PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
July 8, 2015

AGENDA
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM
ROLL CALL
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF June 24, 2015
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
WORK SESSION – Discussion items only, no action taken
550 Park Avenue - Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for construction of a new
single-family dwelling and a Conditional Use Permit for a parking area with five or
more spaces.

PL-15-02451 &
PL-15-02471
Planner
Astorga

47

CONSENT AGENDA – All items on the consent agenda shall be passed or denied by a single motion at
the Commission meeting, unless a motion to remove a specific item is made. If a member of the public
or a member of the Planning Commission requests a public hearing on a consent agenda item, then the
item shall be removed from the consent agenda and acted on at the same meeting.
940 Empire Avenue Subdivision – Plat Amendment combining one and a half lots in
order to remove the lot line under an existing non-historic home.
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on July 30, 2015

PL-15-02762
Planner
Alexander

127

Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue - The property is located
between 1046 Norfolk Avenue and 1102 Norfolk Avenue on a vacant lot. - Steep
Slope Conditional Use Permit for construction of a new single-family dwelling on a
vacant lot.
Public hearing and possible action

PL-15-02723
Planner
Turpen

141

PL-15-02775
Planner
52 and 58 Silver Strike Trail - Seventh Supplemental Plat for The Belles at Empire Pass, Whetstone
Units 15 and 16
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on July 30, 2015

169

REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below
222 Sandridge Avenue - Plat amendment to combine portions of Lots 19, 20, and 21
in Block 72 of the Park City Survey into one lot of record.
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on July 30, 2015

PL-15-02769
Planner
Whetstone

187

1893 Prospector Avenue – Master Planned Development Application for a new
building containing 11 residential units on Lot 25b of the Giga plat Replat of Parking
Lot F at Prospector Square.

PL-15-02698
Planner
Whetstone

223

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.

Public hearing and possible action
Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue – Alice Claim
Subdivision and Plat Amendment
Public hearing and consideration of applicant request and staff recommendation to
continue to July 22, 2015

PL-08-00371
Planner
Alexander

327

Alice Claim south of intersection of King Road and Ridge Avenue – Conditional Use
Permit for retaining walls up to 10’ in height.
Public hearing and consideration of applicant request and staff recommendation to
continue to July 22, 2015

PL-15-02669
Planner
Alexander

395

ADJOURN

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

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
JUNE 24, 2015
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Doug
Thimm, Nann Worel
EX OFFICIO:
Kayla Sintz, Planning Manager; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Francisco Astorga, Planner;
Christy Alexander, Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney
===================================================================
REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL
Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present except Commissioner Campbell who arrived later.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
June 10, 2015
Commissioner Band referred to page 66 of the Staff report, page 14 of the minutes and
corrected the vote on the motion for 875 Main Street to reflect that she had voted against
the motion. The vote should be corrected to read, The motion passed 4-1.
Commissioner Band voted against the motion.
Commissioner Band referred to page 89 of the Staff report, page 37 of the minutes under
the public hearing for Alice Claim and changed Jim Doiling to the correct spelling of Jim
Doilney.
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 62 of the Staff report, page 10 of the minutes,
middle of the first paragraph, and changed “as a designation for residents” to correctly read
“destination for residents…”
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 82 of the Staff report, page 30 of the Minutes and
changed “five 6’ retaining walls add up to 10’ to correctly read “…add up to 30’.
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 24, 2015 as
amended. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioner Campbell was not present for the vote.
Commissioner Worel abstained since she was absent on June 10th.
May 13, 2015
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to APPROVE the minutes of May 13th, 2015 as
written. Commissioner Worel seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed. Commissioners Band, Joyce and Thimm abstained since they
th
were absent on May 13 .
PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he lives across the street from 125 Norfolk, the
Consent Agenda item, but he did not believe that would impact his decision this evening.
Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he has a non-complying hot tub that would not affect
his judgement in the discussion this evening. He would move his hot tub two feet if
necessary.
Commissioner Phillips disclosed that he would be recusing himself from 259, 261, 263
Norfolk Avenue due to past professional relationships with the applicant. He was not
certain that this association would not affect is judgement.
Commissioner Phillips asked if the City had looked at annexing Snow’s Lane either
recently or in the past. He was working on a house on that street and noticed hazardous
conditions that could cause problems on the City property. He also recalled that someone
had applied for a position on the City Council believing that they were within the City limits
but later found they were not. Commissioner Phillips suggested that the Staff look at
whether or not annexing would make sense.
Planning Manager Sintz offered to research what has historically been done and report
back to the Planning Commission. Chair Strachan recalled some discussion about that
during the Silver Star development application.
Commissioner Phillips noticed that 259, 261, 263 Norfolk was not posted and has not been
posted for some time. Commissioner Band stated that she found the sign in the weeds
today and re-staked it. However, the sign was dated March 25th, which was the last time it
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was on the agenda. Commissioner Phillips noted that he had made this same comment
about the sign at the March 25th meeting. He questioned whether or not was considered
proper noticing if the sign was lying down.
City Attorney Mark Harrington pointed out that Commissioner Phillips had recused himself
from this item and he should not be making comments. If the other Commissioners had
questions regarding signage and public noticing they should make their comments when
the item comes up on the agenda.
WORK SESSION
Sign Code Amendment regarding Resort Free-Standing Signs.
Planner Christy Alexander reported that the sign code is part of the Municipal Code and
any amendments to the Sign Code go through the City Council as the approval body.
However, they value the opinion of the Planning Commission and the purpose of this work
session is to hear feedback regarding the proposed sign code amendment.
Planner Alexander stated that the City has been partnering with Deer Valley in working on
improvements to the Deer Valley Road right-of-way. The City Engineer has been working
with the resort in talking about wayfinding signage, and how to improve and update what
currently exists, as well as potential signage for the future. Planner Alexander noted that
current language in the sign code states that any free-standing signs are limited to 7-feet in
height. With this improvement to the right-of-way the City Engineer and Deer Valley were
talking about specific signage, which she presented to the Planning Commission. The
intent is to help visitors to the community know when they were actually entering the resort
area, since many people do not know where Deer Valley begins.
Planner Alexander stated that the Resort was proposing a free-standing sign up to 20’.
However, after looking at signs within the community, what signs the Resorts currently
have, and which signs are most visible and legible to both pedestrians and vehicle traffic,
the Staff recommended limiting the signage to 14’ in height. The City Engineer had
requested 16’. Planner Alexander noted that with the changes or proposed amendments
to the sign code they would need to amend the height limit, limit the number of signs to two
free-standings signs, and reduce the setback from 10’ off the property line to 5’ off the
property line. In addition, if there are right-of-way improvements, any signage within the
right-of-way must be approved by the City Engineer.
The Staff requested input from the Planning Commission regarding the height limit, number
of signs, and the setbacks.

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 5 of 396

Commissioner Thimm could find nothing in the amendment that suggested a change in the
face area of the sign, which is currently 20 square feet. He questioned how they would
measure 20 square feet on the sign Planner Alexander was showing on the screen. He
asked whether it would be the text area or the whole sign. Planner Alexander replied that it
would be any image and text. Commissioner Thimm clarified that it would just be the logo
or decorative portion and the wording. Planner Alexander answered yes.
Commissioner Thimm referred to language regarding special exceptions and noted that
Item a) mentions an entrance corridor. He asked if the Code defines an entrance corridor.
Planner Alexander believed it was defined somewhere in the Code, but she was unsure
how specific it was and suggested that they look at revising the language for clarification.
Commissioner Thimm thought it would be easy for people to stretch the limits of the Code
without a clear definition.
Planning Manager Sintz asked if Commissioner Thimm thought Item a) that states within
300 feet of the Resort’s property needed clarification. She noted that they were
interchanging entry exit corridor, but they were honing in on the proximity of the Resort
property. Commissioner Thimm thought the language was gray and nebulous. Planner
Alexander understood that the concern was that where the property begins is different than
the entry corridor. Commissioner Thimm stated that the issue was what might be
construed to be an entrance corridor by some but not by others. He thought that needed to
be clarified. Planner Alexander agreed.
Commissioner Joyce remarked that a lot of thought went into drafting the current Sign
Code. He wanted to know the real motivation behind the proposed amendments and what
problem they were trying to solve. Planner Alexander replied that much of the signage was
done before the Olympics or for the Olympics and things have changed since then. The
City was already looking at amending the Sign Code this year, and with Vail taking over
PCMR and wanting to update their signage, the Staff tried to look at providing the best
wayfinding signage for the Resort areas to help guide the tourists.
Commissioner Joyce asked if the signage was literally intended to be a directional signage.
He did not believe the example Planner Alexander presented as the proposed sign was not
directional. He thought it made more sense to have signage at the roundabout directing
people to many choices; or to have signage at the base of Deer Valley directing buses,
drop-off traffic, etc. to different locations. Commissioner Joyce remarked that the proposed
example looked more like a welcome sign that did not meet the needs of wayfinding.
Commissioner Joyce reiterated his consistent concern about making Code exceptions for
an individual business. If the issue is that the Resorts are special because they generate
so much traffic to one place, he would prefer changing the LMC to have special signage
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requirements for a use that generates this volume of traffic. Commissioner Joyce pointed
out that the two Resorts were asking for new signage and he was uncomfortable changing
the Code for that particular type of business. He believed it was a big mistake.
Commissioner Joyce noted that later in the meeting the Planning Commission would be
discussing a Code change regarding vertical zoning specifically to eliminate some of the
odd exceptions that exist in the Code.
Commissioner Joyce stated that his message to City Council would be that if the intent is to
teach people how to get to the base of Deer Valley, a good 7’ road sign should be sufficient
because they have those same signs all over town for various businesses and they work
fine. He was unsure why that would not be adequate for the Resorts. Commissioner
Joyce personally believed they were only having this discussion because the City was
actively involved in working on the Deer Valley Beautification.
Planner Manager Sintz remarked that the existing signs in place are not in compliance with
Sign Code and the intent is to look at all the signs as a whole, recognizing that the City has
two large resort destinations that do have an identity and a brand within the City. The Staff
thought it was best to look at it in a cohesive manner.
Commissioner Joyce stated that if the answer is that the Sign Code is broken and they
made a mistake when they thought 7’ was adequate, then the question is whether it should
apply to hotels and other businesses. He was willing to have that discussion to determine
whether or not there are mistakes in the Sign Code. There are several examples where
the Code was changed to fix many non-compliant things and he had no problem with that
process. He reiterated that a lot of thought went into the current 7’ height and he was
uncomfortable picking it apart one sign at a time without good reason and being fair to
other businesses. He used hotels as an example. Planning Manager Sintz remarked that
hotels are very different than the two major Resort destinations. She stated that the Staff
would never recommend a 14’ sign for a hotel.
Chair Strachan could not find reference in the Code indicating that the proposed change
only applied to ski resorts. He specifically referenced 12.9.1(G). Planner Alexander stated
that the Resorts are specifically mentioned in her redlined version. She clarified that the
current Code language does not address the Resorts specifically. Chair Strachan asked if
the City Attorney could see problems with giving one business a right that is not extended
to other businesses.
City Attorney Harrington stated that the more exception based they are, particularly in light
of recent federal litigation, the more they put the City at risk. However, they are able to
differentiate different classes of signage, but not the content. Mr. Harrington stated that it
had not yet been reviewed comprehensively because they first wanted to hear input from
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the Commissioners and policy direction. Mr. Harrington thought they could expect a fairly
quick return and some broader recommendations on the entire Sign Code, particularly with
regard to temporary signage. At that point the Planning Commission would have the
opportunity to address non-complying and temporary exceptions. Mr. Harrington believed
Commissioner Joyce was accurate in saying that the best basis to distinguish was
directional signage. He noted that directional can include arrival. Mr. Harrington
emphasized that the more exception based and limited in number, the more at risk they are
to be challenged, particularly if it is content based and subject to scrutiny. Mr. Harrington
noted that there has been a high degree of voluntary compliance in Park City because
people in the community recognize the importance of aesthetic regulations. He stated that
there is a functional difference between a UDOT sign and a Resort sign, and there is an
analysis that the Staff can draw upon that shows the deficiencies in direction signs. The
City receives a high number of complaints regarding directional confusion.
Commissioner Joyce stated that the Staff report talks about wayfinding, but in his opinion
the proposed example was not a wayfinding sign.
Commissioner Band concurred with Commissioner Joyce. They were talking about Deer
Valley now but they would eventual have this same discussion for PCMR.
If they intend to amend the Sign Code they should look at all signs. She was opposed to a
piecemeal approach. If the City wanted to make exceptions for the two big ski resorts they
could still make that decision.
Commissioner Joyce stated that if exceptions are made for the ski resorts it should be
driven by traffic volume rather than use.
Commissioner Worel agreed that the signs needed to be wayfinding. She also was also
uncomfortable relating the size of the sign to the perceived importance of what it relates to.
Chair Strachan concurred with Commissioners Band and Joyce. He believed the St. Regis
would be the next entity that would request a 14’ sign. He thought it needed to be more
Code driven. Exceptions could be allowed but it should be for businesses that occupy
recreation open space or something similar. He did not favor specifying ski resorts.
Chair Strachan suggested that the Staff re-work the amendment and bring it back to the
Planning Commission for further discussion.
CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.)
1.

Land Management Code Amendment regarding Nightly Rentals use in the HR-L
(Application PL-15-02817). Chapter 2.1 and green roof definition and application in
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HR-L; Chapter 2.1, HR-1 (Application PL-15-02818). Chapter 2.2, HR-2 Chapter
2.3, RC Chapter 2.16, and Definitions Chapter 15.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Michael Kaplan stated that he is a professor and one of the courses he teaches is Ski
Resort Management. He actually did a study on the evolution of ski towns and currently
Park City is at a new pulse where businesses will come in and property will be sold to
people who are looking for third homes. The businesses will be market businesses. It is a
function of the rates and due to the sale and recovery of the economy. Mr. Kaplan thought
the City should focus on getting hot beds on Main Street in the form of nightly or long-term
rentals. He stated that in general, the ski resorts that are more successful focus growth
and density towards the core. Mr. Kaplan remarked that the way the Code reads currently,
the developers are making $2 million condos and they are becoming second, third and
fourth homes, which does not add to the energy of Main Street. Mr. Kaplan stated that he
is involved with Main Street and there is a great need for hot beds. That should be the
direction of the Code as they amend it.
Chair Strachan asked if Mr. Kaplan favored adding nightly rentals in zones or decreasing
the number of nightly rentals.
Mr. Kaplan stated that he favored giving an incentive to developers to make nightly rentals.
He offered suggestions for incentives to steer developers away from the current model. He
suggested that the Code encourage smaller units and remove some of the parking
prohibitions and other things that forced the developers in the direction they have taken.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE the LMC Amendments regarding
nightly rentals and green roofs to July 22nd, 2015. Commissioner Band seconded the
motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA
1.

125 Norfolk Avenue – Hewtex Plat Amendment combining portions of Lots 7, 8, 11
and all of Lots 9 and 10 Block 78 of the Millsite Reservation.
(Application PL-15-02720)
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Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments.
MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda. Commissioner
Thimm seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Findings of Fact – 125 Norfolk Avenue
1. The property is located at 125 Norfolk Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential-Low Density (HR-L) Zoning District.
3. The subject property consists of Portions of Lots 7, 8, 11 and all of Lots 9 and 10
in Block 78 of the Millsite Reservation.
4. Existing Lots 8, 9, and 10 contain a single-family dwelling built in 1973 and a
non-historic detached garage constructed at an unknown date. The building
footprint of the single-family dwelling is approximately 672 square feet. The
building footprint of the non-historic detached garage is approximately 304.5
square feet.
5. An asphalt driveway is located on Lots 7, 8, 9, and 10.
6. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing
three (3) partial lots and two (2) full lots equaling 7,417 square feet.
7. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-Low Density
(HR-L) District.
8. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 3,750 square feet; the lot at
125 Norfolk Avenue will be 7,417 square feet. The proposed lot meets the
minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.
9. The maximum building footprint for a lot this size, 7,417 square feet, is 2,444.5
square feet. Compared to adjacent properties on Sampson Avenue within the
HR-L zone, the average lot size is 6,237.5 square feet. The average building
footprint of those properties on Sampson Avenue within the HR-L zone is
2,162.29 square feet.
10. The minimum lot width allowed in the HR-L District is thirty-five feet (35’). The
proposed lot is one hundred twelve feet six inches (112’6”) wide. The proposed
lot meets the minimum lot width requirement.
11. The minimum side yard setbacks for a one hundred twelve feet six inch (112’6”)
wide lot are fifteen feet (15’).
12. The minimum front and rear yard setbacks for a lot seventy-five feet (75’) in
depth are fifteen feet (15’) and thirty feet (30’) total per Table 15-2.1a in the Land
Management Code.
13. The existing non-historic single-family dwelling is thirteen feet (13’) from the rear
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property line on its southwest corner.
14. The existing non-historic detached garage encroaches into the Public Right-ofWay over the east property line approximately one foot seven inches (1’7”) on
the northeast corner. The existing non-historic detached garage is approximately
one foot three inches (1’3”) from the east property line on the southeast corner.
The property owner will demolish the non-historic detached garage prior to plat
recordation which will eliminate the encroachment.
15. The existing single-family dwelling is a legal non-complying as the structure and
does not meet the rear yard setbacks. The Building Department does not keep
Building Permits prior to 1979. It is unknown whether or not a Building Permit
was obtained to construct the single-family dwelling.
16. The combined side yards setbacks are to be thirty feet (30’) per Table 15-2.1 in
the Land Management Code.
17. The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.
18. The proposed lot area of 7,417 square feet is a compatible lot combination as the
entire Historic Residential-Low Density District has abundant sites with
comparable dimensions.
19. The applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) Pre-application
on October 21, 2014 to construct an addition to the non-historic
structure and demolish the existing non-historic detached garage. A Design
Review Team meeting occurred on October 29. A second Design Review Team
meeting occurred on April 1. Currently, there are no active applications under
review.
20. The applicant applied for a Plat Amendment application on March 19, 2015. The
Plat Amendment application was deemed complete on April 22, 2015.
21. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law – 125 Norfolk Avenue
1. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding lot combinations.
2. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Plat
Amendment.
3. 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 – 125 Norfolk Avenue
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
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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 the final signed mylar has not been presented to the
City for City signatures for recordation within one (1) years’ time, this approval for
the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing prior to
the expiration date of July 9, 2016, and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Norfolk Avenue frontage of the property and shall be shown on the plat prior to
recordation.
4. The property owner must demolish the existing non-historic detached garage
which encroaches into the Public Right-of-Way on the east side of the property
prior to plat recordation.
5. 13-D sprinklers are required for any new construction or significant renovation of
existing.

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION
1.

534 Park Avenue – Conditional Use Permit Modification to relocate the bed
and breakfast’s laundry facilities into the non-historic garage on the property.
(Application PL-15-02759)

Planner Anya Grahn explained that the Washington School House Bed and Breakfast has
an existing laundry room in their basement. They currently outsource the laundry for the
facility and they would like to upgrade the laundry facilities by moving them into the garage.
Planner Grahn stated that the existing historic building and the garage are over footprint for
what is allowed on the site. Therefore, no addition could be made and the applicant would
have to use the existing buildings. In 1983 this bed and breakfast use was approved by
the Historic District Commission as part of the renovation. At that time the garage was not
included as part of the site. It was acquired in 2000 from John Plunkett. Mr. Plunkett had
submitted a letter to the Planning Commission indicating that there was a minor error in
what he had appealed in the early 2000s. Planner Grahn stated that in 2001, after the
garage had been obtained as part of the site, a plat amendment was done to include the
garage.
The Staff report outlined the reasons why the Staff believed the application complies with
the Conditional Permit. However, Planner Grahn requested discussion on Item 12, which
relates to noise, smells, etc. The applicant plans to install exterior vents on the south side
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facing the Washington School house rather than the neighbor on the other side of the
building. The applicant also plans to put in a new air condenser on the west side at the
rear of the property. Planner Grahn had added Conditions of Approval requiring
vegetation; and restricting the hours for using the laundry room between 7:00 a.m. to
10:00.
Planner Grahn reviewed the site plan showing the location of the new vents and the new
condenser.
Chair Strachan asked if the compressor was necessary for the laundry machines. A
representative for the applicant stated that it was only an air conditioning condenser.
Commissioner Worel referred to page 157 of the Staff report, which stated that the
applicant was proposing to install a commercial size washing machine, ironing board and
small utility sink in the current garage. She asked if there was a reason why a dryer was
omitted. Planner Grahn replied that it was an error and there would be a dryer.
Commissioner Worel assumed that the dryer was the reason for venting.
Commissioner Phillips asked how many loads of laundry they anticipated per day. The
applicant’s representative estimated between three to four loads per day. It is a 12 room
bed and breakfast with 13 beds. With the commercial units all the linens could be done in
one or two loads per day, and the towel would be a separate load. He estimated four loads
on a heavy day.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Thimm clarified that the condenser would only serve the laundry room. He
was told that this was correct. The applicant’s representative stated that it was a very quiet
system.
Commissioner Joyce asked about access from the main building to the laundry. The
applicant’s representative stated that there is a front entrance off of Park Avenue and the
staff would walk back and forth outside. Commissioner Joyce asked if the garage has
been used to park cars. The applicant answered no.
Commissioner Joyce noted that Planner Grahn had asked for feedback on Item 12
regarding noise and smell. He assumed the restricted hours for the laundry matched the
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pool hours of 7:00 to 10:00. He believed it was more appropriate to match the construction
hours which ends earlier in the evening and starts later on the weekend.
Commissioner Joyce suggested adding a condition of approval limiting the scope to one
washer and one dryer. Commissioner Joyce referred to page 168 of the Staff report. In
looking at redoing the garage door he thought it was odd that the one on the right had wallmounted heating and air conditioning unit mounted to the opening garage doors. The
applicant’s representative believed the drawing was incorrect and that it was meant to be
above the doors inside on the brick portion. He stated that it still may not go in that exact
location. Commissioner Joyce clarified that he only questioned it because of the intent to
keep things away from the wall closest to the neighbor.
Commissioner Joyce stated that if they could limit the number to one washer and one dryer
and use the standard construction hours for the hours of operation, he was comfortable
with the application.
Planner Grahn offered to add a condition of approval with a limitation of one washer, one
dryer, one small sink, one iron. She asked if the Commissioners wanted to discuss an end
time for daily operation.
Planning Manager Sintz noted that the construction hours are Monday-Saturday 7:00 a.m.
to 9:00 p.m. and Sunday 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Ms. Sintz referred to Condition #7, which
stipulates that the approval is for the laundry room use only. She recommended adding
“on-site” to the language. Commissioner Joyce clarified that his concern was with the
10:00 p.m. end time. He asked if the applicant would agree to a time restriction of 7:00
a.m. to 8:00 p.m. The applicant’s representative agreed, noting that most of the laundry
would be done during business hours.
Commissioner Phillips stated that based on the standards for review he believed the
applicant met all four standards listed in the Staff report. He agreed with Commissioner
Joyce on the condition to limit the number of washers and dryers. Commissioner Phillips
asked how many decibels would be heard on the outside of the building compared to a
regular washer and dryer. The applicant’s representative was unprepared to answer but
offered to ask their sales rep. Commissioner Phillips was only concerned because
sometimes the longer the ducts the more turns and the sound coming out the other end
could be quieter. He recommended that they ask the sales rep if something could be done
to make the machines quieter out of respect to the neighbors. Commissioner Phillips
thought there was a definite advantage to this request because not having a laundry
service pick up and drop off the laundry eliminates one car on the road.
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Commissioner Joyce stated that he was present when they installed the commercial
washer and dryer at the Friends of Animals in Brown’s Canyon and it did not produce any
more noise than other washers and dryers. The applicant’s representative pointed out that
the building has 10” thick concrete.
Commissioner Thimm noted that Condition #3 talks about fire sprinklers being required for
new construction. He stated that the use was being changed and equipment was being
added. He asked if they would be required to provide a fire suppression system. Planner
Grahn replied that given the equipment in the garage and the fact that the garage is
currently not sprinklered, the Building Department was requiring sprinklers. Commissioner
Thimm thought it was a good idea to have a fire suppression system, but he thought the
language should be changed to say for this project rather than for new construction.
Planner Grahn was comfortable changing the language; however, she believed that the
Building Department would view it as new construction because the systems were being
updated. Planning Manager Sintz suggested striking the words “for new construction”.
MOTION: Commissioner Band moved to APPROVE 543 Park Avenue Conditional Use
Permit to relocate the bed and breakfast laundry facilities into the non-historic garage on
the property; based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as amended.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Findings of Fact – 543 Park Avenue
1. The property is located at 543 Park Avenue, and is currently the home of the
Washington School House bed and breakfast.
2. The zoning is Historic Residential (HR-1).
3. The proposed Modification to Conditional Use Permit is to permit the construction of
on-site laundry facilities consisting of one (1) commercial size washing machine, one (1)
commercial size dryer, one (1) commercial ironing board, one (1) small utility sink, and one
(1) heating/cooling unit. The on-site laundry facilities are an auxiliary use of the bed and
breakfast, in the non-historic accessory garage structure. The garage is north of and
adjacent to the Washington School House building and is located within the same lot of
record.
4. The Washington School House bed and breakfast is a landmark structure listed on the
Park City Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and the National Register of Historic Places (listed
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in 1978). The stone building was constructed in 1889. According to the HSI, the building
was vacant and in disrepair at the time of its listing on the National Register in 1978.
5. On September 21, 1983, the Historic District Commission granted a conditional use
permit for the site to be rehabilitated and adaptively reused as a bed and breakfast. The
site continues to be used as such, and it has twelve (12) guest rooms. The Washington
School House provides breakfast, snacks, and other light meals as needed to its guests.
6. On March 22, 1984, Park City Municipal Corporation entered a non-exclusive easement
agreement for the parking access and use of the staircase located as the north 21.5 feet of
Lot 11 and all of Lot 36, Block 9 of the amended plat of Park City Survey.
7. On October 9, 1984, an easement agreement (entry #225977) granted the Washington
School Inn a private easement for the 11 automobile parking spaces.
8. On June 7, 2001, the Park City Council approved a plat amendment to combine seven
Old Town lots into one lot of record on the site where the Inn is located.
9. On November 10, 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit
for a private recreation facility, which included a year-round heated lap pool with connected
hot tub and spa located behind the Washington School Inn bed and breakfast
10. Use of the garage as an accessory structure is an allowed use in the HR-1 zone.
11. The garage has a side yard setback of four feet (4’) along the north property line; the
required side yard setback is three feet (3’). The garage is not historic.
12. The garage measures approximately 21 feet by 23 feet, or approximately 483 square
feet. It is currently used as a storage room to support the bed and breakfast use only; it is
not currently being used for parking.
13. The property is currently over footprint for the lot configuration with the existing historic
structure and non-historic garage, thus no addition could be added to either existing
structure, and no new enclosed building could be placed on the site.
14. Additional parking requirements for the site are not affected by this application.
Parking by guests or employees shall only occur in designated parking associated with the
original Conditional Use Permit for the bed and breakfast. The 1983 CUP approval did not
include the garage as part of the site’s parking requirement, thus any current use of the
garage for private guest parking was an additional, but not required, benefit to the bed and
breakfast.
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15. The proposed laundry room does not require additional parking per the requirements
of the Land Management Code. The relocation of the laundry room to the accessory
structure will not displace any existing parking.
16. Adherence to previously approved associated parking with the original bed and
breakfast CUP will be followed. Guests and employees will continue to not be permitted to
park on Woodside Avenue. Deliveries and servicing of the bed and breakfast as well as its
pool will continue to occur off of Park Avenue, per the existing CUP applications. Because
the bed and breakfast will no longer be outsourcing their laundry, there will be a reduction
to trucks servicing the site to fulfill the bed and breakfast’s laundry needs.
17. The laundry facility in the garage will not interfere with existing access routes for
emergency vehicles. The most direct emergency access to the laundry room will be from
Park Avenue.
18. Minor exterior changes to the non-historic garage will include revising the design and
operation of the existing overhead door, as well as new vents and flues on the south
elevation of the structure. Laundry facilities are an auxiliary use to the bed and breakfast.
Only laundry for the bed and breakfast will be done on site. Any new exhaust vents will not
impact the site’s existing open space.
19. Ownership of the current business license will not change. The use is limited to owners
and guests of the property.
20. The use is proposed to be contained within the existing accessory structure—the
garage, and no new structures are proposed at this time. The garage is not located on a
Steep Slope, nor is the property located in the Environmentally Sensitive Lands, Physical
Mine Hazards, Historic Mine Waste and Park City Soils Ordinance.
21. Staff findings in the Analysis section are incorporated herein.
Conclusions of Law – 543 Park Avenue
1. The CUP, as proposed, is not consistent with all requirements of the Park City Land
Management Code.
2. The CUP, as proposed, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed CUP.
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4. Approval of the CUP is subject to the conditions stated below, does not adversely affect
the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
Conditions of Approval – 543 Park Avenue
1. The applicant shall apply for a building permit from the City within one (1) year from the
date of Planning Commission approval. If a building permit has not been granted within
one year’s time, this Conditional Use Permit will be void.
2. An approved Historic District Design Review will be required prior to building permit
issuance for any exterior work.
3. Fire sprinklers will be required by the Chief Building Official at the time of review of the
building permit submittal.
4. Any improvements in the City right-of-way will require an Encroachment Agreement with
the City prior to building permit issuance.
5. The needed exterior condenser will comply with LMC 15-2.2-3(I) which requires
screened mechanical equipment and similar structures to be located a minimum of 5 feet
from the side lot line. Any new exterior exhaust vents and similar equipment shall be
screened with vegetation.
6. The laundry room shall only be used between the hours of 7am and 8pm.
7. The approval is for the on-site laundry room use only. Any additional uses would
require additional CUP modification and are outside the scope of the 1983 bed and
breakfast conditional use permit, the 2010 private recreation facility conditional use permit,
and this 2015 modification to CUP.
8. No guest or employee parking shall occur on Woodside Avenue or Park Avenue. Guest
and employee parking shall adhere to the 1983 conditional use permit approval. Service
and deliveries for the Washington School House Bed and breakfast shall continue along
Park Avenue.
9. Any new signage will require a new sign permit.
10. No new lighting is proposed at this time. Any new lighting shall be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Department prior to installation.
11. Noise levels shall comply with 6-3-9 of the Park City Municipal Code.
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2.

259, 261, 264 Norfolk Avenue – Consideration of the First Amended Upper
Norfolk Subdivision Plat – Amending Conditions of Approval on Ordinance
No. 06-55. (Application PL-15-02664)

Commissioner Phillips recused himself and left the room.
Planner Astorga reviewed the application to amend the original ordinance 06-55, which
approved the Upper Norfolk subdivision in 2006. Jerry Fiat was representing the three
entities that own each lot.
Planner Astorga stated that in 2006 a specific condition of approval indicated that
construction access to the lots would be from King Road. In 2009 the applicant lost that
access easement and, therefore, they were in violation of the condition of approval.
Planner Astorga reported that the Planning Commission first reviewed this amendment to
the ordinance on March 25, 2005 and it was continued until this evening. The two
conditions of approval requiring access from King Road were outlined on page 190 of the
Staff report. The applicant was requesting to amend those two conditions. Planner
Astorga noted that the construction easement agreements were granted; however, the one
with the access had a specific time frame and it had expired.
Planner Astorga stated that when the Planning Commission reviewed this application on
March 25th they talked about construction mitigation and the Steep Slope conditional use
that was discussed in the original approval in 2006. Pages 191 and 192 of the Staff report
outlined some of the items that were discussed in 2006 regarding the Steep Slope CUP.
Planner Astorga commented on the first part of this application, which was construction
mitigation. Exhibit C in the Staff report was the actual letter written by Jerry Fiat concerning
the construction mitigation. The first is the desire to build all three units at the same time.
The second is that staging area has been secured in the back of the sites on Mr. Sfire’s
property. An easement agreement was obtained and that agreement expires two years
after the start of construction. Planner Astorga noted that in his letter Mr. Fiat indicated
that no materials would be staged on the street, that parking will take place in a shared
private driveway, and there is sufficient space for cars and trucks to turnaround without
having to back up or down Upper Norfolk. Mr. Fiat also indicated in his letter that they
intend to encourage carpooling to further reduce traffic. Trucks will not be allowed to que
up on Upper Norfolk. The road would only be closed for specific utility upgrades.
Deliveries could be accommodated in the area of the three lots.
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Planner Astorga noted that the letter was reviewed by the Building Department. The
Building Department does not approve the actual construction mitigation until the building
permit is issued; however, they had no issues with what was being proposed. Planner
Astorga noted that language was drafted in the Building Department’s form and the
information was placed on the actual construction mitigation plan, with a disclaimer that it
was subject to change at any time. Planner Astorga stated that the Chief Building Official
has the ability to amend a construction mitigation plan to address specific concerns that
may arise during construction.
Planner Astorga stated it was unfortunate that the applicants lost the access off of King
Road because there is no other way to accommodate construction other than through King
Road. Based on recommendations by the Building Department, Planner Astorga
recommended that the Planning Commission approve the specific ordinance that amends
the original plat from 2006. The lots have always been viewed as buildable lots of record,
but access would be more difficult.
Planner Astorga commented on the issue regarding construction on steep slope. He
explained that as the Staff further examined the minutes from 2006 they found that many
questions and concerns were not addressed because they would be discussed with the
Steep Slope CUP. He noted that whenever an issue was raised by either the public or the
Commissions, the re-occurring answer was that all of the items would be addressed
through a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit.
Planner Astorga noted that Exhibit F showed the actual site with the triplex that has since
been demolished. The next Exhibit was the actual survey that was submitted in 2006 that
showed a large encroachment of the triplex over the City right-of-way. Planner Astorga
presented the existing conditions site plan that was submitted in 2006, as well as a
preliminary proposed site plan that was submitted. He pointed to the existing berm and the
shared driveway. Planner Astorga stated that the trucks would come in, make the turn and
then make an applicable turnaround in that area where it would not affect the
neighborhood. Planner Astorga noted that the construction easement he mentioned
earlier was behind the lots towards the west.
Planner Astorga presented an Exhibit that was shown in 2006. One imaged showed the
existing conditions with the triplex. Another image represented the proposed with each
single family dwelling at approximately the same section cut.
Planner Astorga stated that in June 2010 a memo was written by the Planning Department
indicating that this site required a Steep Slope CUP. In August 2010 another memo was
written by the Planning Department stating that a Steep Slope CUP was not required.
Planner Astorga explained that when the Staff reviewed the site at the applicant’s request,
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they looked at the plat but failed to look at the Findings of Ordinance 06-55. Finding 13 of
the Ordinance indicated that the sites were on steep slopes and required a Steep Slope
conditional use permit. Planner Astorga stated that this application was the reason why
plat notes are now placed on new plats referencing the actual ordinance recorded with the
City. The plat note would direct people to the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and
conditions of approval for the plat.
Planner Astorga reviewed the site plan that was recently submitted by the applicant
regarding construction mitigation. The area in yellow in the back was the construction
staging area, which is the shared driveway. Planner Astorga referred to the survey and
verified that the topo lines match the submitted survey. He noted that Lot C, before the
area was disturbed, had a slope of 67%. Regarding the other two lots, he indicated a slope
of 53% and 38%. Planner Astorga remarked that it could be debated as to whether or not
it meets the Steep Slope CUP requirement because of the disturbance that took place.
He noted that the survey was done before the triplex was removed, but at that time it had a
slope of 67%. Based on that information the Staff recommended that they honor the
original Finding of Fact requiring the applicant to come back with a Steep Slope CUP for
each lot.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission amend the ordinance to allow
building three single family dwellings. He reiterated that there is no longer access through
King Road and they would have to use Upper Norfolk. Specific conditions of approval
address vegetation and changes to the construction mitigation plan. If the construction
mitigation plan changes for any reason, the applicant has the responsibility to inform the
neighbors. Planner Astorga reported on a technical aspect of the easement in the back
that was an error in the survey, and he recommending making that change. Another
condition of approval requires a cross access temporary construction easement over the
three lots so staging during construction could occur on the three properties.
Planner Astorga clarified that the only way to amend an ordinance is to apply for another
ordinance which amends it. A memo by the Planning Director is not sufficient to remove a
specific finding, conclusions of law, or condition of approval.
Jerry Fiat, representing the applicants, remarked that the condition regarding access in the
rear was not in the plat. They were new owners who were not aware of the condition. A
plan was submitted in 2009 to build, at which time the Planning Department discovered the
access issue and suggested that they amend the ordinance. He clarified that the
applicants had no issue with amending the Ordinance.
Mr. Fiat thought the major issue was the Steep Slope CUP. He recognized that either he
or the buyers should have checked for findings of fact, but it was not on the plat and they
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had a clear letter from the Planning Director. Mr. Fiat explained that in 2009 plans were
submitted to determine whether or not it required the Steep Slope CUP process. After the
Planning Department determined that it was steep slope he met with Planner Astorga and
former Planning Director Thomas Eddington because he did not think it was right. Mr. Fiat
noted that the area on the third lot is steep because they dug it out for parking. It is a
disturbed area and not the natural topography of the area. Mr. Fiat stated that in looking at
pictures of the triplex, it is evident that the triplex fully extended on to the berm. He noted
that the public right-of-way was used for parking and the triplex was also on the public
right-of-way. Mr. Fiat emphasized that the site was disturbed. Mr. Fiat remarked that the
site was measured which is why the Planning Director which is why the Planning Director
wrote another letter in conflict with the first letter.
Mr. Fiat stated that they have been trying to build these lots for a while and they have
almost lost this season. They have a letter that was written in good faith stating that a
Steep Slope CUP is not required. Mr. Fiat noted that they removed a six unit structure that
was 47’ in height and encroached on to the public right-of-way. They would like to build
three homes and create a better situation on the site.
Commissioner Band asked Planner Astorga to explain the construction mitigation process
if the approved construction mitigation plan is changed. Planner Astorga clarified that
changes normally do not occur. He added a condition of approval due to the issues related
to the narrowness of Norfolk and the expectation of the neighborhood that access would
occur off King Road. Planner Astorga stated he followed the same noticing criteria for a
plat amendment, which is to notify property owners within 300 feet. The applicants would
have to provide an updated list of neighbors within 300 feet and to notify the neighbors that
the x-component of their construction mitigation plan has been amended. Planner Astorga
stated that the Chief Building Official has the authority to approve, amend or deny
construction mitigation plans.
Commissioner Band asked if there was a specific time frame for notifying the neighbors.
Planner Astorga offered to include language in the condition requiring that letters be sent
the day the amended construction mitigation plan is approved. Commissioner Band
thought the neighbors should be noticed a day or due prior to something that would affect
them so they would know what to expect and could plan accordingly. Planning Manager
Sintz noted that something similar occurred with the construction of the Main Street Mall
and a system was put in place that notified property owners when changes would be
occurring on the street. She believed they would use that model.
Commissioner Worel noted that pages 193 and 194 talks about construction easements
and that two of the legal descriptions were incorrect. She asked if that should be in the
conditions of approval. She also noted that in the redlined Condition #5 was struck where
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it talks about construction easement agreements. Planner Astorga stated that he wanted
the Planning Commission to understand the original findings of fact, conclusions of law and
conditions of approval. For example, page 201 contained the existing findings of fact and
those were redlined to show the changes proposed for the amended ordinance. On page
202, Conditions 4 and 5 would be struck because Condition #4 addressed the King Road
access; and Condition #5 was tied to Condition #4.
To answer Commissioner Worel’s first question, Planner Astorga referred to the Condition
#6 in the proposed draft ordinance. He noted that the easement was drawn appropriate,
but once they looked at distances and angles it did not quite close. The intent is to have
the surveyor address that item. Planner Astorga stated that Mr. Fiat was already working
on the language to address the technical aspects that were not appropriate drafted in the
recorded documents. Planner Astorga referred to Condition #7 and stated that since they
would be staging on Mr. Sfire’s property, the Planning Department wanted an inventory of
the landscaping to make sure it is brought back up to what is was.
Commissioner Thimm stated that if they were making a finding of fact that there is
sufficient area on the property to conduct construction staging, he questioned why an offsite area was shown for staging as part of the presentation. Planner Astorga replied that
the off-site area is what makes the area sufficient for construction staging. Commission
Thimm thought Finding #14 did not reflect that intent. Planner Astorga agreed and revised
Finding #14 to read, “There is sufficient area on the property and adjacent to it to conduct
construction staging.”
Commissioner Joyce thought Finding of Fact #14 should be changed to read, “between the
property and the easement there is sufficient property for construction staging.”
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Debbie Brabender, a resident at 283 Upper Norfolk, believed her property would be the
most impacted by the construction. She emphasized that the applicants have the right to
build their house and she encourages it because beautiful homes will improve the
neighborhood value. Ms. Brabender stated that her only concern is that the road that
comes in in front of these houses would drive on the City property right in front of her guest
house that she rents as nightly rentals. She will lose the parking spot and that section will
be the turnaround spot for everyone else. Ms. Brabender was not pleased with that
prospect. She has spoken with Planner Astorga and there are ongoing discussions with
regard to how they can square up their property and not lose the privacy in front of their
guest house. Ms. Brabender liked that the Planning Commission was going back to the
original documents to make sure everything was being done appropriately. Ms. Brabender
reiterated that she was not opposed to the project. As the only person on the end of the

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 23 of 396

street who lives there full time she understands the traffic situation. She was pleased to
see the plans for the driveway, but she disagreed with how the driveway circles around in
front of her lot because it would be the turnaround spot.
Michael Kaplan stated that he owns the property at 236 and 238 Upper Norfolk, where it
becomes a choke point on the street. Mr. Kaplan cited an incident where cars were parked
on both sides of the street and there was an emergency with a toddler, but because the
road is narrow the emergency vehicles could not get through. Luckily, everything worked
out fine, but since his property is nightly rental he put up signs allowing people to park on
one side of the street but not the other. Mr. Kaplan emphasized that the road is very
narrow and he requested that everything possible be done to leave room for emergency
vehicles. He had done his part and he hoped others would be considerate of the situation.
Chair Worel closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Worel was impressed with the construction mitigation plan and she thought
Mr. Fiat was working hard to lessen the impacts on the neighborhood as much as possible.
She has always had concerns with Upper Norfolk. She was interested to hear the
comment about the shape of the driveway.
Commissioner Joyce referred to the site plan on page 226 of the Staff report and pointed
out where the property line comes across for the house next door. Mr. Fiat noted that the
hatched areas on the site plan are the areas that were historically used for parking and
they were reclaiming it as berm. Mr. Fiat stated that their original intent was to reduce or
eliminate the parking that was in the unimproved right-of-way and return some of the berm
to screen it better. He was willing to move it more, but they were not trying to create
parking because they have the shared driveway for parking.
Mr. Fiat remarked that no one puts together a construction mitigation plan like he does. He
believed he was the only developer who rents parking spaces and never uses City parking
for construction sites. They always rent parking and they also enforce it. He thought they
did an exemplary job of controlling the situation on all of their projects and he could not
recall a single complaint. Mr. Fiat understood the comment about losing the parking, but
the narrowness of the road is caused by the amount of parking that occurs on the public
right-of way and not by the project.
Commissioner Joyce asked if Mr. Fiat had an easement on the City right-of-way that would
allow them to turn it into private driveway. Mr. Fiat stated that most of the improved public
right-of-ways are not in a platted right-of-way. There is usually a significant difference
between the improved right-of-way and the lots and it is typically crossed. He pointed out
that this occurs on every project throughout Old Town. He noted that usually it is a single
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driveway for each lot. They would prefer a single driveways but they were specifically
requested to eliminate the number of driveways. They came in with a proposal for two and
they were asked to do one.
Planner Astorga presented an exhibit of the outer edge of the Park City survey. He noted
that the red area in the circle represented the subject property. The area above it was the
next property and it was not included in the Park City survey. That was the reason for the
unique angle. Planner Astorga reviewed the aerial photograph and pointed out that platted
Norfolk ends on the angle. Everything north was private property with an easement over
those areas to access the other three or four homes. Planner Astorga understood that
Commissioner Joyce was questioning whether 283 or 263 would have access. That was
the reason why another condition of approval was added stating that any improvements to
the right-of-way would have to be filed and appropriately approved by the City Engineer.
Planner Astorga clarified that the parking that has taken place was never formalized by the
City. He understood that it was illegal parking that has been enjoyed up to this point.
Commissioner Joyce expected that one property would not be allowed to come up in front
of another property on the right-of-way. He assumed that the access would be associated
with Lot 283 rather than Lot 263. City Engineer Matt Cassel stated that the City tries to
keep the driveways within the boundaries of the property lines to avoid causing impacts to
the neighbors. There is nothing written prohibiting drives to extend beyond the property
lines but it is a guiding principle.
Commissioner Joyce sympathized with the applicants regarding the steep slope issue.
However, as he read through all the past minutes, the driveway was the one issue that kept
coming up but kept getting pushed to the steep slope CUP. The concerns related to the
berms, how amount of cut, retaining walls and other issues. Commissioner Joyce believed
that when the previous Planning Commission gave approval for the plat, it was done based
on the assumption that they would have a secondary level of approval to shape the plan.
Commissioner Joyce was comfortable with the construction mitigation plan and he would
like the applicant to be able to move forward, but he was uncomfortable with the driveway
piece and making sure it gets done right.
Mr. Fiat noted that they were not disturbing any of the berm. They were actually bringing
back and revegetating the berm. With City Engineer approval, Mr. Fiat was willing to move
the driveway 90 degrees off the public right-of-way to stay away from being in front of 283
Norfolk. Commissioner Joyce asked if Mr. Fiat was convinced that they could bring the
driveway up to the first house and not encounter driveway steepness issues. Mr. Fiat
replied that the Code would not allow them to exceed 14%. He commented on a driveway
was currently being torn out because the grade was 16%. Mr. Fiat remarked that
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everyone in town was very aware of the strict rules. If he moved the driveway he would
have to make it work within the 14% requirement.
Commissioner Band asked if they were using the public right-of-way to stage pouring the
driveway. She had walked the lot and questioned how they would get everything to the
back staging area. Mr. Fiat stated that they would grade the driveway either use a crane
over a forklift to move everything to the staging area. He explained that a small crane
usually fits within the space. Mr. Fiat realized that the concrete truck would have to be on
the road when the last piece of the driveway is poured, but he believed there was sufficient
space on-site to build the project. Mr. Fiat stated that relative to other sites this was a very
manageable project.
Commissioner Thimm thanked Mr. Fiat for a thorough and detailed construction mitigation
plan. In terms of the right-of-way and the driveway, Commissioner Thimm stated that he
tends to look at a piece of property from the right-of-way line to the edge of curb or
sidewalk as frontage. He favored moving the driveway perpendicular off of Norfolk
because it was more in line with how he defines frontage.
Commissioner Thimm commented on the steep slope issue. He agreed with the applicant
that a letter is on file saying that it was not steep slope; however, another letter on file says
that it is. In addition, the Planning Staff was recommending that the condition of approval
having it be a steep slope should remain. Commissioner Thimm asked Planner Astorga if
there was an outstanding issue that made the Staff draw that conclusion. Planner Astorga
replied that it was the review of the minutes from 2006 and the number of items that were
not addressed on the belief that it would be reviewed under a Steep Slope CUP.
Planner Astorga admitted that he had written the last memo on behalf of the former
Planning Director and that they had not looked at the ordinance. They only looked at the
plat and there was not a plat note. They went on-site but since none of the planners are
certified surveyors they made their determination based on what they knew. As a
professional planner, after reading all the minutes, he thought it clearly reflected that all of
the items regarding the driveway and the design of the house were to be reviewed through
the Steep Slope CUP process.
Commissioner Campbell thought there was a perception in the neighborhood that the rightof-way extends perpendicular from the roadway. His only objection was using the
triangular section above. He felt that piece should stay with the house to the north. If Mr.
Fiat was willing to move it perpendicular and felt comfortable that he could meet the
driveway grade, Commissioner Campbell could support it. After driving by the site, he
thought the steep slope situation was created by the prior excavation. He believed the
natural grade would not have met the steep slope requirement. Commissioner Campbell
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pointed out that the previous Planning Commission talked about reviewing a steep slope
CUP because they were under the assumption that the property was a steep slope. That
does not mean that it actually was a steep slope.
Commissioner Band was inclined to lean towards the Staff recommendation to keep the
condition for a Steep Slope CUP because of the minutes from 2006. However, if they
choose to remove the condition, she thought it was important to address the issues that
were kicked down the road if there was not going to be a Steep Slope CUP process.
Commissioner Campbell questioned whether they were technically able to discuss those
issues this evening. City Attorney Harrington replied that the Staff had not framed the
issues for discussion. He suggested that the Planning Commission outline the specific
issues so the Staff could prepare a recommendation for the next meeting.
Commissioner Band understood that the two options were 1) approve the ordinance as
amended, keeping the Steep Slope CUP; or 2) Continue this item to another meeting when
the Planning Commission could discuss some of the issues.
Chair Strachan felt this was one circumstance where the equities weigh in favor of the
developer. He understood the issue of getting two conflicting letters and the mixed
message it sends. In his opinion, where there is a tie it goes to the “runner”, and in this
case that would be the developer. Chair Strachan remarked that the question was whether
or not they could adequately mitigate the potential impacts in the context of a plat
amendment application. He believed they could mitigate the impacts without going
through the Steep Slope CUP process, especially since the developer was given mixed
messages.
Chair Strachan thought the greatest impacts and the ones that could be mitigated related
to construction impacts, the driveway, and construction staging. He pointed out that the
CUP process would get them to the same point they were at this evening, and many of the
conditions that the Planning Commission would end up imposing had already been agreed
to by the construction mitigation plan. If Mr. Fiat was willing to take all of the bullet points
outlined on page 193 of the Staff report and make them conditions of approval to this plat
amendment, Chair Strachan believed that would achieve the goal of mitigating the impacts.
Mr. Fiat agreed to what Chair Strachan was suggesting, and noted that he had originally
suggested that it become a condition of approval.
Commissioner Melissa clarified that if the Commissioners agreed they would be removing
Finding of Fact #13.
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Commissioner Thimm concurred with Chair Strachan. He believed the LMC and the
Planning Staff would enforce the mitigation of impacts. Commissioner Thimm liked the
adage of the tie going to the runner. He appreciated Mr. Fiat’s persistent effort.
Commissioner Band asked if they needed to add language to the construction mitigation
plan to address the comment by Planning Manager Sintz that a specific system was in
place to notify the neighbors if changes to the Plan occur. Planner Astorga pointed out that
the condition should be removed entirely because those items would become conditions of
approval and the Chief Building Official would not have the ability to amend the
construction mitigation plan.
Chair Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission take a break and move to the
next item on the agenda to give Planner Astorga the opportunity to draft the revised
findings of fact and conditions of approval and bring it back to the Planning Commission for
action this evening. The Commissioners concurred.
Chair Strachan noted that since the majority of the public were present for the LMC
amendment regarding Vertical Zoning storefronts, the Planning Commission would move
that to the next agenda item.
Commissioner Phillips returned to the meeting.
3.

Land Management Code Amendments regarding vertical zoning storefront
regulations in Chapter 15-2.5-2 Uses in Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC),
Chapter 15-2.6-2 Uses in Historic Commercial Business (HCB), and associated
Definitions in Chapter 15-15 Defined Terms (Application PL-15-02810)

Planner Whetstone reviewed the proposed amendments to Chapter 2.5 and 2.6, as well as
changes to the definitions in Chapter 15. The Staff recommended that the Planning
Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the item to July 22nd to allow time for
the Staff to consider input from both the Planning Commission and the public. Planner
Whetstone stated that the Staff intends to provide noticing to the business owners prior to
the July 22nd, meeting. She noted that every property owner within the area of the vertical
zoning ordinance was noticed for this meeting; and it would be beneficial to hear from the
businesses.
Planner Whetstone stated that Goal 16 in the General Plan stated, “To maintain Historic
Main Street District as the heart of the City for residents and encourage tourism in the
District.” Objectives talk about limiting uses within the first story of buildings along Main
Street to retail and restaurant establishments that are inviting to passing pedestrians. Uses
that should be discouraged included office space, real estate, show rooms, parking, etc.
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An implementation strategy is to re-examine the City’s vertical zoning ordinance that
requires commercial retail shops along Main Street and to consider strengthening that
ordinance.
Planner Whetstone stated that additionally the City has an economic development strategic
plan that includes goals related to maintain and improving a balance of sustainable
community goals by going beyond economic initiatives and include social and
environmental strategies to preserve Main Street.
Planner Whetstone stated that the proposed amendments pro-actively direct uses that
have a more positive impact or effect on the economic and social vitality and activity level
of the street to look at street level storefronts. Upper level spaces in the districts in this
area can continue to accommodate offices, residential, real estate offices and those types
of uses. Planner Whetstone remarked that the proposed amendment expands the reach
to Lower Main Street and suggests taking out any areas that were exempt from the existing
ordinance. Planner Whetstone summarized that the proposed amendment would amend
the table to add additional uses that would not be allowed in storefront properties; to
expand the location of the ordinance; and to relook at the definition where a property fronts
on a street or a public or private plaza. She noted that a private plaza has its own
definition and this amendment would not include a small, personal or private plaza.
However, if it is on Main Street it would probably fall under this amendment because it
would be within 50 feet of the street.
Planner Whetstone had reviewed the ordinance and read through the minutes of how it
was created and why some areas were exempt. She recognized that some areas may still
need to be exempt and she anticipated a lot of conversation regarding this issue.
Planner Whetstone requested that the Planning Commission consider adding a
requirement that new construction or redevelopment reconstruction shall not be
manipulated so as to not create a storefront property.
Planner Whetstone stated that the storefronts are regulated by a footnote to the uses.
They added the footnote “any residential use”. She pointed out that nightly rental was not
mentioned in the list because it was already part of the residential use. A bed and
breakfast and a hostel were added, as well as minor hotel rooms. They also added under
conditional uses triplex, multi-units, guest houses, and group care facilities. Also added
were parking areas or structures, as well as recreation facilities; commercial, public and
private. Planner Whetstone clarified that the footnote are uses are prohibited in the HRC
zone, storefronts on Main Street, Swede Alley, Heber Avenue and Park Avenue, excluding
the HRC zoned areas on the west side of Park Avenue. She noted that three HRC
properties across from the Kimball Arts Center are residential buildings. Other historic
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buildings on the west side of Park Avenue with different uses back to residential and it
seemed appropriate that adaptive reuse of those buildings may be an office. Planner
Whetstone remarked that an item for discussion would be to allow a hotel on a Main Street
storefront but not the hotel rooms. Hotel lobbies would also be prohibited unless they were
open to the public.
Planner Whetstone reviewed the items for discussion outlined on page 480 of the Staff
report: 1) Are there Uses that the Commission finds should be excluded or included from
the provisions of this Ordinance; 2) How should access to upper and lower level spaces be
regulated? Should access and/or lobby areas for hotels, residential condominium
properties, offices, private clubs, etc. be limited to a certain percentage of the overall
Storefront area? Should these regulations apply to lobbies that are essentially public
because they provide access through to public restaurants, bars, and shops; 3) Does the
Commission find that expansion of the Ordinance to the lower MainStreet area by a)
including Public and Private Plaza areas in the definition of Storefront, and b) by removing
the current language that excludes certain properties, further addresses the City’s adopted
Goals and Objectives and strengthens the existing Ordinance; 4) Are there certain
properties or spaces that should be excluded from the provisions of this Ordinance due to
existing physical constraints, such as the location or orientation of windows, entry ways or
other reasons? Should the properties that front onto the northern interior plaza at Summit
Watch continue to be excluded from the Vertical Ordinance, thus allowing non-retail uses
to located in that area; 5) Staff has exempted the HRC zoned properties located on the
west side of Park Avenue because these properties transition to adjacent residential
properties on Woodside. Residential and office uses within Storefront Areas are
compatible uses in this transition area. Should this area be included in the Vertical Zoning
regulations; 6) Should new development be required to have Storefront Areas if located on
Main, Heber, Swede, or east side of Park and within the HRC and HCB Zoning
Districts?
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Doug Clyde thought the discussion items were well framed and he intended to stay and
listen to their discussion. Mr. Clyde had read the ordinance and believed that it generally
accomplishes what they want. However, he had concerns about the plaza issue. He
thought it was unclear what the relationship of a plaza is to the specific streets on which the
storefronts are regulated. It is unclear when a plaza becomes part of one of those
regulated streets. For example, in reading the ordinance one could construe that the 1st
Street stairs are a public plaza connected to Park Avenue and perhaps should have
storefront all the way up the stairs. He thought the intent of what they were trying to
accomplish was good but he cautioned them to consider the unintended consequences.
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Mike Sweeney stated that he is one of the owners of a plaza and had a difficult time
understanding the thinking with respect to the plazas. Plazas were not involved on Main
Street. Mr. Sweeney remarked that he, his brothers and others provide Park City with
lower Main Street because until they developed it there was not a lower Main Street. It was
a Mill plat and it terminated at Heber Avenue. Mr. Sweeney stated that from his
understanding as the President of the HPCA at the time this was going on, they were
talking about storefront on the Main Street level. It did not involve his plaza or the Main
Street Summit Watch Plaza, which are the only two plazas on Main Street that are 1,000
square feet. Mr. Sweeney stated that the businesses on the interior of the Marriott Summit
Watch need all the help they can get because very few businesses have been successful
in the 20 years since the plaza was created. Mr. Sweeney noted that he help craft the
original language and the fact that it has been expanded to include private plazas does not
make any sense. He supported the idea of having commercial retail in storefronts, which
includes bars and event centers. Mr. Sweeney stated that the purpose of the ordinance is
to make sure that the commercial activity on Main Street is existing. He does not believe in
having parking come in on Main Street. He remarked that this came to the attention of the
City Council because of how 205 Main Street was designed. The reason for this
amendment is to make sure that something like 205 Main Street never happens again. Mr.
Sweeney stated that when he was involved with the HPCA they looked at what they
thought was right for Main Street to create the commercial activity and the vibrancy they
were looking for. He believed that was what they were trying to protect to make sure that
205 did not happen again on Main Street. Mr. Sweeney noted that the real estate firms
were asked to leave Main Street and they will not be coming back. Mr. Sweeney wanted to
meet with Planner Whetstone to go through in detail what he understands about this
particular situation they were in right now.
Eric Nelson agreed that this conversation was triggered by what happened on 205 Main
Street, which in his view is a disaster for the City and for Main Street. He believed the City
had an opportunity to vitalize that section of Main Street, and so far they have lost that
opportunity. Mr. Nelson had read the Staff report and he had no comments on it.
However, he did wat to comment on process. When a project like 205 Main Street is not
reviewed by the Planning Commission and the City Council, and neither body even knew it
had been approved, the process is flawed. When the buck stops with the City Council and
they knew nothing about it that is a problem. Mr. Nelson stated that someone needed to
address the process because 205 Main Street was not the only instance where a project
was approved without the Planning Commission or the City Council seeing it; and that is a
mistake. Mr. Nelson requested that the Staff and the Planning Commission address that
issue.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
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Commissioner Campbell agreed that plazas were a separate issue. He was unsure how to
address plazas, but he thought they were crafting a shotgun approach to stop 205 Main
from happening again. Commissioner Campbell stated that it is only two plazas and both
need whatever help they could give them. He did not believe they should be treated the
same way as Main Street.
Commissioner Thimm concurred with Commissioner Campbell with regard to looking at
plazas differently. He has walked them many times and he sees the struggles. In terms of
access, Commissioner Thimm thought having lobbies for offices and hospitality as part of
the storefront face for Main Street makes sense. However, it was important to look at it
holistically if they intend to make changes to the LMC as opposed to a knee jerk reaction to
one project.
Commissioner Band thought the downtown plaza areas have started to change and a lot of
the businesses have been there for a while. The more they can encourage good shops to
be there the more people will go there. Commissioner Band stated that if the concern was
about the vibrancy of that area, taking plazas out of the ordinance will hurt more than it will
help. If the intent is to address the lack of vibrancy on lower Main and on this plaza, they
should not do it by putting in offices and real estate business. They need to help the area
by making it more vibrant and keep the retail and commercial spaces that will bring people
in.
Commissioner Joyce asked Planning Manager Sintz not to put the Planning Commission in
the same position they were put in for Bonanza Park where owners are caught off guard
and blindsided. He wanted to make sure that the people who are the most affected are
clearly informed about this amendment. Commissioner Joyce thought a reaction to 205
Main Street was part of the timing, but at the last meeting they discussed a private club at
875 Main that was zoned as an exception, even though it was not a desirable storefront
use. Commissioner Joyce noted that what they were really trying to do was make
downtown a vibrant place to come. Places that draw people are where the people go
because it is interesting. His problem with the plaza are the uses that do not draw people
in. He agreed with Commissioner Band that they were not trying to fix Main Street. They
were trying to make the whole area a vibrant place to go. He would like to include plaza
and make them as vibrant as Main Street. The focus should not be to make sure 205 Main
does not happen again, but rather to make sure that Old Town is a vibrant place for people
to go.
Commissioner Joyce did not believe the west side of Park Avenue should be an exception.
He understood the transition, but trying to explain that transition to a tourist is vague.
Commissioner Joyce commented on the idea of allowing a hotel entrance but not the
rooms. He thought they needed to be clear about parking lots and entrances. It somehow
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needed to be addressed but he was unsure how to do it. He reiterated that he rarely favors
exceptions because if they have a rule it should apply to all.
Commissioner Phillips was on the fence for both the exemption for the west side of Park
Avenue and the plazas. He was leaning towards the street level plazas but after listening
to the different arguments he was still forming his opinion.
Planner Whetstone noted that on the far north end of the plaza there was really nothing
happening in that area. However, the Staff looked at the end where Main Street curves
and discussed whether or not to exempt that portion. They determined that if the goal is to
encourage commercial it should be the whole plaza.
City Attorney Harrington stated that property ownership down there gives alternatives and
they may be able to work collaboratively with the owners to get a more specific amendment
to the MPD. The previous minutes reflect that the goal was balance. Former
Commissioner Wintzer had said, “We do not want to dictate the results down there but we
want to turn the tide.” Mr. Harrington noted that there was a lot of discussion regarding
plazas and thought they needed a good map to know which areas they were talking about.
He cautioned them about ruling out doing something specific with the other area because
they may want more flexibility in that area.
Commissioner Phillips thought it would be helpful if Planner Whetstone could identify all
the plazas for the next meeting. Commissioner Phillips did not want to make it difficult for
the property owners to lease their spaces. Commissioner Campbell agreed. If the
businesses are having problems leasing space now, they should not cut out half of their
potential tenants without collaborating with first collaborating with the owners. Planner
Whetstone stated that the Staff would do some outreach with the business owners. It was
nd
tentatively scheduled to come back to the Planning Commission on July 22 , but that
could be postponed if the outreach takes longer.
Chair Strachan thought the Planning Commission would agree that a private residence
club on those plazas was not acceptable.
Commissioner Worel agreed with her fellow Commissioners. She applauded
Commissioner Band for encouraging vibrancy. Commissioner Worel questioned why the
City had not reach out to the business owners. She agreed with Commissioner Joyce
about the process and not being blindsided like they were with Bonanza Park to find that
the owners and tenants were the last to know what was going on and the last to provide
input. Commissioner Worel believed the business owners on Main Street would provide
valuable input.
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Commissioner Worel recognized that it was not a discussion for this evening, but she
thought Eric Nelson made an excellent point about the approval process. She thought the
Planning Commission should address the process of how projects are approved by Staff
to avoid the surprise they had with 205 Main Street. Chair Strachan suggested that it be a
work session item.
City Attorney Harrington recalled that the process had more to do with the stakeholder
meetings. He noted that past minutes reflect working groups. Mr. Harrington stated that
the pendulum swung at one time and the City Council looked at streamlining the process.
Ge noted that process is a policy decision to be made by the Planning Commission and the
City Council. The Staff could write the Code to have everything come to the Planning
Commission or the HPB and make an appellate body. It was an efficiency that the
policymakers could decide.
Chair Strachan personally thought the Planning Commission should review the projects. It
was one reason why they were appointed and one reason why the City Council was
elected. He did not like leaving the decision to Staff. There are times when Staff approval
is appropriate, but a CUP or any project over a small amount of square footage should be
reviewed by the Boards and Commissions that the community agreed should have the
control. Chair Strachan favored having a work session on the process and which projects
could just go to the Staff.
Commissioner Joyce agreed that they do not want to hurt the businesses, but at the same
time this is an opportunity to plan and to proactively try to shape what downtown becomes.
He recognized that there needs to be a balance, but if they plan to shape the outcome it
will require rules and guidance that may not be popular to everyone.
Planner Whetstone reiterated that the outreaches would take place before this comes back
to the Planning Commission. However, it was important to get an ordinance published so
they would have a broad pending ordinance for the public hearing.
Commissioner Band thought they could all agree that the highest and best use is a vibrant
area. She stated that no one will be happy about getting a use taken away and the
property owners would want as many broad options as possible. If they want this to be
vibrant the City might have to partner with the businesses to bring vibrancy to Main Street.
She encourage the Staff to phrase it in that way when they do the outreach so the
business owners will be willing to listen.
MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE the LMC Code Amendments
regarding vertical zoning storefront regulations in Chapter 15-2.5-2, Uses in Historic
Recreation Commercial and Chapter 15-2.6-2, uses in HCB and associated Definitions in
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Chapter 15-15 Defined Terms, to July 22, 2015. Commissioner Band seconded the
motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
4.

Continued discussion on 259, 261, 263 Norfolk Avenue - Amending Conditions
of Approval on Ordinance No. 06-55.

Commissioner Phillips recused himself and left the room.
Planner Astorga stated that the findings and conditions could be revised for the Planning
Commission to make a recommendation, but he did not feel the Staff could support it when
it goes to City Council based on the fact that Lot 1 on the north has not been disturbed.
Therefore, it met the Steep Slope CUP criteria then and the Staff finds that it would still
meet the Steep Slope CUP criteria. Planner Astorga pointed out that the Planning
Commission addressed a number of items regarding construction mitigation, but the Steep
Slope CUP addresses volume, massing, and other items not related to construction
mitigation. Planner Astorga stated that if the Planning Commission moves forward this
evening, but he wanted the applicant to understand that the Staff would have an alternate
recommendation for the City Council. He reiterated that as written in the Code, any
development on a slope 30% or greater requires the applicant to submit a Steep Slope
CUP application.
Chair Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission stay with their earlier plan to send
it to the City Council and let the City Council make the final decision. City Attorney
Harrington stated that an alternative would be to clarify that by removing Finding of Fact
#13 the Planning Commission was not saying a CUP is or is not required. They were only
removing it as a statement of fact and the actual determination would be made during the
application when the property is surveyed. Mr. Harrington was unclear as to why so many
iterations of determinations were made outside of the normal process.
Commissioner Joyce stated that part of the problem is that when the Planning Commission
reviews a plat amendment and they have questions about what it will look like once it is
built, often times that discussion is deferred because they know it will go through a CUP
process and they will see it again with more detail. He thought it was evident from the
minutes that the previous Planning Commission made the same decision thinking that it
would be coming back for a Steep Slope CUP. Commissioner Joyce thought the question
was whether it is less than 30% because it was disturbed or is it more than 30% because it
was disturbed.

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 35 of 396

City Attorney Harrington understood the argument; however, a Staff determination prior to
having a complete application is a preliminary guess and interpretation. In his opinion, the
two conflicting letters bear less weight than a final action and a finding of fact and condition
of approval that is not appealed by the current applicant at the time. Mr. Harrington
recommended that the Planning Commission base their decision to remove the condition
for a steep slope CUP on the issues they have identified. At the same time, if the Planning
Commission was affirmatively stating that a Steep Slope CUP is not required, that needs to
be based on substantial evidence as well. Unless they have a complete application by
which that determination is traditionally made, they did not have evidence in the record to
make that determination.
Commissioner Campbell thought there was consensus among the Commissioners that the
applicant was dealt an unfair hand because of the two letters. He suggested that the
Planning Commission take a straw poll to let the applicant know there was support to move
forward with the project and they should feel comfortable taking it to the next level of
planning.
Commissioner Joyce understood from Mr. Harrington that the Commissioners could
remove the Finding of Fact requiring a steep slope, without saying for certain whether or
not there is a need for a Steep Slope CUP. If the survey determines that it is a steep
slope, then it would come back to the Planning Commission. Commissioner Joyce
preferred that approach rather than taking a straw poll. Commissioner Band concurred.
Commissioner Worel favored removing Finding #13.
Mr. Fiat stated that there was a finding of fact that it was steep sloped based on a survey
that was given when a house was still on the property; and he did not question or comment
on it. Then a complete application was submitted and they followed the process to build a
house. At that point they received a letter stating that the applicant needed to go through a
steep slope CUP. He questioned it at that time and met with the Planner Astorga and
former Planning Director Eddington to explain why they disagreed with the determination.
After looking through survey and hearing the explanation, Planner Astorga and Director
Eddington agreed that it was altered grade and that all the grades were under 30%. Mr.
Fiat pointed out that they had followed the correct process and that the second letter was
not a letter of confusion. The Planning Department was aware of both letters and they
responded with the awareness of both letters. Mr. Fiat remarked that what the Planning
Department was not aware of was the finding of fact in the ordinance that it was steep
slope, and that is the part that was out of process. The finding of fact from 2006 was not
the normal process because it could be easily determined that a lot is not steep slope, but
what cannot be determined is whether or not it requires a CUP. Mr. Fiat explained that the
criteria for a Steep Slope CUP is whether it or not it is more than 30% grade measuring a
15% distance where the lot is being disturbed. The lot might have a very steep section but
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that does not mean it requires a Steep Slope CUP. In his opinion, saying that it is a Steep
Slope CUP was wrong in that process. Mr. Fiat thought they had been dealt an unfair
hand, but he was willing to follow what Mr. Harrington had suggested. His concern was
prolonging the process further.
Chair Strachan informed Mr. Fiat that there was only so much the Planning Commission
could do under the Code, but they would try to do the best they could to move this forward;
recognizing that it might not be as far as Mr. Fiat would like.
Chair Strachan understood from the comments that if they were to strike Finding of Fact
#13 and incorporate the conditions of approval that Planner Astorga had drafted during the
break, the Planning Commission could be in a position to make a viable motion. The
Commissioner concurred.
Commissioner Band understood that the only revisions were to add the construction
mitigation plan to the conditions of approval and to strike Finding #13. Planner Astorga
replied that other findings also needed to be removed.
The Commissioners reviewed and amended the findings and conditions and made
additional corrections. Findings 23 and 24 were removed. Findings 4 and 5 were removed
from the 2006 Ordinance No. 06-55.
Condition of Approval #4 was revised to read, “An agreement must be entered into with the
City Engineer concerning any construction staging which occurs within platted but un-built
Upper Norfolk Right-of-Way. No access and/or staging shall take place north of a line
perpendicular to platted Norfolk Avenue from the northeast corner of 263 Norfolk.”
Finding #4 was revised to read, “There is sufficient area on the Lots and the obtained
temporary construction easement to conduct construction staging.
Condition #7 was revised to require an existing conditions landscape plan and a survey of
the staging plan. Condition #8 was deleted as written and replaced with a new Condition
#8 adding the construction mitigation plan in condition format.
Planner Astorga clarified that if the survey reflects 30% or greater slopes, it would be tied
to specific LMC criteria. He was told this was correct. Commissioner Joyce pointed out
that if the natural grade has been disturbed he believed the numbers would be subjective.
Based on earlier comments by his fellow Commissioners, if it is subjective the applicant
should be given the benefit of the doubt.
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Planner Astorga explained that the next step would be for the applicant to record a
document indicating these specific conditions of approval. They would then have to submit
for a HDDR, which they would be required to submit a survey with the site plan over that
survey to conduct the analysis. The question was whether the 2006 survey would be
utilized or whether it should be an updated survey since the demolition of the triplex. Mr.
Fiat remarked that he already an updated survey. He did not believe they could interpret
anything from the survey because it is just a hole in the ground. Planner Astorga
requested that Mr. Fiat provide the updated survey to the Planning Department.
Mr. Fiat was confused about the process. He understood that this would not be a plat
recording that requires signatures form the City Engineer, the City Attorney and the Mayor.
Planner Astorga replied that it was a full plat. This was done before with an amendment
for Risner Ridge. It followed plat format but there were two or three plat notes in the middle
without technical drawings that said these conditions of approval shall apply. He had
spoken with the Legal Department and the City has consistently followed specific
amendments to plats that need to have notes added. Mr. Fiat asked if he needed to
prepare a plat. Chair Strachan answered yes.
Chair Strachan agreed that the numbers from the survey would be subjective, but he did
not think there was a mechanism to give the benefit of the doubt to the applicant if the Staff
concludes that the slope is greater than 30%. Commissioner Joyce agreed that if the
determination is that the slope is greater than 30% it should be a Steep Slope CUP without
question. However, he believed it would come down to guessing the natural slope of the
land. Chair Strachan remarked that the Staff and the applicant were better experienced
than the Planning Commission to gather the evidence and find the answer. Commissioner
Thimm assumed that Commissioner Joyce’s comment was duly noted by Staff in the event
that the percentage is slightly close to 30%.
Commissioner Campbell thought it was important that the Planning Commission stay within
the bounds of what they are allowed to do, and they do not have the ability to determine
steep slope. However, he believed they had the right to tell the applicant that if he has to
come back with a CUP they will try to make it as painless as possible. Chair Strachan was
uncomfortable making that statement because if the applicant comes back with an
application that does not meet the Code they would be held to the same standards as
anyone else. Commissioner Campbell agreed. His point was that they would try to move
the process along as quickly as possible.
MOTION: Commissioner Melissa moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation for 259,
261, 263 Norfolk Avenue – Consideration of the first amended Upper Norfolk Subdivision
plat, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as
amended. Commissioner Worel seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed unanimously. Commissioner Phillips was recused.
Findings of Fact – 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue
1. The properties are located at 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue.
2. The three (3) proposed lots would share one (1) driveway.
3. The proposed lots are for the purposes of building single-family houses.
4. There is sufficient area on the Lots and the obtained temporary construction easement
to conduct construction staging.
5. Norfolk Avenue is a substandard, narrow street on steep hillside.
6. On-street and off-street parking in the Upper Norfolk Avenue area is significantly limited
due to the steep, narrow streets and lack of shoulder areas.
7. Snow removal and emergency access to the Upper Norfolk Avenue neighborhood is
frequently difficult to maintain due to the steep, narrow streets and existing high on-street
parking demand.
8. LMC § 15-7-6: Subdivisions – General Provisions, Conditions authorizes the City to
attach reasonable conditions to land subdivisions which relate to design, dedication,
improvement, and restrictive land use so as to conform to the physical and economic
development of Park City and to the safety and general welfare of future lot owners in the
subdivision and the community at large.
9. In July 2006 the City Council approved the Upper Norfolk Subdivision plat by Ordinance
06-55.
10. The plat was recorded at Summit County on June 01 2007.
11. The property owners request to remove the following two (2) conditions of approval
from Ordinance 06-55:
4. Construction access to the lots is to be from King Road through the adjacent
property to the west, as per the submitted construction easement agreements.
5. The construction easement agreements must be finalized and submitted to the
city prior to receiving building permits.
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12. All other conditions of approval in Ordinance 06-55 will remain in effect.
13. Conditions of approval 4 and 5 stipulated that construction access would be from King
Road via a construction access that would cross separately owned adjacent property.
14. The access was made possible through a temporary construction access easement
agreement that expired in December 2009 and the owners have been unable to secure
and extension of this easement.
15. The temporary construction access easement agreement was executed and recorded
in October 2006. The easement terminated in December 2009.
16. The applicant has indicated that construction for the three (3) single-family dwellings
would take place at the same time and that the above statements would be in compliance
with the signed agreement.
17. The proposed construction is to terminate in two (2) years or less as the easement
agreement indicates such.
18. Cross access easement for the three (3) lots would also need to be executed prior to
construction as the lots are built upon the available space is reduced.
19. The dimension of the Lots will not change with this Plat Amendment. The only change
to the Upper Norfolk Subdivision by this First Amended Upper Norfolk Subdivision will be
the plat notes and conditions of approval as contained herein.
20. The remaining conditions of approval shall continue to apply to the site. These three
(3) conditions include:
• The lots are to be used for the construction of single family houses.
•
A Utility/Grading plan is required to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer
prior to issuance of a building permit.
• A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation that prohibits accessory
apartments on the newly created lots.
21. Staff recommends adding a condition of approval that indicates that the applicant shall
submit a detailed existing conditions landscape plan or survey of the staging area prior to
any construction. When the work is finished, the applicant shall be responsible of relandscaping the disturbed area.
22. The Park City Building Department has reviewed the applicant’s proposed mitigation in
detail and does not find that any additional items to be addressed at this time.
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Conclusions of Law – 259/261/263 Norfolk Avenue
1. There is good cause for this Plat Amendment to amend the conditions of approval of
executed ordinance no. 06-55 and add notes to the plat due to the expiration of the
recorded temporary construction access easement.
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 – 259/261/263 Norfolk 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.
3. The remaining conditions of approval from Ordinance No: 06-55 shall continue to apply.
•
The lots are to be used for the construction of single-family houses
•
A Utility/Grading plan is required to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer
prior to issuance of a building permit
•
A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation that prohibits accessory
apartments on the newly created lots
4. An agreement must be entered into with the City Engineer concerning any construction
staging which occurs within platted but un-built Upper Norfolk Right-of-Way. No access
and/or staging shall take place north of a line perpendicular to platted Norfolk Avenue from
the northeast corner of 263 Norfolk.
5. Prior to plat recordation, each lot will grant the other two (2) lots construction access
easements which shall be executed and recorded and which will not expire until all singlefamily dwelling structures are built.
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6. Prior to plat recordation, the Temporary Construction Access Easement on 220 King
language shall be drafted appropriately, and if necessary, the applicant shall work with the
easement signee to record an accurate description of the work area identified as Exhibit D
on the Easement.
7. The applicant shall submit a detailed existing conditions landscape plan and survey of
the staging area prior to any construction. When the work is finished, the applicant shall be
responsible of re-landscaping the disturbed area.
8. Planning Commission Conditions:
a.
The applicant shall request to build all three (3) units at the same time.
b.
Staging area has been secured along the rear of the properties of
approximately 2,000 square feet.
c.
Materials shall not be staged on the street.
d.
No parking shall be permitted anywhere other than on the shared private
drive and on the lots themselves. Neighborhood parking space shall not be
used. The applicant shall not request any street parking passes.
e.
No vehicles shall back up or down Upper Norfolk as there is sufficient room
to turn all the vehicles around.
f.
The applicant shall store spoils from the excavation and reuse it for back fill to
reduce the loads out of the site.
g.
The applicant shall encourage car-pooling to further reduce traffic.
h.
The applicant shall not allow any vehicles to queue on Upper Norfolk
i.
No road closures other than utility upgrades shall be needed
j.
All deliveries and unloading shall be off the shared driveway, and shall not
block the street.
k.
All other normal Construction Mitigation Plan requirements in Old Town shall
apply.
5.

Land Management Code Amendments regarding 1) Setbacks for patios and
hot tubs in HRL, Chapter 2.1, HR-1 Chapter 2.2, HR-2 Chapter 2.3, RC Chapter
2.16; 2) Annexations procedure and review in Chapter 8; 3) Non-conforming
uses and non-complying structures in Chapter 9; 4) Definitions of carports,
essential municipal and public utilities, facilities, and uses and others in
Chapter 15; 5) Applicability of Steep Slope Conditional Use Permits in HRL,
HR-1, and HR-2; 6) Conditional Use Permit review and site requirements in
HRM Section 15-2.; 7) Board of Adjustment standard of review and appeals in
Chapter 1 and Chapter 10; and 8) Combination of condominium units
procedure in Chapter 7. (Application PL-14-02595)

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 42 of 396

Commissioner Phillips returned to the meeting.
Planner Whetstone reported that these were a collection of LMC amendments based on an
annual review. The Planning Commission had already reviewed some of the amendments
and provided direction to the Staff.
Planner Whetstone remarked that there were four substantive changes. The first was
setbacks for hot tubs in the HRL, HR-1, HR-2 and HRC zones. The proposal is to reduce
the 5’ setback to a 3’ setback. She noted that the Planning previously discussed this item
and the minutes from the previous meeting were included in the Staff report.
The second substantive change was the applicability of the Steep Slope CUPs in the HRL,
HR-1 and HR-2 zones. Planner Whetstone stated that there has been confusion in
defining 1,000 square feet of construction or 1,000 square feet of structure. The Staff was
proposing to eliminate the 1,000 square foot threshold and instead require construction for
any structure with a building footprint in excess of 200 square feet. Planner Whetstone
stated that the Staff chose the 200 square feet number because it is the size of a single car
garage.
Commissioner Phillips pointed out that a single car garage has a 252 square foot footprint.
Planner Whetstone noted that language was also added to require a Steep Slope CUP for
any access driveway located on a slope of 30% or greater. As currently written the
reference to “access” was not clear.
Commissioner Thimm asked if the 200 square feet needed to be on the area that exceeds
the 30%. Planner Whetstone answered yes. He clarified that if the house was on a 30%
or greater slope but the garage or addition was not on the slope greater than 30%, this
code amendment would not apply. Planner Whetstone replied that he was correct.
Commissioner Thimm read Item 2 from page 297, “A Steep Slope Conditional Use permit
is required for construction of any addition to an existing Structure, when the addition has a
new Building Footprint in excess of two hundred (200 sq. ft.), if the new Building Footprint
is located upon an existing Slope of thirty (30%) or greater.” He referred to the last phrase
stating that “…if the new building footprint is located on an existing slope of 30% or greater.
Based on his interpretation, having a house that is 1,000 square feet and adding 200
square feet to the footprint, means the new building footprint is 1200 square feet.
Planning Manager Sintz understood his point and suggested removing the word “new” form
the language. The word “new” was replaced with “the footprint of the addition.”
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Planner Whetstone stated that the third item is a non-conforming use demolition. She
stated that the confusion has always been the question of how much of a non-conforming
building could be taken down voluntarily before it is demolished. She noted that the State
Code says 50% but that has never been in the Park City LMC. The Staff recommended
adding language stating, “More than 50% of gross floor area” to replace “the majority of the
structure”.
Chair Strachan asked why it was a problem that needed to be solved. Planning Manager
Sintz stated that when someone has an existing non-conforming structure, someone
removes 99% of the structure and leaves one piece to keep it an existing non-conforming
structure. This amendment aligns with the Code regarding use and structure. Planner
Planner Whetstone stated that the other amendments related to process such as appeals
to the Board of Adjustment regarding the HDDR if it involves a City project. If the HPB is
involved in that review they should not be the review body and the appeal would go to the
Board of Adjustment. She noted that the standard of review was also changed to a de
Novo review.
Planner Whetstone noted that the changes regarding condo units were driven by the effort
to align with the State Code.
Commissioner Campbell referred to page 298 and thought Items 2(a) and 2(b) were
redundant. He also thought 2(a) regarding mechanical systems was vague and he
explained the reason for his concern. Planner Whetstone believed the language was taken
directly from State Code. City Attorney Harrington offered to verify that it was from State
Code. If it could be changed the Staff would revise the language to address his concern
and bring it back to the Planning Commission for review prior to going to City Council.
Chair Strachan called for additional comments or concerns on the amendments as
proposed. Commissioner Phillips asked whether 200 square feet was the correct number
for a garage or accessory structure on a steep slope or whether it should be 252 square
feet. The Commissioners discussed various scenarios and decided to keep the number at
200 square feet.
Commissioner Campbell referred to page 302, 15-9-8 Appeals, and removed the period
after the word “decision” so the wording reads as one sentence. The sentence was
revised to read, “The City or any Person with standing adversely affected by a decision of
the Board of Adjustment under this Chapter may petition the District Court in Summit
County for a review of the decision, and such review shall be made according to the
requirements of the Utah State Code.”
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Planner Whetstone referred to the amendment regarding carports. She noted that a
statement in the design guidelines talks about discouraging carports, but “carport” has
never been defined in the definitions. The Staff drafted a definition for a standard carport
with poles and open sides and a roof. “A carport is a covered parking space attached to
the house, or free standing, which is not completely enclosed by walls and does not include
garage doors.” Planner Whetstone stated that the definition would be used when the
Design Guidelines are reviewed and amended to determine whether or not carports would
be appropriate in certain circumstances.
Planner Whetstone noted that definitions were also clarified for light industrial, mixed use,
and building footprint.
Planner Whetstone noted that the proposed amendment to the annexation procedure
aligns with the State Code language.
The Commissioners discussed setbacks for hot tubs. The Planning Commission had a
significant discussion at the last meeting and they thought Staff had captured their
comments in the amendments. They had talked about a 3’ setback and no screening
except for mechanical. Commissioner Thimm thought the language in Item 8 regarding
screening appeared to encompass more than just mechanical. For clarity, the
Commissioners agreed to amend Item 8 to read, “Mechanical equipment (which must be
screened), hot tubs, or similar Structures located at least three feet (3’) from the Rear Lot
Line.”
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
Ruth Meintsma, 305 Woodside, stated that most of her comments were addressed in the
discussion; however, her primarily issue was carports. She thought the definition was too
broad and it might eliminate some good possibilities. Due to the late hour, she requested
that the Planning Commission exclude the definition of carports from their recommendation
this evening, and she could meet with the Staff to work on more specificity for the
definition. Ms. Meintsma stated that she also had prepared visuals.
Commissioner Phillips stated that if Ms. Meintsma’s suggestions would substantially
change the definition, the Planning Commission should hear what she has to say versus
just meeting with the Staff.
The Planning Commission agreed to remove carports from their recommendation and to
table it until the July 22nd meeting when Ms. Meintsma could present what she had
prepared. Planner Whetstone stated that Chapter 2.4, HRM was noticed for this meeting
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but it was not on the agenda because the LMC amendments had not been finalized.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Band moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City
Council for Land Management Code amendments regarding 1) Setbacks for patios and hot
tubs in HRL; 2) Annexation Procedure and Review; 3) Non-conforming uses and noncomplying structures; 5) Applicability of Steep Slope Conditional Use permits; 6)
Conditional Use Permit review and site requirements in the HRM; 7) Board of Adjustment
standard of review and appeals in Chapter 1 and Chapter 10; and 8) Combination of
condominium units procedure in Chapter 7, as amended per their discussion.
Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
Planner Whetstone noticed that Item 6 was the HRM item she had mentioned that was
noticed but the amendments were not yet finalized for discussion this evening.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Project #:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

550 Park Avenue
PL-15-02451 & PL-15-2471
Francisco Astorga, Senior Planner
July 8, 2015
Work Session – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit and a
Residential Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more
spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review a request for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a new single-family dwelling and a
Conditional Use Permit for a Residential Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more
spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot at 550 Park Avenue.
Staff recommends that the Commission provide input and direction to the applicant and
staff.
Description
Applicant/Owner:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

545 Street Holdings, LLC
represented by Billy Reed and Jonathan DeGray
550 Park Avenue
Historic Residential-2
Residential
Construction of structures greater than 1,000 square feet on
a steep slope requires a Conditional Use Permit.
A Residential Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more
spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same
Lot requires a Conditional Use Permit.

Proposal
This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a new
single-family dwelling on a vacant lot of record and a CUP for a Residential Parking
Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on
the same Lot. Both uses would be accommodated on the same structure/lot.
Background
On May 13, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed the requested application. See
Exhibit A – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes and Exhibit B – 13 May
2015 Planning Commission Staff Report. The Planning Commission provided several
comments regarding compliance with the following standards:
•
•
•

Conditional Use permit criteria – Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-1-10
Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit criteria – LMC § 15-2.3-6
Special Requirements for CUPs in HR-2, Sub-zone A – LMC § 15-2.3-8
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During the May 13, 2015, meeting the Planning Commission found that the requested
Steep Slope CUP did not meet LMC § 15-2.3-6(B)(6), which states the following:
(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.
Discussion
The applicant submitted updated drawings on June 25, 2015, as well as a letter
clarifying several items listed below. See Exhibit B – Updated Plans Submitted on 25
June 2015, Exhibit C – 25 June 2015 Letter addressing Staff and Planning Commission
comments, and Exhibit D – Model Shots.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Model review and garage door material.
Public stair access, building code compliance, and reconfiguration.
Retaining wall.
Proposed landscaping in the City Right-of-Way.
Proposed entry reconfiguration and LMC Steep Slope CUP criteria 6 compliance
explanation.
6. Intended use of the garage spaces accessed off Park Avenue, entry level floor.
7. Number of parking spaces requested accessed off Main Street, parking level
floor).

Staff identifies the following items regarding LMC criteria 6:
a. The proposed structure contains a flat green roof as a primary roof form.
b. The green roof has a step towards the middle which breaks up the massing in
two (2) smaller components.
c. The proposed green roof is not accessible and is considered a passive space.
The green roof will not act as a patio.
d. The mid-level at the back contains a deck, which further breaks the pattern.
e. The mid-level at the front elevation contains three (3) vertical breaks: The entry,
porch area, is five and a half feet (5½’) wide and is one foot (1’) forward of the
garage door plane on the left.
f. The garage door plane on the left is eleven and one half feet (11½’) wide.
g. The garage door plane on the right is twelve feet (12’) wide and is recessed two
feet (2’) from the garage door plane on the left.
h. The massing of the upper level is follows the same plane of the entry area as it is
one foot (1’) in front of the garage door plane on the left and three feet (3’) from
the garage door plane on the right.
The applicant wrote in their letter the following description regarding compliance with
LMC Steep Slope CUP criteria 6:
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There was discussion at the last planning commission meeting that the front door was
set back and garage doors were set forward. We have changed the front elevation to
bring the front door forward and then step the garage doors back. It was also brought up
that the garage may not comply with criteria 6 of the steep slope requirements in the
LMC. 6. Building Form and Scale says "The garage must be subordinate in design to
the main building". Within a 35x75 lot there is little opportunity to do anything with the
garage but included it in the mass of the main building. With or without the garage the
mass of the front elevation will be as it is shown in the current drawings. The area of
the front elevation is 599 sq. ft. of that the garage doors occupy 112 sq. ft. of 18% of the
total front elevation. Based on this limited percentage we believe it is fair to say the
garage is a subordinate element on the front elevation of the main building.
Staff’s analysis:
Staff does not find that the updated proposal as shown on the submittal plans and
model meets the criteria 6 Building Form and Scale. Staff does not find the garage to
be subordinate in design to the main building and that the impacts of the design are not
adequately mitigated, and disagree with the applicant’s response. Staff finds that the
garage, not the garage doors, takes too much space within the front elevation. Criteria
6 does not indicate that the garage doors need to be subordinate in design to the main
building, but rather, that the garage must be subordinate in design.
There are several percentages/ratios that can be estimated to find a comparison,
relationship, proportionality, etc. Staff finds that the area below in red is what should be
counted as the garage, as these two (2) planes, both within three feet (3’) of the closest
plane to the street are the actual garage:
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Discussion Point 1: Does the Planning Commission concur with this finding
regarding what constitute the garage?
Staff finds that the following percentages/ratios can be calculated based different means
of measurement:
1. Garage coverage over front elevation: 35%
Garage coverage: 211.5 SF (shown in red)
Front Elevation coverage: 608.5 SF
2. Garage coverage over front elevation entry (mid) floor level: 80%
Garage coverage: 211.5 SF
Front Elevation entry level coverage: 265.5 SF
3. Floor area over upper and entry floor levels: 97%
Living space and storage (Excluding parking level accessed off Main): 983 SF
Garage accessed off Park Avenue: 957
4. Floor area over all floors excluding the lower level parking: 84%
Living space/storage/mechanical: 1,139 SF
Garage accessed off Park Avenue: 957
5. Floor area over all floors: 46%
Living space and storage: 2,091 SF
Garage accessed off Park Avenue: 957
Staff finds that these percentages/ratios are relevant regarding quantifying the standard
that the garage must be subordinate. While the LMC does not quantify a numeric value,
staff finds that the most appropriate comparison would be item 2 above, which simply
compares the amount of garage façade over the front elevation entry level floor.
Another way to look at it, is from linear dimensions as the proposal requests five and a
half feet (5½’) of pedestrian scale exposure, entry porch, and twenty three and a half
feet (23½’) of garage area which equates to 81% of linear entry level floor coverage.
Staff does not recommend utilizing percentages/ratios based on floor area, items 3 – 5
above, due to the depth and volume which could influence each factor that may not be
viewed from the street.
Discussion Point 2: Does the Planning Commission concur with this finding
regarding the provided percentages/ratios?
While Staff recognized that the applicant was willing to place the entry area one
foot (1’) forward of the garage door to the left and three feet (3’) forward of the
garage door to the right, Staff finds that such design change does not adequately
mitigate the impacts of the design. In order to mitigate those impacts, the
applicant could expand on the entry area even more as well as making the garage
area less prominent, or subordinate to the main building to comply with Steep
Slope CUP criteria. Does Planning Commission Agree?
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Exhibits
Exhibit A – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
Exhibit D – 25 June 2015 Letter addressing Staff and Planning Commission comments
Exhibit E – Model Shots
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Exhibit A – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Planning Commission Meeting
May 13, 2015
Page 16
apply.
3.

545 Main Street & 550/554/560 Park Avenue – Plat Amendment to create four
(4) lots of record from five (5) lots (Application PL-15-02466)

4.

550 Park Avenue – Steep Slope CUP for construction of a new single-family
dwelling and a CUP for a parking area with five or more spaces.
(Application PL-14-02541 and PL-15-02471)

Planner Astorga requested that the Planning Commission discuss the two items together,
conduct a public hearing and take two separate actions.
Planner Astorga noted that there were two different zone districts within the plat
amendment that includes 545 Main Street, which is the April Inn, and four lots on Park
Avenue. He presented a slide showing that Lots 2 and 3 would become larger. Lot 3
would be 32.5 feet in width and the standard 75’ deep lot. Lot 2 as proposed would be
32.42 x 75’. Lots 2 and 3 are on Park Avenue and the zoning district on that side of the
block is HR-2. Historically the HR-2 was known as the HTO zone, which was the historic
transitional overlay from the Main Street uses that tended to spill into the residential HR-1
zone.
Planner Astorga noted that the applicant submitted the plat amendment application, as well
as a conditional use permit. He explained that the purpose of combining 550 and 545 Main
Street is to accommodate a use that is listed in the HR-2 zone. Planner Astorga stated that
the plat amendment and the CUP are related because the special criteria for the HR-2(A)
zone applied to both. He stated that the reason for the plat amendment is to accommodate
a structure on 550 Park Avenue with a conditional use permit for the structure and
residential a parking area with five or more parking spaces for the associated use on the
same lot.
Planner Astorga reported that the original application that was submitted was not a plat
amendment. It rearranged the lot on Park Avenue but it did not combine the two lots. The
applicant had to request a plat amendment to remove the lot line because the use would
not work as the April Inn recently received a Historic District Design Review approval to
remodel 12 units into 3 units. Planner Astorga pointed out that the April Inn is not a historic
building; however when it was approved there was no parking on site. The developer
began working with the Staff and paid $14,000 per parking space in order to move forward
with that specific remodel. Planner Astorga remarked that his unique concept was a
conditional use permit based upon a building where the main floor and the upper floor
would be the single family dwelling, and the lower level would be the parking structure for
the uses associated in the HCB zoned lot. The Code allows for this type of request. The
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Planning Commission Meeting
May 13, 2015
Page 17
Staff report contained the analysis regarding the special requirements for the HR-2(A). The
Staff report for the conditional use permit application outlines the necessary criteria for the
Steep Slope CUP, special conditional use requirements, as well as the HR-2(A) criteria.
Planner Astorga reported that a few months ago the City Engineer, Matt Cassel, went
before the City Council on behalf of the applicant to see if the Council would grant an
easement on the alley to use the property for the lowest level of the structure. He noted
that people mistakenly think it is a right-of-way because of the layout, but it is actually City
owned property. The easement would allow the structure to only be accessed through
Main Street. The City Council indicated that the easement would be granted
and they were in the process of drafting the final language.
Planner Astorga reported on a letter he received from John Plunkett that was included as
public comment in the Staff report.
Chair Strachan understood that there would be six parking spaces in Lot 1; two would be
uncovered and four would be covered. He asked if the uncovered spaces would be off of
Park Avenue or toward Main Street.
Jonathan DeGray, representing the applicant, replied that they would be toward Main
Street. Planner Astorga reviewed the proposed site plan showing where the parking
spaces would be located.
Commissioner Phillips thought the two uncovered spaces already exist because people
park cars there. Chair Strachan asked if Lots 2 and 3 would eventually be single family
homes. Mr. DeGray answered yes. Commissioner Strachan asked if those homes would
have garages. Mr. DeGray answered yes. There would be space for one car in the garage
and another car in the driveway. Chair Strachan assumed there would be no access from
the easement to those lots. Mr. DeGray replied that this was correct. They would be
independent lots accessed off of Park Avenue. Planner Astorga clarified that the six
parking spaces belong to the April Inn. The main floor of the structure has separate
parking for the house.
Chair Strachan referred to the letter from Mr. Plunkett and he asked if the applicants would
be willing to a condition stating that none of the parking that may be built on Lots 1, 2, or 3
for the residential uses could ever be used for the April Inn or any commercial use. He
noted that Mr. Plunkett was concerned that if the April Inn parking overflows they could
potentially tell people to park in the Park Avenue residence parking.
Paul Colton, representing the applicant, noted that the Code already has that requirement
and they were not opposed to adding it as a condition. Planner Astorga noted that per
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Code the parking must be below the Park Avenue level. The Staff was comfortable adding
a condition of approval to reiterate the Code requirement.
Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested a condition to read, “Parking for the April Inn
may only be accessed from Main Street”. Mr. Colton pointed out that the only physical
access to the parking is off of Main Street.
Chair Strachan also favored some of the other conditions that were suggested by Mr.
Plunkett. For example, a condition stating that the emergency exit door for the April Inn
could not be used as an entrance. Planner Astorga clarified that he had not added
language regarding the door because the building permit for the April Inn shows that the
door would be eliminated. Chair Strachan asked if there was any access to the April Inn
from the Park Avenue side. He was told there was not. Chair Strachan stated that the fine
line between the HR1 and the HCB was difficult to work with and he felt this proposal
actually works for the commercial side without impacting the residential on Park Avenue.
Commissioner Worel thought it was a creative solution. Commissioner Phillips concurred.
It also relieves some of the existing parking pressures.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing for both the plat amendment and the CUP.
Sanford Melville, a resident at 527 Park Avenue, commented on the letter from John
Plunkett and he stated for the record that he fully supported the comments and concerns
that were raised in the letter. Mr. Melville was concerned about the four tandem parking
spaces on the middle level of the Park Avenue home. A one-bedroom residence was being
proposed and he thought it was unusual to have four-car parking for a one-bedroom house.
He believed it called into question the ultimate use of the parking. If this is approved, Mr.
Melville thought a condition of approval should include a statement that the four car parking
could only be used for the Park Avenue residents. Mr. Melville was also concerned about
the two garage doors facing Park Avenue for the tandem parking. He referred to the
elevation on page 190 of the Staff report. He thought it presented a visual wall of garage
doors on the street level which is something Park City has been trying to eliminate from
recent projects. Mr. Melville found nothing in the proposal to protect the historic retaining
wall at the top of the steps on Park Avenue on the City property. He suggested adding a
provision to protect or damage or not undermine the historic wall. Mr. Melville was
concerned about the re-routing of the steps leading from Park Avenue to the alley and the
City property. He thought it appeared that the applicant was proposing to use almost all of
the City property up to Park Avenue as entrances to the lower garage level. The exhibit on
page 188 illustrates how they intend to re-route the steps. The existing steps go down into
the alley. If the steps are re-routed he was concerned that they would become very steep.
Mr. Melville was concerned that the public steps would be sacrificed for the project. He
noted that the steps are heavily used by the residents of Park Avenue and re-routing them
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would be unfortunate. Mr. Melville believed there were inconsistencies in the drawings as
far as whether there would be doors on the six parking spaces or whether it would be an
open space. It was unclear from the packet how that would look.
Mary Wintzer, a resident at 320 McHenry, stated that she had not studied this particular
item; however, after listening to Mr. Melville she agreed that if this is a one bedroom
structure it makes no sense to have the parking. She asked the Planning Commission to
scrutinize the project and consider the comment about the stairs being used by the public.
If all of this is being facilitated by using City property, that also makes no sense because of
the Visioning of small town and historic character. If the applicant has to use City property
to facilitate all of this development, she would ask the Planning Commission to look at it
carefully because that was not what the citizens in Old Town intended in the Visioning.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
Chair Strachan asked if the four spaces built for the single family homes would only be
used by the single family residents, or whether they could be used by April Inn. Planner
Astorga stated that per Code, the parking spaces that access off Park Avenue could only
be used for the single family dwelling. The HCB uses can only spill over into the HR-2 if it
is below the Park Avenue level. Therefore the spaces cannot be used as parking for any of
the HCB.
Chair Strachan asked the reason for having four spaces for a one-bedroom dwelling. Mr.
DeGray explained that the two tandem garages are locked out. Two spaces are required
and dedicated for the residents. The other two are for the building owner. When he rents
the building he wants to have a lockout to store his vehicles and other things.
Chair Strachan asked if Lots 2 and 3 would have tandem garages side by side. Mr.
DeGray stated that Lots 2 and 3 are individual single family lots that have not been
designed. Because of the loss of space on the lowest level to facilitate the parking for the
residential units at the April Inn, it would be a very small house that would probably be used
as a one-bedroom rental facility. Having extra storage for his uses made more sense than
having a 1,000 square foot home.
Commissioner Phillips agreed that it was a lot of stalls for one unit, but he understood that
the garage could be used for storage, table tennis, or other uses. However, the garage is
supposed to be subordinate in design, but he sees a lot of garage doors facing the street
with a subordinate entry. He personally did not believe the garages were subordinate.
Mr. DeGray stated that based on the Staff’s input during the HDDR review they created
stepping in the front elevations and recesses at the entry and at the garage door to create
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movement along the front elevation. Mr. Phillips noted that those techniques are typically
used. He was unsure how to define subordinate and asked Planner Astorga if he was
correct in understanding that the Code requires garages to be subordinate.
Planner Astorga replied that the General Plan defines the word subordinate, but he was
unsure whether there was a specific regulation or policy requiring it. Planner Whetstone
noted that the Historic District Design Review Guidelines address garages being
subordinate.
Commissioner Phillips understood that the second half of the garage was for the building
owner. He asked if it was the same owner of the Main Street property, and if so, whether
he could park there and walk down the stairs into the other building. Regardless of whether
it is the owner or a tenant they were trying to discourage that type of access. Planner
Astorga replied that it was actually prohibited. Mr. DeGray noted that during the plat
discussion the Planning Commission had talked about adding a condition limiting the use of
the parking garage to the residents at 550 Park Avenue.
Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that Criteria #6 for a Steep Slope CUP outlined on
page 170 of the Staff report specifically states that the garage must be subordinate in
design to the main Building. Criteria #6 also states that 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.
Mr. DeGray asked Planner Astorga to show the streetscape on page 191 of the Staff report
because he thought the west elevation of the building was somewhat deceiving as what is
seen from the street.
Commissioner Phillips noted that in the past the Planning Commission has requested
that applicants step the garage. He referred to the three homes on page 191 and
commented on the percentage of garage doors facing the street. He believed the intent
of the word “subordinate” was to keep from having the whole face of the house be the
garage. Commissioner Phillips pointed out that the existing house has a single car
garage with a nice dominant entry. He was concerned that the entry door of the
proposed house would not even be seen driving down Park Avenue because it is
recessed, and only the garage doors would be visible. Commissioner Phillips felt
strongly that the intent of the Code was to prevent that from occurring.
Assistant City Attorney McLean understood that Commissioner Phillips felt that the
double garage door impacts the building form and scale. However, those impacts could
be mitigated if, for example, there was one garage door. Commissioner Phillips
understood the difficulty of having one garage door because there were two separate
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garages. He thought adding windows to the side of the garage would help add some
interest to the building driving down the street. Commissioner Phillips offered design
suggestions for the applicant to consider. Planner Whetstone suggested the possibility
of flipping the entrance and the garage so the entrance would be to the front and the
garage would be recessed.
Commissioner Campbell thought that because it was already stepped the two garage
doors would not present the unified façade that it appeared to be in the drawing. He
believed the applicant had already complied with the intent of the Code by making that
step and they were giving up garage space to do it. He suggested that they try to
camouflage the garage doors in some way to make it look more like the siding of the
house. Commissioner Campbell thought a 3-D model would help better visualize the
true effect of the garage doors, because he believed the garages were stepped more
than what was showing in the drawing.
Commissioner Worel agreed that the garage doors were not subordinate to the house.
She also thought a 3-D model would help.
Chair Strachan read from the Code regarding special requirements for MPDs and
Conditional Use Permits in Subzone A. “The commercial portions of a structure
extending from the HCB to the HR-2 must be designed to minimize the commercial
character of the building and use, and must mitigate all impacts on the adjacent
residential uses.” He pointed out that it was not the classic “reasonably mitigate” the
impacts. In these situations all the impacts must be mitigated. Chair Strachan
remarked that the owner was using this as a personal garage to forward a commercial
use of renting the unit. He pointed out that under that scenario it was a commercial use
and not a residential use. The impact to the adjacent residential uses would be the
owner driving up and down Park Avenue to park in the garage when he does not live
there. Chair Strachan did not believe the purpose and intent of the garage a residential
use that complies with the Code.
Mr. DeGray thought Chair Strachan was misrepresenting the intent of the owner. The
owner intended to use the garage purely for storage while he was renting the building
whether nightly or monthly. The owner would not be using the garage daily. Chair
Strachan remarked that the owner may not have that intent but he could use it on a
daily basis. Mr. DeGray agreed, but the purpose is to use it as storage space, which is
not prohibited by Code. He clarified that it was not for a commercial enterprise.
Chair Strachan clarified that if this was only for a residential unit, the person designing
the residential unit would not opt for four parking spaces for a one-bedroom unit. He
believed they would opt to have more bedrooms and two parking spaces. Chair
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Strachan stated that the extra garage was obviously for the owner of the residential unit
on Lot 1 so he could park there and use it for storage in conjunction with the commercial
lot that he owns. He pointed out that in combining the lots Lot 1 becomes a commercial
lot. It is residential on the top but the rest is commercial.
Assistant City Attorney McLean recommended that the Planning Commission look at
Criteria. She understood that their concern was that the impacts of this design do not
coordinate with adjacent properties in terms of preserving of natural vegetation,
minimizing driveway and parking areas and provide variation of the front yard. Those
concerns were addressed in Criteria #5. She also heard concerns related to Criteria #6
regarding the garage must be subordinate in design to the main building. Another issue
was addressed in Criteria 8, the dwelling volume.
Commissioner Campbell stated that the perceived bulk of the garage and the house
were intertwined. He believed the only issue was the two garage doors. If one of the
garage doors looked like siding you would not be able to tell it was a garage door unless
you were up close to it.
Mr. DeGray summarized the direction from the Planning Commission for either redesigning the front of the garage or better portraying what was actually designed. He
was willing to prepare a 3-D model showing the shade and shadow and how the
garages are stepped back. He would look at creating even further stepping between
the garage doors and making the entry to the building proud of the garage doors. He
asked if that would be acceptable to the Planning Commission if he came back with a
proposal that accomplished those three items.
Chair Strachan suggested that the Planning Commission could forward a positive
recommendation for the plat amendment this evening because the design for Lot 1
design works as a good way to access the HCB zone. They should continue the CUP
for the single family dwelling and approve the CUP for a parking area with five or more
spaces.
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that the Findings for both CUPs were
intertwined. She recommended that both CUPs be continued and that the Staff draft
separate Findings for each CUP application. She noted that the CUP for parking could
be a Consent Agenda item at the next meeting.
Commissioner Campbell clarified that he was personally not opposed to having four
cars in the garage. However, he would like the applicant to hide the fact that two-thirds
of the front of the house is a garage door. Commissioner Phillips concurred.
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Mr. DeGray commented on the landscaping element and noted that the curb cut is
limited to the front of the northerly garage door. He would also show that as a street
view on a 3-D model.
Chair Strachan requested that the applicant also address the public comments
regarding the stairs and how they would be re-routed. Assistant City Attorney McLean
stated that she was not aware that the stairs were moving. The stairs are on City
property and she asked if they had obtained permission from the City engineer to reroute the stairs. Planner Astorga stated that a condition of approval states that any type
of work or remodeling of the City stairs would have to be approved by the City Engineer.
Planner Astorga understood that the reason for changing the stairs was to allow for a
car to pull in and out of the first driveway.
Mr. DeGray stated that the bottom third of the stairs would be remodeled and the
number of rise and run would remain the same. The steepness of the stairs would be
the same. Mr. DeGray remarked that historic wall that was mentioned would not be
affected at all. Planner Astorga noted that the landscaping would also have to be
approved by the City Engineer through the encroachment agreement process. Chair
Strachan asked Mr. DeGray to address those issues at the next meeting to allay their
concerns and the public concerns.
Commissioner Phillips noted that the stairs are heavily used. He asked about the width
of the existing paved area of the alley and whether it would be wide enough to paint a
line for pedestrians. Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that they were working on
the easement to allow the applicant to use the alley. As part of that they could require
designating a pedestrian area to make is safer for pedestrians since they were adding
parking for six additional cars.
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the Plat Amendment at Cardinal Park Subdivision based on the
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft
ordinance. Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
MOTION: Commissioner Worel moved to CONTINUE the Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit for construction of a new single-family dwelling at 550 Park Avenue, as well as
the Conditional Use Permit for a parking area of five or more spaces to June 10, 2015.
Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
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Findings of Fact – Cardinal Park Subdivision – Plat Amendment
1. The property is located at 545 Main Street and 550, 554, 560 Park Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) and Historic Residential2 (HR-2) District, respectively.
3. The subject property consists of Lot 1 of the 545 Main Street Plat and Lot 32, 33, 34,
and 35 of Block 9 of the Amended Plat of the Park City Survey.
4. The Main Street lot has a non-historic building known as the April Inn and is
recognized by Summit County as Parcel 545-MAIN-1.
5. The four (4) Park Avenue lots are vacant and are recognized by Summit County as
Parcels PC-137 (lot 32 & 33), PC-131 (lot 34), and PC-138 (lot 35).
6. The proposed Plat Amendment creates three (3) lots of record from the existing five
(5) lots.
7. The four (4) existing Park Avenue lots are to be reconfigured into three (3) lots with a
depth of seventy-five feet (75’) and a width ranging from 32.42’ to 35’ and the April
Inn lot would be combined with the newly reconfigured lot northwest of it.
8. Lot 1 would have two (2) addresses, one (1) for Main Street, the April Inn, 545 Main
Street and one (1) for Park Avenue, 550 Park Avenue.
9. Lot 2 would be addressed 554 Park Avenue.
10.Lot 3 would be addressed 560 Park Avenue.
11.Lot 1 would retain the HR-2 District zoning on the Park Avenue side and the HCB
District zoning on the Main Street side with all of their associated rights and
restrictions.
12.There are no provisions in the Land Management Code (LMC) which prohibit the two
(2) Districts within the same lot.
13.A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-2 District.
14.The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
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15.The area of proposed Lot 1 is 8,425.5 square feet.
16.The minimum lot are in the HCB District is 1,250 square feet.
17.The proposed area of lot 1 within the HR-2 District is 2,625 square feet.
18.The area of proposed Lot 2 is 2,431.5 square feet.
19.The area of proposed Lot 3 is 2,437.5 square feet.
20.The areas of proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings in
the HR-2.
21.A duplex dwelling is a conditional use in the Historic Residential-2 District.
22.The minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling is 3,750 square feet.
23.The proposed lots, including the HR-2 portion of Lot 1, do not meet the minimum lot
area for a duplex dwelling.
24.The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-2 District is twenty-five feet
(25’).
25.The proposed lot width of Lot 1 within the HR-2 District is 35 feet.
26.The proposed lot width of Lot 2 is 32.42 feet.
27.The proposed lot width of Lot 3 is 32.5 feet.
28.The proposed lots, including the HR-2 portion of Lot 1, meet the minimum lot width
requirement.
29. Any provisions regarding lot size regarding Lot 1 shall be governed by the rights and
restrictions of their corresponding zoning Districts.
30.The maximum building footprint of lot 1 shall be 1,132.5 square feet. (HR-2 District).
31.The maximum building footprint of Lot 2 shall be 1,060.5 square feet.
32.The maximum building footprint of Lot 3 shall be 1,062.7 square feet.
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33.The rear yard setback for Lot 1 shall be measured from the zone line.
34.The current property owner would own everything within these two areas, proposed
lot 1, until a Condominium Record of Survey is submitted by the applicant, reviewed
and approved by the City and recorded at the County.
35.The Property Owner must protect Significant Vegetation during any Development
activity.
36.Significant Vegetation includes large trees six inches (6") in diameter or greater
measured four and one-half feet (4 ½ ') above the ground, groves of smaller trees, or
clumps of oak and maple covering an Area fifty square feet (50 sq. ft.) or more
measured at the drip line.
37.The Property Owner must demonstrate the health and viability of all large trees
through a certified arborist.
38.The applicant must submit the required report by the certified arborist and that the
loss of significant mitigation is replaced on a like per like basis.
39.LMC § 15-2.3-8 indicates special requirements for Master Planned Development
and Conditional Use Permits in Sub-zone A, consisting of lots in the HR-2 District
that are west of Main Street, excluding those Lots within Block 13.
40.Special requirements apply to Lots in Sub-Zone A that are part of a Plat Amendment
that combines a Main Street, HCB zoned, Lot with an adjacent Park Avenue, HR-2
zoned, Lot for the purpose of constructing a residential dwelling or Garage on Park
Avenue.
41.The applicant requests to build a residential parking area for the April Inn below
grade of Park Avenue projected across the HR-2 and beneath the main floor of a
single-family dwelling, a residential structure facing Park Avenue.
42.The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the minimum side
and front yard setbacks of the HR-2 District as stated.
43.The parking structure below the single-family dwelling does not occupy side yard
setbacks other than the access leading to it.
44.The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the building height

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 62 of 396

Planning Commission Meeting
May 13, 2015
Page 27
requirements of the HR-2 District as stated.
45.The new structure fronting on Park Avenue does not contain commercial uses.
46.Only the lot area within the HCB portion of the lot shall be used to calculate the
commercial floor area.
47.The number of residential units allowed on the HR-2 portion of the Development is
limited by the Lot and Site Requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in Section 152.3-4.
48.The access for the parking structure underneath the single-family dwelling is off
Main Street, HCB District, through an easement. The applicant is not asking for a
commercial structure. No emergency access onto the HR-2 portion of the property
is proposed.
49.Next to the four (4) parking spaces are four (4) small storage areas and also a small
mechanical room. The storage and mechanical areas cannot be seen from
elevation except from the south side as they are indeed located on the lowest
parking level and access from the interior part of this level.
50.The width of the proposed structure is twenty nine feet (29’).
51.There are no historic sites or buildings within the proposed plat amendment.
52.The applicant controls the Claimjumper Building located at 573 Main Street, which
already received a Plat Amendment approval by the City in 2012, and these same
Special Requirements were analyzed, reviewed, and applied, as findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval were met.
53.No density transfer is being proposed.
54.Maximum allowed Building Footprint for the HR-2 Lot is subject to Section 15-6-5(B).
55.All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein
as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law – Cardinal Park Subdivision – Plat Amendment
1. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment.
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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 – Cardinal Park Subdivision – Plat Amendment
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 (1) years’ 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 ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the front of
the property along Park Avenue.
4. A note shall be added to the Plat Amendment to be approved in a form by the City
Attorney which shall indicate that the any provisions regarding lot size regarding Lot
1 shall be governed by the rights and restrictions of their corresponding zoning
Districts and for purposes of lot area shall not be added collectively.
5. Fire sprinklers shall be required for all new construction or substantial renovations,
as determined by the Park City Building Department during building permit review.
6. The applicant shall submit the report by a certified arborist per LMC § 15-2.3-15 and
that the loss of significant mitigation shall be replaced on a like per like basis.

5.

1893 Prospector Avenue – Master Planned Development for a new building
containing 11 residential units on Lot 25b of the Giga plat Replat of Parking
Lot F at Prospector Square (Application PL-15-02698)

Planner Whetstone stated that this project has two applications. One is a master planned
development and the second is a conditional use permit. The property is located in
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Project #:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

550 Park Avenue
PL-15-02451 & PL-15-2471
Francisco Astorga, Senior Planner
May 13, 2015
Administrative – Conditional Use Permits

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review a request
for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a new single-family
dwelling and a Conditional Use Permit for a Residential Parking Area or Structure with
five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot at 550
Park Avenue based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval for the Commission’s consideration.
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the Planning Department. The
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but
should make its decisions independently.
Description
Applicant/Owner:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

545 Street Holdings, LLC represented by Billy Reed and
Jonathan DeGray
550 Park Avenue
Historic Residential-2
Residential
Construction of structures greater than 1,000 square feet on
a steep slope requires a Conditional Use Permit.
A Residential Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more
spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same
Lot requires a Conditional Use Permit.

Proposal
This application is a request for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for a new singlefamily dwelling on a vacant lot of record and a Conditional use Permit for a Residential
Parking Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential
Building on the same Lot. Both uses would be accommodated on the same
structure/lot.
Background
On April 14, 2015, the City received a completed application for a Conditional Use
Permit for “Construction on a Steep Slope” and a Conditional Use Permit for Residential
Parking area with five (5) or more spaces, at 550 Park Avenue. The property is located
in the Historic Residential-2 District. The property is currently being reviewed as a plat
amendment at this same Planning Commission meeting, and is currently being
proposed to be re-platted as Lot 1 of the Cardinal Park Subdivision.
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This application includes a request for a Conditional Use Permit for construction of a
new-single family dwelling. Because the total proposed structure square footage is
greater than 1,000 square feet, and would be constructed on a slopes greater thirty
percent (30%) or greater, the applicant is required to submit a Steep Slope Conditional
Use Permit application for review by the Planning Commission, pursuant to Land
Management Code § 15-2.2-6. A Historic District Design Review application is
concurrently being reviewed by staff for compliance with the Design Guidelines for
Historic Districts.
On August 4, 2014, the Planning Department approved a historic district design Review
application at 545 Main Street for a remodel and an addition. The applicant is currently
working on this active building permit application. This site is known as the April Inn
and is located in the HCB
As indicated on finding of fact no. 10 of the approved HDDR: “no off-street parking
spaces are provided. An FAR of 1.5 is exempt from parking requirements as the
property was paid in full per the 1984 Special Improvement District. The remaining FAR
is not exempt from parking nor has ever been paid for existing residential uses and the
applicant will need to provide for four (4) off-street parking spaces for the three new
units. The applicant proposes to pay a fee-in-lieu of $14,000 per space or provide onsite parking prior to building permit approval.”
The property owner deposited with the City the parking fee in lieu in the cash amount of
$56,000.00 (4 spaces multiplied by $14,000.00 per space). The property owner desires
to seek approval of the City for the actual creation of six (6) parking spaces on the HR-2
District for the purpose of providing parking for the Main Street site.
The applicants requested use of City property to access the parking area in the form of
an easement for the benefit of the April Inn. The City Council approved the easement
however the agreement will not be finalized until other applications are approved. See
Exhibit H – Draft Fee In Lieu of Parking Agreement 545 Main Street. As indicated on
the agreement: “some or all which may be returned to 545 Main depending upon the
outcome of the approval process of the 4 parking spaces on the property. The applicant
currently requests to provide six (6) parking spaces on the lowest level of the structure
also housing a single-family dwelling.
The LMC indicates that the use listed as A Residential Parking Area or Structure with
five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot requires
a Conditional Use Permit to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.
The applicant seeks this approval to be able to accommodate parking and have the
$56,000.00 for the four (4) required parking spaces returned.
Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential-2 District is to:
A. allow for adaptive reuse of Historic Structures by allowing commercial and office
Uses in Historic Structures in the following Areas:
1. Upper Main Street;
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B.
C.
D.

E.

F.
G.
H.

I.

J.

2. Upper Swede Alley; and
3. Grant Avenue,
encourage and provide incentives for the preservation and renovation of Historic
Structures,
establish a transition in Use and scale between the HCB, HR-1, and HR-2
Districts, by allowing Master Planned Developments in the HR-2, Subzone A,
encourage the preservation of Historic Structures and construction of historically
Compatible additions and new construction that contributes to the unique
character of the Historic District,
define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core that result in Development that is Compatible with
Historic Structures and the Historic character of surrounding residential
neighborhoods and consistent with the Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic
Districts and Historic Sites and the HR-1 regulations for Lot size, coverage, and
Building Height, and
provide opportunities for small scale, pedestrian oriented, incubator retail space
in Historic Structures on Upper Main Street, Swede Alley, and Grant Avenue,
ensure improved livability of residential areas around the historic commercial
core,
encourage and promote Development that supports and completes upper Park
Avenue as a pedestrian friendly residential street in Use, scale, character and
design that is Compatible with the historic character of the surrounding
residential neighborhood,
encourage residential development that provides a range of housing
opportunities consistent with the community’s housing, transportation, and
historic preservation objectives,
minimize visual impacts of the automobile and parking by encouraging alternative
parking solutions, minimize impacts of Commercial Uses on surrounding
residential neighborhood.

Analysis- Steep Slope CUP
A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-1 District. The
proposed single-family dwelling is 1,989 square feet consisting of a one (1) bedroom
house with two (2) two-car tandem garages accessed off Park Avenue consisting of
1080 square feet. Below the proposed single-family dwelling is a parking level,
accessed off Main Street consisting of 1,105 square feet. The structure is three (3)
stories, with most of the house on the upper level, the entry and tandem garages on the
street garage level (Park Avenue), and the parking garage in the lowest parking level.
The parking level (lowest) only has walls towards the west (Park Avenue), in the form a
foundation wall, and a wall towards the north. The parking level is accessed off an alley
owned by the City from the south of the lot. See Exhibit I – February 26, 2015 City
Council Staff Reports and Exhibit J – February 26, 2015 City Council Meeting Minutes.
This Conditional Use Permit is for the development at 550 Park Avenue, currently a
portion of proposed lot 1 of the Cardinal Park Subdivision. The applicant has not
requested any changes or amendment through this application for the work currently
being worked on the April Inn, which is the other portion of proposed Lot 1 of the
requested Cardinal Park Subdivision.
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The parking level provides for four (4) covered parking spaces and two (2) non-covered,
behind the proposed structure. Staff makes the following Land Management Code
related findings:

LMC Requirements
Building Footprint

Standard
1,132.5 square feet
maximum, (based on
proposed lot area)

Front/Rear Yard Setbacks 10 feet, minimum
Side Yard Setbacks

Building (Zone) Height

Final Grade

Lowest Finish Floor
Plane to Highest Wall
Top Plate

Vertical Articulation

Roof Pitch

3 feet, minimum
No Structure shall be
erected to a height greater
than twenty-seven feet
(27') from Existing (natural)
Grade.
Final Grade must be within
four vertical feet (4’) of
Existing Grade around the
periphery […].
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 […].
A ten foot (10’) minimum
horizontal step in the
downhill façade is required
[…].
Roof pitch must be
between 7:12 and 12:12 for
primary roofs. A Green
Roof may be below the
required 7:12 roof pitch as
part of the primary roof
design.

Proposed
1,116.08 square feet,
complies.
Front: 10’-3”, complies.
Rear: 23’-1”, complies.
North: 3 feet, complies.
South: 3 feet, complies.
Various heights all under
27 feet, complies.

4 feet or less, complies.

Complies.

Complies.

All primary roof forms
contain a green roof.
complies.

Land Management Code § 15-2.3-6 provides for development on steep sloping lots in
excess of one thousand square feet (1,000 sq. ft.) within the Historic Residential-2
District, subject to the following criteria:
1. Location of Development. Development is located and designed to reduce
visual and environmental impacts of the Structure. No unmitigated impacts.
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The proposed structure is located towards the front of the lot at the approximate
ten feet (10’) from property line at Park Avenue. The rear setback is 23 feet. The
side yards setbacks are both at the minimum of three feet (3’). From Park
Avenue towards the rear the site, the first twenty feet (20’) is considered the
steepest part of the site with a slope of forty percent (40%) approximately. The
last sixty-five feet (65’) contain a flat slope which can be measured at nine
percent (9%) approximately. Due to the steepness of the site up front, the
applicant maximizes opportunities for parking towards the center and the back of
the lot as the proposal asks for six (6) parking spaces, four (4) under the house,
and two (2) behind it.
2. Visual Analysis. The Applicant must provide the Planning Department with a
visual analysis of the project from key Vantage Points to determine potential
impacts of the proposed Access, and Building mass and design; and to identify
the potential for Screening, Slope stabilization, erosion mitigation, vegetation
protection, and other design opportunities. No unmitigated impacts.
The applicant submitted plans including a streetscape showing how the three (3)
structure will be observed as a two (2) story dwelling when viewed from Park
Avenue, due to the character of the slopes towards the front which limits the
maximum building height. The proposed structure cannot be seen from the key
vantage points as indicated in the LMC Section 15-15-1.283.
3. Access. Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of
the natural topography and to reduce overall Building scale. Common driveways
and Parking Areas, and side Access to garages are strongly encouraged, where
feasible. No unmitigated impacts.
The proposed structure has two access points: directly off Park Avenue for the
house into the two tandem garages, and from the City owned Alley off Main
Street then turning north, into the parking level, the lowest floor of the structure.
The Park Avenue, access is by right simply for having frontage over a street
recognized on Park City’s Streets Master Plan. The side access of the lowest
parking level was granted by the City to the applicant in a recent City Council
discussion to be finalized in a form approved by the City Attorney and City
Engineer. The parking access off Main Street is for the April Inn and has not
been considered for the single-family dwelling, as the applicant has made a
request to satisfy those parking requirements off Park Avenue on the middle level
of the structure.
4. Terracing. The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to
regain Natural Grade. No unmitigated impacts.
The proposal does not including any terracing other than the effect of the
structure on the site. The structure capitalizes on the existing grades to have the
parking area on the lowest level and the house on the highest two (2).
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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 proposed structure is located towards the front and center of the lot in order
to capitalize the access to both driveways from each one of the access point, one
from Park Avenue at the mid-level of the structure and one off Main Street
through what would be considered the side of the building at the lowest level of
the structure. Due to the topography of the site, from the front elevation, the site
resembles a two (2) story building. The maximum building height of 27 feet
make the proposed structure follow the perceived natural topography of the site.
The front façade is broken up which assists in providing front yard variation.
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 structure contains a flat green roof as a primary roof form. The
mid-level at the back contains a deck. The green roof has a step towards the
middle which assists in breaking up the massing in two (2) smaller components.
The mid-level at the front elevation also contains a step back in front wall plane
which breaks up the proposed structure. The proposed green roof is not
accessible and is considered a passive space which will not require railings. The
green roof will not act as a patio.
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 structure has a ten foot three inch (10’-3”) front yard setback. The
front has small roof form, small porch, and two (2) foot step back in one of the
tandem garage doors which minimize the “wall effect”. The rear elevation
contains the required ten foot (10’) step-back on the third story, and is also
broken up as the rear wall of the lowest level is not filled in but is designed with a
column on each corner to support the proposed structure.
8. Dwelling Volume. The maximum volume of any Structure is a function of the Lot
size, Building Height, Setbacks, and provisions set forth in [LMC Chapter 2.2 –
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HR-1]. The Planning Commission may further limit the volume of a proposed
Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale
between a proposed Structure and existing Structures. No unmitigated
impacts.
The proposed structure is both horizontally and vertically articulated and broken
into compatible massing components. The design includes setback variations
and lower building heights for portions of the structure on the rear elevation. The
proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with both
the volume and massing of single-family dwellings in the area comprised of three
and four (3 & 4) story dwellings.
9. Building Height (Steep Slope). The maximum Building Height in the HR-2
District is twenty-seven feet (27'). The Planning Commission may require a
reduction in Building Height for all, or portions, of a proposed Structure to
minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale between a
proposed Structure and existing residential Structures. No unmitigated impacts.
The entire building ranges in height from twenty to twenty feet (20’-27’).
Conditional Use Permit Review for Parking with 5 or more spaces…
Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.16-2(B)(11) indicates that a Residential Parking
Area or Structure with five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on
the same Lot is a conditional use in the HR-2 District. LMC § 15-2.3-3 indicates that the
Planning Commission shall review any Conditional Use permit (CUP) Application in the
HR-2 District according to Conditional Use permit criteria set forth in Section 15-1-10 as
well as the following:
A. Consistent with the Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic Districts and
Historic Sites, Section 15-4. Complies as conditioned.
The application is currently being reviewed by staff for compliance with the
Design Guidelines.
B. The Applicant may not alter a Historic Structure to minimize the residential
character of the Building. Not applicable.
The subject site is not historic.
C. Dedication of a Facade Preservation Easement for Historic Structures is required
to assure preservation of Historic Structures and the Historic fabric of the
surrounding neighborhood. Not applicable
The subject site is not historic.
D. New Buildings and additions must be in scale and Compatible with the mass,
height, width, and historic character of the surrounding residential neighborhood
and existing Historic Structures in the neighborhood. Larger Building masses
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should be located to rear of the Structure to minimize the perceived mass from
the Street. Complies as conditioned.
The application is currently being reviewed by staff for compliance with the
Design Guidelines where the scale, compatibility, historic character is thoroughly
reviewed.
E. Parking requirements of Section 15-3 shall be met. The Planning Commission
may waive parking requirements for Historic Structures and may consider in-lieu
fees for all or a portion of parking requirements for Master Planned
Developments. Calculation of in-lieu fees shall be based on the Park City
Municipal Code Section 11-12-16 and any adopted City Council fees in effect at
the time a complete application is received. The Planning Commission may
allow on-Street parallel parking adjacent to the Front Yard to count as parking for
Historic Structures, if the Applicant can document that the on-Street Parking will
not impact adjacent Uses or create traffic circulation hazards. A traffic study,
prepared by a registered Engineer, may be required. Complies with the
parking requirements of Section 15-3.
Applicant proposes four (4) parking spaces for the residential single-familiy
dwelling access of Park Avenue. Three of the four (3of4) comply with minimum
parking area requirements. The Code requires a single family dwelling to have
two (2) parking spaces.
F. All Yards must be designed and maintained in a residential manner. Existing
mature landscaping shall be preserved wherever possible. The Use of native
plants and trees is strongly encouraged. Complies as conditioned.
LMC § 15-2.3-15 indicates that:
The Property Owner must protect Significant Vegetation during any
Development activity. Significant Vegetation includes large trees six
inches (6") in diameter or greater measured four and one-half feet (4 ½ ')
above the ground, groves of smaller trees, or clumps of oak and maple
covering an Area fifty square feet (50 sq. ft.) or more measured at the drip
line.
Development plans must show all Significant Vegetation within twenty feet
(20') of a proposed Development. The Property Owner must demonstrate
the health and viability of all large trees through a certified arborist. The
Planning Director shall determine the Limits of Disturbance and may
require mitigation for loss of Significant Vegetation consistent with
Landscape Criteria in LMC Chapter 5.
Staff recommends that the applicant submit the required report by the certified
arborist and that the loss of significant mitigation is replaced on a like per like
basis.
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G. Fencing and Screening between residential and Commercial Uses may be
required along common Property Lines. Not applicable.
No fencing is being proposed at this time. The applicant requests to landscape
the site. See criterion F above.
H. All utility equipment and service areas must be fully Screened to prevent visual
and noise impacts on adjacent residential Properties and on pedestrians.
Complies as conditioned.
The applicant shall be responsible of screening utility equipment through their
final landscape plan to be approved prior to building permit issuance. Any utility
equipment in the Right-of-Way shall also be screened through proper approval
and authorization of the City Engineer.
The Planning Commission must review each of the following items when considering
whether or not the proposed conditional use mitigates impacts of and addresses the
following items as outlined in LMC § 15-1-10(E):
1. Size and location of the site. No unmitigated impacts.
The proposed single-family dwelling is 1,989 square feet consisting of a one (1)
bedroom house with two (2) two-car tandem garages accessed off Park Avenue
consisting of 1080 square feet. Below the proposed single-family dwelling is a
parking level, accessed off Main Street consisting of 1,105 square feet. The
structure is three (3) stories, with most of the house on the upper level, the entry
and tandem garages on the street garage level (Park Avenue), and the parking
garage in the lowest parking level.
2. Traffic considerations. No unmitigated impacts.
The requested use of the single-family dwelling is off Park Avenue. The
requested use of the parking area on the lowest level is off Main Street. From
time to time, Main Street may be closed for specific events, such as Miner’s Day
parade in September, Arts Festival in August, etc., Pursuant to the Easement
Agreement the owners of the April Inn during these street closure they may not
access their parking garage. The applicant stipulates these street closures and
understands that they would have to abide the same restrictions currently faced
by other residential property owners and businesses on Main Street.
3. Utility capacity. No unmitigated impacts.
No additional utility capacity is required for the requested use.
4. Emergency vehicle access. No unmitigated impacts.
Emergency vehicles can easily access the unit and no additional access is
required.
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5. Location and amount of off-street parking. No unmitigated impacts.
The LMC indicates that a single-family dwelling requires a minimum of two (2)
parking spaces. The mid-level provides two (2) tandem garages with four (4)
parking spaces accessed off Park Avenue. Three of the four parking spaces
meet the code in term of minimum parking area. The LMC does not indicate a
maximum number of parking spaces. These spaces access of Park Avenue are
not to be used for any other site found in the HCB including the April Inn.
The site also has six (6) parking spaces which are to be built for the benefit of
545 Main Street access of Main Street through a drafted easement agreement
over City owned property.
6. Internal circulation system. No unmitigated impacts.
The single-family dwelling has a driveway accessed directly off Park Avenue.
The parking level (lowest floor) is to have its access off Main Street.
7. Fencing, screening and landscaping to separate uses. No unmitigated
impacts.
Screening and landscaping is proposed at towards the front of the house.
8. Building mass, bulk, orientation and the location on site, including orientation to
adjacent buildings or lots. No unmitigated impacts.
The applicant requests to build a new single-family dwelling at the Park Avenue
elevation. The applicant requests the roof of the structure to be a passive nonaccessible green roof, which is allowed.
9. Usable open space. No unmitigated impacts.
No useable open space will be affected with the requested use from what is
currently found on site. There are stairs on the west end of the City owned alley,
which the applicant requests to rebuild and landscape. The applicant will have to
receive a separate permit through the City Engineer’s office for this work.
10. Signs and lighting. No unmitigated impacts.
No signs and lighting are associated with this proposal. Any new exterior lighting
is subject to the LMC development standards related to lighting and will be
reviewed for compliance with the LMC at the time of application. All signs are
subject to the Park City Sign Code.
11. Physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, scale and
style. No unmitigated impacts.
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The applicant requests to build a new single-family dwelling at the Park Avenue
elevation. The applicant requests the roof of the structure to be a passive nonaccessible green roof, which is currently allowed. The requested uses will not
affect the existing physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in
mass, scale and style. Staff does not find that additional impacts need to be
mitigated in terms of this criterion due to the small size of the requested use.
12. Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might affect
people and property off-site. No unmitigated impacts.
Noise, vibration, odors, steam or mechanical factors are anticipated that are
normally associated within the residential district including its intended nature to
be a transition between the HR-1 and the HCB.
13. Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and
screening. No unmitigated impacts.
The proposal will not affect any control of delivery and service vehicles,
loading/unloading, and screening.
14. Expected ownership and management of the property. No unmitigated
impacts.
The expected ownership and management of the property is not projected to add
impacts that would need additional mitigation. The property is owned by 545
Main Street Holdings LLC. The applicant in the future may request to
“condominimize” the 545 Main Street building, April Inn, and the house at 550
Park which may include the parking spaces currently requested on the lowest
level.
15. Sensitive Lands Review. No unmitigated impacts.
The proposal is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay.
Special Requirements
LMC § 15-2.3-8 indicates special requirements for Master Planned Development and
Conditional Use Permits in Sub-zone A, consisting of lots in the HR-2 District that are
west of Main Street, excluding those Lots within Block 13. The following special
requirements apply only to Lots in Sub-Zone A that are part of a Master Planned
Development, a Conditional Use Permit, or a Plat Amendment that combines a Main
Street, HCB zoned, Lot with an adjacent Park Avenue, HR-2 zoned, Lot or portion of a
Lot, for the purpose of restoring an Historic Structure, constructing an approved addition
to an Historic Structure, constructing a residential dwelling or Garage on Park Avenue,
or expanding a Main Street Business into the HR-2 zoned Lot:
1. All Commercial Uses extending from Main Street into the HR-2 Zone are subject
to the Conditional Use Permit review requirements of Section 15-1-10 and the
Master Planned Development requirements of Section 15-6 if the development is
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part of a Master Planned Development. These Commercial Uses must be located
below the Grade of Park Avenue projected across the HR-2 Lot and beneath the
Main Floor of a residential Structure or Structures facing Park Avenue.
Occupancy of the below Grade Floor Area is conditioned upon completion of the
residential structure on the HR-2 Lot. Complies.
The applicant requests to build a residential parking area for the April Inn below
grade of Park Avenue projected across the HR-2 and beneath the main floor of a
single-family dwelling, a residential structure facing Park Avenue.
2. All Buildings within the HR-2 portion of the development must meet the minimum
Side and Front Yard Setbacks of the HR-2 District as stated in Section 15-2.3-4,
unless the Planning Commission grants an exception to this requirement during
the MPD review and the development is consistent with the MPD Section 15-65(C). Below Grade Structures, such as parking structures and Commercial Floor
Area extending from Main Street beneath a residential Structure or Structures on
Park Avenue may occupy Side Yard Setbacks subject to Building and Fire Codes
and trespass agreements. Complies.
The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the minimum
side and front yard setbacks of the HR-2 District as stated. The parking structure
below the single-family dwelling does not occupy side yard setbacks other than
the access leading to it.
3. All Buildings within the HR-2 portion of the development must meet the Building
Height requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in Section 15-2.3-6.
Complies.
The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the building
height requirements of the HR-2 District as stated.
4. Existing and new Structures fronting on Park Avenue may not contain
Commercial Uses, except as permitted in Section 15-2.3-8 (B) (1). Complies.
The new structure fronting on Park Avenue does not contain commercial uses.
5. A Floor Area Ratio of 4.0 shall be used to calculate the total Commercial Floor
Area. Only the Lot Area within the HCB Lot may be used to calculate the
Commercial Floor Area. Complies.
Only the lot area within the HCB portion of the lot shall be used to calculate the
commercial floor area.
6. The number of residential units allowed on the HR-2 portion of the Development
is limited by the Lot and Site Requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in
Section 15-2.3-4. Complies.
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7. All entrances and Access, including service and delivery, for the Commercial Use
must be off of a Street or easement within the HCB District. The Commercial
Structure must be designed to preclude any traffic generation on residential
Streets, such as Park Avenue. Any emergency Access, as required by the
Uniform Building Code (UBC), onto the HR-2 portion of the Property must be
designed in such a manner as to absolutely prohibit non-emergency Use. Alarms
shall be installed on all emergency doors that provide access to Park Avenue.
Complies.
The access for the parking structure underneath the single-family dwelling is off
Main Street, HCB District, through an easement. The applicant is not asking for
a commercial structure. No emergency access onto the HR-2 portion of the
property is proposed.
8. Commercial portions of a Structure extending from the HCB to the HR-2 District
must be designed to minimize the Commercial character of the Building and Use
and must mitigate all impacts on the adjacent Residential Uses. Impacts include
such things as noise, odor and glare, intensity of activity, parking, signs, lighting,
Access and aesthetics.
9. No loading docks, service yards, exterior mechanical equipment, exterior trash
compounds, outdoor storage, ADA Access, or other similar Uses associated with
the HCB Uses are allowed within the HR-2 portion of the Property, and all such
Uses shall be screened for visual and noise impacts. Complies as conditioned.
Discussion requested.
The applicant proposes four (4) parking spaces underneath the proposed singlefamily dwelling with another two (2) uncovered parking spaces towards the rear.
Next to the four (4) parking spaces are four (4) small storage areas and also a
small mechanical room. The storage and mechanical areas cannot be seen from
elevation except from the south side as they are indeed located on the lowest
parking level and access from the interior part of this level. Staff does not find
these areas to be detrimental as they are below the single-family dwelling and
would only be viewed from the south side when a vehicle is not parked on the
lowest level of the structure. Does the Planning Commission agree with Staff’s
findings?
10. The Property Owner must donate a Preservation Easement to the City for any
Historic Structures included in the Development. Not applicable.
11. Any Historic Structures included in the development shall be restored or
rehabilitated according to the requirements of the LMC Chapter 11- Historic
Preservation. Not applicable.
12. Any adjoining Historic Structures under common ownership or control must be
considered a part of the Property for review purposes of the Conditional Use
permit and/or Master Planned Development. Not applicable.
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13. The allowed Building Width of any Structure above Final Grade is up to forty (40)
feet. Building Widths shall reflect the typical variation, pattern and Historic
character of the surrounding residential neighborhood. Complies.
The width of the proposed structure is twenty nine feet (29’).
14. Residential Density Transfers between the HCB and HR-2 Zoning Districts are
not permitted. A portion of the Gross Floor Area generated by the Floor Area
Ratio of the HCB Zoning District and applied only to Lot Area in the HCB Zone,
may be located in the HR-2 Zone as allowed by this Section. Complies.
No density transfer is being proposed.
15. Maximum allowed Building Footprint for the HR-2 Lot is subject to Section 15-65(B). Complies as conditioned.
Process
Approval of this application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the City
Council following the procedures found in Land Management Code § 15-1-18. Approval
of the Historic District Design Guideline compliance is noticed separately and is a
condition of building permit issuance.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time other than standards items that would have to be addressed
during building permit review.
Public Input
The City received one public comment on May 8, 2015. See Exhibit K – Public
Comment.
Alternatives
 The Planning Commission may approve the requested Steep Slope Conditional
Use Permit as conditioned or amended, or
 The Planning Commission may deny the requested Steep Slope Conditional Use
Permit and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or
 The Planning Commission may request specific additional information and may
continue the discussion to a date uncertain.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The construction as proposed could not occur. The applicant would have to revise their
plans. The applicant would not be able to use their site as parking for the adjacent
building.
Recommendation
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Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review a request
for a Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit for the construction of a new single-family
dwelling and a Conditional Use Permit for a Residential Parking Area or Structure with
five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot at 550
Park Avenue based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval for the Commission’s consideration.
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 550 Park Avenue.
2. The Property is located in the HR-2 District.
3. The property is currently being reviewed as a plat amendment this same Planning
Commission meeting, and is currently being re-platted as Lot 1 of the Cardinal Park
Subdivision.
4. This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit for construction of a newsingle family dwelling.
5. A Historic District Design Review application is concurrently being reviewed by staff
for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts.
6. On August 4, 2014, the Planning Department approved a historic district design
Review application at 545 Main Street for a remodel and an addition. This site is
known as the April Inn and is located within the HCB District.
7. An agreement was recorded with the City regarding parking for the April Inn.
8. The property owner deposited with the City the parking fee in lieu in the cash
amount of $56,000.00 (4 spaces multiplied by $14,000.00 per space).
9. The property owner desires to seek approval of the City for the actual creation of six
(6) parking spaces on the HR-2 District for the purpose of providing parking for the
Main Street site. As indicated on the agreement: “some or all which may be
returned to 545 Main depending upon the outcome of the approval process of the 4
parking spaces on the property.
10. The applicant currently requests to provide six (6) parking spaces on the lowest level
of the structure also housing a single-family dwelling.
11. The LMC indicates that the use listed as A Residential Parking Area or Structure
with five (5) or more spaces, associated with a residential Building on the same Lot
requires a Conditional Use Permit to be reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission.
12. The applicant seeks this approval to be able to accommodate parking and be
returned the $56,000.00 for the four (4) required parking spaces.
13. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-2 District.
14. The proposed single-family dwelling is 1,989 square feet consisting of a one (1)
bedroom house with two (2) two-car tandem garages accessed off Park Avenue
consisting of 1080 square feet.
15. Below the proposed single-family dwelling is a parking level, accessed off Main
Street consisting of 1,105 square feet.
16. The structure is three (3) stories, with most of the house on the upper level, the entry
and tandem garages on the street garage level (Park Avenue), and the parking
garage in the lowest parking level.
17. The parking level provides for four (4) covered parking spaces and two (2) noncovered, behind the proposed structure.
18. The proposed footprint is 1,116.08 square feet.
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19. The maximum footprint is 1,132.5 square feet.
20. The minimum front/rear yard setbacks are ten feet (10’).
21. The front yard setback is 10’-3”.
22. The rear yard setback is 23’-1”.
23. The side yards setbacks are both at the minimum of three feet (3’).
24. From Park Avenue towards the rear the site, the first twenty feet (20’) is considered
the steepest part of the site with a slope of forty percent (40%) approximately.
25. The last sixty-five feet (65’) contain a flat slope which can be measured at nine
percent (9%) approximately.
26. The applicant submitted plans including a streetscape showing how the three (3)
structure will be observed as a two (2) story dwelling when viewed from Park
Avenue, due to the character of the slopes towards the front which limits the
maximum building height.
27. The proposed structure cannot be seen from the key vantage points as indicated in
the LMC Section 15-15-1.283.
28. The proposed structure has two access points: directly off Park Avenue for the
house into the two tandem garages, and from the City owned Alley off Main Street
then turning north, onto the parking level, the lowest floor of the structure. The Park
Avenue, access is by right simply for having frontage over a street recognized on
Park City’s Streets Master Plan.
29. The side access of the lowest parking level was granted by the City to the applicant
in a recent City Council discussion to be finalized in a form approved by the City
Attorney and City Engineer.
30. The proposal does not including any terracing other than the effect of the structure
on the site.
31. The maximum building height of 27 feet make the proposed structure follow the
perceived natural topography of the site.
32. The front façade is broken up which assists in providing front yard variation.
33. The proposed structure contains a flat green roof as a primary roof form.
34. The mid-level at the back contains a deck.
35. The green roof has a step towards the middle which assists in breaking up the
massing in two (2) smaller components.
36. The mid-level at the front elevation also contains a step back in front wall plane
which breaks up the proposed structure.
37. The front has small roof form, small porch, and two (2) foot step back in one of the
tandem garage doors which minimize the “wall effect”.
38. The rear elevation contains the required ten foot (10’) step-back on the third story,
and is also broken up as the rear wall of the lowest level is not filled in but is
designed with a column on each corner to support the proposed structure.
39. The proposed structure is both horizontally and vertically articulated and broken into
compatible massing components.
40. The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for portions of the
structure on the rear elevation.
41. The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of single-family dwellings in the area comprised of
three and four (3 & 4) story dwellings.
42. The entire building ranges in height from twenty to twenty feet (20’-27’).
43. The subject site is not historic.
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44. The application is currently being reviewed by staff for compliance with the Design
Guidelines where the scale, compatibility, historic character is thoroughly reviewed.
45. Applicant proposes four (4) parking spaces for the residential single-familiy dwelling
access of Park Avenue.
46. Three of the four (3of4) comply with minimum parking area requirements.
47. The Code requires a single-family dwelling to have a minimum of two (2) parking
spaces.
48. The Property Owner must protect Significant Vegetation during any Development
activity.
49. Significant Vegetation includes large trees six inches (6") in diameter or greater
measured four and one-half feet (4 ½ ') above the ground, groves of smaller trees, or
clumps of oak and maple covering an Area fifty square feet (50 sq. ft.) or more
measured at the drip line.
50. The Property Owner must demonstrate the health and viability of all large trees
through a certified arborist.
51. Staff recommends that the applicant submit the required report by the certified
arborist and that the loss of significant mitigation is replaced on a like per like basis.
52. No fencing is being proposed at this time.
53. The applicant shall be responsible of screening utility equipment through their final
landscape plan to be approved prior to building permit issuance.
54. Any utility equipment in the Right-of-Way shall also be screened through proper
approval and authorization of the City Engineer.
55. The requested use of the single-family dwelling is off Park Avenue.
56. The requested use of the parking area on the lowest level is off Main Street.
57. From time to time Main Street may be closed for specific events, such as Miner’s
Day parade in September, Arts Festival in August, etc., and finds that the applicant
understands that during these street closure they may not access their parking
garage. The applicant stipulates these street closures and understands that they
would have to abide the same restrictions currently faced by other residential
property owners and businesses on Main Street.
58. No additional utility capacity is required for the requested use.
59. Emergency vehicles can easily access the unit and no additional access is required.
60. The LMC indicates that a single-family dwelling requires two (2) parking spaces.
61. The mid-level provides two (2) tandem garages with four (4) parking spaces
accessed off Park Avenue.
62. The site also has six (6) parking spaces which are to be built for the benefit of 545
Main Street access of Main Street through a drafted easement agreement over City
owned property.
63. The single family dwelling has a driveway accessed directly off Park Avenue.
64. The parking level (lowest floor) is to have its access off Main Street.
65. Screening and landscaping is proposed towards the front of the house.
66. The applicant requests the roof of the structure to be a passive non-accessible
green roof, which is currently allowed.
67. No useable open space will be affected with the requested use from what is
currently found on site.
68. There are stairs on the west end of the City owned alley, which the applicant
requests to rebuild and landscape. The applicant will have to receive a separate
permit through the City Engineer’s office for this work.
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69. No signs and lighting are associated with this proposal. Any new exterior lighting is
subject to the LMC development standards related to lighting and will be reviewed
for compliance with the LMC at the time of application. All signs are subject to the
Park City Sign Code.
70. The requested uses will not affect the existing physical design and compatibility with
surrounding structures in mass, scale and style.
71. Noise, vibration, odors, steam or mechanical factors are anticipated that are
normally associated within the residential district including its intended nature to be a
transition between the HR-1 and the HCB.
72. The proposal will not affect any control of delivery and service vehicles,
loading/unloading, and screening.
73. The expected ownership and management of the property is not projected to add
impacts that would need additional mitigation.
74. The entire lot is owned by 545 Main Street Holdings LLC.
75. The proposal is not located within the Sensitive Lands Overlay.
76. LMC § 15-2.3-8 indicates special requirements for Master Planned Development
and Conditional Use Permits in Sub-zone A, consisting of lots in the HR-2 District
that are west of Main Street, excluding those Lots within Block 13.
77. There are special requirements that apply only to Lots in Sub-Zone A that are part of
a Conditional Use Permit for the purpose of constructing a residential dwelling or
Garage on Park Avenue.
78. The applicant requests to build a residential parking area for the April Inn below
grade of Park Avenue projected across the HR-2 and beneath the main floor of a
single-family dwelling, a residential structure facing Park Avenue.
79. The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the minimum side
and front yard setbacks of the HR-2 District as stated.
80. The parking structure below the single-family dwelling does not occupy side yard
setbacks other than the access leading to it.
81. The proposed structure within the HR-2 portion of the lot meets the building height
requirements of the HR-2 District as stated.
82. The new structure fronting on Park Avenue does not contain commercial uses.
83. Only the lot area within the HCB portion of the lot shall be used to calculate the
commercial floor area.
84. The number of residential units allowed on the HR-2 portion of the Development is
limited by the Lot and Site Requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in Section 152.3-4.
85. The access for the parking structure underneath the single-family dwelling is off
Main Street, HCB District, through an easement. The applicant is not asking for a
commercial structure. No emergency access onto the HR-2 portion of the property
is proposed.
86. Next to the four (4) parking spaces are four (4) small storage areas and also a small
mechanical room. The storage and mechanical areas cannot be seen from
elevation except from the south side as they are indeed located on the lowest
parking level and access from the interior part of this level.
87. The width of the proposed structure is twenty nine feet (29’).
88. No density transfer is being proposed.
89. Maximum allowed Building Footprint for the HR-2 Lot is subject to Section 15-6-5(B).
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Conclusions of Law:
1. The Application complies with all requirements of this LMC;
2. The Use will be Compatible with surrounding Structures in Use, scale, mass and
circulation;
3. The Use is consistent with the Park City General Plan, as amended; and
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.
3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan for utility installation, public
improvements, and drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit submittal
and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility providers prior
to issuance of a building permit.
4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance.
5. A final landscape plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City
Planning Department, prior to building permit issuance.
6. No building permits shall be issued for this project unless and until the design is
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department staff for compliance with this
Conditional Use Permit and the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites.
7. As part of the building permit review process, the applicant shall submit a certified
topographical survey of the property with roof elevations over topographic and
U.S.G.S. elevation information relating to existing grade as well as the height of the
proposed building ridges to confirm that the building complies with all height
restrictions.
8. The applicant shall submit a detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building
permit. The shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer.
9. This approval will expire on May 13, 2016, if a building permit has not issued by the
building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this approval
has been granted by the Planning Commission.
10. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, subject to additional changes
made during the Historic District Design Review.
11. All Yards shall be designed and maintained in a residential manner. Existing mature
landscaping shall be preserved wherever possible. The use of native plants and
trees is strongly encouraged.
12. From time to time Main Street may be closed for specific events, such as Miner’s
Day parade in September, Arts Festival in August, etc., and finds that the applicant
understands that during these street closure they may not access their parking
garage. The applicant stipulates these street closures and understands that they
would have to abide the same restrictions currently faced by other residential
property owners and businesses on Main Street.
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13. There are stairs on the west end of the City owned alley, which the applicant
requests to rebuild and landscape. The applicant shall receive a separate permit
through the City Engineer’s office for this work to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
14. The number of residential units allowed on the HR-2 portion of the Development
shall be limited by the Lot and Site Requirements of the HR-2 District as stated in
Section 15-2.3-4.
15. The maximum allowed Building Footprint for the HR-2 Lot shall be subject to Section
15-6-5(B).
16. The easement agreement for access to the lower parking must be recorded prior to
issuance of any building permits.
17. The applicant shall submit the report by a certified arborist per LMC § 15-2.3-15 and
that the loss of significant mitigation shall be replaced on a like per like basis.
18. The parking on the lowest level shall only be used for the April Inn site to be finalized
through the easement agreement.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Applicant’s Project Description Steep Slope CUP & CUP
Exhibit B – Topographic Map
Exhibit C – Proposed Site Plan & Landscape Plan (Sheet A0.1)
Exhibit D – Floor Plans (Sheet A1.1)
Exhibit E – Exterior Elevations (Sheet A2.0)
Exhibit F – Streetscape Elevations (Sheet A2.1)
Exhibit G – Building Sections (Sheet A3.0)
Exhibit H – Fee In Lieu of Parking Agreement 545 Main Street & HDDR Action Letter
Exhibit I – February 26, 2015 City Council Staff Reports
Exhibit J – February 26, 2015 City Council Meeting Minutes
Exhibit K – Public Comment
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Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit A
550 Park Avenue – Conditional Use Permit – Parking
Revised, 12-9-14
Project Description
1.
a. How will the proposed use “fit-in” with surrounding uses?
The proposed improvements to 545 Main Street and 550 Park Avenue include:
conversion of 12 residential units to three units 545 Main Street in the HCB zone
and construction of a new single family home at 550 Park Avenue in the HR-2 zone.
The lower level of 550 Park Avenue will house 6 parking spaces that serve as off
street parking spaces for the three new residential units in 545 Main Street. These
spaces will be accessed off Main Street via the existing alley between 537 and 541
Main Street. This existing ally already exclusively serves as access to existing
parking for 541 Main Street and the commercial parking structure for 537 Main
Street.
The home at 550 Park Ave. access off Park Avenue and will match the use and
scale of the other residential units on Park Avenue.
b. What type of service will it provide to Park City?
The intense hotel use of the 12 units at 545 Main Street will be reduced to a
substantially less intensive 3 units. The existing 12 units did not provide any off
street parking. Six off street parking spaces will now be provided.
c. Is the proposed use consistent with the current zoning district and with the General Plan?
Retaining a residential component at 545 Main Street will help to keep a vibrant
Main Street where people not only shop but actually live. The single family
development of 550 Park Avenue continues the residential character of Park
Avenue but, with the unique alley access off Main Street, adds a support element to
the residential uses at 545 Main Street. Additionally, 550 Park Avenue sits in the
HR2 zone. HR2 is a transition zone. Providing a residential component that relates
to Park Ave. and a parking component that access off Main Street and supports
residential on Main Street is consistent with the current zoning and is not contrary
to the General Plan
d. Is the proposed use similar or compatible with other uses in the same area?
Yes, see response to item #1a
e. Is the proposed use suitable for the proposed site?
The residential component at 550 Park Avenue matches size and scale of the other
properties on Park Ave and the proposed lower parking becomes part of an alley
access that already serves exclusively as access to private parking facilities.
f. Will the proposed use emit noise, glare dust, pollutants, and odor?
No excessive noise, glare, dust, pollutants, or odor will be emitted from these
residential sites. The residential component will be similar in use to all other
residential properties in the HR2 zone. The parking component will be below the
residence and very difficult to see from Park Avenue. The 6 proposed spaces
service residential uses. Frequency of traffic will be residential in nature and not as
intense as retail uses.
g. What will be the hour of operation and how many people will be employed?
The proposed uses are not commercial in nature.
h. Are other special issues that need to be mitigated?
No
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550 Park Avenue
Submittal Requirement – Steep Slope CUP
2. Project compliance with development on Steep Slope Criteria per LMC, HR‐2, 15‐2.3‐7
1. Location of Development – The slope at 550 Park Avenue is similar to other properties on the
downhill, east side of Park Avenue. The site rolls off from the street steeply, just over 30% and
then flattens out to approx.10%. The garage doors and the windows of the living unit above the
garage will face Park Avenue. The home access off Park Ave. and will set into the site so that
retaining of the site will be limited to the Park Ave wall. As the site drops away to the east and
flattens the side walls of the lower level will daylight requiring no additio0nal retaining.
2. Visual Analysis ‐ The home is not visible from any key vantage points.
3. Access – Access to the home will be off Park Ave and is via a driveway that is 11% slope from the
road down to the garage. The building will be 2 stories off the Park Ave elevation, similar to
other newer homes on the street.
4. Terracing – There will be retaining walls on either side of the driveway, parallel to the driveway,
3 ‐4’ in height to recapture original grade. Once past the drive the home will sit adjacent to
original grade and no retaining will be necessary.
5. Building Location – The building will fit in to the existing topography with retaining limited to
the driveway area to allow access to Park Avenue from the residential entry and the garage. The
proposed ally access parking elevation falls on the ally elevations and requires no additional
retaining to work.
6. Building Form and Scale – The building form fits into the existing contours and steps down the
slope. By stepping the building it is broken into smaller forms that are in keeping with typical
residential forms found in the district.
7. Setbacks – The lot is 35’ wide and the building 29’ . The front and rear elevations are composed
of two shifted forms that break up the mass of the building.
8. Dwelling Volume – Proposed volume of the building is in keeping with adjacent residential forms
along Park Ave.
9. Building Height ‐ The building height complies with the requirements of the LMC
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Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit H1
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Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit H2
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Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit I

City Council
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Vehicle and Pedestrian Easement for 545 Main Street (April
Inn)
Matthew Cassel, City Engineer
February 26, 2015
Legislative

Summary Recommendations:
Staff recommends that City Council grant a non-exclusive vehicle and pedestrian
easement across City property for the benefit of April Inn (545 Main Street).
Description:
The Vehicle and Pedestrian Easement would allow the owners of April Inn (545 Main
Street) to access the back lot of their property from the City owned alley located
between the Cunningham Building (537 Main Street) and the General Store (541 Main
Street).
Background:
On April 1, 1940, Summit County conveyed and quit claimed to Park City the alley
located between the Cunningham Building (537 Main Street) and the General Store
(541 Main Street). The legal description is as follows:
x

The north 21.5 feet of Lot 11 and all of Lot 36 of Block 9, Park City Survey.

From Eric DeHaan’s Memorandum dated October 11, 1999 (see attachments):
x

x

As the Old Towne Shops and the two-level parking structure immediately west of
Old Towne Shops were being developed in 1984, the City and property
developer entered into an easement agreement providing for continued vehicular
and pedestrian access within the alley,
The upper level of the parking structure is accessed from Park Avenue while the
lower level is accessed from Main Street. The easement agreement provides for
the lower level access from Park Avenue if Main Street were ever to become a
pedestrian mall.

Specifics of the Easement Agreement include:
x
x
x

Old Towne Shops (537 Main Street) and Sierra Pacific (543 Park Avenue)
entered into a parking agreement with each other which necessitated
improvements to the alley,
City granted a non-exclusive pedestrian and vehicular easement over the alley
property to Old Towne Shops,
City granted a non-exclusive pedestrian and vehicular easement over the alley
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x
x

property to Sierra Pacific,
Old Towne Shop and Sierra Pacific were responsible for improvements in the
alley,
The City would maintain the alley as required for safe pedestrian access. Old
Towne Shop and Sierra Pacific may supplement the City’s maintenance of the
alley.

Right-of-Way – The non-exclusive easement agreement with Old Towne Shop and
Sierra Pacific notes that the alley is a Right-of-Way. Despite an through review, no
records were found that indicated that the alley was ever formally dedicated as Right-ofWay. Staff considers the alley to be City property and thus the requirement to provide a
formal easement for April Inn (If the alley was a dedicated public Right-of-Way, a
vehicle and pedestrian easement would not be required).
Analysis:
April Inn currently owns lots 13, 14, 15, 32, 33, 34, and 35 of Block 9. April Inn is
located on Lots 13, 14 and 15 (545 Main Street), Lots 32, 33, 34 and 35 are currently
un-developed and front Park Avenue. April Inn is currently re-modeling their facility
from 12 units down to 3 units. They have submitted plans for the development of the
lots fronting Park Avenue and are requesting to build a 6 space parking facility to the
immediate west of the April Inn, which would be accessible from Main Street via the
alley. Two of the parking spaces will be surface while the other four will be covered.
The covered parking spaces are proposed to be located under a house; the house’s
access will be from Park Avenue. These six parking spaces would be on April Inn
property and would be dedicated for the use by residents/guests of the April Inn. This
easement request would allow access to this parking facility through and across the
alley. Because of the differential grade and proposed development, access from Park
Avenue would be difficult.
Staff supports the vehicle and pedestrian easement for two reasons:
x April Inn had paid their parking assessment into China Bridge for their
commercial uses but not for their residential uses. It is unclear as to where the
previous residents/renters of the 12 units parked, but is assumed they were
parking within the Main Street corridor. By allowing this vehicle and pedestrian
easement, parking for the residential uses of April Inn will be established,
x April Inn has reduced the number of residential units from 12 to 3 and has
proposed satisfying their residential parking requirements on site. If Council
approves the vehicle and pedestrian easement for April Inn, staff anticipates a
slight increase in trips generated from the immediate area near April Inn but an
overall reduction in traffic impacts to the Main Street corridor due to the reduction
in residential units.
A draft of the easement is included with this staff report. Easement specifics
x Language is inserted to address the closing of Main Street for special events,
x The 1984 easement agreement with Old Towne and Sierra Pacific includes a
paragraph stating “City shall maintain the Right-of-Way as required for safe
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pedestrian access, but Old Towne and Sierra Pacific may supplement the City’s
maintenance as they deem necessary or appropriate.” Staff interprets this
paragraph to indicate that the City will maintain the alley to minimum safety
standards for pedestrian access (but not vehicular access). If the grantee would
like to add amenities such as more lighting, landscaping, signage, etc, they may
upon City approval. A paragraph such as this one will be included in the vehicle
and pedestrian easement for April Inn.
An alternative to granting the vehicle and pedestrian easement would be to sell the
property to the parties and retain an easement for pedestrian use. Because of the
significant grade difference, this alley will never be a thoroughfare and thus will not be
part of the City’s transportation network. Also, staff does not foresee the future use of
this alley to change. The advantage of selling the property would be the shifting of
current maintenance program for the alley to the parties purchasing the property. One
disadvantage will be the ownership of this parcel by three separate entities and the City
resources necessary for the parties to come to an shared ownership agreement.
Department Review:
This report has been reviewed by City Manager, Legal, Sustainability, Public Works,
and Planning. All concerns raised by these departments have been incorporated
herein.
Alternatives:
A. Approve the Request:
Approving the easement will allow April Inn (545 Main Street) to develop parking on
their parcel. This is Staff’s recommendation.
B. Deny the Request:
Denying the easement will then not allow April Inn to provide on-site parking
accessed from Main Street.
C. Continue the Item:
If the Council desires more information about the easement, the item may be
continued.
D. Do Nothing:
This would have the same affect as denying the request for the easement.
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Significant Impacts:

Which Desired
Outcomes might the
Recommended Action
Impact?

Assessment of Overall
Impact on Council
Priority (Quality of Life
Impact)

+

World Class MultiSeasonal Resort
Destination

Preserving & Enhancing
the Natural Environment

(Economic Impact)

(Environmental Impact)

Safe community that is
walkable and bike-able

An Inclusive Community of
Diverse Economic & Cultural
Opportunities

Responsive, Cutting-Edge
& Effective Government

(Social Equity Impact)
+

Shared use of Main Street by
locals and visitors

+

Physically and socially
connected neighborhoods

Positive

Neutral

Positive

Neutral

×

Ù

×

Ù

Comments:

There are no significant or financial impacts arising from the recommended action.
Consequences of not taking the recommended action:
If the easement is not granted, vehicle and pedestrian access to the proposed on-site
parking for the April Inn (545 Main Street) cannot occur.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that City Council grant a non-exclusive vehicle and pedestrian
easement across City property for the benefit of April Inn (545 Main Street).
Attachments:

Draft Vehicle and Pedestrian Easement,
Exhibit of Easement and Property Ownership.
Eric Dehaan Memorandum dated October 11, 1999 including the
Non-Exclusive Easement Agreement between Park City, Old
Towne Associates and Sierra Pacific
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NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMENT AGREEMENT
THIS NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered
into this _____ day of __________________, 2015, by and between 545 Main Street Holdings,
LLC, an Oklahoma limited liability company (“545 Main”) and Park City Municipal Corporation
(“Park City”), a nonprofit corporation of Utah.

RECITALS
WHEREAS, 545 Main owns the real property located at 545 Main Street and certain
property to the rear or west of 545 Main Street, Park City, Utah 84060, more particularly
described in Exhibit A hereto (“Parcel 1”); and
WHEREAS, Park City owns a lot of record generally known as Lots 11 & 36, Block 9 of
the Park City Survey, which fronts Main Street south of 545 Main Street over which 545 Main
would like to access Parcel 1, which lot of record is more particularly described in Exhibit B
hereto (“Parcel 2”); and
WHEREAS, Park City desires to grant to 545 Main a perpetual, non-exclusive easement
for ingress and egress over Parcel 2 for the benefit of Parcel 1, subject to closures from time of
Parcel 2 by Park City in connection with various special events throughout the year.

AGREEMENT
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of Ten Dollars ($10.00), the mutual promises and
covenants made herein and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which are hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:
1.
GRANT OF EASEMENT. Park City hereby grants to the owner of Parcel 1, its
successors and assigns, for the benefit of Parcel 1 its successors and assigns, a perpetual, nonexclusive easement over Parcel 2 for the purpose of pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress
to and from Parcel 1, which grant of easement is expressly made subject to Park City’s right, in
its sole discretion, to temporarily close Parcel 2 to vehicular access during special events. The
easement granted herein shall be effective from and after the date of recording of this Agreement
in the official records of the Summit County Recorder.
2.
GOVERNING LAW. This Agreement shall be interpreted and governed by the laws of
the State of Utah.
3.
AMENDMENT OR WAIVER. This Agreement may be amended only by an
instrument in writing signed by the parties hereto. No provision of this Agreement and no
obligation of either party under this Agreement may be waived except by an instrument in
writing signed by the party waiving the provision or obligation. The waiver of any breach of any
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of the terms, covenants or conditions hereof on the part of one party to be kept and performed
shall not be a waiver of any preceding or subsequent breach of the same or any other term,
covenant or condition contained herein.
4.
ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Agreement, including exhibits, contains the entire
Agreement and understanding between the parties with regard to the subject matter of this
Agreement. All terms and conditions contained in any other writings previously executed by the
parties and all other discussions, understandings or agreements regarding the subject matter of this
Agreement shall be deemed to be superseded by this Agreement.
5.
SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to
the benefit of the successors and assigns of the parties.
6.
CONSTRUCTION OF AGREEMENT. The language and all parts of this Agreement
shall be in all cases construed simply according to their fair meaning and not strictly for or against
either of the parties hereto. Headings at the beginning of sections and subsections of this
Agreement are solely for the convenience of the parties and are not part of this Agreement. When
required by the context, whenever the singular number is used in this Agreement, the same shall
include the plural, and the plural shall include the singular; the masculine gender shall include the
feminine and neuter genders and vice versa; and the word "person" shall include corporations,
partnerships or other forms of associations or entities.
7.
COUNTERPARTS. This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts,
each of which shall be an original and such counterparts shall together constitute but one and the
same instrument.
8.
SEVERABILITY. Invalidation of any one of the covenants or provisions of this
Agreement or any part thereof by judgment or court order shall not affect any other covenant or
provision of this Agreement, which shall remain in full force and effect.
9.
NOTICES. Any notices or requests to be made under this Agreement shall be by United
States Mail, e-mail or facsimile, and sent
to 545 Main at:
545 Main Street Holdings, LLC
501 N. W. Grand Boulevard, 6th Floor
Oklahoma City, OK 73118
Fax: (925)938-3722
E-mail: billy.reed@sbcglobal.net

and to Park City at:
____________________________
____________________________
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____________________________
E-mail: _____________________.
10.
INCORPORATION OF RECITALS AND ATTACHMENTS. All Recitals in this
Agreement and all attachments hereto are hereby fully incorporated by reference herein.
11.
NO PARTNERSHIP. Neither this Agreement nor the acts of the parties is intended to
create and does not create a joint venture or partnership between the parties.
12.
FURTHER ASSURANCES. Each party shall execute and deliver any and all documents
that may be reasonably requested by the other party in order to document and perform fully and
properly the provisions of this Agreement.
13.
COVENANTS TO RUN WITH THE LAND. The respective benefits and burdens of
the easement granted herein and the terms hereof shall run with and be appurtenant to Parcel 1
and Parcel 2 and shall inure to the benefit of and be binding on their respective owners,
successors in interest and assigns.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed this Non-Exclusive
Easement Agreement on the date first above written.
PARK CITY:
By: ________________________________
City Manager
Attest:
________________________________
Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM
________________________________
City Attorney’s Office

545 MAIN:
545 Main Street Holdings, LLC,
an Oklahoma limited liability company
By:
Its:

Its:

W.R. Johnston & Co.
Manager

By:
__________________________
Print Name: ______________________
Vice President
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SUMMIT

)
: ss.
)

On this ______ day of ____________________, 2015 before me personally appeared
__________________________________, who being by me duly sworn, acknowledged to me
that he/she signed the foregoing instrument, as the duly appointed and authorized City Manager
of PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION.
________________________________
Notary Public
My Commission Expires: __________________

STATE OF ________________ )
: ss.
COUNTY OF _______________)
On this ______ day of ____________________, 2015 before me personally appeared
__________________________________, who being by me duly sworn, acknowledged to me
that he/she signed the foregoing instrument, as the duly appointed and authorized signatory of
545 MAIN STREET HOLDINGS, LLC.
________________________________
Notary Public
My Commission Expires: __________________
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description of Parcel 1
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EXHIBIT B
Legal Description of Parcel 2

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015



Page 105 of 396

PROPERTY MAP APRIL INN
(545 MAIN)
584

593

562
578

560

581
573
558
575
556
569

545

572

April
Mountain
Inn

561

568

541

557

in
Ma

564

553

St

Alley

537
Agreement with the
City to use Alley.

Agreement with the
City to use Alley

525
528

k
Par

539

Ave

532

531

Current
Parking
Garage

543

527

515

526

511
528

ods
Wo

509

525

505

ide
Ave

501
517
524524
524524

502
505

489

rs
ppe
a
r
T

y
Wa
465

501

Legend
WASHINGTONSCHOOLINN2

¹

PARKINGGARAGE
PCMCSTRIP

0 25 50

100

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

150


200
Feet

APRILMTNINN
Page 106 of 396
WASHINGTONSCHOOLINN

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015



Page 107 of 396

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015



Page 108 of 396

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015



Page 109 of 396

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015



Page 110 of 396

Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit J
PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH,
February 26, 2015 P a g e | 4
IV.

CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES FROM THE FEBRUARY 12, 2015 CITY COUNCIL
MEETINGS
Council member Peek moved to approve the
February 12, 2015 City Council minutes
Council member Beerman seconded
Approved unanimously

V.

CONSENT(Items that have previously been discussed or are perceived as routine
and may be approved by one motion. Listed items do not imply a predisposition
for approval and may be removed by motion and discussed and acted upon)
1.

Consideration of a request for a non-exclusive vehicle and pedestrian easement across
City property for the benefit of April Inn (545 Main Street).

Council member Beerman stated that at the end of the staff report it mentioned selling the
property, inquiring if that was something staff was in favor of. Cassel stated that staff is not in
favor.
Council member Beerman moved to approve the consent agenda
Council member Simpson seconded
Approved unanimously
VI.

NEW BUSINESS

1. Main Street Project Discussion
Matt Twombly, Project Manager, discussed the Main Street projects stating that the 2014
improvements have come in at the budget that was analyzed. Stating the streetscape projects
are coming in under budget and the plazas are coming in over budget. Twombly will be coming
to Council on March 5th with the 2015 Streetscape design plan. Council member Henney
expressed frustration with the loss of parking with the City Hall plaza as well as this being a low
priority on the HPCA list without addressing their main priority of the Brew Pub plaza. Council
member Peek stated that Swede Alley does need the safety and face lift. Council member
Matsumoto agreed with Peek that this area needs a face lift and softening the look of the area is
a good idea. Council member Beerman stated that the work that has been done so far is great
and is pleased with the plaza’s so far but he too is frustrated that the HPCA priorities have been
leap frogged. Council member Simpson stated that she does not recall this project leap frogging
any other project, she agrees with Matsumoto and Peek. Mayor Thomas agrees with
Matsumoto, Peek and Simpson.
Mayor Thomas opened the floor for public input.
Alison Butz, HPCA, stated that the biggest worry with the HPCA is that the Council has
allocated a certain amount of money and it will run out. They were looking to book end Main
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Exhibit B – 13 May 2015 Planning Commission Staff Report
Sub-Exhibit K
May 7, 2015
To:

Park City Planning Commission

From:

John Plunkett & Barbara Kuhr, 557 Park Avenue

Re:

April Inn and Park Ave Plat Amendment and CUP Applications

Dear Planning Commissioners:
We live across the street from this project. We’re glad that a single-family
house has been proposed for one of the Park Avenue lots, but have some
concerns that we hope the Planning Department and Commission can
address as Conditions of Approval for both the Plat and CUP applications:
Plat Amendment
There are Special Requirements for CUPs in this Sub-Zone A of Park Avenue.
We request that these Special Requirements be included on the Plat, to make
enforcement clear for future owners of the property:
–– Parking spaces accessed from Main Street are only for use by Residents
of the April Inn, and only for parking, not HCB garbage collection.
–– The April Inn emergency exit only door cannot be used as an entrance
to the HCB building.
–– The Park Avenue garage can only be used by the residents of the Park
Ave house. This is important because the applicant owns both the Claimjumper and April Inn buildings in the HCB, and all the Park Avenue lots behind them –– The temptation to use Park Avenue for HCB parking or
garbage collection is great, but is prohibited by the sub-zone restrictions.
The specific Sub-zone A restrictions include (edited excerpts):
15-2.3-8 (B)
(1)…Commercial Uses must be located…beneath the Main Floor of a residential structure facing Park Avenue
(4)…new Structures fronting on Park Avenue may not contain Commercial
Uses…
(7)…emergency Access…onto the HR-2 portion of the Property must be designed…to absolutely prohibit non-emergency Use. Alarms shall be installed
on all emergency doors that provide access to Park Avenue.
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(9)…No loading docks, service yards, exterior trash equipment, exterior trash
compounds, outdoor storage, ADA access, or other similar Uses are allowed
within the HR-2 portion of the Property…
CUP Applications
We believe the double-tandem garages, and parking spaces in the rearyard set-back violate the LMC, and we request that they be brought into
compliance. Five Park Avenue parking spaces for a small, one-bedroom house
seems excessive, and calls into question their Use by the HCB properties.
There is also Significant Vegetation that is half on the City easement and half
on the Park Ave lots, that is not shown on the development plans and should
be taken into consideration.
The double garage doors violate two of the HR-2 Purposes:
15-2.3-1
(H)
encourage and promote Development that supports and completes
upper Park Avenue as a pedestrian friendly residential street in Use...
(J)
minimize visual impacts of the automobile and parking by encouraging
alternative parking solutions”
The parking spaces in the rear-yard setback are another violation, as the
LMC states that parking cannot cover more than 50% of the rear-yard area.
Public Utility Boxes, Vegetation
There are several telephone utility boxes that will have to be moved from their
Park Ave location behind the Claimjumper. We have been told they will be
relocated on the City easement by the stairs, but this is not shown on the
Landscape plans for the Park Avenue lot. We request that the plans be revised
to include the utility boxes, as well as new Significant Vegetation to replace
the mature trees that will be lost in construction.
Thank-you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
John Plunkett & Barbara Kuhr
557 Park Avenue
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Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
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Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
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Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
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Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
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Exhibit C – Updated Plans Submitted on 25 June 2015
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Exhibit D – 25 June 2015 Letter addressing Staff and Planning Commission comments
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Exhibit E – Model Shots
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

940 Empire Avenue Subdivision Plat
Christy J. Alexander, AICP, Planner II
PL-15-02762
July 8, 2015
Administrative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation for the 940 Empire Ave Subdivision plat, 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:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Justin Steinberg, owner/Larry Feldman, representative
940 Empire Ave
Historic Residential (HR-1)
Single-family and Duplex homes
Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action

Proposal
The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of combining 1 and a half
(1.5) existing lots (Lots 23 & half of Lot 22) into one (1) lot of record located in Block 15
of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey. The applicant currently owns both lots
and requests to combine the lots to create one (1) new larger lot on which they plan to
demolish the existing A-frame home and build a new single-family home at 940 Empire
Avenue.
Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:
(A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential areas of
Park City,
(B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
(C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
(D) Encourage single family development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,
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(E) Define development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
(F) Establish development review criteria for new development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Background
On May 7, 2015 the applicant submitted a complete application for the 940 Empire
Avenue Subdivision plat. The property is located at 940 Empire Avenue in the Historic
Residential (HR-1) District.
Currently both Lots 23 and the southerly ½ of 22 contain one A-frame single family
home. Both lots are now owned by Justin Steinberg. There have been several lot splits
consistently down the same street where others have combined one and a half lots.
Only one lot (Lot 23-a standard Old Town lot) currently meets the minimum lot area
standards as given for the HR-1 District. The applicant states their intentions are to build
a single-family home on the proposed combined lot.
Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record consisting of 2,812.5 square
feet. The minimum lot area for a single family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. Both lots
currently contain an existing non-historic A-frame single family home. The combined lot
area does not meet the minimum lot size of 3,750 square feet for a duplex. The
applicant has not yet submitted a Historic District Design Review application or plans for
the proposed structure on the lot.
There is currently one (1) existing building on the north side of the proposed lot. The lot
to the north (southerly ½ of Lot 22) contains a building with four and a half (4.5’) side
setbacks on the lot line shared with 940 Empire Ave. The lot to the south (936 Empire
Avenue Subdivision) of 940 Empire Ave is a vacant lot. The existing home at 940
Empire Avenue encroaches onto 936 Empire Ave by 0.3 feet. An encroachment
agreement was previously recorded between the two property owners.
Any new structure proposed for the combined lot created by this plat amendment would
need to meet the current LMC code requirements of 3 feet side yard setbacks (6 total),.
Front and rear yard setbacks would need to meet current code standards of a minimum
of ten feet (10’). The properties within 200 feet across the street on the west side of
Lowell Ave consist of mainly duplex dwellings, larger single-family dwellings and vacant
lots.
The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed
width will be thirty-seven and a half (37.5’) feet. The proposed lot will be compatible
with the existing neighborhood as the two lots either side of the proposed lot are
approximately each thirty-seven and a half (37.5’) feet in width as well. The houses
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within 200 feet to the north and south on the east side of Empire Ave consist of typical
“Old Town” single-family dwellings and vacant lots. The proposed lot combination meets
the lot and site requirements of the HR-1 District described below:
Required
Lot Size
Building Footprint

Front/rear yard setbacks

Existing
2,812.5 square
feet
Approximately
1,029 square feet

Side yard setbacks

27 feet front yard
setback and 7 feet
rear yard setback
13.5 feet northerly
side setback and 0
feet southerly side
setback

Height

N/A

Height (continued)

N/A

Final Grade

N/A
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Permitted
1,875 square feet minimum
1,201 square feet maximum
(based on the lot area of
2,812.5 square feet)
10 feet minimum, 20 feet total
(based on the lot depth of 75
feet)
3 feet minimum, 6 feet total
(based on the lot width of 37.5
feet); in this case with 6 feet on
the northerly side due to
existing structure on the
property line and 3 feet on the
southerly side.
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.
A Structure shall have a
maximum height of thirty five
feet (35’) measured from the
lowest finish floor plane to the
point of the highest wall top
plate that supports the ceiling
joists or roof rafters.
Final grade must be within four
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Vertical Articulation

N/A

Roof Pitch

N/A

Parking

Two parking
spaces

(4) vertical feet of existing grade
around the periphery of the
structure.
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.
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.
Two (2) parking spaces per
dwelling.

The plat also contains an existing retaining wall to the south and front of the property
that encroaches onto the property to the south by approximately one foot. The applicant
has already obtained an encroachment agreement for the retaining wall with the
adjacent neighbor. This plat amendment is consistent with the Park City LMC and
applicable State law regarding plat amendments. Any new structures must comply with
current LMC requirements. A steep slope conditional use permit may be required for
development on the amended lot. Recordation of this plat and completion and approval
of a final Historic District Design Review (HDDR) and Steep Slope CUP application, if
required, are required prior to building permit issuance for any construction on the
proposed lot.
Good Cause
Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this plat amendment. Combining the lots will
allow the existing house to clear up the lot line running underneath the home and any
new construction will be on one sole lot. The plat will incorporate a remnant ½ lot into a
platted lot. 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 to adjacent property owners and all
future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land
Management Code, and applicable Historic District Design Guidelines requirements.
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Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. There were no issues raised
by any of the departments or service providers regarding this proposal that have not
been addressed by the conditions of approval.
Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet in
accordance with the requirements in the LMC on June 24, 2015. Legal notice was also
published in the Park Record by June 20, 2015 and on the public notice website in
accordance with the requirements of the LMC.
Public Input
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report. Public
input may be taken at the regularly scheduled City Council public hearing.
Process
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. Any new structures may require
a Steep Slope CUP and will require a Historic District Design Review. A Building Permit
is publicly noticed by posting of the permit.
Alternatives
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation for approval of
the 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision as conditioned or amended; or
• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation for the 940
Empire Avenue Subdivision and direct staff to make findings for this decision; or
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the plat amendment to a
date certain and provide direction to the applicant and/or staff to provide additional
information necessary to make a decision on this item.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The proposed plat amendment would not be recorded and one and a half (1.5) existing
lots would not be adjoined and would remain as is. The lot at 940 Empire Avenue would
remain with an existing home situated on top of a lot line and any new construction
would have to comply with the current LMC requirements for any new structures on
typical “Old Town” single lots.
Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider
approving the 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision plat based on the findings of fact,
conclusions of law, and conditions of approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Exhibits
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Ordinance
Exhibit A –Proposed Plat
Exhibit B – Existing Conditions Survey
Exhibit C – Vicinity Map/Aerial
Exhibit D – Photographs
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Ordinance 15AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 940 EMPIRE AVENUE SUBDIVISION PLAT,
LOCATED AT 940 EMPIRE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the 940 Empire Avenue
Subdivision located at 940 Empire Avenue, have petitioned the City Council for approval
of the 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision plat; and
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners
according to the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 8, 2015 to
receive input on the proposed subdivision;
WHEREAS, on July 8, 2015 the Planning Commission forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on July 30, 2015 the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
940 Empire Avenue Subdivision 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 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision 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 plat is located at 940 Empire Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1)
District.
2. The 940 Empire Avenue Subdivision consists of Lots 23 & southerly ½ of 22 of Block
15 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey.
3. On May 7, 2015, the applicants submitted an application for a plat amendment to
combine one and a half (1.5) lots containing a total of 2,812.5 square feet into one
(1) lot of record.
4. The application was deemed complete on May 7, 2015.
5. The lots at 940 Empire Avenue currently contain an existing A-frame single family
home.
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6. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single family
dwelling.
7. The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 1,201 square feet for the
proposed lot based on the lot area of the lot.
8. The existing home currently has a zero foot (0’) southerly side setback and the
existing home encroaches onto 936 Empire Avenue by approximately 0.3 feet on the
lot line shared with 936 Empire Avenue as well as the existing retaining wall that
encroaches approximately one foot onto 936 Empire Avenue.
9. An encroachment agreement was previously recorded between 936 Empire Avenue
and 940 Empire Avenue on 2015.
10. The existing side yard setbacks to the north are 13.5 feet which complies with the
LMC.
11. The front yard setback is 27 feet which complies with the LMC but the rear yard
setback is only 7 feet which makes this structure legal, non-conforming.
12. The plat amendment secures public snow storage easements of ten (10’) feet across
the frontage of the lot.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this plat amendment.
2. The plat amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding subdivisions.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat
amendment.
4. Approval of the plat amendment, subject to the conditions stated below, does not
adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the plat amendment for compliance with State law, the Land Management
Code, and the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the
date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time,
this approval for the plat will be void, unless a complete application requesting an
extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted
by the City Council.
3. Recordation of this plat and completion and approval of a final Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are required
prior to building permit issuance for any construction on the proposed lot.
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.
5. A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
the lots with Lowell Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.
6. Snowshed agreements from the northerly neighbor are required prior to plat
recordation.
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SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon
publication.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of ___________, 2015

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Project #:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue
PL-15-02723
Hannah Turpen, Planner
July 8, 2015
Administrative – Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the application for a Steep Slope
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) at Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue,
conduct a public hearing, and approve the Steep Slope CUP for Lot 20, Block 9,
Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue. Staff has prepared findings of fact, conclusions of
law, and conditions of approval for the Commission’s consideration.
Staff reports reflect the professional recommendation of the planning department. The
Planning Commission, as an independent body, may consider the recommendation but
should make its decisions independently.
Description
Owner/ Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Magnus Floden (represented by Jamie Thomas, contractor)
Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue –
The property is located between 1046 Norfolk Avenue and
1102 Norfolk Avenue on a vacant lot.
Historic Residential (HR-1) District
Residential
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 approximately 2,532 square feet
(sf) (including the 252.5 square foot single car garage) on a vacant 1,875 square foot lot
located at Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue. The total floor area
exceeds 1,000 sf and the construction is proposed on a slope of 30% or greater.
Background
On April 14, 2015 the City received a completed application for a Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) for “Construction on a Steep Slope” at Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition,
Norfolk Avenue. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District. The
lot contains 1,875 square feet.
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This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit for construction of new single
family dwelling. Because the total proposed structure square footage is greater than
1,000 square feet, and would be constructed on a slope greater than thirty percent
(30%), the applicant is required to file a Conditional Use Permit application for review by
the Planning Commission, pursuant to Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-2.2-6.
The property is located between 1046 Norfolk Avenue and 1102 Norfolk Avenue on a
vacant lot. The property is currently listed as Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk
Avenue. An address will be assigned to the property by the City Engineer at a later
date.
A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved on June 10, 2015
(Exhibit A).
Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is to:
(A) preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,
(B) encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
(C) encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute
to the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
(D) encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic
Lots,
(E) define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
(F) establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Analysis
The proposed house contains a total of 1,875 square feet, including the 252.5 square
foot single car garage proposed on the upper level. The proposed footprint is 844
square feet. The house complies with all setbacks, building footprint, and building
height requirements of the HR-1 zone. Staff reviewed the plans and made the following
LMC related findings:
Requirement
Lot Size

LMC Requirement
Minimum of 1,875 square feet

Building Footprint

844 square feet maximum

Front Yard

10 feet minimum

Rear Yard

10 feet minimum
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Proposed
1,875 square feet,
complies.
844 square feet, complies.
13 feet (front) porch,
complies; 18 feet to
single-car garage,
complies.
Increases from 13’1” to
14’7.5” across rear
property line, complies.
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Side Yard

3 feet minimum, total 6 feet.

Height

27 feet above existing grade,
maximum.

Height (continued)

A Structure shall have a 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.
Final grade must be within four (4)
vertical feet of existing grade around
the periphery of the structure.

Final grade

Vertical articulation

Roof Pitch
Parking

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. Architectural
features, that provide articulation to
the upper story façade setback may
encroach into the minimum 10 ft.
setback but shall be limited to no
more than 25% of the width of the
building encroaching no more than 4
ft. into the setback.
Between 7:12 and 12:12.
Two (2) off-street parking spaces
required.

3 feet on each side,
complies. Total of six feet,
complies.
26’8”, ridge of gable on
the north elevation,
complies.
31 feet, complies.

Maximum difference is 4
feet on the north, south,
east and west elevations,
complies.
The rear roof line
measures 23 feet in
height, complies.

The main roofs have 7:12
pitches, complies.
One (1) space within a
single car garage and one
uncovered space on the
driveway, within the lot
area, compliant with
required dimensions,
complies.

The overall slope of the lot is roughly 26.6%. The driveway sits on a slope of
approximately 40%. The driveway is the only portion of the built structure that sits on a
slope greater than 30%.
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LMC § 15-2.3-7 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 dwelling is located on the lot in a manner that reduces the
visual and environmental impacts. The foundation is stepped with the existing
topography to minimize the amount of excavation necessary. The proposed landscape
plan incorporates significant vegetation. The proposed footprint complies with that
allowed for the lot area. The front and rear setbacks meet all requirements, and are
increased for portions of the structure. The hillside within the side yard will be terraced
with retaining walls no greater than six feet (6’) in height from existing grade. The
driveway is the only portion of the built structure that sits on a slope greater than 30%.
The majority of the house sits on a slope far less than 30% which allows floor levels to
relate closely to existing topography.
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.
The visual analysis and streetscape demonstrate that the proposed design is visually
compatible with the neighborhood, similar in scale and mass than surrounding
structures, and visual impacts are mitigated. There is minimized excavation because
the majority of the house is not located on the grade that dramatically rises to form
Norfolk Avenue. Vegetation will be added as necessary and retaining walls will be
limited to terracing in the side yards.
Criteria 3: Access.
Access points and driveways must be designed to minimize Grading of the natural
topography and to reduce overall Building scale. The garage sits below the street level
reducing the fill needed to access the garage and the front door. 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.
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The proposed design incorporates a suspended driveway which will sit approximately
two feet (2’) above final grade. The driveway will be suspended for a total distance of
approximately 11.5 feet west of the single-car garage foundation. The suspended
driveway is needed to accommodate the change in the grade from Norfolk Avenue
measured at the curb and gutter at an approximate elevation of 6972’ and drops to an
approximate elevation of 6956’ at the front (west) façade of the single-car garage.
There is a total elevation change of 16’ between the Norfolk Avenue curb and gutter and
the front (west) façade of the single-car garage with a total slope of approximately
45.7%. The slope of the driveway will be approximately 8.9%.
Criteria 4: Terracing.
The project may include terraced retaining Structures if necessary to regain Natural
Grade. No unmitigated impacts.
Minor retaining is necessary to regain natural grade around the proposed structure to
provide for egress on the south elevation. Minor and limited retaining is also being
requested around the driveway located in the front yard area. Both of these areas will
meet the LMC development standards of retaining walls in setback areas which range
from four feet (4’) to the maximum height of six feet (6’) above final grade.
There is a steep grade in the front fifteen feet (15’) of the lot and a gentle grade in the
remaining sixty feet (60’) of the lot. Overall, the slope is 26.6% for the entire lot. The
slope increases to 40% in the front fifteen feet (15’) of the lot.
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. As previously
noted, the house is located on a relatively gentle grade except at the front fifteen feet
(15’) of the driveway, which sits on the steep slope below Norfolk Avenue. The driveway
access was designed to accommodate the significant slope between the Norfolk
Avenue curb and gutter and the front (west) façade of the garage.
Terraced stone retaining walls, not exceeding six feet in height from Existing Grade, will
be constructed to retain the hillside in the side yards and around the driveway. The
Final Grade will be changed no more than four feet (4’) from the Existing Grade. The
site design and building footprint provide an increased front setback area in front of the
garage. Side setbacks and building footprints are maintained consistent with the pattern
of development and separation of structures in the neighborhood.
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
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that are Compatible with the District. Low profile Buildings that orient with existing
contours are strongly encouraged. The garage must be subordinate in design to the
main Building. In order to decrease the perceived bulk of the Main Building, the
Planning Commission may require a garage separate from the main Structure or no
garage. No unmitigated impacts.
The main ridge of the roof orients with the contours. The size of the lot allows the design
to not offend the natural character of the site as seen on the submitted plans. The
house steps with the grade and is broken into a series of smaller components that are
compatible with the District. The stepping creates rear and side elevations that respect
the adjacent properties.
Staff finds that the proposed design is consistent 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 selected and all elevations of the building are
designed in a manner consistent with a contemporary interpretation of the chosen style.
The Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application for this project was approved on
June 10, 2015
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.
Further, this style of this house is consistent with the Design Guidelines. It does not
detract from nearby historic properties, but rather lends itself to the overall character 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 structure meets the standard LMC setbacks for a lot this size consisting
of a minimum of ten feet (10’) front/rear yard setbacks. The minimum side yard
setbacks are three feet (5’) minimum and six feet (6’) total.
Front setbacks are increased as the garage portion of the house is setback 18 feet from
the property line and thirty five feet (35’) from the edge of the street, to accommodate
the code required parking space entirely on the lot. No wall effect is created with the
proposed design. Side setbacks are consistent with the pattern of development and
separation in the neighborhood. The articulation in the front and rear facades reduce
the overall mass of the structure and does not create a wall effect along the street front
or rear lot line.
The Chief Building Official determined that the rear setback separating the encroaching
historic garage (associated with 1053 Woodside Avenue) and the new single-family
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dwelling fitted with a NFPA 13 Modified System shall be eight feet (8’) (Condition of
Approval #11). If no sprinkler system is installed on the new single-family dwelling, the
rear setback separation shall be ten feet (10’). The rear setback separation
measurement includes eaves and decks. The proposed structure is setback eight feet
(8’) from the encroaching historic garage.
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 structure is articulated and broken into compatible massing components.
The design includes setback variations and lower building heights for portions of the
structure. The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible
with both the volume and massing of single family dwellings in the area. The design
minimizes the visual mass and mitigates the differences in scale between the proposed
house and surrounding structures.
Criteria 9: Building Height (Steep Slope).
The maximum Building Height in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27'). The
Planning Commission may require a reduction in Building Height for all, or portions, of a
proposed Structure to minimize its visual mass and/or to mitigate differences in scale
between a proposed Structure and existing residential Structures. No unmitigated
impacts.
The proposed structure meets the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building height
requirement measured from existing grade at the highest point. The heights of the main
ridges range from twenty three feet (23’) to twenty six feet eight inches (26’8”) above the
existing grade. Portions of the house are less than twenty seven feet (27’) in height.
The tallest ridge (26’8”) is not visually apparent from the front, back, or sides of the
house.
The applicant also meets the criteria outlined in LMC 15-2.2-5(A) stating that the
structure shall have a maximum height of thirty-five feet (35’) measured from the lowest
finished floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling
joists or roof rafters. The height from the lowest finished floor plane to the highest wall
plate is thirty one feet (31’).
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. The applicant has
submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application; however, this has not
yet been approved.
Department Review
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This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. During the Development
Review Committee meeting, it was discovered that there will need to be a separation
between the encroaching historic garage (associated with 1053 Woodside Avenue) and
the new single-family dwelling. The Chief Building Official determined that the rear
setback separating the encroaching historic garage (associated with 1053 Woodside
Avenue) and the new single-family dwelling fitted with a NFPA 13 Modified System shall
be eight feet (8’) (Condition of Approval #11). If no sprinkler system is installed on the
new single-family dwelling, the rear setback separation shall be ten feet (10’). The rear
setback separation measurement includes eaves and decks. The proposed structure is
setback eight feet (8’) from the encroaching historic garage. 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
June 24, 2015. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record in accordance with
requirements of the LMC on June 20, 2015.
Public Input
No input has been received regarding the Steep Slope CUP.
Alternatives
 The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit for Lot 20,
Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue as conditioned or amended, or
 The Planning Commission may deny the 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
shrubs. Due to the site’s proximity to the mining sites, the site will be required to submit
a soil mitigation plan at the time of their building permit.
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 Lot 20, Block 9, Snyder’s Addition, Norfolk Avenue and
conduct a public hearing. Staff has prepared findings of fact, conclusions of law, and
conditions of approval for the Commission’s consideration.
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located on Norfolk Avenue at Lot 20, Block 9 of Snyder’s Addition to
the Park City Survey.
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2. The property is located within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District and meets the
purpose of the zone.
3. A single family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-1 District.
4. The property is described as Lot 20, Block 9 of the Snyder’s Addition to the Park City
Survey.
5. The lot contains 1,875 square feet.
6. The lot is currently vacant.
7. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application was approved by staff on June
10, 2015 for compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites adopted in 2009.
8. This is a 25’ x 75’ “Old Town” lot. There is minimal existing vegetation on this lot.
This is a downhill lot.
9. Access to the property is from Norfolk Avenue, a public street.
10. Two parking spaces are proposed on site. One space is located inside a single car
garage and one is accommodated by a driveway parking space.
11. The neighborhood is characterized by a mix of historic and non-historic residential
structures, single family homes and duplexes.
12. The proposal consists of a single family dwelling of 2,532 square feet, including the
basement area and single car garage.
13. The driveway is designed with a maximum width of eleven feet three and-a-half
inches (11’3.5”) and is approximately thirty five feet (35’) in length from the garage to
the existing edge of Norfolk Avenue with a minimum of eighteen feet (18’) of
driveway located on the property. The garage door complies with the maximum
height and width.
14. The proposed driveway has an overall slope of 8.9% as measured from the front of
the garage to the edge of the paved street.
15. An overall building footprint of 844 square feet is proposed. The maximum allowed
footprint for this lot is 844 square feet.
16. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks. The minimum front and rear
yard setbacks are ten feet (10’). The minimum side yard setbacks are three feet (3’).
17. The Chief Building Official determined that the rear setback separating the
encroaching historic garage (associated with 1053 Woodside Avenue) and the new
single-family dwelling fitted with a NFPA 13 Modified System shall be eight feet (8’)
(Condition of Approval #11). If no sprinkler system is installed on the new singlefamily dwelling, the rear setback separation shall be ten feet (10’). The rear setback
separation measurement includes eaves and decks. The proposed structure is
setback eight feet (8’) from the encroaching historic garage.
18. The proposed structure complies with the twenty-seven feet (27’) maximum building
height requirement measured from existing grade. Portions of the house are less
than twenty seven feet (27’) in height.
19. The applicant submitted a visual analysis, cross valley views and a streetscape
showing a contextual analysis of visual impacts of this house on the cross canyon
views and the Norfolk Avenue streetscape. Staff finds that the proposed house is
compatible with the surrounding structures based on this analysis.
20. The building pad location, access, and infrastructure are located in such a manner
as to minimize cut and fill that would alter the perceived natural topography. There is
no existing significant vegetation on the lot.
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21. The site design, stepping of the foundation and building mass, increased articulation,
and decrease in the allowed difference between the existing and final grade
mitigates impacts of construction on the 40% slope area.
22. The design includes setback variations in the front and back and lower building
heights for portions of the structure in both the front and back where facades are
less than twenty-seven feet (27’) in height.
23. The proposed massing and architectural design components are compatible with
both the volume and massing of other single family dwellings in the area. No wall
effect is created with adjacent structures due to stepping, articulation, and placement
of the house on the lot.
24. The proposed structure follows the predominant pattern of buildings along the street,
maintaining traditional setbacks, orientation, and alignment. Lot coverage, site
grading, and steep slope issues are also compatible with neighboring sites. The size
and mass of the structure is compatible with surrounding sites, as are details such
as foundation, roofing, materials, window and door openings, and single car
garages.
25. This property is required to have independent utility services for water, sewer,
power, etc.
26. No lighting has been proposed at this time. Lighting will be reviewed at the time of
the HDDR and Building Permit application for compliance with the LMC lighting code
standards.
27. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.
28. The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.
Conclusions of Law
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code,
specifically section 15-2.2-6(B)
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass, and circulation.
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning.
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 CMP shall include language regarding the
method of protecting the historic house to the west from damage.
3. A final utility plan, including a drainage plan, for utility installation, public
improvements, and storm drainage, shall be submitted with the building permit
submittal and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and utility
providers, including Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District, prior to issuance
of a building permit.
4. City Engineer review and approval of all lot grading, utility installations, public
improvements and drainage plans for compliance with City standards is a condition
precedent to building permit issuance. .
5. A final Landscape Plan shall be submitted to the City for review prior to building
permit issuance. Such plan will include water efficient landscaping and drip
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irrigation. Lawn area shall be limited in area.
6. If required by the Chief Building Official based on a review of the soils and
geotechnical report submitted with the building permit, the applicant shall submit a
detailed shoring plan prior to the issue of a building permit. If required by the Chief
Building Official, the shoring plan shall include calculations that have been prepared,
stamped, and signed by a licensed structural engineer. The shoring plan shall take
into consideration protection of the historic structure to the west and the non-historic
structure to the north.
7. This approval will expire on June 24, 2016, 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.
8. Plans submitted for a Building Permit must substantially comply with the plans
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and the Final HDDR Design.
9. 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.
10. Modified 13-D residential fire sprinklers are required for all new construction on this
lot.
11. The Chief Building Official determined that the rear setback separating the
encroaching historic garage (associated with 1053 Woodside Avenue) and the new
single-family dwelling fitted with a NFPA 13 Modified System shall be eight feet (8’).
If no sprinkler system is installed on the new single-family dwelling, the rear setback
separation shall be ten feet (10’). The rear setback separation measurement
includes eaves and decks.
12. The driveway width must be a minimum of ten feet (10’) and will not exceed twelve
feet (12’) in width.
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.
Exhibits
Exhibit A- Plans (existing conditions, site plan, elevations, floor plans)
Exhibit B- Existing Conditions Survey
Exhibit C- Visual Analysis/Streetscape
Exhibit D- Existing Photographs
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NOTES:
1. DRIVEWAY SHALL BE GRADED SUCH THAT WATER DRAINING OFF THE DRIVE DOES
NOT FLOW ONTO THE ROAD AND IS DIVERTED INTO A ROADSIDE DITCH OR GUTTER.
2. MIN. DRIVEWAY FLARES TO BE 2'-0" AS REQ'D BY CODE.
3. HOUSE DRAINAGE FINAL GRADES TO BE MIN. 6" OF FALL FOR FIRST 10' FROM
HOME.
4. LOT IS TO BE GRADED AND LANDSCAPED IN A MANNER THAT WILL PREVENT
WATER RUNOFF FROM ADVERSELY AFFECTING ADJOINING PROPERTY LINES.
5. PROVIDE METALLIC WATER SERVICE & CONCRETE ENCASED ELECTRODE PER 2011
NEC.
6. ALL CONSTRUCTION TO COMPLY W/ THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE.
7. STORM DRAINAGE TO FLOW TO APPROVED STORM DRAIN SYSTEM.
8. PROVIDE ROAD BASE RAMP TO PROTECT PAVED ROAD, CURB AND SIDEWALK
AS REQUIRED.
9. SILT FENCE TO BE INSTALLED ON ALL DOWNHILL PROPERTY LINES PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.
10. DUST, MUD AND EROSION SHALL BE CONTROLLED BY WHATEVER MEANS
NECESSARY, AND THE ROADWAY SHALL BE KEPT FREE OF MUD AND DEBRIS AT ALL
TIMES.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:

Author:
Date:
Type of Item:
amendment)
Project Number:

Seventh Supplemental Plat for
Belles at Empire Pass Units 15 and
16
Kirsten A Whetstone, MS, AICP- Senior Planner
July 8, 2015
Administrative – Supplemental Plat (condominium plat
PL-15-02775

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Seventh
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass Condominium
plat amending Units 15 and 16 and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to
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:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:

Reason for Review:

Belles at Empire Pass HOA and owner of Units 15 and 16
52 and 58 Silver Strike Trail
Residential Development (RD) as part of the Village at
Empire Pass MPD
Single family condominium units, multi-family condominium
units, development parcels of the Village at Empire Pass
MPD, ski trails and open space.
Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
a recommendation with final action by the City Council.

Proposal
The purpose of this application is to plat as-built conditions of constructed Units 15 and
16 and to identify common, limited common and private areas for these Units, as
stipulated by the underlying Silver Strike Subdivision plat and the Amended,
Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass
condominium plat. A condition of approval of this underlying condominium plat requires
that upon completion of the condominium units, a supplemental condominium plat
identifying as-built conditions, shall be approved by the City Council and recorded at
Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy.
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Purpose
The purpose of the Residential Development RD District is to:
A. Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities,
B. Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space,
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of
municipal services,
C. Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential
neighborhoods,
D. Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design,
E. Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent
Areas; and
F. Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types.
Background
On May 19, 2015, the City received a complete application for this plat to memorialize
as-built conditions for Units 15 and 16 of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass condominium plat that was approved
by City Council on March 24, 2011 and recorded at Summit County on November 28,
2011. This supplemental plat is a requirement of the underlying condominium plat.
On June 24, 1999, the City Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99
approving the annexation and development agreement for the 1,655 acre Flagstaff
Mountain area. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master
planned development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use;
maximum densities; timing of development; development approval process; as well as
development conditions and amenities for each parcel.
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development
for the Village at Empire Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified an area of Pod A as the
location for 18 detached single-family homes, similar to the Paintbrush units currently
under construction in other parts of Empire Pass. The Development Agreement allowed
a total of 60 units (single detached or duplex) within the annexation area and the rest of
the units being multi-family (stacked-flat or tri-plex or greater attached). The Belles at
Empire Pass condominiums (formerly known as Christopher Homes) utilize 17 of the 60
allocated PUD style units for the Flagstaff Development area.
On June 29, 2006, the City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating two
lots of record within Pod A. Lot 1 is 4.37 acres in size while lot 2 contains 1.99 acres.
The plat was recorded on December 1, 2006. The subject units, Units 15 and 16 of the
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Belles at Empire Pass are located on Lot 1 of the Silver Strike Subdivision and were
originally platted as part of the Christopher Homes condominium plat.
March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating, and restating
the previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass condominium plats phases
I, II, III, and IV. Also on March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the First
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 1, 2, and 12 of the Belles at Empire Pass
Condominiums. These plats were recorded November 28, 2011. A condition of approval
of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire
Pass plat requires that upon completion of the condominium units, a supplemental
condominium plat identifying as built conditions, shall be approved by the City Council
and recorded at Summit County as a condition precedent to issuance of a final
certificate of occupancy.
All conditions of the underlying approvals, namely the Village at Empire Pass MPD;
Silver Strike Subdivision; and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Belles at
Empire Pass condominium plat continue to apply and are reflected as conditions of
approval and plat notes on this proposed supplemental plat (Exhibit A).
On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012. There are been four
supplemental plats recorded since November 20, 2012 to memorialize construction of
all Belles Units constructed to date. Remaining Units include Units 3, 13, and 14.
Analysis
This request for a Seventh Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at The Belles at
Empire Pass amends Units 15 and 16 and documents the final as built conditions in
accordance with the Utah Condominium Act. The zoning is Residential Development
(RD-MPD); subject to the Village at Empire Pass MPD and underlying plats.
The Silver Strike subdivision restricts each unit to a maximum house size of 5,000
square feet of Gross Floor Area as defined in the LMC, excluding 600 square feet for
garage area and any basement area that is below final grade.
The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE) for
these units, in addition to maximum house size. The UE formula includes all interior
square footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior boundary wall of each
completed unit, excluding all structural walls and components, as well as all shafts,
ducts, flues, pipes, conduits and the wall enclosing such equipment. Also excluded
from the UE square footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all
space designated as non-habitable.” Basement area is included in the UE calculations.
A total of 90,000 square feet (45 UE) were approved for the Belles at Empire Pass area
(formerly known as the Christopher Homes at Empire Pass condominiums). Within the
Flagstaff Development Agreement one residential unit equivalent equals two thousand
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square feet of Gross Floor Area, including the basement area. Units 15 and 16 meet the
maximum house size requirement in both Gross Floor Area and Unit Equivalent
calculation as noted above. Unit 15 contains 4,988.8 sf of Gross Floor Area, excluding
basement area and 600 sf garage area and accounts for 3.31 UEs based on the Total
Floor area of 6,626.8 sf (includes basement area but not garage area). Unit 16 contains
4,977.8 sf of Gross Floor Area, excluding basement area and 600 sf garage area and
accounts for 3.45 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 6,901.8 sf (includes basement
area but not garage area). The twelve (12) units platted to date (Units 1, 2, 4, 5, 6,7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12 and 17) utilize 31.07 Unit Equivalents (UE). Adding Units 15 and 16 brings
the current total to 37.83 UE (See Exhibit E- UE Chart for the Belles Condominiums).
Site development parameters are as follows:
Permitted
Height

28’ (+5’ for pitched roof)

Front setback

20’, 25’ to front facing
garage

Rear setback

Side setbacks

Setbacks are per the
Building Code and MPD
(MPD allows zero setback)
Setbacks are per the
Building Code and MPD
(MPD allows zero setbacks).

Parking

Two spaces required

Maximum house size (based
on the Silver Strike
subdivision and defined per
the Land Management
Code)

5,000 sf (Gross Floor Area
excludes basement area,
below final grade, and 600 sf
of garage area).

Approved
33’ max with pitched roof. No
height exception. Units 15
and 16 comply.
20’ minimum to house 25’
minimum to garage. Units 15
and 16 comply.
10’ minimum from Lot
boundary. Units 15 and 16
comply.
10’ minimum from Lot
boundaries allowed by MPD.
Units 15 and 16 comply.
2 per unit. Units 15 and 16
comply.
Unit 15 contains 4,988.8 sf
Gross Floor Area
Unit 16 contains 4,977.8 sf
Gross Floor Area
Units 15 and 16 comply.

Unit Equivalent (based on
the Village at Empire Pass
MPD)
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Maximum of 45 UE for all of
the Belles Condominiums.
Gross floor area for UE
calculations excludes 600 sf
garage and any
uninhabitable space, i.e.
crawl space, attics, etc.
Includes basement area.

Unit 15 – 6626.8 sf which is
3.31 UE.
Unit 16 – 6,901.8 sf which is
3.45 UE.
Units 15 and 16 comply.
Total of all platted units to
date is 37.83 UE (All Units
except 3, 13, and 14)
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Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this record of survey amendment as it memorializes and
documents as-built conditions and UE calculations for this unit. Units 15 and 16 comply
with the conditions of approval of the underlying plats, namely the Silver Strike
subdivision plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium plat of
The Belles at Empire Pass. In addition the units are consistent with the development
pattern envisioned in the Village at Empire Pass MPD and the 14 Technical Reports.
Department Review
This project has gone through interdepartmental review by the Development Review
Committee on June 9, 2015. An issue regarding a sewer lateral and sewer easement
was raised by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District that will be addressed
prior to final plat recordation.
Notice
On June 24, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on June 20, 2015.
Public Input
Staff has not received public input on this application at the time of this report.
Process
Approval of this application by the City Council constitutes Final Action that may be
appealed following the procedures found in LMC 1-18. A Building Permit is publicly
noticed by posting of the permit.
Alternatives
• The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council approve the
application for the Seventh Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at The Belles at
Empire Pass for Units 15 and 16, as conditioned or amended, or
• The Planning Commission may recommend that the City Council deny the
application and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion and provide Staff and the
Applicant with specific direction regarding additional information necessary to make
a recommendation on this item.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. Water and
sewer impact fees, and other fees associated with increased floor area, are evaluated
during the building permit process and collected prior to issuance of any building
permits.
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
No certificate of occupancy for the Units may be granted until the plat is recorded.
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Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Seventh
Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units for the Belles at Empire Pass Condominium
plat amending Units 15 and 16 and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to
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- Seventh Supplemental plat for Belles Units 15 and 16
Exhibit B- Amended, Consolidated, and Restated Condominium Plat of the Belles at
Empire Pass- recorded plat
Exhibit C- Aerial Photo
Exhibit D- Existing conditions and topography
Exhibit E- UE Chart

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 174 of 396

Ordinance No. 15AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SEVENTH SUPPLEMENTAL PLAT FOR
CONSTRUCTED UNITS AT THE BELLES AT EMPIRE PASS CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING UNITS 15 AND 16, LOCATED AT 52 AND 58 SILVER STRIKE TRAIL,
PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as The Belles at Empire Pass
Condominium Units 15 and 16, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the
Seventh Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project; and
WHEREAS, on June 24, 2015 the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was published in the Park Record on June 20,
2015, and notice letters were sent to all affected property owners on June 24, 2015, in
accordance with the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 8, 2015, to
receive input on the supplemental plat;
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 8, 2015, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on July 30, 2015, 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 Seventh
Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at Empire Pass, a Utah
Condominium project to document the as-built conditions and constructed Unit
Equivalents for constructed Units 15 and 16.
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 Seventh Supplemental plat for Constructed Units at the Belles at
Empire Pass, a Utah Condominium project, 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, Units 15 and 16 of the Amended, Consolidated, and Restated
Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass and associated common area, are
located at 52 and 58 Silver Strike Trail. The property is located on portions of Lot 1
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of the Silver Strike subdivision and is within Pod A of the Flagstaff Mountain
Development, in an area known as the Village at Empire Pass.
2. The property is located within the RD –MPD zoning district and is subject to the
Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and Village of Empire Pass MPD.
3. The City Council approved the Flagstaff Mountain Development Agreement and
Annexation Resolution 99-30 on June 24, 1999. The Development Agreement is the
equivalent of a Large-Scale Master Plan. The Development Agreement sets forth
maximum densities, location of densities, and developer-offered amenities.
4. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned
Development (MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass, aka Pod A. The MPD identified
the area of the proposed condominium plat as the location for 18 PUD –style
detached single family homes and duplexes.
5. On June 29, 2006, the City Council approved the Silver Strike Subdivision creating
two lots of record. Units 15 and 16 are located on a portion of Lot 1of the Silver
Strike Subdivision.
6. On August 17, 2007, the City Council approved 4 units on Lot 2 as the Christopher
Homes at Empire Pass Phase I condominium plat. The plat was recorded at Summit
County on October 3, 2007.
7. On November 29, 2007, the City Council approved the first amended Christopher
Homes at Empire Pass Phase II condominium plat creating an additional 4 units on
Lot 2. The plat was recorded at Summit County on February 20, 2008.
8. On April 23, 2008, the City Council approved two more condominium units on Lot 1
of the Silver Strike subdivision as Christopher Homes at Empire Pass Phase III
condominium plat. The plat was recorded at Summit County on December 1, 2008.
9. On August 28, 2008, the City Council approved the Christopher Homes at Empire
Pass Phase IV plat for eight additional condominium units on Lots 1 and 2,
specifically units 5/6, 7/8, 13/14, and 17/18 in duplex configurations. The plat was
recorded at Summit County on November 19, 2008.
10. March 24, 2011, the City Council approved the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass amending, consolidating,
and restating the previously recorded Christopher Homes at Empire Pass
condominium plats Phases I, II, III, and IV. Also on March 24, 2011, the City Council
approved the First Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 1, 2, and 12 of the Belles
at Empire Pass Condominiums. These plats were recorded November 28, 2011.
11. On June 28, 2012, the City Council approved the Second Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 9. This plat was recorded on November 20, 2012.
12. On May 9, 2013, the City Council approved the Third Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Unit 4 and the Fourth Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 5 and 6.
These plats were recorded on October 28, 2013.
13. On February 6, 2014, the City Council approved the Fifth Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 10 and 11.
14. On April 3, 2014, the City Council approved the Sixth Supplemental Plat for
Constructed Units 7, 8, and 17. On December 11, 2014, the City Council approved
an amendment to the Sixth Supplemental Plat.
15. On May 19, 2015 the Planning Department received a complete application for the
Seventh Supplemental Plat for Constructed Units 15 and 16.
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16. The purpose of the supplemental plat is to describe and document the as-built
conditions and the UE calculations for all constructed units at the Belles
Condominiums prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy and to identify private,
limited common and common area for this unit.
17. The supplemental plat complies with the conditions of approval of the underlying
plats, namely the Silver Strike subdivision plat and the Amended, Consolidated, and
Restated Condominium plat of The Belles at Empire Pass. The plat is consistent
with the development pattern envisioned by the Village at Empire Pass MPD and the
14 Technical Reports of the MPD and the Flagstaff Development Agreement.
18. Units 15 and 16 are located on a portion of Lot 1 of the Silver Strike subdivision plat.
19. The approved maximum house size is 5,000 square feet of Gross Floor Area, as
defined by the LMC. Gross Floor Area exempts basement areas below final grade
and 600 square feet of garage area.
20. Unit 15 contains 4,988.8 sf of Gross Floor Area, excluding basement area and 600
sf garage area and accounts for 3.31 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 6,626.8
sf (includes basement area but not 600 square feet of garage area).
21. Unit 16 contains 4,977.8 sf of Gross Floor Area, excluding basement area and 600
sf garage area and accounts for 3.45 UEs based on the Total Floor area of 6,901.8
sf (includes basement area but not 600 square feet of garage area).
22. The twelve (12) units platted to date (Units 1, 2, 4, 5, 6,7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 17)
utilize 31.07 Unit Equivalents (UE). Adding Units 15 and 16 brings the current total to
37.83 UE. Units 2, 13, and 14 are yet to be constructed.
23. The Flagstaff Development Agreement requires calculation of unit equivalents (UE)
for all Belles units, in addition to the maximum house size. The UE formula includes
all interior square footage “calculated from the inside surfaces of the interior
boundary wall of each completed unit, excluding all structural walls and components,
as well as all shafts, ducts, flues, pipes, conduits and the wall enclosing such
facilities. Unit Equivalent floor area includes all basement areas. Also excluded from
the UE square footage are garage space up to 600 square feet per unit and all
space designated as non-habitable on this plat.” Within the Flagstaff Development
Agreement one residential unit equivalent equals 2,000 sf.
24. As conditioned, this supplemental plat is consistent with the approved Flagstaff
Development Agreement, the Village at Empire Pass MPD, and the conditions of
approval of the Silver Strike Subdivision.
25. The findings in the analysis section are incorporated herein.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is good cause for this supplemental plat as it memorializes the as-built
conditions for Units 15 and 16.
2. The supplemental plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding condominium plats.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed
supplemental plat.
4. Approval of the supplemental plat, subject to the conditions of approval stated
below, will not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park
City.
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Conditions of Approval:
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form of the
supplemental plat for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and
the conditions of approval, prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will present the final signed mylar plat to the City, for City signatures
and recordation at Summit County, within one year of the date of City Council
approval, or this approval will be considered void; unless an extension request is
made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. All conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned
Development, the Silver Strike Subdivision plat, and the Amended, Consolidated,
and Restated Condominium Plat of The Belles at Empire Pass shall continue to
apply.
4. As a condition precedent to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for Units 15
and 16, this supplemental plat shall be recorded at Summit County.
5. A note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation stating the following, “At the
time of resurfacing of Silver Strike Trail, the Master Association shall be responsible
to adjust wastewater manholes to grade according to Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District Standards”.
6. The unit sizes and UEs shall be reflected on the plat.
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon
publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this __ day of ___, 2015.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

____________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

222 Sandridge Avenue Subdivision
Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP- Senior Planner
PL-15-02769
July 8, 2015
Administrative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 222
Sandridge Subdivision plat amendment located at 222 Sandridge Avenue 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:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

222 Sandridge, LLC, represented by David Baglino
222 Sandridge Avenue
Historic Residential-1 (HR-1)
Residential
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action

Proposal
The applicant requests to combine portions of Lots 19, 20, and 21, Block 72 of the Park
City Survey into one (1) Lot of Record by removing the interior lot lines that separates
the lots. A historic structure was constructed across the property lines and the owner
desires to restore the historic house and construct an addition.
Background
On May12, 2015, the City received a completed Plat Amendment application for the 222
Sandridge Avenue Subdivision. The property is located at 222 Sandridge Avenue. The
property is located within the Historic Residential-1 (HR-1) Zoning District and consists
of portions of Lots 19, 20, and 21, Block 72 of the Park City Survey. The property is
commonly owned by the applicant and is recognized by Summit County as Parcel PC600 (Tax ID). Currently, a landmark historic single-family house is located on the
property straddling the property line between Lots 19 and 20. According to the Historic
Sites Inventory the historic house was constructed circa 1904 (1885 per Utah State
Historical Society Site Information Form). The northern shed lean-to addition (4’ by 12’)
was added circa 1940. The City is currently reviewing a Historic District Design Review
application for a restoration and addition to the existing historic house.
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Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Residential-1 District is to:
A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,
B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,
E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Analysis
The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from portions of three (3)
lots consisting of 3,553 square feet. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the
Historic Residential-1 District. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is
1,875 square feet. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a single-family
dwelling. A duplex dwelling is a conditional use in the Historic Residential-1 District.
The minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling is 3,750 square feet. The proposed lot does
not meet the minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling.
The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-1 District is twenty-five feet
(25’). The proposed lot is 31.96 feet wide at the minimum at the frontage on Sandridge
Avenue, a prescriptive access roadway. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot width
requirement.
According to the title report, existing conditions survey, and surveyors plat the
Sandridge Avenue roadway is located to the east of the proposed lot and is not located
on subject property. According to the documents provided with the application the
proposed plat does not impede access to 228 Sandridge Avenue (See Exhibits D and
G). However to be certain, Staff recommends a condition of approval that prior to plat
recordation the property owner shall verify that the driveway for 228 Sandridge is not
located on subject property (222 Sandridge) and if it is located on 222 Sandridge an
access easement shall be provided for the benefit of 228 Sandridge Avenue.
The following table shows applicable development parameters in the Historic
Residential-1 District:
LMC Requirements
Building Footprint

Requirements
1,455 square feet, maximum based on lot size.
10 feet minimum based on lot depth. Existing house
Front/Rear Yard Setbacks
complies.
5 feet minimum, 10 feet total based on lot width. The
Side Yard Setbacks
existing historic house has a zero side yard setback on
the north property line. This is a legal non-complying
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condition because the house is historic and this portion
of the house was added on circa mid- 1940s. Existing
house complies with the south side yard setback.
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than
Building (Zone) Height
twenty-seven feet (27') from Existing Grade.
Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) of
Final Grade
Existing Grade around the periphery […].
Lowest Finish Floor
A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five
Plane to Highest Wall Top feet (35’) measured from the lowest finish floor plane to
Plate
the point of the highest wall top plate […].
A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill
Vertical Articulation
façade is required […].
Roof pitch must be between 7:12 and 12:12 for primary
Roof Pitch
roofs. Non-primary roofs may be less than 7:12.
The property is located within a Flood Plain area identified on the FEMA maps. Staff
recommends a condition of approval that an elevation certificate, showing that the
lowest occupied floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE), be submitted prior
to issuance of a building permit. The property is located within the Park City Soils
Ordinance boundary and staff recommends a condition of approval that all requirements
of the Park City Soils Ordinance are complied with as part of the building permit process
for future construction. Establishment of a sewer easement and upgraded sewer laterals
are required for this property. The final mylar plat is required to be signed by the
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District and this ensures that requirements of the
District are addressed prior to plat recordation.
Good Cause
Planning Staff finds that there is good cause for this plat amendment as the plat
amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property owners and all requirements
of the Land Management Code for any future development can be met. Combining the
Lots will allow the property owner to move forward with an addition and restoration of
the historic house. Furthermore, the plat amendment will resolve the existing building
encroachments over interior lot lines.
Encroachments
The submitted certified as-built survey shows a tiered historic low rubble stone wall (no
foundation, just piled stones) buried in heavy vegetation encroaching a diminimus 3”-4”
onto the subject property from the property to the west for approximately five feet (5’)
along the rear property line. An historic rubble pile of rocks is also located between the
subject property and property to the north. It is about 18” high and does not have a
foundation. The pile of rocks retains the ground between the two houses. These
encroachments are historic and diminimus in nature.
A railroad tie retaining wall is located on the property line between the subject property
and adjacent property to the north. The railroad tie wall encroaches from the property to
the north onto subject property a diminimus 1”-2” for about five feet (5’) in one area and
15” for the width of the wall (5”) at a further east location. The railroad tie wall is not
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historic. The applicant bears the burden of proper approvals for the railroad wall, which
may include providing an encroachment agreement with the neighbor, or the retaining
walls may be relocated or removed to be completely on each separate property.
The City staircase between Sandridge Avenue and Swede Alley runs along the south
property line of subject property and does not create an encroachment on subject
property. The existing house at 222 Sandridge also does not encroach on the property
to the north, as the property line follows the foundation of the house in this location. This
portion of the house is an older addition (mid 1940’s). There is a neighboring house on
the northern portion of Lot 19, however the 222 Sandridge Avenue property owner does
not own that portion of Lot 19 and no encroachment of the adjacent house exists on this
property. Any new construction will have to meet current LMC setbacks.
Process
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in Land Management Code
§ 1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues raised include flood
plain issues that will need to be resolved prior to building permit issuance, sewer service
and easements, Park City Soils Boundary regulations, and minor retaining wall
encroachments. These issues have been addressed with conditions of approval.
Notice
On June 24, 2015, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on June 20, 2015,
according to requirements of the Land Management Code.
Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.
Alternatives
• The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 222 Sandridge Avenue Subdivision as conditioned or amended;
or
• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the 222 Sandridge Avenue Subdivision and direct staff to make
Findings for this decision; or
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on this item.
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The site would remain as is. The site would contain one (1) single-family dwelling
straddling the property line between Lots 19 and 20 and the portion of Lot 21 would
remain a remnant lot.
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Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 222
Sandridge Avenue Subdivision plat amendment located at 222 Sandridge Avenue 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 Plat
Exhibit B – Applicant’s Project Description
Exhibit C – Aerial Photograph
Exhibit D – Record of Survey & As-Built Map
Exhibit E – County Tax Map
Exhibit F – Historic Sites Inventory
Exhibit G – Photos
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Ordinance No. 15-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 222 SANDRIDGE AVENUE SUBDIVISION
LOCATED AT 222 SANDRIDGE AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 222 Sandridge Avenue has
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on June 20, 2015, the property was properly noticed according to
the requirements of the Land Management Code and legal notice was published in the
Park Record; and
WHEREAS, on June 24, 2015, the property was posted and notice was sent to
all affected property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 8, 2015, to
receive input on Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on July 8, 2015, forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on July 30, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, there is good cause and it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to
approve the 222 Sandridge Avenue Subdivision Plat Amendment.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:

SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 222 Sandridge Avenue Subdivision plat amendment 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 222 Sandridge Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential-1 (HR-1) Zoning District.
3. The subject property consists of portions of Lots 19, 20, and 21, Block 72, Park
City Survey.
4. The property is recognized by Summit County as Parcel PC-600 (Tax ID).
5. There is an existing landmark historic structure located on Lots 19 and 20 that
straddles the common property line. The house was constructed circa 1904.
6. The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from portions of
three (3) lots consisting of a total of 3,553 square feet.
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7. The maximum building footprint for a lot this size is 1,455 square feet.
8. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the Historic Residential-1 District.
9. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet.
10. The proposed lot meets the minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling.
11. A duplex dwelling is a conditional use in the Historic Residential-1 District.
12. The minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling is 3,750 square feet.
13. The proposed lot does not meet the minimum lot area for a duplex dwelling.
14. The minimum lot width allowed in the Historic Residential-1 District is twenty-five
feet (25’). The proposed lot is 31.96 feet wide and meets the minimum lot width
requirement.
15. The existing historic house has a zero side yard setback on the north property
line. This is a legal non-complying condition because the house is historic and
this portion of the house was added on circa mid- 1940s. Existing house
complies with the south side yard setback.
16. The submitted certified as-built survey shows a tiered historic low rubble stone
wall (no foundation, just piled stones) buried in heavy vegetation encroaching a
diminimus 3”-4” onto subject property from the property to the west for
approximately five feet (5’) along the rear property line.
17. An historic rubble pile of rocks is also located between the subject property and
property to the north. It is about 18” high and does not have a foundation. The
pile of rocks retains the ground between the two houses. This encroachment is
historic and diminimus in nature.
18. A railroad tie retaining wall is located on the property line between the subject
property and adjacent property to the north. The railroad tie wall encroaches from
the property to the north onto subject property a diminimus 1”-2” for about five
feet (5’) in one area and encroaches approximately 15” onto subject property at
another location to the east.
19. The applicant bears the burden of proper approvals for the railroad wall that
encroaches 15”, which may include providing an encroachment agreement for
the neighbor, or the retaining walls may be relocated or removed to be
completely on each separate property.
20. The property is located within the Flood Plain area identified on the FEMA maps.
21. The property is located within the Park City Soils Ordinance boundary.
22. Establishment of a sewer easement and upgraded sewer laterals are required for
this property.
23. According to the title report and existing conditions survey, the road, “Sandridge
Avenue”, is not part of the proposed plat. To ensure that access to 228
Sandridge is not impeded by this proposed plat Staff recommends a condition of
approval that prior to recordation of the plat the property owner will verify that the
driveway access to 228 Sandridge Avenue is not impeded and if the driveway is
located on a portion of 222 Sandridge Avenue then an access easement will be
required to be provided for the benefit of 228 Sandridge Avenue.
24. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated
herein as findings of fact.
Conclusions of Law:
1. There is Good Cause for this Plat Amendment.
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2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding plat amendments.
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 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 the final signed mylar has not been presented to the
City for City signatures for recordation within one (1) years’ time, this approval for
the plat will be void, unless a request for an extension is made in writing prior to
the expiration date of July 30, 2016, and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. All new construction shall comply with LMC setback regulations in effect at the
time of building permit issuance.
4. A ten feet (10’) wide public snow storage easement will be required along the
Sandridge Avenue frontage of the property and shall be shown on the plat prior
to recordation.
5. 13-D sprinklers are required for any new construction or significant renovation of
existing.
6. The encroaching railroad tie retaining wall on the north property line shall be
resolved prior to plat recordation.
7. An elevation certificate, showing that the lowest occupied floor is at or above the
Base Flood Elevation (BFE), shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building
permit and reviewed by the City Engineer.
8. All requirements of the Park City Soils Ordinance shall be complied with as part
of the building permit process for any future construction on this property.
9. All requirements of the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall be
satisfied prior to recordation of the plat.
10. Prior to plat recordation the property owner shall verify that the driveway for 228
Sandridge is not located on subject property (222 Sandridge) and if it is located
on 222 Sandridge or a portion thereof, an access easement shall be provided for
the benefit 228 Sandridge Avenue.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 30th day of July, 2015.

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
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________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR

ATTEST:

____________________________________
Marci Heil, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney

Exhibit A- Proposed plat
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C

Planning Commission Meeting July 8, 2015

Page 200 of 396

EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
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EXHIBIT F
HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION
Name of Property: Matilda M. Stromberg House
Address: 222 Sandridge Road

AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah

Tax Number: PC-600

Current Owner Name: Virginia Jaramillo
Parent Parcel(s):
Current Owner Address: 1812 Forane Street, Barstow, CA 92311
Legal Description (include acreage): 0.07 acres; PARK CITY BLOCK 72 ( MILLSITE RES ) BLOCK: 72 PLAT: B
BUILDING: 0.00FRAME DWELLING HOUSE ON SAND RIDGE E'LY FROM GRANT AVE; ALSO DESC AS BEG
AT AN EXISTING FENCE COR THAT IS DUE E 294.47 FT; DUE S 142.16 FT FROM NE COR LOT 16 BLK 12
PARK CITY; TH N 77*50'30" E ALONG FENCE 25.22 FT; TH N 4* W 1.25 FT N 86* E BETWEEN 2 HOUSES 41
FT TO W'LY SD EXISTING RD; TH S 28* E ALONG SD RD 36 FT TO THE EXTENSION OF NW'LY SIDE OF A 3
FT WOODEN STAIRWAY; TH S 53* W ALONG SD STAIRWAY 63 FT TO AN ANGLE POINT; TH CONTINUING
ALONG SD STAIRWAY S 39*03' W 26.03 FT TO A PT OF FENCE LINE EXTENDED; TH N 11* W ALONG EXT
OF FENCE LINE 82.0 FT TO BEG
2 STATUS/USE
Property Category
; building(s), main
building(s), attached
building(s), detached
building(s), public
; building(s), accessory
structure(s)

Evaluation*
; Landmark Site
Significant Site
Not Historic

Reconstruction
Date:
Permit #:
Full
Partial

*National Register of Historic Places:
listed (date: )

Use
Original Use: Residential
Current Use: Residential

ineligible

; eligible

3 DOCUMENTATION
Photos: Dates
; tax photo:
; prints: 1983, 1995 & 2006
historic: c.
Drawings and Plans
measured floor plans
site sketch map
Historic American Bldg. Survey
original plans:
other:

Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not)
abstract of title
; city/county histories
; tax card
personal interviews
original building permit
Utah Hist. Research Center
sewer permit
USHS Preservation Files
; Sanborn Maps
USHS Architects File
obituary index
LDS Family History Library
city directories/gazetteers
Park City Hist. Soc/Museum
census records
university library(ies):
biographical encyclopedias
other:
newspapers

Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.) Attach copies of all research notes and materials.
Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007.
Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide. Salt Lake City, Utah:
University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991.
McAlester, Virginia and Lee. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998.
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995.
Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall. “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form. 1984.

Researcher/Organization: Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation
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222 Sandridge Road, Park City, UT Page 2 of 3
4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY
Building Type and/or Style: T/L cottage type / vernacular style
Additions: ; none

minor

No. Stories: 1
none ; minor

major (describe below) Alterations:

Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures: ; accessory building(s), # __1__;

major (describe below)
structure(s), # _____.

General Condition of Exterior Materials:
; Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.)
Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.):
Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat.

Describe the problems.):

Uninhabitable/Ruin
Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or configuration.
Describe the materials.):
Site: House is perched on ridge, facing west toward town.
Foundation: 1949, 1958 & 1968 tax cards indicate no foundation, not verified.
Walls: Wood drop siding and asbestos shingles.
Roof: Cross-wing form sheathed in shingles.
Windows/Doors: Narrow double-hung sash type.
Essential Historical Form: ; Retains
Location: ; Original Location

Does Not Retain, due to:

Moved (date __________) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made): The one-story frame T/L cottage by
addition is largely unchanged from the description provided in the 1983 National Register nomination (see
Structure/Site Form, 1983).
Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The
house is perched on the ridge with the primary façade facing west toward Main Street. The setting has not
significantly change, though a paved parking area has been added to the east rear yard. A small accessory
building, in poor condition, sits just east of the rear lean-to addition. The accessory building is visible in the tax
photo (weathered exterior materials suggesting it is not newly constructed in c. 1940), is noted in the 1949 tax
photo, but is not seen on the 1907 Sanborn Insurance map.
Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the distinctive
The physical evidence from the period that defines this as a typical Park City mining era house are the
simple methods of construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type, the simple roof
form, the informal landscaping, the restrained ornamentation, and the plain finishes. The asbestos siding on the
east façade diminishes the workmanship of the historic era.
elements.):

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, convey a sense of
life in a western mining town of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The "T" or "L" cottage (also known as
a "cross-wing") is one of the earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during the
mining era.
This site was nominated to the National Register of Historic Places in 1984 as part of the Park City Mining Boom
Era Residences Thematic District, but was not listed because of the owner's objection. It was built within the historic
period, defined as 1872 to1929 in the district nomination. The site retains its historic integrity and would be
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222 Sandridge Road, Park City, UT Page 3 of 3
considered eligible for the National Register as part of an updated or amended nomination. As a result, it meets
the criteria set forth in LMC Chapter 15-11 for designation as a Landmark Site.
5 SIGNIFICANCE
Architect: ; Not Known
Builder: ; Not Known

Known: (source: )
Known:

Date of Construction: c. 1904 1

(source: )

The site must represent an important part of the history or architecture of the community. A site need only be
significant under one of the three areas listed below:
1. Historic Era:
Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1893)
; Mature Mining Era (1894-1930)
Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1931-1962)
Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah's mining
boom period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it is one of only two major metal
mining communities that have survived to the present. Park City's houses are the largest and bestpreserved group of residential buildings in a metal mining town in Utah. As such, they provide the most
complete documentation of the residential character of mining towns of that period, including their
settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, and socio-economic make-up. The
residences also represent the state's largest collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century frame
houses. They contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and
2
architectural development as a mining community.
2. Persons (Describe how the site is associated with the lives of persons who were of historic importance to the community or those who
were significant in the history of the state, region, or nation):
3. Architecture (Describe how the site exemplifies noteworthy methods of construction, materials or craftsmanship used during the historic
period or is the work of a master craftsman or notable architect):
6 PHOTOS

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.
Photo No. 1: East elevation. Camera facing west, 2006.
Photo No. 2: South elevation - partial. Camera facing north, 2006.
Photo No. 3: Southwest oblique. Camera facing northeast, 2006.
Photo No. 4: Accessory building. Camera facing southeast, 2006.
Photo No. 5: South elevation - partial. Camera facing north, 1995.
Photo No. 6: West elevation (primary façade). Camera facing east, 1983.
Photo No. 7: East elevation. Camera facing west, tax photo.

1
2

Summit County Tax Assessor.
From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.
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Looking north from Sandridge Avenue
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Looking South from Sandridge Avenue
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Looking East from Swede Alley
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Retaining wall between 228 and 222
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Rubble wall between
222 and 228 Sandridge
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