25’ x 75’ Old Town lot at 916 Empire Avenue. She noted that the application was
submitted in the Spring of 2012 and the applicants came before the Planning Commission a number
of times. Because a split level design was interpreted to be a five-story structure, it did not meet the
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LMC requirement of no more than three stories. The applicant was advised to wait until the
height/story issue could be addressed in the LMC before moving forward with the application. The
LMC was amended and approved by the City Council and the applicant revised the plans to comply.
The issues were the overall height from the lowest finished floor to the height of the wall plane of
35-feet, as well as the horizontal step occurring at 22-feet and no higher than23-feet with a ten foot
step. This proposal has a 15-foot step and complies with the requirements of the newly revised
LMC as outlined on page 120 of the Staff report.

Planner Whetstone handed outan 11” x 17” drawing. She indicated a change in the elevation on
the site plan and clarified that it did measure a little more than 23-feet from the lowest point of
existing grade. Planner Whetstone verified that the driveway was 12-feet. A second page of the
handout showed that the only difference was that the height of the ridge was amended to confirm
that the height does not exceed 23 feet. The actual heightis 22’6” from the lowest existing grade to
the ridge.

Planner Whetstone stated that since this was new construction consisting of more than a 1,000
square feet and is located on areas of a slope greater than 30%, the applicant was required to file a
conditional use permit application for review by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 15-
3.2-6. The applicant did not have an approved HDDR at this point.

Planner Whetstone reviewed the Steep Slope Review Criteria outlined on page 122 of the Staff
report. The Staff had conducted an analysis and found that there were no unmitigated impacts as
designed or as conditioned.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and approve the
conditional use permit.for 916 Empire Avenue per the findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval outlined in the Staff report.

Craig Kitterman, representing the applicant, thought Planner Whetstone had done a good job
representingwhat had been done with the project over the past year and a half. He appreciated the
fact that the revised language of the LMC was more flexible in allowing for the houses to be stepped
with the‘grade, irrespective of the stepping inside the structure.

Commissioner Hontz read from page 121 of the Staff report, “The current design will require a slight
modification to the rear roof element, as the current design exceeds the 23’ by approximately 7” at
the lowest point of existing grade.” She noted that the cross section Planner Whetstone handed out
this evening highlighted the 23’; however that would be the southeast corner. Commissioner Hontz
asked for clarification because it was also in the findings and conditions. Planner Whetstone stated
that she should have also highlighted the left elevation because it also meets the 23’. She
recommended keeping the condition of approval because it was a necessary requirement before
obtaining a building permit.

Commissioner Gross referred to page 127, Finding #11, which showed the dwelling square footage
at 2,208 square feet, including the basement and single car garage. He pointed out that all other
references indicate approximately 1,994 square feet. He assumed the 2,208 number in Finding #11
was wrong.
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Planner Whetstone reviewed the floor plan on page 132 and noted that the total floor area was listed
in the top corner. The gross floor area was 1,793 and the square footage was 2,208 including the
basement. She did not believe that included the garage. Mr. Kitterman stated that the garage was
approximately 200 square feet. Commissioner Gross thought Finding of Fact #11 should be
corrected to reflect the real number. Commissioner Strachan pointed out that the actual number
was 2,208 square feet if the garage and basement were included. Therefore, Finding of Fact #11
was correct as written.

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

Commissioner Wintzer thanked Mr. Kitterman for his patience over the past year and a half. The
Planning Commission had been trying to address height issues and this application got caught in
the middle. Mr. Kitterman believed the result was a better product.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 121 of the Staff report and stated that this was the first time
she had seen language approved by the City Council in terms.of the LMC changes to the height.
The Planning Commission recommended 33-feet and the language shows that it was approved at
35-feet. She found the second paragraph more concerning because it was difficult to understand
and adds an element of subjectivity that was not part of the Planning Commission recommendation.
Commissioner Hontz urged the other Commissioners to take a close look at the language and
understand it because it was radically different from what they had crafted. She asked if the
Planning Commission intended to measure the height from wherever the existing grade was
compared to the proposed grade.

Commissioner Hontz was unable to do the math to figure out the distance between the driveway and
the decking in the 14% slope area. She suggested that the front decking may have to be modified
to pull back a little bit to accommodate parking a larger vehicle.

MOTION: Commissioner Hontz moved to APPROVE the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for
916 Empire Avenue based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval
outlined in the Staff report.. Commissioner Savage seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Planner Francisco Astorga stated that he was the project manager for the LMC regulation and he
encouraged the Commissioners to contact him with any questions. Planner Astorga clarified that
the only change the City Council made to the two provisions was the increase from 32’ to 35'.
Everything else remained the same. Commissioner Strachan had questions and he would contact
Planner Astorga.

Findings of Fact — 916 Empire Avenue

1. The property is located at 916 Empire Avenue.
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2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the purpose of
the zone.

3. The property is described as Lot 28, Block 15 of the Snyder’s Addition to'the Park City Survey.
The lot area is 1,875 square feet. The lot is vacant.

4. The property is not listed as historically significant on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.

5. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is currently being reviewed by staff for
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts-and Historic Sites adopted in 2009.

6. This is an infill “Old Town” lot. There is no existing significant vegetation on this lot. A previous,
non-historic wooden parking platform was demolished and removed in 2012. This is a downhill lot.

7. There is an existing significant historic structure, in poor condition, located on the adjacent lot to
the north. A wooden walkway and concrete.steps located on the adjacent property (920 Empire)
encroach onto this lot. This adjacent property is also owned by this applicant and the shared stairs
will remain as they are, reconstructed to maintain shared access along the shared lot line with 920
Empire, or removed if alternative access for 920 Empire is approved in conjunction with an approved
HDDR application for 920 Empire Avenue.

8. Access to the property is from Empire Avenue, a public street.

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

10. The neighborhood is characterized by a mix of historic and non-historic residential structures,
single family'homes and duplexes. There are condominium buildings to the north on Empire
Avenue.

11. The proposal consists of a single family dwelling of 2,208 square feet, including the basement
area and a single car garage.

12. The driveway is designed with a maximum width of twelve feet and is approximately thirty feet in
length from the garage to the existing edge of street with a minimum of eighteen feet of driveway
located on the property. The garage door complies with the maximum height and width of nine feet
by nine feet.

13. The proposed driveway has a maximum slope of 14% with sections at 5% (in front of the
garage) and 10% (from property line to edge of street). Overall slope is 9.7% as measured from the
front of the garage to the edge of the paved street.

14. An overall building footprint of 812 square feet is proposed. The maximum allowed footprint for
this lot is 844 square feet.
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15. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.

16. The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building height
requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less than 27’ in height.

17. The proposed home includes a split level configuration created by a mezzanine level for the front
interior entry area. The proposed structure complies with the LMC required total building height of
35’ from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall plate and is<in compliance with the LMC
amendments adopted by City Council on November 21, 2013.

18. There is a fourteen and one-half foot (14.5’) step back from the first two stories. The stepping
occurs within the first twenty- three feet (23’) of the rear (lower) facade. The rear roof form exceeds,
by approximately 77, the twenty-three feet at the lowest point of existing grade and will have to be
modified prior to submittal of plans for a Building Permit.

19. The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views and a streetscape showing a
contextual analysis of visual impacts of this house on the cross canyon views and the Empire
Avenue streetscape.

20. Retaining is necessary around the home on the upper, steeper portion of the lot. There will be no
free-standing retaining walls that exceed six feet in height with the majority of retaining walls
proposed at 4’ (four) feet or less:Retaining of grade at rear is minimized by the stepping foundation.
There are no window wells.

21. The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to
minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography. There is no existing
significant vegetation on the lot.

22. The site-design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation, and
decrease._in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade mitigates impacts of
construction on the 30% slope areas.

23. The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building heights for
portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are less than twenty-seven feetin
height.

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

of the house on the lot.

25. The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site grading, and steep
slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size and mass of the structure is
compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such as foundation, roofing, materials, window and
door openings, and single car garages.
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26. This property is required to have separate utility services, independent from 920 Empire Avenue,
for water, sewer, power, etc. Stubbing of these utilities was completed during the Empire Avenue
reconstruction project.

27. No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewedat the time of the HDDR
and Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code standards.

28. The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross canyon view, and streetscape showing a
contextual analysis of visual impacts of the proposed structure on the adjacent streetscape.

29. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are.incorporated herein.
30. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law — 916 Empire Avenue

1. The Steep Slope CUP application is? consistent with requirements of the Park City Land
Management Code, specifically Section 15-2.2 for the HR-1 zoning district.

2. The Steep Slope CUP application is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

3. The application is consistent with requirements of the Park City LMC, specifically Section 15-2.2-6
(B) (1-10) regarding development on Steep Slopes.

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

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

Conditions of Approval — 916 Empire Avenue

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the issuance of any
building permits. The CMP shall include language regarding the method of protecting the historic
house to the north from damage.

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

4. Separate utility service is required for 916 Empire Avenue; services may not be shared with 920
Empire Avenue as these two structures are not attached and are not located on the same lot.
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5. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public improvements and
drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition precedent to building permit
issuance.

6. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval_ by the City Planning
Department, prior to building permit issuance.

7. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is reviewed and
approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with.this Conditional Use Permit, the
2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites and the Land Management Code.
The rear roof form shall be redesigned to be lowered in orderto comply with the maximum height of
23’ at the lowest point of existing grade.

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

9. If required by the Chief Building official based on a review of the soils and geotechnical report
submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a detailed shoring plan prior to the
issue of a building permit. If required. by the Chief Building official, the shoring plan shall include
calculations that have been prepared, stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer. The
shoring plan shall take into'‘consideration protection of the historic structure to the north and existing
retaining wall on the south property line.

10. This approval will expire on December 11,2014, if a building permit has not been issued by the
building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this approval has been
requested inwriting prior.to the expiration date and the request is granted.

11. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans reviewed by the
Planning Commission on December 11, 2013.

12. An access easement for the wooden walkway and concrete stairs shall be recorded at Summit
County prior to issuance of a building permit, unless these encroachments are removed and
alternative access is provided to the house at 920 Empire Avenue, consistent with an approved
HDDR application for that structure.

13. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new structures on the lot.

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

5. 7101 Silver Lake Drive, Lot 2B Subdivision of Lot 2 North Silver Lake — Conditional
Use Permit for Lockout Units (Application PL-13-02034)
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Planner Astorga reported that the applicant had submitted a conditional use permit modification
request to incorporate 85 lockout units within the approved multi-unit dwellings. The Staff report
outlined the history from 2009 through 2012 due to the different extensions issued by the City
Council and Planning Commission. In 2010 the Planning Commission approved a CUP for a 54
Unit development consisting of 16 single-family dwellings/duplexes around the periphery of the
project and 38 multi-unit dwellings which are privately owned.

Planner Astorga read the definition of a lockout, “An area of a dwelling with separate exterior access
and toilet facilities, but no kitchen.” The definition of a dwelling unit is “a building or portion thereof
designed for use of the residence or a sleeping place for one or more persons or families and
includes a kitchen, but does not include a hotel, motel, lodge, nursing home, or lockout unit.”
Planner Astorga explained that the issue is that the request is for a lockout unit, but not as a
separate dwelling unit. A lockout unit per the LMC definition is simply part of the multi-unit dwelling.
Planner Astorga clarified that per the LMC definition; a lockout unit, bed and breakfast or boarding
houses are not hotels.

Planner Astorga stated that during the work session on November 6™ the Planning Commission
identified two items that needed to be mitigated.. One was related to the capacity of the existing
streets and the other related to parking. Following the work session discussion the applicant
updated the study which indicates that the level of service would remain as Level A. The City
Engineer, Matt Cassel, has indicated that his real concern is when the Level of Service dropstoa D
or E status. Planner Astorga reiterated that according to the traffic study, which incorporates the
worst case scenario of 125 keys utilized, the Level of Service would still remain an A as indicated in
the Staff report.

Planner Astorga noted that the required parking.must be provided within the development. The
Deer Valley MPD specifically states that the parking requirement shall be determined in accordance
with the LMC at the time of the conditional use permit. Per the Staff analysis, the modification which
changes the use to add lockout units triggers a parking requirement of 76 spaces. At one point the
Planning Commission had issued a parking reduction from 106 spaces to 80 spaces. The 80
spaces are still being provided but at this point it is not longer considered a reduced number.

Planner Astorga noted that Exhibit H that was included in the Staff report showed a breakdown of
every unit and the required parking spaces per each unit. The Exhibit also showed the square
footages of the main dwelling versus the lockout unit.

The Staff found that the conditional use permit modification meets the Land Management Code
Section 15-1.10, criteria for a conditional use permit. Conditions of Approval indicate that all
standard of conditions shall apply. Because of the various extensions and appeals, the Staff
continued to apply the City Council 2011 Order. It should also continue to comply with former
approvals in that the support commercial and amenities shall be for the exclusive use of the owners,
residents and their guests. Also, per the traffic study the applicant shall work with the City Engineer
to ensure proper compliance with the recommendations outlined in the Staff report regarding sight
distance and special warning signage during construction.
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Planner Astorga reported that the Planning Department had received a significant amount of public
input on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, which was forwarded to the Planning Commission.
The comments were both negative and positive for this application.

Rich Lichtenstein, representing the applicant, noted that six or seven speakers had attended to
speak in support of the project, but due to the late hour they had left. .\However, they met with
Planner Astorga and provided their written names and comments. They were in addition to a dozen
others who submitted letters of support. Mr. Lichtenstein stated that their attorney, Tom Bennett,
had prepared a response to a letter that was received by the City'and the applicant from attorney
Robert Dillon. He believed there was evidence of an enormous amount of public support for this
project and their relationship with Stein Eriksen going forward.

Mr. Lichtenstein introduced Russ Olsen, the CEO of Stein Eriksen, Steve Brown, the Stein
Development Consultant, Johnny Shirley of THINK Architecture, as well as the representative from
Regent Properties and the Traffic Engineer. Mr. Lichtenstein reviewed the changes and updates to
the plan since the November 6™ work session, most of which were outlined in the Staff report. Mr.
Lichtenstein stated that after conversations with a number of the neighbors over several weeks, they
were offering a new condition to read, “Lockouts shall be an approved use so long as the projectis
managed by Stein Eriksen Lodge Management Corporation or other manager in a luxury manner.”
Luxury means equality comparable to the quality of Stein Eriksen lodge as of December 2013, which
has received five diamonds from AAA, five start from Forbes, and Travel of Gold List recognition.
They also agreed at the requestof some of their neighbors that in the event that vehicles driven by
owners, guests or employees of Stein Eriksen residents are found to be parked illegally on Silver
Lake Drive, the manager of the project would seek to immediately have the vehicle towed.

Mr. Lichtenstein addressed other issues raised-during the November work session. He remarked
that in all the meetings and conversations with the neighborhoods and during the public hearings, it
was always understood that lockout were a permitted use in North Silver Lake and on their property.
Regent Properties voluntarily offered not to pursue lockouts during the original CUP application with
the absolute understanding that if desired they would come back to the Planning Commission for
subsequent approval. For anyone to suggest that the language of this particular condition has
suddenly appeared in Staff report was disingenuous to the Planning Staff. Mr. Lichtenstein stated
that as Mr. Olsen testified during the work session, the long term viability of this project is
significantly enhanced by creating the lockouts. The Stein Eriksen Residences is not a hotel, which
was well-articulated by the Staff report. There are no public meeting rooms, restaurants or other
public amenities associated with a typical hotel. To alleviate any continuing concerns on this matter,
Regent Properties and Stein Eriksen fully support the Staff recommendation to add a condition of
approval indicating that support commercial amenities shall be limited to the exclusive use of the
owners, residents and guests of the Stein Eriksen Residences.

Mr. Lichtenstein noted that Regent Properties broke ground on the property earlier this year and the
model home was nearly complete. They are in full preparation to begin taking sales reservations
this ski season. The request before the Planning Commission was not to revisit the original CUP
approval, but rather to seek approval for a modification to include the 85 lockout units. The
requested modification proposes no additional square footage, no reduction in open space and no
additional height. The project has been found by the Staff to be in substantial conformance and
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compliance with the approved CUP. No impacts have been identified from the proposed addition of
lockout. Mr. Lichtenstein requested Planning Commission approval this evening.

Commissioner Hontz referred to page 224 of the Staff report, Item 1, “All conditions of approval of
the City Council July 21, 2011 order continue to apply.” She noted that those conditions were listed
on page 335 of the Staff report and Condition #18 states that, “No lockouts‘are permitted within this
approval.” Commissioner Hontz understood that currently the conditions of approval that apply to
this project include no lockout units.

Planner Astorga explained that in 2009 an appeal was filed to prohibit lockout units. Subsequently,
through the 2010 approval that condition of approval was later amended to reflect that lockout units
were not part of that approval. Because a lockout unitiis a conditional use in the District, the
condition specified that no lockout units were permitted within this approval. It did not say “within
this development.” Planner Astorga clarified that the condition was added to the original approval to
make sure that if a lockout unit was every requested it would have to be done through a CUP
modification.

Commissioner Hontz stated that she had a different reading of the condition, particularly related to
the other conditions that the applicant stipulated to. Planner Astorga agreed that the modification
request was a substantial deviation from what was originally.approved, which is why it requires
Planning Commission approval. Commissioner Hontz thought Planner Astorga’s explanation was
clearer than how it was represented in the Staff report.

Russ Olson stated that as Stein Eriksen Lodge got involved with the developer on this project, a
discussion they had early.on was the important of having lockouts from an operational perspective
from the standpoint of selling real estate and the future ongoing operations of a project of this
magnitude. The requesttomodify the CUP to allow lockouts was important for the enhancement of
the development and this project in particular.

Commissioner Savage referred to a comment that the property would be managed by Stein Eriksen
or another luxury management firm. He assumed that if Stein Eriksen discontinued their
management responsibility that the management company hired to replace them would have the
same level of credentials. Mr. Lichtenstein answered yes. Commissioner Savage asked for the
number of management companies that operate at that credential level. He was told that no other
company had the same credentials. Commissioner Savage wanted to know why the Planning
Commission could not add a condition of approval stating that Stein Eriksen would be the operator
of the property. Mr. Lichtenstein stated that they did not see the relationship with Stein Eriksen
ending, and he was comfortable adding a condition stating that if Stein Eriksen discontinued
management then the lockouts would go away.

Mr. Olson reiterated that Stein Eriksen has a long term agreement with Regent Property that would
transfer over to the HOA. It was a fact that they would be there for many years.

Commissioner Savage calculated that the number of keys would increase by 300% over the original
approval, going from 40 to 125 keys. Mr. Lichtenstein replied that the increase was actually 54 to
125. There were 54 units on the site and they were only proposing to add the additional 85 lockout
units within the condo buildings. Commissioner Savage was concerned about the increase in the
number of people coming and going.
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Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

Bob Dillon, representing a number of adjoining residents in the neighborhood, assumed that the
Planning Commission had received the two letters he sent dated December 6" and December 11".
He noted that the December 6" letter laid out the history of this project and how it got to be what it is
today. Mr. Dillon stated that at one point the neighbors realized that if they let these big units have
lockouts it is a completely different project than what was proposed. -Mr. Dillon provided a hand out
to the Planning Commission. He has been involved with this project for many years and it was very
clear that the City and Deer Valley Resort wanted this project. It went through a multi-unit dwelling
process; however, he and others always asserted that the City really did not know what the project
would be until they saw the condo plan because that relates directly to how this project operates and
what itis. Mr. Dillon stated that in large units with a full kitchen, people generally live within those
units the same as they would within a dwelling unit.© Once they add 85 lockouts as part of those
units, they create a necessity to have restaurants, bars, and other retail, which is consistent with a
hotel use. He used Stein Eriksen and the Chateau as examples. Mr. Dillon watched the approval
process and in the October 15 City Council/Staff hearing he made the argument for why lockouts
would be a material change and make thisia 135 unit project instead of a 54 unit project. Mr. Dillon
noted that during the process the Staff relayed that the developer was not contemplating lockout;
and therefore agreed to the insertion of the condition stating that no lockouts are permitted within
this approval. Mr. Dillon stated that no action was taken on October 15" and the matter was
continued several times after that. It was finally discussed on April 28, 2010 with the hearing that
resulted in the approval of the project. That approval added Condition #18 that said no lockouts are
permitted within this approval because it would be a major deviation and to add them would require
approval by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Dillon stated that he has been called ingenuous and a crappy lawyer, but he always thought that
if a project was approved that was the project that stood. Mr. Dillon noted that the applicant went
through a series of extensions and reached the point where the CUP was ready to expire if they did
not pull a building permit. They have still yet to file any condo plats or subdivision plats.

Commissioner Wintzer asked Mr. Dillon to keep his comments focused on the lockout units.

Mr. Dillon believed his comments were on point and continued. Mr. Dillon stated that the neighbors
objected and the Legal Department came forward with a labored interpretation to allow this project
to start. Forthe second time excavation started on this property on a project that had not been fully
defined. Mr. Dillon reviewed the Legal Department’s response and he told his clients that it was
clear that the building permit would be allowed by the City. Their choice was to raise money to take
it to 3" District Court, which would be a long arduous process. Even if they won it would put them
back in the same place. Therefore, the neighbors decided that modest improvements were made to
the project and the applicant had made some concessions to address their concerns. The
neighbors also thought they had succeeded in getting a lockout prohibition. For those reasons the
neighbors decided to forego their legal option to appeal the decision of starting construction. Mr.
Dillon was dismayed to see this lockout application with Staff support. He believed it was totally
contrary to their understanding. He was also surprised to find that the applicant had filed their condo
and subdivision documents. He had copies and asked if the Planning Commission had seen them.
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He noted that the documents revealed exactly what the neighbors were saying. The project was not
a multi-unit dwelling. He has worked with Stein Eriksen for years and they run a good hotel. Mr.
Dillon stated that the condo documents had commercial units, which per the Code, are units that
could be rented out for businesses. He reiterated that 85 lockout units would eventually require
restaurants and other hotel amenities. Mr. Dillon felt strongly that the applicant’s request for lockout
units was a material and substantial deviation from the project that went through the CUP approval
process. Mr. Dillon stated that he later learned that the applicant withdrew the filed condo
documents, which was why they were able to tell the Planning Commission this evening that they
were not a hotel. Mr. Dillon pointed out that Black Diamond has support commercial but they do not
have restaurants and they are not run by a hotel operator. If they intend to define support
commercial in the context of a multi-unit dwelling, this applicant should not be allowed to have any of
that because it runs counter to the definition of a hotel. A'hotel is a building that has restaurants,
spas, etc. connected with the use. If the applicant intends to have a hotel they should be required to
file for a new CUP and prove that their project complies with the Code requirements for a hotel.

Mr. Dillon stated that his clients requested that the Planning Commission disapprove this application
this evening and direct the developer to moyve forward with the multi-unit dwelling project that was
approved, and to add a condition of approval that there will be no lockout units permitted in this
project. They would like the Planning Commission to instruct the developer to file the condo and
subdivision documents as required by the Code before any further building permits are issued. Mr.
Dillon pointed out that this was the process required by Code. If the Planning Commission was
unwilling to deny the lockouts, their documents should show no material deviation in nature or use of
the project, since it will not be a unit project as required by the approved CUP. Otherwise, the
developer should have to file a new CUP for a hotel.

Commissioner Strachan thought the Planning Commission should make it clear to the public that
due to the late hour they would.not be making a decision this evening. He would be moving for a
continuance to give the Commissioners the opportunity to read the recently submitted public
comment. He was willing to hear additional public comment this evening or those wishing to speak
could refine their comments and come back at a later date.

There was no other public comment. Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Director Eddington noted that the January 8" agenda was quite full. Planner Astorga stated that
since the Planning Commission was only meeting once in December and once in January due to the
holiday and Sundance, the agendas were anticipated to be large for January 8" and the first
meeting in February.

Mr. Lichtenstein understood the scheduling predicament, but his preference was to be back on the
January 8" agenda.

Regarding the condominium plat issue, Planner Astorga presented the site plan that was approved
in 2010. He noted that two separate applications were filed. One was a subdivision application for
the 16 homes around the periphery and the other was a condo plat. However, the Staff identified an
issue with the duplex regarding lot lines. The applicant decided to withdraw their applications and
do one master record of survey application for the entire application including the 16 single family
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dwelling/duplexes and the 38 condo unit buildings. Planner Astorga was informed today that the
application would most likely be submitted on December 20™.

Assistant City Attorney McLean asked if it would make sense to continue this item to the date the
condo plat would be on the agenda. Planner Astorga was unsure of the exact date because it could
change depending on when the application is actually submitted. The applicant wanted to get it right
this time and the surveyor was still working on the documents. Commissioner Strachan requested
that the Planning Commission hear the two together. He thought.it would be more beneficial to
allow the public to comment on what might be overlapping issues. Director Eddington suggested
February 12™.

Planner Astorga stated that if they continue this item to February 12" it should be done so with the
condition that all public comment must be received one week prior to that date. Commissioner
Strachan thought they could implore people to meetithat deadline but they could not force them.

MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the Conditional Use Permit application for
Lot 2B of Subdivision 2 of North Silver Lake until February 12, 2014. Commissioner Wintzer
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

6. 543 Woodside Avenue = Steep Slope CUP (Application PL-13-02034)

Due to the late hour and the need to have sufficient time to discuss the application, the Planning
Commission decided to continue this item to the next meeting.

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

MOTION: < Commissioner Savage moved to CONTINUE 543 Woodside Avenue to January 8",
2014. Commissioner Gross seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:
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Staff Report

G

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: Fifth Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units — The Belles at
Empire Pass, Amending Units 10 + 11

Author: Francisco Astorga

Project Number: PL-13-02096

Date: January 8, 2014

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Condominium Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Fifth
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass Condominium plat
amending Units 10 and 11 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.

Topic

Applicant: Wichita, LP, represented by Alliance Engineering, Inc.

Location: 20 + 26 Silver Strike Trall

Zoning: Residential Development (RD) as part of the Village at Empire
Pass MPD

Adjacent Land Uses: Single family condominium units, multi-family condominium

units, development parcels of the Village at Empire Pass MPD,
ski trails and open space.

Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
recommendation to City Council for final action.

Proposal
The purpose of this application is to plat as-built conditions of constructed Units 10 and 11,

two (2) separate single family dwellings, and to identify common, limited common and
private areas for these Units, as stipulated by the underlying Silver Strike Subdivision plat
and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire
Pass condominium plat. A condition of approval of this underlying condominium plat
requires that upon completion of the condominium units, a supplemental condominium plat
identifying as built conditions, shall be approved by the City Council and recorded at
Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy.

Purpose
The purpose of the Residential Development RD District is to:

A. Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s Development
objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities,

B. Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space,
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of
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municipal services,

C. Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential
neighborhoods,

D. Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design,

E. Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent Areas;
and

F. Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types.

Background
On November 11, 2013, the City received a complete application for this plat to memorialize

as-built conditions for Units 10 and 11 of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass condominium plat that was approved by
City Council on March 24, 2011 and recorded at Summit County on November 28, 2011.

On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving the
annexation and development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff Mountain area.
Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” Master Planned Development
(MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of
development; development approval process; as well as development conditions and
amenities for each parcel.

On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved an MPD for the Village at Empire
Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified an area of Pod A as the location for eighteen (18)
detached single family homes, similar to the Paintbrush units currently under construction in
other parts of Empire Pass. The Development Agreement allowed a total of sixty (60) units,
single detached or duplex, within the annexation area and the rest of the units being multi-
family, stacked-flat or tri-plex or greater attached. The Belles at Empire Pass
condominiums (formerly known as Christopher Homes) utilize seventeen (17) of the sixty
(60) allocated PUD style units for the Flagstaff Development area.

On June 29, 2006, City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating two (2) lots
of record within Pod A. Lot 1 is 4.37 acres in size while lot 2 contains 1.99 acres. The plat
was recorded on December 1, 2006. The subject units, Units 10 and 11 of the Belles at
Empire Pass, are located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike Subdivision.

On March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating, and restating the
previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass condominium. Also on March 24,
2011, the City Council approved the First Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 1, 2, and
12 of the Belles at Empire Pass Condominiums. These plats were recorded November 28,
2011. A condition of approval of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium
plat of The Belles at Empire Pass plat requires that upon completion of the condominium
units, a supplemental condominium plat identifying as built conditions, shall be approved by
the City Council and recorded at Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a
final certificate of occupancy.

On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for

Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012. On May 9, 2013, the
City Council approved the Third Supplemental Plat for Constructed Unit 4 and the Fourth
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Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 5 and 6. This plat was recorded on October 28,
2013.

All conditions of the underlying approvals, namely the Village at Empire Pass MPD; Silver
Strike Subdivision; and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Belles at Empire Pass
condominium plat continue to apply and are reflected as conditions of approval and plat
notes on this proposed supplemental plat (Exhibit A).

Analysis

This request for a Fifth Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at The Belles at Empire
Pass amends Units 10 and 11 and documents the final as built conditions of these
constructed units in accordance with the Utah Condominium Act. The zoning district is
Residential Development (RD-MPD); subject to the Village at Empire Pass MPD.

The Silver Strike subdivision restricts each unit to a maximum house size of 5,000 square
feet of Gross Floor Area as defined in the LMC, excluding 600 square feet for garage area
and the basement area that is below final grade.

The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE) for
these units, in addition to maximum house size. The UE formula includes all interior square
footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior boundary wall of each completed
unit, excluding all structural walls and components, as well as all shafts, ducts, flues, pipes,
conduits and the wall enclosing such equipment. Also excluded from the UE square
footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all space designated as non-
habitable.” Basement area is included in the UE calculations.

A total of 90,000 square feet (45 UESs) were approved for the Belles at Empire Pass area
(formerly known as the Christopher Homes at Empire Pass condominiums). Within the
Flagstaff Development Agreement one (1) residential unit equivalent equals two thousand
(2,000) square feet of Gross Floor Area, including the basement area. Units 10 and 11, two
(2) separate single family dwellings, meet the maximum house size requirement in both
Gross Floor Area and Unit Equivalent calculation as noted above.

Unit 10 contains 4,993.5 sf of Gross Floor Area,(excluding 600 sf for garage area and 761
sf of basement area below final grade) and accounts for 2.877 UEs based on the Total
Floor area of 5,754.5 sf (includes basement area but not garage area). Unit 11 contains
4,993.5 sf of Gross Floor Area, (excluding 600 sf for garage area and 761 sf of basement
area below final grade) and accounts for 2.877 UEs based on the Total Floor area of
5,754.5 sf (includes basement area but not garage area). The nine units (Units 1, 2, 4, 5, 6,
9, 10, 11 and 12) utilize 24.321 Unit Equivalents (UE). Site development parameters are as
follows:

Permitted Approved
Height 28’ (+5’ for pitched roof) total | 33" max with pitched roof.
maximum of 33’ Units 10 and 11 comply.
Front setback Minimum of 20’, 25’ to front Unit 10: 42"
facing garage Unit 11: 39'.
Units 10 and 11 comply.
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Rear setback

Per Building Code and MPD
(allows zero setback to
internal property line)

Unit 10: 61".
Unit 11: 94'.
Units 10 and 11
comply.

Side setbacks

Per Building Code and MPD
(allows zero setback to
internal property line)

Unit 10: 12’ on north side and
8.5’ on south side from Lot
boundary.

Unit 11: 8’ on north side and
10’ on south side from lot
boundary. Units 10 and 11

comply.

Parking

Two (2) spaces required per
unit

2 per unit.
Units 10 and 11 Comply.

Maximum house size (based
on the Silver Strike
subdivision and defined per
the Land Management
Code)

5,000 sf (Gross Floor Area
excludes basement area
below final grade and 600 sf
of garage area)

Unit 10 contains 4,993.5 sf
Gross Floor Area.
Unit 11 contains 4,993.5 sf
Gross Floor Area.
Units 10 and 11 Comply.

Unit Equivalent (based on
the Village at Empire Pass
MPD)

Maximum of 45 UE for all of
the Belles Condominiums.
Gross floor area for UE
calculations excludes 600 sf
garage and any
uninhabitable space, i.e.
crawl space, attics, etc.

Unit 10- 5,754.5 sf which is
2.887 UE.

Unit 11- 5,754.5 sf which is
2.887 UE.

Units 10 and 11 Comply.
The total UE for Units 1, 2, 4,
56,9, 10,11 and 12 is
24.321 UE

Good Cause

Staff finds good cause for this record of survey amendment as it memorializes and
documents as-built conditions and UE calculations for this unit. Units 10 and 11 comply
with the conditions of approval of the underlying plats, namely the Silver Strike subdivision
plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at
Empire Pass. In addition the units are consistent with the development pattern envisioned in
the Village at Empire Pass MPD and the 14 Technical Reports.

Department Review

This project has gone through interdepartmental review. No issues were raised pertaining
to the requested plat amendment.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. Legal
notice was also published in the Park Record.

Public Input

Staff had not received public input on this application at the time of this report. No public
input was provided at the Planning Commission hearing.
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Process

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

Alternatives
The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council approve the
application for the Fifth Supplemental plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire
Pass amending Units 10 and 11, as conditioned or amended, or
The Planning Commission may recommend that the City deny the application and direct
staff to make Findings for this decision, or
The Planning Commission may continue the discussion and provide Staff and the
Applicant with specific direction regarding additional information necessary to make a
recommendation on this item.

Significant Impacts

There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. Water and
sewer impact fees, and other fees associated with increased floor area, are evaluated
during the building permit process and collected prior to issuance of any building permits.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
No certificate of occupancy may be granted until the plat is recorded.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Fifth
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass Condominium plat
amending Units 10 and 11 and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City
Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as
found in the draft ordinance.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance and Supplemental plat for Belles Units 10 + 11
Exhibit B — Aerial Photograph

Exhibit C — Zoning Map

Exhibit D — County Plat Map

Exhibit E — Existing Conditions + Topographic Survey

Exhibit F — Site Photographs
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Exhibit A — Proposed Ordinance and Supplemental plat for Belles Units 10 + 11
Ordinance No. 13-XX

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE FIFTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR
CONSTRUCTED UNITS AT THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING UNITS 10 + 11, LOCATED AT 20 + 26 SILVER STRIKE TRAIL, PARK
CITY, UTAH.

WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as The Belles at Empire Pass
Condominium Units 10 and 11, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the Fifth
Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project; and

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

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

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 8, 2014,
to receive input on the supplemental plat;

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on January 8, 2014, forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,

WHEREAS, on February 6, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on the
amended record of survey plat; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Fifth
Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project to document the as-built conditions and constructed Unit
Equivalents for this completed condominium unit.

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 Fifth Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a
Utah Condominium project, as shown in Attachment A, is approved subject to the
following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact:
1. The property, Units 10 and 11 of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass and associated common area, are
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located at 20 & 26 Silver Strike Trail.

2. The property is located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike subdivision and is within Pod A
of the Flagstaff Mountain Development, in an area known as the Village at Empire
Pass.

3. The property is located within the RD —MPD zoning district and is subject to the
Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and Village of Empire Pass MPD.

4. The City Council approved the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and
Annexation Resolution 99-30 on June 24, 1999. The Development Agreement is the
equivalent of a Large-Scale Master Plan. The Development Agreement sets forth
maximum densities, location of densities, and developer-offered amenities.

5. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development (MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified
the area of the proposed condominium plat as the location for 17 PUD —style
detached single family homes and duplexes.

6. On June 29, 2006, the City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating
two lots of record. Units 10 and 11 are located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike
Subdivision.

7. March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating,
and restating the previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass. Also on
March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the First Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 1, 2, and 12 of the Belles at Empire Pass Condominiums. These
plats were recorded November 28, 2011.

8. On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012.

9. On May 9, 2013, the City Council approved the Third Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 4 and the Fourth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Unit 5 and 6.

10.0n November 11, 2013, the Planning Department received a complete application
for the Fifth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 10 and 11.

11.The purpose of the supplemental plat is to describe and document the as-built
conditions and the UE calculations for constructed Units 10 and 11 at the Belles
Condominiums prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy and to identify private,
limited common and common area for this unit.

12.The supplemental plat complies with the conditions of approval of the underlying
plats, namely the Silver Strike subdivision plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass. The plat is consistent
with the development pattern envisioned by the Village at Empire Pass MPD and the
14 Technical Reports of the MPD and the Flagstaff Development Agreement.

13.Units 10 and 11 are located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike subdivision plat.

14.The approved maximum house size is 5,000 square feet of Gross Floor Area, as
defined by the LMC. Gross Floor Area exempts basement areas below final grade
and 600 square feet of garage area. Unit 10 contains 4,993.5 sf Gross Floor Area
and Unit 11 contains 4,993.5 sf Gross Floor Area.

15.The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE)
for all Belles units, in addition to the maximum house size. The UE formula includes
all interior square footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior
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boundary wall of each completed unit, excluding all structural walls and components,
as well as all shafts, ducts, flues, pipes, conduits and the wall enclosing such
facilities. Unit Equivalent floor area includes all basement areas. Also excluded from
the UE square footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all
space designated as non-habitable on this plat.” Within the Flagstaff Development
Agreement one residential unit equivalent equals 2,000 sf.

16.Unit 10 contains a total of 5,745.5 square feet and utilizes 2.887 UE. Unit 11

contains a total of 5,754.5 square feet and utilizes 2.887 UE. The total UE for Units
1,2,4,5,6,9, 10, 11 and 12 is 24.321 Unit Equivalents of the 45 total UE allocated
for the Belles at Empire Pass.

17.As conditioned, this supplemental plat is consistent with the approved Flagstaff

Development Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass MPD, and the conditions of
approval of the Silver Strike Subdivision.

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

Conclusions of Law:

1.

2.

3.

4.

There is good cause for this supplemental plat as it memorializes the as-built
conditions for Units 10 & 11.

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

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

Approval of the supplemental plat, subject to the conditions of approval stated
below, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

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

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

All conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development, the Silver Strike Subdivision plat, and the Amended, Consolidated,
and Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass shall continue to
apply.

As a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for Units 10 &
11, the supplemental plat shall be recorded at Summit County.

A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation stating the following, “At the
time of resurfacing of Silver Strike Trail, the Master Association shall be responsible
to adjust wastewater manholes to grade according to Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District Standards”.

The Unit sizes and UEs shall be reflected on the plat as they are to reflect the actual
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size and UE of the Units.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2014.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Exhibit A — Proposed Plat for Belles Units 10 + 11

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

. John Demkowicz, do hereby cerlify that | om o Registered Lond Surveyor ond that | hold Cerlificate No. 154491
o5 prescribed by the lows of the Siate of Utoh, and that | have cal de_under my direction and by th
authority of the awner(s), this Fifth Supplemental Plat for constructed units of THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS
CONDOMINIUMS, a Utoh Condominium Project, in accordonce with the provisions of the Utoh Condominium Ownership
Act. | further certify that the nformation shown hereon s corect.

JOHN DEVKOWIGZ, LS. #154481

' FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR CONSTRUCTED UNITS —/
RECORDED: FEH, 28, 2012

ENTRY NO.

SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE
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ENTRY NO.: 630269
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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTIONS

(PARCEL 1)

Units 10 and 11, of the Amended, Consalidated and Restated Condominium of THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS, (formerly known as

Christophar Homes at Emplre Pass), o Utah expandable condominium
areas and faciities as deserbed it the officll plat recorded November 2

3011, a3 Entry No.

project, togathar with an Undivided Intarest In the common

934780 and the Amended and

Restated Declaration of Condominium recorded November 28, 2011, as Entry No. 934781 in Book 2105 at Page 961, Summit

County Racordsr's Qffics.

(EASEMENT 1)

Together with a righ—of—way and easement for public and private utilities and a private road over the Sikver Strike Trail as

gelineated on the officiol plat of Bonner Wood Subdiision 0s recorded August
Summit County Recorder.

SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT
RECORDED: June 24, 2005
ENTRY NO. 740398

BOOK 1710, PAGE 647
SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDERS
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12, 2005, 0s Entry No. 746718 in

the records of the

MENDED, CONSOLIDATED AND RESTATED
CONDOMINIUM PLAT OF THE BELLES AT

ENTRY NO. 934780
SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDERS OFFICE

WN ATION AN

ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT, WICHITA, LP, A UTAH LINITED PARTNERSHIP, the owner of Units 10 and 11, hereby

made and ins Fifth Supplemental Plat for Consnucted

Goes hereby consent to the recordation of this Fifth Supplemental Plot for constructed units and
t

KNow
certifies that It has caused o survey to be
Candominluma o be prepored, and

aubmit 1o the Utah Condominium Ownership Act.

In wiiness whereof the undersigned hos executed this certifics

Whita, LP
A Utan Limited Partnership
By BelleArbor, I

Its Nonaging General Partner

Wark . Prothro
President

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of .
Gounty of

on this.

and prover
Subscribed 1o this Instrument, and acknowiadged they hava exacuted

Notory Pubile

WNER ICATI

mon Areas described herein does
Units, The Beles ot Empire Pass Lo be prep

awner of the Com

mora than 67% of the Ownera of the Unita hove approved this First

fork H_Prothvo, Presidant T

Iz oot
The Belles ot Empire Pass Homeouners Assaciation, Inc.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Stata of

County of

013, personally appeared before me Nark H. Prothro, whose identity fs personally known to me (or has proven
ho by me swom/ affrmed, dd say that he Is the President of The Belles of Empire Pass
Homeonners Assaciation Inc. and that sofd document was signed by im in behaf of said Corporation by Authority of fts Bylaws, or (Resolution

of fta Boord of Directors) and seid Mork H. Prothro acknowisdged o me thot soid Corporation sxecul

this____. day of ____ X
on the basls of salisfactory evidence) and who

Notary Public

NOTES:

1. All notes contained in the Amended, Cansolidated and Restated Con
Entry No. 934780 shall continue to apply.

2. A Limited Common Area will extend a maximum of
Complatad Unit. (‘Buffar Areo”) for tha purposa of providing unit ow
surrounding their respective Uit

. All Common Areo s dedicoted os o non—exclusive eosement to
Park
droinoge mstolation, use, ond moaintenance ond eventual replacemen

.

responsible for the maintenance and replac

of such maintenonce and replacement shall be pold by The Belles At Empre Pass Owners Association, Inc. os part o

5. Lots designated as Ejector Pump (EP) lots may require privately ow

6. All conditions of approval of The Vilage at Empire Pass Mastar Dev
Consalidated, and Restated Condominium Plat of the Belles ot Emei

7. At the

time of resurfacing of Siver Strike Trall,
Snydervill Basin Watar R: i

clamation District Stan

B This plat s subject to Ordinance __—__,

9. The Gross Floor Area for Unit 10 T 5745.5 square fest and the Total Floor Area ls 4,9845 square feet

The Gross Floor Area for Unit 11 is 5,745.5 square fest and the Total Floor Area is 4984.5 square feet.

LINE TABLE
LINE BEARING DISTANCE
U | N 4249'03" w 25.35
L2 S 7314'25" W 13.25
L3 S 1550'34” E 15.22 o
T4 | N 855451 £ T4.76 LEGEND:
LS S 2578'44" £ 12 84 (EP) EUECTOR PUNP.
SRV TR STREET ADDRESS ON SLVER STRIKE TRAIL
CURVE RADIUS LENGTH DELTA COMMON OWNERSHIP.
c1 55.79 174.24 175°51'42" :]
] 80.79 247.98 | 1755142 S5 PRVATE owneRsHP
Cc3 12.71 11.37 5115'01"
ca 3883 21.35 31729'59” XK UMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP
c5 33.29 2539 43421
FIFTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR CONSTRUCTED UNITS

THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS

. day of ______, 2013, personally appeared bsfore me Teri Ekstrom,  notary public, persenally appeared

N_AND CONSENT TO RECORI

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT, the undersigned President of The Belles ai Empire Pass Homeowners Association, Inc.
i hereby cerlify that it has caused (s
ared
Plat for Gonstructed Units, The Belles ot Empire Pass and submit to th:

30° from the rear boundary of each Completed Unit and 10' on the sides and front of
The use of dl Common and Limited Gomman Areas is described in more detail in the Declaration.
Park

City Fire Protection Disirict, Summit County and the The Belles At Empire Pass Homeowners for the purpose of providing access for utiity and

Units 10 + 11 13 served by private wastewater lateral lines. The Empire Pass Naster Homeowners Association, Inc. (the "Master Association”) shall be
ement of all Soritary sewer loterals serving the The Belles At Empire Pass Units within the plat. The

the Noster Association shall be responsible to ad[ust wastewster manholes to grade according to
fords.

NSENT TO RECORI

Units, The Belles ot Emprre Pass

te and dedication this doyof 2013,

4 on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persons whos nomes are
tha sarne. Witness my hond and officlal seal

survey to be made and this Fifth Amended Condominium
hereby consents to fhe recardation of this Fifth Amended Condominium
Act. As President, he also certifies that

and
e Utah Condominium Ownership
‘Amandad Condorminium Plat

ominium plat of THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS, recorded November 28, 2011,

the

nars with addad privecy and the axclusive right o usa ond oceupy such land

City Municipal Corporation, Snydervile Basin Water Reclomation District (SBWRD),

‘cost
f the Common Expenses.

ned wastewater ejector pumps.

slopment Plan and the Siker Strike Subdivision plat, and the Amendad,
e Pass shall continue to apply.

Tne Unit 10 Unit Equivalent Is 2.87.

The Unit 11 Unit Equivalent is 2.87.

20 40

AUTAH EXPANDABLE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT AMENDING UNITS 10 + 11
RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, PARK
COUNTY, UTAH

CITY, SUMMIT'

#m/3[10B NO: 6-6-10

PAGE 1 OF 3

FILE: x \Empre\aw\Siverstrhesuo \lae\peles\Untio +1\sho avg

[ SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT |  PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINE

(455) a49-9467

323 Mo Strest P.0. Box 2684 Park Oty Utch 840802864

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014

ER’S CERTIFICATE | APPROVAL AS TO FORM

REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER APPROVED BY THE PARK CITY ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON | APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS _____
RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS - PLANNING COMMISSION THIS __th RNy ORFLgroR
DAY OF "7 2013 AD. | SVESM e DAY OF . 2013 AD.
DAY OF __________, 2013 AD. ——
CONSULTING ENGNEERS LAND PLANNERS  SURVEORS o N
— — PARK CITY ENGINEER

CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST
I CERTIFY THIS RECORD OF SURVEY
MAP WAS APPROVED BY PARK CITY

COUNCIL THIS AY
OF

__ D,
2013 AD.

PARK CITY RECORDER

COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE

APPROVAL AND_ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY
COUNCIL THIS th DAY OF
2013 A.D.

RECORDED

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST OF _.

_ BOOK ___

RECORDER
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Additional Limited Common orea on the ground
surface is described and shown on Sheet 1.

SECTION C-C
SECTION B-B SCALE: 1" =10
SCALE: 1" =10
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE*

SECTION A-A
SCALE: 1" =10

GROSS FLOOR SHEET 2 OF 3

UE-
[ commonner FIFTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR CONSTRUCTED UNITS ovEls | sausreioomace| ol

s THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS = e i

—

UPPER 5195 SF 519.5SF
TOTAL SF 57455 SF 49845 SF
LIMITED COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES A UTAH EXPANDABLE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT AMENDING UNITS 10 + 11

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
AT THE REQUEST OF

GARAGE™ 600.0 SF 600.0 5F DATE:
RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, PARK
CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH * Per Architsctural Drawings
* Maximum garage sllowance

ape
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Additional Limited Common area on the ground
surface is described and shown on Sheet 1.

SECTION A-A SECTION B-B
SCALE: 1" =10 SCALE: 1" =10

FIFTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR CONSTRUCTED UNITS

[ ] commonaRea
R PRIVATE OWNERSHIP UNIT

THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS

A UTAH EXPANDABLE CONDOMINIUM PROJECT AMENDING UNITS 10 + 11

UTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, PARK
CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LIMITED COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014

UPPER LEVEL AREAS
SCALE: 1" =10

UPPER LEVEL G
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MAIN LEVEL
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LOWERLEVEL
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SECTION C-C

6 /"SscALE:

UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE*

= 10"

SHEET 3 OF 3

LEVELS UE- GROSS FLOOR
SQUARE FOOTAGE AREA (SF] e
LOWER 17280 SF 967.0SF 108 NO: 676710
MAIN 3,507.0 SF 3,507.0 SF RECORDED
UPPER 51955 519.55F STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMT, AND FILED
TOTAL §F 574555F 49845 5F AT THE REQUEST
GARAGE*™ 580.0 SF 5680.0 SF e _— _—
* Per Architsctural Drawings
# Maximum gerage allowanca TTEE T REGORDER
s
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Exhibit B — Aerial Photograph

el
ronwood
% » Subdjvision

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014

7% Bannerwood

1y Subdivision ‘#

Subdivision

¥
3
*—Bannerwood |

500 fest Borunda/}'l.\

‘\' i)
3 ¢ €

(435) 649-9467 | STAFF: AERIAL ORTHO PHOTOGRAPH
3 oA’ THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS
Unit 10 + 11 Condominium Plat

: Wichita LLP
NO.: 6-6-10
\ompire\ dwa\ s\ plaf\bslles\ exhibif\Unit 10+11\aerial=ortho.dwg
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Exhibit C - Zoning Map

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014

1000

2000

(435) s4s-9467 | STAFF:
S. SCHUELER
4. DEMKOWICZ

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS  SURVEYORS.

323 Mo swset P oox 2864 Pank Gy wion ssaso-zs5+ | DATE: 9/16/13

ZONING MAP
THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS
Unit 10 + 11 Condominium Plat

FOR: Wichita LLP
JOB NO.: 6-6-10
FILE: X\ empire\dwa\sss\plaf\belles\ exhibif\Unil 10+11\zone map.dwg
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Exhibit D - County Plat Map

. NOTE: THIS MAP IS DRAWN FOR ASSESSMENT PURPOSES;
THE SECTION INFORMATION SHOWN IS FROM SURVEY # 3
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1 5
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Set Aluminum
F'ipa & Cap

(435) 649-3467

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND FLANNERS ~SURVEYORS
323 Mo Strest P.O. Box 2664 Park Oty Utch 840802564

STAFF:

S. SCHUELER
J. DEMKOWICZ

DATE: 8/16/13

OWNERSHIP PLAT
THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS

FOR: PAT PROTHRO
JOB NO.: 6-6-10
FILE: X:\ampirs\dwg\sss\plaf\bslles\ extibif\Unit 10+11\ownership map.dwg

SHEET

1

OoF

1
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Exhibit E - Existing Conditions + Topographic Survey

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

John Oumkowicz, do hereby certity thal | om o registaced land mrveyer ood thot | b
Contfotion No. 154431 08 prascribed under 1he lows of the Stote of Ulan. | Aarther Sely ot o
ovr!mm: survey has been made under my drection of the lands shown and
that this fopographic survey i 0 correct reprasentation of the lond surveyed ot Ihe time the s
[ work wes cempleted ond is in complionce with generally occepted industry standards for cecurocy.

NOTES

Site Benchmork: Sonitery Sewsr Monhole
Rim Elavation=8169.5

This topogrophic mop is based on o field survey performed on December 6, 2005,

»

“

The xising unit locations ond mpravements, 03 shown cn this exhdit, e based upon
engineering crawings employed In the construction of said units.

20" WOE SETBACK

o5 m:pusupa vaué y
ATy [Asc K

______ =R = ./ 2 /
) /o iy / BANNERWOOD SUBDIVISION

f / e
7
& ’
SILVER STRIKE TRAL .

/’ / 25 WIDE PUBLIC & PRIVATE UTILITY EASEMENT
& PRIVATE ROAD RIGHT-OF ~WAY

!
|
‘ 20" WIDE SYORM DRAIN EAEMENT.

P — g TRISTING CONDITONSS TOPOCRAPHIC SORVEY | . —
S AR i i Somcz
posdindtinent e —— ¥ D THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS 1
Dt rown — = A
DOSTNG TELEPHONE — Y —
Destno CAS S— S FOR: wichito LLP
D o~ J— 30" 0 30" 80" COMRNS Soitns LD Mavlg Sucie JOB NO.: 06-06-01 1
el v = = e o1 o i 74 et o e vove et | DATE: 12/13/10 | FILE: XA\Emo\dwg\ sbvorarikesut\ boties\aruting topo 11-3~10.dwg
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Exhibit F - Site Photographs

UNIT &8 UNIT4

UNIT 10 UNIT 14

LOOKING EAST FROM SILVER STRIKE TRAIL LOOKING WEST FROM SILVER STRIKE TRAIL

LOOKING NORTH FROM SILVER STRIKE TRAIL

LOOKING SOUTH FROM SILVER STRIKE TRAIL

(435) 649-9467

CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND FLANNERS  SURVEYORS.

323 Moln Strest 0L Box 2664 Pork Cly, Uoh  84080-2084

STAFF:
J. DEMKOWICZ

S. SCHUELER

DATE: 9/20/13

PANORAMIC PHOTOS
UNIT 10 + 11 PLAT AMENDMENT

The Belles at Emprie Pass
FOR: Wichita LLP

JOB NO.: 06-06-01
FILE: X\Emp\dwg\SSS\belles\ plaf\exh\U 10+11\U 10+11 pano_photos.dwg

SHEET

OoF

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014
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Planning Commission m
Staff Report
Subject: 543 Woodside Avenue m

Project #: PL-13-01904 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Author: Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP

Date: January 8, 2014

Type of ltem: Administrative — Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit at 543 Woodside Avenue and conduct a public hearing. Staff
recommends approval of the Steep Slope CUP permit per the findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval outlined in this staff report.

Description

Applicant/Owner: Steve Maxwell, Owner

Architect: Jonathan DeGray, Architect

Location: 543 Woodside Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1)

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Construction of structures with greater than 1,000 square
feet of floor area and located on a steep slope (30% or
greater) requires a Conditional Use Permit

Proposal

This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for an
addition to a “significant” historic house located on a platted 3,750 sf lot. The existing
two story house contains 1,658 sf of living area. The existing footprint is 1,072 sf. The
proposed addition has a footprint of 280 sf and contains approximately 815 sf of floor
area, including the basement areas. Also proposed is a 433 sf single car garage
beneath the historic house with an elevator/entry foyer at the garage level connecting
the garage to an outside entry. The proposal includes preservation and restoration of
both the historic house and historic detached accessory structure located in the rear lot
area.

Construction exceeds 1,000 sf of floor area (including garage) and access to the garage
is proposed on a slope of 30% or greater, therefore a Steep Slope CUP is required to
ensure compliance with the criteria for development on a steep slope prior to issuance
of a building permit. Only the garage access is located on a slope of 30% or greater as
the rear addition has been reduced in size and is no longer located on a slope of 30% or
greater.

Background
On May 2, 2013, the City received an application for a Steep Slope Conditional Use

Permit (CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 543 Woodside Avenue. The
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application was deemed complete on May 15, 2013. The property is located in the
Historic Residential District (HR-1).

On May 1, 2013, a HDDR application was submitted to the Planning Department. The
application was deemed complete on June 17, 2013 and the design was approved on
August 20, 2013. The proposed addition was found to complement the historic structure
and follow the predominant pattern of buildings along the street, maintaining traditional
setbacks, orientation, alignment, and simplicity of architectural detailing. After several
design iterations and with guidance from the Design Review Team, the revised (and
reduced in size) design was found to be in compliance with the Design Guidelines for
Historic Districts and Historic Sites adopted in 2009 (Exhibit C). With the exception of
the garage door the rear addition is located to the rear of the historic structure and is not
visible from Woodside Avenue due to the height of the existing historic house and the
location and height of adjacent buildings.

Previously, on October 21, 2008, the accessory structure was deemed to be an
historically significant structure by the Board of Adjustment on appeal, upholding the
September 5, 2008, Historic Preservation Board’s decision that the accessory structure
was historically significant.

Also previously, on December 16, 2012, a Steep Slope CUP application was submitted
for a total building footprint of 1,518 sf with 2,155 sf of additional floor area and a 486
square foot garage.

The previous CUP application was reviewed by the Planning Commission on June 27,
2012. At the June 27" meeting the Commission requested additional information on
three items, namely 1) provide an adequate landscape plan, 2) provide a comparison
with historic structures on the street, and 3) explain how the lack of a 10’ step on the
third story complies with the LMC. The item was continued to November 28"

At the November 28, 2012 meeting, the applicant provided a revised landscape plan
indicating the existing and proposed vegetation, provided a comparison of historic
structures, and explained that on September 18, 2012, the Board of Adjustment granted
a variance to the required 10’ step for the third story. There were conflicting house size
numbers presented by staff and the applicant regarding the comparison with other
historic structures in the neighborhood.

The Commission made a motion to deny the previous CUP based on non-compliance
with the purpose statements of the zone and that the proposal failed to comply with all
of the Steep Slope CUP criteria. The Commission directed staff to return with findings
for denial. On December 7, 2012, the applicant submitted a written request to withdraw
the application and indicated that he would redesign and reduce the scale of the
addition and resubmit a new application. The previous application was closed.

This new application (May 2, 2013) reflects a redesign of the previous project. The

current design revises the previous proposal by reducing the overall footprint of the
addition, reducing the total floor area of the addition, and reducing the basement area

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 144 of 259



and amount of excavation. The redesign removed the rear addition from slopes that are
30% or greater, only the driveway access is located on a Steep Slope.

This current design increases the separation between the addition and the accessory
structure and maintains the current configuration of staircases, with an historically
compatible staircase connecting a lower entry to the street and maintaining the
landscaping on the north side which maintains the character of the front yard on the
north side of the driveway by removing the previously proposed series of retaining walls
and planters.

Because the rear addition was reduced in size it is no longer sited on an area of the lot
that has a slope of 30% or greater, however the driveway is proposed on an area of
30% slope, the Steep Slope CUP is required. The new design includes a pitched roof
over a portion of the rear addition as well as a flat roof section that provides a transition
between the historic house, the addition, and the detached accessory structure.

The applicant also submitted a revised comparison of historic houses in the
neighborhood (Exhibit G). With the reduced addition the overall square footage is less
than the average size of historic structures in the neighborhood.

The current proposal still includes preservation and restoration of the historically
significant structures. The house will continue to be a single-family dwelling with a
detached accessory ski-prep/storage building in the rear. The existing accessory
apartment will be removed and a deed restriction will be recorded on the property
prohibiting use of the accessory structure as a separate dwelling unit or apartment.
One of the goals of the proposal is to restore and preserve the historic house and
accessory building and bring the house back as a single family dwelling.

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

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

B. Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,

C. Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,

D. Encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,

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

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

Analysis

The applicant is requesting a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for construction of
approximately 815 square feet of new floor area construction, that includes 219 square
feet of basement and circulation (rear stairs and elevator) area and 596 square feet of
above grade living area, in addition to a 433 square foot garage located beneath the
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south side of the 1,658 square foot historic house. The basement does not extend to the
north side.

The existing house is located on a 3,750 square foot platted lot of record, known as Lot
1 of the 543 Woodside Avenue Subdivision. The subdivision plat combining two “Old
Town” lots was approved by City Council on March 29, 2012, and was recorded at
Summit County on March 28, 2013 (Exhibit A). The existing building footprint is
approximately 1,072 square feet and the proposed new footprint area is 280 square
feet. The final building footprint, with the addition would be 1,352 square feet which is
less than the maximum allowed footprint of 1,519 sf for a combined lot of this size.

Because the driveway access is proposed on an area of the lot that has a thirty percent
(30%) slope, the applicant is required to file a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) application. The Steep Slope CUP is required to be reviewed by the Planning
Commission for compliance with LMC § 15-2.2-6, prior to issuance of a building permit.

The lot contains an historic single family house listed in the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory (HSI) as “Significant” as it was constructed in the late 1890s or early 1900s
during the Park City Mining Boom era. The house shows up on the 1901 Sanborn Fire
Insurance Maps for that year (Exhibit B). The existing house complies with the
setbacks, building height, and footprint requirements of the HR-1 zone. Utility services
exist at the lot. There is an historic detached accessory structure, with a building
footprint of 278 sf, located in the rear of the lot, and in compliance with building
setbacks and height. The accessory structure is currently utilized as an accessory unit
and the applicant intends to convert the accessory apartment into a ski prep/storage
space.

The proposal includes construction of a new foundation and partial basement under the
historic house, restoration of the historic house, construction of a rear addition behind
the house and restoration of an historic accessory structure.

Staff reviewed the plans and made the following LMC related findings:

Requirement LMC Requirement Proposed
Lot Size Minimum of 1,875 sf 3,750 sf, complies.
Building Footprint 1,519 square feet (based on lot 1,352 square feet (excluding
area) maximum_(code excludes the detached historic
historic accessory structures from accessory structure footprint
footprint) of 278 sf.). (smaller
footprint) complies.
Front and Rear 10 feet minimum for main building, Main building 11 feet or
Yard 1 foot for accessory structure with greater front (28’ or
height of less than 18 feet in height | greater to edge of paved
Woodside), 10 feet or
greater rear, complies.
Accessory structure rear
setback is 3 feet. (greater
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setbacks). complies.

Side Yard 5 feet minimum for main building Main building 5 feet or
3 feet for accessory structure with greater, complies.
height of less than 18’ Accessory structure north
side is 10’ and south side
is 20’ (greater setbacks).
complies.
Height 27 feet above existing grade, Various heights at or less

maximum.

than 26 feet. (lower
height). complies.

Number of stories

A structure may have a maximum of
three (3) stories (This application
was submitted prior to the LMC
amendment that modified these
regulations, however the addition
complies with the revised LMC
requirements.)

3 stories, complies.

Final grade

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

Maximum difference is 48”
(4 feet) with much of it at
36” or less, complies.

Vertical articulation

A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal
step in the downhill fagcade is
required for the third story (after
submittal of this application the LMC
was amended to exempt historic
structures from this regulation).

Board of Adjustment
granted a variance to this
requirement on Sept. 18,

2012, complies per
variance.

Roof Pitch Roof pitch must be between 7:12 Historic is 9.5:12 and 4:12
and 12:12 for primary roofs. Non- for primary roofs complies
primary roofs may be less than 7:12. | per existing historic. A
non-primary connector
element has a flat roof.
Roof pitch on rear addition
is 7:12, complies.
Parking Historic structure therefore no One (1) single car garage

parking is required.

is proposed with access
on Woodside Ave,
compliant with required
maximum dimensions,
complies.

LMC § 15-2.2-6 requires a Steep Slope Conditional Use permit for development on
steep sloping lots (30% or greater) if the structure contains more than one thousand
square feet (1,000 sf) of floor area, including the garage, and stipulates that the Steep
Slope Conditional Use permit can be granted provided the proposed application and
design comply with the following criteria and impacts of construction can be mitigated:
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Criteria 1: Location of Development.
Development is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental impacts of the
Structure. No unmitigated impacts.

The proposed addition is located on a platted lot of record in a manner that reduces the
visual and environmental impacts of the addition and in compliance with the plat notes.
The proposed footprint is less than that allowed for the lot area, setbacks are increased,
and height is decreased for portions of the new addition. Only a partial basement is
proposed and the addition has been decreased from the previous submittal reducing
environmental impacts of the new construction. The addition is not located on an area
with a slope of 30% or greater. The addition is located behind the existing house and
the proposed single car garage is located below the existing grade of the house with the
garage door set back 28’ from the street reducing visual impacts.

Criteria 2: Visual Analysis.

The Applicant must provide the Planning Department with a visual analysis of the
project from key Vantage Points to determine potential impacts of the project and
identify potential for screening, slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation
protection, and other items. No unmitigated impacts.

The applicant submitted a photographic visual analysis, including a “cross canyon view”,
and streetscape to show how the proposed addition fits within the context of the slope,
neighboring structures, and existing vegetation (Exhibit B).

The proposed structure is not visible from key vantage points indicated in the LMC
Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of a cross canyon view. The visual analysis and
streetscape demonstrate that the proposed additional is designed to mitigate impacts on
the existing slope, neighboring historic structures, and existing vegetation. Visual
impacts are mitigated by locating the addition thirty (30’) behind the twenty-six foot high,
two story house with the garage located below the existing grade and setback from the
street and recessed from the front facade.

Minimal retaining walls are necessary and a basement is proposed for only the south
side of the house to accommodate the garage, entry foyer, and a circulation staircase,
minimizing excavation. Minimal retaining walls are necessary for slope stabilization as
the rear addition has been located on slopes that do not exceed 30% and is an area of
an existing deck and lawn area.

Criteria 3: Access.

Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of the natural
topography and to reduce overall Building scale. Common driveways and Parking
Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged, where feasible. No
unmitigated impacts.

The proposed design incorporates access off of Woodside Avenue with a 12’ wide
driveway that minimizes grading of the natural topography and places the single car
garage below existing grade of the historic house on the south side. Grading is
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minimized for the driveway. The garage doors are recessed behind the front fagade of
the house.

Due to the 30% slope of the lot at the access area and the maximum allowed driveway
slope of 14% (actual proposed driveway slope from the edge of street to the drain in
front of the garage, is between 5.7% and 13.9%) a series of stepped rock walls are
proposed to retain the grade on either side of the driveway. A side access garage is not
recommended or proposed for this property as it would require a massive retaining wall
within the south side yard setback. The single car driveway is designed to minimize
grading of the natural topography and the location of the single door (recessed back 4’
from the front) beneath the existing grade reduces overall Building scale.

Criteria 4: Terracing.
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural
Grade. No unmitigated impacts.

The site has a steeper grade along Woodside Avenue at the access than at the location
of the proposed addition. This revised application reduces the footprint of the addition
so that the rear addition is not located on any areas with a slope of 30% or greater.
Grade around the historic structure will generally be maintained within a foot of where it
currently exists, with the exception of changes necessary to accommodate the new
foundation. The difference between final grade and existing grade is typically one to two
feet with two areas on the south side that are 3.5’ and 4’ respectively.

New retaining walls will not exceed four feet (4’) in height, with the exception of the
stepped rock retaining wall for the driveway that begins with a seven foot (7’) high
portion at the garage door and steps to two feet (2°) at the property line.

Criteria 5: Building Location.

Buildings, access, and infrastructure must be located to minimize cut and fill that would
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site. The Site design and Building
Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties to maximize opportunities for open
Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, to minimize driveway and Parking Areas,
and provide variation of the Front Yard. No unmitigated impacts.

The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to
minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography. The site design
and building footprint allow for more open space, preserve natural vegetation, and
minimize the driveway area. The maximum allowable building footprint is not utilized
and the driveway beneath the south side of the house minimizes impact of the garage.

The driveway area is minimized (12’ wide at the property line) to the greatest extent
possible. The garage door is recessed from the front facade. The addition is proposed
behind the rear of the house and is differentiated from the historic structure with a flat
roofed element. Existing separation between this house and adjacent properties
remains the same when viewed from the public street as the addition is nearly 60 from
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the edge of the street and the existing house is two stories. The area of the addition is
currently a flat deck area and yard.

Criteria 6: Building Form and Scale.

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

Two stories of the rear addition floor area are proposed below final grade. The addition
is a smaller component, as is the accessory structure. The design is broken into a
series of smaller components that are compatible with the District, historic house, and
surrounding structures. The garage is subordinate in design to the main Building as it is
below the existing grade and beneath an historic bay window element that further
decreases the visual impact of the garage. The garage door is recessed behind the
front fagade. The single car wide garage door is located 28’ from the edge of Woodside
Avenue and approximately 2’ lower than the street and is recessed back from the front
facade. This location and the fact that the historic house is approximately thirty-five feet
(35’) wide and twenty-six feet (26’) tall, further subordinates the garage to the house.

The rear addition is located approximately thirty feet (30’) behind the front fagade of the
two story house and nearly sixty feet (60’) from Woodside Avenue, which reduces the
visual impact of the form and mass of the addition as viewed both from the street and
from cross canyon views.

Criteria 7: Setbacks.

The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more Setbacks to
minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear Lot Line.
The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, proposed Building scale,
and Setbacks on adjacent Structures. No unmitigated impacts.

Front setbacks along Woodside Avenue are greater than required by the LMC as the
garage door is setback from the front facade and the entire structure is located 28’ or
greater from the edge of Woodside. The addition is located to the rear. There is no wall
effect created along the Street front as the addition is setback 30’ from the front fagade
and nearly 60’ from the edge of the Street and behind the two story (26’ tall) existing
house. The rear addition is proposed as a smaller component, as is the accessory
structure. No wall effect is created along the Rear Lot Line. The historic house complies
with the north side setback of five feet and has a 9.5’ setback on the south side. The
rear addition meets the setbacks on the sides and rear. The front setback is staggered
due to the historic house design with the north side of the house setback seven feet
from the front facade on the south side. No wall effect is created with the proposed
design.
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Criteria 8: Dwelling Volume.

The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot size, Building Height,
Setbacks, and provisions set forth in this Chapter. The Planning Commission may
further limit the volume of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to
mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and existing Structures. No
unmitigated impacts.

The proposed addition is both horizontally and vertically articulated and broken into
compatible massing components with a pitched roof over a portion and a flat roof
element providing a transition between the main structure and the accessory structure.
The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for portions of the
structure. The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible
with both the volume and massing of existing structures. The design minimizes the
visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed addition and
existing historic structures in the neighborhood as viewed from the public streets. The
building volume is not maxed out in terms of footprint or potential floor area and much of
the building volume of the rear addition is located below final grade.

Criteria 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. No unmitigated
impacts.

The proposed addition does not exceed the twenty-seven feet (27°) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade. The height of the addition measures
20.5 feet above existing grade at the highest point. The flat roof portion measures less
than 15’ from existing grade. The two story historic house measures 26’ from existing
grade at the highest point. All portions of the house, addition, and accessory structure
are less than 27’ in height.

The difference in scale between the historic Structure and proposed addition are
mitigated by reduced building height, reduced mass and scale, reduced footprint, and
locating the garage below the existing grade of the historic house and setback from the
front fagade. No additions are proposed over the top of the existing historic structure.
The historic structure and the accessory structure will be preserved and restored as part
of this proposal. Overall the proposed height is less than that allowed and the location
and size of the addition are such that the overall visual mass is mitigated.

Process

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18. Approval of the Historic
District Design Review application was noticed separately and compliance with the
approved HDDR is a condition of building permit issuance.

Department Review
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This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time other than standards items that have been addressed by
revisions and/or conditions of approval, including provision of utilities to the site.

Notice

The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in accordance with requirements of
the LMC.

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

Alternatives
e The Planning Commission may approve the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
for 543 Woodside Avenue as conditioned or amended, or
e The Planning Commission may deny the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit
and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or
e The Planning Commission may request specific additional information and may
continue discussion on this application to a date certain (January 8, 2013).

Significant Impacts

As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this
application. The lot is a platted residential lot with an existing two story historic house
and detached historic accessory structure to the rear. The addition is proposed to the
rear of the historic house, primarily below final grade, in an area where the slope is not
greater than 30%.

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
Construction as proposed could not occur.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit at 543 Woodside Avenue and conduct a public hearing. Staff
recommends approval of the Steep Slope CUP permit per the following findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact

The property is located at 543 Woodside Avenue.

The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

The existing historic home was constructed on two “old town” lots.

The property is Lot 1 of the 543 Woodside Avenue Plat amendment,

approved by the City Council and recorded at Summit County on March 28,

2013.

5. The property is an uphill lot that slopes westward towards Park City
Mountain Resort ski trails.

6. The Lot contains 3,750 square feet. The minimum lot size in the HR-1

District is 1,875 square feet.

sON =
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

The lot width is fifty feet (50’). The minimum lot width is twenty-five feet (25’)

for a single family house. Access is from Woodside Avenue.

There is a 1,658 sf, two-story historic house located on the property. The historic
house is an example of an original L-Cottage/cross wing structure with an in-
period partial basement addition as well as a detached historic accessory
structure in the rear yard, currently used as an accessory apartment.

The site and house are identified in the Park City Historic Sites Inventory (HSI)
as “Significant” constructed in 1894 at the beginning of the Mature Mining Era.
The house shows up on the 1901 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps for that year.
The existing footprint is 1,072 sf. The proposed addition has a footprint of 280 sf
and contains approximately 815 sf of floor area. Also proposed is a 433 sf single
car garage beneath the historic house with an elevator/entry foyer at the garage
level connecting the garage to an outside entry.

The existing historic structure complies with the required setbacks, footprint,
and building height.

Proposed construction for the rear addition meets and/or exceeds minimum
setbacks.

The LMC allows a building footprint of 1,519 sf for a lot of this size. The
proposed building footprint is 1,352 square feet with the rear addition.

Building footprint of the accessory structure is not included because it has

been determined to be an historic accessory structure and the structure is

not an accessory dwelling unit.

The plans indicate no change in final grade around the perimeter of the

house exceeds four (4’) feet with the change in grade generally limited to

one to two feet.

The current use of the property is residential and is used as a rental/nightly rental
property with a detached accessory apartment. The detached accessory
structure will be used as an entertainment room and ski prep/storage area and
the accessory apartment will be removed and a deed restriction placed on the
property that the accessory structure may not be used for a separate dwelling
unit or accessory apartment.

The proposal also includes restoration of both the house and the accessory
structure.

The HDDR was approved to maintain the current stair configuration with new
stairs leading from the street to the lower level entry, because it maintains the
current configuration and retains the historic character of a main staircase
connecting the entry to the street.

The addition will not raise the home by more than two (2) feet from its original
elevation, the basement addition is under the south portion of the house and will
not extend beyond the wall plans of the historic structure’s primary or secondary
facade, only the garage door of the basement level will be visible from Woodside
Avenue, window and egress wells will be located beyond the mid-point of the
secondary fagade, the area around the basement will be re-graded to match the
existing conditions, minus the driveway and garage door areas, and a single-
wide garage door not more than nine feet (9’) tall and nine feet (9’) wide will be
used.

On May 29, 2013, the property was inspected by Historic Preservation
Consultant Dina Blaes along with other members of the Planning Staff, Chief
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

Building Official Chad Root, and other members of the Building Department.
The Chief Building Official determined that the detached accessory building

is a hazardous or dangerous building and the building cannot be made safe
and/or serviceable through repair.

On August 20, 2013, the Planning Director and Building Official made findings
for, and approved the reconstruction of the existing accessory which will allow
the applicant to reconstruct the aforementioned structure to the exact square
footage, dimension, height and location as the original accessory structure.

The requested reconstruction of the accessory structure is guided by
documentation and physical evidence as provided by Shen Engineers on March
7, 2012, in order to facilitate an accurate re-creation.

The landscape plan identifies existing vegetation and identifies proposed
vegetation to mitigate for the necessary removal of existing vegetation to
excavate the basement and provide a solid foundation for the historic house.
The applicant will raise and possibly temporarily re-locate the historic house to
the hill behind it, beyond the accessory structure. The existing partial basement
foundation will be demolished, and the rock will be harvested, categorized, and
remain on site to be used in the reconstruction of the 2" story level of the home.
The foundation is in poor condition and appears to be failing. A false, smooth
faced CMU wall added in front of the rock to enclose a patio area that once
existed below the top story deck will be removed and discarded, as this portion of
the home is not historic. A new basement level foundation will be installed, which
will include the second story partial basement. The stone removed from the
original foundation will be used to veneer this section of the home. Some of the
stone was painted, and the paint will be removed prior to being replaced back
onto the home.

On September 18, 2012, the Board of Adjustment granted a variance to the

10’ horizontal stepping requirement for the third story, as this application was
submitted prior to the LMC amendment that renders historic structures with

this configuration as non-complying and does not require the third story step.
All final heights will be verified at the time of the Building Permit application.
The proposed garage door will not exceed 9’ wide by 9’ in height. The

proposed driveway will not exceed 12’ in width.

Only the garage access is located on a slope of 30% or greater as the rear
addition has been reduced in size from the initial submittal and is no longer
located on a slope of 30% or greater. The proposed addition is not located

on a slope of 30% or greater.

Changes to the existing grading and landscaping are documented on the
preliminary landscape plan. The change in grade from existing to final does

not exceed 48”, the allowed change. A final grading and landscape plan,
consistent with the preliminary plat, will be submitted with the building permit
application.

On May 1, 2013, a HDDR application was submitted to the Planning
Department. The application was deemed complete on June 17, 2013 and

the design was approved on August 20, 2013. The proposed addition was
found to complement the historic structure and follow the predominant

pattern of buildings along the street, maintaining traditional setbacks,
orientation, alignment, and simplicity of architectural detailing.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

The proposed addition is both horizontally and vertically articulated and

broken into compatible massing components with a pitched roof over a

portion and a flat roof element providing a transition between the main

structure and the accessory structure. The design includes setback

variations and lower building heights for portions of the structure. The

proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of existing structures. The design minimizes

the visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed
addition and existing historic structures in the neighborhood as viewed from

the public streets. The building volume is not maxed out in terms of footprint

or potential floor area and much of the building volume of the rear addition is
located below final grade. The garage door is recessed behind the front
facade.

The proposed structure will not be viewed from the key advantage points as
indicated in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283, with the exception of a cross canyon
view.

The applicant submitted a visual analysis/ perspective, cross canyon view and a
streetscape. The design mitigates visual impacts of the cross canyon view in that
the addition is located to the rear of the two story historic house, nearly sixty feet
(60’) from the edge of Woodside Avenue and the garage is set below the grade
of the street and the single car door is recessed from the front facade.

The addition and garage location, access, and infrastructure are located in such
a manner as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural
topography. Grade around the historic structure will be maintained as it was
historically, with the exception of changes necessary to accommodate the garage
door and basement/foundation area to meet Code.

The design includes setback variations, increased setbacks, decreased
maximum building footprint, and lower building heights as compared to the
requirements of the LMC in order to maximize the opportunity for open area and
natural vegetation to remain.

The proposed massing and architectural design of the addition are compatible
with the massing and volume of the historic house and historic structures in the
neighborhood. The existing house is a larger two story house, with a fagade
width of thirty-five feet and a height of twenty-six feet. The house was originally
constructed on two standard “old town” lots and contains 1,658 square feet of
living area.

With the exception of the garage door the addition is located to the rear of the
historic structure and is not visible from Woodside Avenue due to the height of
the existing historic house and the location and height of adjacent buildings.

No wall effect is created with adjacent structures due to the location of the
addition to the rear of the historic house (thirty feet behind the front fagade and
nearly sixty feet (60’) from the edge of the street).

The height of the addition measures 20.5 feet above existing grade at the highest
point. The flat roof portion measures approximately 15’ from existing grade.

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

The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.
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Conclusions of Law:

1. The Steep Slope CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land
Management Code, specifically section 15-2.2-6(B), criteria for Steep Slope CUP.

2. The Steep Slope CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.

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

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

5. The proposed construction will not create any non-compliance issues with the HR-1
requirements.

Conditions of Approval:

1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.

2. City approval of a construction mitigation plan (CMP) is a condition precedent to the
issuance of any building permits. The CMP shall include language regarding the
method of protecting the historic house on the property and a preservation
guarantee is required with the amount of the guarantee to be determined by the
Chief Building Official upon review of the approved preservation plan.

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

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

5. Afinal Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the City for review and approval by the
City Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance. Such plan will include
water efficient landscaping and drip irrigation of trees and shrubs. Lawn area shall
be limited in area per the LMC Section 15-5-5 (M). All significant trees to be
removed shall be replaced with the same or similar species and size of tree.
Replacement of larger trees to be removed may be substituted with additional trees,
the size and species of which will be determined by the City Forester during review
of the building permit application.

6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit, the August 20, 2013, Historic District Design
Review, and the 2009 Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.

7. All conditions of approval of the 543 Woodside Avenue Subdivision plat apply. The
encroachment agreement for existing retaining walls in the Woodside ROW was
recorded prior to plat recordation, residential fire sprinklers are required, and the plat
was recorded before it expired.

8. If required by the Chief Building Official, based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building Official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer. The shoring plan shall take
into consideration protection of the historic structure on the lot.
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9. Soil shall be tested and if required, a soil remediation plan shall be approved by the
City prior to issuance of a building permit for the house.

10. This approval will expire on December 11, 2014, if a building permit application has
not been issued before the expiration date, unless an extension of this approval has
been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by the Planning
Director, upon required public notice.

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

12.Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this
lot, unless otherwise stipulated by the Chief Building Official.

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

14.The final preservation plan shall be approved by the City Planning Director and Chief
Building Official prior to issuance of a building permit.

15. A preservation guarantee shall be calculated by the Chief Building Official and all
paper work and documentation regarding the preservation guarantee shall be
executed and recorded at Summit County recorder’s office prior to issuance of any
building permits for construction on this property.

16. Construction waste shall be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.

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

18.An encroachment agreement with the City is required prior to issuance of a building
permit, for any new retaining walls and landscaping proposed within the Woodside
Avenue ROW.

19. A deed restriction shall be recorded against the property prior to issuance of a
building permit stating that the detached accessory structure may not be used as a
separate dwelling unit or apartment and the detached accessory structure may not
be attached to the main house.

Exhibits

Exhibit A- Subdivision plat

Exhibit B- Historic Sites Inventory
Exhibit C- Plans

Exhibit D- Visual Analysis/Streetscape
Exhibit E- Preservation Plan

Exhibit F- Photographs

Exhibit G- Comparison of house size
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EXHIBIT B

HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Property:

Address: 543 Woodside Avenue AKA:
City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: PC-346
Current Owner Name: Smaxski, LLC Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: c/o Steve Maxwell, 866 Heards Ferry Road, Atlanta, GA 30328
Legal Description (include acreage): 0.09 acres; LOTS 11 & 12 BLK 28 PARK CITY SURVEY.

2 STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation™ Reconstruction Use

M building(s), main O Landmark Site Date: Original Use: Residential
[ building(s), attached M Significant Site Permit #: Current Use: Residential
[0 building(s), detached [0 Not Historic O Full O Partial

[0 building(s), public

M building(s), accessory

M structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: M ineligible [ eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not)

M tax photo: [0 abstract of title M city/county histories

M prints: 1995, 2006 & 2008 M tax card O personal interviews

O historic: c. O original building permit [0 Utah Hist. Research Center
[0 sewer permit 0 USHS Preservation Files

Drawings and Plans M Sanborn Maps 0 USHS Architects File

[0 measured floor plans 1 obituary index O LDS Family History Library

[ site sketch map [ city directories/gazetteers O Park City Hist. Soc/Museum

[0 Historic American Bldg. Survey [0 census records O university library(ies):

[J original plans: [ biographical encyclopedias [ other:

[ other: [0 newspapers

Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.) Attach copies of all research notes and materials.

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007.

Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide. Salt Lake City, Utah:
University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991.

McAlester, Virginia and Lee. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998.

Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995.

Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall. “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form. 1984.

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: Crosswing type / Vernacular & Victorian Eclectic style No. Stories: 1 V2
Additions: [0 none [ minor [ major (describe below) Alterations: [0 none [0 minor & major (describe below)
Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures: 4 accessory building(s), # 2 ; M structure(s), # 1

General Condition of Exterior Materials:

Researcher/Organization;_Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation Date: _November, 08
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543 Woodside Avenue, Park City, UT Page 2 of 3

™ Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.)

[ Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.):

[ Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat. Describe the problems.):
O Uninhabitable/Ruin

Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or configuration.
Describe the materials.):
Site: Lot rises from the retaining wall at the roadway. Center curved stair of railroad ties. Informal landscaping
deciduous trees.

Foundation: Stone and concrete block.

Walls: Upper walls clad in drop siding lower level appears to be limestone that has been painted, but also a
concrete block material under the porch. Front porch is supported by square columns and a low open rail. A
front entry stair is also supported by square columns with a rail of square balusters.

Roof: Crosswing roof form sheathed in asphalt shingle.

Windows: Windows include paired double-hung units in the lower bay on the primary fagade, and horizontally
oriented grouped and paired casement units. Doors include a six panel door on the lower level and a mid-
century solid door on the upper level.

Essential Historical Form: M Retains [0 Does Not Retain, due to:
Location: ¥ Original Location O Moved (date ) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made): The crosswing frame house has been
significantly altered over time. A square projecting bay with a decorative cornice on the main level as seen in the
tax photo has been replaced by a grouping of casement windows; the siding has been spliced also indicating the
existence of the bay. The fish-scale shingles do not appear to be original. The front partial width porch has been
extended and the entry stair no longer projects out into the front yard, but rather runs across the lower fagade. The
openings on the stem wing have been altered. The tax photo indicates a center door flanked by single double-hung
windows and a possible second door on the stem wing or in the gable end. Windows are horizontally oriented
paired casement windows and a single, incompatible door. Finally, the area beneath the front porch has been
enclosed. The tax cards and 2008 photographs indicate a rear addition at some point after 1968, as well as the
existence of a bunk house and shed over a cellar in the rear yard. The bunk house appears on the 1907 Sanborn
Insurance map and it, along with the shed and cellar, are noted in the tax cards. The changes are significant and
diminish the site's original character.

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The
setting has not been significantly altered. The entry stair has been reoriented and what appear to be stone steps in
the tax photo have been replaced by railroad ties. A stone retaining wall running south of the steps has been
removed, but it remains north of the steps. A patio has been added at the base of the entry stair on the north side
of the primary fagade. Like most houses in Park City's older neighborhoods, the side yards are narrow and the
house is surrounded by homes of similar (often larger) scale and size.

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the distinctive
elements.): Much of the physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era home has
been altered and, therefore, lost.

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, do not effectively
convey a sense of life in a western mining town of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The "T" or "L" cottage (also known as

a "cross-wing") is one of the earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during the
mining era; however, the extent of the alterations to the main building diminishes its association with the past.

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 160 of 259
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The extent and cumulative effect of alterations to the site render it ineligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places.

5 SIGNIFICANCE

Architect: M Not Known [ Known: (source:) Date of Construction: c. 1894
Builder: M Not Known [ Known: (source: )

The site must represent an important part of the history or architecture of the community. A site need only be
significant under one of the three areas listed below:

1. Historic Era:

O Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1893)

M Mature Mining Era (1894-1930)

0 Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1931-1962)
Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah's mining
boom period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it is one of only two major metal
mining communities that have survived to the present. Park City's houses are the largest and best-
preserved group of residential buildings in a metal mining town in Utah. As such, they provide the most
complete documentation of the residential character of mining towns of that period, including their
settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, and socio-economic make-up. The
residences also represent the state's largest collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century frame
houses. They contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and
architectural development as a mining community.2

2. Persons (Describe how the site is associated with the lives of persons who were of historic importance to the community or those who
were significant in the history of the state, region, or nation):

3. Architecture (Describe how the site exemplifies noteworthy methods of construction, materials or craftsmanship used during the historic
period or is the work of a master craftsman or notable architect):

6 PHOTOS

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.

Photo No. 1: Southeast oblique. Camera facing northwest, 2008.
Photo No. 2: East elevation. Camera facing west, 2008.
Photo No. 3: Northeast oblique. Camera facing southwest, 2008.
Photo No. 4: East elevation. Camera facing west, 2006.
Photo No. 5: East elevation. Camera facing west, 1995.

Photo No. 6: Southeast oblique. Camera facing northwest, tax photo.

! Summit County records.
* From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.
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EXHIBIT C

HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION > 1
— O 58
543 WOODSIDE AVE 5 °
Gt
L ==
PARK CITY, UTAH 8-
85
- 8%
) (@] H
c i
3z
< 52
CONSULTANTS %
ARCHITECTURAL STRUCTURAL = O ¢
ARCHITECTURAL R
JONATHAN DEGRAY SHEN ENGINEERING, INC. © <3
P.0. BOX 1674 HENRY SHEN c > &3
614 MAIN STREET SUITE 302 2205 EAST MURRAY HOLLADAY RD. P
PARK CITY, UTAH 4060 SUITE 208, HOLLADAY, UTAH 84117 O « 3¢
TEL. (435 649-7263 TEL. (301) 465.2625 =] o
FAX (435) 6491263 FAX.(801) 466-26%
EMAIL: EMALL
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Historic Preservation Plan
Revised 7-23-13

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The existing structure at 543 Woodside is a frame single story home that sits on an
unreinforced stacked sandstone lower level/foundation. This home dates to around 1900
as it appears on the 1901 Sandborn Maps. To the rear of the property is a 2 level
accessory building. This building appears for the first time on the 1929 Sandborn Maps.

The main home has been modified over the years both on the interior and exterior. On
the exterior a bay window was removed from the front gable; the front entry stair has
been relocated from the main level to the lower level; an entry deck at grade has been
added; There has been an extensive deck area added to the rear of the building; All but 2
windows have been changed and the siding on the building does not appear to be original.
On the interior both the main and lower levels floor plans have been altered with interior
walls moved and room configurations changed.

Through the renovation and addition of this residence we will bring the exterior

appearance back to a more historically accurate look by:
a. Relocating the entry stair to its historic location

Rebuild the missing bay window
Remove the non-historic front yard deck.
Replace the non-historic windows with period correct units
Rebuild to match the deteriorating lower level masonry walls
Reconstruct the accessory building to a historically accurate appearance.

ho o0 o

Based on our existing conditions evaluation and the structural engineers report we
propose to proceed with the renovation of the main home as follows:
1. Stabilize the existing wood structure and lift it off the existing sandstone foundation.
2. Save all sandstone and reuse to face the new foundation walls
3. Create a flat pad at the rear of the property to place the building during foundation
work.
Construct the new foundation
Re-install the framed home on top of the new foundation
Rebuild the frame home from the inside to meet the structural requirements of code.
Finish the new exposed lower level foundation with the reclaimed sandstone to match
appearance of original building.

N o oA
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Based on our existing conditions evaluation and the structural engineers report
we propose to reconstruct the accessory building. By approaching the project in this way
we will be able to:

1. Replace failing material and correct structural modifications that have been made to
the exterior and interior, such as the removal of roof and floor structure to
accommaodate the installation of non-historic window openings.

2. Create the flat pad needed to store the main home during the foundation construction.

3. Build a replication of the existing that is structurally sound and will last another 100
years.

2. DESIGN ISSUES

1. The existing setting has been altered over the years. The historic steps leading to the
second level entry have been removed and a new deck and stair case added. The front
porch has been walled in with concrete blocks. A bay window that had been a full
two stories has been cut down to one level and windows around the home have been
replaced over time. Additionally, the front landscape wall along the road has been
restacked numerous times and is in need of repair.

2. Through the course of this renovation we will renovate the front porch and remove
the concrete block enclosure, restore the stone foundation, bring back the bay window
at the living room and correct the non-historic window openings.

3. Inorder to preserve as much historic material as possible and address the existing
failed foundation we will lift the wood structure as a unit, place it at the rear of the
site and then go about constructing a new lower level and garage level foundation.
Once completed the framed home will be placed on the new foundation and modified
from the interior to a minimum level of code compliance. Window and siding
replacement will take place at this time as needed to replace non-historic or failed
material.

4. As part of this foundation construction we are proposing to add a single car garage
accessed by a driveway on the south side of the front elevation, directly under the
gable roof form. This addition will be similar to the garage and driveway added to
517 Park Avenue. The 517 Park Avenue project is a landmark home that added the
garage and driveway in a similar location on the home as we are proposing. 517 Park
was able to make this addition, maintain their landmark status and qualify for the
National Register of Historic Places. | have included the Site Form for 517 Park as
part of the application material so you can review the photos of the project before and
after the garage and driveway were added. With access off the street the drive will
slope down to the garage door. There will be stone walls on either side of the
driveway to take up the grade. The stone on these new walls will match the front wall
that will be rebuilt as part of this renovation.
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5. At the rear of the building we are proposing a 363 sg. ft., footprint, additions that will
expand the living areas along the rear of the existing home. The north side of the
addition will not be visible from the street and the south addition roof will be
constructed to appear as an attached shed. The addition area is being added to the rear
of the existing building and only requires removal of the rear, west wall on the
historic building to accommodate the expansion.

6. The historic entry to this home was by a steep stair that rose up from the street to the
main level, a vertical rise of 18’. In order to rebuild these stairs the building official
was requiring the construction to meet current code. To achieve a code compliant
stair would require constructing retaining walls along the front of the property. To
avoid the construction of these walls we are leaving the stair as it currently exists.

7.At the rear of the property there is an existing 16’-8”x16’-8", two story accessory
building that is currently an independent living unit. Due to the condition of this structure
and site constraints we are proposing to rebuild this building in its exact location. The
plan will call for new materials to match the existing building. More historically accurate
windows will replace the non-historic existing units. This building is not visible from
Woodside Avenue.

8.In summary, the proposed changes outlined here are all intended to bring the home
closer to its historic appearance while improving the homes livability. These exterior
changes along with the proposed structural improvements yield a finished project that
will benefit the historic district for years to come.

3. CONSTRUCTION ISSUES
SITE FEATURES:
A.1 Topography — The site topography will remain the same except for the area of

the proposed driveway to access the garage. See physical condition report.

A.2 Landscaping — See landscape plan

A.3 Retaining Walls - The stacked stone retaining walls will be replaced with a
reinforced concrete walls. The historic stacked stone will be saved and reused to face the
new concrete walls, for historic appearance.

A.5 Fences - None

A.6 Other - None
MAIN BUILDING:

B.1 Roof - The roof will be rebuilt to meet the structural requirements of code and
maintain the historic form and appearance.
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B.2 — B.5 Exterior Walls — The exterior walls will be modified from the interior to a

minimum level of code compliance. Windows, doors and siding replacement will take
place as needed to replace non-historic or failed material.

B.6 Foundation — The historic stacked stone foundation will be replaced with a
reinforced concrete foundation. The historic stacked stone will be saved and reused to
face the new foundation walls, for historic appearance.

B.7 Porches - The front porch will be rebuilt and brought back to its historic form and
appearance.

B.8 Dormers/Bays - The bay window will be rebuilt to match the original historic two
story bay in the tax photo.

B.9 Additions - We are proposing to add a single car garage accessed by a driveway on

the south side of the front elevation, directly under the gable roof form. At the rear of the
building we are proposing an addition that will expand the living areas on the rear of the
building, additional 363 sq. ft. of footprint. The addition will be partly visible from the
street on the south rear corner and will appear as a small shed element. The addition is
located on the rear of the existing building. It requires removal of the west wall of the
historic building to accommodate the expansion.

B.10 Mechanical System — All mechanical systems will be new and up to code.
B.11 Electrical System — All electrical systems will be new and up to code.

B.12 Structural System - See Structural Engineers Physical Condition Report.
B.13 Hazardous Materials - See Physical Condition Report

B.14 Other - None

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS:

C.1 Windows - All historic windows have been replaced, see physical condition report.
All new windows will be historic in appearance.

C.2 Doors - All historic doors have been replaced, see physical condition report. All
new doors will be historic in appearance.

C.3 Trim — All historic trim has been replaced, see physical condition report. All new
trim will be historic in appearance.

C.4 Architectural Ornamentation - None

C.5 Other - None

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS:

D.1 — The two story accessory building will be rebuilt in its exact location. The plan will

call for new materials to match the existing building. More historically accurate windows
will replace the non-historic existing units.
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STRUCTURES:
E.1 - None

4. PROJECT TEAM -

1. Architect: Jonathan DeGray Architect, 435-649-7263, degrayarch@qwestoffice.net.
2. Structural Engineer: Shen Engineers, Henry Shen, 801-466-2625, sheneng@msn.com
3. Contractor: None chosen at this phase in the project.

SITE HISTORY - See Physical Condition Report

FINANCIAL GUARANTEE -
Owner will place a lien on the property in favor of the city.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILTY — See signed/dated application.

NP own
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EXHIBIT g

Historic Home Analysis — Woodside Avenue Properties

Adlilees House Size Garage Size | Footprint (total Lot Size
(total sq. ft.) (total sq. ft.) | sq. ft. estimate) | (total sq. ft.)

405

Woodside 933 64 (shed) 933 7,405
424

Woodside 2,231 505 2,187 5,625
429

Woodside 3,300 495 1,458 4,356
481

Woodside 2,700 550 950 3,290
oo 2,500 286 1,181 2,178

Woodside ' ' ,
505

Woodside 2,266 0 1,030 4,356
563

Woodside 1,522 234 856 1,742
564

Woodside 1,396 0 698 2,613
o 6,011 720 1,880 7,162

Woodside ' : ,
615

Woodside 6,101 0 1,500 11,153
621 3,015 480 1,481 6,098

Woodside ' ' ,
633 2,730 506 1,879 5,269

Woodside ' ' ,
655

Woodside 1,480 0 1,480 3,920
664

Woodside 2,646 200 1,323 3,920

Average house size is 2,774 sf
Existing house size for 543 Woodside is 1,658 sf

Proposed house size for 543 Woodside is 2,473 sf
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PARK CITY.

Planning Commission

Staff Report W
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Application #: PL-13-02066

Subject: 530 Main Street-Riverhorse on Main
Author: Anya Grahn, Planner

Date: January 8, 2013

Type of Item: Administrative — Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) application for temporary structures, open the public hearing, and
consider denying the CUP application in accordance with the findings of fact and
conclusions of law.

Description

Applicant: Riverhorse Partners, represented by Seth Adams

Location: 530 Main Street

Zoning: Historic Commercial Business (HCB)

Adjacent Land Uses: Commercial retail, restaurants, bars, office

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits require Planning Commission
review and approval

Proposal

This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for proposed temporary
structures (tents, teepees, yurts, and stages) to be located within the existing
Riverhorse property at 530 Main Street property for longer than fourteen (14) days or
more than five (5) times a year. The property is located within the Historic Commercial
Business (HCB) District. The applicant proposes to construct a temporary structure for
180 days (November through April) on the structure’s balcony. A portion of the balcony
is located within the City right-of-way (ROW) for Main Street.

Background
The property is located at 530 Main Street in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB)

District. The Riverhorse restaurant occupies the second level of the structure, which is
shared by Pizza & Noodle, which is on the first floor. There is an existing balcony that
extends beyond the 530 Main property lines and over the city right-of-way.

On April 1, 2013, the Planning Department received a Pre-Historic District Design
Review (Pre-HDDR) application outlining the applicant’s intent to enclose the balcony of
the Riverhorse restaurant. After meeting with staff, the applicant was persuaded not to
enclose the balcony year-round; however, they do wish to enclose it temporarily during
the winter months. As part of the proposed remodel, the applicant intends to alter the
balcony by squaring off the existing chamfered corners to capture an additional 22
square feet of balcony space. The HDDR application for this work has not yet been
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submitted to the Planning Department. The overall work for these proposed changes
has been separated into two (2) phases, as outlined by the CUP application:
1. Modifying the existing second level building front of 530 Main Street within the
existing property line boundaries.
2. Altering the balcony space
a. Squaring off the chamfered corners
b. Modifying the balcony materials
c. Constructing a custom temporary enclosure system
A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) will be required for this proposed work, with
the exception of the 180-day temporary enclosure.

Per LMC 15-2.6-3(D) no balcony may be erected, enlarged, or altered over a public
pedestrian right-of-way without advance approval of the City Council. Once the
applicant has submitted an HDDR application to alter the balcony, the City Engineer will
be presenting the applicant’s application to expand the balcony to the City Council. Any
alterations to the historic landmark structure at 540 Main Street or the adjacent addition
at 530 Main Street will require administrative approval through the HDDR process.

The Land Management Code (LMC) was revised in 2009 to address the duration in
which temporary structures may be installed. There were several temporary structures
located on hotel properties in town that had been approved as temporary structures, but
were left standing in virtual perpetuity. To ensure this trend would not continue, new
duration parameters were adopted in 2009.

LMC 15-4-16(D) Temporary structures, tents, and vendors states that unless approved
by the City Council as part of a Master Festival, in no case shall a tent be installed for a
duration longer than fourteen (14) days and no more than five (5) times per year on the
same property or site, unless a longer duration or greater frequency is approved by the
Planning Commission consistent with Conditional Use Criteria set forth in LMC 15-1-10.
Longer durations or an increase in the frequency of occurrences requires a Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) and must be approved by the Planning Commission. The intent of
this provision in the Code, adopted by City Council in 2009, was to allow events to run
together if necessary but each fourteen (14) day period would count towards the total
allowable amount of five (5) times per year. This prevents tents from remaining up
indefinitely. This would also allow a tent to stay up no longer than seventy (70) days, if
the fourteen (14) period was run consecutively for five (5) times.

On September 13, 2013, the Planning Department received an application for a CUP to
allow a temporary structure to be constructed on the Riverhorse balcony for a full 180
days. The application was deemed complete on October 3, 2013. The current balcony
is used only during the summer months as it has no overhang for weather protection, no
enclosure, and no integral heating system.

A permit has been issued in the past to permit a temporary tent structure in order to

allow the restaurant additional tempered space on the balcony and permit wintertime
use during special events, such as Sundance. During special events, such as
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Sundance, this tent has been approved through an Administrative Conditional Use
Permit (Admin-CUP). The tent has traditionally been a simple white vinyl outdoor tent.
It is held in place on the balcony by water ballasts, heated by propane, and lit internally
to meet the International Building Code (IBC). The duration of the tent has not
exceeded fourteen (14) days.

The applicant hopes to imitate the success of the tent’s use during special events by
constructing a temporary 180-day tent on the balcony from approximately November 1%
through April 30™ that would promote winter-time use. The custom temporary enclosure
system will feature full height front and end walls, supported by metal-framed glazing
with pairs of glazed metal doors. The temporary glazing panels will be clear, tempered
glass (not sheet vinyl or similar). The sloped roof will be opaque sheet vinyl; the color
has not yet been determined. The vinyl material will be stretched taut over the
temporary, demountable metal framing structure. The structure will have to be
engineered for snow load, address snow shedding, and run-off control. No visible
elements of the enclosure system will remain, when the temporary structure is removed.
The temporary enclosure will add approximately 350 square feet of restaurant space on
the balcony and seat approximately twenty (20) patrons, or about five (5) tables of four
(4). Given the duration of the proposed enclosure (180 days), staff finds that such a
structure would be a permanent fixture during the winter season and should comply with
the Historic District Design Guidelines.

There are approximately thirty (30) balconies on Main Street above the City ROW. If we
were to grant CUPs to all thirty (30) of these properties in the historic commercial district
to enclose their balconies, the look and feel of our historic western Main Street would be
significantly diminished. Currently, encroachment agreements exist for only two (2) of
these balconies.

Analysis

There are certain uses that, because of unique characteristics or potential impacts on
the municipality, surrounding, neighbors, or adjacent land uses, may not be compatible
in some Areas or may be compatible only if certain conditions are required that mitigate
or eliminate the detrimental impacts.

Within the LMC section 15-4-16(A)(7), a temporary structure may not be installed for a
duration longer than fourteen (14) days and for more than five (5) times a year (total - if
all time is utilized the temporary use is 70 days), unless a longer duration or greater
frequency is approved by the Planning Commission consistent with CUP criteria in LMC
15-1-10 and the criteria for temporary structures in LMC 15-4-16 (C). The applicant is
requesting that the Planning Commission consider approving a CUP to allow temporary
structures up to 180 days due in order to capture additional restaurant space on the
balcony for winter-time use.
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Criteria for Temporary Structures:

According to LMC 15-4-16 (C), temporary structures on private property are a
conditional use with consideration of the following review criteria to be considered by
the Planning Commission:

(1) The proposed Use must be on private property. The applicant shall provide
written notice of the Property Owner’s permission.
Does not comply. The temporary structure will be located on the Riverhorse
balcony above the city right-of-way and thus encroaches into the City right of way
(ROW) and is not entirely on private property. The tent structure will measure
approximately seven feet seven one-half inches (7’ 7.5”) by forty feet (40’). The
existing Riverhorse balcony is approximately eight feet (8’) in depth at the north
and south sides. Four feet (4’) of the balcony structure is located within the
property lines; the remaining half of the balcony structure is located on City

property.

(2) The proposed Use should not diminish existing parking. Any net loss of parking
shall be mitigated in the Applicant’s plan.
Not applicable. The proposed use will not diminish existing parking. Currently,
no parking exists on site.

The additional 350 square feet of enclosed space, however, would increase the
square feet of the building area and increase the number of required parking
spaces by two (2). Nevertheless, staff finds that any additional parking could
likely be accommodated at the public parking lots.

(3) The proposed Use shall not impeded pedestrian circulation, emergency access,
or any other public safety measure.
Complies. The location of the structure would not impede pedestrian circulation.
The Building Department would mandate that the structure be designed by an
engineer and that the membrane be fire-rated to ensure public safety.
Furthermore, the Building Department would require that the tent structure be
connected to the structure’s existing fire sprinkler system.

(4) The Use shall not violate the City Noise Ordinance.
Complies. The current use of the balcony during the summer months does not
violate the City noise ordinance, and winter use is expected to comply as well.

(5) The Use and all signing shall comply with the Municipal Sign and Lighting Codes.
Complies. Signs to the interior of the project are not regulated under the sign
code. Any exterior signs must be approved by the Planning Department
consistent with the City Municipal Code. All exterior lighting must be approved
by the Planning Department and comply with the Land Management Code
(LMC).
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(6) The Use shall not violate the Summit County Health Code, the Fire Code, or
State Regulations on mass gatherings.
Complies. All uses within the temporary structure must be permitted. The
property owner is responsible for obtaining the correct permits for each proposed
use, including building permits, Summit County Health Code permits, Fire Code
permits, Liquor Licensing and permits issued by the State of Utah.

(7) The Use shall not violate the International Building Code (IBC).
Complies. All temporary structures must have all required building permits and
be inspected by the Building Department prior to occupancy. The Building
Department would inspect the temporary structure for compliance with the IBC.

(8) The Applicant shall adhere to all applicable City and State licensing ordinances.
Complies. All commercial activities within the temporary structure must be
licensed. The property owner is responsible for obtaining the correct City and
State licensing for each proposed use within the temporary structure.

Conditional Use Permit Criteria LMC 15-1-10(E)

The Planning Commission must review each of the following criteria and consider
whether or not the proposed Conditional Use mitigates impacts of and addresses each
of the items:

(1) Size and Location of the Site;
Does not comply. The Riverhorse is located on a 6,982 square foot lot that was
amended in 1995 as part of the DJK Properties. The balcony, which is
approximately eight feet (8") in depth, extends approximately four feet (4’) beyond
the property lines and into the City ROW.

The extended duration of the tent and its construction would require adherence
to the Design Guidelines as it cannot be considered a short-term, temporary
structure. As proposed, the design of the 180-day tent overall is meant to mimic
an enclosed porch. The mass and bulk of the structure are relatively small and
appropriate to Main Street. Egress French doors, windows, and transoms
preserve the overall orientation of the structure and provide a Main Street
presence.

Staff finds, however, that balconies contribute to the historic character of Main
Street. New construction on Main Street should utilize the standard components
of historic commercial buildings in the districts. Street level facades and upper
facades should be designed to be compatible with the surrounding historic
buildings. Enclosed balconies are not a standard component of historic buildings,
nor are balcony enclosures compatible with the surrounding historic buildings.
Allowing Main Street property owners to enclose their balconies would detract
from the historic character and feeling of the Main Street Historic District.
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If the temporary 180-day structure were to be approved, the applicant would be
required to add the additional square footage to his business license as well.

(2) Traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area;
No unmitigated impacts. The Riverhorse may be accessed via Main Street.
On-street parking is available along Main Street, the adjacent Swede Alley, or at
China Bridge to the east of the Main Street district. Guests and patrons using the
temporary structure would have to abide by the same parking regulations as
other restaurant patrons. Staff finds that the additional 350 square feet of the
enclosure will increase parking demand by two (2) spaces.

(3) Utility capacity, including storm water run-off;
No unmitigated impacts. Any additional utilities necessary to heat the
temporary structure will be tied into the building’s existing utilities. The increased
use will result in an increase demand for water, gas, sewer, and trash. The
existing infrastructure is adequate to accommodate the additional demand on
utilities. Sewer and water demand is currently met by the existing infrastructure
during summer months when the balcony is currently utilized.

(4) Emergency vehicle access;
No unmitigated impacts. Emergency vehicle access will not be impacted by
the proposal.

(5) Location and amount of off-street parking;
No unmitigated impacts. The increased use of the balcony due to the
enclosure will result in increased vehicular traffic during the winter months.

Staff finds that non-residential uses in the HCB must provide parking at the rate
of six (6) spaces per 1,000 square feet of Building Area. Typically, outdoor
seating in the summer does not increase parking demands because given the
choice between indoor and outdoor dining, people generally choose to sit
outside. In the winter, however, most restaurant goers prefer to sit indoors and
increased parking demands already exist due to the ski season.

The additional 350 square feet of enclosed space during the winter will result in a
need for an additional two (2) parking spaces. Any extra parking caused by the
use of the temporary structure could be accommodated in the public parking
areas, such as China Bridge.

If the City were to require the applicant to provide two (2) parking spaces for his
seasonal enclosure and he did not meet the criteria for the Pre-1984 Park
Exception, he could purchase two (2) additional parking spaces from the City.

(6) Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;

No unmitigated impacts. Wintertime balcony users will enter the 180-day tent
structure though interior doors that lead to the balcony. The Building Department
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would have to inspect the temporary structure for pedestrian circulation
requirements prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

(7) Fencing, screening, and landscaping to separate the use from adjoining uses;
Not applicable. The adjacent uses include commercial retail and service,
restaurants and bars, and the Park City Museum. Fencing and screening are not
applicable; however, it would also be very difficult to shield the tent from a
balcony so visible from Main Street.

(8) Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the site;
including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots;
Does not comply. As previously noted, the construction of the 180-day
temporary enclosure is intended to mimic an enclosed porch. Enclosed
balconies are not a standard component of historic buildings and detracts from
the historic district overall.

(9) Useable open space;
Not applicable. There is no existing open space on the site. There is no
minimum required front, rear, or side yard side backs in the HCB district, nor are
there requirements in the HCB to provide open space.

(10) Signs and lighting;
No unmitigated impacts. Signs to the interior of a project are not regulated
under the sign code. Any exterior signs must be approved by the Planning
Department consistent with the City Municipal Code. All exterior lighting must be
approved by the Planning and Building Departments and comply with the Land
Management Code.

(11) Physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, scale,
style, design, and architectural detailing;
Does not comply. The existing building at 530 Main Street and the balcony are
non-historic. Changes to the non-historic building are limited. The structure at
530 Main Street is, however, adjacent to Landmark Structure at 540 Main and is
an addition to the historic Masonic Hall.

Staff finds that a temporary structure, with an extended duration such as this
which exists throughout the winter season, significantly alters the streetscape.
This 180-day winter enclosure would become more of a permanent fixture on
Main Street than a temporary fourteen (14) day tent. Balcony enclosures
diminish the pattern of the historic structures and commercial buildings along
Main Street as the balconies add visual interest and reinforce the architectural
history and feeling of our western mining town.

Moreover, additions to the historic structure, such as the proposed tent, are

subject to the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites. As previously noted, street
level facades and upper facades should be designed to be compatible with the
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surrounding historic buildings. Enclosed balconies are not a standard component
of historic buildings, nor are balcony enclosures compatible with the surrounding
historic buildings.

(12) Noise, vibration, odors, steam, and other mechanical factors that might affect
people and property off-site;
Complies. The use shall not violate the City noise ordinance. Currently, the use
of the balcony as outdoor dining is restricted after 10pm. No music or noise must
exceed the City Noise Ordinance, Title 6. The applicant is not proposing to
change their hours of operation. The use of the balcony enclosure will be the
same as for the restaurant.

(13) Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
Screening of trash and recycling pickup areas;
Not applicable. Delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, as
well as screening of trash and recycling pickup areas have already been
established through the use of the restaurant.

(14) Expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residence,
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial
tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities;

Not applicable.

(15) Within and adjoining the Site, Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Physical Mine
Hazards, Historic Mine Waste and Park City Soils Ordinances, Steep Slopes,
and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the existing topography of the
Site.

No unmitigated impacts. The temporary structure would not have any impact
on Park City Soils Ordinances, steep slopes, or the topography of the site.

Process

Denial of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the
procedures found in LMC Section 1-18. Final Action by the Planning Commission on
Conditional Use permits may be appealed to the City Council within ten (10) days of
final action.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No additional issues were
raised at the review.

Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record.
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Public Input
As of this date, no public input has been received by Staff. Public comment will be

taken at the regularly scheduled meeting on January 8, 2014.

Alternatives

1. The Planning Commission may deny the CUP for the temporary structure as
proposed; or

2. The Planning Commission may approve the CUP and direct staff to provide
findings supporting this recommendation; or

3. The Planning Commission may outline the discussion to a date certain to allow
the applicant time to respond to any additional concerns or issues raised at the
Planning Commission hearing.

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

Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation

The applicant will be able to install a temporary 180-day structure on their balcony,
above the city right-of-way. This will set a precedent and likely lead to the request for
additional Conditional Use Permits (CUPSs) for temporary structures to be constructed
on balconies above Main Street throughout the winter season. If such seasonal
structures were to exist throughout the winter, they would become a permanent fixture
on Main Street during the ski season and contribute to the overall identity of Park City.
Staff finds that such an improvement, even if it is temporary, is not in keeping with the
Historic District Design Guidelines as balcony enclosures significantly alter the look and
feel of Park City’s western Main Street. Moreover, many temporary improvements on
balconies will be over City property and the city right-of-way.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) application for temporary structures, open the public hearing, and
consider denying the CUP application in accordance with the findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval.

Findings of Fact

1. On September 13, 2013, the City received an application for a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) for a temporary structure to be located on the Riverhorse balcony
at 530 Main Street for up to 180 days. The application was deemed complete on
October 3, 2013.

2. Temporary improvements require a CUP in the Historic Commercial Business
(HCB) District.

3. Within the Land Management Code (LMC) 15-4-16 (A)(7), a temporary structure
may only be installed for a duration longer than fourteen (14) days and for more
than five (5) times a year with an Administrative CUP. The Planning Commission
must approve a CUP for any longer duration or greater frequency consistent with
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CUP criteria in LMC 15-1-10(E) and the criteria for temporary structures in LMC
15-4-16(C).

4. The applicant is requesting that the Planning Commission approve a CUP to

allow the applicant to install a temporary structure for 180 days in order to permit

the restaurant to utilize their balcony during the winter season.

No additional signs or lighting are proposed with this application.

This application is reviewed under Land Management Code 15-1-10(E) and

Section 15-4-16(C).

7. The tent structure will measure approximately seven feet seven one-half inches
(7'7.5") by forty feet (40).

8. The temporary structure will be located on the Riverhorse balcony above the city
right-of-way. The existing Riverhorse balcony is approximately eight feet (8’) in
depth. Four feet (4’) of this structure is located within the property lines; the
remaining half of the structure is located on City property.

9. The proposed design is not compatible with surrounding Structures in mass,
scale, style, design, and architectural detailing. Additions to the historic structure,
such as the proposed tent, are subject to the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites.
Additions should complement the visual and physical qualities of the building;
staff finds that the overall scale and pattern of the openings on the tent reflect the
patterning of the non-historic addition; however, tempered clear glazing is not an
appropriate material in the historic district.

10.The proposed design detracts from the historic character of Main Street. The
proposed enclosure is not a standard component of commercial buildings in the
district. The mass and scale of the upper facade of the enclosure is not
compatible with surrounding historic buildings.

11.The Riverhorse at 530 Main Street may be accessed via Main Street. Patrons
utilizing the temporary structure would have to abide by the same parking
restrictions as other visitors to Main Street. The approximately 350 foot
enclosure would require an additional two (2) parking spaces to be provided.

12.The property was posted and notice letters were mailed to property owners within
300 feet of the property. Legal notice was published in the Park Record.

13.The project has access from Main Street.

14.The property is located within the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District.

15.The Findings of the Analysis section are incorporated herein.

oo

Conclusion of Law

1. The proposed application does not comply with all requirements of the Land
Management Code.

2. The use as conditioned is not consistent with the Park City General Plan as it
does not comply with the historic character and feeling of Main Street.

3. The use as conditioned will be not be compatible with surrounding structures in
use, scale, mass, and circulation.

4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have not been mitigated through
careful planning.

5. The Application does not comply with all requirements outlined in the applicable
sections of the Land Management Code, specifically Sections 15-1-10 review
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criteria for Conditional Use Permits and 15-4-16(C) review criteria for temporary
structures.

Exhibits

Exhibit A- Applicant’s request
Exhibit B- Site Plan

Exhibit C- Elevation Drawings
Exhibit D- Recorded Plat, 1995

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 209 of 259



Exhibit A
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Application #: PL-13-01956

Subject: 820 Park Avenue-Rio Grande Development
Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Date: January 8, 2014

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) application for the mixed-use commercial and residential development at
820 Park Avenue. Staff recommends the Commission conduct a public hearing and
discuss the Conditional Use Permit.

Description

Applicant: 820 Park Avenue, LLC, represented by Rory Murphy
Location: 820 Park Avenue

Zoning: Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Commercial retail, restaurants, bars, offices, and residential
uses

Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits (CUPS) require Planning Commission
review and approval

Proposal
The applicant is proposing to develop the site at 820 Park Avenue. The property

contains the “Significant” historic structure known as the Rio Grande Building. On
November 13, 2013, the Historic Preservation Board granted an appeal to allow the
historic structure to be relocated to the northwest corner of the site, 9" Street and Park
Avenue, and be a prominent feature of the property. The applicant is also proposing to
construct a three (3) story stepped mixed-use building on the remainder of the site. The
first floor of this development will be primarily reserved for commercial-retail uses while
the upper stories will be residential condominiums.

This is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for use of the proposed building
for:

Multi-Unit Dwellings (a building containing four (4) or more dwelling units);
Commercial Retail and Service, Minor;

Neighborhood Convenience Commercial;

Restaurant and Café;

Outdoor Dining; and

Parking Area or structure with five (5) or more spaces
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The Land Management Code requires submittal of a Conditional Use Permit application,
with review by the Planning Commission, for commercial uses, including restaurants,
bars, and retail uses if located within the HRC District. In order to approve a CUP for
these uses the Commission must find compliance with specific criteria as stated in LMC
Section 15-1-10 and any impacts of the proposed uses must be mitigated by physical
changes to the site and/or by specific conditions of approval.

Background
On June 19, 2013, the City received an application for the 820 Park Avenue-Rio Grande

Development CUP. The application was deemed complete on November 26, 2013,
when additional information was provided. The property is located at 820 Park Avenue
in the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) zoning district. The existing structure
known as the “Rio Grande Building” is designated as a “Significant” historic building on
the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).

The applicant also submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on
June 19, 2013. On October 9, 2013, the Planning Director and Chief Building Official
determined that there were not unique conditions that warranted the relocation of the
historic Rio Grande Building to the corner of 9" Street and Park Avenue. The applicant
submitted an appeal of this determination on October 18, 2013. The Historic
Preservation Board (HPB) granted the appeal and reversed staff’'s determination on
November 13, 2013, permitting the structure to be relocated due to the loss of the
historic context of the site and the loss of the southern two-thirds (2/3) of the original
structure. Moreover, the HPB found that the goals of historic preservation were best
served by relocating the structure to the northwest corner of the site to be the visual
focal point of the project.

The structure has had a number of different uses throughout its history. Originally
constructed as part of a larger freight shed and Queen Anne passenger depot ¢.1890,
the structure was abandoned by the D&RGW railroad line in 1946. Since the demolition
of the Queen Anne depot and two-thirds (2/3) of the freight shed in the late-1940s, the
remaining portion of the freight shed, better known today as the Rio Grande Building
located at 820 Park Avenue, has housed an architect’s office, Park City Bank, and
Zion’s Bank. After sitting vacant for at least a decade, the structure today is being
rehabilitated in order to serve as an office for the Rio Grande Development project;
however, the developers plan to utilize this structure as commercial retail use following
the completion of the project.

Purpose of the HRC District
The purposes of the HRC District include:

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

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

(C) Minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking,
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(D) Preserve and enhance landscaping and public spaces adjacent to Streets and
thoroughfares,

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

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

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

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

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

Analysis
The applicant is proposing to rehabilitate the site into a mixed-use development

containing a multi-unit dwelling of ten (10) units; commercial retail and service, minor;
neighborhood convenience commercial; restaurant and café; outdoor dining; and a
parking structure with five (5) or more spaces. Two (2) levels of underground parking
are proposed, accessible from 9™ Street. Above this, the historic Rio Grande building
will be relocated to the corner of 9" Street and Park Avenue and restored to its former
grandeur. A plaza will be constructed between the historic building and new
development to isolate the historic structure. The L-shaped new construction will wrap
the historic building on the north, east, and south sides of the property. Separated from
the historic building by an open plaza, this new construction will contain approximately
6,401 square feet of Retail and Service Commercial, Minor; neighborhood convenience
commercial; restaurant and café; and outdoor dining space, and two (2) condominium
units on the ground level. Four (4) condominium units ranging from 924 square feet to
1,945 square feet will be built on the second (2" level. The third (3") level will contain
four (4) condominium units ranging from 919 square feet to 1,849 square feet. One (1)
condo (10-B) will be located at the Loft/Roof Deck Level.

A breakdown of the area and required parking for these uses is listed in the following
table:

Use (As designated on Proposed Parking Requirement Parking

plans—Exhibit B) Square Spaces
Footage Provided
(SF)

Ground Level

Alternative A: 3,100 3 spaces/1,000 SF 10

Retail & Service Commercial,

Minor

Alternative B:
Restaurant 3,100 10 spaces/1,000 SF 31

Alternative C: 3,100
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Parking Requirement similar to 6 spaces/1,000 SF 19
HCB District
Historic Rio Grande 788 Exempt (Historic Structure) | O
Unit 1 983 1/dwelling unit 1
Unit 2 922 1 dwelling unit 1
Second (2") Level
Retail & Service Commercial 788 Exempt (Historic Structure) | O
(Rio Grande)
Unit 3 924 1 /dwelling unit 1
Unit 4 1,733 1.5 /dwelling unit 1.5
Unit 5 1,945 1.5 /dwelling unit 1.5
Unit 6 1,753 1.5/dwelling unit 1.5
Third (3") Level
Unit 7 919 1/dwelling unit 1
Unit 8 1,716 1.5/dwelling unit 15
Unit 9 1,849 1.5/dwelling unit 1.5
Unit 10 2,210 1.5/dwelling unit 15
The final total parking requirements for the proposed three (3) alternatives is:

Alternative A 23

Alternative B 44

Alternative C 32

The applicant is proposing to provide forty-two (42) underground parking spaces. The
applicant has not yet leased the 3,100 square feet of storefront space. This space may
be leased to a single retail and service or restaurant tenant, or this space may be further
subdivided into multiple tenants. Staff has analyzed these scenarios though the
following three (3) alternatives:

Alternative A

Should the space be leased to a single commercial retail and service tenant, the
applicant will be required to provide twenty-three (23) parking spalmpacts
mitigated with conditionsces. The applicant has exceeded this amount by
providing forty-two (42) underground parking spaces.

Alternative B

Should the space be leased a restaurant tenant, the applicant will be required to
provide forty-four (44) parking spaces. The proposed forty-two (42) underground
parking spaces would not meet the LMC requirements for parking. The applicant
would require a parking reduction of eighteen (18) spaces.

Alternative C

The Planning Commission could approve a mixed-use parking requirement
similar to that permitted by LMC 15-2.6-9(B) in the Historic Commercial Business
(HCB) District that requires non-residential uses to provide parking at a rate of six
(6) spaces per 1,000 square feet of Building Area, not including bathrooms, and
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mechanical and storage spaces. In this scenario, the applicant would be
required to provide thirty-two (32) spaces, meeting the proposed forty-two (42)
underground spaces.

It is likely that as this project progresses and the storefront spaces are leased, the 3,100
square foot commercial retail and service/restaurant space will be subdivided further to
promote a mix of tenants. Mixed-use would alleviate parking demands by promoting
greater shared parking and reducing the intensity of the restaurant use. As outlined by
Alternative C above, the Planning Commission may wish to consider approving a
parking reduction based on the parking requirements for the HCB zone district that
accommodates mixed-uses on Main Street.

The proposed development will feature a shared party-wall with the Town Lift
Condominiums to the south. As outlined in LMC 15-2.5-3(E)(3), a side yard between
connected structures is not required where the structures are designed with a common
wall on a property line and the lots are burdened with a party wall agreement in a form
approved by the City Attorney and Chief Building Official. The longest dimension of a
Building joined at the Side Lot Line may not exceed 100 feet. The applicant is
proposing a common wall of approximately twenty feet (20’) and has met with the Chief
Building Official and City Attorney to enter into a party wall agreement with the Town Lift
Plaza.

This site is surrounded by mixed use residential, residential condominium, and
commercial spaces. To the east of the structure, the Lift Lodge Condominiums feature
a similar arrangement to the proposed Rio Grande design in that the Lift Lodge has
underground parking; commercial and retail, minor; restaurant and café use on the first
level; and residential development on the top two (2) floors. The Lift Lodge is located
on .26 acres (11,535 square feet). In June 1997, the Planning Commission approved a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) at this location, permitting the construction of thirteen
(13) condominiums on the top level and north end of the first and second floors equaling
12,381 net square feet; 842 square feet of support commercial uses and 3,554 square
feet of net leasable commercial space on the first and second levels (4,442 square feet
gross). The Commission also approved 8,654 square feet of parking and storage as
well as 7,128 square feet of common area (hallways, stairs, elevators, etc.) The total
building floor area is 37,001 square feet. The Lift Lodge is also built to a zero foot (0)
setback along the west property line, shared with 820 Park Avenue. To the south, the
Town Lift Plaza is dominated by commercial use with the residential components such
as the Lift Lodge and Caledonian Building.

This site is also adjacent to the Park Avenue residential neighborhood. To the west, the
neighborhood is dotted with historic and non-historic residential developments one (1) to
three (3) stories in height. The UP&L Park directly north of the site is open space,
followed by the Summit Watch development and Park Station Condominiums.
According to Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.5-2,

e Multi-Unit Dwellings;
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Commercial Retail and Service, Minor;

Neighborhood convenience commercial;

Restaurant and café;

Outdoor dining; and

Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces

These uses are Conditional Uses in the HRC District. Staff has reviewed the proposed
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) with respect to the conditional use review criteria as
outlined in LMC 15-1-10. The Commission must also make a determination that the
proposed uses meet the CUP criteria found in LMC § 15-1-10 as follows:

1. Size and location of the site. Complies. Per LMC 15-2.5-3 (G)(1), the Floor Area
Ratio (FAR) for non-residential structures built after October 1, 1985 and located
east of Park Avenue is 1.0. The FAR, Gross Commercial, is defined as the Area
of a Building including all enclosed Areas excluding parking areas. Areas below
Final Grade used for commercial purposes including, but not limited to, storage,
bathrooms, and meeting space, are considered Floor Area. The following floor
areas are proposed:

Commercial Gross Floor Area
Square Footage

Lower Parking Area 0 SF

Upper Parking Area 0 SF

Ground Level Area (Commercial 4,433 SF

Retail, including support areas)

2" Level 788 SF

3" Level 0 SF

Loft/Roof Deck Area 0 SF

Total Square Footage 5,221 SF

The total lot area is approximately 14,375 square feet. The Floor Area Ratio is
.36 and is less than the allowable FAR of 1.0. The FAR is intended to restrict the
scope of non-residential uses within this zoning district, and the size of the site
will accommodate the proposed uses, which includes ten (10) residential units.

2. Traffic considerations. Discussion Requested. The development of this site
and increased residential and commercial retail uses in the neighborhood will
result in additional traffic and parking demands. As outlined above, the applicant
is proposing to construct two (2) levels of underground parking containing forty-
two (42) parking spaces in order to accommodate the parking demands for the
5,221 square feet of commercial retail spaces including Commercial Retail and
Service, Minor; Neighborhood convenience commercial, Restaurant and café as
well as the 15,742 square feet of the multi-unit dwelling. As previously described,
the applicant will need to meet the following parking requirements depending on
the use of the ground level storefront space:
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o Alternative A. Should the space be leased to a single commercial retail
and service tenant, the parking requirement for the site will be twenty-
three (23) spaces.

o Alternative B. Should the space be leased to a single restaurant tenant,
the parking requirement for the site will be forty-four (44) spaces.

o Alternative C. The Planning Commission could approve a mixed-use
parking requirement similar to that used in the Historic Commercial
Business (HCB) zoning district which permits 6 spaces per 1,000 SF. In
this scenario, the applicant would be required to provide thirty-two (32)
spaces.

The development’s location on the #1 Red Prospector bus route and the
proximity of the Main Street Trolley will allow site users to use public transit and
lessen traffic congestion and parking demands as well.

Staff has requested the applicant submit a traffic study in order to better
understand additional demands caused by this development on neighboring
streets.

3. Utility capacity. Impacts mitigated with conditions. Utilities will need to be
upgraded in order to accommodate the new development on the site. Water
service, in particular, will require cutting into the road and tapping into the water
main. The developer has also reached out to the Snyderville Basic Water
Reclamation District in order to extend the sewer system into the new building.
A condition of approval will state that all utility impact fees will be calculated prior
to issuance of the building permit.

4. Emergency vehicle access. No unmitigated impacts. The building is accessible
from both Park Avenue and 9™ Street for emergency vehicles.

5. Location and amount of off-street parking. Discussion Requested. As
previously discussed, the design, as proposed, includes two (2) levels of
underground parking containing forty-two (42) parking spaces. The underground
parking structure will be 16,448 square feet in area.

Should the applicant lease all 3,100 square feet of storefront space to a
commercial retail or service tenant, the applicant will provide parking in access of
the required twenty-three (23) spaces by thirteen (13) spaces. Should the space
be leased to a single restaurant tenant, the required number of parking spaces
will be forty-four (44) spaces, and the applicant will be short two (2) spaces. The
Planning Commission may also choose to approve a parking reduction based on
the parking requirements for the HCB zone district that accommodates mixed-
uses on Main Street. Based on the HCB requirement that six (6) spaces be
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provided for every 1,000 square feet, the applicant would exceed the requirement
with the proposed forty-two (42) spaces by ten (10) spaces.

The applicant is also required to provide parking for the ten (10) residential units
located in the development. As previously noted, parking for the multi-unit
dwelling use will require thirteen (13) parking spaces.

6. Internal circulation system. Complies. Vehicular ingress and egress to the site’s
underground parking is located along 9" Street. Stairs lead up from the
underground garages to the southeast corner of the building. Ingress and egress
to the commercial spaces is located on the ground level, facing Park Avenue.
Elevator and stair access is provided to the residential condos on the second
(2" and third (3" levels as well in the center of the new structure. On the fourth
(4™ floor, access will be provided to the adjacent Town Lift Condominium
structure to provide residents with indirect access to the Town Lift Plaza.

7. Fencing, screening and landscaping to separate uses. Complies. No new
fencing is proposed. Eight (8) of the ten (10) residential uses will be located
above the commercial uses on the ground level and do not require screening or
landscaping. Access to the underground parking is located at the northeast
corner of the site, and the driveway is shielded by the terrace to the north of Unit
1.

8. Building mass, bulk, orientation and the location on site, including orientation to
adjacent buildings or lots. Complies. The building mass, bulk, and orientation of
the proposed building relate to adjacent buildings. As previously noted, the
historic Rio Grande structure will be relocated to the northwest corner of the site,
9" Street and Park Avenue. The new construction will wrap the historic building,
providing interior plaza spaces along the south and east sides of the Rio Grande
building.

The proposed development is also in keeping with the present character of the
HRC District, located on the east side of Park Avenue. Both the Town Lift Plaza
and the Lift Lodge condominiums were approved through a Master Planned
Developments (MPD) that permitted zero (0) setbacks. The applicant is
proposing a shared party wall with their neighbor to the south, the Town Lift
Plaza, and enclosure of the alleyway to prevent the accumulation of trash; a side
yard between connected structures is not required where the structures are
designed with a common wall on a property line and the lots are burdened with a
party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and the Chief
Building Official. The applicant is proposing a ten foot (10’) rear yard setback
along the east property line, shared with the Lift Lodge Condominiums. This
space will be made up of the driveway leading to the underground parking as
well as open space.
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Special considerations have been made to the design in order to mitigate the
effects the structure will have on the neighboring condominium structure. Due to
the proximity of the Lift Lodge Condominiums, the applicant has strived to create
a design that obstructs the view of a minimum number of residences, which
equates to only two (2) condominiums at the Lift Lodge (see Exhibit B). As
previously noted, the first and second floors of the Lift Lodge are reserved for
commercial use, with some residential uses. The majority of the Rio Grande
development sharing the east property line will be facing the backside of these
commercial spaces. The view from two (2) condominium units on the east
elevation of the Lift Lodge Condominiums on the first and second floors will be
obstructed; however, the applicant has proposed a ten foot (10’) side yard
setback and driveway for the northeast corner of the site to allow condominiums
at the north end of the Lift Lodge development to maintain their views of the
mountain. (The Lift Lodge was constructed with a zero setback along the shared
property line.)

The applicant is proposing a modern interpretation of mining era structures. The
height and density of the development is similar in scale to the Lift Lodge and
Town Lift Condominiums and is compatible with the scale with the neighborhood.
The style of the development is also congruent with the existing historic Rio
Grande freight shed as well as the surrounding modern mining design of the
adjacent Town Lift Condominiums and Plaza.

In response to the goals of the General Plan, the proposed design has
emphasized the importance of historic preservation and maintaining the historic
character of this site. More than two-thirds (2/3) of the original Rio Grande freight
shed has been demolished. Historically, the Silver King mining site and iconic
Coalition Building towered over the depot in height. The density of this historic
industrial site has been replaced by the current density of contemporary mixed-
use developments.

9. Usable open space. Complies. The LMC does not stipulate the amount of
required open space that must be provided in the HRC. Open space will be
provided on the north, west, and east sides of the development within the
setback areas as well as the interior hard-scape plaza. The total open space to
be provided is 3,540 square feet or 24.6% of the site.

10.Signs and lighting. Complies with additional conditions. Signs within the
interior spaces of the project are not regulated under the sign code. Any exterior
signs, including those located in the proposed plaza, must be approved by the
Planning Department consistent with the City Municipal Code. All exterior lighting
must be approved by the Planning Department and comply with the Land
Management Code (LMC). Condition of Approval #2 states all exterior signage
requires a separate Master Sign permit. Application for a sign permit shall be
made to the Planning Department prior to installation of any temporary or
permanent signs. Similarly, a condition of approval will specify that all exterior
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lights must conform to the city lighting ordinance and must be included in the
Historic District Design Review (HDDR).

11.Physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and
style. Complies. The site at 820 Park Avenue is in the HRC zone and is located
in close proximity to the ski lift and Main Street. To the east of the site is the Lift
Lodge Condominiums, a three (3) story mixed-use development approved for
zero setbacks on the east elevation as well as a height of forty-five feet (45’) for
their development through a previous MPD. The Town Lift Condominiums, a
mixed-use development, is directly south of the site and the proposed Rio
Grande development will provide access to these shops and restaurants. To the
west of the site, a second MPD has permitted the redevelopment of several
historic structures as well as new construction. The west side of Park Avenue is
primarily residential, one (1) to three (3) story single-family dwellings. Directly to
the north, the UP&L Park was developed when the substation was removed.

This neighborhood is dominated by mixed-use buildings three (3) to four (4)
stories in height. Along Park Avenue to the north are the four (4) story Park
Station Condominiums and Summit Watch developments. Both of these
structures exceed three (3) to four (4) stories in height. In addition to residential
development, the neighborhood to the east of the Rio Grande site features
mixed-use development containing retail and restaurant uses along the first level
and residential uses above.

The applicant is proposing a modern interpretation of mining era industrial
architecture. Previous developments such as the Lift Lodge and Town Lift
Condominiums are a similar style that relate to the traditional wood frame
construction of residential properties on the west side of Park Avenue. As
previously described, the proposed design is compatible with the surrounding
structures in mass, scale, and style. Much like the Lift Lodge Condominiums, the
Rio Grande design is based on a modern interpretation of the now-demolished
Coalition Building. The height and density of the development is similar in scale
to the Town Lift Condominiums and is compatible with the scale of the Town Lift
Condominiums. The style of the development is also congruent with the existing
historic Rio Grande freight shed as well as the surrounding modern mining
design of the adjacent Lift Lodge and Town Lift Condominiums.

12.Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect
people and property off-site. Complies with addition conditions. The
applicants are proposing to locate all mechanical equipment on the rooftop of the
new condominium development. This equipment will be shielded and not visible
from the primary right-of-way. The design has considered the view of the
mechanical equipment from above as well as the ski runs, and for this reason,
the mechanical has been enclosed in the structure. Furthermore, any mechanical
equipment will have to meet the City’s noise ordinance. A condition of approval
will state that any noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors will
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be located on the rooftop of the new structure and will be screened and shielded
to mitigate any adverse effects on people and property off-site.

13. Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
screening. Impacts mitigated with conditions. Delivery and service loading
and unloading zones have not been identified on the site-plan. The applicant has
informed staff that delivery will occur along Park Avenue in much the same was
as it does for neighboring properties. The applicants are not proposing to
construct any loading docks for the delivery vehicles that will be servicing the
site. A condition of approval will state that delivery will be limited to Park Avenue.

14.Expected ownership and management of the property. No unmitigated
impacts. The site is owned by 820 Park Avenue, LLC, a Utah limited liability
company. 820 Park Avenue, LLC will retain ownership of the site and
management of the new development, including tenant leases. All existing
easements, conditions, and agreements as stated in the current Title Report,
shall continue and this Conditional Use Permit (CUP) shall not change or amend
said easements, conditions, or agreements.

The City owns a one foot (1") strip along the north edge of the property, adjacent
to 9" Street. In order to move forward with this development, the developer will
be required to record an easement with the City in order to access this street
frontage.

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

Process

The Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is the first of several applications required for
development of this site. The CUP will permit the applicant to construct a mixed-use
commercial and residential condominium project at 820 Park Avenue.

In addition to the CUP, the applicant has also submitted a Historic District Design
Review (HDDR) for the rehabilitation of the historic Rio Grande Building as well as the
proposed new construction on the site. The HDDR is currently under staff review and is
dependent on the Planning Commission’s approval of the CUP. Following an HDDR
approval, a Building Permit application will be required for all construction work on the
site. The work will be inspected prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for
compliance with applicable Building and Fire Codes and conditions of this CUP. A
financial guarantee is also required for all work to be completed on the historic structure.

Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the

procedures found in LMC 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly noticed by posting of the
permit.
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As previously noted, any and all signage will be approved through a Sign Permit
application.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No additional issues were
raised at the review.

Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet.
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record.

Public Input
Public input was received prior to publication of this report, and is included as Exhibit E.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit application for the mixed-use commercial and residential development at 820
Park Avenue. Staff recommends the Commission conduct a public hearing and discuss
the Conditional Use Permit.

Exhibits

Exhibit A- Applicant’s letter
Exhibit B- Proposed design plans
Exhibit C- Landscape Plan
Exhibit D- Historic Sites Inventory
Exhibit E- Public Input
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Exhibit A
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Exhibit C

HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)

1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Property: Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Passenger Station

Address: 820 PARK AVE AKA:
City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: SA-340
Current Owner Name: POTTER GAIL & LORI TR Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: PO BOX 2391, PARK CITY, UT 84060-2391
Legal Description (include acreage): SUBD: SA BLOCK: 53; 0.33 AC

2 STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation* Reconstruction Use

M building(s), main O Landmark Site Date: Original Use: Transportation
[ building(s), attached M Significant Site Permit #: Current Use: Commercial

O building(s), detached O Not Historic O Full O Partial

[ building(s), public

[ building(s), accessory

O structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: M ineligible [ eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not)

[ tax photo: [0 abstract of title M city/county histories

M prints: 1995 & 2006 [ tax card [ personal interviews

[ historic: c. [ original building permit [0 Utah Hist. Research Center
[0 sewer permit [0 USHS Preservation Files

Drawings and Plans M Sanborn Maps [0 USHS Architects File

[0 measured floor plans [ obituary index O LDS Family History Library

[ site sketch map [ city directories/gazetteers O Park City Hist. Soc/Museum

[0 Historic American Bldg. Survey [0 census records [ university library(ies):

[0 original plans: [0 biographical encyclopedias O other:

O other: O newspapers

Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.) Attach copies of all research notes and materials.

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007.

Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide. Salt Lake City, Utah:
University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991.

Notarianni, Philip F., "Park City Main Street Historic District." National Register of Historic Places Inventory, Nomination
Form.1979.

Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995.

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: Railroad Passenger Station No. Stories: 1 2
Additions: 0 none M minor [ major (describe below) Alterations: [ none [ minor M major (describe below)
Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures: [0 accessory building(s), # __ ; O structure(s), #
General Condition of Exterior Materials:

O Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.)

Researcher/Organization;_Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation Date: _November, 08
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820 Park Ave, Park City, UT, Page 2 of 3

M Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.): Appears to be vacant; general disrepair.
[ Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat. Describe the problems.):
O Uninhabitable/Ruin

Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or
configuration. Describe the materials.):
Foundation: Concrete.

Walls: Corrugated metal
Roof: Gable roof form sheathed in asphalt shingle.
Windows/Doors: Large casement.
Essential Historical Form: M Retains [ Does Not Retain, due to:
Location: M Original Location [0 Moved (date ) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made):

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The
setting is substantially different than what is seen in the Sanborn Insurance maps. Both the 1900 and 1907
maps show this structure as part of a larger structure that included a freight shed surrounded by platforms and
rail lines. Of course, with the removal of the rail lines to accommodate residential and resort-related
development, the depot remained as an important reminder of the transportation-related history. Currently, the
structure stands alone in a large paved parking area surrounded by residential development and lacking any of
the original context. The changes to the site and structure are significant and diminish the site's original design
character.

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the
distinctive elements.): Much of the physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era
home has been altered and, therefore, lost.

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, do not effectively
convey a sense of transportation-related activities in western mining town of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The structure is part of the
collection of commercial and transportation-related structures from the early mining era in Park City; however,
the extent of alterations to the structure diminishes its association with the past.

The extent and cumulative effect of alterations to the site render it ineligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. The site, however, retains its essential historical form and meets the criteria set forth in LMC
Chapter 15-11 for designation as a Significant Site.

5 SIGNIFICANCE

Architect: ¥ Not Known [0 Known: (source: ) Date of Construction: c. 1890"

Builder: M Not Known [ Known: (source: )

The site must represent an important part of the history or architecture of the community. A site need only be
significant under one of the three areas listed below:

' Appears on 1900 and 1907 Sanborn Insurance Maps.

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 248 of 259



820 Park Ave, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3

1. Historic Era:
M Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1893)
O Mature Mining Era (1894-1930)
0 Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1931-1962)

Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah's mining
boom period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it is one of only two major metal
mining communities that have survived to the present. Park City's commercial and transportation-related
buildings represent the best remaining metal mining town business district in the state. The buildings along
Main Street, in particular, provide important documentation of the commercial character of mining towns of
that period, including the range of building materials, building types, and architectural styles. They
contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and architectural
development as a mining business district?.

2. Persons (Describe how the site is associated with the lives of persons who were of historic importance to the community or those who
were significant in the history of the state, region, or nation):

3. Architecture (Describe how the site exemplifies noteworthy methods of construction, materials or craftsmanship used during the
historic period or is the work of a master craftsman or notable architect):

6 PHOTOS
Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.

Photo No. 1: North elevation. Camera facing south, 2006.
Photo No. 2: West elevation. Camera facing east, 1995.

2 From "Park City Main Street Historic District" written by Philip Notarianni, 1979 and “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic
Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 249 of 259



2 a4

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014




Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 251 of 259



Exhibit D

Mathew Evans

From: planning

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2013 7:23 AM

To: Mathew Evans

Subject: FW: Letter from the Lift Lodge Homeowner's Association
Attachments: Rio Grande Building Comments.pdf

Hi Mat!

This was on the POC email - Let me know if this does not go to you - Thanks :)

From: Trudy Stump [Trudy@parkcitylodging.com]

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2013 2:59 PM

To: planning

Cc: Rhonda Sideris; Monica Swindel; John Staples; Tim Keenan; Vanessa Carrington
Subject: Letter from the Lift Lodge Homeowner's Association

Lift Lodge Homeowners Association
P.O. Box 827
Park City, UT 84060
August 26, 2013

Dear Planning Commission:

We are writing to you on behalf of the owners of Lift Lodge Homeowners Association at 875 Main Street with respect to
the proposed development at 820 Park Avenue. The Lift Lodge adjoins the proposed property and will be materially
affected by any development of 820 Park Avenue; half of our condos will directly face any development at that location.

We have spoken with the developers and they have shared their plans with us. While it is still early in the permit
process, we thought it was important to express our concerns.

The proposed building seems, in simple terms, very large, very dense and not conforming with Historic downtown Park
City. We have received several comments from our owners both mountain and non-mountain sides with respect to the
project that we have attached for your reference. The general consensus is that the developers seem to be pushing the
envelope and trying to maximize their square footage. There is also deep concern among the owners that the impact to
our building won't be limited to just the size of the proposed building, there is potential for light, noise and privacy
issues as well.

We would like to be involved in discussions about this project, would very much like for our voice to be heard and to
encourage the Commission to take the appropriate time in assessing the proposed addition to Historic Downtown.

Sincerely,

Lift Lodge Home Owners Association

Trudy Stump | Administrative Assistant
P:435.649.6175 | T: 800.348.6759 Fax: 435-649-6225 trudy@ParkCityLodging.com

1
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park city lodging

2064 Prospector Avenue | Park City, UT 84060
Park CityLodging.com | Formerly R&R Properties

&5 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
We Proudly Support 1% For Open Space

Follow us on Facebook and Twitter for Special Lodging Offers and Discounts
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To: Park City Planning Commission
From: Lift Lodge Owners, 875 Main Street, Park City, UT

January 3", 2014

Dear Planning Commission,

We are writing to you on behalf of the owners of Lift Lodge Homeowners Association at 875 Main Street
with respect to the proposed development at 820 Park Avenue. As mentioned in our previous
communication, the Lift Lodge adjoins the proposed property and will be materially affected by any
development of 820 Park Avenue; half of our condos will directly face the development at that location.

Overall our HOA members have a collective sense of community and want to collaborate with the
Planning Committee to ensure that the quality of life for those most impacted is not compromised by
the technical specifications of the building code, but is focused on the overall goal of the natural and
historical Park City environment.

We have received drawings of the proposed construction at 820 Park Avenue and wanted to share some
feedback in addition to the feedback we shared in the fall (please see letter attached at end of this
document) as a number of our owners have significant reservations regarding the new construction,
primarily around privacy, light, and the overall environment.

Overall Concerns/Comments:

1. Loss of light: The shadow study we have received will yield a significant loss of light and privacy
to these owners. The proposed building is very high and close making the homes much darker.
Additionally, the environment will be significantly altered as our owners will only be a few feet
from a building wall.

2. Loss of privacy and increased noise from driveway: The owners of the new building will be able
to see into our building. They can put privacy windows, etc. on their side, but we are unable to
limit their ability to see into our building. Additionally, cars driving up next to our homes and
decks will also decrease privacy as the garage is right next to our building. The cars will be enter
next our building yielding both noise and light. We would request that if no alterations are
made, that the developer at 820 Park is compelled to install at their own expense windows that
offer the same privacy as our homeowners currently enjoy.

3. Snowfall in Alleyway between buildings: We would like to know how the owners of 820 Park
Avenue plan to access and shovel the snow between our two buildings to prevent water from
entering our foundation. We would like to see a recommended solution, especially as their roof
appears to slope towards us.

4. Historical Nature of the Project: Based on the drawings, there is concern that the stonework
and other architectural designs may not align with the overall historical nature of Park City. In
addition, we do not see where the Rio Grande building will be situated on the property as this is
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a significant historical landmark. We would like to ensure that the Historical Committee is in full
alignment of the exterior.

5. Construction Timeline: During the construction, many of the units will be impacted by noise,
dust, etc. thereby limiting their ability to be rented and decreasing both the value and the
overall environment. We would request that construction only occur in the shoulder seasons of
the Spring and the Fall and all efforts are made to mitigate the impact on surrounding buildings.

Again, thank you for taking time to talk with us prior to the holidays. Please let us know if you would
like any clarification from us.

Lift Lodge Home Owners Association

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Subject: Re: New Drawings

It's hard to believe that the city would allow a 3-story complex to be erected right on top of the
west side of our building, destroying our view and, frankly, the ambience of our location. It
would seem that when we purchased our vacation home in Park City specifically in this
location, we had a reasonable expectation that we would not end up being swallowed up by a
wall of condominiums right outside our windows and losing our view of the mountains.

Another issue for those of us who rent our units, the building process 10 feet from our decks, will
kill our income for as long as the construction takes.

Steven Shuster

Lift Lodge 101

Previous Communication

Lift Lodge Homeowners Association
P.O. Box 827
Park City, UT 84060
August 26, 2013

Dear Planning Commission:
We are writing to you on behalf of the owners of Lift Lodge Homeowners Association at 875 Main Street

with respect to the proposed development at 820 Park Avenue. The Lift Lodge adjoins the proposed
property and will be materially affected by any development of 820 Park Avenue; half of our condos will
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directly face any development at that location.

We have spoken with the developers and they have shared their plans with us. While it is still early in
the permit process, we thought it was important to express our concerns.

The proposed building seems, in simple terms, very large, very dense and not conforming with Historic
downtown Park City. We have received several comments from our owners both mountain and non-
mountain sides with respect to the project that we have attached for your reference. The general
consensus is that the developers seem to be pushing the envelope and trying to maximize their square
footage. There is also deep concern among the owners that the impact to our building won't be limited
to just the size of the proposed building, there is potential for light, noise and privacy issues as well.

We would like to be involved in discussions about this project, would very much like for our voice to be
heard and to encourage the Commission to take the appropriate time in assessing the proposed
addition to Historic Downtown.

Sincerely,

Lift Lodge Home Owners Association
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Anya Grahn

From: Catie Grimes <catiegrimes@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, January 03, 2014 8:46 AM

To: Anya Grahn

Cc: Vanessa Carrington

Subject: Re: 820 Park Avenue Input for Planning Committee from 875 Main Street HOA (Lift
Lodge)

Anya,

As | mentioned in my previous email, we had one last piece of information/feedback forthcoming which | have
just received. Again, we'd like to reiterate that Rory and Jana have been very receptive to conversations.

Warm regards,
Catie.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

Thank you for collecting feedback from Lift Lodge owners regarding the proposed Rio design. | understand and respect
the right to develop the Rio property. Also, Rory, Jana and Chimso have been responsive and have worked to
consider/adjust their design for the Rio complex to reduce negative impact on my unit and views.

| have three concerns remaining:

1) The height and proximity of the Rio elevator shaft relative to my family room and balcony window. Note the Rio team
has modified their design to try to reduce the impact of this by placing it further from my balcony - which is much
appreciated. | am not sure any more could be done to move the shaft further away and lower in height if at all possible.
2) | am also concerned about the height (~2013 feet) and proximity (~10 feet from my balcony) of the Rio loft roof line. |
have suggested a modification below which could substantially mitigate this concern. | hope to talk with Rory or Chimiso
this morning about this item and will email you after.

3) I have asked that the Rio team seek to minimize the height of the walkway to the lift plaza by adopting a flatter roof
profile. | believe they are looking at this concept.

In summary, | have appreciated that the Rio design team has taken my concerns into consideration. | am still asking that
the Rio design team work to see if the items above can be resolved in a manner that works for both parties.

Bill

On Fri, Jan 3, 2014 at 9:35 AM, Catie Grimes <catiegrimes@gmail.com> wrote:

Anya,

Thank you for speaking with VVanessa and me before the holidays. We wanted to include the following
information/input into the Planning Committee discussions. | believe we are waiting for one more piece of
input from an owner which | will forward as soon as | receive it, but I did want to get this to you as soon as
possible. | have included the letter in the body of the email below and more information in the actual
attachment.

Planning Commission - January 8, 2014 Page 257 of 259



If you can please confirm you received this email, I'd appreciate it.

Thanks,

Catie Grimes.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

To: Park City Planning Commission
From: Lift Lodge Owners, 875 Main Street, Park City, UT

January 3", 2014

Dear Planning Commission,

We are writing to you on behalf of the owners of Lift Lodge Homeowners Association at 875 Main Street with
respect to the proposed development at 820 Park Avenue. As mentioned in our previous communication, the
Lift Lodge adjoins the proposed property and will be materially affected by any development of 820 Park
Avenue; half of our condos will directly face the development at that location.

Overall our HOA members have a collective sense of community and want to collaborate with the Planning
Committee to ensure that the quality of life for those most impacted is not compromised by the technical
specifications of the building code, but is focused on the overall goal of the natural and historical Park City
environment.

We have received drawings of the proposed construction at 820 Park Avenue and wanted to share some
feedback in addition to the feedback we shared in the fall (please see letter attached at end of this document) as
a number of our owners have significant reservations regarding the new construction, primarily around privacy,
light, and the overall environment.

Overall Concerns/Comments:
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1. 1 Loss of light: The shadow study we have received will yield a significant loss of light and privacy to these
owners. The proposed building is very high and close making the homes much darker. Additionally, the
environment will be significantly altered as our owners will only be a few feet from a building wall.

2. 2, Loss of privacy and increased noise from driveway: The owners of the new building will be able to see
into our building. They can put privacy windows, etc. on their side, but we are unable to limit their ability to
see into our building. Additionally, cars driving up next to our homes and decks will also decrease privacy as
the garage is right next to our building. The cars will be enter next our building yielding both noise and

light. We would request that if no alterations are made, that the developer at 820 Park is compelled to install at
their own expense windows that offer the same privacy as our homeowners currently enjoy.

3. 3 Snowfall in Alleyway between buildings: We would like to know how the owners of 820 Park Avenue
plan to access and shovel the snow between our two buildings to prevent water from entering our
foundation. We would like to see a recommended solution, especially as their roof appears to slope towards us.

4. Historical Nature of the Project: Based on the drawings, there is concern that the stonework and other
architectural designs may not align with the overall historical nature of Park City. In addition, we do not see
where the Rio Grande building will be situated on the property as this is a significant historical landmark. We
would like to ensure that the Historical Committee is in full alignment of the exterior.

5. s Construction Timeline: During the construction, many of the units will be impacted by noise, dust, etc.
thereby limiting their ability to be rented and decreasing both the value and the overall environment. We

would request that construction only occur in the shoulder seasons of the Spring and the Fall and all efforts are
made to mitigate the impact on surrounding buildings.

Again, thank you for taking time to talk with us prior to the holidays. Please let us know if you would like any
clarification from us.

Lift Lodge Home Owners Association
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