PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
April 27, 2016

AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM
ROLL CALL
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF April 13, 2016
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
CONTINUATIONS
7800 Royal Street East #16 – Plat Amendment for Building E Unit 16 of
Sterlingwood Condos. The amendment will change a current Common Area
staircase to Private Area in order to enclose it.
Public hearing and continuation to date uncertain

PL-15-03110
Planner
Hawley

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

39

Park City Mountain Resort Development Agreement Mountain Upgrade Plan and
MPD Amendment.
Consideration of an extension of a Condition of Approval related to Historic
Preservation

PL-14-02600
Planner
Astorga,
Grahn

41

Historic Kimball Garage at 638 Park Avenue – Plat Amendment combining two
blocks in order to remove the block line that runs through the property.
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 19, 2016

PL-16-03039
Planner
Grahn

65

803 Norfolk Avenue, Plat Amendment – Combining Lot 1 and the south half of Lot 2, PL-16-03049
Planner
Block 14 of Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey
Grahn
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 19, 2016

85

100 Daly Avenue – Plat Amendment to combine two (2) existing lots into one (1)
legal lot of record at 100 Daly Avenue.
Public hearing and possible recommendation to City Council on May 12, 2016

PL-16-03116
Planner Tech
Scarff

103

1750 Sidewinder Drive – Conditional Use Permit for construction within the
Frontage Protection Zone for the Intermountain Healthcare clinic proposed to
replace the Pizza Hut building.
Public hearing and possible action

PL-16-03125
Planner
Whetstone,
Hawley

119

PL-16-03115
Planner
Whetstone

173

WORK SESSION – Discussion items only, no action taken

Land Management Code amendments as continued from April 13, 2016

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) 6155060 24 hours prior to the meeting.

K CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING
APRIL 13, 2016
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:
Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John Phillips, Laura
Suesser, Doug Thimm
EX OFFICIO:
Bruce Erickson, Planning Director, Francisco Astorga, Planner; Kirsten Whetstone,
Planner; Anya Grah, Planner; Hannah Turpen, Planner; Makena Hawley, Planning Tech;
Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney
===================================================================
REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL
Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners
were present.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
March 23, 2016
Commissioner Suesser referred to page 17, last paragraph, which reflected that she asked
the applicant to address some of the concerns raised in the letter. She corrected that
statement to accurately reflect that she had asked the applicant to address the concerns
raised in the letter.
MOTION: Commissioner Band moved to APPROVE the minutes of March 23, 2016 as
amended. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC INPUT
There were no comments.
STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
Planning Director Erickson stated that the Commissioners were sent an update from the
County Transportation. He thought the key take away from the update was the number of
employee trips and the rate of growth of employment, relative to the rate of growth for
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housing. Director Erickson remarked that job growth is at approximately 40%. To the best
of his recollection housing growth in the City is approximately 1% and approximately 5% in
the County. He pointed out that most of the trip generation is from employees and he
believed that would play into the transportation discussions in the General Plan. Director
Erickson stated that if the Commissioners had further questions they could be addressed in
a work session forum.
Director Erickson reported that the HPB has approved the material deconstruction to do
three openings in the roof of the white barn this Spring and insert steel trusses so it is
seismically and wind loaded strengthened. CRSA is the project architect and there is a
rigorous preservation plan. Director Erickson stated that if anyone had questions, Planner
Hannah Turpen had a presentation from the CRSA Architects explaining how they intend to
accomplish the work.
Chair Strachan asked if the barn would be closed to the public, and if so, for how long.
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that currently the barn is not open not
accessible to the public. Planner Turpen explained that a building permit application has
not yet been submitted so the Staff was unclear when construction would begin. However,
she understood that they would try to keep as much of the property accessible as possible,
but still keep the public safe and the site secure. Director Erickson assumed a late May,
early June start date. Planner Turpen stated that the goal is to do the work during the
shoulder season.
Assistant City Attorney McLean noted that the Treasure Hill application will be coming back
to the Planning Commission at some point. She reminded the Commissioners and the
public that this is a pending application and any public comment should be sent in writing to
the Planning Department or directly to Director Erickson or Planner Astorga. Ms. McLean
clarified that if the Planning Commission appears to be rude if they are approached by the
public, it is only because they are not allowed to talk to the public about a pending
application. All conversations should occur during a meeting.
Commissioner Joyce stated that he would not be able to attend the next Planning
Commission meeting on April 27th.
Chair Strachan announced an agenda change this evening. He noted that the Blue Ribbon
Commission would be the next item on the agenda. The LMC work session items would
be discussed at the end of the meeting.
WORK SESSION
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Review of the Blue Ribbon Housing Commission Report dated March 30, 2016 and
preparation of comments to City Council per City Council Request
Rhoda Stauffer, the Housing Specialist for the City introduced the member of the Blue
Ribbon Commission - Meg Ryan, Nicole Butolph, Ron Hunt, Mike Stewart, Glenn Wright,
Tom Horton and Mark Sletten.
Ms. Stauffer noted that not every member would be giving a presentation this evening.
She assumed the Planning Commission had read the report and would ask questions
when necessary. Meg Ryan was also prepared to highlight the high notes if the
Commissioner were interested. Chair Strachan thought it would be helpful.
Meg Ryan reported that the Blue Ribbon Commission would be attending the City Council
meeting the following evening. They were before the Planning Commission this evening to
here initial feedback. This is a work in progress and the Blue Ribbon Commission was
asked to provide the Council with feedback on the EPS Study that was commissioned in
order to look at the regulatory components of housing in the LMC. Ms. Ryan stated that
that piece was still being finalized. She understood that the Planning Commission and the
City Council were scheduled for a joint meeting on April 28th to discuss the details of the
EPS Study. Ms. Ryan noted that what would be presented to the City Council tomorrow is
an overview of other policy considerations. The regulatory component is in the EPS study
such as the current in-lieu fee, requiring things of developers, etc. She anticipated future
conversations once they share their policy thoughts with the City Council.
Ms. Stauffer stated that the Planning Commission was not given the full Staff report, which
gives the background on the Blue Ribbon Housing Commission. She explained that the
members were appointed in October and they have been meeting two to three times a
month since October and they completed their work in March. They were asked to be the
community filter for the regulatory work that Economic and Planning Systems are doing,
and looking at Code and the Housing Resolution to determine its effectiveness and
whether or not changes need to be made. Ms. Stauffer stated that the Blue Ribbon
Housing Commission had other thoughts on the education pieces they wanted to provide to
the City Council and that would be part of their presentation to the Council the following
afternoon.
Chair Strachan stated that Blue Ribbon Commissions are often overworked and underappreciated. However, this group was very much appreciated and it was a good report.
Chair Strachan especially liked the recommendation that all development should pay
something towards the affordable goals. He wholeheartedly agreed, and thought it was a
good move to make it a top priority.
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Chair Strachan asked if the group had discussed requiring that affordable housing be built
first in most developments. He noted that many times larger projects are have promised
and are legally required to put in affordable housing, but the profitable part gets built first
and the affordable housing comes at a later, undetermined time, and in some cases not at
all. He asked if that had come up in their discussions and what ideas they had for
addressing it.
Mike Stewart stated that it was very appropriate to have milestones depending on the size
of the development where affordable housing is provided concurrent with market based
housing. Mr. Stewart stated that he is a developer who has done a lot of affordable
housing in his past on a number of very large projects, and he always produced it upfront.
He has seen a lot of agreements in both the City and the County where it has been
discussed and the assumption was that it would be done upfront. He noted that they
asked Ms. Stauffer and the Staff why the affordable housing that was supposed to be built
with already approved projects was not built.
Chair Strachan hoped the City Council and Summit County would put some teeth in it and
issue a stop building order unless they see affordable housing going in.
Commissioner Joyce recalled previous discussions where they suggested withholding a
Certificate of Occupancy for any part of the development until the correct threshold of
affordable housing is provided. Commissioner Joyce stated that he has also been
frustrated by the fee-in-lieu piece. It is not high enough to be sufficient and it does not
involve enough projects. He questioned whether a fee-in-lieu was an easy way out.
Commissioner Joyce preferred to have the fee-in-lieu be the less desirable option than the
building alternative. It should be more punitive so building affordable housing is less
expensive than paying the fee-in-lieu. Commissioner Joyce pointed out that fee-in-lieu also
puts the burden of land acquisition on the City for providing affordable housing.
Ms. Ryan stated that the group had discussed that at length. One of the things was
prioritization and fee-in-lieu was low down on the priority list. They also talked about
making it fractional units so it was not used at all.
Ms. Stauffer explained that it was not in the Blue Ribbon Commission report because feein-lieu is going to be addressed heavily by Economic and Planning System at the April 28th
meeting.
Chair Strachan thought they needed to be careful of annexing more land to make room for
affordable housing because that is a double-edged sword. Space is scarce, but in his
opinion, annexing more space and building homes on it is not the answer.
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Ms. Ryan stated that the group talked about that as well, and there are a lot of infill and
acquisition opportunities. With the funds committed and the current zoning there are many
opportunities. They also had many discussions about being more aggressive with zoning.
Ms. Ryan stated that if they choose not to do that there are still opportunities within the
parameters. She remarked that it is not a competition between open space and other
goals. The housing in town can also solve transportation goals and potentially historic
preservation. That led to the conversation about it being instrumental to have a partnership
with the County.
Commissioner Phillips stated that the Park City Planning Commission meets with the
Snyderville Planning Commission to try to align their goals and to learn from each other as
well. He hoped that would prove to be fruitful.
Commissioner Phillips referred to the calculation for single residents and remodels and
asked if the group had any recommendations on whether it should be by square foot or by
valuation. He understood that they would get into the details with the City Council, but he
was curious as to whether the Blue ribbon Commission had even discussed it.
Ms. Stauffer stated that Economic and Planning Systems has gone into more detail in their
work, and the Blue Ribbon Commission agreed with where they were ending up. She did
not have information with her, but they will learn more about their recommendation on April
28th.
Commissioner Phillips clarified that his reason for raising the question is because if it’s
based off of valuation, being in the construction industry he knows it’s very common for
applicant’s to under value their scope of work. If it’s based off of evaluation there should
be some standard average number for different types of construction. Based on his
explanation, Ms. Stauffer better understood the question. She stated that most of what
they do in the Housing Resolution is based on square footage. They do their own
valuations. They do not take value from the application.
Commissioner Phillips noted that the report made reference to buying current stock and
converting it. Of all things, that is disappearing rapidly. He thought they should buy the
current stock before it is no longer affordable to purchase because it may never come
back.
Commissioner Phillips stated that on the flip of side of being punitive on the in-lieu-fee, he
suggested having incentives on the other end in an effort to change the mood and the way
people think about the bonuses, and encourage developers to start using the bonuses. If it
gets abused they could scale it back. Commissioner Phillips stated that if affordable
housing is a priority he preferred to see it over-used rather than under-used.
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Nicole Butolph stated that the Blue Ribbon Commission had a long discussion about inlieu-fees. Ms. Stauffer made it clear that using in-lieu fees are actually the discretion of the
City Council and it is low on the priority list in terms of allowing people to use it. The
circumstances in which in-lieu-fees are actually used are very low. Ms. Butolph clarified
that because it does not happen often, they decided not to spend an exorbitant amount of
time talking about in-lieu-fees.
Ms. Ryan stated that the density bonus was also discussed at length and the group
basically thought that it was not being utilized and it was not useful. They thought it should
be revisited. Mr. Stewart thought it was a political challenge because in most places the
density bonus is insufficient to attract the developer community economically to make it
work. In addition, it is very difficult to get approved by the public. The group determined
that it needs to be looked at differently than it is today. Mr. Stewart stated that as they
looked at the inventory in town and the available development opportunities, they were very
few major developments left where that incentive might actually apply. To get the
development community engaged it would have to be more substantial, but it is more
difficult to get approved from a zoning regulation standpoint as well as from the public.
Commissioner Phillips asked if any of the members of the Blue Ribbon Commission had
input on what the Planning Commission could do to make a difference. Ms. Ryan stated
that she is the planner out of the group. In her opinion, once the Planning Commission and
City Council figure out the policy direction, the challenge is looking at the Code. If they are
serious about doing affordable housing they need to streamline the process. If they want
affordable housing upfront they need to put that in the Code.
Glenn Wright stated that from a policy standpoint there are difficult but potential decisions
to make. There are fewer opportunities to build and if affordable housing is a priority and
they want more housing in the City they need to think about allowing more height and
density, particularly in the transit corridors. Mr. Wright commented on the importance of
having affordable housing in transit corridors.
Mr. Wright stated that the Blue Ribbon Commission also looked at City-owned land. Some
of the decision made in the past have excluded some of the land from housing purposes.
As decisions are made on City-owned land or purchasing land, affordable housing should
be part of the discussion.
Commissioner Band asked how much time the group spent discussing what type of
housing is appropriate, such as houses versus apartments. She understood that the
convention wisdom is to keep families in town, and they need to have a patch of grass.
She understood there were limited land resources, and she asked how much of that should
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be given to make sure people get people get a patch of grass. Mr. Stewart stated that the
Blue Ribbon Commission sees this as creating a menu of opportunities because there is
not one simple solution. One thing that stood out from an affordability standpoint was the
importance of segmenting each affordable section and setting specific goals for each one
because the housing need varies. On the low end the City has done well with apartments
and what they have today. The middle income families are the ones who are currently lost
in Park City. It is one constituency but it is not the only one.
Ms. Stauffer stated that they do regular assessments of need, as well as a survey of the
community and what they want. The City was hiring consultants to do the actual study of
what people want when they buy to help them understand the market. Ms. Stauffer noted
that anecdotally, the best way to get the best housing in Park City is condos and stacked
flats. However, she knows from experience that many young families would rather live in
Heber than buy a condo in Park City. They do not want to exclude young families but it is
impossible to do all single family homes in the City.
Commissioner Band asked if they would be surveying people who already own a house in
Park City, or the people who actually have the needs. Ms. Stauffer replied that it would be
a survey of people who have the needs and what they would buy.
Commissioner Joyce referred to a comment about more land being available in the County.
He stated that when they talk about working with the County it suddenly becomes easier to
put housing outside the City limits; but it adds to the existing transportation issues. He
asked if the Blue Ribbon Commission had discussed that issue.
Ms. Ryan replied that it was discussed. They concluded that the City should do what it can
within the finite borders, but development in the County will occur anyway and there are
partnership opportunities that may meet those goals. It would enable corroboration to work
with the transit corridors. As they work through joint transportation and recreation, housing
is an integral part. Ms. Ryan stated that the City should not ignore the opportunities they
may have in a working partnership with the County. The message from the Blue Ribbon
Commission is that it was time to explore it.
Mr. Wright remarked that the County has some of the same ideas; and working together
with the County they have talked about some type of joint venture Regional Housing
Authority. He stated that the key is developing the transportation infrastructure and
developing dense nodes in the western part of the County. Park City proper is a dense
node, as well as the Canyons base, Kimball Junction, and the new development that has
been approved at Silver Creek. Those are the four major dense nodes and that is where
the affordable housing needs to be. Mr. Wright stated that both the City and the County
have goals of affordable housing and transportation, and energy in becoming a green
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community. Those are all centrally related by creating density, creating transportation and
doing it together.
Commissioner Thimm agreed with the comment about building height. In his profession he
tends to work with developers and property owners who want to get the highest and best
use for their property. A density bonus in his mind can be very meaningless if you do not
have the platform to have additional density someplace. Commissioner Thimm believed
that creating building height or more buildable area was important. He remarked that
reducing setbacks was probably impractical, but creating sensitive ways within the zoning
ordinance that would allow for a height bonus in addition to a density bonus could make a
density bonus more meaningful.
Mr. Wright agreed with Commissioner Thimm; however, it becomes a political issue within
the community. The sentiment is that the community will not accept it. Mr. Wright stated
that if this is a goal, the political leaders need to lead and recognize that height is a tool
they need to consider.
Commissioner Thimm stated that in working with the development community over the
years he has found two key interests. One is the profit motive and the other is time. He
asked if consideration was given to the notion of reducing or waiving plan check and permit
fees, and possibly providing for preferential or accelerate review of documents when the
City issues permits.
Mr. Wright replied that the group did not get specific but they did talk about the time it
takes. Mr. Stewart remarked that it was part of the menu and he agreed that time is
money. They had discussed the possibility of fee waivers and other things the City could
do. He believed that with most developers, particularly on larger projects, time savings
would be the most impactful thing they could do.
Ann Laurent, Community Development Director, stated that the Building Department was
currently talking about what could be most effective from a building perspective. She
believed fee waivers could be looked at and recommended. Ms. Laurent stated that
expediting the process is more difficult because two parties are involved with plan review.
It is difficult to expedite a project when the plans are not complete, and she was concerned
that it would give the perception that drawings do not have to be complete or meet Code.
Ms. Laurent noted that the City has been careful not to set an expectation that may not
come to fruition if there are problems with the plan check. She was more interested in how
to move projects through the entitlements and the plan review pieces, as well as the
planning and land use components. That has been more controversial in the estimation of
why the resolution has not been as heavily applied as they would like. Ms. Laurent
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emphasized that from a regulation perspective there is no way to expedite the process.
Commissioner Thimm clarified that he was not suggesting that they ignore the IBC or other
Codes. However, he knows of communities where if drawings come and there is some
threshold of affordable housing it gets priority. Ms. Laurent thought that could be an
option. Another option she has done in past communities is when developments have
standard units the City can approve a model for site adapts. So if the developer has preapproved plans that they want to apply in multiple circumstances, they would not have to
go through the whole review. Ms. Laurent was open to options.
Commissioner Thimm stated that in terms of the definition of affordable housing and
income basis, he noticed in the report a HUD standard of 80% AMI. He asked if thought
had been given to a deeper target. He is involved with multiple projects where 60% AMI is
a goal that appears to be attainable. Ms. Stauffer explained that it was only an explanation
of how RDAs are run, which is why 80% was cited. She stated that they target a “work
force wage” by calculating what real wages are like locally. She is currently in the process
of doing that calculation because the 2015 numbers must be completed by April or early
May. That is an annual deadline for the prior year numbers to be available. Ms. Stauffer
noted that consistently the median wage for Park City ends up equaling approximately 60%
of AMI.
Chair Strachan thanked the Blue Ribbon Commission members for their time and a good
report. He believed all of their recommendations were right on point. Chair Strachan
encouraged them to keep moving forward and to keep the Planning Commission updated.
Commissioner Phillips requested that the Commission members come to the meetings and
provide input when the Planning Commission discusses the Code changes.
The Planning Commission adjourned the Work Session and moved to the Regular Agenda.
CONTINUATION(S) – (conduct a public hearing and Continue to date specified)
1.

844 Empire Avenue – Plat Amendment creating one (1) lot of record from the lot
and portions of Lots at 844 Empire Avenue (Application PL-15-03034)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Phillips moved to CONTINUE Empire Avenue plat amendment to
May 11, 2016. Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion.
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VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
2.

803 Norfolk Avenue Plat Amendment – Combining lot 1 and the south half of Lot 2,
Block 14 of Snyder’s Addition to the Park City Survey (Application PL-15-03049)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to CONTINUE 803 Norfolk Avenue plat
amendment to May 11, 2016. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
3.

7800 Royal Street East #16 – Plat Amendment for Building E Unit 16 of
Sterlingwood Condos. The amendment will change a current Common Area
staircase to Private Area in order to enclose it. (Application PL-15-03110)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 7800 royal Street East #16 plat
amendment to April 17, 2016. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
4.

1000 Ability Way – Master Planned Development (MPD) – request for approval of
an MPD for future expansion of the National Ability Center including additional
lodging, expansion of the Equestrian Arena and Administrative Building, and other
activity additions and/or improvements (Application PL-16-03096)

Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair Strachan
closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Commissioner Band moved to CONTINUE 1000 Ability Way master planned
development to May 11, 2016. Commissioner Phillips seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

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

1280 Park Avenue – 1280 Park AVENUE Condominium Record of Survey –
proposal to create a two-unit condominium from the existing two (2)
residential units (Application PL-15-03043)

Planner Hannah Turpen reviewed the condominium plat application for the 1280 Park
Avenue condominiums. The property is located in the HRM zone and consists of a historic
house in the front and a new addition in the back. The new addition is currently under
construction. The property owner would like to create a 2 unit residential condo unit so
they can sell each unit separately.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the application, conduct a
public hearing and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Joyce noted that the house is historic and there is a piece of the house that
is not historic. Currently it is one house, but if they cleave it into two condos he wanted to
know how the historic registry piece would apply since half would be historic and the other
half would not. He questioned how changes could be made to each unit.
Planner Turpen did not believe this was the only condo with this situation. She explained
that it is in the Historic District and either unit would have to meet the Historic District
Design Guidelines. It would be treated the same as if it were any other single family home
or a condo.
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that the older historic piece is listed as a Landmark
structure, which has tighter restrictions. He stated that even if it remained a house rather
than a condo, what could be done with the addition is different than what could be done to
the historic portion. Commissioner Joyce ask if the back half would lose its historic
consideration once it becomes a separate condo, or whether it is treated as a Landmark.
Assistant City Attorney McLean explained that it is part of the site. She noted that currently
with the addition the structure becomes a duplex. The condominium application allows
each unit to be sold to two different owners. Ms. McLean remarked that anything on the
site is subject to the Historic District Guidelines, the front of the house will continue to be
maintained as a Landmark, but the back of the houses, Unit B, would have to meet the
Historic District Guidelines for newer construction. Because they are tied together, it would
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be subject to all of the same restrictions that applied when the addition was initially added.
Ms. McLean pointed out that the address would be the same because the second unit
would not have its own address. Commissioner Joyce questioned why it would not be two
addresses since the units front different streets. Planner Turpen stated that Sullivan Road
is not a plated right-of-way. Therefore, Park Avenue is the official right-of-way for that
property. Ms. McLean noted that the address would be 1280 Park Avenue Unit A or Unit
B. Commissioner Joyce asked if the Fire Department would understand that it would not
be a Sullivan Drive address if they received an emergency call. Ms. McLean stated that
they would check with the City Engineer to make sure the Fire Department has that
understanding. Chair Strachan reiterated that Sullivan Road is not a platted road. Ms.
McLean assumed that in the event of an emergency the called would articulate that they
were the unit in the back.
Commissioner Joyce stated that if he were buying the condo and he looked in the HSI, he
wanted to know if it would be obvious that his new address being 1280 B would show up
other than just being zoned in the Historic District. Planner Turpen replied that the entire
site is known as 1280 Park Avenue. They designate the site and not just the house, so it
would be affiliated with that despite it being Unit B.
Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested that the Planning Commission could add a
condition of approval regarding that the CC&Rs shall reflect that Unit A is on the Historic
Sites Inventory. Commissioner Joyce did not think that was necessary. He was
comfortable with the explanations.
Commissioner Campbell asked if there should be a plat note on Unit B stating that all
historic restrictions on Unit A are applicable to Unit B. It would be unfortunate if a potential
buyer in the future was not aware of the restrictions that may be enforced before they
make the purchase. He thought a plat note would make it clear when doing a title search.
Planner Turpen offered to meet with Ms. McLean to draft a plat note.
Director Erickson suggested an additional condition of approval #4 that the plat reflect the
location and the requirements to comply with the Historic District Design Guidelines. It
should also be repeated in the CC&Rs. Director Erickson preferred to address it as a
condition of approval because it is easier to find it in the CC&Rs when doing a title search
than finding it on the plat.
MOTION: Commissioner Thimm moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the
City Council for the 1280 Park Avenue condominiums plat based upon the Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval as amended. Commissioner Joyce
seconded the motion.

Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Page 14 of 178

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Findings of Fact – 1280 Park Avenue
1. The duplex dwelling is located at 1280 Park Avenue in the HR-M zone. A duplex
dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-M zone.
2. The duplex dwelling consists of a Historic Structure with a non-historic rear addition.
The Historic Structure was constructed in 1904 and the new addition is currently
under construction.
3. A Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application for the new rear addition to the
Historic Structure (creating the duplex dwelling) was approved on July 20, 2015.
4. The Historic Structure is designated as Unit A and the new rear addition is
designated as Unit B on the proposed condominium record of survey plat
5. The site is listed as “Landmark” on Park City’s Historic Site’s Survey.
6. There are no existing physical encroachments on the site.
7. The minimum lot size for the HR-M is 3,750 square feet for a duplex dwelling. The
property is 5,154 square feet. In the HR-M zone no maximum footprint calculation is
established, as the size of a structure is determined by the setback and height
requirements.
8. The maximum height for a structure is 27 feet above existing grade. The maximum
height of the new rear addition is 27 feet and the maximum height of the Historic
Structure is 18 feet.
9. A lot line adjustment was approved by City Council on March 27, 2003 creating the
1280 Park Avenue Subdivision. The 1280 Park Avenue Subdivision combined the
existing platted lots and remnant parcels into one (1) lot of record and brought the
lots into compliance with the minimum lot size for the HR-M zone.
10. Historic Structures that do not comply with Building Setbacks are valid Complying
Structures. The north Side Yard Setback of the Historic Structure is 2.9 feet to 3.1
feet (west to east). The south Side Yard Setback of the Historic Structure is 3.7 feet
to 3.6 feet (west to east).
11. Under § 15-14-1, the Planning Director may deem existing violations in substantial
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compliance with the Land Management Code. On April 6, 2016 the Planning Director
deemed the south Side Yard Setback violation of the rear addition as 1280 Park
Avenue de minimis, and in substantial compliance with the LMC.
12. The south wall of the new rear addition is clad in horizontal cedar siding with a two
inch (2”) profile. The horizontal cedar siding falls under Side Yard Exceptions in LMC
§ 15-2.4-4. Therefore, the level of non-compliance of the south Side Yard Setback is
reduced from 0.25 feet (3 inches) and 0.4 feet (4.8 inches) (west to east) to .083 feet
(1 inch) and .24 feet (2.8 inches) (west to east).
13. The error extends a maximum of 2.8 inches (2.8”) beyond the vertical plane of the
south Side Yard Setback. As no additional square footage was achieved in the rear
addition due to this violation, the Planning Director has determined that the violation
is de minimis and not advantageous to the scope of the development.
14.Any new additions to the structure will have to meet the five foot (5’) Side Yard
Setback as outlined in § 15-2.4-4 (G) SIDE YARD.
15.Historic Structures are exempt from Off-Street parking requirements provided the
addition does not create a Lockout Unit or an Accessory Apartment. The new
addition (Unit B) creates a Lockout Unit. The new rear addition (Unit B) has a twocar
garage arranged in a tandem configuration accessed from Sullivan Road. In
addition, the driveway for Unit B has a one-car parking space. In total, Unit B
provides three (3) parking spaces
16.The Historic Structure (Unit A) is exempt from Parking Requirements as defined in
LMC § 15-2.4-6; however, the Historic Structure has a driveway (accessed from
Park Avenue) which provides a parking space for one (1) vehicle.
17.Vehicular and pedestrian access for Unit A is proposed to come from Park Avenue.
18.Vehicular and pedestrian access for Unit B is proposed to come from Sullivan Road.
19. In 2008, a Conditional Use Permit was approved for a concrete driveway and curb
cut located in the rear of the Historic Structure. Staff determined that a new Conditional
Use Permit would not be required because the new driveway accommodating vehicular
access for the new rear addition (Unit B) would utilize the existing curb cut and would not
intensify the use of the vehicular access.
20. Unit A contains 2,265 square feet (including the lower level).
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21. Unit B contains 3,410 square feet (including the garage). Unit B contains 968 square
feet of private interior garage space. The driveway of Unit B can accommodate one
(1) car and is designated as Limited Common for the Benefit of Unit B.
22. The driveway of Unit A can accommodate one (1) car and is designated as Limited
Common for the Benefit of Unit A.
23. A Common Area and Non-Exclusive Utility and Drainage Easement extend along the
entire length of the north lot line. The easement extends to the northern exterior
facades of Unit A and Unit B.
24.A Non-Exclusive Utility and Drainage Easement extends along the entire length of
the south lot line and west lot line. The easement extends to the southern exterior
facades of Unit A and Unit B.
25. The property is located in a FEMA Flood Zone A which requires the lowest occupied
floor to be equal to or above the base flood elevation.
26. Utilities, including sewer, water, gas, and electricity for both units will originate from
Park Avenue, as service is not available from Sullivan Road.
27. The findings within the Analysis section of this report are incorporated within.
Conclusions of Law – 1280 Park Avenue
1. There is good cause for this condominium Record of Survey plat.
2. The Record of Survey plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code
and applicable State law regarding Condominium Record of Survey Plats.
3. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed Record
of Survey plat.
4. Approval of the Record of Survey plat, subject to the conditions stated below, does
not adversely affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.
Conditions of Approval – 1280 Park Avenue
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and
content of the Record of Survey and Condominium Documents and CC&Rs for
compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and conditions of approval,
prior to recordation of the plat.
2. The applicant will record the Record of Survey at Summit County within one year
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from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within one
year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void unless a request for an extension is
made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted by the City
Council.
3. The CC&Rs shall include a tie breaker mechanism.
4. The CC&Rs shall reflect that the site is listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory
and any development shall be in substantial compliance with the requirements outlined in
the Land Management Code for Historic Sites.
5. A Plat note shall be added and state that the site is listed on the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory and any development shall be in substantial compliance with the requirements
outlined in the Land Management Code for Historic Sites.
2.

2300 Deer Valley Drive East – Deer Crest Hotel Conditional Use Permit
Amendment – request to amend conditions of approval regarding
construction phasing for Phases 2 and 3 of the St. Regis Hotel at the Snow
Park Site (Application PL-16-03101)

Planner Whetstone introduced Michael Zicarro and Tom Bennett, representatives for the
applicant, Deer Crest Janna, the property owner of the Deer Crest CUP.
Planner Whetstone reviewed the request to amend conditions of approval of the Deer
Crest CUP, which is the St. Regis Hotel, regarding the timing of construction of phases two
and three. Planner Whetstone reported that the St. Regis was originally approved in 2005
and was amended in 2008. More recently language was extended in 2014. The entire
hotel project was approved as a conditional use permit, which included all phases, and
everything from the site to the architecture. Conditions were placed having to do with the
timing of the parking structures and condominiums at the Snow Park site.
Planner Whetstone noted that the address is 2300 Deer Valley Drive, where the funicular
goes up and the funicular building sits in the building sits in the building. She noted that
the north side over by Powder Run was always intended to be the third phase. The south
side, which had the temporary sales building was phase two.
Planner Whetstone stated that when this was amended in 2014 to address the timing, it
only referred to the timing of Phase 3, and required building plans by June of 2016. She
noted that the language did not address Phase 2. Therefore, the owner has submitted an
application to request an amendment to the CUP. She pointed out that essentially the
amendment changes some conditions of approval, but it actually clarifies and extends the
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conditional use for construction of Phases 2 and 3. Planner Whetstone referred to page 91
of the Staff report which contained the proposed request to change Conditions 3 and 4.
Planner Whetstone reviewed the proposed changes to the Conditions.
Condition #3 – Instead of saying that the applicant shall submit a complete application and
building plans for construction of the parking structure and condominium units at Snow
Park North on or before June 18th, the applicant was asking to change that to construction
of the Phase 2, parking structure and condominium units at Snow Park South, prior
to December 31, 2017. If plans are not submitted within that time frame that CUP will
expire and they will have to submit a new one. The language further states that they
will submit a building permit application for Phase 3 within 18 months following the
issuance of final certificates of occupancy for the South.
Condition #4 – This condition would be modified slightly to address updating the parking
study. Planner Whetstone noted that this was important because there is existing surface
parking at both sites. Certain things have to happen with that parking to ensure that they
have the necessary parking for the hotel. She pointed out that some of the required
parking is at Snow Park. The new condominiums will require parking but they need to
make sure that parking will be provided during construction. Planner Whetstone stated
that the City is requesting a parking study at the time of the building permit for Phase 3, but
also requesting a general parking study because there have been comments about how
the parking is actually working. When the CUP comes back there is the opportunity to get
a more general parking study. The study will be presented to the Planning Commission as
an information item if the Staff finds any issues in their review.
The Staff had reviewed the request against the conditional use permit criteria and
requested that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider approving
the amendments regarding the timing of construction for Phases 2 and 3 at the St. Regis.
Approximately 200 noticing letters were sent out and Planner Whetstone had received four
or five emails and phone calls from people requesting the Staff report and the exhibits.
She did not receive any follow up on those requests. There was interest from Black
Diamond, Powder Run and others in the neighborhood.
Tom Bennett, representing the applicant, stated that this was a situation where it takes a
lot of words to lay out something that is quite simple. He thought Planner Whetstone
outlined it accurately and he had nothing further to add at this time. He was prepared to
answer questions.
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Chair Strachan asked why the Phase 2 extension was not requested with the previous
amendment. Mr. Bennett Zicarro replied that there was never a timing deadline set for
Phase 2. The timing deadline was always with respect to Phase 3. As mentioned in the
Staff report, this goes back to an issue that rose in 2009 by a neighbor within Deer Crest.
Mr. Zicarro stated that they have a surface lot and the Planning Commission at that time
wanted to know whether it would always be a surface lot or whether it would eventually be
a parking structure with building above it. Therefore, they were given a time frame to do
that. In 2014 the time frame was addressed and extended; however, it essentially put
Phase 3 ahead of Phase 2. When they started planning for Phases 2 and 3 last summer
they realized that the phases were now out of order. Mr. Zicarro remarked that they have
to build on the south side first because that is the parking garage that would add parking
availability when they build on the existing parking lot. He reiterated that there has never
been a timeframe by which Phase 2 had to move forward. Mr. Zicarro clarified that the
intent of this request is to put the phases back in the right order.
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Joyce thought this proposal defeated what was originally trying to be
addressed. He stated that there is open parking on the north side and the Planning
Commission tried to address the concern of how long it would an open parking space
versus a parking structure or parking under condos. That was the big debate and they
established an end date. Commissioner Joyce stated that he was on the Planning
Commission in 2014 and it was not accidental that they focused on the north side for
Phase 3. They specifically talked about when that open parking lot would get its
construction. It was the purpose in 2009 and it was talked about again in 2014.
Commissioner Joyce did not believe Phase 2 was relevant in 2014. The deadlines were
about that north parking lot.
Commissioner Joyce believed the current request exacerbates the concern because
instead of having a clear deadline, Phase 2 would be moved out to December of next year
and the parking lot would be tied to a building permit within 18 months after the CO of
Phase 2. He pointed out that granting this request could potentially extend having the
parking lot for another 10 or 15 years without ever triggering the condition that was agreed
to with much debate and the appeal process in 2009. Commissioner Joyce thought they
were very specific in 2014 and the deadlines were set in place for a reason.
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Planner Whetstone explained that in 2009 there was an amendment to the CUP to build a
structure. The applicant came in with a request and the condition was changed to say that
they could build a parking lot. Planner Whetstone referred to the action letter from the
2009 meeting and read Condition of Approval #14 on page 109 of the Staff report.
Condition #14 – “Within five years of approval, the applicant will either submit building
plans for construction of the parking structure at the Snow Park north side or apply for an
amendment to the Deer Crest Hotel CUP to be approved by the Planning Commission that
either extends the time frame for an additional year, or allows the parking lot as a
permanent solution at the Snow Park North”.
Commissioner Joyce understood that neither of those were part of the request this
evening. Planner Whetstone answered yes. She noted that in 2014 the applicant
requested a change to the condition, and at that time a date was set. Planner Whetstone
stated that if the parking on the north side is taken away before the replacement parking is
built there would be no parking for the hotel. Therefore, Phase 2 has to occur before
Phase 3.
Planner Whetstone noted that the Planning Commission could approve the request to
amend the conditions for the construction; they could deny the request; or they could
continue the discussion and direct the Staff to prepare findings. She pointed out that if the
Planning Commission denies the request the applicant would have to bring in plans for the
north side by June 2016.
Assistant City Attorney McLean recalled that the issue regarding the building of the parking
lot was that initially it was temporary and it needed to be turned into a permanent parking
lot. She noted that it was turned into a permanent parking lot as part of what occurred in
2009. Ms. McLean stated that the Planning Commission did not want a temporary parking
lot without an end date because then it would not be temporary. She referred to page 109
of the Staff report, which was the exhibit from the Jerry Rice appeal. She noted that the
condition #14 talks about within five years of the approval that either extends the time
frame for an additional year, or allows the parking lot as a permanent parking solution at
Snow Park north. Her recollection wasn’t that they needed to build a parking structure, it
was that they wanted a permanent parking lot.
Assistant City Attorney remarked that in terms of extending this out, the Staff discussed
whether conditions have changed in the Code that would prevent the applicant from getting
the CUP of they were to reapply today. She recalled that the Staff conclusion was no, and
a Finding was added to make it clear because the City does not like to extend things out.
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Commissioner Joyce noted that the Planning Commission has a list of LMC changes they
will be looking at over the next 18 months, yet this could possibly extend out ten years. He
believed it took away their flexibility.
Chair Strachan agreed with Commissioner Joyce in terms of what happened during the
2014 meeting. However, if they do not grant this request and the CUP expires in June
2016, the applicant will submit a new CUP. The Codes are the same and the Planning
Commission would have to approve it because the impacts have already been proven to
be mitigated. That would put them in the same situation of having a flat parking lot for the
next five or more years while the applicant continues through the process with a pending
application for a CUP. Chair Strachan pointed out that they end up in the same place with
a flat parking lot and no way out under either scenario. Either they grant the extension this
evening, or they deny it and applicant comes back with a new application and the flat
parking lot remains.
Commissioner Joyce understood Chair Strachan’s point, but based on that logic the whole
negotiation for an end date to the parking lot has no teeth whatsoever. He stated that if the
options Chair Strachan laid out were the only options, the only teeth would be if
somewhere in that time a substantive LMC change was made that would affect bringing the
CUP back under a new set of rules, which could be better or worse for the applicant.
Chair Strachan remarked that in many other circumstances there are teeth to deadlines.
He believed if they asked the applicant’s representatives what the detriment would be, it
would be that they have to spend a lot of time and money on a new CUP.
Commissioner Joyce had two issues. One was that he did not agree with the idea that this
was a mistake. It was what they talked about and cared about in 2014 and the reason they
set a deadline. Secondly, he was comfortable with the extension until he saw it kick off of
the Certificate of Occupancy. He was concerned that they got away from a hard date and
instead were setting a date based on something that is 95% in the applicant’s control.
Commissioner Joyce clarified that he did not want the applicant to repeat the CUP process,
but the Planning Commission either needed to reach the conclusion that the parking lot
was fine as it; or they set a hard date for Phase 3 and the building plans.
Chair Strachan thought they needed to reach a compromise where the CO does not mark
the line. It would be some other benchmark.
Mr. Zicarro noted that something new that they were proposing was to set a time deadline
on the start of Phase 2, which does not currently exit. Their goal is to set time frames on
this project going forward. Mr. Zicarro stated that they were willing to set an outside date
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which is three years from the date that Phase 2 is required to proceed to start Phase 3. He
noted that they also agreed to provide a second parking study. One was submitted in 2012
and they were agreeing to do another one over a 12 month period so the Planning Staff
could accurately assess the parking for the project and whether or not it is appropriate. If it
is not appropriate, the applicant would have to address it before starting Phase 2.
Commissioner Campbell asked Commissioner Joyce if his objection was to the flat parking
lot itself or whether he was trying to do a minimum number of parking spaces to make sure
the parking does not fall below that. Commissioner Campbell thought the Commissioners
had agreed that if they were going to restrict parking spaces generally that they wanted
maximum numbers rather than minimum numbers to keep traffic down. He asked if the
other Commissioners shared his recollection.
Commissioner Joyce explained that his concern was that in 2009 there was an agreement
that said no one wanted a flat temporary parking lot. Commissioner Campbell asked if his
opposition was to the big wall or because there were not enough parking spaces. He
asked Commissioner Joyce to disregard what was done in 2009 and to explain his
opposition based on present day. Commissioner Joyce replied that he was trying to get rid
of the big wall. He explained that at some level he personally did not care, but at lot of
work and energy took place in 2009, as well as an appeals process, that produced an end
result. Commissioner Campbell pointed out that seven years later the Planning
Commission has concluded that traffic is a bigger problem than parking, and he thought
they had agreed not to impose minimum parking spaces. Commissioner Joyce remarked
that when the applicant submits building plans for Phases 2 and 3 and the parking study,
they could look back and determine at that point whether they were requiring the applicant
to build too much parking.
Commissioner Campbell stated that one of the conditions is a new parking study and if it
has more than two spaces he would be against it because each space will be filled with a
car that uses City streets and that is what they want to avoid. It would not bother him at all
if they build Phase 2 first and it obliterates every parking space up there for five years. In
the end parking will be self-regulating and the result will be the right number of parking
spaces. Commissioner Joyce believed this was an LMC discussion that needs to take
place. However, the LMC currently requires a number of parking spaces based on the type
of business or residence. If they want to focus on mass transit and less parking they have
to change the LMC.
Commissioner Campbell was concerned about asking the applicant to come back with a
traffic study with results that they do not really care about. Commissioner Joyce argued
that Commissioner Campbell might not care, but that was not the case for everyone.
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Planner Whetstone clarified that the applicants needed the parking to meet the minimum
parking requirement for the hotel on top because of the Settlement Agreement restricting
the number of overnight spaces at the Roosevelt Gap site. Therefore, they are counting on
the parking at Snow Park required by the CUP and the settlement Agreement to meet the
parking for the hotel. Planner Whetstone stated that it is fairly under parked because the
parking standards do not required parking for employees. They must have a 200 space
parking lot on the Mayflower site for the employees that are shuttled up through Deer
Crest. She noted that they were already meeting the minimum parking requirements.
Commissioner Campbell recalled from the 2014 renegotiation that the Planning
Commission had requested some type of beautification to make the wall look nicer.
Planner Whetstone stated that the idea was to make it a permanent parking space with
permanent landscaping and drainage. Commissioner Campbell asked if one of the options
this evening would be to allow the applicant to make the parking lot as it exists a
permanent lot. Planner Whetstone clarified that it is basically a permanent parking lot now.
She explained that the original Conditional Use Permit expires in one year unless it is
extended. This one is 80% complete. If it were not for the phasing issue and the condition
that required the parking structure before issuing the CO, and the fact that no one wanted
a parking structure before there were units on top to cover it up, this discussion would not
be taking place because the conditional use permit was not expired.
Commissioner Campbell remarked that the language Assistant City Attorney McLean read
from page 109 ends with, “….or allows the parking lot as a permanent parking solution”.
Planner Whetstone stated that the condition was put on the CUP when it was phased.
The Commissioners discussed options to resolve this issue. Chair Strachan noted that the
applicant has UEs that they are entitled to. Commissioner Joyce stated that if Planning
Commission decides that this was permanent parking, the applicant could come back with
a new CUP request.
Commissioner Campbell wanted it clear that he was opposed to any regulation of parking
spaces. Commissioner Joyce reiterated that currently the LMC has parking requirements
that the Planning Commission needs to enforce. If Commissioner Campbell felt that
strongly he needed to raise his concerns and be a big proponent for making changes when
they discuss the LMC and whether or not to change the parking requirements.
Chair Strachan understood that the applicant and some of the Commissioners were in
favor of imposing a new hard deadline based on a new benchmark that is not just the CO
plus 18 months. Everyone concurred. Chair Strachan stated that the next step was to
figure out the deadline and the benchmarks.
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Mr. Zicarro stated that currently there is no deadline on Phase 2. If they intend to impose a
deadline that needed to be done first. He remarked that in discussions with the Planning
Staff they talked about various time frames to start Phase 3. They came up with the
proposal that was mentioned earlier and they were willing to change that to set a firm date,
which is three years of the commencement of Phase 2, or three years from the December
31, 2017 date. Chair Strachan asked how they would define commencement. Mr. Zicarro
defined it as building permit. However, if the deadline for Phase 2 becomes December
st
31 , 2017, then they would set three years from that date as the firm deadline for the
commencement of the building permit. Mr. Bennett clarified that it would be the
submission of an application for a building permit, which would be 12/31/2020.
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 92 of the Staff report, the recommended
amendment, and understood that based on what Mr. Bennett had stated, the language
would be revised to read, “A complete building permit for Phase 3 shall be submitted by
st
December 31 , 2020.” Mr. Bennett concurred. Commissioner Joyce noted that the
amended language that was proposed already identified the date for a building permit for
Phase 2 as December 31, 2017.
Chair Strachan thought it should be clarified that Phase 2 is required to be completed
before Phase 3 begins. Commissioner Joyce believed the amended language on the
bottom of page 91 already sets the building permit piece for Phase 2. He thought that
should be left intact. Planner Whetstone stated that the south side has to be completed so
they can use that parking before they tear up the north side.
Chair Strachan was bothered by Mr. Bennett’s comment that 2017 is the submission of a
building permit. He thought that deadline should be the actual construction of Phase 2
rather than just submitting plans. Mr. Bennett stated that once the permit plans and
applications are submitted the timing is out of their hands and in the hands of the City. He
preferred the date to be within the developer’s control. The submission of a building permit
application would be in their control. Commissioner Joyce was comfortable with the timing
of the submission of the building permit. He was not interested in forcing the building
phases. His concern was to make sure there was an adequate parking plan. Mr. Bennett
pointed out that when the Phase 2 building is built, the parking is built first. Therefore, the
parking could potentially be serviceable six months before the condos are built on top.
Commissioner Joyce summarized the changes per their discussion. He referred to the
bottom of page 91 with the amendment to Condition #3, and suggested that they leave it
intact as written. As the language continues on page 92, the bottom sentence should be
revised to read, “A complete building permit application for Phase 3 shall be submitted by
December 31st, 2020”. That was the only change he would request. Mr. Bennett and Mr.
Zicarro were comfortable with that change.

Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Page 25 of 178

Commissioner Campbell asked if they could strike Condition of Approval #4 regarding the
parking study. Chair Strachan stated that the last time the applicant came before the
Planning Commission they had already completed a parking study. His concern then and
still now is the fact that everyone parks in the Snow Park parking lots. Not everyone would
agree, but he believed it was true based on what he sees. Chair Strachan stated that in
regards to the last parking study, the Minutes reflect that Mr. Bennett had said, On the
busiest day of the year approximately 40% of the spaces were still open and he was clearly
demonstrating to the Planning Commission that the project has more parking than has ever
been used. Chair Strachan stated that if that was the case it creates three problems. One
is why would they build more parking. The second is how to discourage people from
parking in Snow Park. The third was whether they needed another study if the evidence is
clear that it is already an over parked facility. Chair Strachan clarified that he was talking
about the Deer Valley Snow Park lot.
Mr. Zicarro stated that they have taken great strides to make sure their hotel guests and
employees do not park in the Deer Valley lots. Deer Valley is quick to let them know
whenever that happens. Mr. Zicarro noted that during the last winter season they were
only informed that one employee parked there twice. However, the hotel cannot control
people who come to the restaurant and park there. Mr. Zicarro stated that the parking
shown in the preliminary plan is exactly the number of spaces they were required to
provide in 2009. He explained that the hotel has evolved even since 2012 and the
Planning Staff thought it was important to have an idea of the current parking needs. That
was the reason for suggesting another traffic study. Mr. Zicarro noted that the results may
be the same or similar to what it was in 2012. He noted that in 2012, on a Saturday during
Sundance at the busiest hour, they were at 44% capacity. The parking lots are for hotel
guests. Employees park outside the lower Jordanelle gate by Route 40 and they are
shuttled to the hotel.
Mr. Zicarro stated that they were willing to do the parking study because they have other
“homework” to do over that one year period. The parking study would be presented to the
Planning Staff and the Planning Commission if the parking result was different. It would be
early enough in the process to modify what they were originally directed to provide in 2009.
Director Erickson thought it was important to keep the parking study as a condition for
several reasons. If it does support the position of being over parked they would have fact
based analysis to consider when they discuss changing the regulations. Combined with
other parking studies coming in from other projects, they will have more than an anecdotal
set of evidence. Director Erickson could see trip generation for the hotels changing again
from hotel shuttles from Salt Lake City to the Black Car solutions. He was unsure where it
would shift again for guests in the next five years. Director Erickson stated that they need
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to be planning ahead to 2020 to look at changes in the hotel operations and whether or not
it would be over parked.
Chair Strachan asked if the parking study was required by the Settlement Agreement. Mr.
Bennett answered yes. Planner Whetstone stated that the proposed language in the
condition was requested by the City Engineer.
Commissioner Joyce thought the parking studies ignore the one thing that he and
Commissioner Campbell disagree on, which is the effects of having insufficient parking.
On the ski area it flows over into the Library and surrounding streets and shopping center,
and the burden is on those owners to enforce parking. For the Deer Crest Hotel people
park in the Deer Valley parking lot and walk up. He pointed out that the parking study does
not take into account the people who park where they are not supposed to be parking.
Director Erickson offered to take his comments to the City Engineer, who would be helping
with the scope of the traffic study. He agreed that a peak hour of a peak day during
Sundance is a high level of high end destination guests. The Saturday before the Fourth of
July could more likely be people from surrounding states who choose to drive.
Commissioner Joyce thought the worst scenarios were the local events where everyone
drives and they all park in the Deer Valley lot. Director Erickson agreed that they should
look at that piece as well. He also agreed that the parking study needs to be done
correctly with the correct scopes of work, more off-site focus, and less focus on the peak
high-end period and more focus on the marginal times when people bend the rules.
Chair Strachan thought it should be tied to Phase 2, the potential construction of the
parking structure. Planner Whetstone replied that it was tied to Phase 2. Chair Strachan
was concerned that if the study was not tied earlier than the deadline, it would only have to
be completed by the end date. Director Erickson suggested that they tie the total number
of parking spaces allowed in Phase 2 to the results of the parking study. He noted that as
the approval stands, they are vested under the old ordinance, but they could request to be
covered under the new ordinance if they reduce the maximum parking demand.
Chair Strachan was concerned that the parking study would be submitted as part of the
application for building of a parking structure. Before reaching that point he would like
some analysis that may say they are already over parked. In that case, the applicant
should come to the Planning Commission with another CUP which may be in their best
interest. It would give them the option of using the UEs to put in condos instead of parking.
Mr. Zicarro stated that in Phase 2 the current plan is to build one level of parking with
approximately 35 parking spaces. The total requirement for Phases 2 and 3 are 105
spaces. They currently have approximately 68 spaces. If they submit a parking study that
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dictates either more or less parking, the Planning Commission would be able to address
the requirements for parking for Phase 3, which at this point with no change is an additional
70 parking spaces.
Commissioner Band understood that they should leave Condition #4 as proposed and
revise Condition #3 as previously stated by Commission Joyce.
MOTION: Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the amendments to Conditions # 4 of
the Deer Crest Hotel CUP as proposed and to revise the proposed Condition #3 to read:
“The applicant shall submit a complete application and building plans for construction of
the Phase 2, parking structure and condominium units at Snow Park South on or prior to
December 31, 2017. If plans are not submitted within this date, the prior CUP approval for
Snow Park South shall expire and a new Conditional Use Permit application will be
required to be reviewed by the Planning Commission prior to submittal of such building
plans for the Snow Park Site. A complete building permit application for Phase 3 shall be
st
submitted by December 31 , 2020”.
Commissioner Band seconded the motion.
Planner Whetstone clarified that they were eliminating the extension that was in the
language that was deleted in Condition #3. Chair Strachan answered yes.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Planning Commission adjourned the regular meeting and moved back into Work
Session to discuss the Land Management Code. That discussion can be found in the
Work Session Minutes dated April 13, 2016.

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

Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________
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PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION MINUTES
April 13, 2016

PRESENT: Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, John
Phillips, Laura Suesser, Doug Thimm.
Bruce Erickson, Ann Laurent, Kirsten Whetstone, Francisco Astorga, Polly
Samuels McLean,

WORK SESSION ITEMS
Land Management Code Amendments 2016 Annual Review
Director Erickson stated that the Staff had identified a number of LMC changes that are
primarily administrative changes that do not require a lot of discussion. These also include
definition issues. The changes would not take much time and the Commissioners should
be able to take action quickly.
Director Erickson requested that the Planning Commission review a list of items outlined in
the Staff report and agree on which items need minimal discussion moving forward, which
ones need moderate discussion, and which ones may require significant discussion.
Director Erickson stated that the General Plan settles most of the main issues at the policy
level. However, if there are new ones that are significant, the Staff could provide additional
data and they could schedule the discussion over several meetings. Director Erickson
noted that Ann Laurent, the Community Development Director, has offered to work with the
Planning Commission on this endeavor. She would also be directly involved with policy
matters.
Community Development Director Laurent reiterated that the goal this evening was to go
through how they want to categorize and prioritize their discussions for future meetings.
She discouraged the Commissioners from talking about specific items; however, if
someone has a specific discussion point, they should express is so it can be included as a
future discussion item. Ms. Laurent emphasized the importance of first prioritizing the list
to help the Staff move forward on which items to bring back for each meeting.
Director Erickson stated that Ms. Laurent would be bringing forth a full list of items having
to do with lighting, energy and housing as her part in helping the Planning Department.
Ms. Laurent noted that she would be involved with anything related to building code.
The Planning Commission prioritized the list outlined on page 58 of the Staff report.
Commissioner Joyce remarked that in addition to deciding the importance of the item, they
also needed to consider the amount of work discussion it would take at each meeting.
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1. Appeals process for extensions of HDDR and CUP approvals for consistency
with Chapter 1 and throughout the Code.
The Commissioners considered this a minimum discussion item.
2. Standards for expiration of inactive or stayed applications (Chapter 1).
The Commissioners thought this item needed a higher level of discussion. Chair Strachan
thought this item was important, but he thought the actual work of fixing the Code sections
would not take long.
Director Erickson stated that over the course of the past few years the Staff has delayed
talking about the State mandated code changes. He believed they would redline those
changes and bring them back to the Planning Commission as quickly as possible for
compliance with State law.
3. Standards for application revisions and requirements for submittal of new
application when changes are substantial (Chapter 1).
Planner Whetstone thought they needed to clarify what would be considered “substantial”
because that is currently not addressed in the LMC.
4. Clarify General Plan analysis standard of review for Conditional Use Permits and
other types of applications (Chapter 1).
Chair Strachan believed this was a policy issue. Director Erickson thought it was more of a
legal issue than policy. Assistant City Attorney McLean thought it was mischaracterized as
written. She explained that the LMC should not be separate from the General Plan. For
example, currently there is a requirement that there be a finding that it complies with the
General Plan. If they move forward and make the LMC reflect what they want it to, they
should be referencing the General Plan in the LMC. Ms. McLean stated that the General
Plan should be the more policy related items. The Commissioners agreed. Chair Strachan
pointed out that there are many things that meet the LMC do not meet the General Plan.
Commissioner Band thought the State Ombudsman was clear when he said that it is not
legally defensible and that they should not be referencing the LMC and the General Plan at
all. It is more of a Best Practices and visionary statement, but not policy.
Stated that he would draft specific language to address the issue.
5. Review Allowed and Conditional Uses in all Districts for consistency and for
consideration of other uses (Agricultural Uses, Accessory Apartments, Portable
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Storage Units, Resort Accessory Uses, Resort Summer Uses, Essential
Municipal Uses, Temporary Improvements, Tents, Special Events) (Chapter 2).
The Commissioner agreed that this was a minimal discussion item.
6. Clarify Steep Slope CUP and setback applicability (regarding vertical plane)
(Chapter 2).
Director Erickson stated that steep slope designation setback are on flat ground and the
Staff would like to put them on a vertical plane similar to all other setbacks.
This was a definition change and the Commissioners thought it was important.
7. Allow common wall development with Party Wall Agreement for all Districts, as in
R-1 (Chapter 2).
Planner Whetstone noted that this was a way to allow units to be individually sold without a
condominium plat. Commissioner Band thought they should definitely allow this. Planner
Whetstone stated that they would also have the Legal Department review the language.
8. Exception for ten foot horizontal step back for historic structures in HRL, HR-1,
HR-2 and RC District as legal non-complying structures (Chapter 2).
Planner Whetstone stated that a historic structure is considered a legal non-complying
structure for heights, setbacks, etc., but not for the ten-foot setback. They would not
expect the historic structure to go 23 feet up and then create a ten-foot step.
Director Erickson did not believe there were any General Plan implications in making this
change.
9. Consistent requirements for screening of mechanical equipment in GC and LI
District (Chapter 2).
Director Erickson noted that his change would add language in the LMC that would require
developers to identify the location of equipment as well as screening. Chair Strachan
thought they needed to be more specific about screening in terms of how it looks.

10. Parking and driveway regulations regarding maximum driveway grades; parking
areas for vehicles, boats and trailers; maximum parking standards; parking in

Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Page 31 of 178

Historic District standards consistent with Parking Chapter (Chapter 3).
Director Erickson stated that this was a bad section of the Code for a number of reasons.
He noted that some driveways are twice as steep as the City streets and it allows building
to be pushed higher and deeper on a steep slope lot. This proposed changed would bring
it back down to what can be seen in the foothills of Salt Lake.
Chair Strachan did not believe this would take a lot of Staff and Planning Commission time,
but he thought they would get a lot of pushback. The Commissioners listed this as a
moderate discussion item. Commissioner Campbell was concerned that half of the
remaining lots in Park City would be unbuildable if they made this change.
Director Erickson added that particular concern to the discussion list.
11. Align Special Events regulations with recent Municipal Code changes (Special
Events, Temporary Structures and Tents, Outdoor Events, etc. in all Districts
(Chapter 2) and in Chapter 4.
Director Erickson remarked that this change would bring the LMC into alignment with the
Municipal Code regarding tents, Sundance, large parties, temporary structures, etc.
Chair Strachan was uncomfortable making a decision without knowing what exactly would
change. Director Erickson explained that someone could question on what authority
special events regulate Sundance with a master festival license when it is not addressed in
the LMC. He stated that it would simply the Code and identify Tier 1, 2, 3 and 4 events
based on number of people expected. They could also add for City services. Director
Erickson stated that the intent is to deregulate a personal wedding, and do a better job of
regulating longer term tenants at Stein’s, St. Regis, and Park City performances. They
would also look at the larger event regulations to make sure it is consistent with the Master
Festival Licenses.
Chair Strachan asked if the language would mirror the Municipal Code. Director Erickson
replied that it would mirror the intent but it would be written a little different.
This was identified as a moderate discussion item.

12. Portable Storage Unit and Group Mail Box regulations (Chapters 2 and 4).
The Commissioners were in favor but Commissioner Band thought the community might
have issues.
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13. Landscape review standards for water conservation and energy efficiency,
prohibit synthetic mulches (Chapter 5).
Planner Whetstone noted that this change was due to an issue that came up over rubber
mulch. However, synthetic mulches was a small part of the proposed change. The rest
relates to methods of water conservation and energy efficiency.
Ms. Laurent thought these were standalone issues and she was not comfortable tying it all
together. The Commissioners agreed. The items were split into 13a, which was water
conservation and energy efficiency, and 13b was synthetic mulches. The Commissioners
agreed that 13b was a minimum discussion and 13a would require more discussion.
Ms. Laurent explained that the Environmental Group will be evaluating the General Plan
and do an analysis on what items in the General Plan have the biggest impacts to make
the biggest gains on the goals. She stated that they could spend a lot of time dezoning
some part of the neighborhoods, but they first need to understand the impacts. She
wanted to be able to present the Planning Commission with analytical data on energy
related conservation measures and associated impacts.
Commissioner Joyce remarked that his frustration is that the City takes measures to
conserve energy but they have not done anything to help anyone else in the community.
Ms. Laurent noted that the City Council recently split the goals into municipal goals and
community goals. This would be the first step in how to meet a community goal.
Commissioner Joyce stated that another frustration is that the City studies everything but
then does nothing. He will continue to nag on the low hanging fruit that could be done right
away. Unless something happens quickly on major items such as housing and energy, he
would not be voting to just sick back and wait for studies. Ms. Laurent preferred to call it an
analysis as opposed to a study. The idea is that when something is controversial they will
have the data point of what the impact would actually be.
14. Lighting standards for energy efficiency (Chapters 3 and 5).
15. Codify requirements for Net Zero Buildings and other energy efficiencies
(Chapters 5 and 6).
Director Erickson stated that items 14 and 15 could go into the policy discussion with one
exception. He would like to be able to deal with glare as a separate issue. Planner
Whetstone replied that color was also a separate issue because glare and color relate to
the LED.
Director Erickson requested that glare be singled out as moderate discussion.
Commissioner Phillips agreed that glare would require significant discussion because it is a
problem in several areas.
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The Commissioners agreed that glare should be listed as a moderate discussion item.
Commissioner Campbell noted that if they intend to spend a lot of time in discussion the
Planning Commission would have to be educated on lighting measurements, etc. He
thought this item could be subjective and very controversial. Chair Strachan pointed out
that the Staff would do the analysis and that should reduce the amount of time the
Planning Commission would have to spend in discussion.
Ms. Laurent suggested that they should leave it in moderate.
16. Barrel roofs as a permitted roof form (Chapter 5) and codify how height is
measured (Chapter 2).
Commissioner Band explained that a barrel roof is like half of a circle. Director Erickson
noted that they allow height exceptions for roof pitch, but they do not found a way of
measuring the pitch of a curved roof.
The Commissioners agreed that this item would require significant discussion.
17. Unit Equivalent requirements in Master Planned Developments (Chapter 6) and
for various Public Uses (in ROS and CT Districts).
Director Erickson believed the discussion would be significant for this item. The Planning
Commission agreed.
18. Master Planned Development requirements (Ski Lockers, Soils Ordinance, Mine
Sites, Support Commercial and Meeting Space, and Back of House Uses)
(Chapter 6).
There was agreement to list this item as significant discussion. Director Erickson noted
that currently they only require the identification of mine hazard site. As in the case of
PCMR, they did not have to identify all mine sites; only mine hazard sites. It was simply a
matter of changing the wording and Director Erickson thought mine sites could be pulled
out and listed as minimum discussion.
19. Expand Annexation Expansion Boundary to include City Owned property to the
North and East of current City Limits (Chapter 8).
Planner Whetstone noted that this item was direction from the General Plan to look at
where they might expand and annex in.
Chair Strachan remarked that every annexation he has seen is a large piece of land with
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significant sprawl. In his opinion, annexation should be limited to 100% for affordable
housing or for open space. He pointed out that Park City Heights has some affordable
housing but it was not entirely affordable housing.
Planner Whetstone stated that another part of this is the criteria for allowing expansion.
Ms. Laurent noted that annexation criteria would be included as part of the discussion.
20. Definitions in Chapter 15 (agriculture, back of house uses, barrel roof, billboard,
portable storage units (PODs), intensive office, setback and steep slope area
vertical planes, publicly accessible, and others).
Director Erickson placed this as a moderate discussion item so the Planning Commission
could decide whether chickens should be allowed in the Historic District or the Single
Family zones.
Chair Strachan believed some of the categories listed in Item 20 would require significant
discussion. Director Erickson noted that some of the things were repeats of other items,
and this was primarily for definitions. Ms. Laurent questioned whether they should be
handling definitions as it relates to other items. Planner Whetstone thought they should if it
relates to what is being changed. Ms. Laurent stated that in addition to bringing back the
State mandated code changes they would also bring back the sub-standard definitions.
21. Clarification of Planning Director approval of “diminimus adjustments.”
Chair Strachan remarked that they currently enjoy a good Planning Director; however,
there have been times when a Planning Director abused the diminimus adjustment
loophole. He thought this item was worthy of a moderate discussion. The Commissioners
concurred.
Ms. Laurent wanted to use the remaining time to go through the list of items prepared by
Commissioner Band, Commissioner Joyce, and Commissioner Strachan. She asked the
Commissioners to identify which ones were priorities. Commissioner Band stated that her
list was more general than specific. Chair Strachan stated that his list was not ready to be
discussed.
Commissioner Joyce stated that the difference between the Staff’s list that they just
reviewed and his list, is that is items were more along the lines of driving the City through
the Code. It changes things. He thought the list they just went through were more
administrative. They need definitions and they need to change language for consistency.
Even the more significant ones were still insignificant. Commissioner Joyce was
concerned that when all this has been done, they will have made administrative changes
but they would not have changed the energy policy or pollution or housing.
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Director Erickson explained the strategy they were asking the Planning Commission to put
forward. He stated that if they could clean up some of the administration fights they have
every day, it would give the Staff more time to focus on the major issues and the big policy
decisions. He had reviewed Commissioner Joyce’s list and many of the items fit it with
what they plan to do. One fit in with Ms. Laurent’s energy policy, one fit in with the General
Plan first and the LMC second. His item regarding fireplace restrictions is already in the
development agreements for Empire and Deer Valley. Director Erickson stated that at the
next meeting they will incorporate some of the items into the other calculations.
Ms. Laurent noted that fireplaces is an item that the analysis will address for both gas and
burning fireplaces and talk about the impacts. She stated that if the Planning Commission
wanted to address fireplace restrictions on principle, they should add it to the list. Or they
could address it as part of energy and how to approach the LMC from a carbon reduction
perspective.
Commissioner Band thought this was the low hanging fruit that Commissioner Joyce
mentioned earlier. She did not believe they needed a study to tell them that wood burning
fireplaces are bad. Other cities and municipalities are already enacting laws to restrict
them and Park City could do the same.
Ms. Laurent suggested that they add wood burning fireplaces under the significant column.
Director Erickson remarked that Commissioner Joyce had done a great job preparing his
list and going through the General Plan. They had two options to address his list. They
could either filter it out the same they did with the Staff list, or they could put numbers on
them and come back at the next meeting and do a quick filter at that point. He noted that
Commissioner Joyce had 20 items on his list.
Ms. Laurent believed that some of the items on Commissioner Joyce’s list were already
covered tonight with the Staff list. She thought his idea of energy tax was probably not a
LMC discussion. Commissioner Joyce clarified that tax was probably not the right word.
His intent was to actually imply a program that would include non-profit, prohibitions, fees,
alternatives with renewable energy, and many other things that could be part of the energy
discussion as well as the LMC. Commissioner Joyce stated that his main concern was that
they would wait for all of the energy studies to be completed before they even look at
making changes. He suggested that members from the Planning Commission could be
part of the energy discussions because at this point they are not contributing at all.
Commissioner Joyce understood that the Planning Commission could not set a tax, but
there were other things they could be doing.
Ms. Laurent stated that the three critical goals are energy, transportation and housing. She
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asked if it made sense to have brainstorming work sessions around those three goals.
Planner Whetstone asked if Ms. Laurent was suggesting that their discussion focus on the
LMC or if she was talking about general discussion. Ms. Laurent replied that the purview of
the Planning Commission would be the LMC. However, the Planning Commission could
still make recommendations to the City Council on other policy issues they would like the
Council to consider. Ms. Laurent clarified that the ultimate goal at the end of these work
session is to recommend changes to the LMC that better supports the Staff and better
supports the City’s goals.
Commissioner Joyce explained how he compiled his list and his purpose for going through
the General Plan. His concern was that a lot of time and effort went into writing the
General Plan, but not all of the issues were resolved and there are notes indicating that
those issues should be revisited. Some of the issues are big and interesting. For example,
one issue was whether or not to set a maximum house size in some districts. Ms. Laurent
noted that they could add maximum house size as an item for discussion. Commissioner
Band stated that house size also relates to energy.
Commissioner Band stated that TDR is a major issue that needs to be looked at, but no
one is currently using it and she personally thought it should be a low priority item.
However, she thought Back of House should be a higher priority because Vail is already at
the table with their parking lots and Deer Valley will be coming in soon.
Ms. Laurent suggested that they add everything on the list as moderate and significant, as
well as the three critical issues as it relates to the General Plan. They could have a
discussion on all of those items and then go through the same process after that to
determine priority.
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that when they went through the Staff list this evening,
they categorized based on how much discussion each item would require, but they did not
sort the items by importance. He thought there were some items listed as moderate that
may not be a priority versus other items that relate to the three main goals. Ms. Laurent
pointed out that Items 13a, 14, and 15 were goal based. Chair Strachan believed the
problem is that everything was too broad. For example, screening could be a housing or
an energy issue. He believed every item on the list could be categorized under energy or
transportation. Ms. Laurent agreed, but she was not confident that they had captured
everything in the General Plan that could be Land Management Code. She thought the
discussions might flush out the missing items or give them confidence that the list is
complete. The suggestion was made to have another work session to prioritize. Chair
Strachan pointed out that Commissioner Joyce would not be at the next meeting.
Ms. Laurent suggested that they use the next meeting that Steve is present to prioritize.
As part of that she would share the matrix of all the different things in the LMC and they
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could decide how they want to tackle getting the confidence that they capture everything.
Director Erickson stated that his preference is to take LMC changes to the City Council
about every two weeks, depending on the Staff workload and the significance of the issue.
Director Erickson reported that when he sent out the housing report for the Blue Ribbon
Commission and the EPS, he put in the email that this meeting would be held tonight to
th
take their input and to deliver the input to the City Council at the joint meeting on April 28 .
He stated that apparently he was not clear in his email and he would send it out again
tomorrow. Director Erickson noted that the City Council specially asked for input from the
Planning Commission on what the Blue Ribbon Housing Committee reported.
The Planning Commission was reminded of the joint meeting with the City Council on April
28th.

The Work Session was adjourned.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

7800 Royal Street East #16
Makena Hawley, City Planner
PL-16-03110
April 27, 2016
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and continue the
item to a date uncertain, to allow additional time for the Sterlingwood HOA vote to take
place in order to properly approve the plat according to State requirements.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Juan I. Casanueva and Carmen Gill represented by Marshall
King
7800 Royal Street East #16
Residential Development (RD) District
Single-family residences and duplex dwellings
Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

Park City Mountain Resort MPD Development Agreement
Mountain Upgrade Plan
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner
PL-14-02600
27 April 2016
Administrative – MPD Amendment Historic Preservation
Condition of Approval Date Extension

Summary Recommendations
Staff requests that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review the
Historic Preservation Condition of Approval No. 4 of the PCMR Master Planned
Development (MPD), Development Agreement Mountain Upgrade Plan amendments
approved on March 25, 2015. Staff recommends extending the deadline 120 days to
July 23, 2016.
Description
Applicant:
Property Owner:
Location:
Zoning::
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

VR CPC Holdings, Inc. d/b/a Park City Mountain
TCFC LEASECO LLC and TCFC PROPCO LLC
1345 Lowell Avenue
Recreation and Open Space (ROS) District
Recreation open space
MPD Amendments are reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission

Proposal
Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the amendment to the MPD to
extend the deadline specified in the Historic Preservation condition of approval above of
March 25, 2016, to July 23, 2016, (120 days), to allow Staff to work with the applicant as
the Planning Department is reviewing the submitted document and specifically waiting
for the ALTA/ACSM Survey of the PCMR Development Agreement property as
specified in section (b) to be completed. Section (c) of the condition can only be met
after the inventory of historically significant structures and preservation/restoration for
such structure is finalized to be able to dedicate preservation easements, contribute the
specified monetary amount, etc.
Background
On December 23, 2014 the applicant submitted a request to amend the existing Master
Planned Development & Development Agreement. The current application was for the
following items:
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a. Amendment to the Mountain Upgrade Plan for the Interconnect Gondola and
expansion of the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant.
b. Amendment to the Park City Mountain Resort Master Plan Development (MPD)
to satisfy requirements of the 2007 annexation which added the upper mountain
ski terrain to PCMR’s original MPD.
On March 25, 2015, the Park City Planning Commission approved the requested
amendment to the Mountain Upgrade Plan for the Interconnect Gondola and expansion
of the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant; Amendment to the Park City Mountain Resort
Master Plan Development (MPD) to satisfy requirements of the 2007 annexation which
required the addition of the upper mountain ski terrain to PCMR’s original MPD; and
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a ski lift (interconnect). Click on this link to view the
published staff report, page 85.
In addition, there was a City Council work session discussion in July 2015. Pursuant to
direction given at that work session, Planning Department Staff, Historic Preservation
Planner Anya Grahn and Planning Director Bruce Erickson, met with the Park City
Historical Society and Museum to develop a prioritized list of mine structures that
needed immediate stabilization.
On March 23, 2016, the Planning Commission had a work session annual check-in
discussion regarding the historic preservation efforts as outlined on the condition of
approval. The Planning Commission indicated that they would be willing to consider the
proposed extension to July 23, 2016.
Additionally, Park City Mountain Resort, Park City Historical Society, and Park City
Municipal announced the formation of a new group dedicated to preserving the historic
mining structures located at various locations at Park City Mountain Resort on April 8,
2016. The Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History is dedicated to overseeing a fiveyear fundraising plan to preserve the mine sites located on the resort property. The
group will be planning various fundraising events throughout the year, with Park City
Mountain Resort continuing to provide ski mining tours for locals and visitors. The
group’s primary focus will on the seven (7) priority mine sites:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Thaynes Mine—Hoist house
Thaynes Mine— Conveyor gallery
Jupiter Mine—Ore bin
Silver King Mine –Head Frame Building
King Con Mine—Ore bin
King Con Mine— Counter weight
California Comstock Mine

Park City Mountain has already committed to $50,000 toward the preservation of the
California/Comstock Mill, and Vail as owner of Park City Mountain is prepping to start
the rehabilitation work on the California Comstock this spring.
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Analysis
The MPD Amendment application approved in March 2015 is subject to specific
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval found by clicking on
this link, page 29 (Adopted Planning Commission minutes). MPD Amendment
condition of approval no. 4 required a number of items relating to historic preservation
be completed prior to March 25, 2016. See the exact language below with the
proposed amendments redlined:
Historic Preservation
In furtherance of assisting the developers in meeting their obligations under
Section 2.9.3 of the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for
Flagstaff Mountain dated March 2, 2007, the Developer under the PCMR
Development Agreement shall, (a) identify historically significant structures within
the PCMR Development Agreement Property by October 1, 2015, (b) complete
the inventory of historically significant structures and the preservation and
restoration plan for such structures, as located within the PCMR Development
Agreement Property (provided such sites are confirmed to be located within the
property either owned by VR CPC Holdings, Inc. or held by VR CPC Holdings,
Inc. pursuant to its ground lease from TCFC LeaseCo LLC) by March 25, 2016
July 23, 2016; (upon completion of the staff approval of the preservation and
restoration plan, the applicant shall come back to the Planning Commission to
report on the prioritization, annual check-in schedule and progress report on work
complete to date) and (c) no later than March 25, 2016July 23, 2016, dedicate
and/or secure preservation easements for the historically significant structures
(or reasonably equivalent long-term rights satisfactory to the City if easements
are unavailable) for the City with respect to the identified sites within the PCMR
Development Agreement Property. In addition, by October 1, 2015, the
Developer under the PCMR Development Agreement shall contribute a total of
$50,000 towards the preservation of the prioritized historically significant
structures on the PCMR Development Agreement Property as approved by the
Planning Department/Preservation Planner, and propose a five (5) year capital
fundraising plan dedicated towards restoration/stabilization of the historically
significant structures. Nothing herein shall release the original Flagstaff
Mountain Developer (e.g., United Park City Mines) or current property owner
from any existing obligation under the Ordinance 07-10, and all related
agreements including the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for
Flagstaff Mountain dated March 2, 2007.
The 2015 amended MPD Development Agreement requires the resort to identify and
stabilize extant mining structures within its leasable area. The applicant contracted
SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) to conduct a reconnaissance level survey of
their property, which was completed in September 2015. Following the survey, the
applicant, SWCA, and the Planning Department met to create a prioritized list of
endangered buildings. Prioritized list of structures has been agreed to by the Park City
Historical Society and Museum, the applicant, and Park City Municipal. The prioritization
was based on the physical condition of the structure, its historical integrity, and its
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historical significance in telling the Park City story. See Exhibit A - Draft Prioritized list
and Draft Fundraising Priority, also Exhibit B- Draft Mining Structure Easement.
Staff finds that the submittal of the reconnaissance level survey in September 2015
meets section (a) of this condition of approval. Staff is currently working on a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the applicant, the Park City Historical
Society and Museum, underlying land owners, and Park City Municipal to coordinate
fund raising and preservation efforts required by Condition of Approval no. 4. The
applicant continues to work on an ALTA/ACSM Survey to determine their exact
property.
The applicant has committed $50,000 prior to October 1, 2015, to stabilizing the initial
list of structures in accordance with the MPD Amendment condition of approval. Park
City Municipal is responsible for the disbursement of the funds and approval of the
work. The first project with the initial stabilization of the California Comstock started in
November 2015, and Vail intends to complete the stabilization and preservation work in
late-spring 2016; this work is dependent on the accessibility of the site for large
construction equipment and weather permitting.
The MPD required a five (5) year fund-raising plan by the applicant to further support
stabilization of the historic structures. The plan was submitted according to the terms of
the approval. The City, working with a draft from the Park City Historical Society and
Museum, has drafted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City, the
Park City Historical Society and Museum, and the applicant for a working group to direct
the distribution of funds both from the initial $50,000 contribution and for the funds
raised during the remaining portion of the five (5) year plan. It also incorporated the
SWCA historic sites survey and prioritized list of mine structures. Drafts of the MOU
have been reviewed by the City and the Park City Historic Society and Museum. The
MOU is currently being reviewed by applicant representatives.
The applicant continues to work on an ALTA/ACSM Survey to determine their exact
property boundaries. Staff is preparing separate Geographic Information System (GIS)
mapping to assist in determining if boundaries of the Annexation Agreement and
Development Agreement(s) are consistent and there are no remnant parcels.
Staff will continue to monitor the applicant’s progress to ensure they meet the conditions
of approval specified in their MPD and Conditional Use Permit approvals.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the amendment to the MPD to
extend the deadline specified in the Historic Preservation condition of approval above of
March 25, 2016, to July 23, 2016, (120 days), to allow Staff to work with the applicant as
the Planning Department is reviewing the submitted document and specifically waiting
for the ALTA/ACSM Survey of the PCMR Development Agreement property as
specified in section (b) to be completed. Section (c) of the condition can only be met
after the inventory of historically significant structures and preservation/restoration for
such structure is finalized to be able to dedicate preservation easements, contribute the
specified monetary amount, etc.
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Staff identifies that all Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Approval, and Conditions of
Approval of the MPD Development Agreement Mountain Upgrade Plan Amendments &
Conditional Use Permit dated March 25, 2015 shall continue to apply with the exception
of MPD Amendment Condition of Approval no. 4 Historic Preservation. See Exhibit B –
PCMR MPD & CUP Action Letter.
Process
The approval of this MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval extension by the
Planning Commission constitutes Final Action that may be appealed following the
procedures found in Land Management Code § 1-18.
Department Review
The proposed extension has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further
issues were brought up at that time.
Notice
The property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners within 300 feet on
April 13, 2016. Legal notice was published in the Park Record on April 9, 2016
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 approve the proposed Historic Preservation
Condition of Approval date extension; or
• The Planning Commission may deny the proposed Historic Preservation
Condition of Approval date extension and direct staff to make Findings for this
decision; or
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the proposed Historic
Preservation Condition of Approval date extension.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application other than
what is listed on the Consequences section below.
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's Recommendation
The site would be in violation of their MPD approved on March 25, 2015
Summary Recommendations
Staff requests that the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and review the
Historic Preservation Condition of Approval no. 4 of the PCMR Master Planned
Development (MPD), Development Agreement Mountain Upgrade Plan amendments
approved on March 25, 2015. Staff recommends extending the deadline 120 days to
July 23, 2016.
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Findings of Fact:
1. All Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Approval, and Conditions of Approval of the
MPD Development Agreement Mountain Upgrade Plan Amendments &
Conditional Use Permit dated March 25, 2015 shall continue to apply with the
exception of MPD Amendment Condition of Approval no. 4 Historic Preservation
as listed on the updated Condition of Approval section below.
2. Park City Mountain has already committed to $50,000 toward the preservation of
the California/Comstock Mill.
3. Vail Resorts as owner of Park City Mountain is prepping to start the rehabilitation
work on the California Comstock this spring.
4. The 2015 amended MPD Development Agreement requires the resort to identify
and stabilize extant mining structures within its leasable area.
5. The applicant contracted SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) to conduct
a reconnaissance level survey of their property, which was completed in
September 2015.
6. Following the survey, the applicant, SWCA, and the Planning Department met to
create a prioritized list of endangered buildings.
7. The prioritized list of structures has been agreed to by the Park City Historical
Society and Museum, the applicant, and Park City Municipal.
8. The submittal of the reconnaissance level survey in September 2015 meets
section (a) of this condition of approval.
9. The City is currently working on a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the applicant, the Park City Historical Society and Museum, underlying
land owners, and Park City Municipal to coordinate fund raising and preservation
efforts required by Condition of Approval no. 4.
10. The applicant continues to work on an ALTA/ACSM Survey to determine their
exact property.
11. The first project with the initial stabilization of the California Comstock started in
November 2015, and Vail intends to complete the stabilization and preservation
work in late-spring 2016; this work is dependent on the accessibility of the site for
large construction equipment and weather permitting.
12. The MPD required a five (5) year fund-raising plan by the applicant to further
support stabilization of the historic structures.
13. The plan was submitted according to the terms of the approval.
14. The City, working with a draft from the Park City Historical Society and Museum,
has drafted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City, the Park
City Historical Society and Museum, and the applicant for a working group to
direct the distribution of funds both from the initial $50,000 contribution and for
the funds future raised during the remaining portion of the five (5) year plan.
15. The applicant continues to work on an ALTA/ACSM Survey to determine their
exact property boundaries.
16. The City is preparing separate Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping to
assist in determining if boundaries of the Annexation Agreement and
Development Agreement(s) are consistent and there are no remnant parcels.
17. On April 8, 2016, Park City Mountain Resort, Park City Historical Society, and
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Park City Municipal announced the formation of a new group dedicated to
preserving the historic mining structures located at various locations at Park City
Mountain named Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History.
18. Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History is dedicated to overseeing a five-year
fundraising plan to preserve the mine sites located on the resort property.
19. Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History will be planning various fundraising
events throughout the year, with Park City Mountain Resort continuing to provide
ski mining tours for locals and visitors.
20. Friends of Ski Mountain Mining History’s primary focus will on the seven (7)
priority mine sites:
 Thaynes Mine—Hoist house
 Thaynes Mine— Conveyor gallery
 Jupiter Mine—Ore bin
 Silver King Mine –Head Frame Building
 King Con Mine—Ore bin
 King Con Mine— Counter weight
 California Comstock Mine
Conclusions of Law:
1. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval Amendment, complies with
all the requirements of the Land Management Code;
2. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval Amendment, as
conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of Section 15-6-5 herein;
3. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval Amendment, as
conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan;
4. The MPD Historic Preservation Condition of Approval Amendment has been
noticed and public hearing held in accordance with this Code.
Updated Condition of Approval No. 4:
Historic Preservation
In furtherance of assisting the developers in meeting their obligations under
Section 2.9.3 of the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for
Flagstaff Mountain dated March 2, 2007, the Developer under the PCMR
Development Agreement shall, (a) identify historically significant structures within
the PCMR Development Agreement Property by October 1, 2015, (b) complete
the inventory of historically significant structures and the preservation and
restoration plan for such structures, as located within the PCMR Development
Agreement Property (provided such sites are confirmed to be located within the
property either owned by VR CPC Holdings, Inc. or held by VR CPC Holdings,
Inc. pursuant to its ground lease from TCFC LeaseCo LLC) by July 23, 2016;
(upon completion of the staff approval of the preservation and restoration plan,
the applicant shall come back to the Planning Commission to report on the
prioritization, annual check-in schedule and progress report on work complete to
date) and (c) no later than July 23, 2016, dedicate and/or secure preservation
easements for the historically significant structures (or reasonably equivalent
long-term rights satisfactory to the City if easements are unavailable) for the City
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with respect to the identified sites within the PCMR Development Agreement
Property. In addition, by October 1, 2015, the Developer under the PCMR
Development Agreement shall contribute a total of $50,000 towards the
preservation of the prioritized historically significant structures on the PCMR
Development Agreement Property as approved by the Planning
Department/Preservation Planner, and propose a five (5) year capital fundraising
plan dedicated towards restoration/stabilization of the historically significant
structures. Nothing herein shall release the original Flagstaff Mountain
Developer (e.g., United Park City Mines) or current property owner from any
existing obligation under the Ordinance 07-10, and all related agreements
including the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff
Mountain dated March 2, 2007.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Prioritized list
Exhibit B – PCMR MPD & CUP Action Letter
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Exhibit A - Draft Prioritized list
1. Thaynes Mine Hoist Hs.
2. Silver King Hoist Hs.
3. Thaynes- West Conveyor Gallery
4. Silver King Con- Ore Bin
5. Silver King Con- Tramway Counterweight
6. Silver King Coalition- Stores Department bldg.
7. Silver King- Change House
8. Silver King Boarding House
9. Thaynes- North Conveyor Gallery
10. Silver King – Water Tanks A & B
11. Thaynes- West Accessory Building
12. Jupiter Mine- Ore Bin
13. Silver King – Boarding House vault
14. Thaynes- Northwest bldg.
Draft Fundraising Priority under the MOU:
• Silver King Consolidated Mine – Counter Weight
• Thaynes Mine – Conveyor Gallery
• Jupiter Mine- Ore Bin
• Thaynes Mine – Hoist House
• Silver King – Head Frame Building and water tanks
• Claimjumper (King Con) –Ore Bin
• California/Comstock Mill
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Exhibit B – PCMR MPD & CUP Action Letter

7 April 2015

VR CPC Holdings, Inc. d/b/a Park City Mountain Resort
C/O Tim Beck
1310 Lowell Avenue
PO Box 39
Park City, Utah 84068

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
Application #:
Subject:

Address:
Action Taken:
Date of Action:

PL-14-02600
Master Planned Development, Development Agreement, and
Mountain Upgrade Plan Amendments & Conditional Use
Permit
1345 Lowell Avenue
Approved with Conditions
March 25, 2015

On March 25, 2015, the Park City Planning Commission approved your requested:
Amendment to the Mountain Upgrade Plan for the Interconnect Gondola and expansion
of the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant; Amendment to the Park City Mountain Resort
Master Plan Development (MPD) to satisfy requirements of the 2007 annexation which
requires the addition of the upper mountain ski terrain to PCMR’s original MPD; and
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a ski lift (interconnect). Your submitted application
was approved subject to the following MPD/CUP Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval:
MPD - Findings of Fact:
1. The site is known as Park City Mountain Resort.
2. The site address is 1345 Lowell Avenue.
3. On December 23, 2014 the applicant submitted a request to amend the existing
Master Planned Development & Development Agreement.
4. The current application is an amendment to the Mountain Upgrade Plan for the
Interconnect Gondola and expansion of the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant
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Tim Beck
Park City Mountain Resort
31 March 2015
Page 2 of 14

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

AND an amendment to the Park City Mountain Resort Master Plan Development
(MPD) to satisfy requirements of the 2007 annexation which requires the addition
of the upper mountain ski terrain to PCMR’s original MPD.
A Ski Lift is listed as a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in the ROS District. CUPs
are reviewed and approved by the Park City Planning Commission.
In June 1997, the Park City Planning Commission approved the Park City
Mountain Resort Large Scale Master Plan.
The Development Agreement was recorded with the County in July 1998.
The approved Master Plan includes development according to the PCMR
Concept Master Plan and conditions of approval.
The conditions of approval include development of skiing and related facilities
identified in the Mountain Upgrade Plan.
In March 2007, additional Park City Mountain Resort ski terrain was annexed into
Park City Municipal Corporation known as the Annexation Agreement for the
United Park City Mines Company Lands at Park City Mountain Resort.
The annexation indicated that the next Development Activity Application or
amendment under the PCMR MPD must add the PCMR lease land annexed to
the PCMR MPD.
In conjunction with the other amendments the applicant requests to fulfill the
requirements of the annexation by incorporating PCMR’s upper terrain into the
PCMR Master Planned Development & Development Agreement.
The Mountain Upgrade Plan was recorded with the Development Agreement and
identifies the background/methodology, design criteria, existing ski resort
facilities, Mountain upgrading plan, future expansion potential, and conclusion.
The amendment of the Mountain Upgrade Plan includes the construction of those
portions of the interconnect lift with Canyons Resort, and related lift towers, ski
trails, terminals, buildings, infrastructure, and related appurtenances located in
Park City.
The interconnect gondola is not specifically referenced in the Mountain Upgrade
Plan, the terrain in which the lift is proposed is already designated in the
Mountain Upgrade Plan for future ski pod development.
The proposed interconnect gondola will connect Park City Mountain Resort and
Canyons Resort.
The amendment of the Mountain Upgrade Plan also includes the expansion of
the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant.
The improvement and enlargement of the Snow Hut is to improve mountain
guest services.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and reviewed this request on
February 25, 2015.
During the February 25, 2015 Planning Commission meeting staff requested
discussion by the Planning Commission on four items: building height, parking,
employee housing, and historic preservation.
The purpose of the Master Planned Development Amendment application public
meeting is to have the applicant present their amendments and give the public
and Planning Commission an opportunity to evaluate those amendments in
accordance with the applicable code criteria.

Page 51 of 178
 445 Marsac Avenue  P.O. Box 1480  Park City, Utah 84060-1480
Building (435) 615-5100  Engineering (435) 615-5055  Planning (435) 615-5060

Planning
Commission
Packet April
27, 2016
Park
City Municipal
Corporation

Tim Beck
Park City Mountain Resort
31 March 2015
Page 3 of 14

22. The proposed amendment to the Development Agreement does not change
approved densities.
23. The site is not located in the HR-1 or HR-2 District. The proposed amendments
take place with the areas shown in the Mountain Upgrade Plan, located in the
Recreation and Open Space District (zone).
24. The proposed amendments are not nearby the exterior boundary of the MPD
with the exception of the interconnect line.
25. The Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant and the PCMR interconnect line terminal
are a minimum of 2,000 feet from PMCR perimeter.
26. Open space is established by the approved MPD. Of the approximately 3,700
acres in the ski resort, nearly 95% of the property is considered recreation/open
space (i.e. trails and forested areas).
27. The proposed projects will not materially affect the required open space.
28. The LMC indicates that the Planning Department shall review the parking
analysis and provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission. The
Commission is to make a finding during review of the MPD as to whether or not
the parking analysis supports a determination to increase or decrease the
required number of Parking Spaces.
29. The Developer shall comply with the parking mitigation plan. This plan shall be
reviewed and modified, if necessary, as a part of the Small Scale MPD (CUP) for
each phase to evaluate transit alternatives and demonstrated parking needs.
30. If, in practice, the parking mitigation plan fails to adequately mitigate peak day
parking requirements, the City shall have the authority to require the Resort to
limit ticket sales until the parking mitigation plan is revised to address the issues.
The intent is that any off-site parking solution include a coordinated and
cooperative effort with the City, other ski areas, the Park City School District,
Summit County, and the Park City Chamber/Bureau to provide creative solutions
for peak day and special event parking.
31. The replacement of the Snow Hut does not affect skier capacity and
subsequently does not affect parking requirements.
32. Skiers and riders are already on the mountain during operations, and the
replacement Snow Hut Lodge is designed to significantly improve service at a
major connection area in a central area of the ski resort.
33. The Interconnect Gondola functions only as an access/transfer lift between
existing ski operations and has not been designed with round trip skiing on it.
Given it is an access lift only between the two areas there is no skier capacity
increase associated with it.
34. No additional parking is impacted by the Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant
expansion.
35. The applicant indicated that in 2014 the Snow Hut has 154 indoor seats and 200
outdoor seats.
36. The Mountain Upgrade Plan called for several items in the conclusion of Section
III - Existing Ski Resort Facilities, one of which was to position additional onmountain seating to accommodate existing and upgrade facilities.
37. The Mountain Upgrade Plan indicated that the Snow Hut needed additional
seating based on the seating requirement summary based on logical distribution
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38.

39.
40.
41.
42.

43.

44.
45.
46.
47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

54.
55.
56.

of the CCC. As indicated in the document in 1997, the Snow Hut had 168 indoor
seats available but should have 414 indoor seats.
The applicant currently proposes to increase the indoor seating from the 168
indicated in 1997 to approximately 500 and the outdoor seating to stay the same
at approximately 250 seats (indicated in 1997).
The net increase, from what was necessary in 1997, is 86 seats, which is 21%
above the required number of seats.
The increase of 86 indoor seats (1997) from the identified CCC necessitates no
additional parking at the base since the skier capacity is not affected.
Skiers are already on the mountain during operations and the CCC remains
unchanged.
The proposed Interconnect Gondola does not need more parking as it functions
only as an access/transfer lift between existing ski operations and has not been
designed with round trip skiing on it.
The approved and recorded Development Agreement states that parking
mitigation is reviewed at each Small Scale Master Planned Development
(Conditional Use Permit) approval.
The review that occurred for “Parcel A,” was satisfied, noting that no additional
parking issues would be occurring until later phases were built-out at the base.
The applicant requests an increase in building height for the Snow Hut
expansion.
In the ROS District no structure may be erected to a height greater than twentyeight feet (28') from existing grade.
To allow for a pitched roof and to provide usable space within the structure, a
gable, hip, or similar pitched roof may extend up to five feet (5') above the Zone
Height, if the roof pitch is 4:12 or greater.
The majority of the proposed new building does not meet the maximum roof
height, according to its corresponding roof pitch, of either 28 or 33 feet.
The corner on the left on the front elevation is approximately 52 feet above
existing grade.
The corner on the right on the front elevation is approximately 68 feet above
existing grade.
The front elevation has the tallest points found on the proposed snow hut
expansion.
When viewed from the side elevation, north, about a quarter of the building on
the right meets the maximum of height 28/33 feet.
When viewed from the other side, south elevation, two thirds (2/3s) of the
building from the left on the lowest form and about 1/3 of the ridge towards the
left meets the maximum building height.
When reviewing the rear of the building, west elevation, the entire wall (rear
façade) meets the maximum height.
The roof however, as indicated on the other elevations does not meet the height.
It is estimated that approximately 70% of the overall roof does not meet the
maximum corresponding building height.
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57. In order to grant building height in addition to that which is allowed in the ROS
District, underlying zone, the Planning Commission is required to make specific
findings Outlined in LMC § 15-5-5(F)(1)-(5).
58. The proposed increase in Building Height does not result in increased square
footage or Building volume over what would be allowed under the zone required
Building Height and Density.
59. Even though the building is indeed tall, not just in form but also due to the terrain
(height measured from existing grade per Park City codes), the proposed
building is a one (1) story building which maximizes sun-light exposure from the
windows on the front, east elevation.
60. There is no density increase as the existing support commercial use for the
restaurant does not require use of unit equivalents. A different design with the
same capacity at height would result in greater site disturbance, grading and less
architectural variation.
61. The proposed Snow Hut is remote from any other building.
62. The minimum setback for the building is 2,000 feet. No other structures, except
ski lifts are within this area. No impact to view, solar access, shadows, or other
criteria will occur.
63. The site is centralized in the upper mountain of the existing ski resort, and not
generally visible from developed off‐site locations in Park City. As a ski resort
operation, the site will be re-vegetated with a proven seed mix.
64. The adjacent open space is designated ski terrain. With approximately 3,700
acres of ski terrain the proposed projects 17,200 square feet of footprint will have
no effect on open space or its usability.
65. The proposed height of the building is the result of a combination of the single
story accessible design and the roof design which does not shed snow to public
areas or decks, and does not require heat taping in roof valleys or edges to
prevent large icicle development.
66. The large glazed areas are designed to maximize solar gain in support of the
project sustainability goals. Interruptions in the roof plane would interrupt snow
shed and possible increase height with no purpose.
67. There are no other buildings within one‐half mile to match roof façade or
variations.
68. The proposed roof form maximizes sun-light exposure on the east elevation.
69. The proposed one (1) story structure meets the following Architectural Design
Guidelines outlined in LMC § 15-5-5.
70. The Architectural Style and Motif is not prohibited by the LMC.
71. The proposed siding is not prohibited by the LMC.
72. The applicant proposes the following three (3) main exterior wall materials on the
front and side elevations: 1. reclaimed board and batten; 2. horizontal chinked
trestlewood; and 3. rusted corten ribbed siding. The applicant proposes concrete
masonry unit (CMU) on the bottom half of the rear elevation.
73. Applicant proposes a dark green shingle roof and a metal standing seam for the
two smaller shed roofs as seen on the rear, west elevation.
74. The combination roof shape is not listed under prohibited roof forms.
75. Window treatments are not prohibited by the code.
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76. The applicant has not submitted plans regarding this provision.
77. The project shall fully comply with any provisions indicated in the LMC or
approved MPD regarding lighting.
78. The applicant has not submitted plans regarding this provision.
79. The project shall fully comply with any provisions indicated in the LMC or
approved MPD regarding trash/recycling enclosures.
80. The applicant has not submitted plans regarding this provision.
81. The project shall fully comply with any provisions indicated in the LMC or
approved MPD regarding mechanical equipment.
82. LMC § 15-5-8 indicates the following regarding façade length and variations,
following: Structures that exceed 120 feet in length on any facade shall provide a
prominent shift in the mass of the Structure at each 120 foot interval, or less if the
Developer desires, reflecting a change in function or scale. The shift shall be in
the form of either a fifteen foot (15') change in Building Facade alignment or a
fifteen foot (15') change in the Building Height. A combination of both the
Building Height and Building Facade change is encouraged and to that end, if the
combined change occurs at the same location in the Building plan, a fifteen foot
(15') total change will be considered as full compliance.
83. The east elevation, front does not meet the façade façade length and variations
requirement.
84. The façade is 140 feet long and does not provide a prominent shift in the mass of
the structure.
85. The north and south elevations provide appropriate breaks, both horizontally and
vertically (height) where a shift was incorporated in the design.
86. The west elevation, rear, meets the shift in the form of a fifteen foot (15’) change
in the building height.
87. LMC § 15-5-7 indicates that in some cases, the Planning Director, may vary from
these standards if warranted by unusual or unique circumstances. This may
result in variation from the strict interpretation of this section and may be granted
by the Planning Director.
88. The Planning Director has reviewed the submitted plans and finds that the site is
unusual and unique due to its remote location.
89. The Snow Hut is located on the mountain, accessible to skiers.
90. The location of the Snow Hut is not in a typical Park City neighborhood.
91. The intent of the façade length and variation criteria is to break up the massing of
buildings so that they relate to the pedestrian scale.
92. The amount of glass on the front, east elevation, also helps mitigate the width of
the building adding an aesthetically pleasing component.
93. When the Planning Commission grants additional Building Height due to a Site
Specific analysis and determination, that additional Building Height shall only
apply to the specific plans being reviewed and approved at the time. Additional
Building Height for a specific project will not necessarily be considered for a
different, or modified, project on the same Site.
94. The additional height due to the specific site analysis is not detrimental and in
compliance with applicable LMC standards regarding the height allowance.
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95. The Snow Hut Lodge is located on the footprint of the existing building and
against an existing hill side to maximize skier circulation in the area.
96. Placing excavated material on site will remove the reverse slope between the
King Con run and the building location. Skier circulation down to the King Con lift
will be improved by the site grading on Broadway and the new location of the
building.
97. The Interconnect Gondola is located not to interfere with skier circulation and
provides direct access to the Snow Hut Lodge.
98. No retaining structures are proposed. Site grading is minimized while providing
an on‐snow / no stairs access to Snow Hut.
99. Existing summer biking and hiking trails on the Park City Mountain Resort side of
the project are avoided to extent possible. Within the Summit County portion of
the site, the evacuation routes may cross existing biking / hiking trails within the
terms of the property agreements with trail operators and landowners.
100. Snow storage is on‐site. The building is designed to shed snow away from public
areas and service doors.
101. Refuse and recycling will take place in the building footprint consistent with the
sustainability goals of Park City Mountain Resort. Refuse removal will not change
from current operations.
102. Transportation to the site is via lifts, skiing and snowboarding only. No public
vehicle access is proposed.
103. Significant vegetation is retained and protected.
104. Vegetation removed for site grading consists mainly of existing ski runs grasses
and brush. The lift line corridor will require tree removal but ground disturbance
will only occur in lift tower areas, base terminal area and evacuation route
construction.
105. The visual simulations have been conducted properly for review of viewshed and
ridgeline protection. The terminal structure minimizes the intrusion on the
ridgeline from either east or west sight lines.
106. The lift line impacts are reduced as it is below the sky line and in many places
within a forested area.
107. A visual analysis from designated viewpoints has been submitted to illustrate the
visual effects of the proposed lift system.
108. The interconnect gondola system, towers and terminals, and evacuation route in
Thaynes Canyon are shown on the visual simulation from the designated
viewpoints.
109. The location of the proposed Snow Hut building is also shown in the simulations.
110. All other elements of the Sensitive Land analysis for the original MPD remain in
effect and unchanged by this project.
111. The MPD Development Agreement states the following:
Developer shall construct or provide deed restricted off-site housing for 80 PCMR
employees on or before October 1, 2003. The rental rate (not including utilities)
for the employee housing will be determined by the City Council Housing
Resolutions Establishing Guidelines and Standards, but will not exceed 1/3 of the
employee's base gross wages. The rental rate shall be assured in perpetuity
through deed restrictions in form and substance satisfactory to the City.
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Developer must commence construction or complete the purchase of housing to
accommodate 80 employees within 90 days of receiving a Small Scale MPD
which, in combination with previously granted Small Scale MPDs, represent
approvals for a total of 50% of the total square footage of the Concept Master
Plan. Developer must work expeditiously to complete the employee housing
project(s). In no case shall Small Scale MPDs, which represent approvals for a
total of 60% of the Small Scale MPDs within the PCMR Concept Master Plan, be
issued until the required housing is available for occupancy. Park City will provide
Developer a letter of compliance when it fulfills this requirement.

112.
113.
114.

115.
116.

117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.

If there is a downturn in the market, and the Developer fails to obtain approval for
60% of the Small Scale MPDs within the PCMR Concept Master Plan, on or
before October I, 2003, Developer shall, at a minimum acquire, by lease or by
purchase its proportionate obligation to produce employee housing, and shall
offer such housing to employees at a price at or below Park City's applicable
affordable housing rates and standards. For example, if only 40% of the Small
Scale MPDs have been approved by October 1, 2003, Developer shall provide
housing for 32 PCMR employees at the lesser of the City's Affordable Housing
rate or no more than 1/3 of the employee's monthly income. Once Developer
ultimately achieves the 60% Small Scale MPD approval, it must provide deed
restricted housing for all 80 employees as detailed above.
The existing MPD contains the requirement for employee housing, this project
does not change these requirements.
Employee housing is actually triggered ONLY by the receipt and approval of
Conditional Use Permits (Small Scale MPD’s) of the base area, “Parcels A - E.”
As indicated in the Development Agreement, there was a trigger date of October
1, 2003, for 60% of the Small Scale MPDs (CUPs for each parcel), with an
exception of a market downturn hit, which did take place.
Under this situation, the employee requirement was proportionally based on
approved Small Scale MPD’s (CUPs for each parcel).
The Planning Department calculates, Parcel A, the first and only approved Small
Scale MPD/CUP for Marriott Mountainside/Legacy Lodge, accounted for
approximately 334,000 total s.f. of the total 1,156,787 s.f. in the Large Scale
Master Plan or 28.8% of the required housing for 80 PCMR employees. This
equates to housing for 23 PCMR employees required after October 1, 2003.
Section 2.2 of the Development Agreement states, “In no case shall Small Scale
MPDs…be issued until the required housing is available for occupancy.”
No additional base parcels can be approved until the housing for the 23 PCMR
employees are available and in use.
The employee housing requirement is not triggered by the requested amendment
for on-mountain upgrades, updates, etc.
No child care is proposed in this application.
The project does not affect possible child care demands.
The City has received a map and list of known Physical Mine Hazards on the
property.
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123. A mine hazard mitigation plan has also been submitted to the City with
appropriate mitigation. The map and mitigation plan are filed in the office of the
City’s Environmental Regulatory Program Manager and mitigation is scheduled
to be completed by December 1, 2015.
124. Proposed development activity is not anticipated to encounter known historic
mine waste.
125. The site is not within the soils boundary. In the event mine waste is encountered,
it must be handled in accordance to State and Federal Law.
126. In accordance with LMC §15-8-5 (B)(15) and (C)(9), the prior applicants at the
time of the 2007 annexation agreed to update the Preservation Plan submitted in
2000 for the additional annexed area.
127. The 2007 annexation included the following analysis in the February 1, 2007 staff
report:
18. Historic and cultural resources. This annexation will include historic mining
era structures within the Park City limits. The Silver King mine and other mining
structures throughout the annexation area are more than 50 years old and would
be considered to be historic structures due to the age of construction. No
determination of historical significance has been made. Any changes to the
historic buildings would require review by the Planning Department for
compliance with the LMC preservation ordinance and Historic Design Guidelines.
The Flagstaff Historic Preservation Technical Report will necessarily need to be
amended to include those resources within the annexed area. The annexation
therefore has a significant public benefit in the area of historic or cultural
resources, in that several historic structures will be included within the City limits.
If the structures are rehabilitated to building code, resort support uses could be
permitted subject to a Conditional Use Permit.
128. Finding of Fact no. 7, of the 2007 annexation indicated that the proposed
annexation protects the general interests and character of Park City including
several historic mining era structures within the Park City Boundary.
129. The applicants agreed to update the mitigation as identified in the original
Annexation Agreement regarding historic preservation:
Historic Preservation. The Historic Preservation Plan, at a minimum, shall
contain an inventory of historically significant structures located within the Project
and shall set forth a preservation and restoration plan, including a commitment to
dedicating preservation easements to the City, with respect to any such
historically significant structures. The head frame at Daly West site is historically
significant.
130. The Annexation Agreement for the United Park City Mines Company Lands at
PCMR tied the various agreements together.
131. This 2007 Annexation is conditioned upon the Amended and Restated
Development Agreement For Flagstaff Mountain, the Talisker Conservation Deed
Restriction and the Conservation Easement executed and recorded herewith.
(Annexation Agreement paragraph 26).
132. The inventory is to be completed to comply with the 2007 Annexation and the
Preservation and Restoration Plans are finished and approved by the City.
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133. A Condition of Approval to this MPD amendment requiring completion of the
outstanding inventory and subsequent Preservation and Restoration Plans prior
to the City accepting any application for base area development is to be added.
134. The Preservation and Restoration plans shall also indicate a stabilization
timeframe for each site.
135. In accordance with LMC §15-8-5(C)(3), the prior applicants at the time of the
2007 annexation acknowledged numerous trails in the annexed area, and their
public use through dedication to the Park City Master Trails Map. See exact
language below:
5. Trails. Numerous trails exist on the annexation property. These trails will be
available for public use subject to reasonable restrictions due to construction,
maintenance, and environmental factors including wildlife and erosion. The
existing and any newly required trails shall be added to the Park City Master
Trails and as necessary dedicated to the City either on the Annexation plat or at
the time of PCMR MPD amendment.
136. A Condition of Approval to this MPD amendment requiring trails language needs
to be added to this approval.
137. The proposed Interconnect Gondola and Snow Hut on-mountain restaurant are
not detrimental impacts of the Mountain Upgrade Plan.
138. The Interconnect increases accessible terrain as it connects PCMR with the
Canyons Resort.
139. The Snow Hut expansion reduces the resort’s restaurant seating deficiencies.
MPD - Conclusions of Law:
A. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, complies with all the requirements of the
Land Management Code;
B. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, meets the minimum requirements of
Section 15-6-5 herein;
C. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General
Plan;
D. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, provides the highest value of Open
Space, as determined by the Planning Commission;
E. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, strengthens and enhances the resort
character of Park City;
F. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, compliments the natural features on the
Site and preserves significant features or vegetation to the extent possible;
G. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, is Compatible in Use, scale, and mass
with adjacent Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility, and Historic
Compatibility, where appropriate, and protects residential neighborhoods and
Uses;
H. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, provides amenities to the community so
that there is no net loss of community amenities;
I. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, is consistent with the employee
Affordable Housing requirements as adopted by the City Council at the time the
Application was filed.
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J. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, meets the Sensitive Lands requirements
of the Land Management Code. The project has been designed to place
Development on the most developable land and least visually obtrusive portions
of the Site;
K. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms
of transportation through design and by providing trail connections; and
L. The MPD Amendment has been noticed and public hearing held in accordance
with this Code.
M. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, incorporates best planning practices for
sustainable development, including water conservation measures and energy
efficient design and construction, per the Residential and Commercial Energy
and Green Building program and codes adopted by the Park City Building
Department in effect at the time of the Application.
N. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, addresses and mitigates Physical Mine
Hazards according to accepted City regulations and policies.
O. The MPD Amendment, as conditioned, addresses and mitigates Historic Mine
Waste and complies with the requirements of the Park City Soils Boundary
Ordinance.
MPD - Conditions of Approval:
1. The project shall fully comply with any provisions indicated in the LMC or
approved MPD regarding lighting, trash/recycling enclosures, mechanical
equipment, etc.
2. In the event mine waste is encountered, it must be handled in accordance to
State and Federal Law.
3. Employee Housing
Unless Section 2.2 of the Development Agreement is previously satisfied by the
developer in an off-site location which shall include employee housing required
by the development of Parcel A (the “Required Employee Housing”), or an
updated housing plan is approved by the Housing Authority, the Developer shall
include as part of the next application for a Small Scale MPD/CUP approved after
March 25, 2015 under the Development Agreement for Parcels A-E (the “Next
Small Scale MPD Application”) an affordable housing plan subject to Park City
Housing Authority approval per the Housing Resolution in effect at the time of
application for the Required Employee Housing and the employee housing
required for the Next Small Scale MPD/CUP Application as determined by such
resolution. Unless otherwise approved in the housing plan or previously satisfied,
a completion bond or letter of credit in a form approved by the City Attorney will
be required for the Required Housing as a condition of building permit issues for
the Next Small Scale MPD. Nothing in this condition shall be deemed to relieve
any owner or prior developer of Parcel A from any liability that may exist to the
City, the Developer, or any future developers in the MPD for failure to comply
with Section 2.2 of the Development Agreement.
4. Historic Preservation:
In furtherance of assisting the developers in meeting their obligations under
Section 2.9.3 of the Amended and Restated Development Agreement for
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Flagstaff Mountain dated March 2, 2007, the Developer under the PCMR
Development Agreement shall, (a) identify historically significant structures within
the PCMR Development Agreement Property by October 1, 2015, (b) complete
the inventory of historically significant structures and the preservation and
restoration plan for such structures, as located within the PCMR Development
Agreement Property (provided such sites are confirmed to be located within the
property either owned by VR CPC Holdings, Inc. or held by VR CPC Holdings,
Inc. pursuant to its ground lease from TCFC LeaseCo LLC) by March 25, 2016;
(upon completion of the staff approval of the preservation and restoration plan,
the applicant shall come back to the Planning Commission to report on the
prioritization, annual check-in schedule and progress report on work complete to
date) and (c) no later than March 25, 2016, dedicate and/or secure preservation
easements for the historically significant structures (or reasonably equivalent
long-term rights satisfactory to the City if easements are unavailable) for the City
with respect to the identified sites within the PCMR Development Agreement
Property. In addition, by October 1, 2015, the Developer under the PCMR
Development Agreement shall contribute a total of $50,000 towards the
preservation of the prioritized historically significant structures on the PCMR
Development Agreement Property as approved by the Planning
Department/Preservation Planner, and propose a five (5) year capital fundraising
plan dedicated towards restoration/stabilization of the historically significant
structures. Nothing herein shall release the original Flagstaff Mountain Developer
(e.g., United Park City Mines) or current property owner from any existing
obligation under the Ordinance 07-10, and all related agreements including the
Amended and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain dated
March 2, 2007.
5. Trails:
Public trails existing at the time of annexation in 2007 were added to the Park
City Master Trails Plan in 2008 as depicted on Exhibit P. Developer is finalizing
survey and other closing matters with regards to their acquisition and ground
lease of the property. A final trails plan shall be submitted and evaluated as part
of the next application for a Small Scale MPD/CUP approved after March 25,
2015 under the Development Agreement for Parcels A-E (the “Next Small Scale
MPD Application”) to determine which existing trails or any newly required trials
are required to be dedicated to the City. Unless such trails are previously
dedicated by plat/subdivision, prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy
for the Next Small Scale MPD Application, the Developer and any other
necessary owner/party shall execute an irrevocable offer of dedication or
easement in compliance with the requirements of Section 5 of the Annexation
Agreement which remains in full force and effect, and states: Numerous trails
exist on the annexation property. These trails will be available for public use
subject to reasonable restrictions due to construction, maintenance, and
environmental factors including wildlife and erosion. The existing and any newly
required trails shall be added to the Park City Master Trails and as necessary
dedicated to the city either on the Annexation plat or at the time of PCMR MPD
amendment.
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CUP - Findings of Fact
1. LMC § 15-4-18 indicates that the location and use of a passenger tramway,
including a ski tow or ski lift, is a Conditional Use.
2. CUPs under this section shall be issued only after public hearing before the
Planning Commission, and upon the Planning Commission finding that all the
following conditions can be met.
3. The interconnect complies with the Ownership of Liftway and Public Purpose
criteria.
4. The interconnect complies with the Width, Utility Clearance, Liftway Setback,
State Regulation, criteria, as conditioned.
CUP Conclusions of Law:
1. The application complies with all requirements of the Land Management Code.
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, as amended.
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through
careful planning.
CUP - 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. 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.
7. This Conditional Use Permit approval will expire on March 25, 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.
Please be aware that the approval of this MPD Amendment and Conditional Use Permit
by Park City in no way exempts the property from complying with other requirements
that may be in effect on the property, and building permit regulations, as applicable. It is
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the responsibility of the property owner/applicant to ensure compliance with these
regulations.
Land Management Code (LMC) § 15-6-4(G) indicates the following regarding
Development Agreement ratification:
The Development Agreement shall be ratified by the Planning Commission,
signed by the City Council and the Applicant, and recorded with the Summit
County Recorder. The Development Agreement shall contain language, which
allows for minor, administrative modifications to occur to the approval without
revision of the agreement. The Development Agreement must be submitted to
the City within six (6) months of the date the project was approved by the
Planning Commission, or the Planning Commission approval shall expire.
As the applicant, this letter is intended as a courtesy to document the status of your
request. The official minutes from the Planning Commission are available in the
Planning Office. We will continue to work with you closely on the project. If you have
questions regarding your application or the action taken please don’t hesitate to contact
me at 435-615-5064 or fastorga@parkcity.org.
Sincerely,

Francisco Astorga
City Planner
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

The Kimball on Main Plat Amendment at 638 Park Avenue
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
PL-16-03039
April 27, 2016
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Kimball on
Main Plat Amendment located at 638 Park 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.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Tony Tyler, CPP Kimball LLC (Represented by Michael
Demkowicz, Alliance Engineering)
638 Park Avenue
Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC)
Residential, Commercial, Condo and MPD projects
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action.

Proposal
The site known as 638 Park Avenue consists of parts of Block 7 of the Park City Survey
and Block 53 Synder’s Addition to Park City. The owner requests this plat amendment
in order to create a legal platted lot of record and to develop the site.
Background
On February 16, 2016, the City received a Plat Amendment application for the Kimball
on Main plat amendment at 638 Park Avenue; the application was deemed complete on
March 9, 2016. The property is in the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District
and within the Heber Avenue Subzone. The subject property consists of parts of Block
7 of the Park City Survey and Block 53 Synder’s Addition to Park City.
This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as a
Landmark Site. The historic Kimball Garage was built circa 1929 during the Mature
Mining Historic Era (1894-1930). The historic structure was constructed on Block 7 of
the Park City Survey.
In 2013, the Kimball Art Center approached the City about construction of an addition to
the Landmark Building and submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR)
application; however, this HDDR was denied as the proposal did not comply with the
Design Guidelines or zoning requirements of the Land Management Code (LMC). The
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applicant did not appeal staff’s determination. The sale of the property to the current
owners was finalized in 2015.
On December 9, 2014, the current owners submitted an HDDR for the development of
the site. The plans did not comply with the LMC and the applicant applied to amend the
LMC to add a fourth criterion LMC 15-2.5-10 Heber Avenue Subzone to allow the
existing zone height to reflect that of the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District.
On April 8, 2015, the Planning Commission reviewed the applicant’s request for
proposed amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC) regarding the Heber
Avenue Sub-zone in LMC Chapter 15-2.5-10. The Planning Commission forwarded a
negative recommendation to City Council on the proposed LMC amendments and the
application was withdrawn by the applicant prior to the May City Council meeting.
On November 19, 2015, the applicant submitted new HDDR plans for a redesign based
on staff’s feedback of the 2014 plans; however, these are still under review by the
Planning Department for compliance with the Design Guidelines and the LMC.
On March 20, 2015, the Planning Director found that the Kimball Art Center was current
in their assessment to the Main Street Parking Special Improvement District as of
January 1, 1984, for parking requirements up to a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.5, which
is the parking requirement of the HCB District outlined in LMC 15-2.6-9(D) Pre-1984
Parking Exception. It should be noted that in 1984, the Kimball Art Center was located
in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District; however, the zone changed in 2006
to Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC).
Per the applicant’s revised Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application
submitted on November 19, 2015, the applicant is proposing a non-residential FAR of
1.5. Because 638 Park Avenue is located in the Heber Avenue Subzone, the Floor Area
Ratio (FAR) limitation of the HRC District does not apply. As previously noted, the
HDDR application is still under review. Based on the current proposal, the Planning
Commission will only be reviewing the plat amendment application for this site.
The plat amendment is necessary to remove the interior block lines that currently exist.
This will allow the applicant to move forward with a building permit to construct a new
addition to the existing Kimball Garage.
Purpose
The purpose of the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District is to:
A. Maintain and enhance characteristics of Historic Streetscape elements such as
yards, trees, vegetation, and porches,
B. Encourage pedestrian oriented, pedestrian-scale Development,
C. Minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking,
D. Preserve and enhance landscaping and public spaces adjacent to Streets and
thoroughfares,
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E. Provide a transition in scale and land Uses between the HR-1 and HCB Districts
that retains the character of Historic Buildings in the Area,
F. Provide a moderate Density bed base at the Town Lift,
G. Allow for limited retail and Commercial Uses consistent with resort bed base and
the needs of the local community,
H. Encourage preservation and rehabilitation of Historic Buildings and resources
I. Maintain and enhance the long term viability of the downtown core as a
destination for residents and tourists by ensuring a Business mix that encourages
a high level of vitality, public Access, vibrancy, activity, and public/resort-related
attractions.
Analysis
The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing two (2)
blocks. The proposed Plat Amendment combines parts of Block 7 of the Park City
Survey and Block 53 Snyder’s Addition to Park City the property into one (1) lot of
record measuring 18,550.13 square feet in area. There is no minimum lot size
requirement in the HRC District.
This property is located within the Heber Avenue Sub-Zone of the HRC District. Per
LMC 15-2.5-10, all of the Site Development standards and land Use limitations of the
HRC District apply within the Heber Avenue Sub-Zone except for:
(A) The Allowed Uses within the sub-zones are identical to the Allowed Uses in
the HCB District.
(B) The Conditional Uses within the sub-zone are identical to the Conditional
Uses in the HCB District.
(C) The Floor Area Ratio limitation of the HRC District does not apply.
There is an existing historic structure—the Kimball Garage—that is currently located on
the southwestern half of the property at 638 Park Avenue. The applicant intends to
develop this site and construct a three (3) story commercial structure adjacent to the
historic structure. The following table outlines the allowed and existing conditions for this
plat amendment:
Required
Lot size
Setbacks
Front (West/Park Ave.)
Rear (East/Main St.)
Side (South/Heber Ave.)
Side (North)
Height above existing grade
Floor Area Ratio
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HRC Zone
Designation-WITHIN
HEBER SUBZONE
Not specified

Existing

10 feet
10 feet
10 feet1
5 feet

1 foot2
55 feet
1 foot2
6 feet

32 feet
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
limitation of the HRC

29 feet
0.69 FAR

18,550.13 SF
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District does not apply
to property within the
Heber Avenue
Subzone.
1

LMC § 15-2.3-3(E)(2) states that on corner lots, the side yard that faces a street is 10 ft. for both main
and accessory structures.
2
LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building setbacks are valid
complying structures.

The submitted survey reveals several existing encroachments. There is a concrete
retaining wall along the west property line and adjacent to the rear lot line of 690 Park
Avenue. There are also several aspen, deciduous, and evergreen trees planted along
the north property line that straddle the property line shared with 690 Park Avenue.
The City Engineer will also require the applicant to grant three (3) – ten foot (10’) snow
storage easements along the front (Park Avenue) as well as rear (Main Street) and side
(Heber Avenue) property lines to address snow storage along street frontages, per
Condition of Approval #3. The City Engineer will also require a sidewalk easement
along Heber Avenue, per Condition of Approval #4. Finally, there is an existing water
line in the street along Park and Heber Avenues as well as Main Street, necessitating
the provision of a public utilities easement per Condition of Approval #5.
Per LMC 15-2.5-3(E)(3), a Side Yard between connected Structures is not required
where the Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line and the Lots
are burdened with a party wall agreement in a form approved by the City Attorney and
Chief Building Official. The longest dimension of a Building joined at the Side Lot Line
may not exceed one hundred feet (100’). As currently proposed, the applicant does not
intend to connect the new development at 638 Park Avenue with the existing
development to its south on Main Street.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the interior block line running through
the property will be removed and existing encroachments will be resolved. Public snow
storage easements will be provided along Park Avenue, Heber Avenue, and Main
Street. Additionally, sidewalk and utility easements will be provided along Park and
Heber Avenues as well as Main Street.
Process
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. At that time, the City
Engineer and Water Department discussed the need for easements along Park and
Heber Avenues as well as Main Street, which are reflected in the analysis of this report.
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Notice
On April 9, 2016, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property owners
within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on April 13, 2016,
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 positive recommendation to the City
Council for The Kimball on Main Plat Amendment located at 638 Park Avenue as
conditioned or amended; or
 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for The Kimball on Main Plat Amendment located at 638 Park Avenue
and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or
 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on The Kimball on Main
Plat Amendment located at 638 Park Avenue.
Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking recommended action
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that the
Site would remain as is and the interior block line would not be removed. The site
would continue to maintain two partial blocks, the encroachments will not be resolved,
and no easements will be dedicated to the City.
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for The Kimball on
Main Plat Amendment located at 638 Park 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
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Survey
Exhibit C – County Tax Map
Exhibit D – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius
Exhibit E– Historic Site Inventory Form
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance

Ordinance No. 16-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE KIMBALL ON MAIN PLAT AMENDMENT AT 638
PARK AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 638 Park Avenue have
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on April 9, 2016, the property was properly noticed and posted
according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on April 13, 2016, proper legal notice was sent to all affected
property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 27, 2016, to
receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 13, 2016, forwarded a _____
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on May 12, 2016, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve The Kimball on
Main Plat Amendment at 638 Park Avenue.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The Kimball on Main Plat Amendment at 638 Park Avenue,
as shown in Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts,
Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 638 Park Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) District and Heber
Avenue Subzone.
3. The subject property consists of parts of Block 7 of the Park City Survey and Block
53 Synder’s Addition to Park City. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot
of record.
4. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as
Landmark.
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5. The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one (1) lot measuring
18,550.3 square feet.
6. The minimum front/rear yard setbacks are ten feet (10’). The historic structure has a
1 foot front yard setback along Park Avenue and a 55 feet rear yard setback along
Main Street.
7. The minimum side yard setbacks are five feet (5’); the historic structure currently has
a side yard setback of 6 feet along the north property line.
8. On corner lots, such as this, the side yard setback that faces a street is ten feet
(10’). The historic structure has a 1 foot side yard setback along Heber Avenue.
9. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building
setbacks are valid complying structures.
10. There is a non-historic concrete retaining wall along the west property line and
adjacent to the rear property line of 690 Park Avenue. There are also several
aspen, deciduous, and evergreen trees planted along the north property line shared
with 690 Park Avenue.
11. This property is located within the Soils Ordinance Boundary and flood plain.
12. There is an existing water line in the sidewalk along Park and Heber Avenues as
well as Main Street; no public utilities easement currently exists for this water line.
13. 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.
2. The Plat Amendment is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and
applicable State law regarding lot combinations.
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 Planner, 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 is required along the Park
Avenue, Heber Avenue, and Main Street frontages of the property and shall be
indicated on the final plat.
4. A sidewalk easement is required along Heber Avenue and Main Street and shall be
indicated on the final plat.
5. A public utilities easement is required along Park and Heber Avenues as well as
Main Street and shall be indicated on the final plat.
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6. This property is current in their assessment to the Main Street Parking Special
Improvement District as of January 1, 1984, for parking requirements up to a Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.5. Any additions or remodels that generate an FAR of greater
than 1.5 will be required to provide parking in accordance with LMC 15-3.
7. Storm water run-off due to the expansion will be required to be addressed on site.
8. Utility infrastructure such as transformer must be located on site.
9. Per LMC 15-2.5-3(E)(3), a Side Yard between connected Structures is not required
where the Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line and the
Lots are burdened with a party wall agreement in a form approved by the City
Attorney and Chief Building Official. The longest dimension of a Building joined at
the Side Lot Line may not exceed one hundred feet (100’).

Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Page 72 of 178

Exhibit A
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Exhibit E

HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)

1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Property: Kimball's Garage
Address: 638 Park Ave

AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah

Tax Number: PC-107-108-X

Current Owner Name: KIMBALL ART CENTER

Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: PO BOX 1478 PARK CITY, UT 84060-1478
Legal Description (include acreage) PART OF BLK 7 PARK CITY SURVEY & BLK 53SNYDERS ADDITION TO
PARK CITY COM SE'LY COR SD BLK 7 TH S 66*52' W 168.20 FT ALG S'LY LN BLK 7 TO SW COR BLK 7 TH N
28* 50' W 86.20 FT, N 61*10' E 100 FT, N 28* 50' W 29.25 FT N 61*10' E 72.10 FT, S 32*25' E 47.61 FT; S 23*38'
E 84.98 FTTO BEG ALSO: BEG AT A PT THAT IS W 168.55 FT FR THE SW COR OF THE SW 1/4 OF THE NE
1/4 OF SEC 16, T2SR4E, SLBM & RUN TH S 75*51'10" W 2.83 FT; TH N 32*25'00" W 47.61 FT; TH N 61*10'00"
E 1.85 FT; TH S 33*25'00" E 48.39 FT TO THE PT OF BEG CONT 109 SQ FT; Acres 0.42
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

Use
Original Use: Commercial
Current Use: Commercial

*National Register of Historic Places: ineligible ; eligible
; listed (date: 03/07/1979 - Park City Main Street Historic District)

3 DOCUMENTATION
Photos: Dates
tax photo:
; prints:
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.
Longstreth, Richard. The Buildings of Main Street; A Guide to Commercial Architecture. Updated edition. Walnut Creek, CA:
Alta Mira Press, a division of Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2000.
Notarianni, Philip F., "Park City Main Street Historic District." National Register of Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form.
1979.
---------., "Kimball Garage." Structure/Site Form. Utah State Historical Society Historic Preservation Research Office. Salt Lake
City: 1978.
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995.

Researcher/Organization: Preservation Solutions/Park City Municipal Corporation
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638 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah Page 2 of 3
4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY
Building Type and/or Style: Other Commercial type
Additions:

none ; minor

No. Stories: 1
none ; minor

major (describe below) Alterations:

Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures:

accessory building(s), # _____;

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.):
Foundation: Concrete.
Walls: Pressed brick, concrete and glazing.
Roof: Bow-truss roof form with rolled roofing material.
Windows/Doors: Expansive single-pane casement type with narrow transoms and multi-pane casement 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 brick structure reflects the
building types being constructed in Utah to accommodate the automobile. It was built in 1929 to replace the
Kimball Brothers Livery Stable with is seen on the 1907 Sanborn Insurance map. The structure underwent
extensive interior alterations in 1976 to accommodate use as an art center, but the exterior remains largely as it
was originally constructed. The changes are minor and do not affect the site's original design character.
Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The
setting has not been significantly altered over time, though the drive-through bays on the west side of the building
have been enclosed to accommodate use as a art center.
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 commercial
building are the simple methods of construction, the use of pressed brick and concrete, the span of bays--some
glazed, others open-- that are typical of automobile-related buildings built in Park City and Utah during the 1920s.

elements.):

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, convey a sense of
the automobile-related activity in a Utah town of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The structure was built in 1929 and
represents the shift in Park City's transportation modes from horse to the automobile. Also, it is the site of the longstanding Kimball Brothers Livery and then, as noted, the Kimball Brothers Garage. The early livery was significant
in providing transportation during the mining era boom.
This site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1979 as part of the Park City Main Street Historic
District. It was built within the historic period, is associated with the mining era, and retains its historic integrity. As
a result, it meets the criteria set forth in LMC Chapter 15-11 for designation as a Landmark Site.
5 SIGNIFICANCE
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638 Park Avenue, Park City, Utah Page 3 of 3
Architect: ; Not Known
Builder: ; Not Known

Known: (source: )
Known:

Date of Construction: c. 1929 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 commercial buildings represent the best
remaining metal mining town business district in the state. The buildings along Main Street, in particular,
provide important documentation of the commercial character of mining towns of that period, including the
range of building materials, building types, and architectural styles. They contribute to our understanding of
a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and architectural development as a mining business
2
district .
2. Persons (Describe how the site is associated with the lives of persons who were of historic importance to the community or those who
were significant in the history of the state, region, or nation):
3. Architecture (Describe how the site exemplifies noteworthy methods of construction, materials or craftsmanship used during the historic
period or is the work of a master craftsman or notable architect):
6 PHOTOS

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.
Photo No. 1: South oblique. Camera facing north, 2006.
Photo No. 2: South oblique. Camera facing north, 1995.

1

Notarianni, Structure/Site Form, 1978.
From "Park City Main Street Historic District" written by Philip Notarianni, 1979 and “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination”
written by Roger Roper, 1984.
2
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Subject:
Author:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

803 Norfolk Avenue Plat Amendment
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
PL-15-03049
April 27, 2016
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 803 Norfolk
Plat Amendment located at the same address and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Jim Hewitson, represented by Gary Bush
803 Norfolk Avenue
Historic Residential-1 (HR-1)
Residential
Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council review and action.

Proposal
The site known as 803 Norfolk Avenue consists of all of Lot 1 and the south half of Lot
2, Block 14 of Snyders Addition to Park City. The property owner requests to combine
his property into one (1) lot of record. A portion of the historic structure sits over Lots 1
and 2. The entire site contains a total area of 3,745.0 square feet.
Background
On December 29, 2015, the City received a Plat Amendment application for the 803
Norfolk Plat Amendment; the application was deemed complete on February 4, 2016.
The property is located at the same address. The property is in the Historic Residential
(HR-1) District. The subject property consists of all of Lot 1 and the south half of Lot 2
of Block 14, Snyder’s Addition to Park City.
This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as a
Significant Site. The property was built circa 1916 during the Mature Mining Historic Era
(1894-1930). The historic structure was built over the internal property line between
Lots 1 and 2.
The current owners submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) Pre-Application
in September 2015 to discuss renovation options for this historic property. The
applicant has not yet submitted a HDDR application for the improvements, but has
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chosen to move forward with the plat amendment in order to make future site
improvements.
The plat amendment application has been continued at each of the Planning
Commission meetings since March 9, 2016, due to errors in noticing and the applicant
working with staff and the City Engineer to find a way to maintain the existing driveway.
Purpose
The purpose of the HR-1 District is to:
A. preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,
B. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
C. encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
D. encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,
E. define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
F. establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Analysis
The proposed Plat Amendment creates one (1) lot of record from the existing one and
one-half (1.5) lots. The Plat Amendment removes one (1) interior lot line going through
the historic structure. The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one
(1) lot measuring 3,745 square feet. The site contains one (1) whole Old Town lot,
identified as Lot 1, and one (1) remnant parcel, Lot 2, of Block 14, Snyder’s Addition to
Park City.
The property currently contains 3,745 square feet. A portion of Crescent Tram/8th
Street cuts across the west side and southwest corner of the property, consuming a
total of 431 square feet. The portion that includes the street will be dedicated to the City
during this plat amendment, and the street dedication shall be noted on the recorded
plat, as reflected in Condition of Approval #6. The portion of the street dedication will
reduce the overall lot size to 3,314 square feet and is included on the calculations for
footprint below.
A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-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 single-family dwellings. The proposed lot width is 47.46 feet. The minimum lot
width required in the HR-1 District is twenty-five feet (25’); the proposed lot meets the
minimum lot width requirement. The following table shows applicable Land
Management Code (LMC) development parameters in the HR-1 District:
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Required
Lot size

Existing
3,314 SF1

Allowed Footprint

711 square feet
(Includes house, but not
350 SF historic garage) 2
13 feet front yard
12 feet, for total of 25 feet
(Norfolk), 7.5 feet rear
Complies3
yard (Garage)

Front/rear yard
setbacks
Side yard setbacks

0 feet (north), 11.5 feet
(south)

Permitted
1,875 square feet minimum
Complies
1,375.5 square feet, maximum.
Complies

5 feet, minimum for total of 10
feet. Complies3

1

This represents the size of the lot after the street dedication.
LMC § 15-2.2-3(D) states that Accessory Buildings listed on the HSI that are not expanded, enlarged, or
incorporated into the Main Building shall not count in the total Building Footprint of the Lot.
3
LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building setbacks are valid
complying structures.
2

The maximum building footprint of structures located on a lot is regulated by the
footprint formula found in the LMC. The formula is determined by the size of the lot.
The current building footprint is approximately 711 square feet. The proposed lot area
(3,314.0 square feet) yields a maximum footprint of 1,375.5 square feet. The existing
historic house is less than the maximum footprint. Any new construction will be required
to comply with setbacks, height, building footprint, and the Design Guidelines for
Historic Sites.
The submitted survey reveals that the c.1938 garage along Crescent Tram encroaches
over the north property line and into the neighboring property at 811 Norfolk Avenue.
Staff recommends that the property owner enter into an encroachment agreement with
the City for this encroachment, per Condition of Approval #4. Staff has made the
applicant aware of this encroachment and aware of applicable applications that would
have to be resolved prior to any physical work involving the historic garage and house,
i.e., a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application. The property backs up to
Crescent Tram, a substandard street.
Site lines are impeded along Crescent Tram/8th Street on the west and south sides of
the property. The applicant has worked with the City Engineer in order to maintain the
existing drive access to 803 Norfolk via Crescent Tram/8th Street, per Condition of
Approval #8. This Condition requires the application to install caution signs indicating
“hidden driveway” and mirrors, limiting improvements within the site triangle of Crescent
Tram along the south property line, and constructing additional landscape along the
west (rear) property line.
In addition to the historic garage, other encroachments also exist on the site. There is a
stone retaining wall along the north and east property lines that encroaches into the
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neighboring property at 811 Norfolk and the City right-of-way; staff does not believe this
wall is historic. Further, the area between the east property line and the edge of Norfolk
Avenue within the City right-of-way has been improved with a stone retaining wall; the
applicant will need to remove these improvements or enter into an encroachment
agreement with the City Engineer’s office for these improvements as well. Finally, there
are stone steps leading from 811 Norfolk across 803 Norfolk and on to Crescent Tram
in the northwest corner of the site. Conditions of Approval #4 and #5 have been added
to require that encroachments across property lines must be addressed prior to plat
recordation and shall either be removed or encroachment agreements shall be
provided.
The City Engineer will also require the applicant to grant two (2) – ten foot (10’) snow
storage easements along the front (Norfolk Avenue) as well as rear and side (Crescent
Tram/8th Street) property lines to address street frontages, per Condition of Approval #7.
Good Cause
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as the interior lot lines running through
the historic structure will be removed, existing encroachments will be resolved, and a
portion of the Crescent Tram/8th Street right-of-way will be dedicated to the City. Public
snow storage and utility easements are provided on the lots.
Process
The approval of this plat amendment application by the City Council constitutes Final
Action that may be appealed following the procedures found in LMC §15-1-18.
Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were
brought up at that time.
Notice
On March 9 and April 13, 2016, the property was posted and notice was mailed to
property owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was also published in the Park Record on
March 5, 2016, 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 positive recommendation to the City
Council for the 803 Norfolk Plat Amendment as conditioned or amended; or
 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the 803 Norfolk Plat Amendment and direct staff to make Findings for
this decision; or
 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 803 Norfolk Plat
Amendment.

Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Page 88 of 178

Significant Impacts
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application.
Consequences of not taking recommended action
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department's recommendation are that the
Site would remain as is and the historic structure would sit over the interior lot line. The
site would continue to maintain two lots and a partial lot.
Summary Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 803 Norfolk
Plat Amendment located at the same address and consider forwarding a positive
recommendation to the City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat (Attachment 1)
Exhibit B – Survey
Exhibit C – County Tax Map
Exhibit D – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius
Exhibit E– Site Photographs
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance

Ordinance No. 16-XX
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 803 NORFOLK AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT
LOCATED AT 803 NORFOLK AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property located at 803 Norfolk Avenue have
petitioned the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, on March 9 and April 13, 2016, the property was properly noticed
and posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, on March 5, 2016, proper legal notice was sent to all affected
property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 27, 2016, to
receive input on plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on April 27, 2016, forwarded a _____
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on May 19, 2016, the City Council held a public hearing to receive
input on the plat amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the 803 Norfolk
Avenue Plat Amendment.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The 803 Norfolk Avenue Plat Amendment, as shown in
Attachment 1, is approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of
Law, and Conditions of Approval:
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 803 Norfolk Avenue.
2. The property is in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
3. The subject property consists of all of Lot 1 and the south half of Lot 2, Block 14 of
Snyders Addition to Park City. The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of
record.
4. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as
Significant.
5. The Plat Amendment removes one (1) lot line going through the historic structure.
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6. The proposed Plat Amendment combines the property into one (1) lot measuring
3,314.0 square feet.
7. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the District.
8. The minimum lot area for a single-family dwelling is 1,875 square feet. The
proposed lots meet the minimum lot area for single-family dwellings.
9. The proposed lot width is width is 47.46 feet along Norfolk Avenue. Crescent Tram
borders the west (rear) and Crescent Tram/8th Street borders the south (side) edges
of the property; this property has three (3) frontages.
10. The minimum lot width required is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed lot meets the
minimum lot width requirement.
11. The maximum building footprint allowed based on proposed lot size of 3,314 square
feet is 1,375.5 square feet. The historic house equates to a footprint of
approximately 711 square feet.
12. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building
setbacks are valid complying structures.
13. The existing historic garage has a footprint of 350 square feet. LMC 15-2.2-3(D)
states that Accessory Buildings listed on the HSI that are not expanded, enlarged, or
incorporated into the Main Building shall not count in the total Building Footprint of
the Lot.
14. The minimum front/rear yard setbacks are twelve feet (12’); the minimum total
front/rear yard setbacks are twenty-five feet (25’). The historic house has a front
yard setback of 13 feet; the garage in the rear yard has a 7.5 foot rear yard setback.
15. The minimum side yard setbacks are five feet (5’); the minimum total front/rear yard
setbacks are 10 feet. The historic garage has a 0 foot setback on the north side
yard, and the historic house has an 11.5 foot setback on the south side yard. The
existing historic garage has a 0 foot side yard setback on the north and a rear yard
setback of 6.5 feet. The existing historic garage structure does not meet the north
side yard setback or the west rear yard setback along Crescent Tram.
16. Crescent Tram/8th Street consumes 431 square feet of the lot along the west and
south sides of the property.
17. The historic garage encroaches into the neighboring property at 811 Norfolk by
approximately 6 inches.
18. There is a non-historic stone retaining wall along the north and east property lines
that encroaches into the neighboring property at 811 Norfolk and the City right-ofway. There are also stone steps leading from 811 Norfolk across 803 Norfolk and
on to Crescent Tram in the northwest corner of the site.
19. The area between the east property line and the edge of Norfolk Avenue within the
City right-of-way has been improved with a non-historic stone retaining wall, as well.
20. Sites lines are impeded along Crescent Tram/8th Street on the west and south sides
of the property.
21. 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 lot combinations.
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 Planner, 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
Norfolk Avenue and Crescent Tram/8th Street frontages of the property.
4. The property owner shall resolve the encroachment of the stone retaining walls over
the front (east) property line into the City Right-of-Way (ROW) by either removing
the retaining walls or entering into an encroachment agreement with the City
Engineer.
5. An encroachment agreement for the historic garage is recommended. The nonhistoric remaining stone retaining walls and stone steps encroaching over the north
property line into the neighboring property at 811 Norfolk shall be removed or the
applicant shall enter into an encroachment agreement with their neighbor for these
improvements.
6. The applicant shall dedicate a portion of Lots 1 and 2 that include Crescent Tram/8th
Street to the City.
7. 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.
8. Ten foot (10’) public snow storage easements shall be granted along the front, rear,
and side property lines on Norfolk Avenue and Crescent Tram/8th Street.
9. In order to mitigate the hazard of the existing driveway access off of Crescent Tram,
the owner will install caution signs indicating "hidden driveway" and mirrors in
locations approved by the City Engineer. Additionally, the owner will limit
improvements within the site triangle of Crescent Tram along the south property line
in order to not impede the line of site, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
Finally, the owner will construct additional landscaping along the west (rear) property
line and Crescent Tram to further aid in mitigating the dangers of the placement of
the existing driveway.
10. New construction shall comply with Land Management Code Section 15-2.2-3
regarding setbacks, building height, building envelope, building footprint, etc.
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 31st day of March, 2016.
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:
____________________________________
City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
Attachment 1 – Proposed Plat
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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:

100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment
Ashley Scarff, Planning Technician
PL-16-03116
April 27, 2016
Legislative – Plat Amendment

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 100 Daly
Avenue Plat Amendment and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the
City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

The Daly Avenue Trust, represented by Matt Sneyd
100 Daly Avenue
Historic Residential (HR-1)
Residential
Plat amendments require Planning Commission review and
City Council action

Proposal
The applicant is requesting a Plat Amendment for the purpose of combining Lot 14 of
the Millsite Reservation and the Easterly ½ of vacated Anchor Avenue, Block 74, Park
City Survey, to create one (1) legal lot of record. The applicant currently owns both lots
and requests to combine them by removing the property line which separates them.
Background
On March 11, the City received a Plat Amendment application for the 100 Daly Avenue
Plat Amendment; the application was deemed complete on March 22, 2016. The
affected lots include 100 Daly Avenue and the adjacent portion of the easterly ½ of
vacated Anchor Avenue in the HR-1 District. Both lots are recognized by Summit
County as Parcel PC-656-A (Tax ID).
Currently, the proposed lot is vacant of any structures. The applicant states his intention
is to build one (1) new single-family dwelling on the proposed lot. No Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) or Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (CUP) applications have
been submitted by the applicant at this time. There has not been any other previous
planning or building applications for this property.
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Purpose
The purpose of the HR-1 District is to:
(A) Preserve present land Uses and character of the Historic residential Areas of
Park City,
(B) Encourage the preservation of Historic Structures,
(C) Encourage construction of Historically Compatible Structures that contribute to
the character and scale of the Historic District and maintain existing residential
neighborhoods,
(D) Encourage single family Development on combinations of 25' x 75' Historic Lots,
(E) Define Development parameters that are consistent with the General Plan
policies for the Historic core, and
(F) Establish Development review criteria for new Development on Steep Slopes
which mitigate impacts to mass and scale and the environment.
Analysis
The proposed plat amendment creates one (1) lot of record consisting of approximately
2,973 square feet. A single-family dwelling is an allowed use in the HR-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 HR-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 HR-1 District is twenty-five feet (25’). The
proposed plat amendment will not alter the existing lot width of approximately 32.6 feet
(32.6’). The proposed lot meets the minimum lot width requirement. The proposed plat
amendment meets the lot and site requirements of the HR-1 District described below:
Land Management
Code (LMC) Regulation
Lot Size

Existing

Permitted

Building Footprint

Approx. 2,973 square
feet combined.
N/A

Front/rear yard setbacks

N/A

Side yard setbacks

N/A

Height

N/A

Height (continued)

N/A

1,875 square feet minimum for
Single Family Dwelling.
Approx. 1,258 square feet
maximum (based on proposed
lot area).
12 feet minimum, 25 feet total
(based on average lot depth of
91.36 feet).
3 feet minimum, 6 feet total
(based on lot width of approx.
32.6 feet).
27 feet above existing grade,
maximum.
A Structure shall have a
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Final Grade

N/A

Vertical Articulation

N/A

Roof Pitch

N/A

Parking

N/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
(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 unit.

There are no existing encroachments on the affected parcels. The proposed plat
amendment does not create any non-conformities. This plat amendment is consistent
with the LMC and applicable State law regarding plat amendments. Any new structures
must comply with applicable LMC requirements and Design Guidelines for Historic
Districts and Historic Sites. A Steep Slope CUP may be required for development on the
amended lot.
The property is not within the soils ordinance boundary. In the event that mine wastes or
impacts are encountered, the applicant is responsible for handling the material properly.
Good Cause
Planning Staff finds there is good cause for this plat amendment. Combining the parcels
will allow the property owner to develop a single-family dwelling and will create one (1)
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legal lot of record out of the existing two (2) parcels. The plat amendment will also utilize
best planning and design practices while preserving the character of the neighborhood
and of Park City, while furthering the health, safety, and welfare of the Park City
community.
Staff finds that the plat will not cause undue harm to adjacent property owners and all
future development will be reviewed for compliance with requisite Building and Land
Management Code, as well as applicable Historic District Design Guidelines
requirements and Steep Slope CUP requirements, if necessary.
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 April 13, 2016. Legal notice was also
published in the Park Record on April 9, 2016, 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 to the City
Council for approval of the 100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment as conditioned or
amended; or
• The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council for the 100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment 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.
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Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
The proposed plat amendment would not be recorded and the existing lots would not be
adjoined and would remain as is. The parcels at 100 Daly Avenue would remain vacant
and would need to comply with the current LMC requirements for any new structures
built in the HR-1 District.

Recommendation
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 100 Daly
Avenue Plat Amendment and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the
City Council based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval as found in the draft ordinance.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
Exhibit B – Existing Conditions Survey
Exhibit C – Vicinity Map/Aerial
Exhibit D – Site Photographs
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Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance with Proposed Plat
Ordinance 16AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 100 DALY AVENUE PLAT AMENDMENT,
LOCATED AT 100 DALY AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH.
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as 100 Daly Avenue located at
100 Daly Avenue, have petitioned the City Council for approval of the 100 Daly Avenue
Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, the property was properly noticed and posted according to the
requirements of the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, proper legal notice was sent to all affected property owners
according to the Land Management Code; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on April 27, 2016 to
receive input on the proposed subdivision;
WHEREAS, on April 27, 2016 the Planning Commission forwarded a ___
recommendation to the City Council; and,
WHEREAS, on May 12, 2016 the City Council held a public hearing on the
proposed 100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment; and
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the proposed
100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as
follows:
SECTION 1. APPROVAL. The above recitals are hereby incorporated as
findings of fact. The 100 Daly Avenue 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 plat is located at 100 Daly Avenue within the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.
2. The 100 Daly Avenue Plat Amendment consists of Lot 14 of the Millsite Reservation
and the easterly ½ of vacated Anchor Avenue, Block 74 of the Park City Survey.
3. On March 11, 2016, the current owner and applicant submitted an application for a
plat amendment to combine two (2) existing lots into one (1) legal lot of record
containing a total of approximately 2,973 square feet.
4. The plat amendment application was deemed complete on March 22, 2016.
5. The subject parcels at 100 Daly Ave are currently vacant of any structures.
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6. The HR-1 zone requires a minimum lot area of 1,875 square feet for a single-family
dwelling. The proposed lot area meets the minimum lot area for a single-family
dwelling.
7. The proposed lot area does not meet the requirement for a duplex (minimum lot size
of 3,750 square feet), which is a Conditional Use in the HR-1 zone.
8. The minimum lot width allowed in the district is twenty-five feet (25’). The proposed
plat amendment will not alter the existing lot width of approximately 32.6 feet (32.6’).
9. The minimum side yard setbacks for a 32.6 foot (32.6’) wide lot are 3 feet (3’), six
feet (6’) total.
10. The proposed plat amendment will not cause undo harm to adjacent property
owners.
11. There are no existing encroachments on the affected parcels.
12. The proposed lot area of 2,973 square feet is a compatible lot combination as the
entire Historic Residential-1 District has an abundance of sites with the same or
similar dimensions and lot area.
13. The maximum footprint allowed in the HR-1 zone is 1257.8 square feet for the
proposed lot.
14. As conditioned, the proposed plat amendment does not create any new noncomplying or non-conforming situations.
15. Any new structures must comply with applicable LMC requirements and Design
Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites.
16. A Steep Slope CUP may be required for development on the amended lot.
17. The property is not within the soils ordinance boundary. In the event that mine
wastes or impacts are encountered, the applicant is responsible for handling the
material properly.
18. The property does not fall within the 100 or 500 year flood plains.
19. 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.
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
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3.

4.

5.
6.

extension is made in writing prior to the expiration date and an extension is granted
by the City Council.
No building permit for any work shall be issued until the plat is recorded and until the
Historic District Design Review and Steep Slope CUP, if required, applications are
submitted and approved for the lot.
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.
Storm water detention will be required on site.
A ten foot (10’) wide public snow storage easement is required along the frontage of
Daly Avenue and shall be shown on the plat.

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

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___day of ___________, 2016

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

________________________________
Jack Thomas, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

________________________________
Mark Harrington, City Attorney
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application #:
Subject:
Authors:
Project #:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-16-03125
Intermountain Park City Instacare
Kirsten Whetstone, Senior Planner
Makena Hawley, Planner
PL-16-03125
27 April 2016
Administrative - Conditional Use Permit for construction within
the Frontage Protection Zone

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review the proposed Conditional Use
Permit application for construction within the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) Overlay,
conduct a public hearing, and consider approving the Conditional Use Permit based on
the findings of fact, conclusion of law, and conditions of approval found in this staff
report.
Description
Applicant:
Location:
Zoning:
Adjacent Land Uses:
Reason for Review:

Intermountain Healthcare, represented by
Jimmy Nielsen
1750 Sidewinder Avenue, aka “Old Pizza Hut”
General Commercial (GC) District and Frontage Protection
Zone (FPZ)
Commercial uses
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requires Planning
Commission review and final action.

Project Description
This application is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for construction within
the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ). The FPZ is an overlay zone, located on the
northern one-hundred feet (100’) of the subject property. The first 30’ of the FPZ, as
measured from the Kearns Blvd right-of-way, is a “no-build” zone. Between 30’ and 100’
a CUP is required for all construction activity in order to ensure that impacts of
construction are adequately mitigated by careful site planning, building design,
landscaping, and other measures. The property is also located in the General
Commercial (GC) District. Medical Clinics are an allowed use in the GC District.
The applicant proposes to construct a 6,992 sf (net) building for a new Intermountain
Healthcare Instacare Medical Clinic. Gross building area is 8,631 sf with a 12,773 sf
underground parking garage. The existing Clinic on Bonanza Drive would be relocated
to the new location at 1750 Sidewinder Drive, with access off Sidewinder Drive only.
A CUP is required for proposed construction, of the northern 25’ of the building and
driveway below final grade, within the FPZ, in order to ensure that potential impacts of
construction are adequately mitigated. This area consists of approximately 1,950 sf of
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building footprint, as well as 1,950 sf of underground parking/circulation staircase.
Approximately 500 sf of below grade driveway accessing the garage is proposed within
the FPZ.
The property is located at the southeast corner of Sidewinder Drive and Kearns Blvd
and is described as Lot 42A of the 1986 Resubdivision of Lot 42 Prospector Square.
The lot consists of a total of 31,531 square feet (sf). A platted buffer easement,
indicated on the recorded plat as a “bike path, trail, and snow storage easement”, is
located on the northern seventy-five (75’) of the lot and consists of approximately 8,550
sf of the lot. No portion of the proposed building is located within the seventy-five (75’)
foot platted buffer easement area. There are existing utilities in this buffer area.
A landscape plan was submitted with the application indicating the existing trees in the
buffer easement area are to remain with additional trees, foundation plantings, and
planting beds provided for screening, buffering and softening of the building, as well as
the driveway and small surface parking lot. A site plan, floor plans, architectural
elevations, and utility plans were submitted with the application (Exhibit E).
Purpose
The purpose of the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) is to:
(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)

preserve Park City’s scenic view corridors,
preserve and enhance the rural resort character of Park City’s entry corridor,
provide a significant landscaped buffer between Development and highway
Uses,
minimize curb cuts, driveways and Access points to highways,
allow for future pedestrian and vehicular improvements along the highway
corridors.

The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District (LMC Section 15-2.18-1) is to:
(A)

(B)
(C)
(D)

(E)

allow a wide range of commercial and retail trades and Uses, as well as offices,
Business and personal services, and limited Residential Uses in an Area that is
convenient to transit, employment centers, resort centers, and permanent
residential Areas,
allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to avoid
strip commercial Development and traffic congestion,
protect views along the City’s entry corridors,
encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character of
the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian
Access with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments,
allow new commercial Development that is Compatible with and contributes to
the distinctive character of Park City, through Building materials, architectural
details, color range, massing, lighting, landscaping and the relationship to Streets
and pedestrian ways,
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(F)

(G)

encourage architectural design that is distinct, diverse, reflects the mountain
resort character of Park City, and is not repetitive of what may be found in other
communities, and
encourage commercial Development that incorporates design elements related
to public outdoor space including pedestrian circulation and trails, transit
facilities, plazas, pocket parks, sitting Areas, play Areas, and Public Art.

Background
On March 25, 2016, the Planning Department received a complete CUP application for
construction within the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) Overlay District for a portion of
the proposed Intermountain Healthcare Instacare building; underground parking garage,
and driveway (Exhibit A- applicant’s letter). The property is located at 1750 Sidewinder
Drive in the General Commercial (GC) District. The Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ) is
located on the northern 100’ of the property (Exhibit B- vicinity map).
The property is described as Lot 42A of the Resubdivision of Lot 42 Prospector Square
Subdivision. The replat was approved by City Council on April 3, 1986 and recorded at
Summit County on December 30, 1986 (Exhibit C). The replat included a 75’ platted
buffer easement area designated for “bike path, trail, and snow storage easement”.
On March 26, 1986 the Planning Commission approved a similar CUP for construction
within the FPZ for the Pizza Hut Restaurant previously located at this site (Exhibit D).
Conditional Use Permits run with the property. The Planning Department determined
that a new CUP was required due to the larger footprint (1,950 sf for the IHC Clinic
versus 1,875 sf for the Pizza Hut) and the proposed underground parking structure for
the IHC building. The Pizza Hut was a single story building with surface parking. It was
also determined by the Planning Director that the exception for minor remodels and
façade improvements for existing Structures within the FPZ does not apply to the
proposed building because a new building was proposed.
In 2015 Intermountain Healthcare purchased the property and submitted a permit to
demolish the Pizza Hut building. Demolition of the building is complete and soil
remediation work has commenced on the site. The building area is currently fenced with
approved limits of disturbance fencing.
On January 15, 2016, an Administrative Conditional Use permit was approved by the
Planning Department for the retaining wall height within the front setback along
Sidewinder Drive to retain driveway access to the parking garage.
Analysis
The FPZ is an overlay zone, located on the northern one-hundred feet (100’) of Kearns
Blvd and Hwy 224 and as further described in LMC Section 15-2.20. The first 30’ of the
FPZ, as measured from the right-of-way, is a “no-build” zone (see Exhibit B). Between
30’ and 100’ a CUP is required for all construction activity in order to ensure that
impacts of construction are adequately mitigated by careful site planning, building
design, landscaping, and other measures. Certain exceptions apply for essential public
facilities and signs, free standing signs, minor remodels, and façade improvements,
which are reviewed as either an administrative CUP or an administrative permit with
approval by the Planning Director.
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The Planning Commission must review each of the following items when considering
whether or not an application for a Conditional Use Permit and the proposed use
mitigates impacts of and addresses the following items as outlined in LMC § 15-1-10(E):

1

Review Criteria Size and Location of the Site –
LMC requires 20’ front yard setbacks and 10’
side yard setbacks. The plat requires 75’ front
setback along Kearns (due to platted buffer
easement area).

2

Traffic considerations including capacity of the
existing streets in the Area -

3

Utility capacity -

4

Emergency vehicle access -

5

Location and amount of off-street parking -

6

Internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation
system -

7

Fencing, screening, and landscaping to separate
the Use from adjoining uses Planning Commission Packet April 27, 2016

Project Proposal The proposal complies with a 75’ setback to Kearns, 20’
front setback along Sidewinder, and 10’ side setback on
the east property line.
The lot is approximately 31,531 sf in area. The FPZ area
covers approximately 11,400 sf of the lot. Approximately
1,950 sf of building footprint, 1,950 sf of underground
parking, and 500 sf of below grade driveway are
proposed within the FPZ area. No construction is
proposed within the 75’ platted buffer area. Please see
Exhibit B. No unmitigated Impacts.
The CUP for construction within the FPZ provides no
access directly onto Kearns Blvd from the site. Two
access points onto Sidewinder provide access for
emergency vehicles. The Clinic is an allowed use
replacing a restaurant which is also an allowed use. - No
unmitigated Impacts.
Existing utilities are available at the site and may need to
be upgraded for the use. Surface utilities will be
screened with landscaping per conditions. No
unmitigated Impacts, as conditioned.
Emergency vehicles can access the site as designed. Fire
department has approved the site plan for emergency
access. No unmitigated Impacts.
The 26 underground, 8 surface, and 1 ambulance
parking spaces meet the minimum parking requirement
of 35 spaces located on site. Bike parking is provided at
the entrance and within the garage. No unmitigated
Impacts.
Vehicular access is from Sidewinder Drive. There are
sidewalks along Sidewinder Drive and a bike/pedestrian
path along Kearns providing good pedestrian
connections to the site. The City Engineer will review a
turning movement report at the time of the building
permit to determine whether right turn only signs are
required for one of the access points. No unmitigated
Impacts.
Fencing, screening, and landscaping are shown on the
landscaping plan to provide screening, buffering,
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8

Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the
location of Buildings on the site; including
orientation to buildings on adjoining lots -

9

Usable Open Space -

10

Signs and lighting -

11

Physical design and compatibility with
surrounding structures in mass, scale, style,
design, and architectural detailing

12

Noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other
mechanical factors that might affect people and
property off site -

13

Control of delivery and service vehicles, loading
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separation and softening of the building facades and
parking area. No fencing along Kearns is proposed.
Existing trees in the FPZ are stressed and condition
recommended that they be inspected by a certified
arborist and properly cared for or replaced. No
unmitigated Impacts.
The building height proposed is 26’ for the sloping
architectural roof element on the west side of the
building. The majority of the building is 24’ or less. The
GC District allows 35’ with an additional 5’ allowed for
roofs with a pitch of 4:12 or greater to a maximum of
40’. The building is lower and generally smaller in mass
and scale when compared to the adjacent buildings in
the area. The façade is articulated with an 8’ change in
building height and a 20’ horizontal shift. No
unmitigated Impacts.
Platted buffer easement area and landscaping of parking
area along Sidewinder provides approximately 10,000 sf
of landscaped open space. No unmitigated Impacts.
Lighting is down directed and shielded. The façade
facing the FPZ has fewer windows, and where there are
windows they are screened and buffered with
landscaping to reduce potential glare. Signs have not
been submitted. Separate permits are required prior to
installation. Any free-standing sign is conditioned to
orient to Sidewinder, not Kearns. Impacts mitigated, as
conditioned.
Proposed architectural design is compatible with the
eclectic mix of various architectural styles and materials
in the commercial area. Materials include natural stone
(Brown’s Canyon sandstone rough cut), brick, and metal
panels with standing seam metal roofing similar to
materials used on surrounding structures. The building is
generally smaller in mass and scale compared to
adjacent buildings; however, the sloping west roof line
lends a more mountain contemporary feel to the
building. Impacts mitigated as conditioned.
All uses are proposed to take place within the building,
including most of the parking. Mechanical equipment
and vents will be screened. Noise, vibration, odors,
steam and other mechanical factors are mitigated by the
site plan and design. No unmitigated Impacts.
Delivery and service vehicle activities, as well as loading
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and unloading zones, and screening of trash and
recycling pickup areas -

14

15

Expected ownership and management of the
project as primary residences, condominiums,
time interval ownership, nightly rental, or
commercial tenancies, how the form of
ownership affects taxing entities
Within and adjoining the site. Environmentally
sensitive lands, physical mine hazards, historic
mine waste, and Park City soils ordinance, steep
slopes, and appropriateness of the proposed
structure to the existing topography of the site -

and unloading zones, occur on the south side of the
building away from the FPZ. Trash and recycling areas
are located within the parking structure and/or within
an enclosed and fenced area on the east and south side
of the building. No unmitigated Impacts.
The building will be owned by the applicant. No
unmitigated Impacts.

Soils Ordinance regulations apply to the site and soil
remediation has started. The building is not located on
steep slopes, ridgelines, or within other environmentally
sensitive areas. Impacts mitigated as conditioned.

Department Review
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues raised, such as
emergency vehicle access, utility locations, storm water, soils remediation, easements
and other issues pertaining to the building permitting process, have been addressed by
conditions of approval.
Public Input
No input has been received regarding the Conditional Use Permit.
Process
Approval of this CUP application constitutes Final Action that may be appealed to the
City Council following appeal procedures found in LMC § 15-1-18.
Alternatives
• The Planning Commission may approve the Conditional Use Permit as proposed
and conditioned; or
• The Planning Commission may deny the request and direct staff to prepare
findings supporting this recommendation; or
• The Planning Commission may continue the discussion to a date certain to allow
the Staff and applicant time to respond to any additional concerns or issues
raised at the Planning Commission hearing.
Significant Impacts
Approval of this Conditional Use Permit application, as conditioned, allows the applicant
to construct a portion of the proposed Instacare clinic within the southern 25’ of the FPZ,
and outside of the platted 75’ buffer easement area, per the submitted plans.
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Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation
If this application is not approved, the applicant would not be able to construct the
building as designed.
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 1750 Sidewinder Drive on the southeast corner of
Sidewinder Drive and Kearns Blvd.
2. The applicant proposes to construct an approximately 8,631 sf gross (6,992 sf net
leasable floor area), building for a new Intermountain Healthcare Instacare Medical
Clinic. Also proposed is an underground parking structure that is approximately 12,
770 sf.
3. The CUP is required for construction of the northern 25’ of the building, parking
garage and driveway proposed within the Frontage Protection Zone (FPZ), to ensure
that potential impacts of construction are adequately mitigated.
4. Approximately 1,950 sf of building footprint, as well as 1,950 sf of underground
parking/circulation staircase are proposed within the southern 25’ of the FPZ.
Approximately 500 sf of below grade driveway accessing the garage is proposed
within the FPZ.
5. Medical Clinics and Offices are an allowed use within the General Commercial (GC)
District.
6. The property is located within the Park City Soils Ordinance Boundary.
7. The property is described as Lot 42A of the Resubdivision of Lot 42 Prospector
Square Subdivision. The replat was approved by City Council on April 3, 1986 and
recorded at Summit County on December 30, 1986.
8. The lot contains 31,531 square feet (sf) of lot area. The FPZ area covers
approximately 11,400 sf (36%) of the lot.
9. There is no minimum lot size in the General Commercial District.
10. There is a platted buffer easement area on the northern 75’ of Lot 42A. The buffer
area is indicated as a bike path, trail, and snow storage easement and is dedicated
to the public in perpetuity. The buffer area encumbers approximately 8,550 square
feet (27%) of the lot. No portion of the building is proposed on the buffer easement
area. There is a paved trail as well as several large existing evergreen trees located
within the buffer area. Several of the trees appear stressed and in poor health. The
applicant proposes to protect the trees during construction of the clinic.
11. On March 26, 1986 the Planning Commission approved a similar CUP for
construction within the FPZ for the Pizza Hut Restaurant previously located at this
site.
12. The Planning Director determined that a new CUP was required due to the larger
footprint (1,975 sf for the IHC Clinic versus 1,875 sf for the Pizza Hut) as well as the
proposed underground parking structure and driveway for the IHC building. The
Pizza Hut was a single story building with only surface parking.
13. The Planning Department determined that the exception for minor remodels and
façade improvements for existing Structures within the FPZ did not apply to the
proposed building and an Administrative Permit was not allowed.
14. Access to the site is from Sidewinder Drive.
15. No access exists or is proposed from Kearns Blvd.
16. Parking is proposed in an underground parking structure, under the building footprint
with an additional eight (8) surface spaces on the south side of the building at the
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main entrance. The twenty-six (26) structured parking space are accessed by a
driveway located on the west side of the building. One ambulance parking space is
accommodated within the small surface lot. Bike parking is provided on the south
side of the building at the entrance as well as within the parking garage.
17. The proposed 35 parking spaces meet the minimum requirements of the Land
Management Code.
18. On January 15, 2016 an Administrative Conditional Use permit was approved by the
Planning Department for the height of the retaining wall within the front setback
along Sidewinder Drive for the driveway access to the parking garage.
19. The proposal has been reviewed by the Park City Fire District and approved for
emergency access, including ambulance.
20. The proposed structure complies with all setbacks in the GC District. There is a
proposed twenty foot front setback (20’ required) along Sidewinder Drive, a seventy
foot (70’) setback along Kearns Blvd, and a 10’2” setback (10’ required) along the
east side property line.
21. The maximum building height proposed is 26’ for the sloping architectural roof
element on the west side of the building. The majority of the building is 24’ or less in
height.
22. The General Commercial District has a maximum allowed building height of 35’ with
an additional 5’ allowed for roofs with a pitch of 4:12 or greater.
23. The building is lower and generally smaller in mass and scale when compared to the
adjacent medical office building to the east and the commercial/office buildings to
the north and south. The north elevation meets the façade variation requirements
with an 8’ change in height and a 20’ horizontal shift.
24. The proposed building is compatible with the surrounding structures in mass, scale,
materials, and architecture. Materials include natural stone (Brown’s Canyon
sandstone rough cut), brick, and metal panels with standing seam metal roofing.
25. The Prospector Square commercial area is comprised of an eclectic mix of various
architectural styles and materials.
26. Utility services exist at the site and a utility plan was submitted with the application
indicating the location of all utilities, include a storm water plans. The electrical
transformer located within the buffer area along Kearns is highly visible and shall be
screened with landscaping to minimize visual impacts. Any new utilities located in
the buffer easement area will require a recorded utility easement within the buffer
zone easement.
27. Exterior lighting is proposed to be down-directed, shielded, and in compliance with
the LMC lighting requirements with final review of fixtures by staff at time of building
permit application review.
28. A landscape plan was submitted with the application indicating that existing trees in
the buffer area are proposed to remain with additional trees, foundation plantings,
and planting beds provided for screening, buffering and softening of the building, as
well as the driveway and small surface parking lot.
29. No fencing is proposed within the FPZ area.
30. Staff observed the existing evergreen trees along Kearns Blvd and finds that they
appear to be in poor health and in need of treatment from a tree specialist.
31. As conditioned, the application complies with the FPZ requirements in LMC Chapter
15-2.20.
32. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.
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33. The applicant stipulates to these conditions of approval.
Conclusions of Law
1. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code.
2. The CUP, as conditioned, is consistent with the Park City General Plan.
3. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale,
mass, and circulation.
4. The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful
planning and conditions of approval.
Conditions of Approvals
1. All Standard Project Conditions shall apply.
2. Significant trees shall be protected from damage during construction.
3. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy the applicant shall submit a report
from a licensed arborist documenting the type, size and condition of all existing trees
on the site. The report shall include recommendations regarding treatments
necessary to bring these trees back to health, or if replacement is necessary,
recommendations as to type and size of trees required to mitigate for removal of any
existing trees due to disease and/or overall poor health based on the arborist report.
4. A final landscape plan consistent with the landscape plan submitted with this
conditional use permit application shall be submitted for approval by the Planning
Department, prior to issuance of a building permit.
5. Soil from the disturbed areas on site shall be managed according to the City’s Soils
Boundary Ordinance regulations.
6. A Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) shall be submitted for approval by the
Planning and Building Departments, prior to issuance of a building permit. The CMP
shall include all items required by the Building Department, as well as the location
and method of protection of all existing trees on the site and within twenty feet (20’ of
the site. The CMP shall address recycling and reuse of construction waste to reduce
the amount of construction waste sent to the landfill.
7. Final grading and storm water drainage plans shall be submitted for approval by the
City Engineer, prior to issuance of a building permit.
8. A final utility plan shall be submitted for approval by the City Engineer, prior to
issuance of a building permit. Surface utility boxes shall be screened with
landscaping elements.
9. An easement for utilities within the 70’ platted buffer easement area, in a form
approved by the City Engineer, shall be recorded at Summit County prior to
issuance of a certificate of occupancy.
10. Final plan approval and sign off from the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation
District is required prior to issuance of a building permit.
11. No permanent signs may be installed on the site without approval of a Sign Permit
from the Planning and Building Departments.
12. All exterior lighting shall be reviewed by Planning Staff for compliance with the LMC
at the time of building permit review.
13. Any proposed free standing sign shall orient towards Sidewinder Drive. Wall and
hanging signs on the portion of the building within the FPZ are permitted through this
CUP; however a sign permit is required prior to installation of any signs.
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14. Any damage to public sidewalks, trails, streets, and curb and gutter shall be repaired
and/or replaced in a manner approved by the City, prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.
15. The City Engineer shall review a turning movement study and will make a final
determination regarding right turn only signs from the driveways on Sidewinder.
16. No vehicular access to the site is permitted from Kearns Blvd.
17. Final architectural plans and materials, consistent with the plans reviewed by the
Planning Commission on April 27, 2016, shall be submitted with the building permit
application for approval by the Planning Staff, prior to issuance of a building permit.
Final plans shall comply with requirements of LMC Chapter 5.
Exhibits
Exhibit A – Applicant’s letter
Exhibit B – Vicinity Map
Exhibit C – Subdivision plat
Exhibit D – Pizza Hut CUP approval
Exhibit E – Proposed IHC Clinic plans
Exhibit F – Standard Project Conditions
Exhibit G – Building Perspectives
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EXHIBIT A
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Exhibit B - Site Vicinity Map
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT D
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EXHIBIT E
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EXHIBIT F
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
STANDARD PROJECT CONDITIONS
1.

The applicant is responsible for compliance with all conditions of approval.

2.

The proposed project is approved as indicated on the final approved plans,
except as modified by additional conditions imposed by the Planning
Commission at the time of the hearing. The proposed project shall be in
accordance with all adopted codes and ordinances; including, but not necessarily
limited to: the Land Management Code (including Chapter 5, Architectural
Review); International Building, Fire and related Codes (including ADA
compliance); the Park City Design Standards, Construction Specifications, and
Standard Drawings (including any required snow storage easements); and any
other standards and regulations adopted by the City Engineer and all boards,
commissions, agencies, and officials of the City of Park City.

3.

A building permit shall be secured for any new construction or modifications to
structures, including interior modifications, authorized by this permit.

4.

All construction shall be completed according to the approved plans on which
building permits are issued. Approved plans include all site improvements shown
on the approved site plan. Site improvements shall include all roads, sidewalks,
curbs, gutters, drains, drainage works, grading, walls, landscaping, lighting,
planting, paving, paths, trails, public necessity signs (such as required stop
signs), and similar improvements, as shown on the set of plans on which final
approval and building permits are based.

5.

All modifications to plans as specified by conditions of approval and all final
design details, such as materials, colors, windows, doors, trim dimensions, and
exterior lighting shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning Department,
Planning Commission, or Historic Preservation Board prior to issuance of any
building permits. Any modifications to approved plans after the issuance of a
building permit must be specifically requested and approved by the Planning
Department, Planning Commission and/or Historic Preservation Board in writing
prior to execution.

6.

Final grading, drainage, utility, erosion control and re-vegetation plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to commencing construction.
Limits of disturbance boundaries and fencing shall be reviewed and approved by
the Planning, Building, and Engineering Departments. Limits of disturbance
fencing shall be installed, inspected, and approved prior to building permit
issuance.

7.

An existing conditions survey identifying existing grade shall be conducted by the
applicant and submitted to the Planning and Building Departments prior to
issuance of a footing and foundation permit. This survey shall be used to assist
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the Planning Department in determining existing grade for measurement of
building heights, as defined by the Land Management Code.
8.

A Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP), submitted to and approved by the
Planning, Building, and Engineering Departments, is required prior to any
construction. A CMP shall address the following, including but not necessarily
limited to: construction staging, phasing, storage of materials, circulation,
parking, lights, signs, dust, noise, hours of operation, re-vegetation of disturbed
areas, service and delivery, trash pick-up, re-use of construction materials, and
disposal of excavated materials. Construction staging areas shall be clearly
defined and placed so as to minimize site disturbance. The CMP shall include a
landscape plan for re-vegetation of all areas disturbed during construction,
including but not limited to: identification of existing vegetation and replacement
of significant vegetation or trees removed during construction.

9.

Any removal of existing building materials or features on historic buildings shall
be approved and coordinated by the Planning Department according to the LMC,
prior to removal.

10.

The applicant and/or contractor shall field verify all existing conditions on historic
buildings and match replacement elements and materials according to the
approved plans. Any discrepancies found between approved plans, replacement
features and existing elements must be reported to the Planning Department for
further direction, prior to construction.

11.

Final landscape plans, when required, shall be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Department prior to issuance of building permits. Landscaping shall be
completely installed prior to occupancy, or an acceptable guarantee, in
accordance with the Land Management Code, shall be posted in lieu thereof. A
landscaping agreement or covenant may be required to ensure landscaping is
maintained as per the approved plans.

12.

All proposed public improvements, such as streets, curb and gutter, sidewalks,
utilities, lighting, trails, etc. are subject to review and approval by the City
Engineer in accordance with current Park City Design Standards, Construction
Specifications and Standard Drawings. All improvements shall be installed or
sufficient guarantees, as determined by the City Engineer, posted prior to
occupancy.

13.

The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall review and approve the
sewer plans, prior to issuance of any building plans. A Line Extension
Agreement with the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall be signed
and executed prior to building permit issuance. Evidence of compliance with the
District's fee requirements shall be presented at the time of building permit
issuance.
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14.

The planning and infrastructure review and approval is transferable with the title
to the underlying property so that an approved project may be conveyed or
assigned by the applicant to others without losing the approval. The permit
cannot be transferred off the site on which the approval was granted.

15.

When applicable, access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by
the State Highway Permits Officer. This does not imply that project access
locations can be changed without Planning Commission approval.

16.

Vesting of all permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the
approval as defined in the Land Management Code, or upon termination of the
permit.

17.

No signs, permanent or temporary, may be constructed on a site or building
without a sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building Departments. All
multi-tenant buildings require an approved Master Sign Plan prior to submitting
individual sign permits.

18.

All exterior lights must be in conformance with the applicable Lighting section of
the Land Management Code. Prior to purchase and installation, it is
recommended that exterior lights be reviewed by the Planning Department.

19.

All projects located within the Soils Ordinance Boundary require a Soil Mitigation
Plan to be submitted and approved by the Building and Planning departments
prior to the issuance of a Building permit.

September 2012
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EXHIBIT G
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Application:
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-16-03115
LMC Amendments- annual review
Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP
April 27, 2016
Work Session- Legislative Code Amendments

Description
Project Name:
Approximate Location:
Proposal:

LMC Amendments
Citywide
Amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC) require
Planning Commission review and recommendation with final
action by the City Council. This is a work session item only.

Executive Summary
Planning Staff is in the process of reviewing the Land Management Code (LMC). The
review includes various administrative and substantive items to align the LMC with the
adopted General Plan and to address issues and inconsistencies that have come up
over the past year. Once the Planning Commission is supportive, Staff will return with
specific language, on a topic or by section basis, at future meetings. Staff is also
preparing amendments to align the LMC with changes made to the State Code over the
past several years and will present those changes to the Commission at a future
meeting.
Purpose
The LMC is designed, enacted, restated and reorganized to implement the goals and
policies of the (adopted) Park City General Plan, and for the following purposes:
(A)
To promote the general health, safety and welfare of the present and future
inhabitants, Businesses, and visitors of the City,
(B)
To protect and enhance the vitality of the City’s resort-based economy, the
overall quality of life, the Historic character, and unique mountain town community,
(C)
To protect and preserve peace and good order, comfort, convenience, and
aesthetics of the City,
(D)

To protect the tax base and to secure economy in governmental expenditures,

(E)
To allow Development in a manner that encourages the preservation of scenic
vistas, environmentally sensitive lands, Historic Structures, the integrity of Historic
Districts, and the unique urban scale of original Park City,
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(F)
To provide for well-planned commercial and residential centers, safe and efficient
traffic and pedestrian circulation, preservation of night skies and efficient delivery of
municipal services,
(G)
To prevent Development that adds to existing Geologic Hazards, erosion,
flooding, degradation of air quality, wildfire danger or other conditions that create
potential dangers to life and safety in the community or that detracts from the quality of
life in the community,
(H)

To protect and ensure access to sunlight for solar energy devices, and

(I)

To protect or promote moderate income housing.

It is the intention of the City in adopting this LMC, and to make amendments on a
regular basis, to fully exercise all of the powers granted to the City by the provisions of
the Title 10, Chapter 9a of the Utah Municipal Land Use Development and Management
Act. Utah Code Annotated, 1991, as amended and all other powers granted by statute
or by common law for the necessary regulation of the Use and Development of land
within the City.
General Plan
These proposed Land Management Code (LMC) amendments shall be reviewed for
consistency with the current adopted Park City General Plan. The LMC implements the
goals, objectives and policies of the Park City General Plan to maintain the quality of life
and experiences for its residents and visitors and to preserve the community’s
neighborhoods and unique character and values. Additionally, the LMC is intended to
be updated on a regular basis to stay current with State Law. Additional General Plan
analysis will be provided as these amendments are developed and presented for public
hearing and recommendation to City Council.
Background
On April 13, 2016, the Planning Commission met in work session to discuss various lists
of LMC Amendments (see minutes of the work session in this packet). The LMC items
were discussed and placed into three groupings, namely, minimum, moderate, and
significant based on an estimate of the amount of staff and commission time each would
entail. These groupings were generally not based on the importance of each item. Staff
is preparing LMC redlines for the May 11, 2016 meeting, for items the Commission
placed in the minimum group.
Analysis
The items discussed at the Planning Commission of April 13, 2016 have been ordered
in accordance with the prioritization developed with the Planning Commission. These
items are ranked in the three categories for that meeting – Minimum, Moderate and
Significant levels of effort and discussion to effect a change in the LMC.
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Staff requests:
(1) The Planning Commission confirm support for Staff to prepare redline LMC changes
of items in the Minimum group listed below, for action consideration at a future meeting;
and
(2) The Planning Commission discusses and prioritizes the items listed in the Moderate
and Significant groups, also listed below. Staff will incorporate the Planning
Commission’s determined priorities into the larger General Plan policy discussion items.
Minimum
1. (1) Appeals process for extensions of HDDR and CUP approvals for
consistency with Chapter 1 and throughout the Code. Identify appeals process
(15-1-19), including noticing, and appeal authority for appeals of extensions
granted on HDDR and CUP approval applications.
2. (4) Clarify standard of review for Conditional Use Permits and other types of
applications (Chapter 1). General Plan review is more specific to legislative
actions such as zoning, rezoning, MPDs, annexations, LMC Amendments. CUP
applications are more administrative and the standard of review in 15-1-10 (D)
needs to be reworded to reflect that.
3. (6) Clarify Steep Slope CUP and setback applicability(regarding vertical
plane). Based on applicant interpretation Staff sees a need to clarify that Steep
Slope CUP applications apply when development occurs on Steep slope as well
as onto the entire horizontal and vertical planes that make up the property and
similar case with setback regulations. Add language to Chapter 2 (HRL, HR-1,
HR-2, and RC) as well as Chapter 15 definitions.
4. (7) Allow common wall development with Party Wall Agreement for all
Districts (HR-1, HR-2, HCB, PUT, and CT) as is currently allowed in the R-1,
HRM, HRC, SF, RD, RDM, RM, RC, GC, and LI Districts (Chapter 2) as a way to
allow units to be individually sold without a condominium plat (especially for
duplexes where 2 unit condominiums are an impediment to affordable housing).
Research history of this issue and consider adding the existing language to the
remaining Districts- “A Side Yard between connected Structures is not required
where Structures are designed with a common wall on a Property Line and the
Lots are burdened with a party wall agreement in a form approved by the City
Attorney and Chief Building Official.
5. (8) Exception for ten foot horizontal step and total 35’ height requirement
for historic structures in HRL, HR-1, HR-2 and RC District as legal noncomplying structures (Chapter 2). Adding to existing language in 15-2.2-4
Existing Historic Structure to include the Building Height as a standard that
makes a valid Complying Structure if it doesn’t comply with the current
regulations for Building Height. “Historic Structures that do not comply with
Building Setbacks, Off-Street parking, and driveway location standard are valid
Complying Structures….”
6. (9) Consistent language for screening of mechanical equipment in GC and
LI District (Chapter 2). Section 15-2.19-9 Mechanical Services, Delivery, and
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Loading Areas, which has specific requirements for exterior mechanical
equipment screening, etc. should be included in the GC District too. .
7. (13b) Landscape review standards for landscape materials and mulchesprohibit petroleum based and synthetic mulches (Chapter 5). Review materials
and mulches for water conservation.
8. (16) Allow barrel roofs as a permitted roof form (Chapter 5) and codify how
height is measured (Chapter 2). Discuss and define barrel roofs and consider
including in Chapter 2 as an allowed roof form and determine whether a barrel
roof meeting the definition is allowed the full 5’ height allowance, as is allowed for
a pitch roof with a pitch of at least 4:12 to be inserted wherever the following
height exception is provided: “A gable, hip, or similar pitched roof may extend up
to five (5’) feet above the Zone Height, if the roof pitch is 4:12 or greater.” Should
barrel roof have to fit within the geometrics of a 4:12 roof in order to get the
additional 5’ of height?
9. (18) Review Master Planned Development requirements specific to Mine Sites
(Chapter 6). Review Section 15-6-5 specifically for Mine Sites to be shown on
MPD site plans and may require that an inventory of sites be prepared along with
a protection and/or preservation plan.
10. (21) Various administrative corrections (cross references to incorrect sections,
typos, terminology and changes, and other minor administrative corrections).
(Various Chapters).
11. State mandated changes (Various Chapters).
Moderate
1. (2) Standards for expiration of inactive or stayed applications (Chapter 1).
Determine timeframe for when inactive or stayed applications should expire after
90 days without action. Provide more specific requirements for keeping an
application current. Definition of Inaction.
2. (3) Standards for application revisions and requirements for submittal of
new application when changes are substantial (Chapter 1). Provide standards
for when substantial revisions to an application require a new application. New
fees? New application? What is substantial? New subsection of 15-1-14?
3. (9) Screening of mechanical discussion in general. Discussion in terms of
general screening requirements and definitions (see minimum for the issue of
consistency between GC and LI current language).
4. (11) Align Special Events regulations with recent Municipal Code changes
(Special Events, Temporary Structures and Tents, Outdoor Events, etc. in all
Districts (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 4. The Municipal Code was recently
amended and the Land Management Code is not consistent and should be
amended.
5. (14) Residential/neighborhood lighting glare.
6. (20) Definitions (as they apply to above amendments) (Chapter 15).
7. (22) Clarification of Planning Director approval of “diminimus adjustments.”
Review Section 15-14-1 Administration and Enforcement, and include a
paragraph and explanation for Planning Director determination of substantial
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compliance with this Code, including allowance for approval of diminimus
adjustments. Include in definitions Chapter 15.
Significant
1. (5) Review Allowed and Conditional Uses in all Districts for consistency and
for consideration of other uses. Recent discussion includes requests to
provide or revise land use tables and definitions for the following: Agricultural
Uses, Accessory Apartments, Portable Storage Units, Resort Accessory Uses,
Resort Summer Uses, Essential Municipal Uses, Ski-related Accessory Buildings
(only for skiing?), Temporary Improvements, Tents, Recreation Facilities,
Support Commercial, Outdoor Events and Special Events) (Chapters 2 and 15),
and others. Provide a land use table or matrix in the code.
2. (10) Parking and driveway regulations regarding maximum driveway grades;
parking areas for vehicles, boats and trailers; maximum parking standards;
parking in Historic District standards consistent with Parking Chapter (Chapter 3).
The current regulations for maximum driveway grades (up to 14%) encourage
more grading of the site, use of heated driveway systems, and construction
higher on the lot. Recommend maximum driveway grade of less than 10%.
Applicant with unique lot characteristics still would be able to apply for a
variance.
3. (12) Portable Storage Unit and Group Mail Box regulations (Chapter 2 and
Chapter 4). Discuss these uses, definitions, and locations where allowed,
conditional or prohibited in all Districts, specifically an issue in the Historic
Districts.
4. (17) Review Unit Equivalent requirements in Master Planned Developments
(Chapter 6) and for various Public Uses (in ROS and CT Districts and other
Zones?) (Chapters 2 and 6). LMC calculates for Residential and
Commercial/office uses. How do you calculate UE for public and private
recreation facilities, essential municipal public utilities and uses, accessory
buildings, skating rinks, indoor sports fields, public and quasi-public schools and
churches, child care centers, public assembly structures, etc? Review Section
15-6-8- Unit Equivalents specifically in Sections A-E.
5. (18) Review Master Planned Development requirements (Ski Lockers, Soils
Ordinance, Mine Sites, Support Commercial and Meeting Space, Back of House
Uses) (Chapter 6). Review Section 15-6-8 specifically for accessory uses in
Sections F and G.
6. (19) Expand Annexation Expansion Boundary to include City Owned property
to the North and East of current City Limits (Chapter 8). Review General Plan
language, State Code requirements, and current LMC language to understand
existing annexation expansion boundary (15-8-7) and consider amending to
include other City owned properties within the Expansion boundary area. Will
need to review the process for changing annexation expansion boundaries and
include in the LMC as well to comply with State Code.
7. (20) Definitions (various, as they apply to above amendments) (Chapter 15).
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8.

TDR program regulations and process, house size and footprint reductions,
flat roof and green roof standards, wood burning fireplaces, and
transportation related amendments (these items were listed in the April 13th
report as future items, but were not given a number in that report.

Require more in depth review and research
This was the category used at the last meeting to memorialize items that will require
further research and analysis for the Planning Commission discussion.
1. (13a) Landscape review standards for energy efficiency.
2. (14) Upgrade entire Lighting standards for energy efficiency, color, etc. in both
Chapter 3 for Parking Lots (Section 15-3-3 (C)) and Chapter 5 (15-5-5 (I)) for
General Architectural Standards. Review best practices and include more
specific metrics for lighting for energy efficiency and good urban design.
3. (15) Codify requirements for Net Zero Buildings and other energy efficiencies
(Chapters 5 and 6). Requires a white paper and discussion of the topic of net
zero building and what specific items need to be added into the LMC to provide
regulatory teeth to achieve these goals.

Process
Land Management Code amendments are processed according to Section 15-1-7.
Amendments to the Land Management Code require Planning Commission
recommendation and City Council adoption. City Council action may be appealed to a
court of competent jurisdiction per LMC § 15-1-18. Redlines will be provided for further
review and discussion. Public hearings will be scheduled and properly noticed.
Notice
Notice of the work session was published with the agenda for this meeting.
Public Input
Public hearings are required to be conducted by the Planning Commission and City
Council prior to adoption of Land Management Code amendments. The Commission
may allow public input at the work session. A public hearing will be legally noticed for a
future meeting and redlines will be available at the Planning Department and on the
City’s website prior to the hearing.
Significant Impacts
Staff will further identify significant impacts when these amendments are redlined,
following the work session discussions.
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