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UE Calculation
based on sf .ft.
divided by 2,000.
Applies to both
phases and both
sites: Creole and
Mid-Station.

No. of hotel rooms
calculated at 500 sf.
ft. each.
This applies to both
phases at Creole
and Mid-Station.

Parking ratio used
is the one for a
smaller unit: hotel
or suite not to
exceed 650 sq. ft.
requires .66
parking stalls.
Applies to both
phases and both
sites: Creole and
Mid-Station.
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There is a discrepancy between the approved residential UEs found on
the Master Plan at 197 and this UE of 207.25. This may have been the
reason that a separate SPMP Density Exhibit was included in the the
master plan, and specifically mentioned on sheet 1 item 5 of the first
page.

This explains
exactly where the
19,000 sf. of
commercial comes
from.
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DRAFT 
Working Issues List 
Treasure Hill CUP Application 
 
The following list was extracted by City staff out of the adopted meeting minutes in order 
to highlight the issues that have not yet been resolved or fully responded to during the 
public hearings. This document does not supersede or change the official meeting 
record. Many of the same issues were raised at several of the public hearings and 
repeated by several Commissioners in differing variations. This list is not intended to 
represent an exhaustive list of issues and the Planning Commission may choose to add 
or revise this list. 
 

June 8, 2016 

 Appropriate square footage needs to be established 

 Environmental concerns (How have the Sensitive Lands Ordinance requirements 
been met for the Estate Zone?) 

 
July 13, 2016 

 Concerned with commercial space proposed intended to draw more people to 
the project as opposed to just servicing guests  

 Applicant asked applicant to explain how the 52,000 square feet of commercial 
would not compete with Main Street. 

 Concerns with amount of excavation, massing, and building orientation 
(neighborhood compatibility and impacts) (needs wrap-up discussion) 
 

September 14, 2016 

 Regarding building mass and bulk: Applicant requested to look at designing a 
building in such a way that honors the land and steps with the mountain; rather 
than cutting a huge bench into it and building a building.  Asked if there a solution 
that lessens bulk, mass and other major issues. 

 Regarding the architect’s perspective: What specifically were the methods used 
to mitigate scale and mass (other than mass excavating to lower structures 
height about existing grade).   

 Anything above the MPD density will require an MPD amendment (address 
amount of Support Commercial and Accessory Space) 
 

October 12, 2016 

 If the applicant believes they are entitled to more than the 19UEs of commercial 
space they need to better explain why. 

 Design is not inviting to the pedestrian: Commission commented that the over-
excavation causes a dramatically different pedestrian experience versus 
originally approved in the MPD and as consistent with the rest of the zone re: the 
character and scale. 

 Commission commented regarding being sensitive to the hillside to step it up the 
slope rather than benching it out and building up on the platform.  Questioned 
whether the massive excavations that go beyond the limits of disturbance are 
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consistent with MPD and code. 

 Commission commented that buildings at curve at Lowell and Empire Avenue to 
look nothing like the neighborhood and are not compatible.  . 

 Commission concerned with the time of completion and asked about how much 
blasting; noisy and disruptive construction activity; amount of construction truck 
traffic; number of construction employees; adequately protecting adjacent 
houses; storm-water run-off during construction; adequate water supply and all 
anticipated utility services; utility service installation impacts. 

 Commission asked if sheet A16 was the full and final extent of excavation 
mitigation plans. Reiterated the same comments as to sheet A18, project 
mitigators.  Proposed mitigation needs to be brought up forward at this time.  
Wanted to know which of those project mitigators apply to direction to Criteria 8. 

 Commission requested updated infrastructure calculations - information appears 
out-of-date (Utility master plan requirement in MPD). 

 Commission requested applicant to let the Planning Commission know and be 
clear for the record whether they plan to respond or not to their requests. 

 
November 9, 2016 

 Commission requested images of cliffscapes in finished form. 

 Commission asked if there a Vail representative that can agree to the soil 
acceptance; maybe attend one of the public hearings? 

 Commission commented nothing in plans that mitigate noise (construction), dust 
and other impacts. (Is the applicant planning to submit additional information with 
specificity to address concerns?) 

 
December 14, 2016 

 Commission concerned about site impacts related to slope retention and 
appropriateness of structures to the topography. 
 

January 11 2017 

 Commission asked how is storm run-off addressed? 

 Commission asked how is the applicant discouraging people from using Empire 
and Crescent Tram? 

 Commission inquired about off-site pedestrian staircases: Where do we need 
staircases and where we don’t?  Update requested. (Address off-site pedestrian 
connectivity). 

 Commission on snow removal and storage: If the City is going to own snow 
removal and snow storage would like to understand a better plan than “make it a 
priority”.  (Note: The May 15, 1985 Sweeney Properties Master Plan Fact Sheet 
and Unit Breakdown specifies: “No additional City Streets to maintain”, and “[n]o 
additional City snow removal responsibilities”. 

 Commission questioned limiting access to support commercial: Is there a way to 
have patrons be limited to use a room card for commercial transaction for 
control?   

 Commission on snow melting stations on site:  Is it a possibility? 

 Can the use of Crescent Tram be prohibited for guests, employees, and 
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operations of the Treasure Hill proposed development? 
  

March 8, 2017 

 Commission requested an updated emergency traffic and fire protection analysis 
to current codes. 

 Commission on parking: Need to understand off-site (neighborhood impacts) 
parking in conjunction with on-site parking.  Needs to be part of the parking 
analysis:  Is the parking updated also an addendum or is it part of the 
transportation update?  Parking is important to be reviewed concurrently with the 
traffic update. 

 Planning Commission requested a briefing on the past Planning Commission 
discussion to lower parking requirement from 424 to 366. 

 Commission concerned with Findings of Fact #4 & #5 from master plan (4. The 
commercial uses proposed will be oriented and provide convenient service to 
those residing within the project.  5. The required parking can readily be provided 
on-site and in enclosed structures), and how the applicant has not demonstrated 
it.  Concerned that applicant has not shown how they would manage parking on-
site. 

 Commission does not know specific uses of the commercial space on the site.  
Can’t determine if it would draw additional traffic, adequacy of mitigation 
measures, proper evaluation. 

 Commission on parking management plan concerns because the applicant has 
not demonstrated how they will manage on-site parking (need for a parking 
management plan) due to the draw of additional traffic of guests that are not 
over-night guests due to: 

1. Support commercial.  Space approved at 19 UEs (19,000 sf.) not 52,000 
sf.   

2. Meeting space:  16,000 sf. of proposed space.  
3. Miniature ski base: The potential of day skiers accessing the runs from the 

new development to avoid crowds at PCMR ski base. 

 Commission concerned with three (3) outlined items and how they related to 
employee parking in Old Town and taking the cabriolet up without specific 
management plans/ideas from applicant (how to control employees).  Because of 
location in Old Town, this needs to be thoroughly addressed.   

 
April 12, 2017 

 Commission requested: 
o More info on landscaping plans to buffer impacts to neighbors 
o More detail about the cliffscapes 
o More information about the administrative (landscaping) guidelines that 

will be enforced against during a later approval process 

 Commission inquired about noise mitigation of snowmaking. 

 Commission inquired about compliance with dark-sky standards for all lighting 
including glare through windows. A photometric plan would be helpful to assess 
impact on adjacent properties. 
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June 14, 2017 

 Commission asked about mitigating how people come in to use the commercial.  
Suggest again, using a room key for all transactions. 

 Commission on cabriolet: parking problems?  Take away from business?  
Create congestions?  Location of construction workers drop off and impacts?  
Traffic route displacement?  How is the construction work going to function?  
Closed gondola would be better than the open cabriolet as it could detract 
people in a winter storm.  More cabriolet details needed. 

 
July 12, 2017 

 Commission on excavation expansion rate.  Need to know why disagree with 
staff’s estimated exaction expansion percentage. Need to know if Vail is ok with 
using their land to displace dirt and how much (specifically) they approve.  
Questions Creole-Gulch area as the primary dumping ground, conservation 
agreement, tree cut down, topsoil scraped off, etc. 

 Commission requested specificity needed for the entire project, not general info 
such as the Questar Gas letter example, e.g., how big will the pipes be, how far 
down Lowell, how far out 224 will it have to go before it taps into a source of gas 
that’s big enough to supply all of that.  How many roads will we need to tear up, 
etc.  Need to have geo-technical assurances regarding the project not sliding 
down. 

 
August 9, 2017 

 Applicant to answer construction employee estimate: How many people are 
showing up on that work site? 

 Applicant to address traffic discussion that took place in the past, regarding traffic 
flow, roads to be widened, sidewalks, street parking, snow storage, etc. 

 Applicant to verify all calculations on final traffic study. 

 Applicant to verify parking demand (from the Triton study). The 200-unit hotel 
with commercial and meeting space takes less parking than 100 condos, and 
considerably less than half as much commercial space. 

 After seeing the revised plan. Commission will look for specific numbers in terms 
of the amount of dirt that’s reduced, the amount of truck trips applicant thinks that 
it reduces, and what other impacts applicant thinks that mitigates and by how 
much. 
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Treasure – Park City, Utah 

Planning Commission Presentation October 11, 2017 

Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 

Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD and CUP requirements. 

Goals: 

1) Arrive at workable phasing plan by Big-D (exhibit 1) 

a. Give priority to lift improvements  

b. Phase 1—Lift,1 Buildings, 2 Building, and associated access 

c.  Phase 2—the 5 Buildings 

d. Phase 3—the 4 Buildings 

e. Phase 4—the 3 Buildings 

2) Arrive at feasible ski access plan by Big-D (exhibit 2) 

a. Keep lift operational every season, integrate lift improvements  

b. Phase 1—keep South Town runs open, 1b—finish ski access to quad 

c.  Phase 2—finish North Town runs 
Slide � -201710031
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 

Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements. 

Goals (cont.): 

3) Create a practical master staging plan by Big-D (exhibit 3) 

a. Move immediately off the street 

b. Leave a berm at Lowell/Empire until Phase 4 

c.  Fence or otherwise safely contain construction areas 

d. Contract fence and landscape proactively 

e. Employees parking and shuttles, prohibiting parking on nearby streets 

f.  Deliveries 

g.  Materials 

h. Distribution 

i.  Trash 

j.  Sanitary facilities 

Slide � -201710032
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 

Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements. 

Goals (cont.): 

4) Incidentals by Big-D 

a. Limit working hours December-March, holidays, events 

k.  Pay attention to what is going on—weather 

l.  Typical busy day—trucks up Lowell 

m. Keep it all on Lowell, 5’ flex space uphill side—6” asphalt 18” base 

n. Keep flex space clear as necessary—snow, lackadaisical parking 

o. Ongoing collaboration with the City and Ski Resort 

p. Communication with neighbors 

q. Keep streets clean 

r.  Comments on building Woodruff 

Slide � -201710033
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 
Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements.
Goals (cont.):

5)  Hole excavation by Robinson Construction
b.  Excavate hole in standard fashion—like downtown
c.  Ramps and bucket brigade to pickup area
d. Cliffscapes—construct, stain and revegetate on the way down per 

guidelines
e.  Dust control, irrigation
f.  Construct safety fence on top 

Slide � -201710034
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 
Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements.
Goals (cont.):

6)  Placement of material by Robinson Construction (exhibit 4 & 5)
a.  Bottom up, reclaim as you go
b.  Temporary safety fencing
c.  Mulch trees, stockpile top soil/organics
d.  Haul road up King’s Crown
e.  Distribution roads—40’ cross cuts, steep cuts, to be reclaimed
f.  Bench placement zone
g.  Haul and work material to desired to locations
h.  Dust control, stand tanks, irrigation
i.  Place and compact material according direction of soils engineer
j.  Replace top soil / organics, track & seed
k.  Implement SWPPP and DEQ protocols

Slide � -201710035
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(Cont.)
l.  Shut down during ski season
m. Equipment—excavators, dozers, sheep foot, articulating trucks
n.  Estimated time frame

Slide � -201710036
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 
Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements.
Goals (cont.):

7)  Blasting by Robinson Construction
a.  According to regulations (which are strict and highly regulated)
b.  Safe
c.  Quiet
b.  Minimal dust
c.  Less time

Slide � -201710037
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Phasing, Staging, Construction – Prepared in response to Commission, 
Staff, Public Comments, and to comply with MPD requirements.
Goals (cont.):

8)  Geotech by AGEC
a.  Recent studies
b.  Slope suitability
c.  Slope stability
d.  Appropriate monitoring and testing

Slide � -201710038
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SKI RUN
(SEE NOTE 1)

2) Existing hiking/biking trails will be rerouted where necessary to
result in trails of similar character; actual location to be determined
pending final grading of the ski runs and cliffscapes.

 TREASURE HILL STAGING / CONSTRUCTION
 OCTOBER 11 2017 EXHIBIT 1

3

4

2

CONTAINED AREA

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3

PHASE 4

1
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 TREASURE HILL PHASING / SKI ACCESS
 OCTOBER 11 2017 EXHIBIT 2

PHASE 1

PHASE 1A

PHASE 2
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 TREASURE HILL MATERIAL PLACEMENT
 OCTOBER 11 2017 EXHIBIT 4

HAUL ROUTE

DISTRIBUTION ROADS

PLACEMENT ZONES
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 TREASURE HILL MATERIAL PLACEMENT
 OCTOBER 11 2017

HAUL ROUTE

DISTRIBUTION ROADS

PLACEMENT ZONES
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 368 Main Street Plat Amendment 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Project Number:  PL-17-03665 
Date:   October 11, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Plat Amendment  
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 368 Main 
Street 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:  368 Main Street Plat Amendment 
Location:  368 Main Street 
Zoning: Historic Commercial Business District (HCB) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Commercial 
Reason for Review: Plat Amendments require Planning Commission review and 

City Council review and action. 
 
Proposal 
The proposed plat amendment seeks to combine two (2) existing parcels into one (1) lot 
of record.  The legal description of the two (2) parcels is: 
 
Parcel 1: 
BEG AT A PT ON THE E'LY R/W LN OF MAINST SD PT BEING S 23*38'00" E 0.46 FT 
FR THE NW COR OF LOT 13 BLK 22 PARK CITYSURVEY; & RUN TH N 23*38'00" W 
60.39 FT ALG THE E'LY R/W LN OF MAIN ST; TH N 66* 35'02" E ALG THE OUTSIDE 
FACE OF AN EXIST BLDG & SD BLDG FACE PROJECTED77.91 FT; TH S 23*29'48" 
E 9.98 FT; TH N 66*32'39" E 47.06 FT ALG THE N'LY LN OF LOT 16 BLK 69; TH S 
23*31'00" E 49.90 FT ALG THE E'LY LN OF LOTS 16 & 15 BLK69; TH S 66*29'56" W 
49.85 FT ALG THE S'LY LN OF LOT 15 BLK 69; TH S 66*34'45" W 11.95 FT ALG THE 
S'LY LN OF LOT 14 BLK 22; TH S 23*24'33" E 0.48 FT; TH S66*35'27" W ALG THE 
OUTSIDE FACE OF AN EXIST BLDG & SD BLDG FACE EXTENDED 63.05 FT TO PT 
OF BEG CONT.  
 
Parcel 2: 
BEG AT A PT N 23}38'00" W 10.00 FT FRTHE NW COR OF LOT 16, BLK 22, PC 
SURVEY;& RUN TH N 66}40'00" E 77.97 FT; TH S23}29'48" E 24.98 FT; TH S 
66}35'02" W 5.00 FT TO THE SE COR OF A BRICK BLDG;TH ALG THE OUTSIDE 
BRICK FACE OF SD BLDGS 66}35'02" W 69.18 FT TOO THE SW COR OFSD BLDG 
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TH S 66}35'02" W 3.73 FT TO THE E'LY R-O-W LINE OF MAIN STREET; TH ALGTHE 
E'LY R-O-W WAY LINE N 23}38'00" W 25.10 FT TO THE PT OF BEG. CONT. 
 
The historic building is designated as “Landmark” on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory 
(HSI).  
 
Background  
The Great Fire of 1898 destroyed the Grand Opera House that previously occupied this 
site. Following the Great Fire, Julius Frankel purchased this site in March 1901 with the 
intent to construct a new store building.  The Frankel Building was constructed in 4 
months out of brick.  The store was open by Christmas 1901 and remained in business 
until 1950.  During the 1960s, the building was home to the Silver Palace Saloon and by 
1971 it had become the Blackout Saloon, then a variety store and steakhouse.  In 1995, 
it was the Barking Frog restaurant and it is currently occupied by Chimayo restaurant. 
 
In 1979, the site was listed on the National Register of Historic Places as part of the 
Park City Main Street Historic District.  
 
In October 1988, the Historic District Commission completed a design review 
application that sought to construct a new two-story wood addition to the Barking Frog 
Restaurant and redesign a private plaza for outdoor dining.  Staff believes this addition 
was constructed on the southeast corner of the historic building, behind 364 Main 
Street.   
 
In May 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Resubdivision 
through Ordinance 96-19 (page 152) to remove common lot lines and permit an addition 
to the restaurant.  This plat was never recorded and the applicant returned in October 
1996 to subdivide the property into two lots of record to allow for the construction of a 
new building to the south of the Frankel Building.  The Park City Council approved the 
368 Main Street Subdivision as Ordinance No.97-4 (page 353) and it, too, was never 
recorded. 
 
Since then, the applicant has received approval to install nine decorative star lights in 
1998 and a menu sign in 2012.  They also received $13,275 in Historic District Grant 
funds to restore the masonry on the building in 2007. 
 
On March 23, 2016, the Design Review Team (DRT) met with the applicant to discuss 
options for constructing a rooftop addition to the historic building.  At this time, staff 
informed the applicant that a plat amendment would be needed to clean up the existing 
interior lot lines. The applicant submitted a plat amendment application to the Park City 
Planning Department on September 12, 2017; it was deemed complete on September 
13, 2017.  No HDDR application has yet been submitted for any remodel or construction 
of an addition on this site. 
 
Purpose  
The purpose of the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District is to:  
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A. preserve the cultural heritage of the City’s original Business, governmental and 
residential center, 

B. allow the Use of land for retail, commercial, residential, recreational, and 
institutional purposes to enhance and foster the economic and cultural vitality of 
the City, 

C. facilitate the continuation of the visual character, scale, and Streetscape of the 
original Park City Historical District, 

D. encourage the preservation of Historic Structures within the district, 
E. encourage pedestrian-oriented, pedestrian-scale Development, 
F. minimize the impacts of new Development on parking constraints of Old Town, 
G. minimize the impacts of commercial Uses and business activities including 

parking, Access, deliveries, service, mechanical equipment, and traffic, on 
surrounding residential neighborhoods, 

H. minimize visual impacts of automobiles and parking on Historic Buildings and 
Streetscapes, and 

I. support Development on Swede Alley which maintains existing parking and 
service/delivery operations while providing Areas for public plazas and spaces. 

J. 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 purpose of this application is to combine the two (2) existing parcels in order to 
create one lot of record. Within these parcels, there are remnant lot lines of Lots 15, 16 
of Block 22 and Lot 17 of Block 69, Park City Survey, as well as Lot B.  The applicant 
proposes to maintain the existing historic building and is looking at opportunities to 
expand the structure through an addition. 
 
The existing building is a valid complying structure and it is located in the HCB zone. 
There are no existing non-complying circumstances, except that the building was 
constructed over the interior lot lines. The following are the lot and site requirements of 
LMC for the HCB.    
 

 LMC Requirements 
for HR-1 District: 

Existing Conditions: 

 

Minimum Lot Size 1,250 sf 2,278 sf. 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 4.0 FAR max. 1.85 FAR  

Setbacks 
Front Yard 
Rear Yard 
Side Yard 

 
0 ft. 
0 ft. 
0 ft. 

 
4 ft. 
6 ft.* 
0 ft.,  

Building Height above 
Existing Grade 

30 ft. at the front 
property line, 
proceeding at a 45 
degree angle toward 

23 ft. at the highest 
point above natural 
grade; complies.  
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the rear of the 
property until it 
reaches 45 ft. above 
Natural Grade 

*Please note that the historic building encroaches over interior lot lines, but does 
not encroach onto neighboring parcels. 

 
There are no existing encroachments on site.   

Good Cause  
Staff finds good cause for this Plat Amendment as this plat will resolve the existing 
building spanning over multiple interior lot lines. 
 
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 September 27, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property 
owners within 300 feet.  Legal notice was also published in the Park Record and the 
Utah Public Notice Website on September 23, 2017, according to requirements of the 
Land Management Code.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received by the time of this report. 
 
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the 368 Main Street Plat Amendment located at the same address as 
conditioned or amended; or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the 368 Main Street Plat Amendment located at the same address 
and direct staff to make Findings for this decision; or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the discussion on the 368 Main Street 
Plat Amendment and request additional information or analysis in order to make 
a recommendation.    

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application. 
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Consequences of not taking recommended action 
Consequences of not taking the Planning Department’s recommendation are that the  
site would continue to be two parcels containing full and partial lots.  The historic 
building and its addition would straddle interior lot lines and any additions to the building 
would be required to meet setbacks based on the interior lot lines. 
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the 368 Main 
Street 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 of Existing Conditions 
Exhibit C – Aerial Photographs with 500’ Radius & Site Photographs 
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Ordinance No. 17-XX 
 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE 368 MAIN STREET PLAT AMENDMENT 
LOCATED AT 368 MAIN STREET, PARK CITY, UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, the owner of the property located at 368 Main Street has petitioned 
the City Council for approval of the Plat Amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, on September 27, 2017, the property was properly noticed and 
posted according to the requirements of the Land Management Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on September 23, 2017, proper legal notice was published 
according to requirements of the Land Management Code and courtesy letters were 
sent to surrounding property owners; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 11, 
2017, to receive input on plat amendment; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 11, 2017, forwarded a _____ 
recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 

WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, 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 368 Main 
Street Plat Amendment located at the same address. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah as 
follows: 
 
 
SECTION 1. APPROVAL.  The 368 Main Street 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 368 Main Street.  
2. The historic Frankel Building was constructed in 1901.  It was listed on the National 

Register of Historic Places in 1979 and was designated “Landmark” on the City’s 
Historic Sites Inventory in 2009. 

3. In May 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Re-subdivision 
through Ordinance 96-19; it was never recorded. 

4. In October 1996, the Park City Council approved the 368 Main Street Subdivision as 
Ordinance 97-4; it was never recorded. 
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5. The property consists of two parcels, according to the Summit County Recorder’s 
Office that includes, but is not limited to Lots 15, 16, and 17, Block 22 of the Park 
City Survey. 

6. The property is in the Historic Commercial Business (HCB) District.   
7. This site is listed on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) and is designated as 

Landmark.   
8. The Plat Amendment removes four (4) interior lot lines and creates one lot of record.     
9.   The proposed lot size will be 2,278 square feet. 
10. In the HCB District, the minimum Lot Area is 1,250 square feet. The minimum Lot 

Width is twenty-five feet (25') and Minimum Lot Depth is fifty feet (50'). The proposed 
lot is 25.22 feet along the west edge along Main Street and the lot is 77.97 feet 
deep.   

11. LMC § 15-2.2-4 indicates that historic structures that do not comply with building 
setbacks are valid complying structures.   

12. There are no minimum front, rear, and side yard setbacks in the HCB District.  The 
existing historic building has a 4 foot front yard setback, 6 feet in the rear, and 0 feet 
on the sides. The existing building straddles various interior lot lines. 

13. There are no existing encroachments onto adjacent property or the City rights-of-
way.   

14. No public snow storage easements are required due to the allowed zero setbacks in 
this District. 

15. The Park City Planning Department received the plat amendment application on July 
26, 2017; the application was deemed complete on August 14, 2017.   

16. 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. Modified 13-D sprinklers will be required for new construction by the Chief Building 
Official at the time of review of the building permit submittal and shall be noted on 
the final Mylar prior to recordation. 
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SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of November, 2017. 
 
 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      
 
________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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368 Main Street – looking northeasterly 
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368 Main Street – looking easterly 
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368 Main Street – looking southwesterly 
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368 Main Street – looking southeasterly 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
 
 

 

 
Application:  PL-17-03620 
Subject:  Second Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One 
   Subdivision  
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP, Senior Planner 
Date:   October 11, 2017  
Type of Item:  Legislative – Subdivision plat 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and forward a 
positive recommendation to City Council regarding the Second Amendment to the 
Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions 
of law, and conditions of approval in the draft Ordinance.  
 
Description 
Applicant:   Doug Ogilvy for owner REDUS Park City LLC) 
Applicant representative:  Marshall King with Alliance Engineering, Inc.  
Location:   7704 Village Way  
Zoning:   Residential Development (RD-MPD) District, subject to the 

Flagstaff Annexation and Village at Empire Pass MPD  
Adjacent Land Uses: Deer Valley Resort, condominiums, townhouses, and other 

development parcels of the Village at Empire Pass Pod A 
MPD, and open space areas. 

 
Proposal 
This is a request for approval of a Second Amended Village at Empire Pass Phase One 
Subdivision (Exhibit A) to combine Lots 1 and 2 into one lot of record (Exhibit B). The 
property is subject to the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development (VEP- 
MPD) approved on July 28, 2004. The platted lots have frontage on Village Way (a 
private street) and Marsac Avenue. No change in street configuration is proposed. 
There are existing recorded utility, snow storage, storm water, easements on the 
Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision (Exhibit C) that will also be noted on the 
amended plat.   
 
Based on a review of all units and UE platted and constructed to date, there remain 
sufficient units and UE for development of this property. However, density is subject to 
approval of an administrative Conditional Use Permit as well as review of remaining 
density of the Flagstaff Annexation Development Agreement at the time of the A-CUP. 
The MPD allows Townhouse or PUD style units (similar to the tri-plex Larkspur units 
located directly to the south on Village Way) on this site. 
 
Background 
Flagstaff Annexation  
On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 approving 
the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain area. Resolution 
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20-99 granted the equivalent of a” large-scale” master planned development (MPD) and 
set forth the types and locations of land use; maximum densities; timing of 
development; development approval process; as well as development conditions, 
restrictions, obligations, and amenities for each parcel. The Flagstaff Development 
Agreement (Agreement) was amended and recorded in March 2007 (Exhibit D).  
 
The 2007 Amended Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three 
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be 
developed for the Mountain Village. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a 
maximum density of 785 unit equivalents (UE) configured in no more than 550 dwelling 
units as multi-family, hotel, townhouse or PUD units, provided the number of PUD units 
does not exceed 60. The Mountain Village is allowed 16 single family home sites. At 
least 50% of the residential units within the Mountain Village must be clustered within 
the primary development pod (Pod A). The development pods are to be linked by 
transit. A fourth pod, pod D is allowed 30 single family lots (this area was platted with 
the Red Cloud Subdivision for 30 single family home sites). Subject property is located 
within Pod A. 
 
The Agreement required the applicant to submit 14 specific technical reports for review 
and approval by the City. The 14 studies, along with the Land Management Code and 
the amended Development Agreement form the standards under which the subject 
subdivision plat and subsequent Administrative Conditional Use Permits are reviewed. 
See Exhibit E –technical reports.  
 
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development 
On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned Development 
(MPD) for the Village at Empire Pass (Pod A); known as the Village at Empire Pass 
Master Planned Development (VEP MPD), see Exhibit F. The VEP MPD was the first 
step in the development process for Pod A.  A separate MPD for Pod B1 was approved 
in May 2002 and amended in 2008. Additionally, on March 14, 2007, the Planning 
Commission approved an MPD for Pod B2 at Empire Pass (location of the Montage 
and Empire Canyon Day Lodge).  
 
The purpose of the VEP MPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Mountain 
Village (Exhibit G), as well as addressing overall project infrastructure throughout the 
Annexation Area. The MPD established building volumetric diagrams, including specific 
height exceptions, density, and development location. Prior to building permit issuance 
for construction of townhouses or PUD style units, the applicant must receive approval 
of a site-specific Administrative Conditional Use Permit.   
 
Subdivision Approvals 
Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision plat was approved by Council on 
September 30, 2004, platting the east side lots of the Village at Empire Pass Master 
Planned Development. An amended Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat, 
amending the configuration and easements for Lot 9, was approved on January 6, 2011 
and was recorded on January 4, 2012.    
 
Submittal 
This subdivision plat application was submitted on July 18, 2017 and deemed complete 
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on September 5, 2017, with submittal of a corrected title report.   
 
Purpose of the RD District 
The purpose of the Residential Development (RD) Zoning District is to: 
 
(A) Allow a variety of Residential Uses that are Compatible with the City’s 
Development objectives, design standards, and growth capabilities, 
 
(B) Encourage the clustering of residential units to preserve natural Open Space, 
minimize Site disturbance and impacts of Development, and minimize the cost of 
municipal services, 
 
(C) Allow commercial and recreational activities that are in harmony with residential 
neighborhoods, 
 
(D) Minimize impacts of the automobile on architectural design, 
 
(E) Promote pedestrian connections within Developments and between adjacent 
Areas; and 
 
(F) Provide opportunities for variation in architectural design and housing types. 
 

 
Proposed Plat Amendment  
The plat amendment combines Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase One 
Subdivision into one lot of record to be known as Lot A. Lot A consists of 27,994 square 
feet and has frontage on Village Way, a private street. There are also approximately 38 
feet of frontage along Marsac Avenue just south of the intersection of Village Way and 
Marsac Avenue. Access off Marsac is not allowed due to proximity of the intersection. 
 
An aerial photo, existing conditions survey, and photos of the site were submitted with 
the application (Exhibits H, I, and J).  
 
Utilities are available to these lots. Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 
(SBWRD) recommends conditions and plat notes to address their concerns.  Final utility 
plans are required to be submitted with the Administrative Conditional Use Permit 
required prior to issuance of a building permit. All existing and required easements will 
be recorded on the plat, including utilities, storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc. 
No changes are proposed to existing streets.  
 
The Village at Empire Pass Phase One subdivision plat includes notes that require 
compliance with RD District zone setbacks, unless otherwise approved by the Planning 
Commission, requires approval of a CUP for each lodge building and an administrative 
CUP for PUD and townhouse units prior to issuance of a building permit, requires a 
declaration of condominium and a record of survey plat to be recorded prior to sale of 
individual units, requires membership in the Empire Pass Master HOA, identifies Village 
Drive and Empire Club Drive as a private streets, plats a 10 foot wide snow storage 
easement along the street frontages, requires water efficient landscape, and includes 
other utility and maintenance provisions. Staff recommends these notes be included on 
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this amended plat prior to recordation. 
 
Land Management Code (LMC) and VEP MPD Analysis 
 
 RD Zoning District and/or VEP MPD 

Lot Size No minimum lot size. 

Lot A is 27,994 sf (Lot 1 is 11,138 sf and Lot 2 is 

16,856 sf). Complies. 

 Uses  Residential Townhouses and PUD style units are 
allowed uses subject to Administrative Conditional 
Use Permit review. Density is per the Flagstaff 
Annexation and Development Agreement and 
Village and Empire Pass MPD. Density for Lot A is 
subject to A-CUP review and remaining density per 
the Flagstaff Agreement, as amended. Density is 
based on 1 UE is equivalent to 2,000 sf of 
residential floor area. The Flagstaff Agreement 
tracks both residential UEs (each 2,000 sf) as well 
as total number of units. Complies. 
 
 
 

Front yard setbacks LMC requires a minimum of 25 feet to front facing 

garage, 20 feet to building (LMC exceptions apply). 

Reviewed at time of A-CUP. 

Rear yard setbacks LMC requires a minimum of 15 feet (LMC exceptions 

apply). Reviewed at time of A-CUP. 

Side yard setbacks LMC requires a minimum of 12 feet (LMC exceptions 

apply). Reviewed at time of A-CUP. 

Building Height and Volumetric Townhouses and PUD style units - 28’ height plus 5’ 
additional for 4:12 or greater roof pitch.  
 
Building height will be reviewed at time of A- 
CUP and verified at the time of Building Permit 
review. 

Parking Two spaces per townhouse or PUD style unit are 
required. Reviewed at time of A-CUP. 

Architectural Design All construction is subject to Village at Empire Pass           
Design Review Board approval and LMC Chapter 15- 
5- Architectural Design Guidelines with final review 
conducted at the time of the A-CUP and Building 
Permits. 
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Residential Units (see Exhibit K)  

 

785 UE maximum multi-family(MF) 

550 dwelling units maximum (MF) 

(of which 60 can be PUD). 

16 single family (SF) home sites (not 

including 30 SF in Pod D). 

 

At least 50% of the residential units 

within the Mountain Village (Pods A, B1 

and B2) must be in Pod A (not including 

SF home sites). 

 

Final approval of the building (s) and 

UEs is subject to approval of an 

Administrative Conditional Use Permit. 

 

Calculation of density in terms of Unit Equivalents 
(UE) for Lot A will be determined during A- 
Conditional Use Permit review and based on what 
remains of the total units and UE allowed by the 
Flagstaff Development Agreement. 
 
Total UE platted to date = 588.742 UE (196.258 UE 
remain) (does not include units approved or assigned 
but not platted with a condominium plat, such as 
Tower Residential, this subdivision, Lots 2 and 3, or 
B2East). 
Total units platted to date = 382 units (52 are PUD) 
(168 units remain) (these are units platted with a 
condominium plat).  
Total single family approved/platted = 16.  
Total multi-family units approved/platted in Pod A = 
258 (condos, PUD style, townhouses). 
67.5% of units are within Pod A (258/382).  
 
Complies with Development Agreement as there 
are sufficient units and UE remaining. 

MPD Resort Support Commercial  

 

75,000 sf maximum with Agreement 

 

  
No MPD Resort Support Commercial uses are 
requested for this Lot A.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

This application meets the subdivision requirements of Land Management Code (LMC) 
Section 15-7 of the Park City Municipal Code. No changes are proposed for utilities or 
street layout.  
 
Good Cause 
Staff finds good cause for this plat amendment as it is consistent with the Land 
Management Code, Flagstaff Annexation and Development Agreement, and the Village 
at Empire Pass Master Planned Development. Removing the common lot line between 
Lots 1 and 2 allows for flexibility in site design. The property is constrained by the odd 
shape and length of street frontages.   
 
Department Review 
This application has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues raised at the 
review have been addressed with revisions to the plat and conditions of approval.  
 
Notice  
The property was posted and notices were mailed to property owners within 300 feet on 
September 27, 2017. A legal notice was published in the Park Record, the City website, 
and the Utah Public Notice website, on September 23, 2017.  
 
Public Input 
No public input was received prior to publication of this report.   
  
Alternatives 
1. The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to City Council 

to approve the plat amendment, as conditioned or amended, or 
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2. The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to deny the plat 
amendment and direct staff to make Findings for this decision, or 

3. The Planning Commission may continue the discussion to a date certain and provide 
Staff and the applicant with direction regarding additional information needed in 
order to make a recommendation to City Council. 

 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts from this application that have 
not been mitigated with conditions of approval and compliance with the Flagstaff 
Agreement, technical reports, and approved Village at Empire Pass Master Planned 
Development. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
The lots would remain as platted. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and forward a 
positive recommendation to City Council regarding the Second Amendment to the 
Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision pursuant to findings of fact, conclusions 
of law, and conditions of approval in the draft Ordinance.  
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A – Proposed plat amendment  
Exhibit B – Applicant’s statement  
Exhibit C – Village at Empire Pass Phase One Subdivision plat 
Exhibit D – Development Agreement (link to full document) 
Exhibit E – Link to Technical Reports 
Exhibit F – Village at Empire Pass MPD approval 
Exhibit G – Village map 
Exhibit H – Aerial photo of site 
Exhibit I – Existing conditions survey 
Exhibit J – Photos of the property 

Exhibit K– Density Summary 
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Ordinance No. 17-XX 

 
AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDED VILLAGE AT EMPIRE 

PASS PHASE ONE SUBDIVISION PLAT, LOCATED WITHIN POD A OF THE 
VILLAGE AT EMPIRE PASS MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT, PARK CITY, 

UTAH. 
 

WHEREAS, owners of the property known as Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at 
Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision located at 7690 and 7704 Village Way in Park City, 
Utah, have petitioned the City Council for approval of an amended subdivision plat to 
combine Lots 1 and 2 into one platted lot of record to be known as Lot A; and 

 
WHEREAS, Lots 1 and 2 (Tax Serial numbers VEMP-1-1 and VEMP-1-2) are 

vacant lots subject to requirements and conditions of the Village at Empire Pass Master 
Planned Development.  

 
WHEREAS, Lot 1 consists of 11,138 square feet and Lot 2 consists of 16,856 

square feet and the proposed combined Lot A consists of 27,994 square feet; and  
 
WHEREAS, legal notice of the public hearing was published in the Park Record 

and on the Utah Public Notice website on September 23, 2017 and the property was 
posted on September 27, 2017, according to the requirements of the Land Management 
Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, courtesy notice was sent to surrounding property owners on 

September 27, 2017 for the revised plat, according to requirements of the Land 
Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 11, 

2017, to receive input on the subdivision plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on October 11, 2017, forwarded a 

__________ recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, on November 9, 2017, City Council held a public hearing on the 

subdivision plat; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Second 

Amendment to the Village at Empire Pass Phase One subdivision.  
 
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 plat as shown in Exhibit A is approved subject to the following 
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
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Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 7690 and 7704 Village Way and within Pod A of the 

Master Planned Development for the Village at Empire Pass.  
2. The property is located within the Residential Development (RD) zoning district. 
3. The property is subject to the Flagstaff Mountain Annexation and the Village at 

Empire Pass Master Planned Development.  
4. On June 24, 1999, Council adopted Ordinance 99-30 and Resolution 20-99 

approving the annexation and development agreement for the Flagstaff Mountain 
area.  

5. Resolution 20-99 granted the equivalent of a “large-scale” master planned 
development (MPD) and set forth the types and locations of land use, maximum 
densities, timing of development, development approval process, as well as 
development conditions and amenities for each parcel.  

6. The Flagstaff Development Agreement was subsequently amended and recorded in 
March of 2007. 

7. The Development Agreement specifies that a total of 87 acres, within three 
development pods (A, B1 and B2), of the 1,750 acres of annexation property may be 
developed for the Mountain Village.  

8. The Mountain Village is further constrained to a maximum density of 785 UE 
configured in no more than 550 dwelling units as multi-family, hotel, or PUD units, 
provided the number of PUD units do not exceed 60. The Mountain Village is also 
allowed 16 single family home sites. At least 50% of the residential units within the 
Mountain Village must be clustered within the primary development pod (Pod A). 

9. There are currently 588.742 UE (382 multi-family units) platted within the Village at 
Empire Pass (Pods A, B1 and B2). These are units that are platted with a 
condominium plat to memorialize the size and UE of the units  

10. Based on a review of all UE and units constructed and platted to date within the 
Flagstaff Annexation Development area, there are sufficient remaining UE and units 
for Lot A.   

11. Townhouse and PUD style units are allowed on Lot A subject to the remaining 
density of the Flagstaff Annexation Development Agreement and review of an 
Administrative Conditional Use Permit for site specific conditions.  

12. The applicant is not requesting allocation of any MPD Resort Support Commercial 
for this Lot.  

13. On July 28, 2004, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned 
Development for the Village at Empire Pass (VEP-MPD) (Pod A).  

14. The purpose of the VEP- MPD was to establish unit mix and density for the Village 
Master Plan, as well as address overall project infrastructure throughout the 
Annexation Area. The MPD established building volumetric diagrams, including 
specific height exceptions, density, and development locations for the Lodge 
Buildings. 

15. The Village at Empire Pass West Side Subdivision plat was approved by Council in 
2005 and recorded at Summit County on August 12, 2005. This subdivision platted 
Lots 12-18 of the VMPD (west side).  

16. Village at Empire Pass Phase I Subdivision plat was approved by Council on 
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September 30, 2004 and platted the east side lots. An amended Village at Empire 
Pass Phase I Subdivision plat, amending the configuration and easements for Lot 9, 
was approved on January 6, 2011 and was recorded on January 4, 2012.  

17. Six lodge buildings have been built to date within Pod A namely Shooting Star, Silver 
Strike, Flagstaff Lodge (was Snowberry Lodge), Arrowleaf A and Arrowleaf B, and 
Grand Lodge. A seventh building, One Empire Pass is currently under construction. 
Additionally, Larkspur East and Larkspur West Townhouses (attached homes), 
Paintbrush and Belles PUD style homes, and six single family homes in Banner 
Wood are platted within Pod A. Of these units, one Belles PUD unit and 2 Banner 
Wood single family units remain to be constructed. Additionally 4 PUD units within 
Nakoma in Pod B1 remain to be constructed.  

18. Three of the large lodge buildings (Buildings 1, 3, and 4) as well as additional 
townhouse and PUD style units remain to be approved and constructed within the 
MPD Pod A. 

19. The plat amendment combines Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase 
One Subdivision into one lot of record to be known as Lot A.  

20. Removing the common lot line between Lots 1 and 2 allows for flexibility in site 
design. The property is constrained by the odd shape and length of street frontages.   

21. Lot A consists of 27,994 square feet and has frontage on Village Way, a private 
street. There are also approximately 38 feet of frontage along Marsac Avenue just 
south of the intersection of Village Way and Marsac Avenue. Access off Marsac is 
not allowed due to proximity of the intersection. 

22. According to the Village at Empire Pass MPD, an Administrative Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) is required prior to construction of any townhouse or PUD style units.   

23. Utilities are available to the lots. SBWRD recommended conditions and plat notes to 
address their concerns.   

24. All existing and required easements will be recorded on the plat, including utilities, 
storm drainage, access, snow storage, etc.  

25. No changes are proposed to any existing streets and no new streets are proposed.  
26. There is no minimum or maximum lot size or lot width in the RD District. 
27. All applicable requirements of Land Management Code apply, unless otherwise 

allowed per the Flagstaff Development Agreement and the Village at Empire Pass 
MPD.   

28. The final Mylar plat is required to be approved and signed by the Snyderville Basin 
Water Reclamation District prior to recordation to ensure that requirements of the 
District are addressed.  

29. Snow storage area is required along streets and rights-of-way due to the possibility 
of large amounts of snowfall in this location. 

30. No AUE were identified for Lots 1 and 2 of the Village at Empire Pass Phase One 
Subdivision and will also not be identified or required to be constructed on Lot A.  

31. The property is part of a greater planned area and is subject to requirements of the 
MS4 Storm Water Permit program.   

32. All findings within the Analysis section and the recitals above are incorporated herein 
as findings of fact. 
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Conclusions of Law 
1. There is good cause for this subdivision plat. 
2. The subdivision plat is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding subdivisions, the Park City General Plan, and the 
Village at Empire Pass Master Planned Development. 

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

4. Approval of the subdivision, 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 subdivision 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 Summit 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 written request for an extension is 
submitted to the City prior to the expiration date and the City Council grants an 
extension. 

3. All applicable conditions, regulations, requirements, and stipulations of the Amended 
and Restated Development Agreement for Flagstaff Mountain, Bonanza Flats, 
Richardson Flats, The 20-Acre Quinn’s Junction Parcel, and Iron Mountain 
(recorded at Summit County on March 2, 2007), and associated Technical Reports 
and Agreements, continue to apply. 

4. The plat will note that conditions of approval of the Village at Empire Pass Master 
Planned Development (Pod A) shall continue to apply.  

5. Utility structures such as ground sleeves and transformers and other dry utility boxes 
must be located on the lots.  

6. Non-exclusive public utility easements (PUE) shall be indicated on the plat prior to 
recordation as approved by the City Engineer and SBWRD, including drainage 
easements. 

7. A financial security to guarantee for the installation of any required public 
improvements is required prior to plat recordation in a form approved by the City 
Attorney and in an amount approved by the City Engineer.  

8. A ten foot (10’) wide snow storage easement is required along all street frontages.  
9. Modified 13 D fire sprinklers are required for new construction per the Chief Building 

Official at the time of review of the building permit. A note stating this shall be on the 
plat. 

10. The property is located within a water source protection zone. All sewer construction 
must comply with State of Utah drinking water regulations. 

11. This development is part of a common plan development and a MS4 storm water 
permit is required for all land disturbance activities for each separate phase of 
construction, prior to building permit issuance. 

12. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted with Conditional Use Permit 
applications and in advance of issuing building permits. 

13. The subdivision plat will include a plat note requiring water-efficient irrigation 
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systems, limited turf and disturbance. 
14. The final plat shall contain a note that Village Way is a private road and another note 

that the maintenance of the water system is the private responsibility of the Village at 
Empire Pass Master Homeowners Association. 

15. No vehicular access from Marsac Avenue is allowed due to the proximity of the 
Village Way and Marsac Avenue intersection. 
 
 

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _______ day of November, 2017. 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 

      ________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
   
___________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Proposed amended subdivision plat 
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Flagstaff Annexation and Empire Pass Units and Unit Equivalents Updated for 5.24.17

POD Single Family Allowed SF lots SF Permits SF CO #'s
A Banner Wood-platted 6 4 4
B1 Northside-platted 10 10 10
D Red Cloud-platted 30 12 11
Totals (Single Family only) 46 26 25

POD Multi-family
Units

Approved/Proposed

Square Feet 
Platted w/ 

condo

Units
Platted w/ 

condo

UE
Approved/Proposed 

w/ condo or sub
UE Platted 
with condo

MF Units 
Platted as 

PUDs

ADA 
provided/r

equired
EHU

provided

On Mtn AUE 
provided/  
proposed CO UE's

CO
Units Status

A Horseshoe Townhouses on Lot 1 VEPN plat TDB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Sub Plat under review
A Lot 3 VEPN plat-(Bldg 3) Proposed 21 0 24.50 0 0 1 1.1 AUE 0 0 Sub Plat under review
A Lot 2 VEPN plat-(Bldg 4) TBD 0 0 0 0 2 2.0 AUE 0 0 Sub Plat under review
A Tower Residential- platted lot/no condo plat (Bldg 1) 25 0 38.90 0 0 1 0.75 AUE 0 0 CUP expired/not platted
A Shooting Star-platted lot and condo (Bldg 2) 21 36,109 21 18.30 18.055 0 1 0 0 18.1 21 Completed
A One Empire Pass-platted lot and condo (Bldg 5) 27 65,026 27 32.80 32.513 0 1 1 1.125 AUE 0 0 27 Under Construction
A Silver Strike-platted lot and condo (Bldg 6) 34 71,305 34 35.60 35.653 0 2 1 1.1 AUE 35.7 34 Completed
A Flagstaff -platted lot and condo (Bldg 7) 37 73,506 37 35.90 36.753 0 2 2 1.6 AUE 36.8 37 Completed
A Arrow Leaf A-platted lot and condo (Bldg 8) 28 46,458 28 24.50 23.229 0 2 3 2.85 AUE 23.3 28 Completed
A Arrow Leaf B- platted lot and condo (Bldg 9) 28 48,746 28 25.70 24.373 0 2 0 0 24.4 28 Completed
A Grand Lodge-platted lot and condo (Bldg H) 27 65,344 27 33.00 32.672 0 2 1 1.2 AUE 32.7 27 Completed
A Larkspur East Townhouses-all platted/condo (3 duplex = 6 PUD) 15 48,693 15 24.40 24.347 6 0 0 0 24.4 15 Completed
A Larkspur West Townhouses-all platted/condo 12 41,273 12 20.70 20.637 0 0 0 0 20.7 12 Completed
A Paintbrush PUDs- all platted /condo 12 63,076 12 31.90 31.538 12 0 0 0 32 12 Completed
A Belles PUDs- all platted/condo 17 90,000 17 45.00 45 17 0 0 0 37.85 14 14 Completed
B1 Nakoma PUDs- phase 1 platted/condo 17 90,000 17 45.00 45 17 0 0 0 35 13 13 Completed
B1 Ironwood- all platted/condo 24 73,944 23 37.40 36.972 0 1 1 1 AUE 37.1 23 Completed
B2 B2 West Montage- 174 hotel rooms platted(apprvd 192) hotel rooms hotel rooms 69.60 72.665 0 0 0 72.4 1 Completed -see note
B2 B2 West Montage condos- platted (apprvd 94) 94 218,669 84 114.00 109.335 0 5 10 7.8 AUE 109.3 84 Completed
B2 B2 East- B2East Subdivision approved/No condo plat yet 70 0 81.00 0 0 2 4.2 AUE 0 0 Sub plat approved
Totals (Multi-family only) 509 1032149 382 738.20 588.742 52 24 19 24.725 AUE 539.75 349

Maximum Allowed by Flagstaff Development Agreement 550 550 785.00 785 60 n/a

16.675 AUE
built to date (on 

mtn)
Remaining UE/Units/AUE 41 168 46.80 196.258 8 n/a

Affordable Housing

MF Totals by POD only apprvd or platted (not SF lots) Units Approved
Units

Platted UE Approved UE Platted
MF Units as 

PUD

Total MPD 
AUE 

required

Total off 
Mtn AUE 
required

Total on Mtn 
AUE required

Total off 
Mtn AUE 
built

Total on 
Mtn AUE 
built Total AUE owed

A (not including Lot 3 and Tower CUP) 258 258 327.8 324.77 35
B1 41 40 82.4 81.972 17
B2 (plus 174 hotel rooms) not including B2East 94 84 183.6 182 0
A, B1, B2 393 382 593.8 588.742 52

118.9 94.175 24.725 89 16.675 13.225
% of MF units total in Pods A, B1 and B2 that are in POD A 67.54%
(MPD requires minimum of 50%)
SF- Single family lot/house EHU- Employee Housing Unit (no min number) ADA- American Disability Act required units
MF- Multi-family/condominium units AUE- Affordable Unit Equivalent (1 AUE = 800 sf) VEPN- Village Empire Pass North Subdivision plat
PUD- Planned Unit Development Style MF UE- Unit Equivalent (1 UE = 2,000 sf residential) CO- Certificate of Occupancy (hotel rooms counted as 1 CO total)
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