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

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
July 23, 2014 
 

AGENDA 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM 
ROLL CALL 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF July 9, 2014 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda 
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
CONTINUATIONS 
     PCMR Base Area MPD & Woodward Park City and                                                    PL-13-02135 &    
     Conditional Use Permit                                                                                                 PL-13-02136         15 
     Public hearing and continuation to date uncertain                                                       Planner Astorga 

 
     7379 Silver Bird Drive, Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley First                        PL-14-02322         16 
      Amendment – Condominium  Plat Amendment                                                          Planner Alexander 
      Public hearing and continuation to August 13th, 2014 
 
      692 Main Street, 692 Main Street Condominiums – Condominium Plat                      PL-14-02320         17 
      Public hearing and continuation to August 13th, 2014                                                 Planner Alexander 
WORK SESSION – Discussion items only, no action taken 
REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on August 7th, 2014 
 
166 Ridge Avenue – Conditional Use Permit, Construction in City Right of Way 
King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue 
Public hearing and possible action 
 
166 Ridge Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue 
Public hearing and possible action 
 
8200 Royal Street Unit #35, The Stag Lodge 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on August 21st, 2014 
 
1851 Little Kate Road, Dority Springs Subdivision – Plat Amendment                      
Public hearing and  possible recommendation to City Council on August 21st, 2014 
 
632 Main Street, Silver Queen Condominiums – First Amended Record of Survey 
Plat 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on August 21st, 2014 

PL-14-02367 
Planner 
Wassum 
 
PL-14-02288 
Planner 
Alexander 
 
PL-14-02268 
Planner 
Alexander 
 
 
PL-14-02394 
Planner 
Alexander 
 
 
PL-12-01733 
Planner 
Astorga 
 
PL-14-02301 
Planner 
Whetstone 

       
 19 
 
 
33 
 
 
 
101
 
 
 
 
187
 
 
 
 
212
 
 
 
260
 

ADJOURN  
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
JULY 9, 2014 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Pro-Tem Gross, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Clay Stuard  
 
EX OFFICIO: 
 
Planning Director Tom Eddington; Christy Alexander, Planner;  John Boehm, Planner; Polly 
Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney   
=================================================================== 

REGULAR MEETING  

ROLL CALL 
Chair Pro-Tem Gross called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all 
Commissioners were present except for Commissioners Strachan and Worel who were 
excused.     
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES  
 
June 25, 2014 
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 19 of the Staff report, page 17 of the Minutes, 
second paragraph, and changed “Parking lot F would be completely regarded, to correctly 
read, “Parking lot F would be completely regraded.” 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Stuard moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 25, 2014 as  
corrected.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT 
 
There were no comments. 
 
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   
 
Director Eddington commented on discussion at the last meeting regarding the PCMR 
Woodward proposal and noted that the item was formally continued to July 23rd rather than 
July 9th.  He reported that PCMR has since requested a continuance to a date uncertain to 
allow time to work through some of the design and MPD issues.   
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Commissioner Stuard stated that he had sent an email to Director Eddington and Shauna 
Stokes in the Planning Department regarding a concern about the lack of architectural 
standards for older, single family neighbors that experience a lot of tear-down and rebuilds, 
as well as substantial remodeling.  His concern related to a particular project in the Park 
Meadow One neighborhood which he did not believe was compatible with the rest of the 
neighborhood.  Commissioner Stuard had asked Director Eddington to add this issue to the 
list of items for the LMC discussion.  In addition to the current setbacks and height 
limitations, he would like to include lot coverage, massing and scale, appropriate 
articulation of the upper stories to the lower stories, and architectural styling.   
Commissioner Stuard thought the issue was more likely to occur as the neighborhoods get 
older. Commissioner Stuard stated that as a result of his conversation with Director 
Eddington and Ms. Stokes, he was invited to attend the Staff meeting next week.                
 
Director Eddington stated that at the last meeting the Planning Commission had the 
discussion relative to vinyl siding and the fact that there are only design guidelines for the 
Historic Districts.  Based on old Park City planning codes and old Park City guidelines from 
the 1970’s and early 1980’s, the Architectural Guidelines chapter in the LMC was created 
to consolidate all of the guidelines and make them Code.  Unfortunately, it is more generic 
and less qualitative than they would like for guidelines.  Director Eddington noted that 
Flagstaff was the only  area outside of Old Town where guidelines were established.  The 
Planning Department has always wanted to establish a set of Park City guidelines that 
would be flexible to address the characteristics of individual neighborhoods.   
 
Commissioner Stuard clarified that he had not communicated his concerns and  
conversations with the rest of the Planning Commission due to the requirements of the 
Open Public Meetings Act.  He asked whether it would be appropriate to have other 
Commissioners attend the Staff meeting because he would like to see it opened up to a 
broader discussion. 
 
Director Eddington thought it might be more beneficial to bring it back to the Planning 
Commission as a work session item so everyone could be involved in brainstorming ideas. 
  
Commissioner Joyce stated that aside from reading all the minutes from the City Council 
meeting, the Planning Commission has no way of knowing whether or not a 
recommendation they forward to the City Council was accepted, rejected, or modified.  He 
requested that the Staff provide an update to the Planning Commission if the  City Council 
rejected or modified their recommendation on a specific item.  He emphasized that an 
update would only be necessary if there was an exception to the recommendation.   
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Director Eddington stated that the Planning Department could have the Project Planner 
convey any exceptions to the Planning Department during the Staff Communications 
portion of the meeting. He noted that in the past few months the City Council has favorably 
accepted their recommendations without exception.   
 
Commissioner Joyce commented on the number of continuations on the agenda this 
evening, as well as two potentially straightforward plat amendments.  He asked if the 
Planning Department had ever considered using a Consent Agenda for these types of 
items.   Director Eddington replied that the Planning Commission had Consent Agendas in 
the past but it was discontinued three or four years ago because the Commissioners were 
consistently removing items from the Consent Agenda to discuss a particular issue.  It 
became very difficult for the Staff to determine which items could be Consent and the Legal 
Department recommended that they notice all items for public hearing. 
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean clarified that the LMC states that conditional use permits 
and steep slope conditional use permits may be Consent items.  However, a public hearing 
is required for plat amendments.  Ms. McLean noted that the problem with approving 
several items together is that sometimes people will sit through an entire meeting waiting to 
speak on an item not realizing that it had already been approved.   
 
Commissioner Stuard understood Commissioner Joyce’s concern, but he thought it was 
better to err on the side of public input.  Commissioner Joyce clarified that he was not 
suggesting that they bypass public input.  Using the Continuations as an example, he 
noted they would call for public input on each item to be continued this evening even 
though there was no one in the audience.  He was only suggesting a way to streamline the 
process.    
 
Commissioner Stuard commented on the spread sheet the Planning Commission was 
given earlier in the year with projects that would be discussed throughout the summer; and 
he felt that much of it had not materialized.  He thought their time was being underutilized 
and that the agendas could be heavier.  Director Eddington noted that the Bonanza Park 
discussions were started with the joint meeting and it was scheduled to come back to the 
Planning Commission at a special meeting on August 6th.  The Planning Commission was 
ahead of schedule on the LMC Amendments because they were started in June rather 
than October as previously scheduled. Director Eddington stated that part of the timeline 
included Staff time to prepare the documents.  He pointed out that the Planning 
Commission had three work sessions on PCMR, but the formal public hearing would be 
continued to a date uncertain at the applicant’s request.   The Staff was trying to schedule 
Treasure Hill as soon as possible.  Director Eddington stated that overall the schedule was 
moving forward quite well.  Commissioner Stuard reiterated that the Planning Commission 
has had a number of light meetings that he believed their time could be better utilized.     
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Chair Pro Tem Gross ask if it was possible to open the public hearing on all the items being 
continued rather than each one individually.  Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that it 
would be appropriate as long as the public had the opportunity to speak on individual 
items. 
 
CONTINUATIONS – Public Hearing and Continuation to date specified.    
 
Director Eddington requested that 333 Main Street and 200 Ridge Avenue be continued to 
August 13th rather than July 23rd as stated on the agenda. 
 
Chair Po Tem Gross opened the public hearing on the following items: 
 
1. 317 Ontario Avenue – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 (Application PL-13-02136)                                (Continue to August 13, 2014) 
 
2. 1851 Little Kate Road, Dority Springs Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-12-01733)                                (Continue to July 23, 2014) 
 
3. 333 Main Street – The Parkite Condominiums Record of Survey Plat for 

Commercial Units    (Application PL-14-02302)          (Continue to August 13, 2014) 
 
4. 200 Ridge Avenue, Ridge Overlook – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-10-00977)                                 (Continue to August 13, 2014)  
 
A member of the public asked how the City intended to access that portion of the road. 
 
Director Eddington stated that the Staff had not conducted a formal review and they had 
not received the final submission from the applicant.  The item was continued to August 
13th to allow the applicant time to submit all the materials and for the Staff to conduct a 
proper review.         
 
5. Land Management Code Amendments related to:    (Application PL-14-92348)  
 1. Definitions (LMC Chapter 15)          (Continue to date uncertain)     
 2. GC and LI regarding animal services                 
                 
6. 7379 Silver Bird Drive, Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer Valley  
 First Amendment – Condominium Plat Amendment  

(Application PL-14-02322)            (Continue to July 23, 2014) 
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7. 692 Main Street, 692 Main Street Condominiums – Condominium Plat 
 (Application PL-14-02344)            (Continue to July 23, 2014)    
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the above items to the dates 
specified.  Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
1. 1604 & 1608 Deer Valley Drive, Fawngrove Condominiums – Condominium 

Plat Amendment      (Application #PL-14-02290) 
 
Planner John Boehm reviewed the application for the First Amendment to Fawngrove 
Condominiums First Supplemental Record of Survey.  The project is located at 1604 & 
1608 Deer Valley Drive North.  The applicant was requesting an approval of an 
amendment for the record of survey to combine Fawngrove Condominium units 42 and 
43 into one unit to be designated as Unit 42.  No exterior changes were proposed with 
this project.  The only change would be the removal of an interior wall to create one 
single unit. 
 
The Staff had reviewed the proposal and found that the proposed amendment is 
consistent with the purpose statements of the residential development district, and the 
use as residential condominiums was unchanged.  The additional floor space proposed 
would have minimal impact as is minimizes the site disturbance, preserves existing 
natural open space and limits the impacts on the development.   
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing for the 
First Amendment to the Fawngrove Condominiums First Supplemental Record of 
Survey and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based 
on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval found in the draft 
ordinance.   
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross closed the public hearing.      
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Commissioner Joyce understood from the Staff report that combining the units would 
create one less unit and that the requested combination would not increase the number 
of units allowed by the MPD.  Commissioner Joyce asked if they would be allowed to 
build another unit to replace the unit that was lost through the combination.   
 
Director Eddington stated that part of the Deer Valley MPD uses Unit Equivalents; 
therefore, it is a square footage calculation.   It would not add additional square feet or 
units to the development.  The only change is that one unit ends up being larger than 
the others.  Director Eddington noted that a unit equivalent is 2,000 square feet 
according to the LMC.   
 
Commissioner Joyce read Finding of Fact #12, “The combination does not increase the 
number of units allowed by the MPD.”  If the number of units were literally reduced, he 
believed that another unit could be built.  Commissioner Joyce was certain that was not 
the intent, but he felt it should be explicitly addressed.     
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean thought Commissioner Joyce had raised a good point.  
She recommended adding a condition of approval stating that combining the two units 
would not decrease the number of units in accordance with the Deer Valley MPD.  
Overall the Fawngrove Condominium project should be deemed to have 61units in total, 
regardless of the combination.   Director Eddington believed the square footage and 
unit equivalents would restrict the ability to build another unit.   
 
Commissioner Joyce read Finding of Fact #7, “The MPD did not approve the project 
under the unit equivalent formula.”  Based on Finding #7, Director Eddington agreed 
with adding a condition of approval.                     
 
Planner Boehm added Condition of Approval #5, “The combination of these two units 
shall not constitute a reduction in the number of units, and that number shall remain at 
61 units per the Deer Valley MPD.”    
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to 
the City Council for the First Amendment to Fawngrove Condominiums First 
Supplemental Record of Survey, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law 
and Conditions of Approval in the draft ordinance as amended.   Commissioner Stuard 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Findings of Fact – 1604 & 1608 Deer Valley Drive 
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1. Fawngrove Condominiums are located at 1600 Deer Valley Drive North within  
the Deer Valley Resort Large Scale MPD.  
 
2. The site is within the RD District.  
 
3. The owner of Units 42 and 43 requests to combine these units into one single  
unit. These units are located at 1604 and 1608 Deer Valley Drive North.  
 
4. Fawngrove Condominium Declaration, Article XXXIV allows for combination of  
units.  
 
5. Fawngrove Condominiums consists of sixty-one (61) residential condominium  
built over two phases consistent with requirements of the Deer Valley MPD.  
 
6. The sixty-one (61) units have been previously constructed.  
 
7. The MPD did not approve the project under the unit equivalent formula.  
 
8. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose statements of the  
district in that the use as residential condominiums is unchanged.  
 
9. The proposed amendment is consistent in that the additional floor area that  
results from removal of the common wall is minimal as it minimizes site  
disturbance.  
 
10. The proposed amendment preserves the existing natural open space, and limits  
impacts of development.  
 
11. The combination would yield a single unit that would be 2,390 square feet in size.  
 
12. The combination does not increase the number of units allowed by the MPD.  
 
13. All construction is proposed within the existing building envelope.  
 
14. The plat identifies that a parking space has been assigned for the use of Unit 42.  
Unit 43 also has a designated parking space. LMC § 15-3-6-(A) indicates that a  
multi-unit dwelling is to have two (2) parking spaces for an  
apartment/condominium greater than 1,000 square feet and less than 2,500  
square feet. The proposed combined unit meets this requirement and no  
additional parking is required as a result of the amendment.  
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Conclusions of Law – 1604 & 1608 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. There is good cause for this Amendment to the Record of Survey.  
 
2. The Record of Survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code  
and applicable State law regarding Condominium Record of Surveys.  
 
3. As conditioned, the record of survey plat is consistent with the Deer Valley  
Resort MPD, 11th amended and restated.  
 
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed  
record of survey.  
 
5. Approval of the record of survey, subject to the conditions stated below, does not  
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
 
Conditions of Approval – 1604 & 1608 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and  
content of the record of survey for compliance with State law, the Land  
Management Code, and conditions of approval.  
 
2. The applicant will record the record of survey at the County within one (1) year  
from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one  
(1) year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an  
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is  
granted by the City Council.  
 
3. Construction requires a Building Permit and approvals from the Building and  
Planning Departments. No certificate of occupancy for the combined Unit 42  
shall be issued until this amendment to the condominium record of survey is  
recorded.  
 
4. All conditions of approval of the Deer Valley Resort 11th Amended and Restated  
Large Scale MPD and the Fawngrove Condominiums shall continue to apply.  
 
5. The combination of these two units shall not constitute a reduction in the number of 
units; and that number shall remain at 61 units per the Deer Valley MPD.    
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2. 341 Ontario Avenue, 341 Ontario Avenue Subdivision – Plat Amendment 
 (Application PL-14-02335) 
 
Planner Christy Alexander reviewed the application to combine two full single lots of 
record along 341 Ontario Avenue into one lot of record.  An existing historic home on 
the lower portion of the property currently sits over the lot line.  The requested 
combination would remedy that situation.  Because the home is historic it would be 
legal non-complying with the setbacks.  The applicant intends to build a garage on 
Ontario as an addition to the existing home.   
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to Condition of Approval #6 stating that if the boardwalk is 
crossing on this property, a public access easement will be required along the west 
edge of the properties and shall be recorded with the plat.  Planner Alexander identified 
the location of the boardwalk and noted that the Staff did not believe the boardwalk was 
on the property.  However, the City Engineer wanted to make sure that if it did touch at 
all, the applicant would need an agreement with the City.  Planner Alexander stated that 
the owner was amenable to an agreement if necessary. 
           
The Staff requested that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 341 Ontario  
Subdivision plat based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of 
approval found in the draft ordinance.  
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross understood that the intention was to combine the lots and build 
an addition to the historic home.  However, he understood that if the lot combination 
was approved the owner would be allowed to build a duplex.  Planner Alexander replied 
that the Planning Commission could add a condition of approval requiring that the 
structure remain a single family home.  Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that if the 
Planning Commission intended to add that condition of approval, they should also add 
a finding as to why they were making that recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Campbell noted that a duplex is a conditional use in the zone and the 
owner would have to come back to the Planning Commission for a CUP if he wanted to 
build a duplex.  Chair Pro Tem Gross remarked that a duplex would still be allowed and 
the CUP would only be the process.  Commissioner Campbell was unsure whether the 
Planning Commission had the right to restrict it to single family.  
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the historic home would be a challenge in 
following the guidelines to create a separate entrance for a duplex.  Commissioner 
Phillips believed the Planning Commission could address that issue if it came back for a 
CUP.   
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Commissioner Joyce did not believe the Planning Commission had enough information 
to impose the restriction as a condition of approval of the plat amendment.   The 
Commissioners concurred. 
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments. 
 
Chair Pro Tem Gross closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Stuard moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the 
City Council for 341 Ontario Avenue Subdivision plat, based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval contained in the draft ordinance of the 
Staff report dated July 9, 2014.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.            
           
Findings of Fact – 341 Ontario Avenue 
 
1. The property is located at 341 Ontario Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)  
District.  
 
2. On April 29, 2014, the applicants submitted an application for a plat amendment to  
combine two (2) lots containing a total of 3,750 square feet into one (1) lot of record.  
 
3. The application was deemed complete on May 8, 2014.  
 
4. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single family  
dwelling and 3,750 square feet for a duplex. 
 
5. The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 1,519 square feet for the  
proposed lot based on the lot area. 
 
6. The property has frontage on and access from Ontario Avenue.  
 
7. The existing house does not meet the current side yard setbacks as it crosses the  
common lot line and is within 1.4’ of the south property line. The house is listed as a  
significant historic house on the Historic Sites Inventory. The existing non-complying  
setback on the south property line will remain. As conditioned, the proposed plat  
amendment does not create any new non-conforming situations.  
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8. The plat amendment secures a 10 foot public snow storage easement across the  
frontage of the lot.  
 
9. Ontario Avenue is a narrow, steep street. Combining the lots to provide an addition  
to a single family house will reduce parking requirements from four spaces to two  
spaces. 
 
Conclusions of Law -  341 Ontario Avenue  
 
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 – 341 Ontario Avenue 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and  
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management  
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.  
 
2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the  
date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time,  
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an  
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted  
by the City Council.  
 
3. No building permit for any work shall be issued unless the applicant has first made  
application for a Historic District Design Review and a Steep Slope CUP application  
if applicable.  
 
4. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building  
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on  
the final mylar prior to recordation.  
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5. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of  
the lots with Ontario Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.  
 
6. If the boardwalk is crossing on this property, a public access easement will be  
required along the west edge of the properties and shall be recorded with the plat.  
 
Commissioner Stuard noted that members of the public had arrived late and he 
requested that they be given time to speak if they came for a particular project. 
 
The gentlemen indicated that they were interested in 200 Ridge Avenue.  Director 
Eddington informed them that the item had been continued to August 13th, at which 
time there would be a public hearing.   Chair Pro Tem Gross re-opened the public 
hearing for 200 Ridge Avenue to allow the gentlemen the opportunity to comment this 
evening.  Their comments can be found under the Continuation section of the Minutes.  
 
 
The Planning Commission adjourned the regular meeting and moved into Work 
Session for training by Scott Robertson with the IT Department regarding the City Policy 
for the stipend and use of their iPads.          
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission:  ____________________________________ 
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Planning Commission 
Supplemental Staff Report 
 
Application #: PL-13-02135 & PL-13-02136 
Subject: PCMR Base Area MPD & Woodward 

Park City Conditional Use Permit 
Author:  Francisco Astorga, Planner 
Date:   July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – MPD Amendment & Conditional Use Permit 

Continuation  
 
The applicant and Staff are jointly requesting that these items be continued to a date 
uncertain in order to refine items outlined in the MPD, etc. as well as mitigation of the 
standard Conditional Use Permit requirements. 
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Planning Commission  
Supplemental Staff Report 
 
Subject: Silver Bird Condominiums at Deer 

Valley First Amendment -
Condominium Plat 

Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Project Number: PL-14-02322 
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Plat Amendment Continuation 
 
 
 
Applicant requests that this item be continued to August 13, 2014 meeting due to 
wanting to include more units than originally contemplated. 
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Planning Commission  
Supplemental Staff Report 
 
 
Subject: 692 Main Street Condominiums Plat 
Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Project Number: PL-14-02320 
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Plat Continuation 
 
 
Staff requests that this item be continued to August 13, 2014 meeting due to additional 
research and clarification required. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 1102 Norfolk Avenue - Plat Amendment 
Author: Ryan Wassum, Planner 
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Plat Amendment 
Project Number: PL-14-02367 
 
 
Summary Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1102 
Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment and consider forwarding a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department. The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Casey Crawford, owner 
Location: 1102 Norfolk Avenue    
Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential single family and vacant lots 
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council approval 
 
Proposal 
The applicant is requesting a plat amendment (Exhibit A) for the purpose of removing 
the lot line between Lot 31 and Lot 32, to create one legal lot of record called the 1102 
Norfolk Avenue Subdivision of Block 8, Snyder’s Addition to Park City Survey. The 
existing historic structure, located across the lot line separating Lots 31 and 32 at 1102 
Norfolk Avenue would be brought into compliance. The applicant is proposing to 
preserve the historic structure and add an addition.  
 
Background 
On June 3, 2014 the owner submitted a complete application for a plat amendment. The 
subject property is located at 1102 Norfolk Avenue, and the existing historic structure 
sits on Lots 31 and 32 of Block 8, Snyder’s Addition to Park City Survey.  
 
The applicant wishes to remove the lot line located between Lots 31 and 32 at 1102 
Norfolk Avenue to create one legal lot of record, further bringing the existing historic 
structure that straddles the lot line into legal compliance. The applicant proposes to 
preserve and renovate the home and add an addition. A Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) and Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit application were also submitted by the 
applicant on May 21, 2014. 
 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 19 of 272



Analysis 
The current application is a request to create a 3,750 square feet of lot by removing the 
lot line located between Lots 31 and 32 at 1102 Norfolk Avenue. Lots 31 and 32 are 
both seventy-five (75) feet deep by twenty-five (25) feet, and each has a square footage 
of 1,875 sf.  The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a 
single family house and 3,750 square feet for a duplex. The existing home is 1,024 
square feet in size, which is under the allotted maximum building footprint of 1,480 
square feet. The back of the home currently sits 2 feet away from the front setback and 
is nonconforming since it does not meet the required 10 foot front yard setback. The 
historic structure is also noncomplying in that it does not meet the south side yard 
setback at 3.42 feet (10 feet required), as well as the front yard setback at 2 feet (5 feet 
required. Currently, the south side yard retaining wall, concrete walkway, and wood 
deck encroach into the 11th Street public right-of-way. The proposed plat amendment 
meets the required lot sizes for a new legal lot of record. 
 
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-l) 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. 
 

1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision  
 HR-1 Zone 

Designation 
Existing 
Conditions 

Proposed Lot 
(Exhibit A) 

Min Lot Size: 1,875 square feet 3,750 square feet 3,750 square feet 
Max Footprint: 1518.75  

square feet 
1,024 square feet; 
complies 

1,480 square feet 

Front/Rear  
Setbacks: 

10’ min (20’ total) Front: 2’; 
noncomplying 
Rear: 35’; 
complies 

Front: 10’ 
Rear: 10’ 

Side setbacks: 5’ min (10’ total) South side: 3.42’; 
noncomplying 
North side: 14.43’; 
complies 

South side: 5’ 
North side: 5’  

Max. Height: 27’ 15.75’ 27’  (proposing 
23’in HDDR)  

Parking: Per LMC 15-3-8., 
historic structures 
are exempt. 

None Proposing 2 
tandem spots, 
however exempt 
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The proposed plat amendment does not create any new non-complying situations with 
respect to setbacks. The plat amendment would remove existing encroachments over 
the interior lot lines (side yard setbacks); however, any existing encroachments into the 
11th Street right-of-way will either be removed or an encroachment agreement will be 
entered into with the City Engineer.  The additions to the significant structure would be 
required to meet the current setback requirements.  
 
Good Cause 
Planning Staff finds that there is good cause for this plat amendment as it meets the 
Land Management Code and creates a legal conforming structure that is compatible 
within the HR-1 District. The plat amendment will also utilize best planning and design 
practices, while preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Park City and 
furthering the health, safety, and welfare of the Park City community. 
 
Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm on any adjacent property owner 
because the proposal meets the requirements of the Land Management Code (LMC) 
and all future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and 
Land Management Code requirements. In approving the plat, the City will gain one (1) 
ten foot (10’) snow storage easement along Norfolk Avenue as well as resolve the 
existing building encroachments over interior lot lines.  The applicant cannot move 
forward with their proposed preservation and addition to the home until the plat 
amendment has been recorded.  
 
Process 
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures in LMC 1-18. A Historic District Design Review 
application or pre-application is required prior to issuance of any building permits for 
new construction on the property.  Any area proposed for future construction that meets 
requirements for applicability of a Steep Slope Conditional Use permit shall be reviewed 
for compliance with the Steep Slope Conditional Use permit review criteria, prior to 
issuance of any building permits.  
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  There were no issues 
raised by any of the departments regarding this proposal that have not been addressed 
by the conditions of approval.   
 
Notice 
Legal Notice of this public hearing was posted on July 9, 2014 and published in the Park 
Record on July 12, 2014. 
 
Public Input 
No public input was received at the time of writing this report. Public input may be taken 
at the regularly scheduled Planning Commission public hearing and at the Council 
meeting noticed for August 21, 2014. 
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Alternatives 
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council on the 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment as conditioned 
or amended; or 

• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council on the 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment and direct staff 
to make Findings for this decision; or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the public hearing and discussion on 
the 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment to a date certain and 
provide direction to the applicant and/or staff to provide additional information 
necessary to make a recommendation. 

• The “take no action” alternative is not an option for administrative plat 
amendments. 
 

Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.  
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The historic structure located at 1102 Norfolk Avenue would remain legally non-
complying since it runs over a lot line, further preventing the dilapidated structure from 
being restored or adding additional living space. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 1102 
Norfolk Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment and consider forwarding a positive 
recommendation to the City Council based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance Exhibit A- Proposed Subdivision Plat Amendment 
Exhibit B- Aerial photo/ vicinity map 
Exhibit C- Survey 
Exhibit D- Photos 
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Draft Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 1102 NORFOLK AVENUE SUBDIVISION BY 
REMOVING THE LOT LINE BETWEEN LOTS 31 AND 32 OF BLOCK 8, SNYDERS 

ADDITION TO THE PARK CITY SURVEY, LOCATED IN  
PARK CITY, UTAH 

 
WHEREAS, the owner of property located at 1102 Norfolk Avenue petitioned the 

City Council for approval of the 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision; and 
 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the 

requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 23, 2014, to 

receive input on the 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 23, 2014, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council;  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on August 21, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 1102 

Norfolk Subdivision removing the Lot Line between Lots 31 and 32. The plat 
amendment also secures public snow storage easements across the frontage of the 
proposed lot.  

 
WHEREAS, Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent 

property owners and all requirements of the Land Management Code for any future 
development can be met.   

 
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 1102 Norfolk Avenue Subdivision as shown in Exhibit A is approved 
subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of 
Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 1102 Norfolk Avenue and consists of two (2) “Old Town” 

lots, namely Lots 31 and 32 of Block 8 Snyders addition to the Park City Survey.  
2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) zoning district. 
3. The property has frontage on Norfolk Avenue and the lot contains 3,750 square feet 

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

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

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

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

8. The existing home has a building footprint of approximately 1,024 square feet. 
9. The minimum lot area for a single family lot in the HR-1 zone is 1,875 square feet. 

The minimum lot area for a duplex in the HR-1 zone is 3,750 sf. 
10. The maximum height for a home in the HR-1 zone is 27 feet; the existing home is 

15.75 feet. 
11. Single family homes are an allowed use in the HR-1 zone.  
12. On May 21, 2014, the owner submitted an application for a plat amendment to 

remove the lot line between Lot 31 and Lot 32, to create one legal lot of record and 
further making the historic structure legally complying. The application was deemed 
complete on June 3, 2014. 

13. The applicant proposes to renovate the home and add an addition.   
14. The home is currently on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) listed as a significant 

structure.  
15. The Lot is subject to the Park City Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and 

Historic Sites for any new construction on the structure.  
16. The proposed subdivision plat amendment does not create any new non-complying 

or nonconforming situations; removing the lot line makes the historic structure legally 
complying. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the 
date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, 
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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. Approval of an HDDR application is a condition precedent to issuance of a building 
permit for construction on the lots. Also recordation of the plat is a condition of 
building permit issuance. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _21st__day of August, 2014. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 

________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
____________________________________ 
Marci Heil, City Recorder 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: King Ridge Estates/Ridge Avenue- Conditional Use Permit for 

Construction in Platted, un-built City Right-of-Way 
Author: Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II & Ryan Wassum, Planner 
Project Number:  PL-14-02288 
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, review the 
proposed CUP for a construction in platted, un-built City ROW (Ridge Avenue), and 
consider approving the CUP according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and 
conditions of approval outlined in this report. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department. The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Thaynes Capital Park City, LLC, Owner, represented by 

Jonathan DeGray, architect 
Location: 158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue 
Zoning: Historic Residential-Low Density (HRL) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Vacant lots, Historic and non-historic residential single family 

homes 
Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits require Planning Commission 

review and approval 
Proposal 
The owner of the vacant lots at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue is requesting approval 
of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for construction of a platted, un-built City ROW 
(Ridge Avenue) to access the driveways and lots located at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge 
Avenue. 
 
Background  
On March 18, 2014, the City received an application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
for “Construction in a platted, un-built City ROW” at 158, 162, & 166 Ridge Avenue. The 
application was deemed complete on May 30, 2014. The property is located in the 
Historic Residential (HR-L) District.   
 
Plat Amendment 
On October 3, 2006, the City received a completed application for Subdivision No. 1 
Millsite Reservation plat amendment. The Planning Commission held numerous public 
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hearings from February to September 2007 on the proposed plat. Concern was 
expressed regarding the use of platted, unbuilt Ridge Avenue right of way for a private 
driveway and the height of retaining walls that would be built for this driveway.  
 
On September 12, 2007, the Planning Commission forwarded a negative 
recommendation on the plat amendment, the City Council, after further staff analysis 
and amendments to the findings of fact and conditions of approval approved the plat on 
October 25, 2007. The plat (Exhibit A) was recorded on 6/13/08, Ordinance No. 07-74 
(Exhibit B). The City Council included Condition of Approval #16 which states: 

 
16. Applicant will seek a Variance or Special Exception for driveway grade in a 
platted unbuilt City Right of Way prior to proceeding with the Conditional Use 
Permit for driveway use of the right of way. 

 
Special Exception 
The Board of Adjustment, at a public hearing on December 18, 2007, granted a Special 
Exception to the LMC requirement (15-3-5 (A)) of a maximum grade of 10% within the 
City’s right of way, in this case, the platted Ridge Avenue ROW north of the paved 
Ridge Avenue. Increasing the driveway slope to 14% (matching the private driveway 
standard) would reduce the height of the associated retaining wall another 4 feet over 
the 100 foot length. (Exhibit C)  The final materials and design of the roadway and/or 
needed retaining walls must be brought back to the Planning Department and City 
Engineer for final review prior to sign-off by the City.   
 
Conditional Use Permit (driveway to be put into a platted unbuilt City right-of-way) 
At the April 25, 2007, meeting the Planning Commission directed the applicant to submit 
a Conditional Use Permit for construction of a driveway within unbuilt City ROW to 
address the standards of Land Management Code Section 15-3-5. The City received a 
completed application for the Conditional Use Permit for construction of a private 
driveway within a platted, un-built City street, on May 14, 2007. The application was 
heard on July 11 and July 25, 2007, and continued to a date uncertain. 
 
On February 13, 2008, the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Permit 
for construction within a platted, unbuilt right of way (Ridge Ave) with an expiration date 
of one year from the date of approval. On February 12, 2009, the City received a 
request for a one year extension of the approval for the driveway which was approved. 
(Exhibit D) 
 
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
On June 11, 2008, the Planning Commission opened a public hearing for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue to construct single-family 
homes on a slope greater than 30%. The Planning Commission denied the proposed 
Conditional Use Permit because it did not mitigate several of the criteria as outlined in 
Land Management Code 15-2.1-6(B). 
 
The applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision, and on September 18, 
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2008, the City Council overturned the Planning Commission and approved the Steep 
Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) based on modifying the findings to mitigate the 
criteria for a Steep Slope CUP. 
 
No building permit was received and no construction occurred as required by the 
conditions of approval of the CUPs and the Conditional Use Permit for the Steep Slope 
and Conditional Use Permit for construction within a platted, unbuilt right of way both 
have expired. For this reason, the applicant is requesting the CUPs once again as his 
intentions are to build on Lot 1 as soon as possible. The Steep Slope CUP application 
that is being reviewed concurrently with this application is for Lot 1 only (166 Ridge 
Avenue). 
 
Summary of Prior Applications regarding this property: 
 
Applications Decision  Additional Information  
Plat Amendment Planning Commission: Negative 

Recommendation (9/12/07) 
City Council: Approved 
(10/25/07) 

 

Special Exception (driveway 
slope of 14%) 

Board of Adjustment: Approved 
(12/18/07) 

10% is the permitted maximum 
without a variance or special 
exception. 

CUP (Driveway) Planning Commission:  Approved 
(2/13/08) 

One year extension was granted 
in 2009; permit has expired and a 
new application will be reviewed 
by Planning Commission. 

Steep Slope CUP Planning Commission: Denied  
(6/11/08) 
City Council: Approved (9/18/08) 

Appealed by applicant to City 
Council and overturned; permit is 
currently expired. 

 
 
Analysis 
The Land Management Code (15-3-5) sets the following standards of review for the 
construction of private driveways within platted, un-built City streets. 
 
(A) The driveway shall not exceed ten percent (10%) Slope. 
Complies. A Special Exception was granted by the Board of Adjustment to increase the 
slope to a maximum of 14%. The driveways to the garages may not exceed the 
minimum slope necessary for the drainage away from the garages. 
 
(B) Adequate snow storage area along the downhill side and/or end of the driveway 
shall be provided.  
Complies. The driveway is 19 feet wide with a two foot shoulder on the west side. As 
per the LMC the maximum width of a residential driveway may be 27 feet wide. The 
unbuilt right-of-way is 35 feet wide with 14 feet from the edge of curb to the west edge 
of the right-of-way. With a 14% road slope, a structural retaining wall at the north end is 
unnecessary. Grade is met with a sloped boulder wall less than four feet in height. The 
boulder wall at the north end leaves 22 feet from the edge of asphalt to the north end of 
the property (extended). There is adequate snow storage between the driveways 
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(downhill side) on the individual lots as well as at the north end of the driveway.  
 
(C) The driveway must be paved with asphalt or concrete. 
Complies. The driveway will be concrete.  
 
(D) The driveway must not pre-empt any existing physical parking which may occur in 
the platted Street. If the platted Street has been improved to provide Public Parking, 
then any driveway proposal must replace such parking with new Public Parking of equal 
or better convenience and construction.  
Complies. There is no formal parking spaces along Ridge Avenue in this location nor 
any formal parking proposed. However, as Ridge Avenue makes the switchback, the 
City has used the wide area for snow storage and informal parking may occur. As the 
ROW is constructed, any informal parking may need to relocate until the ROW is fully 
constructed and then residents may parallel park along the improved Ridge Avenue in 
front of the three lots. The driveway does not pre-empt any existing improved public 
parking and will need to replace or ensure same amount of parking if applicable.  
 
(E) The driveway and related improvements such as retaining walls shall be designed 
and built to minimize present and future conflicts with public utilities and stairs. 
Complies. There are no stairs currently or proposed in this location. Further north, 
platted Ridge Avenue has been vacated. No existing utilities will be affected by the 
proposed driveway; future utilities may be affected and need to be properly addressed 
with utility companies. These issues will be addressed by the City Engineer during final 
review of the construction documents.  The water department has stated that the water 
line may need to be looped to Sampson Ave. All utilities were reviewed with our 
Development Review Committee.   
 
(F) The driveway construction requires a Conditional Use Permit, Section 15-1-10. 

This application is for the Conditional Use Permit. The Planning Commission 
must review each of the following items when considering whether or not the 
proposed Conditional Use, as conditioned, mitigates impacts of and addresses 
the following items:  
 
(1) size and location of the Site;  
No unmitigated impacts. 
The Conditional Use Permit is for construction of a private driveway within a 
portion of platted, unbuilt Ridge Avenue. The driveway is approximately 100 feet 
in length and 19 feet in width. 
 
(2) traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
Ridge Avenue is a very low volume street with only two existing houses 
accessing directly onto Ridge. It connects upper Daly Avenue to King Road. The 
driveway will minimally affect the existing capacity of Ridge Avenue as it provides 
access to Ridge Avenue for three single-family houses only.  
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(3) utility capacity; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
The applicant has worked with the City Engineer to provide adequate utility 
service. Water, gas and electric service will be provided in the unbuilt right-of 
way. A final utility plan and guarantee is a condition of approval of building permit 
issuance.  
 
(4) emergency vehicle Access;  
No unmitigated impacts.  
The driveway is accessed from Ridge Avenue from either the west (King Road) 
or east (Daly Avenue) and adequate emergency access exists from King Road. 
Fire District has indicated that Ridge Avenue below this development needs to be 
widened to meet Fire District standards for access.  The City Engineer will 
require the Ridge Avenue frontage for this subdivision to meet minimum fire 
district standards.  
 
(5) location and amount of off-Street parking;  
No unmitigated impacts.  
The narrow driveway does not require additional parking. The three houses 
proposed with the plat amendment will be required to provide on-site Code 
required parking. 
 
(6) internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system;  
No unmitigated impacts.  
The proposed driveway will be 100 feet long and serve three houses with 
individual driveways serving each house. 
 
(7) fencing, Screening, and landscaping to separate the Use from adjoining 
Uses; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
The proposed driveway will be retained by a retaining wall with a maximum 
height of eight feet total above existing grade; however anything above four feet 
will need to be approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer (Condition of 
Approval #5). A landscape plan that includes the driveway area and walls was 
submitted with the Steep Slope CUPs to help screen and mitigate the visual 
impact of the walls. 
 
(8) Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the Site; 
including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots;  
No unmitigated impacts.  
The retaining walls for the proposed driveway will be within the existing right of 
way by approximately 10 feet. The driveway runs parallel to the edge of the right 
of way for a length of 100 feet. The Special Exception granted by the Board of 
Adjustment will reduce the visible mass of the retaining walls by lowering the 
road elevation another four feet over the 100 foot length. 
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(9) usable Open Space; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
The driveway is 19 feet wide within the 30 foot right of way allowing for open 
space and snow storage on either side and at the north end. The remainder of 
the ROW shall be landscaped with drought tolerant plants/trees.  
 
(10) signs and lighting; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
No signs are proposed. A stone column and tube steel guardrail system is 
proposed. Any lighting must be in compliance with the City’s lighting 
requirements. Proposed guardrails and lighting will be reviewed by the Planning 
Department. 
 
(11) physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, 
scale, style, design, and architectural detailing;  
No unmitigated impacts.  
The driveway and two-tiered retaining wall are smaller than any surrounding 
building. A landscape plan to mitigate the visual impact will be submitted with the 
Historic District Design Review for the three houses. 
 
(12) noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect 
people and Property Off-Site; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
This criterion does not apply.  
 
(13) control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 
Screening of trash pickup Areas; 
No unmitigated impacts.  
Delivery and service vehicles will be able to use the driveway and the three 
driveways to the proposed houses without blocking Ridge Avenue. 
 
(14) expected Ownership and management of the project as primary residences, 
Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or commercial 
tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities; and  
No unmitigated impacts.  
This criterion does not apply. However, the City will still maintain ownership of 
the right of way with an Encroachment Permit designating maintenance as the 
responsibility of the adjoining property owners. 
 
(15) within and adjoining the Site, impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Lands, 
Slope retention, and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the 
topography of the Site. 
No unmitigated impacts. 
The site is not within the Sensitive Lands Overlay zone. The retaining walls steps 
down with the grade and will be screened by vegetation. Construction on the 
three lots require a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit with mitigation of any 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 38 of 272



impacts of construction on a steep slope. 
 
(G) An Encroachment Permit for the driveway is required.  
Complies. The City Engineer has the authority to grant the Encroachment Permit and 
has indicated that it has already been recorded as Entry # 00847042. Execution and 
recordation of the Encroachment Permit was a previous condition of approval prior to 
issuance of a permit for driveway construction for the expired Access CUP that has 
already been met. 
(H) Private utilities, including snow melt devices, within the platted City Street require 
approval by the City Engineer. 
Complies. Any private utilities and snowmelt devices are subject to the Encroachment 
Permit.  
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were 
brought up at that time. A final utility plan, including storm water plan, will be required to 
be reviewed with the building permit and which shall have been approved by the City 
Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.  An Encroachment Agreement and 
Snow Shed Easement with the City Engineer are required to be executed and recorded 
prior to issuance of a building permit—these have already been completed.  
 
A final Historic District Design review and approval and Steep Slope CUPs are required 
for each lot prior to issuance of a building permit. The landscape plan shall be reviewed 
with the HDDR. During the Development Review Committee meeting, the Water 
Department stated that the water line will need to be looped to Samson Avenue and 
may need to go up to King Road. SBWRD and the City Engineer were concerned how 
to address utilities in a private drive within the public ROW, perhaps requiring an 
easement to provide access. This should be resolved with the City Engineer and the 
SBWRD prior to the City sign-off on plans. No further issues were brought up other than 
standards items that have been addressed by revisions and/or conditions of approval. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on 
July 9, 2014. Legal notice was also put in the Park Record on July 5, 2014.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received any public input on the proposed CUP at this time.  
 
Alternatives 

• The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit as 
conditioned or amended, or 

• The Planning Commission may deny the Conditional Use Permit and direct staff 
to make Findings for this decision, or 

• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the Conditional Use 
Permit. 
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Significant Impacts 
There are no significant unmitigated fiscal or environmental impacts from this 
application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The driveway could not be built and the property owner at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge 
Avenue would not be able to access the lots by a built City ROW without going through 
the CUP process again.  
 
Future Process 
The Planning Commission takes final action on Conditional Use permit applications. 
Approval or denial of a conditional use permit may be appealed to the City Council 
according to LMC Section 1-18. Prior to building permit issuance, approval of a Historic 
District Design Review application is required and any conditions of approval of the 
CUP must be met.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, review the 
proposed CUP for a construction in platted, un-built City ROW (Ridge Avenue), and 
consider approving the CUP according to the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and 
conditions of approval outlined in this report. 
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 158, 162, and 166  Ridge Avenue. 
2. The zoning is Historic Residential Low Density (HRL). 
3. The approved plat combines lots 35-40 and 66-71, portions of lots 33 and 34 Block 

75 of the Millsite Reservation to Park City, and the vacated half of Anchor Avenue 
adjacent to these lots into three lots of record and a parcel dedicated to Park City.  

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

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

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

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

8. There is adequate snow storage between the driveways (downhill side) on the 
individual lots as well as at the north end of the driveway. A snow shed easement 
was recorded at Summit County as Entry # 906401 on September 9, 2010. 
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9. The driveway will be paved in concrete. 
10. The staff findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code. 
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale, 

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

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

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

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

4. The City Engineer will review the transition slopes to the 15% grade. 
5. Planning Director and City Engineer will review the final design and materials for the 

proposed road and any necessary retaining walls. No retaining wall shall exceed 
four (4) feet unless approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer.  Per the 
June 9, 2009 CUP extension request before the Planning Commission, the 
maximum height of the retaining was not to exceed 6.87 feet above existing grade.   

6. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District review and approval of the utility plans 
for compliance with SBWRD standards and procedures, is a condition precedent to 
building permit issuance.  

7. A final utility plan is required to be approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of 
a building permit. 

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

9. A building permit will be required to build the road and retaining walls. 
10. The City Engineer will review the final construction documents and confirm that all 

existing utilities will not be impacted and anticipated utilities will be located in 
accordance with the plans as submitted.   

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

12. Parking is restricted to on the driveway. 
13. All conditions of approval of the Subdivision No. 1 Millsite Reservation Plat 

(Ordinance No. 07-74) and the findings of the December 18, 2007 Special Exception 
approval must be adhered to. 

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

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

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Site plan, Survey, preliminary elevations 
Exhibit B – Ordinance 07-74 
Exhibit C- Action letter for BOA approval of special exception 
Exhibit D – Prior CUP action letters, staff reports and minutes. 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
June 10, 2009 
Page 14 
  
 
5. Wetlands and other environmentally sensitive lands on the property shall be maintained, 

enhanced and remediated as necessary per best management practices identified in the 
March 2009 Environmental Report.  

 
3. 158-166 King Road, King Ridge Estates driveway access - Extensions of CUP 
                   
Planner Robinson reported that nothing had changed in the request since the last meeting.  The 
matter had been continued because Commissioners Strachan and Pettit had requested to 
review the minutes from the original CUP approval of 2008.  As requested, those minutes were 
included in the Staff report.   
 
Planner Robinson stated that there has been no change to the Code relative to a driveway in a 
platted, unbuilt street.  The conditions of approval had not changed relative to the walls, wall 
height and other elements in the original conditions of approval.                                         
 
Commissioner Pettit pointed out that language in LMC 15-1-10(G) states that, “The Planning 
Commission may grant an extension of the conditional use permit for up to one additional year 
when the applicant is able to demonstrate no change in circumstances”.  She emphasized that 
the language said “may” and not “shall”.   
 
Commissioner Strachan asked Assistant City Attorney McLean what standard is typically 
followed on extensions.  Ms. McLean noted that the section cited in the Staff report and read by 
Commissioner Pettit has a second sentence that addresses change in conditions.  She stated 
that an extension is not intended to have a substantive review.  Commissioner Strachan asked if 
Section 15-1-10(G) is the only section that addresses the standard for extensions.   Ms. McLean 
replied that it was the only section to her knowledge. 
 
Chair Thomas opened the public hearing. 
There was no comment. 
 
Chair Thomas closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Pettit thanked Planner Robinson for providing the requested minutes because it 
helped refresh her memory regarding the discussion.  Commissioner Pettit stated that in terms 
of the comments she made during the 2008 meeting, her view has not changed with respect to 
whether or not the impacts have been mitigated.  For that reason, she would not vote in favor of 
extending the CUP. 
 
Commissioner Strachan stated that as the newest member on the Planning Commission, had no 
way of knowing if there were changes in circumstance that would result in an unmitigated 
impact.  He opened the floor to the applicant to meet their burden and demonstrate that there 
were none.   
 
Spencer Yearness, counsel for the applicant, stated that the applicant was relying on the Staff 
report as evidence to identify that there were no changes in circumstance.  If the Planning 
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Commission was looking for additional evidence or commentary to support the Staff report, they 
were not prepared with anything this evening.   
 
Chair Thomas clarified that the drawings and submittals that were originally presented during the 
conditional use permit process were exactly the same today.  Mr. Yearness replied that this was 
correct.              
 
MOTION: Commissioner Strachan made a motion to GRANT the one year extension for the 
approved conditional use permit for 255 Ridge Avenue according to the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval in the Staff report.  Commissioner Wintzer 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed 4-2.  Commissioners Pettit and Murphy voted against the motion. 
 
Findings of Fact - King Ridge Estates 
 
1. The property is located at 158, 162 and 166 Ridge Avenue. 
 
2. The zoning is Historic Residential Low density (HRL). 
 
3. The approved plat combines Lots 35-40 and 66-71, portions of Lots 33 and 34 Block 75 

of the Millsite Reservation to Park City, and the vacated half of Anchor Avenue adjacent 
to these lots into three lots of record and a parcel dedicated to Park City. 

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

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

up to 14%. 
 
6. The driveway is 19 feet wide with a two-foot shoulder on the west side.  The right-of-way 

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

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

lots as well as at the north end of the driveway. 
 
8. The driveway will be paved in concrete. 
 
9. A snow melt system, if desired, requires an Encroachment Agreement to be approved by 

the City Engineer. 
 
10. The staff findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein. 
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11. On February 13, 2008, the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Permit 

for a driveway in a platted, un-built City right-of-way (Ridge Avenue) with an expiration 
date of one year from the date of approval to receive a building permit. 

 
Conclusions of Law - King Ridge Estates 
 
1. The extension of the CUP is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code. 
 
2. The extension of the CUP is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 
 
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale, mass 

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

planning. 
 
Conditions of Approval - King Ridge Estates 
 
1. A final utility plan is required to be approved by the City Engineer prior to plat recordation 

and implementation of the Conditional Use Permit. 
 
2. An Encroachment Agreement for the private driveway within the platted Ridge Avenue is 

a condition precedent to plat recordation.  Said Agreement shall be approved by the City 
Engineer as to content and by the City Attorney as to form. 

 
3. A landscape plan to mitigate the visual effects of the retaining walls is required to be 

submitted with a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit or Historic District Design Review, 
whichever is first. 

 
4. A snow removal plan is required to be submitted with a Steep Slope Conditional Use 

Permit or Historic District Design Review, whichever is first. 
 
5. The retaining wall will be veneered with natural stone. 
 
6. The City Engineer will review the transition slopes to the 15% grade. 
 
7. Parking is restricted on the driveway. 
 
8. The maximum height of the retaining wall cannot exceed 6.87 feet above existing grade. 
 
9. The Planning Commission will review the guardrail and lighting considerations at final 

design. 
 
10. The Conditional Use Permit expires on February 13, 2010, unless a building permit has 

been granted. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
 
Subject:  166 Ridge Avenue 
Project #:  PL-14-02268 
Authors:  Ryan Wassum, Planner & Christy Alexander, AICP, Planner II 
Date:   July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit for 166 Ridge Avenue, Lot 1, open a public hearing, and 
consider approving the CUP application as well as approving the garage height 
exception in accordance with the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of 
approval. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department. The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Owner/ Applicant:   Thaynes Capital Park City LLC – Damon Navarro 
Architect:   Jonathan DeGray  
Location:   166 Ridge Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HRL) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Vacant lots and 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 a new 
single family home with a proposed square footage of 2,823 square feet (sf) on a vacant 
5,899 sf lot located at 166 Ridge Avenue. The total floor area exceeds 1,000 sf and the 
construction is proposed on a slope of 30% or greater.  
 
Background  
On February 28, 2014, the City received an application for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at 166 Ridge Avenue. The application was 
deemed complete on May 30, 2014. The property is located in the Historic Residential 
(HR-L) District.   
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Plat Amendment 

On October 3, 2006, the City received a completed application for Subdivision No. 1 
Millsite Reservation plat amendment. The Planning Commission held numerous public 
hearings from February to September 2007 on the proposed plat. Concern was 
expressed regarding the use of platted, un-built Ridge Avenue right of way for a private 
driveway and the height of retaining walls that would be built for this driveway.  

On September 12, 2007, the Planning Commission forwarded a negative 
recommendation on the plat amendment, the City Council, after further staff analysis 
and amendments to the findings of fact and conditions of approval approved the plat on 
October 25, 2007. The plat (Exhibit A) was recorded on 6/13/08, Ordinance No. 07-74 
(Exhibit B). The City Council included Condition of Approval #16 which states: 

16. Applicant will seek a Variance or Special Exception for driveway grade in a 
platted un-built City Right of Way prior to proceeding with the Conditional Use 
Permit for driveway use of the right of way. 

Special Exception 

The Board of Adjustment, at a public hearing on December 18, 2007, granted a Special 
Exception to the LMC requirement (15-3-5 (A)) of a maximum grade of 10% within the 
City’s right of way, in this case, the platted Ridge Avenue ROW north of the paved 
Ridge Avenue. Increasing the driveway slope to 14% (matching the private driveway 
standard) would reduce the height of the associated retaining wall another 4 feet over 
the 100 foot length. (Exhibit C)  The final materials and design of the roadway and/or 
needed retaining walls must be brought back to the Planning Department and City 
Engineer for final review prior to sign-off by the City.   

Conditional Use Permit (driveway to be put into a platted un-built City right-of-way) 

At the April 25, 2007, meeting the Planning Commission directed the applicant to submit 
a Conditional Use Permit for construction of a driveway within un-built City ROW to 
address the standards of Land Management Code Section 15-3-5. The City received a 
completed application for the Conditional Use Permit for construction of a private 
driveway within a platted, un-built City street, on May 14, 2007. The application was 
heard on July 11 and July 25, 2007, and continued to a date uncertain. 

On February 13, 2008, the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Permit 
for construction within a platted, un-built right of way (Ridge Ave) with an expiration date 
of one year from the date of approval. On February 12, 2009, the City received a 
request for a one year extension of the approval for the driveway which was approved. 

Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 

On June 11, 2008, the Planning Commission opened a public hearing for a Steep Slope 
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Conditional Use Permit at 158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue to construct single-family 
homes on a slope greater than 30%. The Planning Commission denied the proposed 
Conditional Use Permit because it did not mitigate several of the criteria as outlined in 
Land Management Code 15-2.1-6(B). 

The applicant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision, and on September 18, 
2008, the City Council overturned the Planning Commission and approved the Steep 
Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) based on modifying the findings to mitigate the 
criteria for a Steep Slope CUP. 

No building permit was received and no construction occurred as required by the 
conditions of approval of the CUPs and the Conditional Use Permit for the Steep Slope 
and Conditional Use Permit for construction within a platted, un-built right of way both 
have expired. For this reason, the applicant is requesting the CUPs once again as his 
intentions are to build on Lot 1 as soon as possible. The CUP Driveway Access 
application that is being reviewed concurrently with this application is for Lots 1, 2, and 
3 (158, 162, and 166 Ridge Avenue). 

Summary of Prior Applications regarding this property: 

Applications Decision  Additional Information  

Plat Amendment Planning Commission: Negative 
Recommendation (9/12/07) 

City Council: Approved 
(10/25/07) 

 

Special Exception (driveway 
slope of 14%) 

Board of Adjustment: Approved 
(12/18/07) 

10% is the permitted maximum 
without a variance or special 
exception. 

CUP (Driveway) Planning Commission:  Approved 
(2/13/08) 

One year extension was granted 
in 2009; permit has expired and a 
new application will be reviewed 
by Planning Commission. 

Steep Slope CUP Planning Commission: Denied  
(6/11/08) 

City Council: Approved (9/18/08) 

Appealed by applicant to City 
Council and overturned; permit is 
currently expired. 

Because the total proposed structure is greater than 1,000 sf, and construction is 
proposed on an area of the lot that has a thirty percent (30%) or greater slope, the 
applicant is required to file a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application. The CUP is 
required to be reviewed by the Planning Commission, pursuant to LMC § 15-2.3-7, prior 
to issuance of a building permit.   
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The lot is a vacant, platted lot with existing grasses and little other vegetation. The lot is 
located between a vacant lot and the curve of Ridge Avenue, with access off of an 
unconstructed public right-of-way (Ridge Avenue) that is under concurrent CUP review 
by the Planning Commission to construct the ROW and provide access to Lots 1, 2, & 3. 
There are no existing structures or foundations on the lot. 
 
A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was reviewed concurrently with 
this application and found to be in compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic 
Districts and Historic Sites adopted in 2009.  Staff reviewed the final design, included as 
Exhibit A.  
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-2, Subzone A) District is to:  
 

A. reduce density that is accessible only by substandard Streets so these Streets 
are not impacted beyond their reasonable carrying capacity,   

B. provide an Area of lower density Residential Use within the old portion of Park 
City,  

C. preserve the character of Historic residential Development in Park City,  
D. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,  
E. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to 

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

F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes 
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment, and 

G. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan 
policies for the Historic core. 

 
Analysis 
According to the Plat, the maximum floor area for the entire structure cannot exceed 
3,030 square feet; the proposed house contains a total of 2,881 sf of floor area. The 
proposed building footprint is 1,624 sf and the 5,899 sf lot size allows a building footprint 
of 2,117.3 sf per the LMC building footprint calculator and as required on the Plat. The 
house complies with all setbacks, building footprint, and building height requirements of 
the HRL zone as well as all Plat Notes. Staff reviewed the plans and made the following 
LMC related findings: 
 
Requirement LMC Requirement and Plat 

Requirement 
Proposed 

Lot Size LMC: Minimum of 3,750 sf 5,899 sf, complies. 

Building Footprint LMC: 2,117.3 square feet (based on 
lot area) maximum 
Plat: 2,117 square feet 

1,624 square feet, 
complies. 

Maximum Floor 
Area 

LMC: N/A 
Plat: 3,030 sf 

2,881 square feet, 
complies. 

Front and Rear 
Yard 

LMC: 15 feet minimum (30 feet total) 
Plat: 15 feet 

15 feet (front) to entry and 
27 feet (front) to garage, 
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complies. 
30 feet (rear), complies. 

Side Yard  LMC: 5 feet minimum  
Plat: 5 feet 

5’ on each side, complies. 

Height LMC: 27 feet above existing grade, 
maximum.  35 feet above existing 
grade is permitted for a single car 
garage on a downhill lot upon 
Planning Director approval. 
Plat:  cannot exceed eighteen feet 
(18’) in height above the garage floor 
with an appropriate pitched roof 
(8:12 or greater). Height exception 
for the garage may be granted if it 
meets the preceding criteria. 

25-27 feet, complies. 
34.5 feet for the single car 
garage area (approved by 
Planning Director), 
complies. 
 
Does not exceed 18 feet 
in height above the garage 
floor, complies. 

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

32 feet, complies. 

Final grade  LMC:Final grade must be within four 
(4) vertical feet of existing grade 
around the periphery of the 
structure. 
Plat: N/A 

Maximum difference is 48” 
(4 feet) with most of the 
difference much less than 
48”, complies. 

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

Horizontal step occurs at 
22 feet, complies. 

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

The main roofs have 8:12 
pitches with secondary 
roof pitches at 4:12, 
complies.  
 

Parking LMC: Two (2) off-street parking 
spaces required. 
Plat: driveways into the garages 
cannot exceed the minimum slope 
necessary for drainage away from 

One (1) space within a 
single car garage and one 
uncovered space on the 
driveway, within the lot 
area, compliant with 
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the garages. required dimensions, 
complies. 
 
Driveway slopes and 
drainage away from 
garage has been 
addressed, complies. 

 
LMC § 15-2.1-7(B) requires a Conditional Use permit for development on steep sloping 
lots (30% or greater) if the structure contains more than one thousand square feet 
(1,000 sf) of floor area, including the garage, and stipulates that the Conditional Use 
permit can be granted provided the proposed application and design comply with the 
following criteria and impacts of the construction on the steep slope can be mitigated:  
 
Criteria 1: Location of Development.   
Development is located and designed to reduce visual and environmental impacts of the 
Structure.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed single family house is located in an existing platted residential 
subdivision, and can be characterized as Old Town infill development in a residentially 
zoned district. The development does not contain or abut any dedicated open space, 
forest, conservation easement, water body, wetland, floodplain, recreation area, or 
commercial establishment. The foundation is stepped with the grade and the amount of 
excavation is reduced. The single car garage will provide elevation proportions more in 
keeping with existing homes on that side of the street. The proposed footprint is less 
than that allowed for the lot area, setbacks are complied with, and overall height is less 
than allowable.      
 
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 street views, to show 
the proposed streetscape and how the proposed house fits within the context of the 
slope, neighboring structures, and existing vegetation.  
 
(a) A 3D visual analysis is included with the application. The analysis includes the 
proposed dwelling on lot 1, as well as conceptual dwellings on lots 2 and 3 for added 
context. The visual analysis shows that the proposed infill development will blend with 
the already developed lots that exist in the area. See (6) below for more detail. 
 
(b) As the proposed home is in keeping with the neighborhood, screening will not be 
necessary. That said, existing vegetation will be preserved throughout the platted 30-
foot-deep No-Disturb Area stretching across 86% of the rear boundary of the 
subdivision. Vegetation here is well developed, providing an appreciable natural buffer. 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 106 of 272



Temporary and permanent erosion mitigation and slope stabilization will be 
accomplished through best management practices as follows: 
 

Temporary measures: fabric fence sediment barriers at down gradient limits of 
disturbance; strategically located soil and materials stockpiles; limit work area to that 
which can be temporarily stabilized / controlled at the end of each work day; utilize 
terracing during excavation to limit stockpile height / slope length; erosion control 
blankets over disturbed areas where slopes are steeper than 3H:1V. East side of 
access at lots 2 and 3 - grade break will be supported with a temporary soil slope at 
1.5H:1V, and stabilized with seed and erosion control blanket. This slope will remain 
in place until work begins on lots 2 and or 3; 
 
Permanent measures: West side of access - grade break will be permanently 
stabilized via construction of a concrete retaining wall having an exposed-face height 
of 2 to 7 feet. Disturbed area west of the wall will be contained within the Ridge 
Avenue right-of-way, and will be revegetated with dense plantings, mulch, and 
riprap; East side of access at lot 1- grade break will be permanently stabilized via 
construction of the home itself. The building floor grades have been selected to 
create a code-compliant driveway while meshing with existing ground in the rear 
yard; North side of site (utilities to King Road) - grade break will be permanently 
stabilized via construction of terraced retaining structures having exposed-face 
heights ranging from 2 to 6 feet. Intervening terraces and transition areas will be re-
vegetated with dense plantings, mulch, and riprap. 

 
The visual analysis and streetscape demonstrate that the proposed design is visually 
compatible with the neighborhood, smaller in scale and mass than surrounding 
structures, and visual impacts are mitigated.  Potential impacts of the design are 
mitigated with minimized excavation and the lower profile of the roof height.  
Additionally, the garage door is located approximately 18 feet back from the edge of the 
property. 
 
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; however a side access 
garage is not possible on this site.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
All three subdivision lots front on a dedicated but unconstructed ROW, Ridge Avenue. 
To serve these lots, the developer will construct a private access driveway within the 
Ridge Avenue public right-of-way in keeping with the existing Encroachment Agreement 
recorded 6.13.2008, instrument no. 847042. 
 
The proposed design incorporates a relatively average driveway with a 10% slope from 
Ridge Avenue to the single car garage. Grading is minimized for both the driveway and 
the stepped foundation.  Due to the greater than 30% slope and lot width a side access 
garage would not minimize grading and would require a massive retaining wall. The 
driveway is designed to minimize Grading of the natural topography and to reduce 
overall Building scale.   
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Criteria 4: Terracing.   
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural 
Grade.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The project includes terraced retaining structures to regain natural grade. 
The lot has a steeper grade towards the front of the property with a slope of 61.9%. The 
average slope is 30% across the entire length of the developable lot. The foundation is 
terraced to regain Natural Grade without exceeding the allowed four (4’) foot of 
difference between final and existing grade. Stepped low retaining walls are proposed 
on the sides at the front portion of the lot to regain Natural Grade and to create the 
driveway.  New retaining walls will not exceed six feet (6’) in height, with the majority of 
the walls less than four feet (4’).  
 
Criteria 5: Building Location.  
Buildings, access, and infrastructure must be located to minimize cut and fill that would 
alter the perceived natural topography of the Site. The Site design and Building 
Footprint must coordinate with adjacent properties to maximize opportunities for open 
Areas and preservation of natural vegetation, to minimize driveway and Parking Areas, 
and provide variation of the Front Yard. No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner as to 
minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography. Both project 
access and the proposed home have been designed to follow the lay of the land, and 
the location of the ridgeline within the context of the neighborhood will not change. The 
more mature, dense vegetation within the dedicated no-disturb area along the rear 
boundary is to be preserved. Proposed driveway length from back of gutter to the face 
of lot 1 garage is just under 28 feet. 
 
Criteria 6:  Building Form and Scale.   
Where Building masses orient against the Lot’s existing contours, the Structures must 
be stepped with the Grade and broken into a series of individual smaller components 
that are Compatible with the District.  Low profile Buildings that orient with existing 
contours are strongly encouraged.  The garage must be subordinate in design to the 
main Building.  In order to decrease the perceived bulk of the Main Building, the 
Planning Commission may require a garage separate from the main Structure or no 
garage.  No unmitigated impacts. 
 
The proposed residence exhibits a low-profile design with only a single level presented 
to the access drive. The building will orient / step with the contour of the land, dropping 
to a private rear yard. The garage as designed is subordinate to the main building. 
Horizontal stepping, as required by the LMC, also decreases the perceived bulk as 
viewed from the street.   
 
Staff finds that the structure complies with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts 
and Historic Sites.  The structure reflects the historic character of Park City’s Historic 
Sites such as simple building forms, unadorned materials, and restrained 
ornamentation.  The style of architecture should be selected and all elevations of the 
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building are designed in a manner consistent with a contemporary interpretation of the 
chosen style.  Exterior elements of the new development—roofs, entrances, eaves, 
chimneys, porches, windows, doors, steps, retaining walls, garages, etc—are of human 
scale and are compatible with the neighborhood and even traditional architecture. The 
scale and height of the new structure follows the predominant pattern of the 
neighborhood.   
 
Criteria 7: Setbacks. 
The Planning Commission may require an increase in one or more Setbacks to 
minimize the creation of a “wall effect” along the Street front and/or the Rear Lot Line. 
The Setback variation will be a function of the Site constraints, proposed Building scale, 
and Setbacks on adjacent Structures.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
The proposed building will meet required setbacks. The building facade is stepped, 
while the access to lots 1-3 is quite short, thereby rendering any potential "wall effect" 
imperceptible. 
 
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 massing and architectural design components are compatible with both 
the volume and massing of existing structures.  The design minimizes the visual mass 
and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed house and existing historic 
structures. The building volume is not maxed out in terms of footprint and most of the 
heights of the structure are lower than the maximum height of 27’, with some portions 
exactly at a height of 27’. The majority of the mass and volume of the proposed house is 
located behind the front façade and below Ridge Avenue. The rear of the house backs 
to a non-disturbed area and vacant lots. 
 
Criteria 9:  Building Height (Steep Slope).  
The maximum Building Height in the HR-L District is twenty-seven feet (27') (and up to a 
maximum of thirty-five feet for a single car garage on a downhill lot per Planning 
Director approval). The Planning Commission may require a reduction in Building 
Height for all, or portions, of a proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to 
mitigate differences in scale between a proposed Structure and existing residential 
Structures.  No unmitigated impacts.  
 
The proposed structure complies with the 27 feet maximum building height requirement 
measured from existing grade. Overall the proposed height is less than the allowed 
height. A 35 foot height is allowed for a garage on a downhill lot per Planning Director 
approval and this design proposes a maximum of 34.5 feet for the garage area. To 
minimize the amount of roof that is over the 27’ height limit, a single car garage is 
proposed rather than a tandem car garage allowed by code. A ten foot (10’) minimum 
horizontal step in the downhill façade is required below 23 feet and the proposed 
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horizontal step takes place at 22 feet. The proposed height measurement from the 
lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate is 32 feet in height, 
slightly lower than the allowable maximum of 35 feet.  
 
Process 
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City 
Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.  Approval of the Historic 
District Design Review application was noticed separately. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were 
brought up at that time. A final utility plan, including storm water plan, will be required to 
be reviewed with the building permit and which shall have been approved by the City 
Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.  An Encroachment Agreement and 
Snow Shed Easement with the City Engineer are required to be executed and recorded 
prior to issuance of a building permit—these have already been completed.  
 
A final Historic District Design review and approval and Steep Slope CUPs are required 
for each lot prior to issuance of a building permit. The landscape plan shall be reviewed 
with the HDDR. During the Development Review Committee meeting, the Water 
Department stated that the water line will need to be looped to Samson Avenue and 
may need to go up to King Road. SBWRD and the City Engineer were concerned how 
to address utilities in a private drive within the public ROW, perhaps requiring an 
easement to provide access. This should be resolved with the City Engineer and the 
SBWRD prior to the City sign-off on plans. No further issues were brought up other than 
standards items that have been addressed by revisions and/or conditions of approval. 
 
Notice 
On July 9, 2014, the property was posted and notice was mailed to affected property 
owners within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on July 5, 
2014. 
 
Public Input 
No input has been received regarding the Steep Slope CUP.  
 
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may approve the Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit 
for 166 Ridge Avenue and garage height exception as conditioned or amended, 
or 

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

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

 
Significant Impacts 
As conditioned, there are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this 
application. The lot is an existing platted residential lot that contains native grasses and 
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shrubs.  A storm water management plan will be required to handle storm water run-off 
at historic release rates.  
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The construction as proposed could not occur and the applicant would have to revise 
the plans.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit at 166 Ridge Avenue, Lot 1, open a public hearing, and 
consider approving the CUP application as well as approving the garage height 
exception in accordance with the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of 
approval. 
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 166 Ridge Avenue.  
2. The property is described as a Lot 1, King Ridge Estates, a portion of Block 75, 

Millsite Reservation to Park City. 
3. The lot is 131.07’ in length on the north side, by 99.12’ in length on the south side, 

with a width of 50’; the lot contains 5,899 sf of area. The allowable building footprint 
is 2,117.3 sf for a lot of this size and the proposed building footprint is 1,624 sf. 

4. The Plat states the maximum floor area cannot exceed 3,030 sf; the proposed home 
has a floor area of 2,881 sf (excluding a 267 sf garage as the Plat Notes state 
garages up to 600 sf are not included in the overall floor area). 

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

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

7. Access to the property is from Ridge Avenue, an unbuilt right-of-way to be built by 
the applicant. The lot is a downhill lot. 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.  

8. The neighborhood is characterized by primarily historic and non-historic single family 
houses and vacant lots.  

9. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was reviewed by staff for 
compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites 
adopted in 2009.  The design was found to comply with the Guidelines.  

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

11. The driveway is proposed to be a maximum of 13 feet in width and 27 feet in length 
from the edge of the street to the garage in order to place the entire length of the 
second parking space entirely within the lot. The garage door complies with the 
maximum width and height of nine feet (9’).  

12. The garage does not exceed 18 feet in height above the garage floor. 
13. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks.  
14. The proposed structure complies with allowable height limits and height envelopes 

for the HR-L zoning district as the house measures less than 27 feet in height from 
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existing grade, the structure is less than the maximum height of 35 feet measured 
from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that 
supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters, and the design includes a 10 foot step back 
at a height slightly below 23 feet.  

15. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with the Historic District Design Guidelines 
as well as the requirements of 15-5-5 of the LMC. 

16. The proposed materials reflect the historic character of Park City’s Historic Sites, 
incorporating simple forms, unadorned materials, and restrained ornamentation.  
The exterior elements are of human scale and the scale and height follows the 
predominant pattern of the neighborhood, in particular the pattern of houses on the 
downhill side of Park Avenue.  

17. Lot coverage, site grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with 
neighboring sites.  The size and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding 
sites, as are details such as the foundation, roofing, materials, as well as window 
and door openings. The single car attached garage and off-street parking area also 
complies with the Design Guidelines. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

24. The garage height is 34.5 feet on a downhill lot; garage height may exceed up to 35’ 
on a downhill lot subject to Planning Director approval. 

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

specifically section 15-2.1-6(B). 
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan. 
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale, 

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

planning. 
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Conditions of Approval 
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply. 
2. No Building permit shall be issued until the Plat has been recorded. 
3. City approval of a construction mitigation plan is a condition precedent to the 

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

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

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 to the City for review prior to building 
permit issuance.  Such plan will include water efficient landscaping and drip 
irrigation, and shall mitigate the visual effects of the retaining walls. Lawn area shall 
be limited in area.  

7. 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.  

8. This approval will expire on July 23, 2015, if a building permit has not been issued 
by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this 
approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by 
the Planning Director.  

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

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

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

12. The garage door shall be a “carriage” style door made of wood. 
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. Final lighting 
details will be reviewed by the Planning Staff prior to installation. 

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

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

16. Parking is only allowed on the private driveway in front of the garage for 166 Ridge 
Avenue; parking is prohibited on the private drive (extending from Ridge Avenue). 
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Page 3 
City Council Meeting 
September 18, 2008 
 
 Consideration of a Resolution declaring September 21-28, 2008 as “Bag the 
Bag” Week in Park City, Utah and promoting the use of reusable shopping bags – Diane 
Foster introduced David Gerber and Megan Fernandez from the Leadership Class.  Ms. 
Fernandez on behalf of the Leadership Class, thanked Recycle Utah, Park City High 
School Environmental Club, Sustainability Team and all of the residents who have 
supported the Resolution.  The goal of the Class project is to promote the use of 
reusable shopping bags which could have a huge positive impact on the landfill.  She 
introduced the Bag Monster, wearing close to 500 bags, which is the number used by 
the average American citizen every year and ends up in the landfill polluting the 
environment.  She discussed Leadership researching sustainable practices in other 
communities and concluding that the best strategy for Park City is a voluntary approach 
to change and they would like to revisit it in a year to evaluate its success.   
 
David Gerber discussed Bag to Bag Week where the Bag Monster will make special 
appearances.  A local business donated 4,700 reusable bags that will be distributed 
throughout the week.  He discussed programs targeted for elementary school kids and 
a media push.  The group will have a table at the Park City Film Festival over the 
weekend with informational pieces and the High School Environmental Club will be 
passing out reusable bags on Saturday, September 27.  Mr. Gerber asked that the 
Council waive the fee for temporary special use signs; all members agreed.   
 
Liza Simpson, “I move we adopt a Resolution declaring September 21-28, 2008 as “Bag 
the Bag” Week and promoting the use of reusable shopping bags within Park City”.  The 
Mayor expressed his appreciation of the Leadership’s Class efforts.  Jim Hier seconded.  
Motion unanimously carried. 
 
VI OLD BUSINESS (Continued public hearings) 
 
 1. Consideration of an Ordinance annexing approximately 286.64 acres of property 
located at the southwest corner of the SR248 and US40 interchange in the Quinn’s 
Junction area, known as the Park City Heights Annexation, into the corporate limits of 
Park City, Utah, and approving a Water Agreement, and amending the Official Zoning 
Map of Park city to zone the property in the Community Transition Zoning District (CT) – 
The City Attorney stated that the petitioners requested a motion to continue to October 
2, 2008.  The Mayor opened the public hearing and with no comments from the 
audience requested a motion to continue to October 2, 2008.  Candace Erickson, “I so 
move”.  Roger Harlan seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
 2. Consideration of an appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial on June 25, 
2008 of a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for 158 Ridge Avenue, 162 Ridge 
Avenue and 166 Ridge Avenue – Brooks Robinson explained that a hearing on these 
properties was conducted on August 21, 2008.  The appellant must prove the Planning 
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Page 4 
City Council Meeting 
September 18, 2008 
 
Commission erred in its decision.  At the meeting, Council requested information 
regarding the visuals presented at the plat amendment stage last October and a survey 
of heights of the surrounding buildings because it was critical in the Planning 
Commission’s decision and relevant to some discussions on compatibility in the Historic 
District.  He referred to the PowerPoint presentation in the meeting packet prepared by 
the appellants and the plat amendment meeting information prepared in October.   
 
Mr. Robison referred to a concern expressed by Commissioner Peek at the last meeting 
regarding one of the garages measuring 23 feet, but it actually met the plat requirement 
at 21 feet.  The Planning Commission found non-compliance with the setback shown at 
the plat stage and the applicant has expressed willingness to correct that to 58 feet 
consistent with the plat.  If the Council decides to overturn the Planning Commission’s 
decision, staff asks that the findings be prepared and ratified by the City Council.  Final 
findings to deny for all three properties have been prepared and are available.   
 
Spencer Viernes, Ray Quinney & Nebeker attorney for Silver King Resources LLC, 
referred to their presentation made on August 21 and asked for an opportunity to rebuke 
any comments or analysis tonight with respect to the Code, if needed.   
 
Jonathan DeGray, architect, presented information through a PowerPoint presentation 
about building types in the neighborhood which was requested from Council last 
meeting.  A variety of vantage points were photographed from Ridge Avenue, King 
Road, Sampson Avenue, Woodside Avenue, Prospect Avenue, and Ontario Avenue 
and Mr. DeGray pointed out a number of three and four storied buildings which were 
identified on the graphic by a marker.  He also displayed newer three and four level 
construction at the end of Ridge Avenue as it meets Daly Avenue.   
 
Mr. DeGray illustrated a slide of the building section presented during the plat process 
for this project.  He stated that he did not produce the drawing; it was prepared by Gus 
Sherry.  The rendering shows the building hanging out above the grade line about eight 
feet and four levels although the bottom level is elevated about a half flight and the 
building does not meet the ground.  In comparison to the actual architectural section, 
the building falls within the height limit and the multi-storied section is further up the hill.  
Another difference is his building is two feet lower in grade than the plat section shows.  
He explained that a number of levels result in the significant vertical change.  The CUP 
for the driveway, serving all three structures, was approved in February 2008.  
Additional building sections were provided to the Planning Commission at that time 
showing four stories on all of the plans which were displayed.  The overall site plan also 
shows four stories for the three properties.   
 
Mr. DeGray emphasized that he relayed to the Planning Commission that if the 
additional setback of five feet on Lot #3 is an issue, they are willing to increase it from 
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Page 5 
City Council Meeting 
September 18, 2008 
 
53 feet to 58 feet.  The dimension of the garage on Lot #2 was an oversight on the 
steep slope CUP information as 23 feet but will be 21 feet and has been corrected.  The 
incorrect drawing seems to continue to be circulated.   
 
Joe Kernan pointed out references to four story buildings throughout the findings and 
the retaining structures on the side of the buildings which are not at natural grade but 
are a manipulation of grade in order to bury the lowest story which is not counted 
toward gross floor area.  He asked if the use of retaining walls is typical and acceptable.  
Mr. DeGray responded that the Code defines stories and basements and what is 
allowed for the manipulation of grade.  The project has taken advantage of the 
allowance in the LMC to bring the grade up and around those lower levels to pull them 
out from the building.  The retaining walls allow the buildings to step back rather than 
result in a vertical façade and he relayed that the Code requires stepping to tie into the 
natural topography.  The plat was approved with constraints on square footage and 
footprint which resulted in this design with the basement.  Brooks Robinson interjected 
that over the past 15 years, maximum house sizes have been noted on plats and it has 
been more common to see the retaining wall to accommodate the basement design to 
acquire the maximum square footage, since the basement is not counted.  He 
suggested that this be addressed in future amendments to the Code, if desired by 
Council.  Roger Harlan expressed concern if this practice encourages large four story 
construction accomplished with changing grade with an artificial retaining wall.  Jim Hier 
acknowledged that the basement square footage is not counted but there could still be a 
four story building on the site with less square footage, but it would still look like a four 
story building.  The fact that some of the square footage is buried underground wouldn’t 
change the above-ground impact.  He did not believe that any of the arguments in the 
findings for denial indicate that the square footage is too high; the focus is that the 
buildings are four stories.  Mayor Williams asked if the intent was to include the 
basement square footage in the maximum 3,030 square foot maximum and Brooks 
Robinson responded, no and added that it was never pertinent to the Planning 
Commission.  The staff tried to be very clear, especially in compiling neighborhood 
house size information, that basement square footage was excluded so that 
comparisons were effective and compatibility was based on the same criteria.   
 
Jim Hier believed that at the meetings of September 27 and October 26, 2007, Lot #2 
was presented as three floors with a step-down area; the floors changed from a four 
foot separation to a ten foot separation.  Jonathan DeGray explained that the graphic of 
the building above-grade shows that it’s hanging out in space.  It needs to touch ground 
or the grade needs to be artificially built up.  He reminded members that Mr. Sherry 
developed the sections based on the footprint requirements and the elevation changes 
between his road work and the existing grade on the lower part of the site.  He couldn’t 
explain the graphic but pointed out that even if it was a three story structure, it would 
have the same volume above ground.  Jim Hier recalled that the other two buildings 
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City Council Meeting 
September 18, 2008 
 
were always shown as four stories.  Liza Simpson agreed that following the changing 
plans was confusing and pointed out that the engineer’s drawing showed the buildings 
exceeding height limitations.  Mr. DeGray interjected that this occurred prior to the 
restriction on the plat.  Ms. Simpson continued that she contemplated the design 
dropping down so the height was compliant.   
 
Sean Marquardt, agent for appellant, explained that he worked with the engineer, Gus 
Sherry, and discussed the definition of floor area which became a focus at the time.  
Because the building was hanging out, they assumed there would be a basement.  He 
stated that they looked at Anchor Development which has a maximum above-ground 
square footage of about 3,025.  The lot allows for a 2,200 square footprint and access 
off of Kind Road.  Mr. Marquardt pointed out that the formula will yield over 5,000 
square feet and other undeveloped properties around them will likely be in excess of 
5,000 square feet as well because of the plat notes.   
 
Jim Hier stated that Findings Nos. 7, 8, 11, and 13 all address an issue four stories, but 
there isn’t a finding that explains the problems and why they should be prohibited which 
should have been the basis for other findings regarding four stories.  He finds it difficult 
to support those findings for denial.  Finding No. 9 deals with the terrace, Finding No. 10 
with building location, Finding No. 12 with setbacks, and Finding No. 14 is not specific.  
He understood that Finding No. 16 relating to the garage dimension issue has been 
remedied.   
 
With regard to Finding No. 9, Mr. Viernes explained that the Planning Commission 
argued that the retaining structures were a manipulation of grade.  His analysis of the 
LMC is that the finding is not relevant to the criteria in the LMC.   Section 15-2.1-6(b) (4) 
provides that terrace retaining structures are allowed to retain natural grade.  The June 
11, 2006 staff report indicates that the retaining structures maintain natural grade.  The 
Planning Commission finding is not supported by any factual evidence provided to 
them.  Finding No. 10  regarding the natural topography of the site where the criteria in 
the Code indicates that the buildings act as infrastructure must be located to minimize 
cut and fill that would alter the perceived topography.  There is no language in the 
finding of fact that indicates the natural topography has been altered, in fact the 
previous Finding No. 9 from the original June 11, 2006 staff report indicates that natural 
grade is maintained similar to the topography.  Criteria No. 5 goes on to indicate that the 
site design and the building footprint have to coordinate with adjacent properties to 
maximum opportunities for open areas, preservation of natural vegetation, and minimize 
driveway and parking areas.  Extensive discussions with the planning staff in preparing 
the design of the site planning for the original plat approval were lengthy and focused on 
site design, lot size, building footprint size, maximum square footage, inclusion of a non-
disturbance area to preserve natural vegetation and the design of the driveway CUP in 
order to minimize the driveway and parking areas.  Spencer Viernes explained that the 
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discussions with the planning staff in preparing the designs and site planning for the 
original plat approval were lengthy, including the design of the driveway CUP.  The 
Planning Commission’s finding that the natural topography is very steep and the 
building does not correspond to the natural topography is not tied to the LMC.   
 
Sean Marquardt commented that the Planning Commission’s Finding No. 11 again 
states that the scale of the building is not in keeping with the Historic District, indicating 
that four stories are achieved only through the manipulation of exterior grade.  There’s 
no mention whether four stories is appropriate or inappropriate in the LMC nor is there 
any mention of number of stories in the Historic District Guidelines and is therefore 
irrelevant.  Jonathan DeGray also pointed out that the presentation documents a 
multitude of existing four storied buildings within the neighborhood.   
 
With regard to setbacks, Mr. Viernes expressed that the applicant has demonstrated a 
willingness to comply.  The setbacks are intended to minimize a wall effect along the 
street and the rear property line and the size and architecture of the structure is largely 
a function of the restrictions placed from the plat approval process.  Jonathan DeGray 
added that with the setbacks of 37 feet on Lot 1, 55 feet on Lot 2 and 58 feet on Lot 3 
significantly exceed the normal setbacks for the zone.   
 
Liza Simpson expressed that she is not in agreement with the appellant’s argument 
about findings relating to four stories.  She believes that the Planning Commission 
found that the project does not fit within the neighborhood and the findings are still valid 
when omitting the words “four story”.  Although she appreciates the visuals, examples 
exist that support incompatibility and she agrees with the findings.   
 
Mr. Viernes pointed out that under the LMC, the factual findings are actually for de novo 
review so there’s no reason to rely solely on findings.  In response to a comment from 
Joe Kernan, Mr. Viernes felt there needs to be an objective standard that can be applied 
uniformly to each new development because without uniformity, actions lead toward ad 
hoc legislation and the general public doesn’t know what to expect.  He felt that 
compatibility should be measurable criteria so proposals can be evaluated.  Jonathan 
DeGray added that they moved forward with discussions with staff based on the criteria 
of the LMC.   
 
Mayor Dana Williams expressed that his concern dealt with compatibility acknowledging 
that this finding is difficult to defend through the LMC.  He recognized the Council’s 
philosophical beliefs about compatibility in the Historic District but felt that this is another 
discussion for another night.  Candace Erickson agreed stating that she does not like 
the project and felt there is a loophole in the Code that needs to be changed.  
Discussion continued regarding the belief that the design of the structure without 
manipulation of grade would look similar above-ground because there is no height limit.   
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Mr. Hier also noted that the Planning Commission did not seem concerned about 
square footage but compatibility in the neighborhood.  Brooks Robinson agreed with Mr. 
Hier’s comments about above-ground square footage. He explained that 
philosophically, the square footage that is buried is not an issue because it doesn’t 
affect the visual mass and scale of the above-ground building.   
 
Mark Harrington explained that in consideration of the previous comments and if the 
manipulation of grade doesn’t violate the standard to minimize cut and fill that would 
alter the perception of natural grade it is not material to Council and therefore, the 
Planning Commission finding can not be supported for denial.  He emphasized that this 
is not a loophole in the LMC, but a deliberate amendment to the Code.   
 
Liza Simpson stated that she does not accept the statement that compatibility has to be 
completely quantifiable because it is visual.  Mark Harrington agreed that it does not 
have to be as quantifiable as expressed by legal counsel, because the result is cookie-
cutter designs.  However, at the same time, the Code must articulate incompatibility or 
describe the adverse impact that can not be mitigated.  The finding must be objective 
and if it is visual, members need to distinguish between the appellant’s presentation on 
existing three and four storied buildings from the facts of this case.  Through use of a 
project model, Jonathan DeGray explained the look of the structure if it were pushed 
back into the hillside with no terrace or retaining wall and he described a building with 
less square footage but a more vertical look because of no stepping.  There could still 
be a basement.   
 
Brooks Robinson noted that if the far north end was kept close to existing grade, then 
some square footage would have been counted on the lowest level (200 to 300 square 
feet).  The Mayor invited public input.   
 
Carlene Riley, 84 Daly, stated that this development is too big and allowing three and 
four storied structures on Ridge Avenue will set a precedent for the Historic District.   
Steep slopes should be analyzed and she wished that a smaller scale would have been 
determined early in the process.   
 
With no further comments, the Mayor closed public input.   
 
Roger Harlan brought up measuring compatibility objectively and Mark Harrington 
added that the compatibility analysis was submitted at the subdivision level which 
focused on above-ground mass.  He felt providing this study is fairly objective and part 
of the staff’s practice when faced with these questions.  The problem in this instance is 
that the basement exception allows approximately 1,200 to 800 additional square feet 
depending on the application, of buried area.  In terms of the finding of compatibility and 
how it compares to the presentation is the crux of the issue.  Finding No. 1 was clarified 
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as being the criteria in the Code for a steep slope CUP and there was discussion about 
the intent of terracing to avoid steep flat building facades.  Brooks Robinson pointed out 
that steep slope criteria encourage that the building be broken up into smaller 
components.  Jim Hier stated that in his opinion, four stories are allowed by the 
footprints dictated on the plat with no restriction on total height.  If it is not compatible 
with the neighborhood it can’t be because of total square footage and it’s not because of 
manipulation of natural grade because the resulting structure would be similar.  Liza 
Simpson did not believe that the project follows the natural topography.  The 
presentation photos show houses on hillsides while the Ridge Avenue structures are on 
a bench area.  The Mayor emphasized that if the design followed natural topography, 
the look and visual impact of the resulting buildings would not be very different.   
 
Jim Hier, “I move that we direct staff to prepare findings for approval of the CUP for 158, 
162, and 166 Ridge Avenue based on modifying the findings based on the initial 
findings prepared for approval in a prior packet”.   Joe Kernan seconded.  Roger Harlan 
believed that the project will be most visible from Prospect Avenue but not other 
viewpoints.  Motion carried. 
 
   Candace Erickson  Nay 
   Roger Harlan   Aye    
   Jim Hier   Aye 
   Joe Kernan   Aye 
   Liza Simpson  Nay 
 
VII ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION – AGENDA ITEMS 
 
VIII ADJOURNMENT 
 
With no further business, the regular meeting of the City Council was adjourned.   
 
MEMORANDUM OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
The City Council met in closed session at approximately 2:30 p.m.  Members in 
attendance were Mayor Dana Williams, Candace Erickson, Roger Harlan, Jim Hier, Joe 
Kernan, and Liza Simpson.  Staff present was Tom Bakaly, City Manager; Jerry Gibbs, 
Public Works Director; Kathy Lundborg, Water Manager; Tom Daley, Deputy City 
Attorney; and Mark Harrington, City Attorney.   Joe Kernan, “I move to close the 
meeting to discuss property, litigation and personnel“.  Jim Hier seconded.  Motion 
carried unanimously.  The meeting opened at approximately 4 p.m.  Jim Hier, “I move to 
open the meeting”.  Candace Erickson seconded.  Motion unanimously carried.   
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The meeting for which these minutes were prepared was noticed by posting at least 24 
hours in advance and by delivery to the news media two days prior to the meeting. 
 
Prepared by Janet M. Scott 
 

____________________________ 
Janet M. Scott, City Recorder 
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17. This approval will expire on July 23, 2015, if a building permit has not been issued. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Plans (existing conditions, survey, site plan, elevations, floor plans) 
Exhibit B- Visual Analysis/ Streetscape 
Exhibit C- Existing Photographs 
Exhibit D- Notice of City Council Action and Staff Report (September 18, 2008) 
Exhibit E- City Council Minutes (September 19, 2008) 
Exhibit F- Plat Amendment and Plat Ordinance  
Exhibit G- Special Exception (December 19, 2007) 
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Planning Commission  
Staff Report 
 
Subject: Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase II 

condominium plat for Unit 35 located at 8200 Royal Street East 
Author: Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II  
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Condominium Record of Survey Amendment 
Project Number: PL-14-02394 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider 
forwarding a positive recommendation for the Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase II 
condominium plat for Unit 35 based on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and 
conditions of approval as stated in the draft ordinance. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning 
Department.  The Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider 
the recommendation but should make its decisions independently. 
 
Description 
Applicant:  Marshall King, representative of the owner (WCSCM Utah 

LLC) and the HOA 
Location:   8200 Royal Street East, Unit #35 
Zoning: Residential Development (RD) as part of the Deer Valley 

MPD and is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay 
Adjacent Land Uses: Stag Lodge Condominium units, ski terrain of Deer Valley 

Resort, single family homes. 
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council approval. 
 
Proposal 
The applicant is requesting to amend the existing Stag Lodge Phase II record of survey 
plat for Unit 35 (Exhibit A). This unit is a detached, single family unit. The amendment is 
a request to enlarge Unit 35 by expanding the Garage Level to encompass the entire 
existing building footprint. A portion of the area that includes the proposed expansion is 
currently designated as Common Area. This proposal would convert the Common Area 
to Private Ownership Area A. All of the changes taking place on this proposed plat are 
internal and will not alter the exterior appearance of Unit 35. The footprint of the Unit will 
not change and no additional parking is required. 
 
Background  
On June 6, 2014, the owner submitted an application for an amended record of survey 
for the Stag Lodge Phase II condominiums. Stag Lodge Phase II is a 12 unit Phase of 
the 52 unit condominium project located in the Silver Lake area of Deer Valley. The 
Stag Lodge Condominium project consists of a total of 52 units ranging in size from 
2,213 sf to 6,806.8 sf. The applicant wishes to amend the plat to enlarge Unit 35 by 
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expanding the Garage Level to encompass the entire existing building footprint. A 
portion of the area that includes the proposed expansion is currently designated as 
Common Area. This proposal would convert the Common Area to Private Ownership 
Area A. 
 
During the time after the recording of the Second Amended Stag Lodge Phase II and 
this current proposal to Unit 35 of Stag Lodge Phase II, expansion into Private 
Ownership Area B took place by the previous owner. This proposed plat will reflect 
those changes. During this same time frame, the area designated as Unexcavated on 
the Entry Level of the Second Amended Stag Lodge Phase II was also expanded by the 
previous owner, to be included as part of Unit 35. This area will now be shown as 
Private Ownership Area A on the proposed plat. Alliance Engineering discovered these 
changes when they were surveying the property for the new owner. The amended plat 
will reflect the changes the previous owner had made without seeking permits and 
approval from the Planning and Building Departments. There are two designations for 
private areas (Private Area A and B), which have been found on previous plats. Private 
Area B typically is area that has not had any changes made to the area and Private 
Area A typically is private area that has been amended. 
 
All of the changes that have taken place and will now take place on this proposed plat 
are internal and will not alter the exterior appearance of Unit 35. Sheet 1 of 5 of Stag 
Lodge Phase II, recorded January 17, 1989, as Entry No. 303348 will not be affected, 
as it is not being proposed to alter the footprint of the building in any way and does not 
change the number of units. The parking requirement for this unit is 2 spaces. The unit 
has an attached two car garage. No additional parking is required. 
 
Stag Lodge Phase II plat was approved by City Council on January 11, 1989 and 
recorded at Summit County on January 17, 1989. The First Amended Stag Lodge 
Phase II plat was approved by City Council on June 6, 2002 and recorded at Summit 
County on January 17, 2003 and basically created two types of ownership for the Units. 
The Second Amended Stag Lodge Phase II plat was approved by City Council on July 
1, 2004 and recorded at Summit County on May 25, 2005 and created additional private 
area for the Units. 
  
Stag Lodge is subject to the 11th Amended Deer Valley Master Plan Development 
(DVMPD) that allows 52 units for Stag Lodge. There are 52 existing Stag Lodge units 
and the proposed amendments do not create additional units. The DVMPD allowed 50 
units to be built at the Stag Lodge parcel in addition to the 2 units that existed prior to 
the DVMPD. A total of 52 units are allowed per the Eleventh Amended DVMPD and 52 
units exist within the Stag Lodge parcel. The Stag Lodge units are all included in the 
11th Amended Deer Valley Master plan and the developer, with the approval of Planning 
Commission, could elect whether to utilize either the City’s Unit Equivalent (UE) formula 
of 2,000 square feet per or develop the allowed number of units without a stipulated unit 
size and are not developed using the LMC unit equivalent formula   
 
In the case of Stag Lodge, the developer utilized the number of units with no size 
restriction. The Stag Lodge Condominium project consists of 52 units ranging in size 
from 2,213 sf to 6,806.8 sf. Unit 35 is currently platted as 5,017 sf. If approved, Unit 35 
increases by 1,789.8 sf. Approval of the Garage/Lower Level as private area and 
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reflecting changes to the Main Level and Entry Level would increase Unit 35 to 6,806.8 
sf. 
 
Analysis 
The zoning for Unit 35 is within the DVMPD and is Residential Development (RD). The 
area was part of the original DVMPD that was zoned RD-MPD during the approval of 
that Master Planned Development and is within the Sensitive Lands Overlay. The unit 
was built in 1989 and is accessed via private road. The development is required to have 
60% open space, but because the footprint of the unit is not changing there is no 
change to the open space.  The property is subject to the following criteria:  
 
 Permitted through 11th 

Amended DVMPD  
Proposed 

Height 28’-35’ No changes are proposed. 
Setbacks Per the record of survey plat No changes are proposed.  
Units/ UE 52 units No change proposed to the 

allowed number of units 
Parking 2 spaces for Unit 35 2 spaces for Unit 35. No changes 

are proposed 
Square 
Footage 

5,017 square feet private area 
existing 

6,806.8 square feet private area 
proposed (see Exhibit A) 

 
 
 
Good Cause 
Planning Staff finds that there is good cause for this record of survey amendment to 
reflect the as-built conditions and allow the owner to utilize basement area as private 
living area without increasing the building footprint or parking requirements, consistent 
with provisions of the Deer Valley MPD. Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo 
harm to adjacent property owners and all requirements of the Land Management Code 
for any future development can be met. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  There were no issues 
raised by any of the departments regarding this proposal that have not been addressed 
by the conditions of approval.   
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed on July 9, 2014 to property owners 
within 300 feet in accordance with the requirements in the LMC. Legal notice was also 
published in the Park Record and on the public notice website in accordance with the 
requirements of the LMC.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report.  
 
Process 
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Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be 
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly 
noticed by posting of the permit. 
 
Alternatives 
 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council for the Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase II record of survey plat for Unit 35 
as conditioned or amended; or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase II record of survey plat and direct 
staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the Third Amended Stag 
Lodge Phase II record of survey plat to a date certain and provide direction to the 
applicant and/or staff to provide additional information necessary to make a decision 
on this item.  

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.  
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The additional basement areas will not be identified as private areas and will remain as 
common area. This area will not be considered to be part of Unit 35 for the exclusive 
use of Unit 35.  
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing, consider input and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Third 
Amended Stag Lodge Phase II condominium plat for Unit 35 based on the findings of 
fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as stated in the draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance and Amended Plat  
Exhibit B – Vicinity Map/Aerial Photographs 
Exhibit C – Streetscape Images 
Exhibit D – Existing plats for Unit 35 
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Ordinance No. 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE THIRD AMENDMENT TO THE STAG LODGE 
PHASE II CONDOMINIUMS FOR UNIT 35, LOCATED AT 8200 ROYAL STREET 

EAST, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property known as the Stag Lodge Phase II 
condominium Unit 35, has petitioned the City Council for approval of a request for an 
amendment to the record of survey plat to designate additional Garage/Lower Level 
area as private area; and 

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

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

9, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 23, 2014, to 

receive input on the amended  record of survey plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation to the City 

Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on August 14, 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 Third 

Amended Stag Lodge Phase II record of survey plat for Unit 35 to reflect as-built 
conditions and allow the owner to utilize Garage/Lower Level area as private living area 
without increasing the building footprint or parking requirements, consistent with 
provisions of the Deer Valley MPD, as amended (11th Amended DVMPD). 

 
WHEREAS, Staff finds that the plat will not cause undo harm to adjacent 

property owners and all requirements of the Land Management Code for any future 
development can be met. 

 
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 Third Amended Stag Lodge Phase II condominium record of survey 
plat for Unit 35, as shown in Exhibit A, is approved subject to the following Findings of 
Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 8200 Royal Street East, Unit 35.  
2. The property is located within the Residential Development (RD) zone and is subject 

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

4. The Stag Lodge parcels are all included in the 11th Amended Deer Valley Master 
plan and are not developed using the LMC unit equivalent formula. 

5. Stag Lodge Phase II plat was approved by City Council on January 11, 1989 and 
recorded at Summit County on January 17, 1989. The First Amended Stag Lodge 
Phase II plat was approved by City Council on June 6, 2002 and recorded at Summit 
County on January 17, 2003. The Second Amended Stag Lodge Phase II plat was 
approved by City Council on July 1, 2004 and recorded at Summit County on May 
25, 2005. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusions of Law: 
1. There is good cause for this amendment to the record of survey. 
2. The amended record of survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land 

Management Code and applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
3. The amended record of survey plat is consistent with the 11th Amended and 

Restated Deer Valley Master Planned Development. 
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed record of 

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

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 and 

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

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

3. All other conditions of approval of the Stag Lodge Condominium record of survey 
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plats as amended and the Deer Valley MPD shall continue to apply. 
4. The plat shall be recorded at Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of 

certificates of occupancy for the interior basement finish work.  
 

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: 
____________________________________ 
City Recorder’s Office 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  Dority Springs Subdivision 
Author:  Francisco J. Astorga, Planner 
Project Number:  PL-12-01733  
Date:   July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Plat Amendment  
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staffs recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Dority 
Springs Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 1851 Little Kate Road and consider 
forwarding a negative recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of 
Fact and Conclusion of Law found in the staff report. 
 
Description 
Applicant: Michael E. Baker and Kathleen M. Papi-Baker represented 

by Alliance Engineering, Inc. 
Location:   1851 Little Kate Road 
    Lot 83, Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision 
Zoning:   Single Family (SF) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential 
Reason for Review: Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council review and action 
 
Proposal 
The property owner requests to subdivide the existing lot into two (2) lots of record.  
Dority Springs bifurcates the existing platted lot.  The applicant has obtained a Wetland 
Delineation Report from the US Army Corps of Engineers outlining the location of the 
spring. 
 
Background  
In February 2014 the City received a completed application for the Dority Springs 
Subdivision plat amendment.  The property is located at 1851 Little Kate Road within 
the SF District.  The subject property consists of lot 83 of the Holiday Ranchettes 
Subdivision.  The CCRs state this lot is not subject to the Subdivision Declaration.  
According to the plat the lot is 0.999 acres or approx. 43,516.44 square feet.  The site 
also contains Dority Springs.  In 1991 the property owner built a single family dwelling 
(SFD).  The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record from one platted 
lot.  
 
According to the applicant the reason that their Lot 83 is exempted from the Holiday 
Ranchettes (which is confirmed within the CC&Rs) is due to the Dority Springs (and 
pond) that existed on the property at the time that Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision was 
recorded in 1974.  According to the applicant, at that time, fire hydrants did not exist in 
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Park Meadows and the PC Fire Dept. needed to access to the pond with their pumper 
truck in order to fight fires. Fire hydrants were eventually developed and the fire dept. no 
longer needed access to the pond.  
 
In 1992/1993 Larry Warren applied for appropriate Building Department permits to 
grade the site and remove part of the pond and building a Single Family Dwelling (SFD) 
in front of the pond.  See approved site plans below: 
 

 
Above, site plan, Permit No. 7211. 

 
In 1993 the property owner obtained a building permit to add a deck to the house built in 
1992/1994.  See approves site plan below which shows the approved deck five feet (5’) 
from the “pond” Dority Springs. 
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Above, site plan, Permit No. 7802. 

 
The Planning Commission reviewed this Plat Amendment request during their May 14, 
2014 Planning Commission meeting.  A public hearing was held, no comments were 
received during the public hearing.  The Planning Commission provided input and 
direction to the property owner and staff.  The item was continued to June 25th and then 
to July 23, 2014.  During the May 14, 2014 meeting the Planning Commission provided 
the following direction and input: 
 

• Not appropriate to include the multi-family dwellings in the compatibility analysis.  
The compatibility should be with single family structures in close proximity to the 
property. 

• It would be appropriate to look at the physical distances between the adjacent 
homes in vicinity including across the street.  Also the lot size and depth to each 
house (front yard setback). 

• Opportunity to look at a massing model to get an idea of the site and what a 
house would look like on the site. 

• Not in favor of the 300-600-900 foot radius analysis because it goes beyond the 
“neighborhood”.  Compatibility should be based on the based on “what a normal 
person on the street would describe the neighborhood. 
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• Good Cause clause: “Providing positive benefits and mitigating negative impacts, 
determined on a case by case basis to include such things as: providing public 
amenities and benefits, resolving existing issues and non-conformities, 
addressing issues related to density, promoting excellent and sustainable design, 
utilizing best planning and design practices, preserving the character of the 
neighborhood and of Park City and furthering the health, safety, and welfare of 
the Park City community.” 

• Should a subdivision (plat amendment), lot split happen within an established 
subdivision? 

• General plan opinions regarding density in Park Meadows. 
 
See May 14, 2014 Planning Commission minutes, Exhibit H. 
 
District Purpose 
The purpose of the SF District is to:  

A. maintain existing predominately Single Family detached residential 
neighborhoods,  

B. allow for Single Family Development Compatible with existing Developments,  
C. maintain the character of mountain resort neighborhoods with Compatible 

residential design; and  
D. require Streetscape design that minimizes impacts on existing residents and 

reduces architectural impacts of the automobile. 
 
Analysis 
A SFD is an allowed use in this District.  A duplex dwelling is permitted only on lots 
designated for duplexes on the official subdivision plat.  This lot has not been 
designated as a duplex lot.  The maximum density for Subdivisions in the SF District is 
three (3) units per acre.  Therefore, in terms of density alone within this District, the 
minimum lot area is 14,520 square feet or 1/3 acre. 
 
The minimum front yard setback is twenty feet (20').  New front facing garages for SFD 
must be at least twenty-five feet (25').  The minimum rear yard setback is fifteen feet 
(15').  The minimum side yard setback is twelve feet (12').  No structure shall be erected 
to a height greater than twenty-eight feet (28') from existing grade.  A gable, hip, or 
similar pitched roof may extend up to five feet (5') above the zone height, if the roof 
pitch is 4:12 or greater.  A SFD requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces. 
 
Proposed lot 83a would be 0.605 acres or approx. 26,353.8 square feet.  Proposed lot 
83b would be 0.395 acres or approx. 17,206.2 square feet.  Both lots have the ability to 
meet code requirements under Land Management Code (LMC) Chapter 2.11 SF District 
for use, density, setbacks, height, and parking.  Lot 83a would still have the existing 
family dwelling.   
 
CC&Rs 
The City does not enforce any Subdivision Covenants, Conditions, & Restrictions 
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(CC&Rs).  Furthermore, per section 2.4 of the Holiday Ranchettes Declarations, Lot 83, 
the subject site, is not subject to the Subdivision Declaration: See text below copied 
directly from the Subdivision Declarations:   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Furthermore, section 6.7 indicates that the prior owners, Lot 53 and 83, are not subject 
to the declaration, restrictions, or limitations: 
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Other than these two statements in the Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision Restrictions 
Staff is unable to understand other reasons that may allowed the exception to the 
restrictions.  The subject site is labeled on the Subdivision Plat as Lot 83 Dority Springs 
and as indicated by the applicant the Fire Department used to pump water from the 
pond.  The intent may have been to not allow any structure and keep the site as open 
space for the pond. 
 
Character & Compatibility 
Holiday Ranchettes (HR) was platted in 1974. It contains a total of 102 lots and is 
107.98 acres. Most of this subdivision was platted as one (1) acre lots. This subdivision 
contains seven (7) lots just under one (1) acre including the subject site, seventy-five 
(75) lots ranging from one to two (1-2) acres, seventeen (17) lots from two to three (2-3) 
acres, and three (3) lots over three (3) acres. The density of the Holiday Ranchettes 
Subdivision is 0.597 units per acre (102 units divided by 170.98 acres), which equates 
to an average lot size of 1.676 acres per unit. 
 
Should another unit be added to the Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision, it would increase 
density to 0.602 units per acre (103 units divided by 170.98 acres) and the average lot 
size would be 1.661 acres per unit. 
 
The subject site is located on the outskirts of the subdivision, adjacent to the T-
intersection of Little Kate Road and Evening Star Drive.  The SFD lots across the street 
belong to the Park Meadows Subdivision No. 5.  This subdivision which is located 
directly northeast of the subject site contains lots much smaller than Holiday Ranchettes 
as they range in size from 0.249 to 0.801 acres.  
 
Given purpose statement B: allow for Single Family Development Compatible with 
existing Developments, Staff finds that the compatibility should not be limited to its 
own subdivision but to single family dwellings with a specific proximity.  Given the 
direction that the Planning Commission provided on May 14, 2014 Staff has concluded 
the following maps which include all of the SFDs on Little Kate Road from Monitor Drive 
to Lucky John Drive.  Staff has excluded the multi-unit dwellings, the PC MARC, and the 
golf course.  See Exhibit J-L. 
 
Exhibit K1 – Lot Size.  There are four (4) lots across the street consisting of a much 
smaller lot areas as they are approximately 1/3 of an acre.  The average size of these 
four (4) lots is 0.33 acres.  The Holiday Ranchettes Lots, on the same side of the street 
of the subject site, consist of nine (9) lots, and the average lot size is 1.47 acres.  The 
Holiday Ranchettes lots are much bigger, almost 3-4 times bigger than the lots in the 
proposed plat amendment. 
 
The applicant proposes Lot 83a to be 0.605 acres and lot 83b to be 0.395 acres.  In 
terms of lot size alone the proposed lots are not compatible with the neighboring platted 
areas.  Staff finds that in terms of compatibility the lots on the same side of the street 
from Monitor Drive to Lucky John Drive be included in the compatibility comparison as 
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Little Kate Road separates the character of each subdivision ranging from Racquet Club 
Condos to Park Meadows V to Holiday Ranchettes subdivisions. 
 
Exhibit K2 – Structure Separation.  Across the street the separation ranges between 40 
and 28 feet.  On the same side of the street, the south side, the separation ranges 
between 184 and 25 feet.  The average separation is 73 feet.  The applicant proposes 
to add a new structure to be separated by approximately 123 feet to the structure on the 
west and 57 feet from the structure to the east (existing Baker residence).  The LMC 
indicates that the minimum side yard setback is 12 feet.  In terms of structure separation 
there is a wide range in the neighborhood.  Staff does not find the proposed separation 
incompatible. 
 
Exhibit K3 – Lot Width.  The average lot width on the same side of the street is 143 feet.  
The average lot width of the lots across the street is 118 feet.  The average lot width in 
both areas is 131 feet.  As viewed on this map the distance of the subject lot is much 
more than the ones in the neighborhood as the subject site (proposed subdivision) is 
approximately 233 feet, which is the widest lot.  The applicant requests lot 83a to be 
133 feet and lot 83b to be 101feet.  In terms of lot width alone staff does not find the 
width parameter inconsistent with the neighborhood. 
 
Exhibit K4 – Front Yard Setback.  The average front yard area, distance from the front 
property line to the main structure, on the same side of the street is 118 feet.  The 
average front yard area of the four houses across the street is 25 feet.  The combined 
average of these two area is 77 feet.  The results are obvious due to the character of 
the platted lots of Park Meadows V (across the street) since these lots are platted at 
approximately 1/3 of an acre.  This is much different than the Holiday Ranchettes lots 
which are platted are a much bigger scale.  The applicant proposed the front yard area 
to be at approximately 59 feet.   
 
The difficulty with this measurement is the inconsistency already found in the 
neighborhood.  The existing neighboring site to the west is the second longest one at 
186 feet while the existing Baker residence is the shortest one on the same street at 
approximately 33 feet.  The standards front yard setback is 25 feet in this District, which 
a front facing garage at 25 feet.  It is also worth noting that the CC&Rs which regulate 
development around the subject site, on the south side of Little Kate Road have a 
restrictions of a minimum front yard distance of 30 feet.  This means that potentially all 
of these structures can remodeled or demolished to this 30 front yard setback standard.  
Staff does not find that this parameter needs to be utilized in determining a plat 
amendment due to the flexibility that each property owner has to determine the 
placement of each home which could range from 30 to 190 feet.     
 
Exhibit K5 – Lot Depth.  The average lot depth on the same side of the street is 414 
feet.  The average lot width of the four (4) lots across the street is 131.75.  The existing 
lot’s depth is 141 feet.  The average lot depth on both sides of the street is 327 feet.  
This is the main issue with compatibility as the existing lot is not compatible with the 
surrounding lots on the same side of the street, or even on its own subdivision.  The 
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proposed plat amendment splits the existing lots into two (2), it does not increase the lot 
depth. 
 
Dority Spring Examination  
The property owner hired a wetland consultant to work with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers as they submitted a preliminary jurisdictional wetland delineation. The 
prepared delineation was accepted by the Corps. See Exhibit F – Jurisdictional 
Delineation Letter and Exhibit G – Jurisdictional Delineation Map. 
 
According to the Park City Engineer if the proposed plat amendment gets approved the 
applicant needs to submit for a jurisdictional determination. If the wetlands are 
determined to be jurisdictional, the applicant will have a specific setback requirement 
and will not be allowed to disturb the wetlands. If it is determined that the wetlands are 
not jurisdictional, they applicant can, in effect, eliminate them or build right up to the 
edge of the wetlands. 
 
The applicant does not request to disturb any of the identified wetland as they request 
to subdivide the property to build a new SFD. The wetland would not be disturbed by 
the applicant. Should the owner request to disturb the wetland they would have to file a 
permit with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as well as the state. The applicant would 
also have to file appropriate permit with the City. 
 
LMC § 15-7.3-1(D), under general subdivision requirements, indicates that the Planning 
Commission may place restrictions due to the character of the land: 
 

Land which the Planning Commission finds to be unsuitable for Subdivision or 
Development due to flooding, improper drainage, Steep Slopes, rock formations, 
Physical Mine Hazards, potentially toxic wastes, adverse earth formations or 
topography, wetlands, geologic hazards, utility easements, or other features, 
including ridge lines, which will reasonably be harmful to the safety, health, and 
general welfare of the present or future inhabitants of the Subdivision and/or its 
surrounding Areas, shall not be subdivided or developed unless adequate 
methods are formulated by the Developer and approved by the Planning 
Commission, upon recommendation of a qualified engineer, to solve the 
problems created by the unsuitable land conditions. The burden of the proof shall 
lie with the Developer. Such land shall be set aside or reserved for Uses as shall 
not involve such a danger. 

 
The applicant does not request to alter the delineated wetland and does not plan of 
contesting any water rights associated with Dority Springs as they plan to not disturb 
any of the delineated wetland. 
 
The LMC does not indicate a specific standard of setback protection for wetlands 
outside the Sensitive Lands Overlay (SLO). The site is not within the SLO. 
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Process 
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final 
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18.   
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review.  The Water Department 
brought issues regarding the Dority Spring that have been addressed in the Staff 
Report.  The Water Department also indicated that should the City approve the plat 
amendment the property owner would be responsible of paying Impact Fees. 
 
No additional issues were brought up at that time.  
 
Notice 
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet. 
Legal notice was also published in the Park Record according to requirements of the 
Land Management Code.  
 
Public Input 
Public input has been received by the time of this report.  See Exhibit M – Public 
Comments. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Planning Commission's Recommendation 
The lot would remain as is and no construction could take place. 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staffs recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Dority 
Springs Subdivision Plat Amendment located at 1851 Little Kate Road and consider 
forwarding a negative recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of 
Fact and Conclusion of Law found in the staff report. 
 
Findings of Fact 

1. The property is located at 1851 Little Kate Road within the SF District.   
2. The subject property consists of lot 83 of the Holiday Ranchettes Subdivision.   
3. According to the plat the lot is 0.999 acres or approx. 43,516.44 square feet.   
4. The site contains Dority Springs.   
5. The proposed plat amendment creates two (2) lots of record from one platted lot. 
6. A SFD is an allowed use.   
7. A duplex dwelling is permitted only on lots designated for duplexes on the official 

subdivision plat.  This lot has not been designated as a duplex lot.   
8. The maximum density for Subdivisions in the SF District is three (3) units per 

acre.  In terms of density alone, the minimum lot area is 14,520 square feet or 
1/3 acre. 

9. The minimum front yard setback is twenty feet (20').   
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10. New front facing garages for SFD must be at least twenty-five feet (25').   
11. The minimum rear yard setback is fifteen feet (15').   
12. The minimum side yard setback is twelve feet (12').   
13. No structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-eight feet (28') from 

existing grade.  A gable, hip, or similar pitched roof may extend up to five feet (5') 
above the zone height, if the roof pitch is 4:12 or greater.   

14. A SFD requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces. 
15. Lot 83a would still have the existing family dwelling.   
16. Proposed lot 83a would be 0.605 acres or approx. 26,353.8 square feet.   
17. Proposed lot 83b would be 0.395 acres or approx. 17,206.2 square feet. 
18. Both proposed lots have the ability to meet code requirements under Land 

Management Code. 
19. The City does not enforce any Subdivision Covenants, Conditions, & Restrictions 

(CC&Rs).  
20. Section 2.4 of the Holiday Ranchettes Declarations indicates that the subject site, 

is not subject to the Subdivision Declaration. 
21. Section 6.7 of the Holiday Ranchettes Declarations indicates that the prior 

owners, Lot 53 and 83, are not subject to the declaration, restrictions, or 
limitations. 

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

23. Holiday Ranchettes (HR) was platted in 1974.  
24. Holiday Ranchettes contains a total of 102 lots and is 107.98 acres. 
25. Holiday Ranchettes is 0.597 units per acre (102 units divided by 170.98 acres), 

which equates to an average lot size of 1.676 acres per unit. 
26. The subject site is located on the outer rim of the subdivision, adjacent to the T-

intersection of Little Kate Road and Evening Star Drive.   
27. The SFD lots across the street belong to the Park Meadows Subdivision No. 5.   
28. The Park Meadows Subdivision No. 5 which is located directly northeast of the 

subject site contains lots much smaller than Holiday Ranchettes as they range in 
size from 0.249 to 0.801 acres.  

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

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

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

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

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

34. The applicant proposes Lot 83a to be 0.605 acres and lot 83b to be 0.395 acres 
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35. The Holiday Ranchettes lots are much bigger, almost 3-4 times bigger than the 

lots in the proposed plat amendment. 
36. In terms of compatibility the lots on the same side of the street from Monitor Drive 

to Lucky John Drive be included in the compatibility comparison as Little Kate 
Road separates the character of each subdivision ranging from Racquet Club 
Condos to Park Meadows V to Holiday Ranchettes subdivisions. 

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

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

39. The average separation is 73 feet.   
40. The applicant proposes to add a new structure to be separated by approximately 

123 feet to the structure on the west and 57 feet from the structure to the east 
(existing Baker residence).   

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

42. The average lot width on the same side of the street is 143 feet.   
43. The average lot width of the lots across the street is 118 feet.   
44. The average lot width in both areas is 131 feet. 
45. The width of the subject lot is much more than the ones in the neighborhood as 

the subject site is approximately 233 feet, which is the widest lot.   
46. The applicant requests lot 83a to be 133 feet and lot 83b to be 101feet.   
47. In terms of lot width alone staff does not find the width parameter inconsistent 

with the neighborhood. 
48. Staff does not find that this parameter needs to be utilized in determining a plat 

amendment due to the flexibility that each property owner has to determine the 
placement of each home which could range from 30 to 190 feet. 

49. The average lot depth on the same side of the street is 414 feet.   
50. The average lot width of the four (4) lots across the street is 131.75.   
51. The existing lot’s depth is 141 feet.   
52. The average lot depth on both sides of the street is 327 feet.   
53. The existing lot is not compatible with the surrounding lots on the same side of 

the street, or even on its own subdivision in terms of lot depth.  The proposed 
plat amendment splits the existing lots into two (2), it does not increase the lot 
depth. 

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

55. The prepared delineation was accepted by the Corps. 
56. The applicant does not request to disturb any of the identified wetland as they 

request to subdivide the property to build a new SFD. The wetland would not be 
disturbed by the applicant.  

57. Should the owner request to disturb the wetland they would have to file a permit 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as well as the state. The applicant would 
also have to file appropriate permit with the City. 
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58. The applicant does not request to alter the delineated wetland and does not plan 
of contesting any water rights associated with Dority Springs as they plan to not 
disturb any of the delineated wetland. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Proposed Plat 
Exhibit B – Survey 
Exhibit C – Aerial Photograph 
Exhibit D – Site Photographs 
Exhibit E1 – Project Description 
Exhibit E2 – Brenda Lake Letter 
Exhibit F – Jurisdictional Delineation Letter 
Exhibit G – Jurisdictional Delineation Map 
Exhibit H – May 14, 2014 Planning Commission minutes 
Exhibit I – Proposed Site Plan 
Exhibit J – Applicant’s Analysis: Distance Between residential entries 
Exhibit K1 – Staff’s Analysis: Lot Size 
Exhibit K2 – Staff’s Analysis: Structure Separation 
Exhibit K3 – Staff’s Analysis: Lot Width 
Exhibit K4 – Staff’s Analysis: Front Yard Setback Area 
Exhibit K5 – Staff’s Analysis: Lot Depth 
Exhibit L – CC&Rs Standards 
Exhibit M – Public Comments 
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condominium record of survey. 

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

Conditions of Approval – 500 Deer Valley Drive

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

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

3. A 10 foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement shall be provided along Deer 
Valley Drive.

4. A tie breaker mechanism shall be included in the CC&Rs. 

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

Planner Astorga handed out copies of an email he received today from the Holiday 
Ranch HOA.  

Planner Astorga reported that in 2012 the Planning Department received the plat 
amendment application for 1851 Little Kate Road.   The application was delayed 
because the Staff was working on the General Plan, which took longer than expected.
The applicant was also advised by the Staff to work with the Army Corp of Engineers for 
a determination of the wetlands, and that took some time as well.  Planner Astorga 
stated that throughout the delay the applicant, Michael Baker, kept in contact and 
provided status updates.  For that reason, the application was kept active.

Planner Astorga reviewed the requested plat amendment to split Lot 83 in the Holiday 
Ranchette Subdivision.  He presented a survey of the site by Alliance Engineering with 
the existing improvements.  He also presented a photograph of the site.  Planner 
Astorga stated that Lot 83 is on the outer perimeter of the Holiday Ranchette
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Subdivision.  Surrounding properties include the Racquet Club condos and Park 
Meadows Phase 5.  

Planner Astorga commented on two citations in the CC&Rs.  One was the definition of 
a lot and the other was a section called Private Owners, which specifically indicates that 
Lots 83 and 53 are exempt from any of the CC&Rs.  Planner Astorga clarified that the 
City does not get involved with CC&Rs; but the applicant felt it was important for the 
Planning Commission to have that information.  The reason for exempting the two lots 
was unknown; however, historically the fire department used to pump water out of the 
spring.  They stopped using the pond when the City started installing the proper 
infrastructure for fire hydrants. Planner Astorga thought that might be one reason why 
the lots were exempt.  He welcomed any information anyone has for why the lots were 
exempt.  

The Staff was looking for input and direction from the Planning Commission on the LMC 
standards. The item was scheduled for public hearing and no action was being 
requested.   

Planner Astorga stated that the maximum density in the Single Family (SF) District is 
three units per acre. The minimum lot size in terms of density alone would be 1/3 of an 
acre, which equates to approximately 14,000 square feet.  Purpose Statement (B) of 
the SF District states that the purpose of the SF District is to allow for single family 
development compatible with existing development.  The Staff analyzed the parameters 
of the Holiday Ranchette Subdivision and found that most are one-acre lots. However, 
in looking at the existing development the Staff thought it was better to do an analysis 
of the neighborhood rather than all of the Holiday Ranchette Subdivision.

Planner Astorga presented the vicinity map on page 157 of the Staff report. The 
redlines represented a 300 foot buffer, a 600 foot buffer and a 900 foot buffer.  The 
Staff calculated the average lot size of all the lots found within the vicinity map, and the 
results were shown in the table on page 158 of the Staff report.  The breakdown 
showed the number of lots in each neighborhood radius and the average lot size.

Planner Astorga noted that Mr. Baker had questioned why the Racquet Club condos 
were not included and he told him that it was not a single family dwelling.  Mr. Baker 
pointed out that the purpose statement says, “allow for single-family development 
compatible with existing developments.”  Mr. Baker believed everything in the vicinity 
should be included and not just single-family dwellings.   Based on Mr. Baker’s request, 
Planner Astorga calculated the numbers for the Racquet Club condominiums.  

Planner Astorga asked the Planning Commission to provide input on: 1) whether this 
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type of analysis was appropriate in terms of the radius; 2) should it only include single 
family dwellings or should it include everything in the District.  Planner Astorga pointed 
out that if they look at development within the 900 foot radius, which includes 66 lots, 
the average size is .7. The applicant was asking for one lot to be .6.  That would be 
appropriate; however, the remaining lot area would be reduced to .4 of an acre.  Under 
that scenario, the Staff would have a difficult time finding compatibility with existing 
developments. If they include the Racquet Club condos in the calculation, the results 
would be completely different.  The lot sizes would be significantly smaller in terms of 
the average within the same radius. 

Planner Astorga presented the wetlands delineation of Dority Spring that was submitted 
to the Army Corp of Engineers and accepted as the proper delineation.  If the 
delineation would be disturbed the applicant would have to file a proper permit through 
the Army Corp of Engineers.  

Steve Schueler with Alliance Engineering, emphasized that the applicant’s position 
would be to include all the uses in the neighborhood in the compatibility analysis and 
not just single family.   He noted that there were single-family development in other 
subdivisions within the 300, 600, 900-foot radius.  For example, Park Meadows 5 has ¼
acre lots.  Some of the lots that surround the property in question are larger and others 
are smaller.  Mr. Schueler thought it was appropriate to consider everything as part of 
the analysis.  

Mr. Schueler believed this was a good project because it creates additional density 
within an existing streetscape with existing utilities and roads.  It is a walkable 
community and this project would add to the walkable element.  Mr. Schueler referred 
to the streetscape and stated that even though some of the lots in the Holiday 
Ranchette Subdivision are larger than what the applicant was proposing, the distances 
between the buildings at the streetscape were roughly the same, and this project would 
support the same distances between houses because the lots are long and skinny.  

Kathleen Baker introduced herself and stated that they have lived in their home 18 
years and raised their family there.  They were pursuing the plat amendment because 
they do not believe it would be detrimental to the neighborhood.  

Michael Baker stated that he is a dentist.  He provided a brief history of his work 
providing dental care to mentally and physically handicapped individuals.  He now 
works with two other doctors and 55 nursing homes throughout the Salt Lake Valley 
providing dental services to seniors who are Medicaid only recipients.  Dr. Baker stated 
that he has always had concern for all aspects of the community and he would never do 
anything detrimental to the community he lives in.  
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Dr. Baker commented on the history of the lot and why it was exempted from the 
subdivision.  He stated that the pond has always been there as evidenced by 50-year-
old photos.  Dr. Baker stated that when the City was looking for new water sources due 
to the growth of the City, they put in a Rockport pipeline and a new water treatment 
facility.  Still needing additional water sources the City put in a new well, which is the 
well down by the Fire Hall on Little Kate Road.  Dr. Baker remarked that the City was 
aware that when the well was put in it would eliminate the Dority Springs pond.  People 
had water rights to Dority Spring for years. The City maintains the pond but it is only full 
two weeks out of the year.  Dr. Baker stated that in conversations with City Attorney 
Mark Harrington, he was told that the City has transferred the water rights from the 
pond to another water source.  He pointed out that his family has been harmed by the 
process because the pond is a dirt hole in their backyard 50 weeks out of the year. 
They are not allowed to landscape it because of the two weeks that it does have water. 

Dr. Baker remarked that the Code allows for a subdivision of up to three lots per acre, 
and he was only asking for one additional lot. He noted that his lot and Lot 53 were the 
only lots in Park Meadows that could do this plat amendment.  They have the legal right 
to do it and it meets all the guidelines.  Dr. Baker clarified that their plan is to build a 
one-level energy efficient home approximately 2700 square feet on the newly created 
lot.  Their current home is 2700 square feet but it has a lot of interior stairs.  He 
believed the proposed home would be compatible with the other homes in the area.  

Chair Worel opened the public hearing.

There were no comments.

Chair Worel closed the public hearing.

Planner Astorga reported that in addition to the letter he received from the HOA today 
and handed out to the Planning Commission, he had received three other letters that 
were included as Exhibit L in the Staff report.  

Commissioner Stuard did not think it was appropriate to include multi-family dwellings in 
the analysis.  The compatibility should be with single-family structures in close proximity 
to the Baker’s property.  Commissioner Stuard stated that the radius distance shown on 
the vicinity map meant less to him than the actual physical distance between the 
adjacent structures and other similar single-family structures within the 300-600 foot 
radius.  Commissioner Phillips concurred.

Commissioner Campbell stated that he would be uncomfortable if every lot had the right 
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to request this plat amendment.  If he understood it correctly, this lot had an unusual set 
of circumstances because of the pond and it was exempt per a provision in the CC&Rs. 
He asked if denying the application would be a defensible position for the City.

Assistant City Attorney McLean felt it would be based on the compatibility issue.  She 
clarified that the objective of this meeting was to present the issues to the Planning 
Commission for discussion and direction.   They would not be voting on the plat 
amendment this evening.

Commissioner Campbell noted that larger homes were built on the street in the last few 
years and there are older existing houses.   Because there were already a variety of 
structures along the street, he was more comfortable considering their request.  

Planner Astorga noted that the CC&Rs would prohibit the lot from being further 
subdivided.  Commissioner Campbell clarified that the CC&Rs do not apply to Lot 83 in 
this case.  Planner Astorga answered yes.  Per the CC&Rs the lot was exempt from the 
requirement for no subdividing.

Assistant City Attorney emphasized that the City does not enforce CC&Rs, and it is a 
civil matter between the HOA and the lot owner.          

Mr. Baker felt strongly that the condos should be included in the calculation because 
the Code specifically says “the neighborhood”.  It does not specify compatibility with 
single-family homes.  He noted that there are 35 small condos across the street within 
the 300 foot radius.  The golf course is also across the street and it has a quarter to 
one-third acre lots.  Mr. Baker believed his proposal was very compatible with what 
exists on the street.

Commissioner Stuard clarified that while he did not agree with including multi-family 
structures, he thought it was appropriate to look at the physical distances between the 
adjacent homes in Holiday Ranchette, as well as the other single family homes on the 
other side of Little Kate Road.

Commissioner Joyce stated that he was not concerned with the CC&Rs and the 
exemption because the City does not enforce CC&Rs.  He did not believe the history 
and background on the wetlands were pertinent to what they were being asked to 
consider this evening.  Commissioner Joyce thought the discussion should focus on the 
radius the Staff used and what it means for compatibility.  He personally believes the 
intent of compatibility is truly about a neighborhood.  It is compatibility with the houses 
next door and directly across the street. Commissioner Joyce felt that not including the 
condos was an obvious exclusion.   He was not in favor of the 300-600-900 foot radius 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 238 of 272



Planning Commission Meeting
May 14, 2014
Page 40

because it goes beyond the “neighborhood” and it was the wrong approach.  He 
thought a better question was what a normal person on the street would describe as the 
neighborhood.  That should be the benchmark for compatibility. Commissioner Joyce 
stated that if the majority of lots on the street are 1 or 2 acres, and Mr. Baker plans to 
build on .4 of an acre, he would struggle finding compatibility.

Commissioner Phillips asked Commissioner Joyce how he felt about the ¼ acres lots 
across the street.  Commissioner Joyce referred back to his benchmark of perception of 
the neighborhood from the street.  He felt the condos were a very different 
neighborhood than the houses on the right.  If he were being asked to make a de novo 
decision, he would have driven the street to see what feels like the neighborhood.   
Commissioner Joyce thought compatibility was a difficult issue.  

Commissioner Strachan noted that compatibility analyses are different depending on 
the zone, and the compatibility analysis for this plat amendment would be different if it 
were Old Town.  Commissioner Strachan was unsure how they could choose between 
300, 600 and 900 feet without being arbitrary.  He could not see a rational basis for the 
numbers.  He pointed out that the noticing requirement is 300 feet.  Commissioner 
Strachan thought there was a rational basis for the impacts of a plat amendment on the 
surrounding lots and the ramifications of increasing the density in that area, and how it 
impacts the neighbors. Commissioner Strachan was not prepared to find the answers 
without seeing the proposed construction.  His first inclination was that it could not be 
done because these are planned developments where the size and location of the lots 
were platted in a way that made sense and still does. That was the reason why the 
CC&Rs prohibit subdivision on all lots except for two.

Commissioner Strachan did not believe that the 300, 600 and 900-foot approach was 
the right way to analyze the application because the numbers are arbitrary and could 
not be supported.  He thought a better analysis would be to simply compare it to the 
structures that are most similar.  He recognized that it was a judgment call by the Staff, 
but the Staff has the experience and expertise to do it.  Commissioner Strachan 
suggested that the Staff should start over and re-do the analysis.  

Commissioner Campbell believed they were getting an unnatural metric by measuring 
by lot size.  From the standpoint of walking or driving by, he thought that looking at the 
length of the lot and frontage along the road was a more meaningful metric.  He would 
be curious to know the road frontage of the two new lots, compared to the other lots 
inside the radius circle.  He believed they would still have as much road frontage as 
most of their neighbors.  Commissioner Campbell pointed to other long, skinny lots that 
are unusable, and noted that people driving by have no idea that the lot extends for 600 
or 700 feet beyond.  A 2 acre lot could look like a ¼ acre lot from the street.  
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Mr. Schueler agreed.  That was his reason for doing the analysis of measuring the 
distance between the facades.  Mr. Schueler stated that Dority Springs currently has 
325 feet of frontage; whereas, some of the larger lots have 120 feet of frontage.  
Commissioner Campbell reiterated that he personally felt that the frontage was much 
more meaningful than the average lot size.  

In terms of compatibility, Mr. Schueler noted that the lots in Park Meadows range from 
¼ acre to 3 acres and the building square footages range from 1500 square feet to 
10,000 square feet.  He wanted to know at what point they would draw the line.  

Commissioner Strachan remarked that good cause is the standard for plat 
amendments.  He questioned whether the desire to build another house and increase 
the density was a good cause.  He asked Mr. Schuler what other good causes he would 
propose for the plat amendment.  Mr. Schuler replied that it was making good use of 
infill potential.  Commissioner Strachan pointed out that infill was increased density.  Mr.
Schueler stated that if the Planning Commission had concerns with building a large 
home on a small lot, they could restrict the building envelope to limit the square 
footage.   

Planner Astorga read the definition of good cause in the LMC, “Providing positive 
benefits and mitigating negative impacts.  Determined on a case by case basis to 
include such things as providing public amenities and benefit, resolving existing issues 
and non-conformities, addressing issues related to density, promoting an excellent and 
sustainable design, utilizing best planning and design practices, preserving the 
character of the neighborhood and of Park City, and furthering the health, safety and 
welfare of the Park City Community.”

Commissioner Strachan felt the key wording for this particular application was 
“addressing issues related to density”.  He asked if they could argue that the 
neighborhood was not dense enough and the density needed to be increased; or if they 
could argue that it is too dense and this plat amendment helps defray the density.

Commissioner Phillips asked if Commissioner Strachan was implying that density was a 
bad thing.  Commissioner Strachan replied that density is bad.  Commissioner Phillips 
stated that density is not necessarily bad if the City is looking for infill projects that use 
existing infrastructure.  Commissioner Strachan replied that it would only apply if there 
was a density issue.  He stated that Bonanza Park is obviously the place for an infill 
discussion; not Park Meadows or other neighborhoods.  It is a density issue because 
there is community-wide consensus for putting density in Bonanza Park.  Commissioner 
Strachan felt there was the opposite consensus in Park Meadows in that the majority 
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does not want more density in the existing neighborhoods.  

Commissioner Strachan stated that someone needed to identify the density issue that 
needed to be solved so they could find good cause for this plat amendment.  In his 
opinion, wanting to build another structure and increase the density was not good 
cause.  He suggested that there may be an opportunity to satisfy good cause with 
some of the other criteria in the good cause definition and brush aside the density 
issue.

Planner Astorga asked if it would make a difference if they added the wording 
affordable housing.  Commissioner Strachan was unsure whether that would make a 
difference one way or the other in terms of satisfying the good cause definition.  

Commissioner Phillips stated that in his opinion, conforming is what you see walking 
down the street. He thought there was a uniquely large distance between the Baker’s 
existing house and the next house.  Commissioner Phillips could see space for a house 
and the frontage distance between houses.  The other houses are all set back on the 
lots, but the Baker house is closer to the road.  It also appeared to fit it in what is across 
the street.  Commissioner Phillips could see why they would use the ¼ acres lots in the 
calculation, because the Baker lot is tied into them as much as they are the larger lots
because it is all on the same street.  Commissioner Phillips remarked that distance 
between houses was more important than the actual lot size.  He could potentially see it 
working with additional analysis.  

Chair Worel asked if it would be helpful to see a house drawn on the site.
Commissioner Phillips thought it would be very helpful.  He would also like to see it
relative distance between the other homes because they appear to be close together.  
Commissioner Phillips requested that they look at space between, size and depth to 
look at the scale in three different directions. 

Planner Astorga stated that it works in terms of spacing, but a potential drawback is that 
the setbacks on the other lots are significantly greater than the existing home, as well
as the proposed home.  

Commissioner Campbell recalled that Commissioner Joyce had said the condos across 
the street were clearly another neighborhood.  Driving down the street someone could 
look out the driver side window and see one neighborhood and then look out the 
passenger window and see another neighborhood. Commissioner Campbell stated that
if someone was only looking out the passenger window they would assume there was 
an empty lot.   He used to drive that street several times a day and he always thought it 
was an empty lot because there is so much space between the houses.  He always 
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assumed it was one of the last infill lots waiting to be developed.  Finding out that it is 
legally attached to another house does not stop the perception that there is space for 
another house.  

Commissioner Joyce remarked that in general the City does not allow someone to 
subdivide a plat in a well-structure neighborhood where the lots were platted and 
people purchased their property for specific reasons.  As soon as a lot is subdivided 
and another house is built, it takes away from someone who built their house based on 
how the neighborhood was platted.  Commissioner Joyce thought it was imperative to  
find good cause and a good reason to justify the plat amendment before it could be 
approved.  

Dr. Baker reiterated his previous comment that he would never do anything that would 
harm his neighbors.  He noted that his lot is on a curve and the house next door faces 
directly to Hole 6 on the golf course.  The house he intends to build would not even be 
visible from the house next because it is around the curve and blocked by trees.  Dr. 
Baker stated that over the years Santa Barbara started allowing long lots within the City 
to be divided, and nearly every house in town has another house right behind it.  Dr. 
Baker cited all the reasons why it benefits the community.   

Commissioner Joyce noted that the previous Planning Commission and City Council  
discussed that possibility during the General Plan re-write for the reasons Dr. Baker 
outlined, and it was adamantly opposed by the public.  The Planning Commission made 
a conscious decision at that time not to encourage density in already platted single-
family neighborhoods.      

Commissioner Phillips remarked that the key word was “not to encourage”. He agreed 
that during the General Plan process they all agreed not to encourage density in those 
areas; but if they had made the decision to discourage it they would have put it in the 
General Plan. Commissioner Phillips believed the City had remained neutral on that
issue. He thought density could still be added if it made sense.  Commissioner Phillips 
clarified that he was not taking a position on the plat amendment, but he did not want to 
rule it out. 

Chair Worel understood that there was consensus that the Planning Commission did 
not like the 300-600-900 foot radius analysis.  The Commissioners concurred.  She 
asked what other direction the Staff needed from the Planning Commission.  Planner 
Astorga requested consensus on what would constitute compatibility with existing 
development.  

Director Eddington offered different ideas for doing the analysis, and he felt there was 
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also an opportunity to look at a massing model to get an idea of the site and what a 
house would look like on the site.  Director Eddington believed the analysis needed to 
be a combination of radius and distance to get what they wanted from the analysis.    

Commissioner Stuard had heard two other important criteria mentioned.  One was the 
frontages and the other was setbacks.  Commissioner Campbell clarified that his 
comments were not intended to imply that everyone should be allowed to subdivide 
their lot and sell off the back half.  In this case there was an exception.  He encouraged 
the other Planning Commissioners to drive by and see for themselves that it looks like 
an empty lot.          

Chair Worel asked if the Commissioners were comfortable with Director Eddington’s 
suggestions for the analysis. The Commissioners answered yes.

Based on the direction this evening to redo the analysis, as well as the time needed to 
prepare a Staff report, Planner Astorga requested that this item be continued to June 
11th.

MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE the 1851 Little Kate Road, 
Dority Springs Subdivision plat amendment to June 11, 2014.  Commissioner Phillips 
seconded the motion. 

VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission:  ____________________________________
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Francisco Astorga

From: Jennifer Seabury <jenandpaul55@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 04, 2014 2:03 PM
To: Francisco Astorga
Subject: PL-12-01733

Dear Planning Commission: 
I am opposed to their subdivision request and it's not the Baker's fault But the mile-long monstrosity built to the 
east of them disallowed animals to come down from the hill at night to feed on the plants and water in the Park 
Meadows low lands. Now if they add asphault, lawns, roofs, light, noise, and structures the moose, elk, and 
other precious wildlife  will have no place to travel. 
Please consider the wild animals we are so rapidly killing with cars and habitat destruction.  
Utah is paving over fields and wetlands the second fastest of any place in the world and maybe we don't need to 
constantly consider profit and maybe can consider the planet? 
Thank you very much, 
Jen Seabury 
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7 May 2014 

Francisco Astorga 
City Planner 
Park City Municipal Corporation 
 
Dear Mr. Astorga: 
 
My name is Brian Schiller and I reside at 1919 Evening Star Drive, Park City.    I just received notice of 
the effort by a nearby neighbor to subdivide his lot to create another building parcel to be sold.    The 
parcel in question is at 1851 Little Kate Road and the owners who wish to divide land are Michael and 
Kathleen Baker.     Due to employment commitments, I am unable to attend the Planning Commission 
meeting, where this issue will be addressed, set for Wednesday, May 14.    I am writing this letter 
concerning this issue in lieu of attendance at that meeting. 
 
For several reasons, my wife Danielle Bean and I oppose the request to subdivide this current property 
into two lots. 
 

1. It is my understanding that their current property and home should not have been developed, sold 
and built upon in the first place.    I am not clear on the history concerning that question.     To 
further divide a parcel of land already in question does not make sense to me.     

2. The proposed split of the current property would make the lot sizes for the existing house and a 
new one, to be constructed by the new owners, inconsistent with the other large lot properties on 
the south side of Little Kate Road and may tempt other owners to propose similar less than 
aesthetic property splits.    

3. The land in question is a wildlife corridor for various animals moving to and from the flat lands of 
the Park Meadows Country Club golf course and the surrounding private land parcels.    It is not 
uncommon to have deer, even moose on occasion, in our yard.     We believe that splitting the 
parcel in question will further negatively impact this natural corridor. 

4. Dority Springs is located on the hillside above the parcel in question.     This water source, along 
with several others, feeds the old high altitude wetlands that used to be Park Meadows before 
human interlopers arrived.    Nothing should be allowed to further disrupt, nor denigrate this 
natural feature. 

5. Just because we can accomplish property divisions, such as the one proposed, does not mean 
that we should.    Park City is about progress while sustaining quality of life and quality 
environmental conditions for its citizens.    To subdivide the property in question may prove 
financially advantageous for the current owners but would adversely impact immediate neighbors 
and neighborhoods and further erode environmental quality. 

 
Thank you for consideration of our view on the proposed question in application PL-12-01733.    Please 
know that we oppose the requested change. 
 
We wish the Park City Planning Commission well as you consider this request and in your decision 
making. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brian T. Schiller 
1919 Evening Star Drive 
P.O. Box 2035 
Park City, Utah 84060 
cell: (801) 209-6845 
beandfit@aol.com 
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	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 5/7/14	
	
	
	
	
RE		Application	#:		PL‐12‐01733	
	
Project	Location:		 1851	Little	Kate	Rd,	ParkCity	
	 	 	 Michael	&	Kathleen	Baker/Alliance	Engineering,	Inc.	
	
	
My	wife	and	I	are	owners	of	1870	Evening	Star,	Park	City	which	is	across	the	street	
from	the	proposed	project	location.		Thank	you	for	notifying	us	of	the	proposed	
zoning	change	with	the	intent	to	subdivide	a	lot.		We	are	currently	part	time	
residents	of	Park	City	but	will	be	full	time	residents	next	year.			We	will	not	be	in	
town	for	the	first	public	meeting	5/14/14.		
	
We	did	an	extensive	search	regarding	the	risk	of	further	construction	in	the	Park	
Meadows	and	Holiday	Ranchette	neighbohoods	when	we	purchased	our	home	2	
years	ago.			Holiday	Ranchettes		is	zoned		as	a	neighborhood	with	only	single	unit	
dwellings	with	lots	that	are	1	acre	or	above.		Since	all	the	lots	are	an	acre	or	above	
almost	any	one	of	the	plots	could	theoretically	fit	another	house	on	it.		However	the	
neighborhood’s	intent	is	not	to	have	denser	housing	since	plots	have	a		covenant	
that	prohibits	second	inhabited	guest	houses	on	each	plot.		The	houses	were	all	
purchased	knowing	the	lot	size	and	with	full	knowledge	that	these	were	zoned	as	
single	unit	plots.	
	
The	area	in	question	is	easily	viewed	from	our	deck,	upstairs	balcony	and		rear	
windows	placing	it	directly	in	our	view	scape.			We	purchased	our	house	because	of	
the	zoning	in	the	area	made	the	risk	of	further	building	with	denser	housing	low.		
Permitting	a	sub	division	of	the	lot	for	construction	would	by	definition	increase	the	
housing	density	and	increase	the	building	pad	to	lot	size	ratio,	a	contradiction	from	
the	goals	of	the	zoning	board	in	this	neighborhood.			
	
The	lot	itself		has	a	few	special	features	that	would	make	subdivision	problematic.		It	
is	bisected	by	Dorite	Spring	with	feeder	springs	that	is	a	major	source	of	the	water	
for	the	Park	Meadows	ponds	.		Further	disruption	could	interfere	with	the	water	
supply	for	wildlife	and		water	flow	through	the	system.		The	spring	with	the	
surrounding	lot	is	used	as	a	wild	life	corridor	for	deer	and	moose.		Building	would	
cause	further	displacement	of	our	pressured	wildlife.	
	
The	only	situation	in	which	I	could	support	a	division	of	the	lot	would	be	if	the	
intent	was	to	cede	the	land	to	the	Land	Conservancy	to	protect	against	further	
construction	in	this	area.			
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I	there	are	any	questions	or	further	input	is	needed	from	Jeannine	and	myself	we	
are	readily	available	through	phone	or	email.	
	
Thank	you.			
	
Sincerely,	
	
Donald	Seibert	 seibert.donald@gmail.com	 	 540‐915‐1441	
Jeannine	Seibert	 jestrobl@gmail.com	 	 	 540‐915‐1551	
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Francisco Astorga

From: Nancy Rosecrans <NRosecrans@joneswaldo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 11:13 AM
To: Francisco Astorga
Cc: ERIC LEE
Subject: Michael and Kathleen Baker, 1851 Little Kate Road, Lot 83, Dority Springs, Holiday 

Ranchettes Subdivison - Plat Amendment - Project No. PL-12-01733

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
Please utilize this communication, from the Holiday Ranch Owner’s Association, to document our objection to the 
application for subdivision, Lot 83,  filed by Michael and Kathleen Baker, 1851 Little Kate Road. 
 
We have reviewed the Staff Planning Report and commend its detailed and thorough presentation of the facts.  It clearly 
demonstrates a fair and properly-scaled assessment of the conditions and community impact of this proposed subdivision. 
 
That stated, we believe that any consideration of the application for subdivision of lot 83 must address the immediate 
surrounding residences as its most-weighted influence.  It is, in fact, Lot 83 of the Holiday Ranch Subdivision and, by its 
very description, a part of Holiday Ranch.  The proposed lot size of this application further reduces the size of lot 83 and 
reconfigures an additional lot which is, compared to any surrounding lot, less than a fractional percentage of each 
contiguous Holiday Ranch parcel. 
 
In addition, we believe that this lot was never intended to be a developed parcel by the very nature of its segregation from 
the Holiday Ranch CC&R’s.  There is no position, other than the lot’s critical placement to the water shed and proximity to 
the Dority Springs, that would have precluded its inclusion in Holiday Ranch’s original development.   
 
We hold, and offer the opinion of in excess of one hundred property owners, that the City’s initial approval of construction 
on Lot 83 was ill-advised and riddled with consequences which continue to adversely affect our subdivision.. 
 
Please consider our objection to this application inasmuch as we represent the immediate community most impacted by 
this application. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Holiday Ranch Homeowner’s Association 
Holiday Ranch, Park City, Utah 84060 
 
Forwarded by Eric Lee, Attorney for the Holiday Ranch Homeowner’s Association    
 

 
 

 

 

Nancy 
Rosecrans 
Paralegal 

1441 West Ute Blvd. Suite 330 
Park City, UT 84098 
Fax: 435.200.0084 
www.joneswaldo.com 

Direct: 801.534.7486 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The content of this e-mail is confidential and proprietary and may be attorney-client privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please destroy it and notify NRosecrans@joneswaldo.com. 
 

Any tax advice contained in this e-mail is not intended and may not be used to avoid penalties under U.S. 
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federal tax laws, or to promote, market or recommend to another party any transaction or matter 
addressed herein. 
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7/17/2014 
 
Dear Planner Astorga: 
 
Please utilize this communication, from the Holiday Ranch Owner’s Association, to document 
our objection to the application for subdivision, Lot 83, filed by Michael and Kathleen Baker, 
1851 Little Kate Road.  
 
The proposed subdivision is simply not “Compatible with existing Developments.”  See LMC 
15-2.11-1(B).  We believe that any consideration of the application for subdivision of lot 83 must 
address the immediate surrounding residences as its most-weighted influence.  It is, in fact, Lot 
83 of the Holiday Ranch Subdivision and, by its very description, a part of Holiday Ranch.  The 
proposed lot size of this application further reduces the size of lot 83 and reconfigures an 
additional lot, which is, compared to any surrounding lot, less than a fractional percentage of 
each contiguous Holiday Ranch parcel.1   
 
Finally, when considering the impact on the neighborhood – other single-family lots - there does 
not appear to be “good cause” for subdividing this lot.  Lot 83, and the surround neighborhood, is 
part of planned developments where the size and location of the lots were platted in a way that 
makes sense.  Moreover, we believe that this lot was never intended to be a developed parcel by 
the very nature of its segregation from the Holiday Ranch CC&R’s.  While not directly subject to 
the CC&Rs, Lot 83 it is clearly marked as “open space” on the plat of the subdivision.  Any 
consideration of the lot being a buildable lot would have designated the lot with a “footprint” 
pursuant to the Land Management, including with appropriate setbacks (City provisions, etc.).  
There is no position, other than the lot’s critical placement to the water shed and proximity to the 
Dority Springs that would have precluded its inclusion in Holiday Ranch’s original development.  
Therefore, we hold, and offer the opinion of in excess of one hundred property owners, that any 
subdivision is not only contrary to the rationale basis on which this neighborhood was originally 
developed, but is also riddled with consequences which would adversely affect this 
neighborhood, including compromising the property values of the neighbors immediately 
adjacent.  

                                                
1 Moreover, the surrounding subdivisions with smaller lot sizes were developed prior to Holiday 
Ranch. 
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844223.1 

 
Please consider our objection to this application inasmuch as we represent the immediate 
community most impacted by this application. 
 
 

Respectfully, 
 

Brady L. Rasmussen,  
Attorney for the Holiday Ranch Homeowner’s 
Association 

 
cc: Holiday Ranch HOA 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 259 of 272



Planning Commission   
Staff Report 
 
Subject: First Amended Silver Queen 

Condominiums Record of Survey 
Author: Kirsten A Whetstone, MS, AICP 
Date: July 23, 2014 
Type of Item:  Administrative – Amended Condominium Plat 
Project Number: PL-14-02301 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First 
Amended Silver Queen Condominiums record of survey plat for seven residential 
condominium units and one commercial condominium unit located at 632 Main Street   
and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as found in the draft 
ordinance. 
 
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department.  The 
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but 
should make its decisions independently. 
 
Topic 
Applicant:  Silver Queen Resort Group, LLC 
Location: 632 Main Street  
Zoning: Historic Commercial Business (HCB)  
Adjacent Land Uses: Main Street retail, offices and residential; Heber Avenue 

residential, Kimball Art Center, Zoom restaurant, Gateway 
mixed use building, and Sky Lodge- condominiums, retail, 
and restaurants. 

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

 
Proposal 
The applicant requests an amended condominium record of survey plat for the purpose 
of creating an amended commercial condominium unit on the Main Street level and 
seven amended residential condominium units on the upper floors of the existing Silver 
Queen Condominium building located at 632 Main Street (Exhibit A). The plat is 
consistent with the approved Historic District Design Review and active building permit 
for the renovation of this non-historic building. The property is located within the Historic 
Commercial Business (HCB) zoning district. 
 
Background 
The property is located at the intersection of Heber Avenue and Main Street and 
consists of a single four story mixed use building constructed in 1982. On May 12, 1994, 
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the City Council approved the Silver Queen Condominium record of survey plat creating 
twelve residential condominium units and one commercial condominium unit. The 
existing condo plat was recorded at Summit County on May 5, 1995 (Exhibit B). The 
building, with the exception of existing residential Unit # 9 (new 4B), is owned by a 
single entity, and is currently being remodeled with an active building permit, subject to 
an approved Historic District Design Review (HDDR). The HDDR was approved on 
September 29, 2011.  
 
Residential and commercial uses are allowed uses in the HCB zoning district. There is 
no increase in existing building footprint and no non-complying situations are created. 
The HDDR permitted the removal of the columns and balcony that previously 
encroached into the Main Street and Heber Avenue rights-of way.  
 
On April 21, 2014, an application was submitted for an amended condominium record of 
survey plat for one commercial unit on the Main Street level and seven residential units 
on the upper floors, including conversion of common penthouse area into residential 
floor area for the second floor of Unit 4A.  Additional common area is platted for 
circulation and common deck areas. The application was deemed complete on July 2, 
2014, upon receipt of a proof of vote for the amended condo plat. A vote of the Silver 
Queen Condominium HOA indicated that 92.83% of the ownership voted in favor 
(Exhibit C).  
 
Analysis 
 

 
 
 

 
CODE REQUIREMENT 

 
EXISTING 

 
FRONT SETBACKS 

 
0’ in HCB  

 
0’ 

 
SIDE SETBACKS 

 
0’ in HCB  

 
0’  
 

 
REAR SETBACKS 

 
0’ in HCB  

 
0’   

 
HEIGHT 

 
maximum height of 45’ per 
HCB 
 

 
Constructed in compliance 
with the maximum height 
requirements and allowed 
volumetric of the HCB zone.  

 
 
MINIMUM LOT SIZE 

 
1,250 sf in HCB 
 

 
5,045 sf  

 
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 25’ 88.78’ 

FLOOR AREA RATIO 
4.0 (20,180 sf) based on the 

total lot area of 5,045 sf. 
zone. 

14,047 sf (final gross floor 
area, including penthouse) 

FAR is less than 4.0 

PARKING 

Total 30 spaces required for 
proposed uses (12 

residential, 18 commercial) 
Fully assessed and paid into 

Total 35 spaces required for 
existing uses based on code 
at the time of initial plat (17 
residential, 18 commercial)  
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Special Improvement District 
Parking requirement is 
reduced for this platted 

configuration.  
 

 
Seven residential units are platted with this record of survey. Units range in size from 
1,006 sf to 2,178 sf. Average unit size is 1,582 sf. Residential units are located on the 
second, third, and fourth floors. Unit 4A is a two story unit with a 963 sf penthouse. One 
2,973 sf commercial unit is platted on the main floor.  
 
The property was assessed and paid into the Main Street Parking Improvement District 
for the twelve units and lower level commercial. Parking requirements for the existing 
configuration (original plat) are 16.5 (17) for the twelve residential units -- 6 units less 
than 650 sf (6 spaces), 3 units at 1,035 sf (6 spaces), and 3 units at 876 sf (4.5 (5) 
spaces) and 18 for the commercial space for a total of 35 spaces.  The proposed unit 
configuration requires 12 spaces for the seven residential (3 units greater than 2,000 sf 
(6 spaces), 4 units greater than 1,000 sf (6 spaces) and 18 spaces for the commercial 
for a total of 30 spaces. Therefore the proposed plat requires fewer spaces than were 
assessed and paid and no additional parking is required. No parking is provided on site. 
 
Common area for the lobby, halls, stairs, elevators, outdoor patios and decks are being 
platted with this record of survey. The condominium plat is required in order for the units 
to be sold individually.   
 
Commercial space is located at the street along the Main Street frontage with residential 
space located above. All of the storefront space is subject to requirements of the vertical 
zoning ordinance.  
 
Staff finds that the condominium plat, as conditioned, will not cause undo harm to 
adjacent property owners because the proposed plat meets the requirements of the 
Land Management Code, is consistent with the approved HDDR, and active 
construction has been reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land 
Management Code requirements in effect at the time of application for building permits.  
 
Good Cause 
Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as it plats residential and commercial 
condominium units consistent with the HCB zoning district and allows for individual 
ownership of the revised units. The condominium plat is consistent with the State 
condominium act, complies with the Land Management Code and is consistent with the 
approved Historic District Design Review that provided for improved architectural 
design, building energy efficiency, and upgrades to current building codes that have a 
positive visual impact on Main Street. The encroaching, heavy stone balconies have 
been removed. 
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Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review on May 13, 2014, and issues 
raised regarding common water and sewer lines have been addressed with conditions 
of approval.  
 
Notice 
On July 9, 2014, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on July 5, 2014.  
 
Public Input 
A public hearing is scheduled for both Planning Commission and City Council meetings. 
Staff has not received any public input at the time of this report.  
  
Future Process 
Approval of this amended condominium plat application by the City Council constitutes 
Final Action that may be appealed following procedures found in LMC 15-1-18.  
 
Alternatives 
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City Council 

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

to deny the amended condominium plat and direct staff to make Findings for this 
decision, or 

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

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no negative fiscal or significant environmental impacts to the city from this 
record of survey plat application. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The entire building would continue to be owned by one entity and the residential units 
could not be sold separately. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the First 
Amended Silver Queen Condominiums record of survey plat for seven residential 
condominium units and one commercial condominium unit located at 632 Main Street   
and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as found in the draft 
ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Proposed amended condominium plat 
Exhibit B- Recorded Silver Queen condominium plat  
Exhibit C- Letter from the HOA 
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Ordinance No. 14- 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE FIRST AMENDED SILVER QUEEN 
CONDOMINIUMS RECORD OF SURVEY PLAT, LOCATED AT 632 MAIN STREET, 

PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, owners of the property known as 632 Main Street (aka the Silver 
Queen Condominiums), have petitioned the City Council for approval of an amended 
condominium plat for one commercial condominium unit and seven residential 
condominium units, and associated common area (Exhibit A).  

 
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted on July 9, 2014, 

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

9, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 23, 2014, to 

receive input on the amended condominium plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 23, 2014, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on August 21, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing on the 

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

Amended Silver Queen Condominiums record of survey plat. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 

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

findings of fact. The condominium plat as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the 
following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 632 Main Street at the intersection of Main Street and 

Heber Avenue. There is an existing four story mixed use building on the property.   
2. The existing building, known as the known as the Silver Queen Condominiums, 

was constructed in 1982.  
3. On May 12, 1994, the City Council approved the Silver Queen Condominiums 

record of survey plat for twelve residential units and one commercial unit. On May 
5, 1995, the condominium plat was recorded at Summit County. 

4. Seven residential units are platted with this record of survey plat for a total of 
11,074 sf of floor area. Units range in size from 1,006 sf to 2,178 sf. Average unit 
size is 1,582 sf. Unit 4A is a two story unit with a roof top penthouse. Residential 

Planning Commission July 23, 2014 Page 264 of 272



units are located on the second, third, and fourth floors. See Exhibit A, proposed 
plat for all unit numbers and square footages. 

5. One 2,973 sf commercial unit is platted on the main floor.  
6. Common area for halls, stairs, elevators, outdoor patios and decks are being 

platted with this record of survey. 
7. The building currently is currently being remodeled with an active building permit. 
8. The condominium plat is required in order for the units to be sold individually. 
9. The building is located in the Historic Commercial Business District (HCB) with 

access to Main Street and Heber Avenue.  
10. Residential and commercial uses are allowed uses within the HCB zoning district. 
11. With the exception of one residential unit, existing unit #9, the building is currently 

owned by one entity. 
12. On April 21, 2014, the City received an application for an amended condominium 

plat. The application was deemed complete on July 2, 2014 when proof of a vote of 
the HOA was provided indicating that 92.83% of the Silver Queen Condominium 
HOA ownership approved of the amended plat. The application includes signatures 
from all owners. 

13. The condominium plat is consistent with the Historic District Design Review plans 
approved by the Planning Staff on September 29, 2011.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 B
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EXHIBIT C
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