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

 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
PARK CITY LIBRARY, SANTY AUDITORIUM  
December 13, 2017 

AGENDA 
 
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:30PM 
ROLL CALL 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF November 29, 2017 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda 
STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
CONTINUATIONS   

7695 Village Way- Empire Residences Conditional Use Permit for a 20 unit lodge 
building subject to requirements of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned 
Development for Building 3, with one employee housing unit and one ADA unit. 
Item continued to January 10, 2018 
 

PL-17-03526 
Planner 
Whetstone 
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REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, public hearing, and possible action as outlined below   

Election of Planning Commission Vice Chair 
 
 
 
1893 Prospector Avenue – Central Park City Condominiums- condominium plat to 
create private and common ownership for eleven residential units. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to the City Council on January 4, 2018 
 
7520 Royal Street East – Goldener Hirsch Condominiums – condominium plat to 
create private and common ownership for 39 residential units and one ADA unit. 
Public hearing and possible recommendation to the City Council on January 4, 2018 
 
Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit, Creole Gulch and Town Lift Mid-station Sites – 
Sweeney Properties Master Plan - PL-08-00370 
Public hearing and consideration of motion to continue public hearing to a future date 
 

Planning 
Director 
Erickson 
 
PL-17-03701 
Planner 
Whetstone 
 
PL-17-03696 
Planner 
Whetstone 
 
PL-08-00370 
Planner 
Astorga 
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WORK SESSION    
 
1201-1299 Lowell Avenue – King’s Crown Master Planned Development (consisting of 
27 single-family lots, 25 residential units, 7 townhouses, and 18 affordable housing 
units, all residential), Conditional Use Permit for five (5) multi-unit dwellings  
 
AGENDA CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE 

 
PL-17-03515 
PL-17-03566 
PL-17-03567 
Planner 
Astorga 
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(consisting of residential flats, townhouses, and affordable housing units), and  
Re-Subdivision of subject land into 33 lots of record (consisting of 27 single-family 
dwelling lots, 3 lots for the five (5) multi-unit dwellings, and 3 open space lots). 
Discussion item only, no action taken. Public input may be taken. 
 

 

ADJOURN   



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
NOVEMBER 29, 2017 
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Adam Strachan, Melissa Band, Preston Campbell, Steve Joyce, Doug Thimm 
 
EX OFFICIO:  Planning Director, Bruce Erickson; Francisco Astorga, Polly Samuels 
McLean, Assistant City Attorney, Jody Burnett, Outside Counsel   
=================================================================== 

REGULAR MEETING  

ROLL CALL 

Chair Strachan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners 
were present except Commissioners Phillips and Suesser, who were excused.     
 

ADOPTION OF MINUTES    
 
November 8, 2017 
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 24, middle paragraph, and corrected the word 

stablished to correctly read established.   He referred to the top of Page 26, and changed 

they‟re to correctly read their.   On the top of Page 39, he changed hills running up with the 

hills to correctly read the buildings running up with the hills. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Band moved to APPROVE the Minutes of November 8, 2017 as 
amended.  Commissioner Joyce seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioner Thimm abstained since he was absent from 
the November 8

th
 meeting.      

 

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
There were no comments. 
  

STAFF/COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES   

 
Planning Director Bruce Erickson announced that a Work Session was scheduled on 
December 6, 2017.  The Planning Commission will take public comment following their 
discussion.  The Work Session was scheduled to take place in the Marsac Building so it 
could be live-streamed.  Planner Erickson noted that the next meeting was scheduled for 
December 13, 2017.  The Staff was attempting to work out a scheduling problem with the 
Santy Auditorium.  The December 13

th
 meeting was publicly noticed for the Marsac 
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Building.  The Planning Department was looking at other options in case a larger crowd is 
anticipated and the Santy is not available.             
 
Director Erickson stated that if the Planning Commission chooses to have another meeting 
on December 20

th
, the Staff was prepared to make that notice as well.   

 
Commissioner Band disclosed that she would be recusing herself from the King‟s Crown 
item on the agenda this evening due to a conflict. 
 
Commissioner Band stated that she has heard that the City was computerizing documents 
and the way things flow.  Director Erickson replied that there were two tracks.  The first one 
is the new permit program through the Building, Planning and Finance Departments.  The 
City selected a contractor and the contract was currently being reviewed by Assistant City 
Attorney McLean.   He expected that the beta testing would begin after the first of the year.  
 
Director Erickson stated that the second track was the Minute Traq program, which 
currently manages the agenda and the meeting minutes, and provides the ability to listen 
live.  That program is currently under review and a replacement has been selected.  He 
expected that program to be implement within the first quarter of 2018.   
 
Commissioner Band understood that in theory someone could submit an application and 
track it online.  Director Erickson answered yes.  An applicant would be able to submit an 
electronic submittal and have the ability to follow the process and review electronically. 
 
Commissioner Thimm commented on the two agenda items related to the National Abilities 
Center.  He disclosed that his firm is the Architect of Record for that project.  Even though 
he was not directly involved, he would be recusing himself from those items this evening.     
          

CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to date specified.)  
 
1. 1000 Ability Way – National Ability Center (NAC) Master Planned Development 

Amendment    (PL-16-03096)   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
 
VOTE:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 1000 Ability Way, National Ability 
Center MPD Amendment to a date uncertain.  Commissioner Band seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioner Thimm abstained.  
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2. 7695 Village Way – Empire Residences Conditional Use Permit for a 20-unit lodge 

building subject to requirements of the Village at Empire Pass Master Planned 
Development for Building 3, with one employee housing unit and one ADA unit  

 (Application PL-16-03096) 
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.   Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 7695 Village Way CUP to 
December 13, 2017.  Commissioner Band seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
3. 638 Park Avenue – City Council Remand of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a 

Private Event Facility Back to Planning Commission for Additional Review. 
 (Application PL-16-03412) 
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.   Chair Strachan 
closed the public hearing. 
 
VOTE:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 638 Park Avenue remand of a CUP to 
a date uncertain.  Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
 

REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/ POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
 

NOTE:  The Treasure Hill portion of the Minutes is a verbatim transcript.    
 

1. Treasure Hill Conditional Use Permit, Creole Gulch and Town Lift Mid-station 

Sites – Sweeney Properties Master Plan   (Application PL-08-00370) 

  
Chair 
Strachan: Good evening, Francisco. 
 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Good evening. 
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Chair 
Strachan: How do you want to do it tonight? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Well, I think that what we want to do is simply, I‟ll start out by going over the 

Staff report and what we have written.  And then we‟ll turn the time over to 
the applicant as they‟ve submitted a lot of information Tuesday and 
Wednesday last week.  We did have a short work week due to the 
Thanksgiving holiday, and that‟s why we pushed the Staff report to be 
completed Wednesday evening; Wednesday afternoon.  

 
  And I‟ll be more than happy to answer any questions throughout my, my 

portion of, yeah, my presentation; or even throughout this whole evening.  
And then we‟ll let you decide when you‟ll have your questions or 
deliberations.  But we did notice this as an official public hearing.  So we do 
ask you to, to hold that and to continue also the public hearing, I think Bruce 
just indicated, to the special meeting of December 6.  If that‟s okay with you. 

 
Chair 
Strachan: Yep.  Yeah. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: So we want to simply start out just by going over what, what we wrote on the 

report, where we simply re-emphasize what we had discussed back in 
October and November regarding the support commercial space as indicated 
in the Master Plan.  And on that same token, we wanted to do the same thing 
regarding the accessory space lobby category as found in the May 15

th
, 2985 

document.  We didn‟t go into too much detail here as we went over that 
specific analysis, like I said, in October and November, where there was 
specificity provided in the Master Plan relating to what documents were the 
permit.   

 
  To remind you, those documents are placed, are outlined on page 97 on our 

Staff report.  And we hyperlinked all of them on page 98. 
 
  So the Staff, the Staff analysis or conclusion is that as far as the support 

commercial, that it would be limited to the 19 UEs, which translates to 19,000 
square feet of support commercial.  We make that analysis based on the, on 
the clause.  The approved densities are those attached as an exhibit, and 
shall be limited to the maximums identified thereon.  We make that analysis 
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based on the, on the clause.  The approved densities are those attached as 
an exhibit, and shall be limited to the maximums identified thereon.  The 
density exhibit of the Master Plan indicates that 19 UE. 

 
  Regarding the, the second category, the accessory space, the MPD does not 

provide much information.  And that is an extremely broad category; 
accessory space.  It includes back of house, it includes common space, it 
includes circulation.  It includes anything that‟s not residential and 
commercial.  That‟s the, that other category identified as accessory space.  
And we do recognize that we need to have those hallways and lobbies and 
spaces in order for the project to obviously function.  So we revert back to 
that 1985 document, which did specify a limitation on that specific category 
of that subcategory of accessory space lobby, with that corresponding note 
that says lobby includes the following non-commercial, non-commercial 
support amenities.  And then it lists weight rooms, recreational rooms, 
saunas, administrative offices, storage, guest key storage, guest meetings 
rooms, etc.  We do recognize that it didn‟t outline anything relating to, or 
anything similar to circulation.  And, and while we say that, we do find that in 
order to find compliance with the Master Plan, we would need to come up 
with compliance with that note and compliance with that square footage.       

 
  So we---in the first section of the Staff report, we want a confirmation; and 

we, we did receive it already from the Commission indicating that you did 
agree with Staff.  But we just wanted to make sure that we‟re clear as far 
as that, that, that analysis that, that we have provided in the past.  That 
the first, that‟s item 1 as outlined in the Staff report. 

 
  The second one is the limits of disturbance building area 

boundary/development boundary where the applicant indicated a few 
meetings ago that their proposed limit of distur-, yeah, limit of disturbance 
is approximately the red line as shown on a specific, on a specific exhibit 
that they provided.  And I‟m sure that they‟re going to go more into detail 
as far as that specific reasoning as to why they selected that to be their 
limit of disturbance.  And that exhibit is placed on page 100 of our Staff 
report.   

 
  As we indicated in the past, this is one of the few sites that had a 

delineated building area boundary or development boundary.  And our 
analysis remains the same; that the limit of disturbance needs to be within 
that, that specific building area boundary.  We have not changed when it 
comes to that.  Similarly, to other projects or other applications that the 
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City receives, reviews and approves for regrading on, on the mountain, 
we‟ve indicated that we would be---that, that the City would, or we have 
authorized to regrade portions of the Mountain if it‟s done in an 
appropriate way.  And we‟ve outlined that in the, in the Staff report.   

 
  And what I just want to go over is that we do analyze that sensitive 

regrading can indeed be accomplished on the Mountain without the 
necessity of creating a brand new hill; of creating a brand new 
topographic feature that‟s not really there, which would certainly be a 
different approach than what the applicant is currently proposing.  Instead 
of stockpiling excavated material creating a new hill in the middle of an 
existing ski run, there are ways to identify possible sites specifically that 
would correct double fault lines that can accommodate the possible 
excavated material.  So, we are saying that this can be done in a sensitive 
manner.  In fact, we do fine, or we, we believe that this has been done in 
the past.   

 
  And to further go into this portion of, of this analysis, I would actually---I 

would defer any questions to Bruce Erickson based on his experience that 
he has working with these specific types of regrading on the Mountain.  
And I‟ll be more than happy to answer, but I do recognize that Bruce is the 
town‟s expert when it comes to re-grading the Mountain.  And I‟m not 
saying that just  because he‟s my boss.  I, I do believe that.  And anyone 
in the public can attest to that. 

 
  The third bullet is the mass, the bulkiness, the excavation, scale and 

physical compatibility.  And for this portion of the analysis of the Staff 
report I simply want to jump to page 104 and page 105, where we‟ve got 
the, the concept from the master plan.  

 
  Now from time to time I get some phone calls from the public, and from 

time to time I get to answer this question.  Why would the City commission 
Woodruff to do such a type of review or analysis?  And I have answered 
this question.  And in case someone is confused, I want to say the City did 
not commission Mr. Eugene Woodruff.  The applicant did.  These were 
the documents that were commissioned and submitted by the applicant 
back in the 1980s; which was part of the Master Plan.  The concept.  And 
while this exhibit on page 104, the red buildings, was not exactly what the 
Planning Commission and City Council reviewed, this is the result of the 
site plan and the building sections.  This drawing was indeed completed 
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by, by the applicant.  And yes, the Planning Department, we have 
confirmed and we say that it is accurate.    

 
  The second diagram or---yeah, the second diagram on the bottom of page 

104 is not the existing version Refinement 17.2.  This was the 2009 
application.  This is the best comparison that I have, which does have 
some changes.  It‟s not exactly what they‟re currently proposing.  But 
when you put them both together on the second page, on page 105, you 
could see the differences between the concept which was, again, this is 
what the Planning Commission was looking at in that site plan and in that 
building section.  And this is what the Planning Commission---the red was 
what the Planning Commission reviewed and approved.  The same thing 
would take place to City Council regarding to the additional heights that 
were indeed granted in 1986.   

 
Director 
Erickson: Francisco, before you go forward, is there a way the public can see--- 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Oh, yeah, I‟m sorry about that.  We‟re on page 105.                 
 
Director 
Erickson: The, the red pictures and the gray pictures and all---I, I noted that it wasn‟t 

up on the screen.  So just take a second and do that, please.   
 
Planner 
Astorga: Thank you, Bruce.   
 
Director 
Erickson: There we go. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: So this is page 104.  The Master Plan concept on top versus the 2009, 

2008 proposal.  And the reason why I, I show this exhibit is because I 
don‟t have an exhibit by the applicant showing Refinement 17.2 and the 3-
D concept of the Master Plan.  What‟s here in red.   

 
  And Staff, we have never been enamored with the Woodruff plan.  

Unfortunately, this is what was approved.  This is what we have.  And we 
are not saying that this is exactly what has to be built, as the process back 
in the „80s, which was part of this project‟s approval is that the applicant, 

Packet Pg. 9



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 29, 2017  
Page 8 
 
 

before they could build anything, they had to go through a conditional use 
permit review that had to be reviewed by the Planning Commission.  And 
that‟s where we mitigate detrimental impacts and reduce impacts 
regarding mass, scale, volume, physical compatibility. 

 
          We do recognize that the Master Plan does have a lot of volume placed 

towards the front of each building wing, is what I referred to in the Staff 
report.  We do recognize that.  But again, the major deviation is the 
excavation that the applicant is currently proposing, which is not, we don‟t 
believe it was contemplated back in the 1980s. 

 
  As you know you could always interrupt me at any given time and ask me 

any question.   
     
  So we do, we do ask if you, if the Planning Commission agree with our 

specific analysis as outlined in the Staff report regarding that physical 
design and compatibility, the building mass, bulk and orientation of the 
buildings.   

 
  Moving on the, on the Staff report, we provided a table here regarding the 

employee housing contribution.  This does apply to refinement 17.2.  I do 
what to outline one typo in the study.  We‟re on page 107.  This number 
here is not 22.3.  It‟s 223.  I think Steve was going to call me out on that 
one.  I apologize.  Fat fingers when we did the table here.  The math is 
completely accurate.  So what we try to show you here is what was 
proposed in 2009, and what their employee contribution would be, which 
did change from this current refinement, Refinement 17.2.  It is reduced 
from 22,000 to 18,000 and change as far as in square feet because of the 
number of units that were changed from 2009.  They had 100 residential 
units.  Now they‟re proposing 55.  And then the hotel unit was 200.  Now 
they‟re proposing 223.  When we run the formula those, those get 
changed a little bit. 

 
  The reason why we have two more columns towards the right-hand side is 

because the first one, when the City did this, this first study in 2009, they, 
they were just barely getting started regarding the, the 19 UE.  So what I 
believe is that the housing department kept is simple and just said this is 
the housing---employee housing, I‟m sorry, at 19 UEs.  We‟ll let the 
Planning Commission sort that out later.  So we did run the numbers on 
both scenarios.  The one in the middle, the one that I‟m pointing at, 
18,222 square feet, is restricted at 19 UEs.  While the second number to 
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the right would be restricted to the proposed square footage of support 
commercial, and the term that the applicant is calling it, allocated 
commercial, is both of those numbers added together.  And that‟s why it 
triggers a little bit more.  

 
  And then to wrap up our portion of the Staff report is the Treasure 

comparison, just to go over my notes here, is that claims have been made 
that this is similar to other projects.  And we don‟t believe that it is 
because of its location.  Obviously we‟re familiar with the Montage and the 
St. Regis, and we came up---we, we drafted and we took some of the 
information that was associated with both of those projects.  And we want 
to show you that a lot of thought went into both of those projects.  They, 
they were not just simply approved, simply approved.  And we did add 
some hyperlinks on that section of the Staff report for the Planning 
Commission or for anyone to go back and take a look at some of those 
construction mitigation plans that were discussed at Planning Commission 
stage.  It wasn‟t just administratively done at any sort of Staff level.  And 
also to show you that they were also quite complicated.  The difference 
between those and this one briefly, a brief difference, is its location.  This 
one, we believe that it is unique because it‟s adjacent to Old Town.  
Adjacent to historic structures and the scale of them.  The access is, is 
much different than the other two projects that we outline here.   

 
  To wrap up, we want to say that we received a lot of information Tuesday 

and Wednesday last week.  Most of it, most of it is, almost all of it is 
hyperlinked and outlined on page 109 of your Staff reports.  I think this is 
one of my shorter reports as we‟ve gone and used a lot of hyperlinks.  
This would have been a lot of pages of information.  So, I think that 
regarding this information the applicant will hit all of these, all of these 
submittals, so I will simply refer to them.  As my team, composed of at this 
stage the entire Planning Department, Building Department, Building 
Official, City Engineer‟s Office, plus a few others in the Marsac Building 
and throughout the City, we are currently in the process of reviewing this 
information that just barely came in.  I know it came in a week ago, but 
because of that short week we were still trying to get our arms around it to 
try and review, analyze it, and come up with that specific 
recommendation.   

 
  That‟s all I have a far as the Staff report that, that we published.  I will be 

more than happy to answer any questions, Bruce will too, and we‟ll simply 
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go from there.  But I think if you don‟t have any questions we can just turn 
the time over to the applicant.    

 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay.  How do we want to proceed tonight from the applicant‟s point of 

view? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: We‟re going to present this material.  Let me get this pad working.  My 

name is Pat Sweeney and I represent the applicant.  To my right is Rob 
McMahon and David Eldredge.  The three of us will be speaking tonight.  
Steve Perkins back there might get questions.   

 
  What we‟re trying to do is touch on the material that we submitted; the key 

new items or updates in that material, none of the subjects are new and 
they‟ve been covered in depth over the years.  But we have made a great 
effort to answer the questions that have been raised and improved some 
of the materials.   

 
  The presentation for this meeting, November 29

th
, we‟ll start with an 

update to the Constructability Assessment Report by Rob McMahon.  
That report, to the extent that somebody has particular interest is worth 
reading.  There‟s several hundred pages in that report.  Rob will touch on 
the, the new aspects and refer to the appropriate documents.  Rob? 

 
Rob 
McMahon: Hello.  My name is Rob McMahon, Alta Engineering, and I‟m the author of 

the Constructability Assessment Report.  So the updated Constructability 
Assessment Report, it‟s an updated version of the original report that was 
submitted on June 26

th
, 2017.  And the report reflects the ongoing 

technical investigations and concept definitions that have taken place with 
the Treasure---the collaboration of the design and construction 
consultants that we employed. 

 
  So to touch on the high points.  The report includes the addition of a 

technical report by Hansen, Allen and Luce that defines the hydrology of 
the site; and then an inclusion of the applied geo-technical consultants 
geo-technical report that further investigates the characteristics of the soil 
found on the site, and the characteristics of the bedrock.  Also included is 
a summary, summary narrative of the construction staging, phasing, and 
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methodology presented by Big D Construction on the October 11
th
 

meeting. 
 
  So, just to get into it a little bit.  The, the first thing really is that, you know, 

there‟s been a lot of questions on the excavation and tossed around and 
swell, and just, you know, never really has been defined what we‟ve been 
talking about.  So what I tried to do is I took the exhibits and I tried to 
show just what the numbers really are.  And so, you know, when you 
analyze it from say a contractor‟s point of view, and it really comes down 
to how much money it‟s going to take, it really defines what the dirt is.  So, 
really what you have is you have the dirt that comes out of the hole.  And 
you know what comes out of the hole because it‟s pretty much a 
geometric exercise.  Then you have the idea of, you know, once you dig it 
out of the hole it grows, it swells.  And then you have to do something with 
that dirt.  And so, really what you‟re dealing with is a number that comes 
out of the hole.  And then you have a number that is, a number that is the 
swell factor of the dirt. 

 
  And so what I tried to show through the exhibits is that the number that 

comes out of the hole---the first thing that is evident is that through the 
2009 analysis, and then the 17.1 Refinement and then the 17.2 
Refinement, the goal was to reduce that number of ex-, of excavation 
coming out of the hole.  And so that, that‟s reflected in the, in the report.  
And that‟s what that number represents.  We got it down to 815,000 cubic 
yards.  And what, what that represents is the amount of material that 
comes out of the hole.  You minus the material that you‟re going to use to 
restore the site, and then you have excess that you have to haul and 
place somewhere.  And so the 815,000 yards is the amount of material 
without swell that we basically have to do something with, place 
somewhere in a placement zone.  

 
  So then the, the next step.  Once AGEC was able to determine and give 

us a range of what the swell factor would be on the material, then we were 
able to actually put a closer number to what we would take and---the 
swelled material to go place in a placement zone or haul off-site or do 
whatever we had to do with it.   

 
  So, the placement zones that we constructed and proposed have the 

capacity of more than the 17.2 material coming out of the hole with the 
highest swell factor of 35% that was given to us from AGEC.  Because 
when we did the placement zones we, we didn‟t just put piles of material 
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out there.  We wanted to grade them into a skiable terrain, and so we 
constructed a plausible scheme to construct ski runs, basically.  And so it 
was more of the shape of the ski runs rather than the amount of capacity 
we needed that came up with the final number.  We started out with 
having to place the material coming out of the excavation, but then we 
shaped them into ski runs that were plausible.  And so that is why we 
have a placement capacity that really can accept up to an entire 815,000 
cubic yards with a swell factor over 50%.  So as the material varies and 
swells goes up or down, we have the capacity to accept everything; but 
most likely as the swell factor varies, the placement zones will change to 
accommodate that.  I don‟t know if that makes sense or not.  But, so that, 
that‟s kind of---and I tried to show that in the---I, I put a table on each one 
of the exhibits to show that, that math.   

 
  So that, that‟s the, I guess, the primary update.   
 
  The other thing is what I included in the Constructability Assessment 

Report is I included a---early on we, we met both with the City Engineer 
and we also met with the Public Works Department and, you know, we 
showed them the concept utility plan.  And you know, it‟s been a project 
that been around so everybody knew what, what the, you know, scope of 
it was that was being proposed.  So we wanted to meet with both entities 
to see and update and find out what the current state of affairs was and 
what the City wanted, basically.  And so I included that reference into this 
report.   

 
  I also included the, the Lowell reconstruction plans as a reference just to 

show that, you know, the current project does show the design and 
definition of the upgrade of the utilities in the roadway.  And it shows the 
design consultants that were involved in that.  So, just as a reference to 
show that the utility from the City‟s point of view was referenced.  Again, 
just relying on all the service provider letters.  You know, it‟s, it‟s hard to 
get in and find out what the business plan of say, Dominion Engineering 
is, you know, for their capital improvement projects.  But there was a 
concept utility plan delivered to each one of the utilities, and a request for 
them to review it and see if they could provide the utilities.  

 
  The next thing that was repor-, or included in the update is that we did 

have Hansen, Allen and Luce do a hydrologic study of the drainage basin 
that is affected for the project so that we could get a handle on really what 
the expected storm drain runoff was going to be on that site.    
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  The other thing that is included is the AGEC report that I referenced to 

earlier that gets into the bedrock planning and the swell factor and, and 
things of that nature.  

 
  That pretty much wraps up what the update of the Constructability Report 

is.  
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Thanks, Rob. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Question.  A question, if it‟s okay.  If we‟re taking 815,000 yards of dirt 

with a swell factor of 52% and spreading it over some area, you say we 
found a place to do---a way to do that.  What is the depth of that fill? 

 
Rob 
McMahon: Well, well first, you know, we used--- 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Like an average depth, maybe.  
 
Rob 
McMahon: Yeah.  We used the 35%.  The only reason I said 50% is the way that--- 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: I was, I was looking at the report here. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: Right.  And I‟m sorry, I--- 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So I have 35%?  
 
Rob 
McMahon: Yeah.  Right. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Let‟s go there.  
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Rob 
McMahon: It‟s hard to say what the average depth is because, you know, that really, 

you know, you‟re familiar with the earthwork, so it starts at zero, it gets 
deep, it gets, you know.  It, it really is determinant on the underlying 
topography, and then what the finished grade is going to be.  Three zones 
were proposed, and pretty much the primary zone is the Creole zone that 
fills in the valley.  And that probably has got the most depth to it.  And I 
would say that I believe that it climbs up to 65 feet coming right off of the 
upper Quittin‟ Time there just as you drop off.  But average depth 
throughout that gully, you know, it, it‟s pretty much over 25, 30 feet.  And 
then it feathers out and fills in, you know. 

 
  Then the other two zones that we have as zones that are available to us 

are the King‟s Crown and the Payday.  And there, you know, what we 
were trying to do on Payday is just take out that double fall line, pretty 
much.  You know, the Resort has always wanted to.  They call it a double 
fall line.  I don‟t really see it.  It really just slopes off, but it, it, you know, 
they‟ve always expressed an interest to be able to fix that.  So, you know, 
pretty much it goes from 5‟, and then by the time you get down to the 
sloughed off area, you‟re probably filling 25‟ or something like that.     

           
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: And then the King‟s Crown is similar.  You know, pretty much we were 

thinking of that as an overflow area if we needed it.  And, you know, there 
we‟re just taking the actual existing run and widening it a slight bit and, 
and bringing it up to a consistent profile.  So that is on the order of 10‟ or 
less. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: I see.  Okay, well thank you. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: Yeah. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  So one thing I couldn‟t quite figure out is when you‟re putting that up 

there, what, what is that---you, you keep referring to it as dirt, but I thought 
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when we looked at the geological reports that that was really a lot of 
granite in there; that it was going to be blasted granite.  So is it dirt, is it 
rock, is it, I mean, what, what size is that and are you processing that at all 
down below.  Are, are you taking what was blasted out and hauling it up.  
What, what does that look like, because I know it‟s not dirt, other than, in 
fact, you‟re keeping the topsoil.  So. 

 
Rob 
McMahon: Right.  Right.  And you know, to an engineer it‟s soil.  It‟s not dirt.   
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah, but when you‟re trying to pile it up 65‟ deep on a steep slope. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: Understood. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  It‟s different.      
  
Rob 
McMahon: No, understood.  I was, I was just trying to be a little---add some levity to 

it.  But no, it, it‟s true.  And you know, the fractured quartzite is a material 
that really is---if I can use the word malleable.  But one thing I guess I 
have to mention is that if you took three different contractors and asked 
them what they would do to solve this issue, or solve that problem, they 
would probably come up with three different scenarios.  They might come 
up with the same.  It‟s one of those areas that really is sort of---a lot of 
creativity goes into that earthwork and how they manage it.  And if you, if 
you think, if you will, that‟s really where a lot of money is made in the dirt 
world.  Being able to come up with solutions that are creative.  But 
speaking directly to what material we could expect and whether it was 
going to be processed coming out, there is no doubt that there would have 
to be some processing of that material as it came out of the hillside to be 
able to transport it either by a conveyor system or a truck or---something 
would have to be done on a portion of it. 

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  So, having not been through a project like this, is that some form of 

crushing or are there other options?  I don‟t, when you say something I 
don‟t--- 
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Rob 
McMahon: No, there are other options.  You know, crushing is probably the last that a 

contractor would use.  I shouldn‟t say last, but it‟s an expensive type of 
processing that requires a lot of maintenance, a lot of welders, a lot of 
replacement of shoes.  And there are other ways to be able to get material 
to where you can actually deal with it.  Walking it back and forth with the 
dozers.  How it comes out.  What kind of ripping you use.  There‟s a lot of 
different techniques that can be applied as it comes out before you 
actually have to go and set up a crusher and crush it.   

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  So how do we evaluate?  I mean, one of the big concerns here is, is all of 

this is going on basically adjacent to residential neighborhoods almost on 
all sides, or three sides.  And so, I mean, obviously, noise, dust, all these 
things are things that, you know, we‟re supposed to be evaluating as part 
of the conditional use permit process.  And I mean, if, if you told me yeah, 
pretty much, you know, every bit of whatever would be expanded to 1.1 
million cubic yards of stuff has to be crushed before it gets hauled up, 
that‟s a pretty big thing to mitigate versus if none of it had to.  So how, 
how---I‟m just looking for guidance here.  How should we evaluate that, 
because it‟s a bunch of the CUP things that, that we really have to 
address for impacts to the neighborhood. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Rob, let me just interject.  We have experience on the, on the property 

with the same material quartzite.  It‟s highly variable.  Some of it fractures 
in the gravel.  And most of it, quite frankly, fractures very easily.  There 
are pieces that you can‟t get to break up.  In the construction we‟ve done 
on the hillside, which includes Upper Norfolk homes, the two 5

th
 Street 

homes, my home on Lot 8, for the most part it happened just like Rob 
said.  You just run over it with a big piece of equipment, and most of it 
comes out ready to go into a truck.  And if you think about it and you look 
around town at all excavations, a lot of those get into that same rock.  And 
they get put in somebody‟s haul trucks and they go down the road.  And 
they don‟t crush them on site.  So I don‟t think there‟s a need to crush a 
great deal of this material.  And at the same time I don‟t think that it‟s that 
much different than, for example, the material that came out right where 
the parking structure is.  I don‟t remember them having a crusher.  
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Commissioner 
Joyce:  For the, for the other projects you just mentioned, did you guys have to 

blast for, for the--- 
 
 
Pat  
Sweeney: Uh-huh. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Like the Norfolk homes and stuff like that? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: The only---on the Master Plan the only blasting we did, we had to blast for 

the original Town Lift base, because there just happened to be a big piece 
of rock there.  It wasn‟t even part of the bedrock.  And then the ski area 
told me they also blasted for the foundations of the bridge to get the pile 
so they could go down far enough.  That‟s secondhand, so I, I wasn‟t 
aware of that.  Otherwise, there were some areas on the Master Plan, in 
order to get the utilities through, that we had to use what‟s called a 
hammer hoe, which basically is a jackhammer attached to a trackhoe.  
We never blasted in any locations that I‟m for certain aware of other than 
the Town Lift base. 

 
Commissioner    
Joyce:  But your expectation is for this plan that sounded like most everything 

would be blasted out? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: No, not most everything.  I think it would be based on---and you have to 

read the AGEC report.  Taylor Norquist talked about this on the 11
th
 of 

October, most of it is very fractured.  And there will be points where it will 
make more sense to blast, simply because if you don‟t you‟re going to be 
there scratching away forever or using a hammer hoe.  And both of those 
take a lot longer and they also create a lot more noise than blasting.  

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: So blasting would be really an option that would be used when it makes 

sense.  
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  One more quick one? 
 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Sure. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  I, I could see on the constructability thing where you had the maps of the 

the, the areas to put the soil in.  And I could kind of see the little topo map 
in there.  But what I couldn‟t get a judgement on was how, how big was 
that area.  Do you have some acreage or something that would help us 
with that? 

 
Rob 
McMahon: The overall placement or, you know--- 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: There‟s three placement zones. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  The big placement zone.  „Cause the one that was 1. Whatever million I--- 
 
Rob 
McMahon: 16 acres.          
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  16 acres.  Okay.  Okay, thank you. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: The next item is something we promised the Staff and the Planning 

Commission, and that was a narrative to kind of put in an easy read what 
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the presenters at the October 11
th
 meeting said, and that has been 

completed.  And we provided copies to the City.  And it, the only way you 
can really see the advantage of it is to read it.  It‟s an easy read. 

 
 
 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Quick question on that.  Is that narrative based on anything else other 

than what those presenters said and what they relied on during those 
  verbal presentations? 
 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yes.  It‟s---the one thing that we changed is, the presenter by the name of 

Tim Jones said that we would close King‟s Crown for a period of time; and 
he meant year-round.  And we thought about that.  We talked to the 
Mountain Resort.  I also talked to the owners of the Bamberger parcel.  
And it seems to be that that didn‟t make sense since we weren‟t going to 
be working during the ski season.  And as long as we can protect the 
hydrants it would be easy to grade out any roads and make snow there.  
So, that‟s what‟s up on the, the screen there as we‟re making this 
commitment.  And that the King‟s Crown and Quittin‟ Time will remain 
open each ski season with the snowmaking that‟s there.  That‟s the only 
change.  

 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay.   
 
Pat 
Sweeney: The next item is some updates on the Woodruff comparison.  Rob‟s going 

to start with the excavation portion of that, and then David Eldredge is 
going to talk about some of the architectural details.  Once again, none of 
these things are different, but we took the work [inaudible]--- a new level.  
Rob? 

 
Rob  
McMahon: Okay, so the task was to take Woodruff and try to come up with an 

estimation of what it would take excavation wise.  What it would produce 
excavation if it were to be built.  And so I divided it into three categories.  
And, and the first category pretty much follows Francisco‟s exhibit that he 
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showed, which is the placement of the buildings and the footprints on the 
hillside, and then used, you know, used the same criteria in what I used 
for estimating the Treasure project.  Those being areas around the 
building to be able to get in there and actually build it like it ten-foot 
corridor outside the footprint.  Over-excavation for the footings of about 2‟ 
to be able to come up with a ballpark figure of, of what the actual footprint 
would be as determined, as shown on the Master Plan drawings. 

 
  And that, that kind of is, you know, it‟s a geometric exercise.  So, it fell out 

pretty straightforward.  Then the next category were the items that, you 
know, would be put into that project, such as fire protection plans, egress, 
ingress and egress out of the buildings, constructability of the buildings, 
what it would take to actually get the equipment up there.  Things of that 
nature to actually take the Woodruff and get it to an approvable project 
and practical.  

 
  And then the third category was a category that were included items that, 

you know, were---make it a viable project as a resort hotel.  
Interconnecting walkways, amenity spaces, service delivery bays, lobbies, 
things of that nature that were included in that category. 

 
  And so out of those three categories that is where that 450,000 yards 

came from. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Questions?  
 
Chair 
Strachan: And what‟s the additional excavation quantities? 
 
Rob 
McMahon: The additional excavation is, you know, I, I stayed pretty conservative, or I 

tried to stay conservative on those numbers.  As we all know, it‟s just, it 
could be anticipated that there will be additional items that come up that 
are just a matter of construction; final restrictions or design parameters 
that are put on by the Fire District or by the Planning Commission.  Things 
of that nature.  It‟s just---it doesn‟t have a number to it but it could be 
anticipated that there would be more.  I don‟t anticipate a substantial 
amount, but there could be more. 

 
Chair 

Packet Pg. 22



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 29, 2017  
Page 21 
 
 
Strachan: All right.  
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  So, when I went through the numbers it looked like if you just took your 

estimates of the two, the two chunks of buildings, and before you added 
the 15% and the extra space and those kinds of things it came out to 
273,100 cubic yards.  And so that sounded like kind of what you were 
starting with.  And I‟m trying to just get to apples to apples between this 
and the, the 17.2 plan.  So, like when you do contingency and you added 
space for around the buildings to get equipment up and things like that, is 
that already built into the 800,000 or would you expect that, that you end 
up with a contingency tacked onto that as well? 

 
Rob 
McMahon: No, no, that‟s included. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  That‟s included in those.  Okay. 
 
Rob 
McMahon: Yeah. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  And, and I was going to ask David this, but it‟s just, I mean, since you‟re 

next apparently on the thing here, I‟ll just ask the two of you.  I brought 
this up at the last meetings and I just want to kind of get us in agreement 
so we don‟t keep kind of going back and forth.  We, we talk about this 
being conceptual, but then we said, oh, you know, we went through and 
measured, it was 875,000 square feet.  And so it‟s like, okay, we‟ve all 
kind of agreed to work with that as how big was the concept.  But I keep 
hearing things like this where we say, oh, but we would have to add in for 
lobbies and things like that, and stairways, and egress and things like that. 
But I get back to 875,000 square feet.  When I take the approved 
residential space plus commercial space plus parking space, I come up 
about 250,000 or 300,000 square feet short of 875,000.  So it seems like 
in the concept, they built in hundreds of thousands of square feet of stuff 
in there that turns out to be almost exactly the same size as what you 
guys are proposing that includes all that stuff.  Fire, you know, lobbies, all 
those kinds of things are in that same space, but you guys keep adding it 
into Woodruff.  So I‟m trying to figure out, what do you think those, those 
hundreds of thousands of square feet were if they weren‟t exactly that.  
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David 
Eldredge: I, I don‟t believe that there was any additional space anticipated for lobby. 

And I think things, basic things like lobbies and whatnot were included.  
The items that I put in my memorandum include things like there is no 
egress provided for at the back end of the building.  And absolutely you 
would have to have some form of egress at that end of the building. 

 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Sure. 
 
David 
Eldredge: And the way it‟s anticipate that those units were laid out, it would have to 

be outside of that envelope or it would be obstructing those units.  So--- 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  But that seems kind of small.  I mean, I‟m looking at--- 
 
David 
Eldredge: Oh, yeah.   
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  I mean, here on the---the reason I brought it up on the excavation piece 

was we added 45,000 square feet just for lobbies.  And it‟s like, well wait, 
then what‟s that 875,000 square feet for then?  It‟s got to be--- 

 
David 
Eldredge: [Inaudible.] 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Okay.  So, can we just agree that there may be some little things in the 

Woodruff that you would have to do, and I know you‟ll go through some of 
it.  But in general, the 875,000 square feet to be anywhere near realistic 
has to be a hell of a lot more than the approved UEs and the approved 
parking, because those had very quantitative numbers associated with 
both of them, and they‟re nowhere close to 875,000.  So they must be 
lobbies, circulation, something.  Even if they weren‟t drawn in there, they 
must have been at some level, hey, add 40% or something.  You know, 
somebody must have done something like that, or they drew it way too 
big.  
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David 
Eldredge: Well, I, I can only respond by the experience we had when we went from 

2004 to 2009.  And in 2004 we had nothing more than, than basic building 
blocks of a given volume, and we assumed an efficiency ratio of X.  Then 
we were asked to come up with detailed plans.  And you may recall that 
the building grew in that process by some 10%. 

 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah, 150,000 I think it was. 
 
David 
Eldredge: And so I wouldn‟t be surprised at all if Woodruff had gone through the 

same exercise that the same thing wouldn‟t happen.  I can‟t say it would.  
I can‟t say it wouldn‟t.  But it‟s not unrealistic to expect that once you got 
down to saying this is where this function has to be, and I have to get to it 
from this place and whatever, that those buildings wouldn‟t have had to be 
juggled and grown or not.  It‟s just impossible to say.   

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Okay.  But, but you would agree that there are several hundred thousand 

square feet--- 
 
David 
Eldredge: Oh, yes. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  In addition to the truly, what I‟ll call definite approved spaces that weren‟t 

marked out at all on the plans.  And they just---whatever they are, they 
are, whether it‟s circulation, lobby, whatever.  But it‟s fair to assume that 
the, the 875,000 that they ended up with is pretty close to what you guys 
are at with 17.2.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: So, excuse me Steve.  David has prepared a presentation that speaks 

exactly to what you say.  And I think it will add clarity or focus on the 
difference between what you‟re saying and taking it to the next level.  And 
I, I would suggest at this point that David, you just walk through that 
presentation, because it addresses exactly what you‟re talking about.  
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Commissioner 
Joyce:  And, and I was going to do that, except we‟re adding tens of thousands of 

cubic yards of excavation to the project based on what we just talked 
about, which I don‟t think--- 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Well, there‟s, there‟s little things and he‟s going to talk about it.  But at the 

very last minute of the---   
 
David  
Eldredge: I have addressed that because I don‟t--- 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Hang on, David.  I‟ll be happy to do that.  At the very last minute after a 

couple of years of work, the City Council voted on the Sweeney Master 
Plan, which included this as a part.  And they dropped the height of 
portions of this part of the Master Plan in places 20‟.  And there was no 
accommodation at that point for where the density went.  And David will 
talk about that.  But there---the Woodruff drawings do not reflect that lost 
density due to that drop at the last Council meeting when it was voted on. 
And our assumption always was that it wasn‟t an evisceration of UEs.  
That we would be allowed the opportunity to recover those UEs.  And the 
only direction we can go, and because we have a requirement for 70% 
open space within 11-1/2 acres and the height zones, is down.  And that 
means excavation.  How much is hard to say for sure.  But that‟s what 
Rob is talking about, that‟s what David is talking about.  

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Okay.  Thank you.  
 
Pat 
Sweeney: David, why don‟t you go ahead and march through on that. 
 
David 
Eldredge: David Eldredge, architect for MPE.  Prior to this evening‟s meeting we 

submitted a memorandum enumerating many of the inconsistencies, the 
missions and shortcomings of the Woodruff drawings.  And I won‟t 
reiterate those here, but rather discuss the issues that would have been 
addressed had Woodruff been pursued to be a viable proposal.   
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  A required---before we could even submit for a CUP approval, a fire 

protection plan would have been required.  Some months ago, Ron Ivie 
was asked in a Planning Commission meeting if such a plan was feasible 
for Woodruff, and he replied yes.  What he didn‟t say and wasn‟t asked 
was what that might entail.  When we met with Ron prior to that meeting 
and asked that question, his one response was access to the backside of 
all the buildings will be required, which would result in more disturbance 
and excavation.  And even if not required for the Fire Department, some 
form of path on the uphill side of all the buildings would have been 
required for egress.  At present, the only vertical circulation shown in this 
central core, the front of the building.  The International Building Code 
requires a minimum two exits from every level.  And given the proposed 
configuration and length of the buildings, it would have had to be at the 
uphill end of the structures with a means for the tenants to escape from 
the buildings.   

 
  The other woefully inadequate part of the Woodruff plan is the ski trail.  

On the Woodruff site plan the ski trail narrows down from approximately 
140‟ to 40‟ at the entrance of the project.  It continues to narrow as it 
traverses through the project to 30‟ just beyond building E.  More 
troublesome, based upon the footprints, where it passes through the two 
buildings it either is reduced to only 20 feet, or several stories of the 
building are cantilevered over it; neither of which would be acceptable.  
And the 40‟ width would, is a requirement and would have to have been 
maintained.  Some redistribution of the mass would have been required.   

 
  The buildings section show a dashed line noted as a height restriction.  

However, to insure compliance, a detailed analysis similar to what we did 
for the CUP would have been required.  Based upon the building sections 
and the calculated floor elevations thereon, and I think you‟ve seen the 
exhibit where I calculated those, I conducted a similar analysis to the CUP 
for the Creole site and found that approximately two-thirds of the roofs 
exceed the height limit.  This is not surprising given that Woodruff 
drawings were hand drawn and only 5‟ contour intervals.  Even so, most 
of the roofs exceeded the allowable by 5‟ or less.  Not a big deal.  Four by 
about 10‟ and only one approaching 20‟.  Conversely, three of the roofs 
could have been raised up to 5‟ and two by 10‟.  In other words, there 
would have been some juggling of the height of the buildings. 

 
  Also, as noted in my memorandum, the floor to floor heights calculated by 

dividing the total height by the number of stories, all of the levels are 
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between 9 and 9-1/2 feet.  Whereas, on the plans, clearly it was the 
intention to have 10‟ floor to floor.  And we believe even that is not 
appropriate or adequate.  Clearly, had those errors been adjusted, the 
overall heights of the buildings would have increased.   

 
  We believe the Woodruff drawing were meant to be, to demonstrate to the 

Planning Commission at the time of approval that the project would be a 
large project with tall buildings, and to establish the parameters for height 
and building area zones for future proposals.  Some time ago we 
submitted our analysis of the gross area of the Woodruff, which the Staff 
concurred appeared reasonable.  And we determined a gross area of 
875,000 square feet; compared to 949 square feet for Version 17.2.  Only 
an increase of 8%.  We also calculated the gross above grade area of 
Woodruff to be about 606,000 square feet compared to the CUP of 651---
606,000 square feet compared to 651,000 square feet, which equates to 
an increase just over 7%.   

 
  Furthermore, the above grade area of Woodruff does not include multiple 

stories, and this is what Pat was just talking about, on all of the buildings 
that were eliminated based upon modification to the allowable heights 
when the MPD was finally approved; even though the allowable density 
was unchanged.  However, on the Woodruff drawings, only the heights of 
the buildings were modified and the relocation of the affected areas was 
not included.  Our conclusion is that an even larger project was 
anticipated, at least by the design team, to provide the approved UE 
density.   

 
  The below grade area calculated for the Woodruff drawings is about 

269,000 square feet.  For the CUP, 297,000 square feet, just over a 10% 
increase.  And although Woodruff provides about 20 more stalls than the 
CUP, it lacks numerous necessary support facilities, including receiving, 
maintenance, mechanical, fire control center, or any means of connecting 
the structures on the two different sites.   

 
  On the Woodruff sections, if you measure from the apparent finished 

grade at the face of the building nearest Old Town to the tops of the 
buildings, ie. the perceived height, the heights range from a minimum of 
95 feet at Building A to 121 feet at Building C.  Furthermore, the 
aforementioned tops of buildings are only 60 to 90 feet from the face of 
those buildings.  In other words, as Francisco has concurred, the tallest 
portion of the Woodruff building was placed nearest to Old Town and the 
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neighbors.  One of the major shortcomings that the CUP proposal 
addresses by moving the height further into the site.   

 
  Given all of these shortcomings, inconsistencies, and omissions it is our 

belief that the direct comparison between the Woodruff drawings and the 
CUP submittal is neither realistic nor necessary.  That said, the Staff and 
Commission have requested that comparison and we have submitted for 
your review a site plan with the two plans overlaid.  It illustrates that the 
CUP buildings are in the same general location as Woodruff.  We also 
used the Woodruff plan and sections to construct a direct comparison of 
the five building sections that were shown in Woodruff, which shows that 
the CUP buildings are about the same or lower than Woodruff, and in 
most cases, the maximum height is further away from the City than in 
Woodruff.  

 
Chair 
Strachan: All right. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Thank you, David.  
 
Chair 
Strachan: Pat, where, where you going now? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: The next one is affordable housing, employee housing.  We‟ve exchanged 

emails with the Housing Authority and presently we‟re showing 
approximately 7,000 square feet of affordable/employee housing on site.  
And we‟re intending to pay fees in-lieu-of for the balance of the 
requirement.  But if desired, and we put this in an email and I think you 
guys have a copy of that, we can locate it all on site.  And floors can be 
added to the existing footprints in order to maintain the approved UEs.  
And we would submit that that would be covered with a condition.  And 
ultimately, as Francisco pointed out, it‟s a fairly technical application of 
that ordinance to what‟s actually being built and the uses to determine 
what the amount is.  

 
  So, that‟s all we have to say on that.   
 
  The next one is more involved and it has to do with disturbance on 

Treasure Hill.  And when I say Treasure Hill I‟m referring to the portion 
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inside the Master Plan, because I think that‟s the portion which the 
concern has been raised about.  And I have some exhibits that I‟ll walk 
through, and then I‟m going to come back and go through this part of the 
outline. 

 
  This is the first exhibit.  And what it, what it shows is the area that we 

anticipate could be potentially disturbed by the project.  And that‟s located 
inside the red heavy line.  And that includes ski runs, the area where the 
excess material would be placed, and the project itself.  And so if I can 
briefly show those, it includes the ski runs, which are the blue area; and it 
includes the project; and then it includes this area here, which is where 
most of the soil/dirt goes.   

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  So the thing you have labeled as partial disturbance area with the little 

dash lines, that‟s where you were going to---showed us kind of running the 
trucks across to haul on. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Right.  To get access into where you can place the material. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  But, but there‟s no material that‟s scheduled to be there, I mean, with the 

current proposal?  Is that right? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: There, there is one location where there could be, and that would be right 

here. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Okay. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: But for the most part, what would happen there.  There‟s one road that 

already exists, we call that Jones, Jonesy‟s cutoff.  Phil Jones put that in 
years ago.  But then there would be several of these going up the hill to 
get access to the main deposition area.  So that‟s why we called it partial 
disturbance.  And we estimated that about 4 acres of that 7.90 acres will 
be disturbed. 
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  The, the new groomed runs---these, these would be [inaudible] that are 

within this boundary are shown in the blue, the solid blue.  And they 
comprise 23.72 acres.  There‟s a portion of that hill that would be good, 
ungroomed ski, skiing.  And that is shown with a dark line around it, which 
I‟ll point to right there.  So that is the disturbance of what we believe---of 
what we think---the disturbance we think the project will result in.  There‟s 
other components to this and I‟m going to go through that.  Once again, 
out of that 45.10 acres we‟re estimating that 4 acres would not be 
disturbed in what we call the partial disturbance area. 

 
  The next exhibit shows--- 
 
Chair 
Strachan: So, just quickly, Pat, going back to that last one.  Who drew those lines? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: I did.  
 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay.  And based on what? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Based on two things.  One, knowing the plans very well, of course, and 

also knowing---three things, knowing the ground very well, and also Rob‟s 
work.  And they also reflect some of the material that‟s from the October 
11

th
 meeting.  So they‟re all consistent.   

 
Director 
Erickson: Pat.  Pat, before you move on, will you clarify that this diagram illustrates 

the post restoration area of disturbance and does not reflect the area of 
disturbance of the deposition zone in Creole. 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: It, it‟s the post.  That is correct, this is post. 
 
Director 
Erickson: Okay.  So when you‟re looking at this diagram, the hill if you will, or the 

Creole disturbance area is not shown.  It‟s shown but it‟s not colored in 
the area that Pat is representing as being ungroomed ski run.   
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Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, that‟s, that---we have a name for that but I‟m not going to mention 

it. But it‟s, it‟s what we would think skiable terrain for your average skier in 
this room.   

 
Chair 
Strachan: So if we were to craft conditions of approval that said you had to stay in 

those lines, how would we define those lines?  I mean would we have a 
sur-, they‟re not surveyed.  They‟re not based on a survey.   

 
 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Well, ultimately that, I mean, we‟ve been through this process.  And I‟m 

going to show you some other exhibits where we‟ve been through this 
process.  And I can tell you how that, that process worked on other parts 
of this varied Master Plan and the Treasure Hill portion.  And it 
fundamentally started with the approved density and UEs, and some other 
basic parameters like footprint, height.  And then as part of the CUP 
process, we identified areas that would need to be disturbed, similar to 
what we‟ve done with this process, but not in nearly as much detail.  And 
then when it came to the building permit, then literally we walked it with 
people from the Building Department with exhibits in hand and flagged it.  
And then where they required fences, and they don‟t typically require 
fences on ski runs, although in this project because of the excavation the 
whole thing would be fenced.  But we, we basically flagged it and fenced 
it.  And then it---from that point on it was grading with heavy equipment.  
And then when it was all done put it back together and revegetate it.   

 
  And that---I actually have a slide that goes through that, so maybe we 

could talk about that further when we get to that slide, Adam. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Sure.  
 
Pat 
Sweeney: But first of all, a little history.  The, the project has been disturbed 

historically.  And these areas in gray are the mine workings, and the 
straight area in gray is the old Silver Kind Tramway.  And that amounted 
to about, well, approximately 3.49 acres.  And these acreages, by the 
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way, were provided by Rob based on the drawings that he has, which is 
pretty, pretty good, real good survey material; and I think reasonable 
estimates.   

 
  The next drawing is more recent history.  The area, the area shown in 

dark green is the 1983/84 Town Lift.  But before that, in the lighter green, 
in the lime green, was the original Quittin‟ Time run, which was put in in 
1963.  And then in the somewhat opaque turquoise color, various 
additions have been added to the Town Lift system through improvements 
on the Master Plan that have to do with the Woodside Trail and then the 
Town Bridge and the Upper Norfolk ski system.  All those three things 
total 17.24 acres; and so those are all grading disturbance for skiing into 
Old Town.                          

 
  The brown stripe on the right of that picture is the power line that‟s been in 

there, I think, since the 1940s.  And then the two gray areas are roads.  
One is the public road, the Lowell/Empire switchback that occurred; 
however, on the Master Plan before it was deeded to the City.  And then 
the other one is King Road, and that goes back to when they closed the 
Silver King and started using that road.   

 
  The next slide is a picture of what happened with the Master Plan since 

1986.  And I‟m going to go through them top to bottom.  The top blue part 
is Lot 8.  And for that lot, which currently has a 1500 square foot home on 
it and a 1,000 square foot shop garage, disturbed 5.17 acres 
approximately.  And that was in 2005.  

 
  Then the next---and maybe I‟ll go, I think I‟m going to back up and go in 

the order it occurred.  That would be a little easier.  If you look, if you look 
at the yellow part, that‟s the Upper Norfolk homes; 1998.  If you look at the 
purple part, that‟s the King Road Lot 2.  That was 1996.  And then there 
was an addition after that.  2003 is the orange part, and that‟s the 5

th
 

Street lots.  Back in 1995 Fred Moore approved the lot to the Moore 
House, which is part of the Master Plan.  And then there‟s the blue part 
that I‟ve already talked about.   

 
  In addition to that, all those red dots are where we have granted use of 

our property for three purposes, sometime at the request of the Building 
Department.  And those purposes are to aid in the construction on those 
lots.  And these are all lots that neighbor our, our property.  The second 
purpose was to provide egress for fire and safety.  And the third purpose 

Packet Pg. 33



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 29, 2017  
Page 32 
 
 

was to improve their ski access.  And many of those lots [inaudible] 
regraded our property and the open space in the Master Plan, the ROS, 
for the purposes of improving their homes.  And we were fine with that.  
We supported that.  The Sweeney family did not personally benefit 
financially from any of those.   

 
  The final exhibit, improvements that the City has put across the Master 

Plan open space.  The blue line occurred in 1975 and that was a water 
line across the bottom of the Master Plan.  It was then revised in 2004 to 
allow for the 5

th
 Street lots.  And that‟s the purple part.  And then in 2014 

the City put a redistribution line across the property in order to clean up 
the water in town.  And it went from here, went from here to here.  And, 
and went like that.  That was in 2014.  And that involved about 3.25 acres.  

 
  So those are all the things that have happened on our property, on the 

Hillside portion. 
 
  The final exhibit is a little complicated so I don‟t want you to freak out.  

This looks like a Francisco exhibit.  He‟s the only person that could match 
this.  But that sort of puts it in graphic form, everything that happened.  
The key points here is that from---these things here are previous 
disturbance, and they, they include all the things I just went through; mine 
activity, old ski terrain, roads, power line, houses, water lines.  And they 
add up to 42 acres of disturbance.  Now some of this disturbance is more 
than once.  In other words, they overlap so it‟s not 42 acres of the entire 
Mountain has been disturbed.  But over time that much has been if you 
add it up.   

 
  On the other side of the equation is what would happen with the proposed 

project, and it boils down to that.  And we think this project will disturb 
approximately 41 acres.  And that would be the 17.2 version.  Of that, 
30.72 acres would become new ski terrain.  And as I pointed out in the 
first slide, about 20 some odd acres that would be [inaudible].  So what it 
boils down to is of the disturbed land, eventually 30.72 acres would be 
new ski terrain improving skiing into Old Town, in addition to the new lift.  
And 10.2 acres will be ground that really the project sits on.   

 
  Now I‟m going to go back to that outline and walk through that and we‟ll be 

almost there.  
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Commissioner 
Joyce:  Before you do, can you go back, actually, to the first slide where you 

showed us how the 41 acres---there you go.  Thank you.  Can I just, can 
you make the area---there you go, perfect.  

 
  Look at this for one minute.   
 
Director 
Erickson: Francisco, when are we going to deliver these exhibits out to the Planning 

Commission?  These came in in the package yesterday, right?  Or the day 
before. 

 
 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Tis one came in yesterday.  What, what we‟re looking at right now we‟ve 

hyperlinked it on our website.  We sent you an email this morning.  We 
don‟t know if you received it.  But it‟s not the same version.  This---what I 
see here I‟m comparing it to--- 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: This, these are, these have been improved. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Right.  So, I‟m already, the, the version I sent you this morning is already 

outdated.  Once Pat gets me his updated version we‟ll go ahead and send 
that new one out.  And we‟ll put it on the website. 

 
Director  
Erickson: So for the public‟s benefit, these are hyperlinked now? 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Yeah, but, but as Pat just mentioned. 
 
Director 
Erickson: [Inaudible.] 
 
Planner 
Astorga: He‟s already updated them.   
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Director 
Erickson: All right.   
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just wanted to kind of sync up. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So now I‟m going to take a minute to run through what that boils down to 

in writing.  To date, approximately 41 acres of Treasure Hill has been 
disturbed at some point in time.  Some of it is overlapping disturbance, so 
just want to be---make people aware of that.  Some of it occurred back in 
the late 1800s.  The Town Lift and ski trails account for approximately 17 
acres of disturbance as it sits right now.  The Master Planned single family 
homes account for approximately 15 acres of disturbance as it sits right 
now.  Part of that‟s been disturbed twice, the same thing, unfortunately.  
City water lines account for three acres.  And there‟s other items; roads, 
power lines, mining activities.  Approximately 41 acres would be disturbed 
by the Treasure project.  Of this, approximately 32 acres become new ski 
terrain, and the remaining non-ski areas approximately---that number 
should be 10.  So that needs to be corrected.  But that kind of boils down 
into words what I just said.  There‟s some other things that we think are 
important.  There‟s multiple adjacent land owners have been granted use 
to the open space over the past 30 years to facilitate construction, fire 
egress and ski access to their properties.  The Master Plan open space 
has been graded on multiple occasions with City building permits since 
the approval.  The ROS zoning and underlying agreements allow this.   

 
  The next item is the final one.  Sometime ago we indicated we would do 

some updated renderings and videos of 17.2 on the surrounding streets.  
And so we did that for Lowell Avenue.  There are 2009 versions as well.  
And I‟m going to show you those and we‟ll be done with this.  

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So, but before we go to those, a quick question.  Does the 41 acres that is 

disturbed by 17.2, does that include the fill site, then, for the distributed 
fill? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yes. 
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Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay.  Thank you. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  And that, that‟s counted---the fill area is counted as ski terrain.  
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Correct.  That, that‟s what I thought I was seeing.  I just wanted to confirm 

that.  So thanks. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: These are renderings of coming up Lowell of the 17.2 project.  And then 

this is a video.   
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Pat?  Excuse me, Pat? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yes. 
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Can you point out which buildings, just so I know are which here.  If you 

could go back to the still if you don‟t mind. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: I think I can stop this if I‟m smart. 
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Okay, when we get a little closer.  A little---so, keep going.  That‟s 

probably good right there.  So is this round, is that 3A. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: You know what, let me, let me go back to the stills, because then I can 

draw on it for you. 
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Thanks.  That‟s perfect.  Except that we‟re a little too far away there. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah, I‟ll, I‟ll, I‟ll get back in.  Tell me when?  
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Commissioner 
Band:  Perfect.  Right there.  So--- 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Question.  Go ahead with your questions. 
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Okay, I‟m just wondering which building.  So 3A and then where the 

orange is, is that 4A and 4B behind it, or--- 
 
 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay, this, this is what would be the new lobby behind there.  This is 

employee housing.  
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Okay. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: This is 3A.  This is David--- 
 
Commissioner 
Band:  So 3A is behind the employee housing? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Yeah.  There‟s a lot of depth here that‟s hard to replicate with technology. 

 But these all step back from one another.  Like this is significantly back 
from frontage.  So is that.  This is 4A.  And this is 3B.  David, did I get that 
right? 

 
David 
Eldredge: Yeah. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Okay.  
 
Commissioner 
Band:  Thank you. 
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Pat 
Sweeney: That concludes our formal presentation.  Happy to answer any questions. 
 
Chair         
Strachan: Thank you. 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Can I just offer that I, I watched that video about eight times.  It was 

helpful to me.  But I have to tell you just for the levity of it; a) the little 
people walking at the end, great; b) the fact that you guys did it on trash 
day; and c) if you‟re really watching closely, right at the end when it‟s 
about to stop over on the left is one of the signs that says Stop Treasure.  
And so, I have to tell you, you made my day earlier today.  I just laughed 
and laughed, so.   

 
Pat 
Sweeney: It‟s transparency. 
 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah, it‟s, it‟s certainly realism right there.   
 
Chair 
Strachan: All right.  Pat, how are we looking on our schedule?  We talked about this 

last time and I just want to make sure we‟re all on the same page here. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: Well, we, we anticipate having whatever conversation you‟d like to have 

next time, which is the 6
th
.  And then we would like to respond to the Staff 

report, also on the 6
th
.  And then on the 13

th
 we‟d like to present a final 

statement and, and we‟d like to see a vote.  
 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay.  That‟s kind of our thinking, too.  So, I don‟t think we need to 

schedule a December 20
th
 meeting, as you kind of had hinted at earlier.  

At least for Treasure.  If there‟s some other Planning Commission items 
that we need to do on the 20

th
, we can hash that out potentially on the 6

th
. 

But it sounds like we‟re good to go.   
 
  So that brings us to public comment.  I think what we ought to do is, it 

looks like---how many people just by a show of hands are going to give 
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public comment tonight?  Okay.  So I think what we‟ll do is we‟ll start it 
right now.  We‟ll run until about 7:30 and then take a break.  And any 
public comment we haven‟t finished before then we will take, and we‟ll go 
as long as it takes and we‟ll conclude after public comment is over.  

 
  All right.  So we‟ll now open the public hearing on the Treasure Hill CUP.   

                       
Public Comment 
            
Arnie 
Rusten: Good evening.  My name is Arnie Rusten.  I live at 1058 Lowell Avenue.  I 

would like to make some comments on the building heights and the 
proposed fill.  Next.  Fortunately, Park City has Codes and Regulations in 
place to govern what we do here.  One may ask why we have these 
Codes and Regulations, and basically to summarize, they are in place to 
protect public health, safety, and general welfare.  They are in place to 
protect the environment, land, air, water and soil.  And to protect and 
preserve wildlife.  We also have special regulations that govern what we 
are allowed to do within the historic residential district.  I‟m having 
difficulties in understanding how Treasure Hill, as proposed, fits within 
these Codes and Regulations.  Next one.  And nobody, whoever they are 
gets a blank check to do whatever they please.  In my opinion, that is 
good.  

 
  Next one.  I‟d like to make a few comments regarding the building heights 

of the proposed Treasure Hill project.  Building height regulations are 
defined in the Park City Land Code as shown here.  Zone height, outlined 
in red is limited to 27 feet; defined as measured from existing grade.  In 
addition, there are limits to the building height of 35 feet, outlined in green, 
defined for a flat roof building as the distance from the lowest floor plain to 
the highest wall top plate that supports a ceiling joist or roof rafters.   

 
  This info is copied by permission from John Stafsholt from the material 

provided by him to the Planning Commission in a letter on 7/13/2016.  As 
you can see on this sheet, zoning is HR-1 with permitted height in 1986 of 
28‟.  As seen from the Minutes from the City Council meeting on 
10/16/1986, the Sweeney‟s Master Plan approval was granted and the 
applicant was given building height, the zone height, a variance to 75‟.  In 
addition, there were limits set to have no portion of any building in the 
Creole Gulch site be above elevation 7,275 feet. 
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  Next one.  Here is one of the applicant‟s cross sections of the proposed 

buildings in Creole Gulch.  The maximum building height line as shown in 
red measures 75 feet from existing grade.  The maximum building 
elevation height shown as a black line at elevation 7,275 feet.  This 
agrees with the Council‟s approval in 1986.  I‟ve listed the Land 
Management Code requirements and the applicant‟s variance above.   

 
  Next one.  So, if I were to build in Creole Gulch I could then stack these 

red blocks with exposed heights of 27 feet, and with a maximum structure 
height of 35 feet as I‟ve shown here.  What I need clarification on is with 
regard to the applicant‟s maximum structure height, as it should be the 
allowed 35‟, plus their variance given, which was 48‟, for a total of 83 feet. 
Next one.  However, as you see here, the total height of their building is 
167 feet; over twice what is allowed according to my interpretation of the 
Land Management Code.   

 
  Next one.  So, what I‟ve shown inside this big black, black box should not 

be permitted as it violates the Land Management Code.  This is a big area 
and has led to this enormous excavation that the applicant now proposes, 
and to the material disposal plan, which I would like to address next. 

 
  Next one.  This page is from the applicant‟s position statement dated 

November 3
rd

, 2017.  There is an agreement in place to use the open 
space to deposit excess material.  There‟s a statement that they have 
unconditional rights.  There is no such thing.  All use of land in Park City 
designated as recreational open space is subject to Park City‟s Land 
Management Code.   Next one.  Here is the page from the Park City 
Municipal Code, Title 15, Land Management Code, as it relates to 
vegetation protection.   

 
  Next one.  I‟ve enlarged Section 15-2.7-7 here.  As stated, “The property 

owner must protect significant vegetation during any development activity. 
 Significant vegetation includes large trees, 6” in diameter or greater.  
Next.  So the applicant‟s concept of clear cutting within the area 
designated as recreational open space is in clear violation of the Land 
Management Code.  There are thousands of trees within the red area 
designated as a placement zone, and within the associated haul roads 
shown in green and black.   

 
  Next one.  The process for placing the excavated material is to first 

remove all trees and vegetation within the placement zone and the access 
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roads.  Remove the overburden soil there, stockpile what is suitable, 
dispose of unsuitable material, handle and dispose of contaminated 
material, construct construction roads, place the rock fill to an engineered 
sequence.  And last, place the overburden and revegetate.  This concept 
came as a real surprise to the Planning Commission---Planning 
Department and the Planning Commission, when it was introduced a few 
months ago.   

 
  Next one.  Here is a page from the applicant‟s preliminary geo-technical 

report, where they briefly discuss the 130‟ tall fill.  The geo-technical 
report being preliminary in nature does not address the seismic stability of 
this fill.  As I mentioned at the last meeting, I‟m very concerned about the 
potential for sliding.  An engineered fill required much more than just 
excavating rocks and drive over it with some equipment to crush it.  It‟s 
scientific.  You need to blend it because it has to provide tremendous 
stability when you‟re dealing with such enormous weights as you will have 
here.   

 
  Next one.  I have enlarged the section here where they talk about a fill 

depth at the Creole ski run, at the test pit number one, of at least 22‟.  And 
the statement that the locations where fill is proposed to be placed should 
be cleared of topsoil, debris, fill and other deleterious materials prior to the 
placement of additional fill.  Next one.  So now, we have another 
significant excavation project to remove the deep overburden at the 
Creole ski run over 20‟ in depth, shown here inside the blue bold line.   

 
  Next one.  As stated in this letter, that the parties that agreed to allow the 

applicant to use the open space were aware of the substantial nature of 
the deposits of excavated material on the hillside is blatantly false.  The 
concept presented to those who granted this approval was to truck most 
of the excavated material off-site, and spread the excess material on the 
ski slopes to improve them.  A concept dealing with the fraction of the now 
estimated, by me, over a million cubic yards of material.  This fill concept 
of clear cutting and using heavy off-road trucks were only introduced a 
few months ago.  Before that concept, I read about spreading excavated 
material on ski runs with slopes less than 25% grade using a conveyor 
system.  Of course, the applicant has realized that trucking is not feasible, 
as the neighborhood streets cannot handle the heavy truck traffic and has 
introduced this clear cutting and mound concept, which they are now also 
calling mitigation to reduce traffic.  Quite a stretch in my opinion.   
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  Codes are in place to protect the Park City community against a project 

like this.  I ask the Planning Commission, please enforce the laws, codes 
and regulations.  Thank you for an opportunity to address the 
Commission.     

 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you. 
 
Nikki 
Deforge: Good evening.  Nikki Deforge with Fabian VanCott here speaking on 

behalf of THINC, a non-profit group of hundreds of Park City residents 
and businesses.  As the first step in this CUP process, Treasure Hill has 
the burden of demonstrating that it‟s proposed project complies with its 
Master Planned Development Approval.  And it does not.  In its most 
recent report, the Planning Staff has specifically identified a number of 
ways in which the applicant‟s current proposal falls short of what was 
required under the SPMP.  We agree with Staff that each of these 
constitutes a deviation from the MPD approval and is grounds for denial of 
a CUP permit.  Specifically, Staff is correct that the maximum approved 
support commercial was 19,000 square feet.  The applicant is demanding 
twice that amount.  The Staff is correct that the maximum approved 
accessory lobby space was 17,500 square feet; yet the applicant 
demands far in excess of that as well.  And in addition to that, the 
circulation space that the Staff is saying was not addressed in the MPD, 
we agree, we believe was actually addressed in the MPD with the 
Woodruff drawings, which allow extrapolation of precisely how much 
circulation space was expected and approve.  And the circulation space 
that we see now exceeds that considerably.  Staff was also correct that 
the limits of disturbance must match the building area boundary, 
particularly given that everything outside of the building area boundary is 
zoned as recreation open space.  Staff is also correct that the Woodruff 
drawings submitted and approved as an exhibit to the SPMP constitute 
the approved volumetrics for the project, and that Refinement 17.2 
reflects a deviation from the approved volumetrics.  Staff is also correct 
that the proposed excavation, as built heights, massing, scale, altered 
finished grade, site disturbance, compatibility, and plans for placement of 
fill are not consistent with the approved Master Plan.   

 
  In addition to these deviations that are expressly called out in the most 

recent Staff report, there are numerous other ways in which the current 
plans do not comply with what was approved in the SPMP, as has been 
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noted by both Staff and THINC in recent months.  And we expect that 
Staff will include those in their final report.   

 
  In the interest of time I‟ll only briefly touch on some of these tonight and 

THINC will follow up with a more comprehensive treatment in writing. 
 
  The first is the building area boundary.  The MPD approval established a 

building area boundary outside of which no permanent structures could be 
located.  Refinement 17.2 shows new permanent cliffscapes and retaining 
walls located outside of that land now zoned as Recreation Open Space.  
No permanent structures can be located in Recreation Open Space land 
under the Land Management Code.   

 
  Second, drawing off-site traffic.  The MPD approval requires that quote, all 

support commercial uses shall be oriented and provide convenience 
service to those residing within the project, and not designed to serve off-
site or attract customers from other areas.  The applicant has admitted in 
numerous places that as designed the project will draw quote, significant 
and even substantial off-site visitors to the commercial support spaces.  
It‟s traffic engineer has said so.  Its attorneys have said so.  And its plans 
clearly reflect that. 

 
  Third, tucked into the hillside.  The MPD approval states with respect to 

the issue of visibility that quote, the tallest buildings have been tucked into 
Creole Gulch where topography combines with densely vegetated 
mountainside to reduce---to effective, to effectively reduce the buildings 
visibility.  Yet the applicant‟s plans eliminate any possibility of a tuck into 
the existing hillside, and instead blast away the hillside and replace it with 
cliffscapes and retaining walls.   

 
  Fourth, setbacks.  The MPD approval requires buildings to be set back 

from the adjacent road approximately 100 feet, with buildings sited 
considerably farther from the closest residence. The buildings as 
proposed will be no more than 20 feet from the road and much closer than 
100 feet from the closest residence currently there.   

 
  Fifth, landscaping erosion control.  The MPD approval requires quote, 

detailed landscaping plans and erosion control revegetation 
methodologies for minimizing site impacts at the time of conditional use 
review.  As noted in the Staff report, none of these have been provided, 
even in the most recent last minute submissions.  In fact, it directly states 
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on page 7 of the Constructability Assessment that was presented tonight, 
that construction protocols, revegetation, and final grading will be 
addressed at the building permit stage.  That is not what the MPD 
requires.   

 
  Sixth, storm drainage.  The MPD approval requires that quote, prior to any 

conditional use application, a utility plan addressing, among other things, 
storm drainage shall be prepared for and reviewed and approved by City 
Staff.  In its recent submission, the applicant expressly states that the 
storm drainage plan will not be addressed until the building permit stage, 
which again, is directly contrary to the MPD approval.   

 
  Seventh, construction staging.  The MPD approval requires that quote, at 

the time of conditional use review approval, individual projects or phases 
shall provide detailed construction staging plans.  The applicant has never 
provided detailed construction staging plans as required.  Only 
generalized, broad brushed statements and presentations utterly lacking 
in detail or measurable.  

 
  Eighth, construction traffic.  The MPD approval directly states that for 

construction traffic quote, Empire Avenue and Lowell Avenue will be the 
main access routes to the Creole Gulch site.   And then it goes on to 
address the relevant issues with respect to both roads in great detail.  The 
City clearly anticipated, in connection with the MPD approval, that 
construction traffic would come up one street and go down the other, 
given the narrow width of these roads.  But the applicant‟s plans now call 
for using only Lowell for construction traffic; effectively doubling the 
approved construction traffic for the road, and requiring construction 
vehicles to pass one another on a street not wide enough to 
accommodate them.   

 
  Ninth, reconstruction of Empire and Lowell.  The MPD approval directly 

states that quote, Empire and Lowell south of Manor Way are and will be 
low volume residential streets with a pavement quality, width, and 
thickness that won‟t support that type of traffic.  So, the MPD includes an 
express finding that the width of these roads could not handle the 
construction traffic as they then existed.  The applicant was, therefore, 
invited to participate in reconstruction of these road, but declined to do so 
with respect to Empire.  And now they want to send all of the construction 
traffic down Lowell alone, which the MP has already stated was not wide 
enough or thick enough to handle even half the traffic back then.  Lowell 
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and Empire are currently the same width or narrower than they were at 
the time of the MPD approval.  And Empire remains at the same thickness 
that was deemed insufficient to support the construction truck traffic for 
this project.   

 
  Tenth, snow removal.  The MPD approval states quote, no additional 

snow removal will be required of the City, yet the central feature of the 
applicant‟s plans with respect to traffic on Lowell and the adjacent streets 
is a requirement for more frequent snow removal by the City.   

 
  Now, any one of these deviations is grounds for denial of the CUP permit 

for the project.  Because the applicant has failed to overcome this first 
obstacle of demonstrating that its plans fully comply with the MPD 
approval, the Commissioner must deny its CUP application as a matter of 
law.   

 
  Let me say a few words about these last minute submissions by the 

applicant concerning constructability and excavation.  Nothing in any of 
those materials impacts the Staff‟s conclusions that the lack---about the 
lack of MPD compliance.  If anything, the submissions confirm those 
conclusions.  For example, excavation volumes.  As you‟ve seen tonight, 
according to the applicant‟s Woodruff excavation volume quantity memo, 
the Woodruff drawings, which were incorporated as Exhibit 1 into the 
MPD approval contemplated only about 400,000 cubic yards of excavated 
material from the site.  Yet, Refinement 17.2 contemplates over 800,000 
cubic yards of excavated material.  The proposed excavation is, therefore, 
double what was approved in the SPMP.  This additional excavation is the 
result of the applicant attempting to circumvent the building height 
requirement, the limitation requirements, by digging its buildings far 
deeper into the ground than was ever contemplated by either the City or 
the applicant at the time of approval.  And certainly deeper than what was 
represented to the City in the Woodruff drawings and approved, therefore, 
in the, in the MPD approval. 

 
  Another example is placement of fill.  Obviously, double the excavation at 

least doubles the material that needs to be moved, which is now 
acknowledged by the applicant to be in excess of one million cubic yards, 
with a conservative swell factor of 28-35%.  And by the way, there has 
been no documentation provided backing up that estimated swell factor.  
And the information that we have received is that this is extremely 
conservative and small based on the known swell factors for the type of 
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rock found on the site.  Because such massive excavation was never 
contemplated or approved in the SPMP, the movement and placement of 
this much fill was never contemplated by anyone; much less approved in 
the MPD.  To the contrary, the MPD expressly required that quote, all cut 
and fill shall be balanced and distributed on site with any waste material to 
be hauled over City specified routes.  On site means within the building 
area boundary for the project.  It does not mean the recreation open 
space mountainside that has been conveyed by the City---to the City by 
the applicant.  And it most certainly cannot be construed to allow any, to 
allow any placement of this material on recreation open space owned by 
PCMR.  That most certainly would not be considered on site. 

 
  The applicant has reversed the requirements of the MPD approval 

entirely, proposing to keep only about 60,000 cubic yards of fill on site, 
with all of the rest dumped over in excess of 16 acres of open space 
owned by the City and PCMR.  Yet, the MPD expressly provides the 
mountain open space must be preserved substantially intact and pristine.  
We, therefore, respectfully disagree with the Staff‟s conclusion in its 
recent report that it might somehow be permissible under limited 
circumstances for the applicant to place any excavated material in this 
recreation open space land for any purpose.  Again, this would be directly 
contrary to the provisions of the MPD, and is also inconsistence with the 
Staff‟s conclusions that the limits of disturbance must match the building 
area boundary.  By definition, no construction activity can take place 
outside of the limits of disturbance.  Therefore, no dumping of fill, 
regrading of slopes, or construction of roads for that purpose can take 
place outside of the limits of disturbance, and surely not on Recreation 
Open Space Zoned land. 

 
  As noted by the Staff, the applicant‟s current plans would dramatically and 

permanently transform the topography of the hillside and the ridgeline of 
the mountain.  It would fill in Creole Gulch with over one million cubic 
yards of excavated materials, approximately 65 feet deep.  This is no 
mere regrading of a ski slope.  This will, by all accounts, fill in the valley as 
they said tonight, with virtually all of the place, the fill placement.  That fill 
placement is primarily going into Creole Gulch.  It is not being used to 
regrade existing ski slopes.  And these plans do not remotely preserve the 
pristine mountainside and, therefore, do not comply with the MPD 
approval.   
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  Although the applicant relies on the open space conveyance deed in 

support of its right to use the land for this purpose, the deed does nothing 
of the sort.  The deed does not and cannot expand any rights granted or 
any restrictions contacted in the Master Planned Development approval.  
The deed does nothing more than reserve whatever rights that the 
applicant might have had to use the open space land that were expressly 
granted in the MPD approval.  And the deed says precisely that.  Because 
the MPD approval says nothing about placing any materials on that land, 
and in fact, doing so is contrary to the provisions of the MPD, the deed 
has no bearing on any right or ability to do that.  

 
  Again, keep in mind that everything discussed so far goes to this first 

issue of whether the applicant‟s current plans comply with the provisions 
of the MPD approval, as they must.  

 
  As the second step in the CUP process, the applicant must still propose a 

mitigation plan that sufficiently addresses the tremendous impact of this 
project on this historic neighborhood.  And all of these issues of MPD 
compliance also go to the impacts under each of these CUP criteria.  

 
  The applicant has failed at every turn to identify specifically what it 

proposes to do to mitigate the substantial impact of its project on virtually 
every one of these, these 15 CUP criteria.  It‟s latest submissions merely 
continue this pattern.  Just take a look at the so-called Constructability 
Assessment.  After projecting 600 days of blasting, and excavation of 
nearly 1 million cubic yards of material, and eight years of continuous 
construction, with hundreds of heavy construction vehicles daily, the 
applicant provides only a handful of one sentence bullet points as its 
construction mitigation plan.  These bullet points include such soft and 
fluffy statements, as Commissioner Joyce like to say, as these:  Traffic 
control meetings will be held regularly.  A project website will be 
maintained.  Initial construction staging will be established and 
internalized to the extent practical, and as soon as possible, inside the 
parking structures.  Fencing, screening, and berms will be installed and 
proactive revegetation will occur.  When?  What?  Where?  Revegetation 
will be scheduled to occur as soon as practical.  Construction work hours 
will be reduced during busy holiday periods and special events.  Again, 
reduced to what?  Measureable.  How?  Significant off-site parking for 
employees and shuttles to the project will be provided.  Significant 
meaning what?  Apparently, not all or even most.  Just significant as 
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determined by the applicant and not measurable by the City.  And having 
no accountability.  And how many shuttles?  When, where, for whom? 

 
  None of this detail has ever been provided, even though it was required to 

be provided at the conditional use stage.  And without this detail, quite 
frankly, the job of the Planning Commission to evaluate the impacts and 
the potential mitigation under these CUP criteria is virtually impossible.  
And this is something that the Planning Commission can‟t simply guess at 
in the absence of actual data that has not been provided, because the, 
the stakes are simply too large and the failures would be too catastrophic 
to these neighborhoods.   

 
  The reality is that given the tremendous impacts of this project on Historic 

Old Town and its residential streets and neighborhoods, no amount of 
mitigation will truly mitigate these impacts.  And that is the reason for the 
half-hearted attempt by the applicant to propose any measureable 
mitigation efforts with any detail.  At the end of the day, whatever they 
propose will be facially insufficient because the impacts cannot be 
reasonably mitigated.  The CUP application must be denied.  Thank you.  
                                            

Chair 
Strachan: Thank you.  All right.  Let‟s take a quick break since we‟ve reached the 

7:30 mark.  And we‟ll continue with the public comment after that.  We‟ll 
take ten minutes.  

 

Break 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Call the meeting back to order.  If everybody could take their seat, we‟ll 

get rolling again.  I know we have quite a bit of public comment we need 
to get through.  And we‟ll just keep going.   

 
  All right.  Calling the November 29

th
 Planning Commission meeting to 

order.  Public comment is still open, so we will continue with doing that.  
Anyone from the public wishing to speak, please come forward, sign in, 
and provide your name, please.   

 
Neals 
Vernagaard: My name is Neals Vernagaard.  I live at 222 Lowell Avenue.  [Inaudible].  

I‟ve signed in but I thought it would be easier to get [inaudible] if I run the 
slide show from here.  
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Chair 
Strachan: Sure.  
 
 
Neals 
Vernagaard: If I can figure out [inaudible].  First, before I get started, I wanted to thank 

the Commission.  We‟ve been at this, you‟ve been at this for, for 18 
months, and it‟s clear that you‟ve listened not only to the applicant, but to 
the public.  And as a Park City resident, well, thank you for your public 
duty and I appreciate that.   

 
  Chairman, 18 months ago you suggested to the public that we cannot just 

show up and say we don‟t like this project, make it go away.  That you 
needed facts.  You needed figures.  And you needed them related to the 
Land Management Code and to the CUP.  As the Treasurer of THINC, I 
can tell facts are expensive things.  But nevertheless, we have gone out 
and, and, and provided the Commission with facts that we don‟t think are 
indisputable.  And in that regard, I‟d like to thank all of those people for 
not only their time and their expertise, but they‟re money, so that we could 
get you what you wanted.   

 
  Now, the applicant‟s lawyer has told us that we‟re---what‟s the word he 

used? 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Without waiving the attorney client privilege, are you going to tell us what 

she told you not to say and then say it? 
 
Neals 
Vernagaard: No, no, no.  I think we were described as the clamoring public.   
 
Chair 
Strachan: Oh, the applicant‟s lawyer.  Sorry. 
 
Neals 
Vernagaard: Yeah, the applicant‟s lawyer. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Sorry, sorry, I thought you meant your own lawyer. 
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Neals 
Vernagaard: Oh, no.  No, no.  And, but let me just say, if THINC is the definition of a 

clamoring public, then that‟s a badge I‟m proud to wear.  So, thank you. 
 
  So, into my presentation.  You all have seen these, these slides and what, 

what‟s on them.  But for the public, this is really what we‟re talking about.  
This is a conditional use review process.  And, you know, it really starts 
out under the standards for review.  You know, that the City shall not 
issue a conditional use permit unless the Planning Commission concludes 
that two---and I‟ll just go to that to create, to save some time.  The use will 
be compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass and 
circulation.  It‟s plain English.  Use.  They want a hotel up there.  The 
surrounding area is residential.  Scale and mass we‟ll get to.  They, the, 
the applicant obviously gets to mitigate the, the issues.  We don‟t think 
they‟ve mitigated any.  Nikki has described that very carefully.  And, of 
course, the applicant thinks they‟ve mitigated everything.  

 
  As you debate this over the next couple of weeks, I ask you to go up to 

the site.  Go stand in my driveway.  If you can‟t, here‟s a picture of the 
driveway.  What you‟re looking at is this part here is the Creole adit.  It‟s 
about 50 feet from my house.  And above that up in the trees is the Creole 
Gulch, the ski run.  Right here is going to be one of the main entrances to 
the, to the hotel.  So they literally have to start tunneling into this ground 
right in front of my driveway.   

 
  Let‟s go to a few of the CUPs.  Traffic considerations, including capacity of 

the existing streets in the area.  We have shown through extensive 
photographic evidence these facts.  And I‟m not going to go back through 
that entire presentation that I gave you.  Here‟s just some samples of 
Lowell, Empire and 8

th
 Street; the streets that will be mostly impacted.  

But if you have a chance, go back through what I presented to you.  
 
  We‟ve also shown through facts, through Avenue Consultants, that these 

roads will not be able to handle the excess capacity that will be generated. 
We have shown that the roads will be over capacity. 

 
  Now, let‟s go to number 4; emergency vehicle access.  The applicant has 

shown that you can get an ambulance and a fire truck up there?  What 
they have not shown, and they cannot show, is timeliness of emergency 
vehicle access.  And why is that important?  Let me just give you a couple 
of examples.  Say somebody has a heart attack.  The best time to treat a 
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heart attack is within one to two hours of the first onset of symptoms.  
Waiting longer increases your damage to your heart and reduces your 
chance of survival.  When most people have a heart attack it‟s not bam, 
fall down, your dead.  It‟s you‟ve got a little indigestion.  You‟re just not 
quite feeling right.  You have a bit of a pain in your arm.  For women, it 
might be a pain in the jaw or things.  You don‟t know you‟ve had a heart 
attack.  You‟ve been skiing, you might feel you‟re just tired.  The clock is 
ticking, ticking, ticking.  That hour is being reduced.  Now they call an 
ambulance and they‟ve got to get the ambulance up through this traffic.  
Okay.  The same thing with a stroke.  Fortunately, for the applicant we 
have a certified stroke treatment center at the Park City hospital, and the 
timeliness of, of strokes is longer than, than a heart attack.  But 
nevertheless, when you have a stroke it‟s usually a patient will wake up 
with it.  They‟ll be slurring.  Their wife or, or spouse will notice that.  And 
that time clock has already been ticking before they can go for 
thrombolytic therapy.   

 
  So those are just two examples of timeliness of care.  I mean, what about 

somebody falling down the stairs in the hotel and knocking their head.  
One of the cooks slicing one of their fingers.  On and on and on.  
Timeliness of care is critical.  This CUP is not only not met, it‟s, it‟s just 
downright dangerous.  You know, I showed earlier in one of those slides 
that, you know, the post office doesn‟t even deliver mail on these streets 
because they‟re considered to be substandard roads.  You know, I‟ll let 
the lawyers, and there‟s plenty of lawyers in here, debate whether this 
exceeds the standard of gross negligence.  But I would suggest a 
plaintiff‟s attorney would have a field day with it.  

 
  Public safety considerations.  The First Department response.  My 

neighbor‟s house last winter caught on fire.  It was only a chimney fire and 
the fire department actually did a good job getting up there with, with one 
of their trucks to get it out.  I do not know the time frame between the time 
that they called to the time the fire truck showed up, but as Arnie Rusten 
commented after that, the trucks had to back all the way down the streets 
to get out of there.  They could not turn around.  They had to back out.   

 
  Now we‟re going to put a million square foot resort up on this hill.  What 

happens if there is a major fire, a major catastrophe, and you need five, 
ten ambulances and fire trucks up there.  Isn‟t going to happen.  I mean, 
common sense.  Those pictures will show you.  The roads size will show 
you.  These are one-lane roads.  This is a dangerous situation.   
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  Now, let‟s talk about fencing, screening, landscaping to separate the use 

from adjoining uses.  Here‟s a typical Park City construction fence.  Just 
keep that in mind as we go to the next CUPs.  I‟ve combined 8 and 11; 
The physical design and compatibility with surrounding structures in mass, 
scale, style, design, and architectural detailings.  You‟ve seen, you saw 
these pictures.  I thought they were, they were great.  We‟ll go to the one 
that‟s a little bit more blown up.  I did think it was comical seeing my sign.  
This is my, my driveway right here.  I did think it was comical seeing my 
sign in the video.  But I noticed they photo-shopped it out for this one.  But 
anyway.   

 
  Do you remember that, that fence?  How is that fence going to do 

anything around this project?  Are they planning on putting a fence up 
that‟s 14 stories high?  Here, by the way, is the entrance, that tunnel that I 
talked about, that will go in there.  And then, under the case of a picture‟s 
worth a thousand words.  Scale, mass, size.  That‟s my house.  Enough 
said.   

 
  Now let‟s go to number 12; noise, vibration, odors, steam, and other 

mechanical factors that might affect people and property off-site.  Arnie 
Rusten provided this picture of the truck.  I added a few extra details on it. 
Notice that for the operator sitting in the cab with the windows rolled up, 
they will face a 76 decibel rating in there; and that hearing protection may 
be needed when operating with the windows open.  Remember that, and 
remember the 76.  

 
  Let‟s talk about blasting.  This is in Eagle Mountain.  You can see the 

houses in the foreground and the blasting going across the street.  KSL 
news had a little blurb about that, so let‟s take a listen. [plays KSL news 
report.]   

 
  A little technical glitch on the rest, on that, and I apologize.  I did send, I 

did send you that video link and I hope you do take a look at it, because 
when the applicant says oh, it‟s just a little dynamite, it won‟t be 
bothersome, you can just see from the evidence of what this is like in 
another neighborhood.  

 
  And I thought this was a little comical.  This is what Eagle Mountain does 

to alert the neighborhood on, on blasting.  They send out tweets.  So, I 
guess, you know, in, in Park City should this project go through and this 
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blasting occur, that not only will we have the 10 o‟clock whistle, we‟ll have 
the 3 o‟clock blasting.  Can‟t wait to see what our tourists and business 
owners think of that.   

 
  Now, going back to this noise pollution zones, that 76 decibels.  Again, I 

appreciate Arnie Rusten putting this together.  Look at the key on the left. 
You got 60 decibels, which is intrusive.  That‟s outside the 65 decibel 
green line that you see on the, on the chart.  So it‟s basically covering the 
entire town of Park City.  This 70 decibel, which is near the, the blue line, 
that‟s like freeway traffic.  Difficulty using your telephone.  80 decibels 
which is near the red line and covers a lot of the houses near that is like 
having an alarm clock two feet from your head.  Really?  And at 90 
decibels, which is probably the outside noise level of the trucks that we 
saw, can cause hearing damage within eight hours.  How long do we have 
to put up with that?  One estimate is 4.8 years.   

 
  Now, let‟s talk about number 15; within the adjoining site impacts on 

environmentally sensitive land, slope retention, and appropriateness of 
the proposed structure to the topography of the site.  In the Salt Lake 
Magazine there was a lengthy article.  I hope you have a chance to read it 
sometime.  It was back in December of last year.  Here‟s a few quotes 
from it.  Steve Swanson, who‟s here, talks about the, the soil is likely 
contaminated with bio-available lead and would contain---and would 
become airborne if disturbed.  People are concerned for obvious reasons. 
And if you go back to the picture from my driveway, the Creole Gulch, the 
Creole Mine adit is within 100 feet of my front door.  Now, of course, the 
applicant just says, well, that‟s just fearmongering.  But, you know, when 
you‟re afraid of something that not fearmongering.  Fearmongering is 
when you know it‟s not right and you spread it anyway.  This is not 
fearmongering.  This is real fear.   

 
  Let‟s talk about the crushed rock disposal zone.  There was a discussion 

about what, what‟s crushed rock.  Well, it seems like rock gets crushed 
whether it‟s dynamited or crushed with a bulldozer or through other 
means.  So any of this rock is going to be crushed in one way or manner.  
When this was put together, we thought the average fill thickness was 
going to be about 30‟, but apparently tonight we learned it‟s going to be up 
to 65 feet deep in the, in the---along the Creole run.  And here‟s the 
Creole ski run.   
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  Now, as a reminder, the Wasatch Fault runs along Wasatch Boulevard 

just on the other side of the mountains here.  It‟s an active fault line.  
We‟ve had earthquakes while I‟ve been living here, and potentially could 
have a, a major earthquake.  Crushed rock is like marbles when you put it 
up on the side of the hill.  When that shakes, what do you think is going to 
happen?  It‟s all rolling right down that, that Creole ski run.  Just yip-, 
yippee, I‟m going skiing.  And here‟s Old Town.  That‟s all just rolling right 
into Old Town.  On this particular one I, I do know what gross negligence 
is.  You put gravel up on a ski run, shake it, it‟s coming down the hill.  And 
nobody‟s ever going to be able to tell me that that‟s not the case.  And it is 
just common sense.  Here‟s the Creole ski run.  Walk up on it, you can 
see it‟s a, it‟s a fairly steep run.  Here‟s another picture of it.  And here‟s 
my house.   

 
  As far as the applicant saying, well, that‟s just fearmongering.  As Arnie 

Rusten has shown, it‟s happened before when they piled rubble up on a, 
on a ski run at the Hyak ski area in Washington.  And they had a landslide 
and it slid into people‟s houses.  This is not fearmongering.  This is real 
fear.  And again, here‟s the, the---another picture.   

 
  So let me just close by saying that we have shown over and over again 

through legal facts, through photographic facts, through statistical facts, 
and through common sense that the applicant has not met the burden of 
proof to be able to build this.  They have said they cannot build the, the 
Woodruff plans because of all the things that are wrong with that.  I would 
suggest that you send them back to the drawing board.  Send them back 
with the idea that, that they should work with the neighborhood to, to 
come up with a win/win scenario.  Send them back with the idea that they 
should work with Park City to come up with a win/win scenario.  Send 
them back with something that‟s additive to this community we all love.   

  You know, every one of us in this community is, is just lucky to live in our 
little slice of paradise.  Every day I wake up and think what a great place 
to live.  Please do not let one family and one faceless New Yorker ruin it 
for the rest of us.  Thank you very much. 

 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you. 
 
Brian 
Van Hecke: Okay.  I‟m Brian Van Hecke and---with THINC.  And let me first just say 

thank you to Arnie and his incredible insights and due diligence; and just 
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basically say I concur.  Nobody envision, nor was it ever allowed to 
destruct thousands of trees for the sake of a building, and the devastation 
of an entire mountainside.  That was never part of the plan, never part of 
the deal.  And I think Arnie clearly showed that tonight again. 

 
  I first attended---I attended my first Planning Commission meeting back in 

2009 pertaining to, to Treasure Hill.  Didn‟t know anything about it.  Not 
many people in town even did know anything about it.  That‟s why I went.  
I had no opinion about it at that time, but I thought it was probably 
something important, it seemed pretty big, so I attended.  And there was a 
couple people in the meeting, that was it, so I founded THINC.  I decided 
initially just wanted people to find out about---that this was going to 
happen; that this may happen.  That this was something that was being 
discussed.  And wanted to first create awareness and then very quickly 
decided that this was not something that would be in the best interest of 
Park City.  I‟m proud to say, since then we have hundreds of people who 
have signed up to join THINC.  Hundreds of people who follow us on 
Facebook.  These are all Park City residents, concerned citizens.  And 
also, would like to thank our hundreds of donors who have helped 
contribute to our, to our cause to help stop Treasure Hill from happening.  
  

 
  I‟d like to thank the Planning Commission and Francisco for their 

incredible amount of due diligence and consideration of our thoughts.  I, I 
certainly fully agree with Nikki, our Counsel, and sincerely hope we do the 
right thing here, and protect and preserve all that is Park City and the 
historical integrity of Old Town.  Thank you. 

 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you.  
     
Kyra  
Parkhurst: Hello.  I am Kyra Parkhurst.  And before I give my presentation, a 

neighbor asked that I present something to you.  Her name is Terry Laroe 
and she lives on Upper Norfolk by the 3-house subdivision that‟s currently 
being constructed.  She writes, “You are absolutely correct to feel that 
Treasure will be a runaway train.  The project up here has violated so 
many items required by the planning documents; parking, delivering, 
staging areas, vehicles backing up and down Norfolk.  Our experience has 
been that the City has done a poor job of managing this three-house 
subdivision and supervising to be sure they are in compliance with 
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planning requirements.  It‟s one thing for the Planning Department to 
require things on paper; it‟s another thing altogether to enforce it.  The 
construction crews have taken many liberties using my property, my 
driveway, even my water spigot; which broke a pipe and flooded my 
home.  I have been doing nothing but dealing with this since October.  
Too much for me to handle so I had to hire attorneys.  I‟m working with 
Scott DuBois.  They have been in contact with the City about the many 
problems I‟ve encountered.  I‟m here.  I will do my best to attend, but I 
badly need a break from all this and may go visit family.  I‟m afraid to 
leave, though.  I feel I need eyes on the project.” 

 
  The project on Upper Norfolk is 1% of the size of Treasure.  It‟s not the 

citizen‟s responsibility to monitor developers and subcontractors to keep 
them compliant.  It is the City‟s responsibility.  What is the plan to ensure 
that all aspects of Treasure will be compliant?  How many more 
employees will we have to hire to do so?  This is especially hard when we 
are given such vague terms; such as we hope to, we endeavor to be 
compliant, we will monitor, we will route traffic elsewhere.  If the inability to 
keep contractors compliant affects the lives of community members, 
causing severe frustration and invasion of their property, this cannot be 
ignored.  

 
  Oh, and here, she wanted me to give that to you. 
 
  So now first, this doesn‟t have to be on the record.  I‟d sincerely like to 

thank both the present Planning Commission, members of all the prior 
Commissions, and Francisco for all the time and effort he has spent on 
this project.  You‟re to be commended.   I thank you for listening to both 
my facts, my opinion, and my emotions.  I feel I have brought important 
points to the table in the past, but I must apologize for times I came to this 
podium with my mind so jumbled with facts, figures, and vague ideas, that 
my off-the-cuff comments were not presented in a clear, concise, or 
composed manner.  So thank you for your patience.  Public speaking is 
definitely not one of my strong points, but I continue on because the 
impact of this project to the private and business community is critical.  I 
gladly stand up and embarrass myself for that cause.   

 
  So, now that‟s out of the way, I„d like to make my last presentation.  

Clearly, the emotions and frustrations that Terry mentioned in her 
comments are real.  Is the solution just move out of Old Town if you do 
not like it?  I don‟t think so.  My main concern on this project has always 
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been the safety of the pedestrians.  Residents and occupants of the 
homes on Lowell and Empire must use the roadways to access the resort 
base, the library, Park Avenue, Main Street, the grocery store, concerts, 
the City Park, to walk our dogs, to push our baby carriages, to throw a ball 
with our kids, and to ski back down to our homes at the end of the day.  
We have no sidewalks.  The streets are our only means of access and 
must be shared with every single construction vehicle.  That is a fact.  

 
  So if you want facts and numbers, here are a few that have yet to be 

presented.  We presented a video in the past showing the pedestrian use 
of the streets, but yet I was starting to wonder what actual numbers of 
people are we talking about.  So, Francisco, could you put up the first 
slide? 

 
  So I went and I did a count of---oh, do you guys need these?  Do they, do 

they have that on their screens or not?   
 
Planner 
Astorga: Yeah, they have it.  
 
Kyra 
Parkhurst: Yeah?  Okay.  Cool.  I didn‟t know if it was up there.  So I went and did a 

count of all the single-family homes on Lowell, all the condos, the 
Sweetwater condos, the Bamberger projects.  I called different 
management companies to say, okay, how many occupants does an 
average three/four-bedroom home have in the winter time.  So I applied 
those figures to get number of occupants that would be in the, in the 
homes.  So for instance, the uphill side on Lowell has 34 3-5 bedroom 
units.  If you figure six is in each, three‟s a potential 204 pedestrians.  The 
Bamberger project will bring another 204.   

 
  So, then I did the same for the downhill side.  Then I went into Park City 

Resort and asked them how many employees do they have check into 
their main street that have to cross directly across Lowell, which is the 
main access way.  They have approximately 331 people at the beginning, 
at the end of the day have to cross Lowell in order to get to work.  I did the 
same thing for Empire.  And I came up with there are approximately 2091 
people who will use Lowell and Empire at some time during the year.  
Now I‟m certainly not saying that everyone is going to be there all at the 
same time. But times like Christmas, Sundance, the chance of occupancy 
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at 75% is pretty high.  And at the end of the day, someone from each of 
these homes will be on the road at some point in time.  

 
  And also one other note.  When I spoke to Park City they said they also 

have a severe blind spot for both pedestrians and drivers on Manor Way, 
that the driver‟s coming down Lowell and turning on to Manor cannot see 
the street from the location of the existing stop sign.  And there‟s also a 
large electronic mechanical box that blocks their view.  So not until they 
pull out can you see. 

 
  They also indicated they would like a railing installed on the sidewalks on 

the corner because they have a lot of employees in their ski boots who 
have slipped into the street.  So you can take that slide down now.  

 
  Mr. Ferrin has instructed you to ignore the emotions of the public 

speakers, meaning us, and stick to the facts, figures, and details.  
However, Mr. Ferrin did not give us advice on how are we to handle the 
emotions that the facts and figures produce.  The tourism industry will 
suffer because visitors will be so upset over the traffic delays and inability 
to navigate town, so they will go to another Vail property.  The decrease in 
tourism will be caused by an emotion, not a fact or figure.  As tourist 
numbers decrease, as tourists stay away from Old Town area because of 
the frustration of the congestion, the business community will suffer 
financially.  This will be attributed to an emotion, not a fact or figure.   

 
  As explosives are used and are toxic, causing illness.  The noise is 

disturbing.  The shaking of the ground is unsettling.  The blasts can trigger 
post-traumatic stress disorder.  These are emotional issues that are real 
and felt; not a slide show presentation.  Should the emotions of illness not 
be considered?  Our water system has a great chance of being affected 
due to the Spiro water supply being endangered.  Should the cost to the 
City and the possible hazards to the community health not be considered 
as it is not a fact or a figure?  And last, should the traumatic emotion of a 
parent whose child has been hit or killed while running into the street to 
chase a ball not be listened to because it is not a fact or a figure?   

 
  So I ask the Planning Commission to also consider the emotional side of 

the Treasure project.  The applicant does not want you to listen to the 
emotions that stem from their numbers, charts, and figures because it is 
what represents the consequences of the project.  And those cannot be 
mitigated.  
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  I leave you with one last slide.  Francisco, the departures.  So I was flying 

out yesterday.   I took a break from all this and was reading my departures 
magazine, which is a magazine for affluent travels.  And they happen to 
be gearing into the New York citizens and people and travelers.  And I 
wondered---I was flipping through it, and you might ask, how does this 
pertain to Treasure.  Could you go to the [inaudible]?  Well, in this 
magazine is a full-page ad that Visit Park City put on calling Park 
Splendor.  And yes, that is Treasure Hill.  So tell me, are they not selling 
an emotion?  What will they sell when this is what our City becomes.  
Could you do the next three?  And the next one.  And the last one.            
   

 
  Thank you very much.  I really do appreciate all your time and energy in 

listening to me over the years.  Thank you. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you. 
 
 
 
Dana 
Williams: Good evening, guys.  My name‟s Dana Williams.  And I apologize, the last 

several months I‟ve had something else to do and, and at the behest of 
the City have stayed out of dealing with Treasure Hill.  And needless to 
say, a couple weeks ago that ended and so I welcome, welcome myself 
back here. While licking my wounds in Mexico the last couple of weeks, 
one of the things I did get to do was go back through each of the 
conditional use permit applications here to try to see if in my mind and my 
experience they, they fit the criteria.  The only one that even came close 
because it was so subjective, and I‟m not saying anyone‟s right, was the 
CUP on traffic that it basically says you have to mitigate this.  It didn‟t 
have the same criteria that the other CUPs had.   

 
  So we have a project that was approved in the „80s for four-story buildings 

that were stair stepped up the hillside.  And I realize that the vein of my 
existence for the last 15 years has been back of house.  I hate that term.  
It‟s the most nebulous crap I‟ve, I have ever heard of.  And what we‟ve 
seen is that on one side the developer is able to use that to justify 
hundreds of thousands of square feet, which Steve, you alluded to earlier 
and I completely agree to.  And two, because it‟s not defined, I‟m not sure 
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that you get it.  And that‟s been the basis for the argument of a lot of the 
square footage here.  

 
  So, rather than go through all of those, because you guys are infinitely 

more understanding of each CUP than I, and so much has been said 
already, just a couple of points. 

 
  Francisco, is the comparisons part of your report tonight, when you were 

making the comparison with the Montage, you forgot the 2800 acres of 
permanently deed restricted property that came as part of that trade, 
which is all of former PCMR property.  And I think that‟s pretty germane to 
the discussion. 

 
  And the second part, I‟d like to stick to what we spoke about tonight.  And 

with all due respect to my friend here that is my coffee companion, dirt is 
something that is dust or mud.  And dirt is something that when it‟s on you 
it‟s dirt.  The rest of the time it‟s soil.  Soil, soil in this area ranges typically 
from 1-inch to about 6-inches.  The concept of 25 to 30 feet of dirt 
anywhere in this area is absolutely geologically impossible.  There are a 
few places in the world, Flathead Valley being one of them, that has 30‟ of 
soil or, or dirt.  So the concept is that, no this rock.  And this is fractured 
rock that---what you were alluding to, and I agree with 100%.   

 
  One of the things that we‟ve seen with the amount of overburden on this 

property and the fracturing of rock is the potential of both water loading 
and soil loading of heavy metals.  That alone---and there was a slide 
earlier saying we‟ve moved hundreds of millions of tons of material with 
no problems.  Well, that‟s actually not true.  And, and a lot of the material 
we moved was going to repositories.  So, I, I am very concerned about the 
concept of regrading in a naturally occurring manner seems kind of 
ludicrous to me.  And especially when it can be dozens of feet deep. 

 
  The, the other point that I would like to make is the revegetation concept.  

From where the Town Lift is now, if you‟re looking at that 41 acres who 
was---that‟s been disturbed, that‟s clear cutting.  So we are looking at 
actually losing that whole face there.  And that would be a 30 to 45-year 
rehabilitation project.  

 
  So needless to say, I don‟t think they have met the criteria on any of the 

CUPs.  And I would strongly urge you to deny this project.   Thanks. 
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Chair 
Strachan: Thank you.  
 
John  
Plunkett: Hi, I‟m John Plunkett.  My wife, Barbara and I have lived here in the 

historic District for about 25, 26 years.  A lot of my concerns have been 
touched on tonight so I think I‟ll skip over those. 

 
  But, you know, we read the current Staff report and want to thank the 

Planning Department for taking this sort of, to me a first important step to, 
to document the many ways that this application failed to meet the 
requirements of the MPD.  But now as others have talked about tonight, it 
seems the next step is, is to focus in much greater detail on the CUP 
requirements; the current requirements. 

 
  In some of these hearings I get the impression from the applicant that 

what they‟re trying to tell us is times have changed, and they shouldn‟t 
really be held to that 1985 MPD.  Well, in fact, the MPD anticipated this 
with the requirement that the MPD approval must also meet the future 
CUP requirements.  But this cuts both ways.  I think the applicant has 
viewed this as a, as meaning how much bigger can we grow from 1985.  I 
actually think if you look at the current CUP, it would lead you to conclude 
that the whole project has to get much smaller than was approved in 
1985.   

 
  So, I won‟t go through the CUP points on this, other than one that I think 

has been missed recently.  Let me just dig it out here.  So the, the CUP 
review process states that the Planning Commission must conclude a 
number of things.  And point 3 to me is the most important.  The Planning 
Commission must conclude that the use is consistent with the Park City 
General Plan.  I think a reading of that General Plan---and it‟s the 1997 
General Plan that would, would related to this 2004 application.  Here‟s 
some relevant excerpts from that General Plan.  The Plan itself is quite 
dense.  These are just a few items.  But in the Overview Section, Part 2, 
Park City Direction, the first goal is to preserve the mountain resort and 
historic character of Park City.  And it goes on to say, “New development 
should be modest in scale.  New structures should blend in with the 
landscape”.  That‟s goal one.  Goal five is to maintain the unique identity 
of our historic community.  “The downtown should maintain its historic 
character marked by pedestrian friendly buildings of modest scale and 
modest height”.  Goal 10 states that Park City needs to develop and 
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integrated transportation system.  And then it goes into detail by saying, 
“The City should not consider proposed transportation mitigation 
techniques that decrease existing environmental quality, or the quality of 
life of residents and visitors”.   

 
  Lastly, State, Utah State law states the following in their Section 10-9a-

406, that public uses need to conform to the General Plan.  And it goes on 
to say, “After the legislative body has adopted a General Plan, no street or 
other public way may be constructed or authorized unless and until it 
conforms to the current General Plan”.   

 
  So, to summarize.  You know, we, we believe that the 1985 MPD is too 

large above ground and too tall to meet the requirements of the Park City 
CUP and the General Plan.  Therefore, we request, respectfully, that the 
Planning Commission deny the application for its failure to meet so many 
critical requirements of not only the 1985 MPD but also the CUP and 
General Plan in effect in 2004.   

 
  Thank you very much. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you. 
 
Rob 
Horacek: 1415 Park Avenue.  Do I need to sign in. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Yeah, you do. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Someone took the sign-in sheet. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: You can go ahead.  And I‟ll remind you to sign in afterward if you want.  
 
Rob 
Horacek: I‟m against this project based on its increased scope compared with the 

original approved proposal, as well as the project in whole being in 
contradiction with high level values and goals our town has set for itself.   
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  Taken from the official Park City values, goals, priorities and long term 

strategic plan documents, the vision states, Keep Park City Park City; with 
the four main tenants being sense of community, natural setting, small 
town, and historic character.  Asking questions for quality of life impacts, 
such as how will any proposed activity make Park City Park City, and 
environmental impact such as how will any proposed activity demonstrate 
responsible environmental stewardship.   

 
  The City Council critical priorities are listed as affordable housing, 

congestion reduction, and energy conservation.  In this official document, 
it states that if we don‟t get these critical priorities right, it could have a 
significant negative impact to our community.  Additional top priorities 
include affordability, environmental health, conservation, historic 
preservation, and open spaces.  This project does not advance any of 
these goals for our community.  In fact, it is in direct opposition to them.  

 
  As far as actual items for the conditional use permit; however, the project 

does not comply with Land Management Code criteria for a variety of 
reasons.  These have been discussed at length so I will just highlight a 
few concerns.  

 
  Regarding emergency vehicle access.   I realize that when a fireman‟s 

asked they say they will do whatever is necessary to get to a fire or 
emergency situation.  However, this should not be our go in plan.  We 
should create a scenario that, under normal conditions, emergency 
vehicles can respond in the timeliest manner without unnecessary 
obstructions.  If unusual circumstances are present; for instance, a 
blizzard, an illegally parked car, etc., then they will do whatever is 
necessary to get through.  But we should not plan on that attitude being 
necessary on a day to day basis.  

 
  Regarding traffic.  We have seen numerous traffic studies in these 

discussions.  The majority of the traffic studies done have been paid for 
by the applicant, so, of course, being their client, will show the best case 
situation in the applicant‟s interest.  At a higher gut level, anyone who lives 
in Old Town knows that roads like Lowell are not meant to carry high 
traffic loads required for conflicts of this size.   

 
  Regarding water and soil contamination.  In the engineering world that I 

come from, we refer to things as known unknowns, and unknown 
unknowns.  Any study on toxic soils and water contamination only looks at 
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the known, unknown side of this.  My concern here is about the unknown 
unknowns.  We all know much of Park City has contaminated soil, and 
we‟re discussing disrupting a huge amount of earth right at the heart of 
this historic mining operations and in a water protection zone.  There‟s no 
way this size of excavation can be done without further contaminating 
water supplies and other adverse side effects of moving around large 
amounts of toxic soils.  Especially with the increase and amount of 
excavation recently, this again show the current plan not in line with the 
original approval. 

 
  Regarding land use and zoning.  Any project approval, small or large, 

needs to meet zoning requirements.  The vast majority of land in the 
proposed areas designated as recreational use, the proposal now 
includes mulching all the trees in this land and creating a full construction 
zone filling it with dump trucks.  These are not recreational activities.  

 
  Regarding overall size.  The current project proposal is much larger than 

the original project approval in terms of square footage, building height, 
and amount of excavation.  We‟ve all seen the numbers as presented 
previously.  This itself is enough basis to deny the project approval, as it 
does not stay even close to what was originally approved.   

 
  In conclusion, we as residents of Park City do not want this project.  It 

benefits one family at the expense of the rest of the members of our 
community.  It does not move our town in the direction of our guiding 
values and development goals.  It moves us away from them in the largest 
scale possible.  I urge the members of the Planning Commission to deny 
this application, as it does not comply with the Land Management Code 
criteria in the original Master Plan approval. 

 
  Thank you. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Thank you.  All right.  Okay. 
 
John 
Stafsholt: Sorry to be slow here.  John Stafsholt, 633 Woodside.  Believe it or not, 

we pretty much spread things out so we‟ve covered a lot of things.  I‟m not 
going to cover what everybody else has said, so that should make 
everyone happy. 
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  I‟m here to represent THINC.  And I want to make a few points that are 

historical, that are key.  You‟ve seen them before, but still.  Treasure Hill is 
in historic Old Town Park City.  I‟m going to try and use this mouse to 
point things out.  This is the original Park City Planning Department Staff 
report from 12/18/85.  The key point I‟m just going to put out is that the 
hillside properties that we‟re discussing here have 123 acres.  Zoned HR-
1 was 15 of those acres, and Estate was 108.  So almost all the hillside 
density that we‟re talking about today comes from the 15 acres of HR-1 
zoned properties.  And this is something I talked to Francisco about.  On 
page 95, the first page of his Staff report, he mentions just Estate.  And its 
HR-1 and Estate, and that‟s a key point.   

 
  So this is Park City circa 1985.  Some of us would all like to go back to 

that time, but anyway.  If you can see that pointer, I‟m drawing, trying to 
draw a line from Upper Norfolk here down to Norfolk here.  So the line is 
right above all the houses here on Upper Woodside.  That was a platted 
street on Norfolk.  And that area here is where most all of the density 
comes from, which is HR-1 zoning that was put into the Master Planned 
Development.   

 
  So this is Treasure Hill again, circa 1985.  Those of you who know Old 

Town you can see here Lowell Avenue looks a little bit different.  Very few 
houses.  Same for Empire.  More houses, but still traffic doesn‟t look like it 
would be a problem back then.   This shows better the line where I was 
saying where Upper Norfolk would be continued through here where the 
density came.  You can see Upper Woodside.  The lower side of the 
street is pretty much not built either.  You can also look down---if you can 
follow this ski lift down here, this is the Town Lift Plaza.  Okay.   So, 
none of this stuff was built out.  No Caledonia, none of this area in here. 

 
  Just---that was a bit of a way back machine that I just went in.  But there‟s 

a reason.  The reason is, in the ‟85 report, talking about scale, it‟s key.  It 
says located within the Historic District.  When you hear the applicant‟s 
talk they say above the Historic District, adjacent to the Historic District.  
No, it‟s located within the Historic District.  And it‟s important for the 
project design to be compatible with the scale already established.  It‟s a 
requirement.  Okay.  So accommodating the development of the property 
while being mindful of and sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood.  I 
don‟t think anybody here could think that that‟s the case in this current 
project. 
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  One key point is, the Historic District Design Guidelines, the Land 

Management Code, which some people have brought up, and some 
people have brought up the General Plan today, all three of those things 
govern this project.  And the most restrictive is the one that rules.  

 
  So here‟s an example.  This is the 1983 Land Management Code.  The 

project, this version of the project is 2004 Land Management, but this pre-
dates the MPD.  This is how they came up with the MPD.  The key point 
here, I have boxes, HR-1 zone.  Okay.  In the HR-1 zone you see these 
stars, okay? The stars mean prohibited uses.  Okay?  Hotel, motel, and 
boarding house with 16 rooms or more; less than 16 rooms.  They‟re all 
prohibited in the HR-1 zone.  Okay.  In the Estate zone, which was a 
historic zone, there‟s conditional with a 1.  The 1 means the only way you 
can get these is with a Master Planned Development.  So any hotel/motel 
type use had to be in the Estate Zone.  And that‟s how it was in the 
beginning.  But that isn‟t how it is now.  Okay?  That‟s a critical point. 

 
  Now, to prove this point I went back in the way back machine again, and 

got an old document, just took the critical part of it.  And you‟ll see here, 
the date. Hopefully, you can see it, August 2

nd
, 1995.  Okay.  This isn‟t 

apples and oranges.  This is the Creole and Mid-Station Sites Sweeney 
Master Plan from August of 1995.  If you go to the bottom left and you see 
open space, height, square feet commercial, square feet residential, you‟ll 
see that the current plan that was there before this plan had 95---109 
acres of open space.  That stayed the same.  Maximum height was 95.  It 
was cut down to 35‟, or 63% reduction.  The net square foot of 
commercial, as we‟ve talked about this many times, 19,000 is the 
maximum.  They actually, the Sweeney‟s actually lowered it to 10,000.  A 
47% reduction.  Square foot residential from 394,000 to 266,000.  That‟s 
huge deductions back then going---because they listened to the public 
and to the Planning Department and the Planning Commission back in the 
late „80s early „90s, and made the project smaller.  Okay.  You look up 
under the site data, there‟s 44 single-family homes.  I only have a little 
picture here at the top, but you can see these are dead-end cul-de-sacs.  
They‟re set up for lots for single-family homes.  The average size of the 
home is 2200 square feet.  Okay.  And then the residential was 85 units.  
Wouldn‟t this be a lot nicer project than what we‟re dealing with now.  And 
lots of people I‟ve talked to in Old Town who bought their houses, their 
real estate agents never told them about Treasure.  And they freak out 
like oh, this is going to ruin my property value.  I‟m not one of those guys.  
I do my due diligence.  In 1994 I bought my house.  I went to Pat‟s house 
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and he was gracious.  Had me in, showed me these plans.  I picked out 
the lot I was going to buy if I was going to move out of my house on Upper 
Woodside because of this project.  It was a single-family project in the 
Mid-Station site in ‟95.  Okay.  So they were working with the City making 
it smaller.  If you read the concept right here, “Replacing height with less 
height.  Replacing density with less density.  Creating compatibility with 
the Historic District”.  That was then, this is now.  Okay.   

 
  So, Treasure Hill current.  You can see it‟s much more dense than it used 

to be, but you also don‟t see anything there.  Treasure Hill future.  Is that 
our future?  Does that match anything that was talked about in ‟85.  We all 
know it doesn‟t.  Okay? 

 
  To get back to this again from the 1985 report, at the time of project 

review and approval, all buildings shall be reviewed for conformance with 
the Historic District Design Guidelines and architectural related 
requirements.  There is no way that this---look at this---can possibly, 
anybody can possibly believe that this conforms to the Historic District 
Design Guidelines.  And yet it‟s a requirement.  And we‟ve been spending 
our time for eight years now at least dealing with this, when there no way 
that this can pass.  Anybody can look at this and make that decision pretty 
quick.  

 
  So, I‟m not going to go through all this, but I could sit here and if I spent 

days, literally, I could come up with hundreds of reasons to deny this 
project.  And not one reason that stands up to the scrutiny to approve it.  If 
you really look deep, it‟s all smoke and mirrors.  Just like using the 
Cabriolet to mitigate traffic when they‟re building the project.  

 
  Bottom line at the bottom.  None of the 15 CUP criteria can be mitigated 

with this plan that‟s here.  And I think we all know that.  So what happened 
between ‟95 and now, what we‟re dealing with?  Was there a change of 
intent by the applicants and the Sweeney‟s?  I don‟t know.   But there was 
a letter of intent between Park City Municipal Corporation and the, and the 
developers, the Sweeney‟s, in September 30

th
 of 2010.  So why was that 

letter of intent done?  We pulled the project out from the Planning process 
and set up private negotiations that were started in 2010.  The goal was to 
at least reduce 50% of the original 1986 density from Treasure.  Not the 
2009 density; the ‟86 density.  The actual goal was to take all of the, all of 
the project and remove it.  So what happened in that?  There‟s 
negotiations, there is a private buy-out offer was made to the Sweeney‟s 
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for tens of millions of dollars.  Have to remember that the Sweeney‟s 
acquired the property in a land swap back pre-skiing days.  Not cash 
transaction, not debt servicing.  It was a land swap before our time.  This 
was a private buyout offer.  It wasn‟t public.  All I know is rumors.  It was 
somewhere between 40 and 60 is what I‟ve heard, million dollars that they 
were offered.  Sweeney‟s flatly refused the offer to sell for tens of millions 
of dollars.  Okay.  That‟s in  2010 negotiation.   

 
  So what I‟m doing here now is to show you what we‟re stuck with looking 

at, at this point, but it‟s to orient you for the next slide.  So you see Lowell 
and Empire roundabout here and all the buildings.  Okay.  And the 
buildings down here.  And you can see the extent on the white line of 
what‟s Treasure property.  Okay.  So what is that property, actually?  That 
land.  I‟m going to go into that next.  So keep in mind this.  I can go back if 
you want to see it again. 

 
  This picture here is directly from the Summit County GIS tax map, okay.  

And so you can see Lowell and Empire here, and then this piece here with 
Park City in the middle, PC800-1, that‟s one piece.  That‟s the biggest 
piece that Treasure‟s on.  The next piece, PC364A goes from Lowell and 
Empire down to here and around and back up.  Okay.  It‟s bisected by this 
piece, which is the line for the lift.  And there was a couple other little, little 
parcels here for the ski run to get across Woodside Avenue and across 
the bridge.  Another interesting point to note is that down here, which you 
might not be able to see but where my arrow is, is also the Sweeney‟s 
own that as well.  And that‟s Upper Woodside but has a Norfolk address.  

 
  So why am I going through this exercise here?  I want to talk about what 

they actually have, and what was planned, and what‟s been paid for.  So 
this big piece 800-1 is right here.  I isolated it as good as I could to cut it 
out.  This is one of the Treasure Hill parcels.  So, what parcel information-
--this is directly from the SummitCounty.org.  This is 40.29 acres of land.  
It has a taxable value of $100,000 and 725.  Sorry, $100,725.  That 40 
acres.  Okay.  So the actual tax is paid by the Sweeney‟s, or applicant, 
whatever you want to call it. This year, $787, okay, for 40 acres.  And this 
is public record.  This isn‟t any smoke and mirrors.  

 
  Let‟s go to the next parcel, the 364A, this bigger parcel here where most 

of it is, this parcel exists.  And this parcel is 20 acres.  It has a taxable 
value of $50,000.  The Sweeney‟s taxes for this year, $391.  Okay.  The 
next piece is the bisection piece here for the lift; 800-1-1A.  That‟s a 
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smaller piece, 1.6 acres.  Taxable value of $4,200.  Taxes paid on this, 
$32.  This here.  This gets a little more interesting here.  The next piece, 
325B, right here; which is used to ski down to the bridge, that piece is .13 
acres or roughly three Old Town lots.  Has a taxable value of $1500; and 
$11 taxes paid this year on that.   The next piece, 321, which is right here. 
 A smaller piece.  Taxable value at $1,000.  Taxes paid is $782.  

 
  So if somebody lives in the neighborhood, I kind of think, well how do the 

neighbors feel and how does it compare.  Yeah, they‟re zoned different.  
So 364-A-4, which is bounded on three sides by this parcel that paid $11 
in tax, their taxes this year were $15,000 instead of $11.   This parcel 
here, their taxes this year were $12,000.  Okay.  So to compare these 
amounts and look at the land assessed value for 364; $600,000 for .16 
acres.  The other one has $650,000 for .15 acres.  And the Sweeney‟s 
adjacent land has a $1500 value.  So that‟s kind of interesting, to me 
anyway.   

 
Chair 
Strachan: Where we going with this, John? 
 
John 
Stafsholt: I‟m almost done. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay. 
 
 
John 
Stafsholt: I‟m almost done.  351 is another one.  That value of five Old Town lots 

has a value of $1,000.  Taxes of $7 this year.  All the ones around, I won‟t 
talk about them all.  But all of them go from $300 to $1.4 million; all these 
lots right around this one.  But this one is $1,000.  Okay.   

 
  In summary, I‟ll sum up this money thing.  The reason I‟m doing this, 

Adam, is because in the end, what we hear from the applicant, the reason 
we have to do this is for the benefit to the town.  The financial benefit to 
the City and the people in this town.  So if we look at all these parcels, 
we‟ve got six parcels of 62 acres with a current land value of $158,000.  
Actual taxes paid this year is $1200.  Okay.  And over 31 years the 
maximum total amount of taxes that they‟ve paid Park City is less than 
$39,000.  Okay.  So why am I doing this?  I‟m comparing it to the 
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neighborhood.  The people that are impacted.  You saw Kyra put up some 
numbers.  I‟ve got some numbers as well.  So these are just the streets 
right against Treasure or right on the traffic like Lowell and Empire.  So 
ballpark calculation.  I admit this is estimated, but it‟s from tax, plats and 
phone calls.  Approximately 500 houses, townhomes, condos, lots. Five 
hundred different parcels.  These are your neighbors.  We‟re directly 
affected by the years of blasting, construction, traffic, permanent noise, 
loss of quality of life, and especially immediately lower property values.  
I‟ve ballparked 42500 for average.  So 500 properties times 2500, $1.25 
million.  Thirty-one years of the neighbors paying taxes about $38 million. 
 Thirty-one years of the Sweeney‟s paying taxes is about $38,000.  Okay. 
 Why does this matter?  It matters.  The Sweeney‟s have turned a good-
faith buyout of many tens of millions of dollars from us, and the whole time 
they knew that their taxes were based on $158,000.  So I‟m questioning 
their intent, and I‟m also questioning the cost to all of you, all of us, of our 
time and our effort when we‟re dealing with people who are dealing with 
us in this matter.  That‟s my point.  It was different.  I know you wanted 
something different, so I‟ve brought you something different.    

 
  Thank you. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: All right.  Anyone else from the public wishing to speak?  All right, we‟ll 

close the public hearing on the Treasure Hill CUP. 
 
End of public comments 
 
Chair 
Strachan: Commissioners, comments on some of the new information we‟ve heard 

tonight?  Knowing, also, if you‟re anything like me, we‟re going to be 
getting into the nitty-gritty work session on December 6

th
, where by that 

time I‟ll have more time to digest all the material we got in the last week or 
so.  But initial comments we can probably take care of right now if you 
guys want to.  Melissa, why don‟t you go first. 

 
Commissioner 
Band:  Okay.  I, we did have a lot of information tonight.  So---and we got some 

of it last minute so I‟m not going to get to wordy on all of that, again, 
anticipating our work session. 
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  Francisco, you asked for some direction in our packet.  And I agree with 

the 19,000 square feet.  I mean, I, I‟ve looked over, especially as we‟ve 
been sitting here tonight, again through the MPD, and it seems pretty cut 
and dry.  Also, I do agree with the proposal that the proposed limit of 
disturbance, as well as come regrading, it‟s obviously based on a couple 
of documents we‟ve seen.  There is a little bit that can be done there, 
although I think everybody is starting to feel the same way about clear 
cutting and, and the amount that‟s proposed.   

 
  One thing that I keep going back to looking at the MPD here that I did 

want to mention, if I can get my computer up again.  And I asked when we 
were looking at the slides and the, the little video there.  If, as the 
applicant suggests, the Woodruff wasn‟t meant to be followed exactly, and 
it‟s just a conceptual thing, I keep going back to this 4A, 4B area and 
seeing it stepped up slightly.  If you want to pull up, Francisco, page 104 
please, because you can see in both of the two photos here, when we 
look at the MPD it‟s important for the project to be designed to be 
compatible with the scale already established.  We know that‟s not going 
to happen exclusively, based on Jody‟s letter.  That we have to look at it in 
a different light than we would everything else.  However, if you were 
going to say, hey this is just kind of a rough idea of what we wanted to do, 
I think that I would have gone the opposite direction.  The buildings here 
stepping up in the lower right-hand corner, they step up.  If you look at the 
lower one; especially in comparison with the little teeny house next to it, 
that is---it‟s not compatible.  It‟s not stepped into the hillside.  I think you 
took an arguably bad plan and made it a lot, lot worse.  So if you were 
going to throw out the concept and say, hey let‟s improve it, I think that 
would have been a huge improvement.  To mitigate the effects on the 
neighborhood would be to actually downsize that to something like the 
opposite end of the---on the lower left.  On the lower picture where you‟ve 
got more single-family home, more townhome style looking places. 

 
  I think Ron Ivie‟s name keeps getting thrown around about some of the 

things he said.  But one of the things he also said that has stuck with me 
is---and, you know, we‟re looking at everything here.  But one of the first 
things he said is let‟s be honest---and I‟m paraphrasing---there‟s no way 
we‟re going to mitigate the impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods.  
So if we‟re going to take some of Ron Ivie‟s comments, we have to look at 
all of Ron Ivie‟s comments. 

 
  And I think that‟s it. 
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Chair 
Strachan: Great.  Commissioner Campbell? 
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: So, Francisco, I‟ve just got one quick question for you.  The hardest thing 

for me to get my mind around is, is what side of these figures to trust 
when I see, you know, is this amount of dirt going to have a swell factor of 
X or Y, and how big is this pile of dirt really going to get?  Is that 
something that you guys have worked on at all? 

 
 
 
Planner 
Astorga: We have, based on the latest submittal that the applicant has provided to 

us.  We then received additional exhibits this morning that after we, we 
asked them to provide some clarity in their---not assessment, but their 
drawings.  Their diagrams.  We couldn‟t tell the different between existing 
grade and proposed grade with the given aerial photograph that was 
placed on the information that was provided to you.   I‟ll be more than 
happy to go into additional detail as we‟ve done a quick, not analysis, but 
just quick, quick identifying of the proposed grade at the top of that new 
hill, versus existing grade.  And we could tell you what that height will be.   

 
Commissioner 
Campbell: You can tell us in the future, or you can tell me now? 
 
 
 
Planner 
Astorga: I could tell you now.  Not that one.  Here it is.  So this is the exhibit I 

received this morning.  It was still hard to see, especially for Bruce.  Bruce 
and I both wear eyeglasses, but my, my eyes tend to be a little bit better 
than his.  With that said, I‟ve simply identified, identified the lines that 
crosses the peak of the new hill; and I‟ve outlined it in gray if you can see 
it on your screen.  And Rob can confirm that these are 10‟ intervals, right? 
 This is 7600.  So therefore, this is 7630, thank you.  And then we just 
follow the line.  And that‟s where it crosses over at that peak of that new 
hill that‟s going to be created.  We do the same thing with the red line, 
that‟s 7750, 7760, 7770.  The math at that peak is going to be 140‟.  And 
as, as we come down, it comes down to 140, 130, 120, 100 and so on.  
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Obviously, it‟s not a box.  It is, it is a hill.  And it‟s, I don‟t know how you 
would determine the average, other than using their software and the 
computer to see exactly.  As you can see the shape of the placement 
zone of excavation is, is not easy that you could get that grade just by 
doing quick lines or calculations.  But we do recognize that---I, I do say 
that this is the worst case scenario.  This is the tallest.  And I measure it 
from existing grade because that‟s how we measure everything in Park 
City, including the MBH, the maximum building height.  It‟s always done 
from existing grade.   

 
Commissioner 
Campbell: And these red topo lines are based on something that the applicant 

submitted [inaudible]. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: Yeah.  The only thing that I added---so I gotta say, there‟s no analysis 

here.  I just, I just crossed these two lines over and did some basic math.  
There‟s no need for different interpretation, unless I got my subtraction 
wrong there.  

 
Commissioner 
Campbell: So, so it‟s your calculation that in what they‟ve submitted in at least some 

places there will be 140‟ of dirt on that.   
 
Planner 
Astorga: This is the worst case scenario. 
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: Okay.  Thanks. 
 
Planner 
Astorga: For the tallest.   
 
Commissioner 
Campbell: That‟s all I‟ve got. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: Okay.  So, let‟s see.  The Staff report, Francisco asked for a response on, 

on a few points.  With regard to the interpretation of square footage, the 
19,000 square feet of commercial space.  Yes, I agree with Staff on that 
point.  I also agree with regard to the area of disturbance.  And I‟m 
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interested, Francisco, in is there anything tangible in the LMC or anyplace 
else that speaks of the subtle approach to placement of fill?  I mean that, 
that‟s outlined and mentioned in the report, but I‟m--- 

 
Director 
Erickson: Excuse me.  Speaks to what fill?  I didn‟t hear you. 
 
Commissioner 
Thimm: A subtle approach of placement of the fill site.  
 
Director 
Erickson: Yeah.  While it‟s not 100% regulatory, I think in the purpose statements of 

each one of those zones that the project is in in the ROS and in the Estate 
there‟s, there‟s some discussions about respectful to topography.  If you 
were to apply the Sensitive Lands in the Estate Zone, then you‟re 
modifying a ridgeline with the hill placement, if you will.  The General Plan 
in 2009, which I heard you represented earlier this evening, also has 
some language.  The 85 Land Management Code also has some 
purposes statements with respect to topography.   

 
Planner 
Astorga: And also, Bruce, if I could add the CUP criteria specifically dealing with 

mass, scale, volume, and physical compatibility; as well as the standard of 
review that was mentioned over by the public today regarding that 
compatibility with the use and the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
Commissioner 
Thimm: So, thank you for that dialogue because I knew it was there.  I wanted to 

hear that dialogue.  I wanted it to go on the record.  So thank you. 
 
  So, yes, I, I agree with, with that.  As we‟ve started to wrap our arms 

around what‟s being contemplated with this image, it, it‟s, it‟s a 
tremendous amount of fill of whatever type of material it is that does not 
seem to match up with those.  And that‟s, that‟s become a major issue in 
terms of my considerations of what‟s going on here.  

 
  With respect to---just in, in general, and I keep going back to this, but I still 

regard the Woodruff plan, the 1985/86 approval as a measuring stick we 
need to look to.  Are there problems?  Are there egress issues?  Perhaps 
there are.  My thought is that they need to be solved.  And we still have 
our measuring stick to work with.   
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Chair 
Strachan: Great.  Commissioner Joyce? 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  Yeah.  Yeah.  You asked about the commercial space.  You know my 

answer for that one.  I‟ve been doing that for a year now.  I think it‟s 19 
and I think the discussion we had as kind of my theoretical last meeting of 
if it was made clear that the limit was 19,000, and that is the limit not to be 
exceeded, then does that overrule the 5% bonus that you could normally 
get; like you can do for meeting space.  And I think it was just as explicit 
as it possibly could be.  So I, I‟m sticking with that.   

 
  The 17,500 square feet for accessory and lobby space.  That‟s one I‟m 

struggling with, and I‟ll go back to you guys and, and give you an 
opportunity before the next meeting to help me with this, is that Fact 
Sheet.  When I go through and look at the material, that Fact Sheet is 
part---explicitly brought out as part of the, the package of what the total 
agreement is.  And it‟s very clear about 17,500 and exactly what it 
includes.  And the current plan blows those numbers away.  And I haven‟t 
heard, or if somehow you thought you told me I didn‟t get it, is why, why 
doesn‟t that count.  I‟ve never heard something that says oh, yeah, that‟s 
part of the contractual obligation, but don‟t look at that part because we 
changed it later or something.  And it‟s like, no, it‟s just very explicit and 
it‟s brought out as an explicit component of the agreement.  So, you know, 
you guys said you were going to come back to us with some more 
information for, for our work session for next week.  That‟s a really 
important one to me that, that I haven‟t heard a good legal argument to 
how is that part of the agreement but we should ignore it because it‟s not 
important or not relevant, or was changed in some way that we don‟t have 
documented anywhere that I‟ve seen.  So, help me with that one.  Until I 
see something different then I‟m stuck on the 17,500 because it‟s just so 
explicitly in this document. 

 
  The LOD.  This is the one that I have to disagree with my, my fellow 

Commissioners so far.  I think there is a reasonable thing that is a building 
footprint; and this building area boundary is it.  I think there was obviously 
discussion about moving excavation material up onto the hillside, even if 
it‟s nowhere near the order of magnitude that we‟re seeing today.  It was 
obviously explicitly brought out in the transfer of land for, to Park City.  
And you can‟t, you can‟t move dirt up there, I don‟t care whether it‟s a 
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conveyor belt or a truck or anything else, and put dirt there if it‟s outside 
the limits of disturbance.  And so to me I, I haven‟t seen a project that 
says that the building footprint equals the LOD like that.  To me it‟s much, 
and in fact, it was explicitly brought out that we would set the limits of 
disturbance when, when we were doing this CUP review.  To me, the one 
thing that I see that is, is clearly broken is the idea that we are building a 
hundred and something foot permanent retaining walls outside the 
building footprint.  And so to me, when I look at what we have as the 
flexibility to do a setting, the disturbance area, to me that‟s going to be a 
no, no.  That‟s going to be outside of the disturbance area.  And I just 
don‟t think that‟s reasonable that---I don‟t think they ever intended---in fact 
when you look at the Woodruff drawings, there‟s no idea there were these 
monstrous retaining walls.  And the fact that they would be in the, the 
Recreational Open Space, to me that‟s just broken.  I went back and 
looked at the ROS definitions, and I don‟t see how you could possibly 
justify that.   

 
  Ski runs I got.  Putting some dirt up there and regrading it as ski runs, I 

got that.  But I don‟t see how you put a 100-foot retaining wall, a 
permanent retaining structure in the disturbance area.  So, I think there‟s 
something in between what you guys have drawn as kind of all the ski 
areas and where you want to dump the dirt and all that kind of thing, and 
the, the building area boundary.  And I look forward to trying to discuss 
that with my fellow Commissioners up here to try to work through that.  
But I think just drawing it at the building area boundary is, is not what was 
intended and is not realistic.  So that‟s one that we need to work on, on 
me for.  

 
  But on the other hand, when you start looking at what can be done in that 

area of disturbance, I‟m still broken on, you know, mow down 16 acres of 
trees and fill it with, you know, what I thought---I keep doing the simple 
math.  To me it‟s, when you talk about your 800,000 and 35% swell, that 
ends up being 1.1 million cubic yards, which is 207 yard acres.  So 
however many acres you have.  If you had one acres to put it all, you‟d 
put it 207 yards deep.  And so if you have 16 acres then it‟s about 14 
yards deep.  So, exactly even as kind of built like a square with straight 
walls up, it would be 42 feet everywhere.  And the fact that we‟re putting 
that on a steep slope right where it‟s very much in the view of the City, I‟m 
broken on.  I mean, I, I can‟t imagine what the revegetation plan for that is 
going to be.  And it‟s not, you know, throw down some grass seed, 
because that ain‟t it.  
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  And I‟m even broke a little more when I start looking at like the hydraulic 

report.  And it‟s getting into things---I‟ll, I‟ll just read you a little piece of it.  
This is, this is your technical report.  The study area comprises a ski run, 
Creole Run, a pine forest, a mix of aspen and scrub oak woods, the 
residential areas at the bottom of the tributary area.  The drainage basin is 
vegetated and was determined to have excellent cover.  The open ski run 
is well-vegetated with natural grasses.  And this is all supporting this idea 
that says that land use and vegetation drastically alter runoff.  Well, the 
first thing you‟re going to do is all this stuff that your hydraulic report says 
why it‟s okay, is you‟re going to mow all that to the ground.  I mean, you‟re 
going to disturb all of the area that we just talked about.  Why vegetation 
and the forest and everything was so key to it, we‟re going to get rid of all 
that.  So I‟ve got to go back and look at the hydraulic report again and go, 
this isn‟t relevant anymore, because you‟re going to mow down all of the 
stuff you were just counting on to, to soak up the rain.   

 
  So to me, even if we extend the, the LOD out, I‟m still broken on what 

you‟re doing up there.  I think the idea that you originally proposed---I went 
back and looked at the original excavation plan again.  And it really was 
addressing mostly putting this as reshaping ski run areas.  And if you 
don‟t believe that, I mean, go back and look at the plan that you guys 
created, and that‟s what it talked about almost completely.  And, in fact, 
most of it was going to end up on Payday, which we‟ve now moved away 
from, at least for the majority of what we‟re looking at now.  And so to me 
that made a lot more sense than mow down a forest and build up what 
seems to suddenly be a 144‟ tall hill in plain view of all over the City.   

 
  So even though I think I‟m being more flexible on the limits of disturbance, 

what you can do in them needs a lot of work.   
 
  The piece you asked about, about just kind of the height, the building 

height.  I still think if you go back and look, there was---the idea of digging 
down.  I‟ve heard what you guys have said, which is, you know, the only to 
keep the density and move it down was to dig deeper into the ground.  But 
I just go back and look at all the work that was done, and there was so 
much focus on building height.  You can see it in the Woodruff drawings, 
you can see it in the elevations that were set.  All the detail of how things 
stepped back up the hill.  And I don‟t think there‟s any evidence at all that 
there was any intent to, to you know, suddenly dig down 100 feet in some 
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places.  And it just, it just seems completely inconsistent with the Master 
Plan.  

 
  One thing that you guys have kind of chastised us a couple of times, 

because we‟ve said things about things running with the slope and going 
up the hill.  Honoring the topology.  And you said hey, that‟s not relevant.  
But you‟ve also told us that, you know, if things like the Montage were 
important examples of what was here.  I was reading through the Montage 
CUP, and I‟ll give you a little quote here.  “There are several retaining 
structures and a bridge in the entry court to the Montage.  Generally, the 
buildings step with the site without the need of large or numerous 
retaining structures.  The outdoor amenities to the buildings will flow into 
the grade of the existing landscape”.  So, you know, here‟s a quote out of 
the Montage CUP where they were explicitly talking about why it was 
important that it actually flowed with the topology and didn‟t require a lot of 
retaining walls.  And so I just want to make it clear, I don‟t, I don‟t think 
we‟re inventing any of that stuff.  I think it‟s important, and it‟s been 
important for decades because it has---a lot of the impacts that we‟re 
seeing for how long the project is going to take, how much soil has to be 
moved, how much acreage you have to tear out, and that kind of thing to 
put the dirt is all a result of digging deeper.   

 
  And I‟ll ask you guys, „cause you guys have been around a lot longer than 

I have.  Even if all you did was the excavation plan that you drew out 
today for, for the Woodruff drawings, which was 440 or something like 
that, ballpark.  Has there ever been a project in Park City that had 
440,000 cubic yards of excavation? 

 
Pat 
Sweeney: You, you‟re asking me? 
 
 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  I was trying to---because to me it helps me to just visually look at things 

that are similar. 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: This is a statement from Robinson.  They said they moved about 500,000 

cubic yards for the Olympics down at the base of Park City Mountain 
Resort.  
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Commissioner 
Joyce:  For the base? 
 
Pat 
Sweeney: So, I mean, and if you look at what the Park City---well, it was Park City 

Mountain but it was United Park City Mines pushed around up the top of 
the Silver King.  And then, they did that last year.  And then this year they 
covered it with topsoil.  I‟m guessing that they probably pushed that much 
around.  So, it‟s, it‟s, that kind of dirt has been moved.   

 
Commissioner 
Joyce:  It just---to me the interesting thing is even if we‟re looking at Woodruff, I 

mean, Woodruff is certainly significant.  And by the time you kind of added 
the 15% and this and that and the other, and I don‟t agree with all those 
things but we‟ll ignore that, 400,000 is still a tremendous amount of dirt to 
be moving, especially adjacent to a residential area.  But when I compare 
it and I go we went from 400,000 to a second proposal that‟s now 
800,000, that gets me back to is it consistent with the Master Plan.  
Because when I look at all the work that the, the Planning Commission, 
Planning Staff and City Council and everything did when they approved 
this back in ‟85 and ‟86, this to me---I mean it, it‟s substantive.  If it went 
from, you know, 20,000 cubic yards to 40,000 cubic yards it‟s kind of, 
yeah, no one probably would have noticed.  But when all of a sudden you 
add 350 or 400,000 to the plans that were drawn up, it‟s hard to, for me to 
imagine that the volumetrics really match what was intended.  I mean, 
that‟s, that‟s a dramatic difference and certainly has huge impacts.  

 
  So I think that‟s it for me.  
 
Chair 
Strachan: I think I‟ll, I‟ll hold off on, on answering Staff‟s questions presented in the 

Staff report for now.  I‟m still getting my arms around everything that‟s 
been submitted.  I spent a good part of Thanksgiving reading over the 
position papers and the other submittals and Minutes, and still have more 
work to do.  But I think that we are, you know, subject to input from the 
other Commissioners, on December 6

th
 going to be in a position to 

hammer out a decision in form with direction to Staff to construct findings 
and conclusions in accordance with that decision.  Any objections to that 
time frame? 

 
Commissioner 
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Joyce:  No. 
 
Chair 
Strachan: All right.  That decision is---hopefully Staff can turn around some 

proposed findings and conclusions in a week‟s time before the December 
13

th
 meeting.  So we‟ll just have to cross our fingers and hope we get 

there.  And the laboring more is going to be on Mr. Burnett.  I don‟t envy 
your position but it‟s the one you signed up for.   

 
  So, you know, I, I just want to say that however it shakes out on 

December 6
th
, however, the decision comes down I, I just want to thank 

everybody for doing a really quite stellar job at conducting themselves.  
However, that decision comes down I don‟t think you can argue with the 
process.  So just keep that in mind.   

 
  Anything further? 
 
Director 
Erickson: No.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   
 
Chair 
Strachan: Okay.  We‟ll conclude the hearing, continue to December 6

th
. 

 
Director 
Erickson: We need a motion to continue. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE the Treasure Hill conditional use 
permit to December 6

th
.   Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 

 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
          
   

2. 1000 Ability Way – National Ability Center (NAC) Conditional Use Permit for 

Phase 1 improvements including: expansion of equestrian center, addition 

to administration building, new recreation/gymnasium building, new 

program building, relocation and improvements to archery pavilion, 

campground area for program participants, green house for gardening 

activities, addition to storage areas and maintenance shop, additional 

parking and various landscaping improvements.  (Application PL-17-03436)  
 
Commissioner Thimm recused himself and left the room.  
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Planner Kirsten Whetstone reviewed the request for a conditional use permit for the 
Phase 1 of the National Ability Center‟s expansion plans, which the Planning 
Commission previously saw in the overall plan during the pre-MPD review.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the Staff report included much of the background on this project. 
The property is zoned ROS, which is the Recreation Open Space zone.  It came into 
the City as an annexation.  It has a Specially Planned Area designation from the 
County.   The proposal includes two new buildings; and the additions to existing 
buildings and uses are conditional use uses in the zone.  Planner Whetstone remarked 
that the Planning Commission was being asked to review the conditional use permit for 
various items.   
 
The Staff had analyzed this CUP against the 16 criteria and found that the impacts 
could be mitigated either through plan revisions or through conditions of approval.  The 
Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and 
consider approving this conditional use permit.   
 
Alison Kuhlow introduced herself and stated that she was assisting the National Ability 
Center with their Master Plan project.  Also present were Gail Barille, CEO with the 
National Ability; Kevin Stickelman, COO with the National Ability Center; Michael Barille, 
consultant on the original Master Plan; Steve Ward, a Board member and father of a 
participant.   
 
Gail Barille updated the Planning Commission on work that has been done since they 
were last in front of the Planning Commission.  The NAC continues to see unparalleled 
growth in their programs.  They continue to have a growing stakeholder and support 
community of staff, volunteers and donors allow their programs to occur.  Ms. Barille 
was thankful to have the National Ability Center in Park City and in the State of Utah 
because both the State the local community are very supportive of what they do, which 
brings people of all abilities from around the Country.  Ms. Barille noted that several 
years ago when they embarked on this project they recognized that there was a lot of 
catch-up to do.  They had not had any new program buildings since 2002, and they 
have seen significant growth in that time.               
 
Ms. Barille felt it was important to emphasize that they had taken a strategic and 
thoughtful approach to make sure the planning was done right.  Coming before the 
Planning Commission in 2014 for feedback was part of that strategy, and they have 
addressed some of their comments.  A lot of work was done on the fundraising side as 
well, which was successful.  They have the funds to begin work on some of these 
projects, and they intend to close their campaign in the next year or two.   
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Ms. Barille reminded the Planning Commission that the National Ability Center is part of 
the community.  The City has a strong plan and the NAC is a big part of trying to match 
what the City is doing to make sure their Mission helps to accomplish the City‟s goals.  
She believed they fit in with the sense of community.  In addition, they work with a 
number of non-profits and other organizations within the community.  They offer an 
inclusive and healthy community.  A lot of diversity comes through the NAC programs.  
They continue to connect people with the natural environment.  Having a disability 
makes that difficult, but the National Ability Centers makes sure they can say yes to 
that.  They also continue to support a thriving Mountain town and economic 
development.  The NAC brings in people from all 50 states and over 18 countries to 
train or vacation in Park City through the National Ability Center.   
 
Steve Ward provided a family perspective of the NAC.  He has been on the Board for 
four years.  His family left Salt Lake 25 years ago and came back in 2012.  He has an 
18-year-old son who was 13 when they came back.  They chose this side of the 
mountain versus the Salt Lake side because of the National Ability Center.  His son 
does all the programs.  Mr. Ward remarked that the NAC gives his son a social 
platform.  He is a senior in high school and the programs at the NAC are his 
extracurricular activities.  In the short time he has been involved in the NAC, they have 
seen a large increase in numbers.  In 2010 the National Ability Center had 2200 
individual participants.  Last year there were 6600 participants.  Mr. Ward commented 
on some of the activities that took place in a dirt floor barn.  The plan is to build a 
recreation center for those types of activities.   
 
Mr. Ward asked the Planning Commission to think about the families who benefit from 
the National Ability Center, and those who chose to move here because of that need.   
 
Kevin Stickelman stated that initially they came before the Planning Commission in 
2014 with a pre-MPD.  At that time, they were asked to go back and look strategically at 
whether that was all they needed for the foreseeable future.  Over the last several years 
they were able to go back and have those hard conversations not only internally; but 
also with planners, engineers, architects.  They have consulted with industry 
professionals, climbing wall companies, outdoor recreation groups such as the Forest 
Service, and have come to what is being presented today for this conditional use permit 
application.  Mr. Stickelman remarked that this plan would not only fill the current need 
for those 6600 individuals and the programs offered, but it also allows them to 
accommodate the future.   
 
Mr. Stickelman pointed out that this was only the Phase 1 proposal.  There is another 
plan that will come later in Phase 2.  The needs that were being presented this evening 
focused on the immediate needs to accommodate the current demand and meet the 
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needs of the groups and the kids.  He remarked that it is a recreation building, it‟s a 
campground with a few learning areas to teach people how to explore and experience 
the outdoors.  They have a community and programs building that houses camps.  
They propose an expansion to the administration building.  They also have an 
equestrian expansion that helps to provide training and education opportunities to other 
organizations similar to the NAC; as well as to other groups with various abilities that 
come on site for training purposes.   
 
Alison Kuhlow walked through the site plan and showed where the new buildings would 
be located in relation to the existing buildings.  She noted that Phase 2 was highlighted 
in blue on the site plan.  Phase 2 is a lodging proposal that will come back to the 
Planning Commission.  As previously mentioned, the NAC would like to move forward 
with Phase 1 so they can accommodate the current needs.  Ms. Kuhlow pointed to the 
existing program services building, which is the admin building that houses staff offices, 
a meeting room, and the climbing wall.  That building would be expanded on the two 
wings on the left and the right.  In the center an expansion is planned for the climbing 
wall.   
 
Alison Kuhlow stated that as they move to the elevations, they could see that the look 
from the front tries to mimic what exists.  However, when these buildings were built and 
when the structures were constructed, it was all done through Summit County.  It was 
pre-annexation.  Therefore, all of the existing buildings were built under Summit County 
Codes.  Ms. Kuhlow pointed out that the admin building meets current height code, 
except for the climbing wall portion.  She presented the east and west elevations 
showing the proposed extension, which was above the current height of the zone.  The 
existing height of the climbing wall is 43‟4”.  They would be keeping the wall at that, but 
extending it approximately 12‟ to make it a larger area.  
 
Ms. Kuhlow moved on to the existing equestrian center and noted that surrounding the 
arena they would like to add a conference room, additional meetings rooms, 
classrooms, as well as a physical therapy room.  A small second story addition is 
proposed to the east of the building.  All height meets the zone.  She presented the 
front elevation of the existing building with the addition on top.  She also presented the 
two side elevations for that structure.   
 
Ms. Kuhlow stated that when the Planning Commission saw the buildings in 2014 the 
recreation building was an unclosed space.  It was simply a roof structure, and she 
understood that there were a lot of comments from the Planning Commission.  As the 
National Ability Center went back and looked at their needs and the feasibility study, 
they realized they needed an enclosed space.  The building proposed is a gymnasium 
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with restroom facilities.  It currently meets all the height requirements within the zone.  
She presented the side elevations for the recreation building.   
 
Ms. Kuhlow presented the communities and programs building, and noted that the day 
operations would operate out of that building.  Many community partners would also 
use this facility.  It has a multi-purpose space, restrooms, a kitchen, and additional 
support for Staff.  The buildings all meet the height for the zone.  Mike Barille noted that 
the intent was to highlight some of the community partners; however, other 
programming occurs there that is integral to the existing programs at the NAC.  
Currently, all the Nordic and winter programming operates out of a yurt at the edge of 
the parking lot.  The same with summer camps.  This building would also serve those 
purposes.     
 
Ms. Kuhlow pointed to the outdoor camping and tent area.  She indicated three cabins, 
three yurts, and six tent platforms.  She presented an elevation of the cabins.  The 
lower right showed the tent platform, which is a flat space.  Ms. Kuhlow noted that there 
would not be campfires in those spaces.  It would be low-level lighting and there is a 
restroom facility nearby.  Currently, they would use the existing fire pit, and it may be 
relocated.  No individual fire pits were planned in the area.   
 
Commissioner Joyce asked how these get used versus the existing lodge.  Gail Barille 
stated that they have found through communication with families that camping tends to 
be the inter-sport to the outdoors; and lot of the families choose not to try it because 
they are not sure how to do it.  This camping space is meant to be specifically training 
and education focused to teach how to camp.   
 
Ms. Kuhlow stated that a detail analysis of parking calculations was included in the Staff 
report.  They will be meeting the parking requirements for the added square footage, 
which is a net parking gain of 104 spaces.  Regarding open space, they are right at the 
75% open space required by Code.   
 
Chair Strachan asked if the open space included Phase 2.  Ms. Kuhlow replied that it 
did include Phase 2.  
 
Chair Strachan asked about a staging plan for construction.  Mike Barille noted that 
they were still developing those ideas.  He believed this plan would be executed as 
funding was available; and not all at once.  There would be opportunities to use existing 
parking areas or pasture areas on a temporary basis for staging to make sure the rest 
of the facility is not interrupted.  
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Chair Strachan asked if the NAC had phasing ideas within Phase 1.  Gail Barille 
answered yes; and that it was driven mostly by need and funding.  The first project they 
hope to begin is the equestrian expansion.  The funds are available and there is a high 
need for that space.  After that, depending on timing, they could either build the 
enclosed recreation center or the expansion to the administrative building.  The 
campground has minimal impact and as funding becomes available that would be the 
next project.  The last project would be the community and programs building.   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing.                  
 
Bob Chamberlain stated that he is a local Park City resident, a 30-year Navy veteran, 
and current Co-chair of the Military subcommittee for the NAC.  He remarked that the 
Country has been at war for 25+ years and it has driven the population of Wounded 
Warriors and Disabled Vets through the roof.  Mr. Chamberlain believed they were now 
working on a couple of projects where they could dramatically increase the through-put 
of the folks who desperately needed it.  They may be able to open it up to active duty 
people as well.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that the development plan is critical to the 
ability to be able to get these folks through the program.  As a veteran, he hears people 
saying thank you for your service.  Approving this is actually going to be a great step in 
really thanking these folks for their service.  Mr. Chamberlain urged the Planning 
Commission to approve this CUP. 
 
Seth Lansky, a local resident, stated that he is a parent of a participant of the NAC.  His 
family moved to Park City because of the National Ability Center and the programs that 
they offer.  Camping is one program that his son would like to be able to do.  It would 
be a process that he would be able to start through the NAC that he is unable to do at 
this time.  There are very few programs at the NAC that his son does not participate in 
as a local resident.  He is 20 years old and they have been in Park City 5 years.  His 
youngest son who just left for college has volunteered at the NAC for many years, and it 
has become an integral part of his life.  Mr. Lansky stated that he is not only a parent 
but also a volunteer, and it has become an integral part of his life as well.  One area he 
volunteers is working in the equestrian center and it is woefully short of space for all the 
participants.  This would enable the NAC to do programming in addition to things that 
are surrounded around the equestrian side.   As a parent, the additions proposed make 
a lot of sense to further the growth of his son, as well as the many people he is lucky 
enough to work with as a volunteer.   
 
Morgan Bush  with Intermountain Healthcare stated that when they were locating the 
hospital to the location at Quinn‟s, one of the ideas was to make it a health and 
wellness center.  The location of NAC was one of the attractions for Intermountain 
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Healthcare to choose that location.  IHC is totally supportive of what the NAC has done 
and the contributions they add to the community.   
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Joyce thanked the group for no open fires.  He referred to the parking 
study and assumed they were building parking for the lodge, since it was in the 
calculations, even though the Lodge was not yet being built.  Commissioner Joyce 
asked how they look at a parking study that has built out everything for the lodge but 
the lodge is not actually there and operational.   
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the issue was that they not build more parking than what 
was actually needed.  The parking calculations include a reduction.  In the pre-MPD 
they talked about a 25% reduction, but with the additional enclosed buildings it was 
actually a 30% reduction.  There is a lot of overlap because a lot of people use multiple 
buildings.  To have the NAC provide more parking that is actually needed, the thought 
was if it works without the lodging building that would be an indication.  If the parking is 
maxed with all these uses but no lodging building, they may need to provide additional 
parking.   
 
Commissioner Joyce stated that when the Planning Commission looks at under parking 
it is because the overflow will park in the neighborhoods.  In this case, the NAC is in a 
more open area.  In his opinion, the NAC will come back for Phase 2 and they do not 
want to be under parked.  If they need parking it needs to be part of the proposal.  
Commissioner Joyce did not think it was necessary to ask for a one-year parking study. 
It is an important question that needs to be addressed when the Planning Commission 
looks at Phase 2.  In terms of overlapping uses, he believed there would be 
tremendous overlap when the Lodge goes in.  He was not in favor of asking a non-profit 
to pay for a traffic study.   
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to Condition #16 on page 127 of the Staff report.  It read, 
“The applicant should coordinate special events and activities with the City at least 30 
days prior to the event”.  He pointed out that the Special Events Department have 
different rules and he could not see why they would put that language as a condition in 
this type of approval.  For example, a level 3 event requires 90 days ahead; not 30 days 
ahead.  In his opinion the condition was not consistent with the Special Events 
Department.  He suggested that they either eliminate Condition #16, or edit it to make it 
consistent with the requirements.    
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to a map on page 146 of the Staff report.  There were a 
few things labeled as Phase 3 and he assumed it was a holdover from something else. 
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Gail Barille explained that when they originally came to the Planning Commission they 
had three phases.  As a result of the success in fundraising they were able to move the 
first buildings into all of Phase 1 and the just carve out the lodge as Phase 2. 
 
Commissioner Joyce referred to page 160 of the Staff report, which was a water 
agreement that was done when the buildings were first done.  Number 7 was the NAC 
commitment to maximum use parameters.  It talks about how in 1999 the NAC received 
a use permit approval and it talks about the different uses.  It says that essentially in 
perpetuity it is limited to those uses.  Commissioner Joyce noted that the NAC was 
expanding on the uses.  He recognized that it pertained to water use, but they were 
also doubling the uses.   
 
Director Erickson remarked that it was a bit of a misnomer to call it a development 
agreement and a water agreement.  It addresses the transfer of the water rights.  He 
stated that the water rights were transferred to Park City.  They have not perfected the 
wet water.  They are now within the City and the City has to serve them irrespective of 
whether or not they deliver the water rights.  Director Erickson noted that the Staff 
crafted into the document is the ability to clean up the water situation while they work on 
Phase 2.  The maximum uses are tiered to that water transfer and not the ability to the 
City to deliver water now.  That is the Staff‟s opinion, but they want to get it cleaned up 
before Phase 2.  Director Erickson noted that Tom Daly, the City Water Attorney has 
been involved, as well as Planner Whetstone, himself, and City Attorney Mark 
Harrington.  They were comfortable with the approach taken by Planner Whetstone.   
 
Commissioner Joyce was comfortable with that explanation.        
                                           
Commissioner Band thought everything looked great.  She is always very supportive of 
the NAC and she liked the proposed plan.   
 
Commissioner Campbell had no further comments.   
 
Director Erickson asked if everyone agreed with Commissioner Joyce to remove the 
condition of approval with respect to the parking study.  The Commissioners concurred. 
Commissioner Campbell pointed out that they should eliminate conditions 16 and 17.  
  
Chair Strachan recommended that they insert a staging plan because they are 
generally required for a CUP.  He believed that even though the NAC has a lot of area 
to work with, having a staging plan upfront is a good idea.  Planner Whetstone noted 
that Condition #8 addresses a construction mitigation plan.  Chair Strachan thought it 
would be sufficient to say construction mitigation and staging.   
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Assistant City Attorney McLean realized that there was not a condition of approval in 
terms of when the CUP would expire.  That is normal language and typically it expires in 
one year.  She suggested adding a condition of approval stating that, “This approval will 
expire on November 28, 2018, if a building permit has not been issued by the building 
department before the expiration date, unless an extension of this approval has been 
requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by the Planning Director”. 
 
The applicant‟s representatives were comfortable with adding the condition regarding 
the expiration.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to APPROVE the 1000 Ability Way National 
Ability Center Conditional Use Permit for Phase 1 based on the Findings of Fact, 
Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval as amended.  Commissioner Band 
seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioner Thimm was recused. 
 
Findings of Fact – National Ability Center CUP         
  
1. The property is located at 1000 Ability Way and is within the Recreation Open Space 
Master Planned Development (ROS-MPD) Zoning District subject to the National Ability 
Center Master Planned Development (aka Specially Planned Area (SPA)).  
2. Access to the property is from Round Valley Drive, a public street, and Ability Way, a 
private access drive. 
3. The site was previously is described as Parcel # PCA-97-B, a metes and bounds 
parcel of land located in the Quinn‟s Junction neighborhood of Park City.  
4. The 26.2 acre parcel was annexed to Park City in 2004 as part of the National Ability 
Center and Quinn‟s Recreation Complex Annexation. 
5. The parcel was deeded to the NAC by Florence Gillmor and restricted to adaptive 
recreational programs, including equestrian, fitness, therapy and various related and 
complementary recreational activity facilities.  
6. The National Ability Center is a non-profit organization specializing in community 
sports, recreation, therapy, and education programming.  
7. Prior to annexation, the property received approval of a Specially Planned Area 
(SPA) from Summit County, which is a similar to a Master Planned Development (MPD) 
in the City, as well as a Conditional Use Permit.  
8. The NAC Specially Planned Area (SPA) allows for development of various uses and 
buildings. The property currently includes a 21,368 sf equestrian center (16,868 sf 
equestrian arena and 4,500 sf of barns/stalls), an outdoor challenge/ropes course, a 
playground and outdoor activity area, an outdoor equestrian arena, an archery pavilion, 
a gazebo, various barns/stalls and storage buildings, 14,301 sf of residential 
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dormitory/lodging uses with 25 rooms on two levels, 7,276 sf support administrative 
building and 121 parking spaces. 
9. A July 15, 1999, Development and Water Service Agreement between NAC and the 
City was entered into prior to the annexation. The Agreement describes conditions of 
water services as well as findings regarding the approved Conditional Use Permit and 
terms of transfer and converting of water rights. The water right (35-8457) is currently in 
the City‟s name, according to Water Rights (State); however the required conversion for 
municipal use has not been requested of the State Engineer and has not occurred. The 
applicant has agreed to remedy this situation prior to submittal of a Conditional Use 
Permit for expansion of support lodging uses. Lodging uses have the greatest impact 
on water use for this property. 
10. On October 21, 2004, the Park City Council adopted Ordinance #04-50 to amend 
the Park City Zoning Map to include the annexed NAC parcel into the ROS-MPD 
District. The property is subject to the National Ability Center MPD (aka Specially 
Planned Area (SPA)) as approved and amended.  
11. The ROS zone allows for a variety of conservation, open space, and recreation 
uses. It was determined at the time of the annexation that the National Ability Center 
was consistent with the purpose and uses of the zone and the approved Specially 
Planned Area (aka MPD). The proposed uses are support uses to the primary use of 
the National Ability Center and are consistent with the ROS Zone and in support of the 
mission of the NAC. 
12. The NAC is located in the Quinn‟s Junction neighborhood, as described in the Park 
City General Plan. 
13. The Joint Planning Principles for the Quinn‟s Junction area recommend 
development patterns of clustered development balanced with preservation of open 
space. Public preserved open space and recreation is the predominant existing land 
use. Clustered development should be designed to enhance public access through 
interconnection of trails, preserve public use and enjoyment of these areas, and 
continue to advance these goals along with the preservation of identified view sheds 
and passive open space areas. New development should be set back in compliance 
with the Entry Corridor Protection Overlay. Sensitive Lands should be considered in 
design and protected. Uses contemplated for this neighborhood include institutional 
development limited to hospital, educational facilities, recreation, sports training, arts, 
cultural heritage, etc. 
14. On September 2, 2014, the applicant submitted a pre-MPD application for proposed 
additions to the NAC. On December 10, 2014, the Planning Commission held a public 
hearing, discussed the pre-MPD application and found the proposed additions to be in 
compliance with the General Plan and underlying zoning district. 
15. On January 26, 2016, the City received a complete application for a Master Planned 
Development (MPD) for proposed amendments to the SPA. The applicant indicated 
that additional support lodging uses are proposed as Phase 2 of the MPD and they are 
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not part of this CUP application. (The proposed lodging building is shown on the overall 
concept plan for reference.)  
16. The Planning Director determined that the ropes course improvements, relocation 
of riding arena and archery pavilion, and additional minor storage areas and buildings 
could be approved through administrative review processes.  
17. On January 5, 2017, Staff received this application for a Conditional Use Permit for 
various additions, buildings, and improvements to the National Ability Center. The 
application was considered complete on January 17, 2017 and was reviewed at 
Development Review on January 31, 2017.  
18. A one lot subdivision to create a platted lot of record for the National Ability Center 
(NAC) was approved by City Council on July 21, 2016 and recorded at Summit County 
on March 28, 2017.  
19. The applicant proposes the following additions and buildings: 
 • Indoor Equestrian Arena additions (10,910 sf) 
 • Program Services building and climbing wall additions (1,250 sf) 
 • Community and Programs building (new) (4,962 sf) 
 • Recreation Center/gymnasium (new) (7,613 sf) 
 • Cycling Center (storage addition) (783 sf) 
 • Archery Pavilion and Range (relocated)  
 • Camping (new) - 3 recreational cabins (444 sf each), 6 graded tent sites,  
  3 yurt platforms and 1 restroom building (2,274 sf total) 
 • Greenhouse and gardening area (new) (400 sf) 
 • Maintenance shop and storage (additions) (1,250 sf) 
 • Additional parking area (104 spaces), snow storage and landscaping  
 
20. The applicant proposes to construct approximately 29,819 sf of new building floor 
area for recreation, administration, programs and storage uses with a total building 
footprint of 27,810 sf. The proposed building footprint is approximately 2.43% of the 
total lot area. Existing building footprint is 41,629 sf (3.65% of the site). Total new and 
proposed building footprint is 69,439 sf (6.08%). 
21. The lot is sufficient in size for the proposed uses. 
22. Proposed uses are consistent with the uses allowed by the National Ability Center 
MPD (SPA) as support uses to the primary use. 
23. A traffic study (Hales Engineering, November 2015) was provided by the applicant 
indicating that study intersections are anticipated to continue operating at acceptable 
levels of service. Capacity of existing streets can handle anticipated normal traffic, 
however during special events and activities additional traffic enforcement may be 
required and Special Event permits maybe required. 
24. The proposal includes 104 additional parking spaces to provide a total of 225 
spaces for the entire site (there are currently 121 spaces). Staff reviewed both a 25% 
and a 30% reduction for this CUP as the parking uses do overlap and NAC participants 
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use multiple buildings per visit.  The parking requirement use chart in the LMC also 
does not match up well for some of the proposed uses and parking reductions are 
consistent with transportation goals and the General Plan.  
25. Staff recommends a parking study be conducted one year following certificate of 
occupancy for the uses approved with the CUP and if additional parking is 
recommended, it shall be reviewed and provided with Phase 2 and the expanded 
support lodging uses.   
26. The parking layout will be reviewed at the time of building permit review to ensure 
compliance with the LMC regarding interior and perimeter landscaping, lighting, and 
use of landscaped islands to break up expanses of parking. 
27. Utilities necessary for this use are available at or near the site. Comments regarding 
storm water detention, water service, fire riser size and capacity of sewer laterals were 
gathered at the Development Review Committee meeting, and will be addressed with 
final utility plans prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
28. The proposed additions and uses have been reviewed for potential interference with 
access routes for emergency vehicles. Fire District has reviewed and approved the 
emergency access routes and final Fire District approval of building plans is required 
prior to building permit issuance. 
29. Existing internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems will be modified and 
enhanced by this project to provide accessible routes and connections to surrounding 
City open space, trails and recreation amenities, as well as to public transit routes 
(currently dial-a-ride service).  
30. No outdoor storage of goods or mechanical/utility equipment is proposed or allowed 
onsite. No new fencing has been proposed. 
31. Impacts of the adaptive camping tents site, cabins, and connected trail system on 
the open space will be minimized by limiting the number and size of the tent platforms 
and cabins, by installing natural pathways (not concrete or asphalt) and by minimizing 
grading and vegetation disturbance. LOD fencing will be installed prior to building 
permit issuance to contain disturbance for all construction sites. Any exterior lighting will 
be subdued, fully shielded and down directed. 
32. Additions to the Arena and Program Services buildings are located in areas that are 
already disturbed with pavement and hardscape. The proposed recreation building will 
impact an area that has been previously disturbed and re-seeded.  
33. Approximately 78% of the property will remain as useable open space, either as 
horse pasture, natural open space, or landscaped open space. 
34. No signs are proposed at this time. 
35. The proposal does not increase the number of horses on the site.  
36. Exterior lighting fixtures will be reviewed at the time of the building permit review. 
37. The proposal is not within the Park City Soil Ordinance Boundary. 
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38. There are wetlands on the property and they will not be disturbed by construction of 
the additions or any improvements and will be protected during construction as required 
by the Building Department. 
39. The construction mitigation plan shall provide enhanced fencing of construction 
sites and activities in consideration of the safety of NAC participants. 
40. An amended MPD Development Agreement shall be submitted for ratification by the 
Planning Commission to address specific requirements of the City‟s Water Department 
regarding water rights, impact fees, timing, etc.  
41. The Amended Agreement requires Planning Commission ratification, City Council 
approval and recordation at Summit County.  
42. Prior to issuance of building permits for any new buildings, not to include permits for 
additions to existing buildings, storage areas, archery pavilion, camping area, gardening 
center or parking, the amended Development Agreement shall be approved, executed 
and recorded at Summit County.  
43. Phase 2 development, including additional support lodging uses, shall be 
conditioned upon finding compliance with terms of the Amended Development 
Agreement. 
44. The proposed mass and scale of the buildings and additions, as well as the 
architectural design, materials, and colors are consistent with adjacent buildings on the 
property and in the surrounding area.  
45. Proposed buildings and additions are setback more than 25‟ from all property lines. 
46. Proposed addition to the Program Services Building, for expansion of the climbing 
wall, will maintain the height exception allowed by the Specially Planned Area approvals 
that is 43‟4” in height from existing grade. All other additions and structures will not 
exceed the maximum zone height of 28‟, with LMC height exceptions permitted for 
pitched roofs, mechanical, elevators, etc.  
47. The findings in the Analysis section of this report are incorporated herein.  
 
Conclusions of Law – National Ability Center CUP 
1.  The application satisfies the Conditional Use Permit review criteria as established by 
the LMC‟s Conditional Use Review process (§15-1-10(E), Criteria 1-16); 
2.  The uses, as conditioned, will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, 
scale, mass, and circulation; 
3.  The Applicant complies with all requirements of the LMC; and 
4.  The effects of any differences in use or scale have been mitigated through careful 
planning. 
 
Conditions of Approval – National Ability Center CUP 
 
1. All standard conditions of project approval shall apply to this application. 
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2. The final building plans (site and landscape plans, building design, articulation, 
materials, colors, and design details) shall be in substantial compliance with the plans 
and drawings reviewed by the Planning Commission on November 29, 2017. 
3. Final utility, storm water and grading plans shall be approved by the City Engineer 
prior to Building Permit issuance. 
4. All exterior regulated signs shall comply with the City‟s Sign Code and shall require a 
separate sign permit issued by the Planning Department prior to installation. 
5. A fire protection plan shall be approved by the Fire District prior to issuance of any 
building permits. 
6. Final plans shall be approved by the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District 
prior to issuance of building permits for new construction. 
7. Parking lot layout, lighting and landscaping shall adhere to regulations in the Chapter 
3 of the Land Management Code.  
8. Construction mitigation and staging plans shall be submitted with the building permit 
application. Additional temporary fencing may be required during construction activities 
for safety of NAC participants. Wetland areas on the property shall be protected during 
construction and all required wetland setbacks shall be maintained.  
9. All exterior lighting, including for buildings and parking lot, shall be shielded and 
down directed in compliance with the LMC and shall adhere to regulations in the LMC. 
10. Location, orientation, lighting and grading of tent platforms and cabin sites shall be 
done in a manner that minimizes impacts on the natural vegetation and visual impacts 
on adjacent public open space to the greatest extent possible. Lighting for the cabins 
and restroom building shall be shielded and placed on a timer or motion detector to 
protect the night sky. 
11. The Development Agreement shall be amended to address specific requirements of 
the City regarding water rights, water development and use fees and provision of any 
necessary water infrastructure to meet water demand and fire flow requirements.  
12. The Amended Development Agreement requires City Council approval and 
recordation at Summit County prior to issuance of building permits for any new 
buildings; not to include permits for additions to existing buildings, storage and shop 
areas, archery pavilion, camping area, gardening center or parking.  
13. Compliance with the terms and conditions of the Amended Development 
Agreement is a requirement prior to approval of Phase 2 development, specifically 
including any additional support lodging uses. 
14. Dry utility infrastructure must be located on the property and shown on the building 
plans prior to building permit issuance to ensure that utility companies verify that the 
area provided for their facilities are viable and that exposed meters and boxes can be 
screened with landscaping.  
15. A final landscape plan shall be submitted with the building permit application. The 
Planning Department shall review and approve the final landscape plan prior to 
issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include water efficient landscaping and 
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irrigation, snow storage areas, defensible space requirements, and additional berms 
and landscaping to screen parking and mechanical. 
16. Individual campfire rings are not to be permitted within the camping area. 
17. This approval will expire on November 29, 2018, if a building permit has not been 
issued by the building department before the expiration date, unless an extension of 
this approval has been requested in writing prior to the expiration date and is granted by 
the Planning Director.   
 
Commissioner Thimm returns to the meeting. 
 

3. 1201-1299 Lowell Avenue – King’s Crown Master Planned Development 

(consisting of 27 single-family lots, 25 residential units, 7 townhouses, and 

18 affordable housing units, all residential), Conditional Use Permit for five 

(5) multi-unit dwellings (consisting of residential flats, townhouses, and 

affordable housing units), and Re-Subdivision of subject land into 33 lots 

of record (consisting of 27 single-family dwelling lots, 3 lots for the five (5) 

multi-unit dwellings, and 3 open space lots).  

 (Applications PL-17-03515   PL-17-03566   PL-17-03567)  
 
Commissioner Band recused herself and left the room.  
   
Planner Astorga reported that this item was a three-part application consisting of a 
Master Planned Development, a conditional use permit, and a re-subdivision.   
 
The Planning Commission held a work session/public hearing on July 26, 2017.  Since 
that meeting the City Engineer, himself, and Planning Director Erickson have met many 
times with the applicant.  In those meetings the primary focus was utilities and grading. 
 
Planner Astorga recalled that the applicant had presented a model at the July 26

th
 

meeting.  He noted that Rory Murphy, who was representing the applicant, was not 
pleased with the model and the lack of information it provided specifically regarding the 
27-single family dwelling.  Planner Astorga stated that instead of using the physical 
model, the applicant had moved to a computer model.  Some of the screen shots from 
the model were included in the Staff report.  
 
Planner Astorga reviewed the proposal as outlined on page 216 of the Staff report; 
which includes an affordable building with 15 residential units.  Another portion was 
Building B/C, which is one building divided by a split in between.  Building B/C has 12 
residential units.  The next building has 11 residential units.  And the next multi-unit 
dwelling has 7 residential units.  Planner Astorga stated that the all four buildings 
require a conditional use permit as required by the RC District.  A Master Planned 
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Development is required because the project exceeds 10 units.  Planner Astorga noted 
that the Subdivision application plats three lots into open space, and it removes all of 
the density in the entire parcel.   
 
Planner Astorga explained that the majority of the site is within the Master Plan; but the 
lot located in the back, which is the Nastar LLC property, is not part of the Master Plan. 
However, it is part of the subdivision due to the number of lot lines in that back corner.  
Planner Astorga reported that all of the MPD calculations for open space is based on 
the MPD area and not the entire subdivision.    
                                                 
Planner Astorga stated that the Staff requested a re-confirmation of the density analysis 
that the Planning Commission provided on July 26

th
.  The challenge is based on the two 

different types of uses that the applicant was proposing.  A single family dwelling is an 
allowed use in the District.  A Multi-unit dwelling is a conditional use.  The Staff uses 
different methodologies for reviewing the two types of uses.  Planner Astorga noted that 
the Staff assessment was outlined on page 218 of the Staff report.  The analysis was 
still the same as the one provided on July 26

th
.  The Staff wanted confirmation from the 

Planning Commission that they should continue to move forward with the same analysis 
and direction they were given on July 26

th
.   

 
Planner Astorga stated that the second discussion point in the Staff report was that 
some of the proposed single-family dwelling lots require a setback reduction.  
Whenever an MPD is more than one acre, the automatic setback on the perimeter of 
the boundary is 25‟.  The multi-unit dwellings comply with that requirement.  However, 
on seven lots the applicant was requesting to reduce the setback from the 25‟ perimeter 
to 10‟.   Based on the analysis, the Staff finds that the applicant is able to make the 
findings for that setback reduction.   
 
The third discussion point related to open space.  Planner Astorga stated that the 
proposal provided approximately 82% open space in the Master Planned area; not 
including the back corner lot.  The LMC indicates that the Planning Commission can 
review the types of open space being proposed.  In this case, it would be natural open 
space.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that the final discussion point related to the Subdivision, as 
outlined on pages 223 and 224.  He explained that this was a unique situation where 32 
lots were being proposed from an existing total of 299.  Planner Astorga pointed out 
that a majority of the total lots do not have access a legal right-of-way, due to changing, 
shifting and removing all the existing lot lines.  He stated that language in the LMC 
under the Subdivision ordinance requires that seven or more lots go through the 
subdivision process.  He explained that the applicant comes before a Planning 
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Commission for a preliminary concept approval; and later come back to the Planning 
Commission to go through a final subdivision process.  In the initial preliminary plat 
approval nothing is recorded; but they pay more attention to utilities and grading.  The 
Staff and the applicant spent a significant amount of time working with different grades 
and percentages of grading.  The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission 
exercise their authority to merge the preliminary plat and the final plat into one process. 
  
 
Planner Astorga introduced the representatives for the applicant who were present this 
evening; Rory Murphy, Chimso Onwuegbu, Andrew Moran with Evergreen Engineering, 
Hans Fuegi and Chuck Heath.  
 
Rory Murphy thanked the Planning Commission for their time and patience to hear 
them this evening.  Due to the late hour, their presentation would be brief.  Mr. Murphy 
thanked the Staff, particularly Planner Astorga, for his efforts on their behalf.   
 
Mr. Murphy remarked on the comments and questions from the Planning Commission 
at the July Work Session.  He believed they had answered every comment in detail, 
including the request by Commission Campbell to research and address every pertinent 
question from the Planning Commission meetings over the past year regarding other 
projects currently being contemplated.  Mr. Murphy noted that the responses were 
included in the Staff report and he would not take the time to address them individually. 
Instead, they were prepared to answer any follow-up questions from the Planning 
Commission.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated that they have addressed every Staff comment and worked closely 
with the Staff; especially Planner Astorga, Director Erickson and Matt Cassel, the City 
Engineer.  He believed they had worked out solutions to all the questions and concerns 
raised.   Since most of the concerns were engineering in nature, Andrew Moran with 
Evergreen Engineer was present to answer questions or address issues regarding 
engineering.  
 
Mr. Murphy stated that relative to affordable housing, there would be at least 8 units in 
the 60-80% AMI range.  The remaining seven units will be in the attainable housing 
range of 100-120%.  That demographic is facing a serious housing shortage and they 
continue to work with the City Housing Staff to make that mix work.   
 
Mr. Murphy requested to use the public forum to address the issues raised by the 
neighbors so that their promises go on the record and the neighbors are assured for 
their sincerity regarding their concerns.  Mr. Murphy stated that the applicants held 40 

Packet Pg. 97



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 29, 2017  
Page 96 
 
 
meetings with the neighbors and all of them were pertinent.  He wanted to provide an 
overview so the neighbors would know they were listening.   
 
Mr. Murphy felt the most important issues was the ski access improvement, which 
would include snowmaking and grooming relative to Commissioner Joyce‟s comment 
from the last meeting.  He explained that the ski access improvement would go back 
down to the back of the existing townhomes as well as accessing their units.  It is a 
mitigation measure they have taken with the neighbors.  They all want it to be there and 
the applicant has agreed in an effort to improve the situation in that neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Murphy commented on pedestrian access and noted that they intend to put in a 
sidewalk as a connection to the Resort.  It will pull the pedestrians off of Lowell and 
increase the safety situation that was addressed in a previous presentation this 
evening.  Mr. Murphy stated that the sidewalk is intended to be radiant heated, and 
offset with solar panels.  He believed it would improve considerably what is currently a 
dangerous situation.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated that the intention of the proposed plan is to mirror the existing 
development pattern.  They clustered high density where high density exists, and 
single-family where there are existing single family lots, and they continued the pattern 
of townhomes coming along the upper side of Lowell.  Regarding the seven lots that 
Planner Astorga referred as requesting a reduced setback, Mr. Murphy remarked that 
the 10‟ setbacks are the same as the other single-family lots in Old Town.  He pointed 
out that they tried to have no exceptions to the LMC, and it was Planner Astorga who 
actually caught the setback reduction that caused them to request an exception.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated that they have strived to minimize the traffic impact.  Voluntary 
density reduction aside, there is no commercial activity and, therefore, no employees.  It 
is a ski in/ski out project, which would considerably reduce the traffic impacts.  In 
addition, Park City has a terrific public transit center that is 100 meters away from the 
project and serves every destination in town.  
 
Mr. Murphy stated that one consideration they put on the table is that no excavation or 
footings and foundations would be done from Christmas until the end of March.  Having 
large fleets of construction trucks on that road is not practical during the winter; 
particularly given the activity that takes place.  In addition, they plan to put in a truck 
turnaround lane on the property for two reasons: 1) it eliminates the backup beepers; 2) 
it pulls all the traffic off of upper Lowell.  There will be no truck traffic from this project 
on Empire, whatsoever.  Mr. Murphy stated that they were also looking at on-mountain 
excavation displacement areas as well.  The total excavation is approximately 15-
16,000 cubic yards, which includes swell. They intend to use the route that is cut in for 
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the access ski run; and that will be on the adjacent ski run.  They were working with Vail 
on that matter.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated that they had significant roof and building placement consideration.  
A building was moved 15 feet north from its original site to accommodate the 
Crafton/Horowitz house, and minimize the disturbance on their visual corridor.  They 
also moved the townhomes around in an effort to accommodate some of the issues 
that were raised by Planner Astorga and Director Erickson.  In addition, they moved 
some of the single family homes to accommodate snow storage areas, as well utility 
lines, based on concerns raised by the City Engineer.   
 
Mr. Murphy remarked that all construction parking would be on-site.  No parking will be 
allowed on the street.  Lowell would remain open throughout the process.  The only 
time it may be necessary to close Lowell would be at the end of the project when they 
re-scarify and repave that road.  Mr. Murphy stated that they were approached by the 
Marriott Hotel about shielding the pool activities.  At the request of the Planning 
Commission, they have implemented community within the neighborhood gathering 
areas.  One is a pool and hot tub area.  The other is a ski locker area located to the 
townhomes adjacent to the ski run.  They will shield the pool activity area with 
vegetation and architectural screening to protect that activity from the Marriott as much 
as possible. 
 
Mr. Murphy reiterated that this project will have no hotel, convention, or commercial 
uses.  The building facades will match the current vernacular of a mountain mining 
theme.  Landscape mitigation is planned in several places.  One is to protect the Smith 
lots around the townhome areas.  They also intend to do landscape mitigation by the 
Marriott as much as possible, given the restraints of an existing water line.  They also 
plan vegetation mitigation adjacent to the pedestrian access stairs in an effort to protect 
the views of the Crafton/Horowitz house.  
 
Mr. Murphy stated that the windows were adjusted on the affordable housing building at 
the request of the Marriott, so the windows do not stare into each other.  They continue 
to work with Mark Harney, the General Manager of the Marriott on that issue.   
 
In terms of dust control, they intend to have a water truck onsite at all times throughout 
the excavation.  Mr. Murphy did not believe the dust would be dramatic, but they will do 
their best to mitigate it and will continue to work with the neighbors on that issue. 
 
Mr. Murphy stated that they were planning to put a community gathering area on the 
affordable housing deck, which was directly adjacent to space the Marriott considers to 

Packet Pg. 99



Planning Commission Meeting 
November 29, 2017  
Page 98 
 
 
be private and quiet space.  At the request of the Marriott, they agreed to remove the 
deck and not offer it as a community gathering area to address those concerns.  
 
Mr. Murphy noted that the access road was aligned with 12

th
 Street to keep lights from 

cars from directly impacting any particular house. A set of stairs was added to the Smith 
property so those townhomes can access the ski run.  They have made significant 
roofline modifications for neighbors‟ views in at least four different areas in trying to 
protect views where they exist.                                                                  
 
Mr. Murphy reiterated that relative to the Crafton/Horowitz house, they pulled the 
building 15‟ to the north.  He noted that the southernmost boundary on Building C/D 
matches the southernmost boundary on the Lift Lodge.  Also, the driveway for Building 
D was pulled 42‟ to the north to accommodate Crafton/Horowitz because they did not 
want headlights coming out of the driveway and into their house.  Mr. Murphy stated 
that the applicant would continue to make a strong effort to keep the public informed.  
They were setting up bi-weekly meetings with the Marriott and anyone else who is 
interested during the construction period. 
 
Mr. Murphy outlined some of the major benefits of the proposed plan.  The project has 
significantly less density than even the most conservative estimates of what is allowed 
on the site.  None of the property in the SLO overlay zone would be disturbed.  The 
applicant was proposing 84% open space, including hardscape; and 82% contiguous 
undisturbed open space with a conservation easement placed on it.  The visual 
aesthetics of the hillside will be preserved.  They were proposing 200% of the 
affordable housing obligation.  Mr. Murphy stated that the most important point of the 
entire proposal is the elimination of 247 platted Old Town lots.  The project has no 
commercial or hotel uses.  No height exceptions are being requested, no use 
exceptions being requested, and no zoning exceptions being requested.  They will 
preserve the maple forest on the property in perpetuity.   
 
Chair Strachan wanted to know the plans for a mountain biking trail goes through the 
maple forest.  Mr. Murphy replied that the trail has a special quality and it will remain.  It 
is an old railroad line and the only historic feature on the site.  
 
Chair Strachan asked for clarification on the request for the setback exception.  Mr. 
Murphy stated that for the five homes along Lowell, the 10‟ setback is on every other 
single-family home on Lowell.  He stated that no one had thought about it until Planner 
Astorga pointed it out.  Chismo Onwuegbu stated that the biggest reason for the 10‟ 
setback was to maintain the character of the single family homes throughout that zone. 
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Planner Astorga presented an exhibit on page 262 of the Staff report showing the lots.  
Mr. Onwuegbu clarified that they were talking about Lots 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7.  Instead of 
having a 25‟ setback, they were requesting a 10‟ setback along Lowell, which is typical 
of every lot along Lowell.  Commissioner Campbell asked if the 25‟ setback was 
triggered because the project has more than 10 units.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that the 
requires a 25‟ perimeter setback.  The underlying zone, which is the RC zone, actually 
calls for a 10‟ setback.   
 
Planner Astorga explained that the LMC states that at the MPD approval, the applicant 
can request to reduce the 15‟ perimeter setback down to the zone setback, which in this 
case would be 10‟ for Lots 3, 4, 5 6, and 7.   Planner Astorga pointed out Lots 21 and 
22 and the perimeter line.  Requiring a 25‟ setback would make those lots challenging 
to build on.  He remarked that the Staff was comfortable reducing the setbacks for Lots 
21 and 22 because they were at the end of the road and it would be appropriate for the 
Planning Commission to reduce that setback.                                            
 
Chair Strachan asked Planner Astorga to remind the Planning Commission of the 
findings they needed to make to grant the exception.   He did not expect an answer 
tonight and asked Planner Astorga to come back with that information.    
 
Commissioner Campbell asked for the setback on Lot 30.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that 
the setback was 10‟ because it is an internal property line to the entire site. Planner 
Astorga clarified that it was not a perimeter setback.                       
         
Commissioner Campbell referred to Exhibit AG102 showing the height analysis.  He 
noted that Mr. Murphy had said they were not requesting a height exception, yet the 
analysis indicates it as a typical height exception.    Planner Astorga explained that it 
was not an exception they were seeking from the Planning Commission.  It was a Land 
Management Code exception.  A 4:12 or higher roof pitch gets another 5‟.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that the height of the single family dwellings is limited to 27‟.  
The RC District for single-family dwellings and duplexes mimics the HR-1 zone.  For 
multi-unit dwelling the height is 35‟; and another 5‟ with that specific roof pitch.  He 
pointed out that height is measured from existing grade, and he thought the applicant 
had done a good job on the four buildings stepping with the grade.  
 
Commissioner Campbell referred to a project the Planning Commission reviewed 
several months ago where they pushed the applicant to lower the ceiling height.  
Director Erickson noted that it was an HR-1 single-family home and they were 
requesting an exception for the tandem garage.  Commissioner Campbell recalled that 
the applicant wanted a 10‟ ceiling and some of the Commissioners pushed back on it.  
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Director Erickson explained that the control mechanism was the 35‟ height and 
extending the building down to the ground.   
 
Chair Strachan opened the public hearing. 
 
Patricia Crafton stated that she and her husband John Horowitz reside at 1240 Lowell 
Avenue, which is the first single family resident on Lowell south of Manor Way.  She 
appreciated that their names were mentioned quite a bit this evening because given 
their location, they are the most impacted by the massing of the development, which is 
concentrated at the northern end.  They previously shared their concerns primarily 
relating to the massing and traffic related externalities of the project with the 
development team, and also with Planner Astorga.  Ms. Crafton expressed her 
appreciation of the development team‟s outreach to the residents of Lowell Avenue, 
and to her and her husband.  They have shown a sensitivity to their concerns and made 
a number of modifications to their original designs to help mitigate the negative 
externalities associated with the development of this scale.  Ms. Crafton stated that 
ultimately it is the job of the Planning Commission to ensure all necessary and feasible 
mitigation has been incorporated as discussed, and that there are means to ensure 
their implementation and enforcement, since they all know that enforcement, especially 
in Old Town, has been lacking.  Given the challenges of Lowell Avenue in the 
neighborhood, she asked that this be seriously considered in the ongoing 
implementation of this project.  It is essential to their quality of life and to the entire 
neighborhood.  Mr. Crafton thanks the Planning Commission and Staff for their service 
to the residents of Park City in ensuring reasonable, sustainable development sensitive 
to the existing character of the neighborhood and that requires developers to take 
responsibility, as they should, to mitigate the costs they impose through negative 
externalities.  Their work is greatly appreciated.   
 
Chair Strachan closed the public hearing.  
 
Chair Strachan needed to look at the plans further, but he was not sure it made sense 
to give a setback exception on the Lowell Avenue side on all three or four of those 
units.  It may be worthwhile to push them back gradually from south to north.  
Commissioner Campbell disagreed.  He thought they should look like the ones to the 
north.   Chair Strachan was willing to engage in that dialogue.  It is currently structured 
to have an abrupt stop of a 10‟ setback and then a 25‟ setback against a bigger 
building.  He asked if they wanted to keep the abrupt change in the rhythm of the street, 
or whether it should be gradualized.   
 
Planner Astorga stated that if they were looking at Lots 3, 4, and 5 it would not take 
away from the applicant‟s footprint, because the entire footprint cannot be placed on 
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the building pad.  These three lots are exactly 25‟ x 75‟.  The maximum building 
footprint per lot is 844 square feet.  The building pad is approximately 1,000 square 
feet.  Somewhere there has to be that specific articulation.  Planner Astorga wanted to 
make sure that the applicant understood that on Lots 3, 4 and 5 pushing the setback 
does not take away specific square footage. 
 
Mr. Onwuegbu stated that most likely there would be a setback to fit a car in front of the 
garage in the single-family homes to meet the requirement for two parking stalls.  He 
agreed that there would not be a building on the face of that 10‟ setback.  Mr. 
Onwuegbu referred to the rendering, which showed approximately 27‟ between the 
house and the first structure because of plantings and the community stairs.  It would 
not go from a 10‟ setback with the single-family home to the 25‟ setback of the condo.  
Commissioner Thimm clarified that there would be a buffer.  Mr. Onwuegbu answered 
yes. 
 
Chair Strachan remarked that the rendering helped him understand it better than the lot 
line diagram.  Commissioner Campbell thought the 3-D model made it look like they 
were stepping back towards the north.   Mr. Onwuegbu replied that that was the point 
he was trying to make.  By the time a driveway goes in to fit a car that parks in front of 
the garage, the buildings will actually step back.  In looking at the rendering, Chair 
Strachan thought the setbacks appeared to be gradualized against Lowell.   
 
Planner Astorga clarified that the applicant was not requesting to build the 27 single-
family dwellings.  The intent is to plat them and sell each lot individually in the future.  
That was part of the discussion in July as to why they had not modeled the single-family 
dwelling.   
 
Commissioner Campbell understood that the applicant was only asking not to be 
constrained; so whoever buys the lot could put it as close as 10‟ or further back if they 
want. He also understood they would probably have to go back further in order to 
accommodate the two-car parking.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that he was correct.   Chair 
Strachan asked if those would be subject to CUP review.  Planner Astorga answered 
no, because single-family is an allowed use.  However, they are running an MPD and 
they have the ability to place a condition on the Master Plan that would mimic that 
language.  For example, for the 27 single family dwellings, the Staff and the applicant 
have been discussing the idea of making those units comply with the design guidelines. 
 In the development pattern as proposed, most of the units are smaller lot 
configurations in the range of 25‟ x 75‟.   
 
Commissioner Joyce asked if the language Planner Astorga was talking about 
stipulating would be that each lot would have to go through a CUP.  Planner Astorga 
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stated that he was talking about requiring the 27 lots to comply with the design 
guidelines.   
 
Mr. Murphy stated that the applicant would also be willing to follow the HR-1 
requirement because it followed the intention of what they were trying to do.   
 
Chair Strachan asked about the retaining wall on the south side where the stairs to the 
Smith‟s proper was shown.  He assumed it would have to be retained off Rothwell Way. 
 Mr. Onwuegbu stated that there was a series of three retaining walls between four and 
six feet that step up.  Chair Strachan asked for the setback on the southernmost top tier 
from the neighbor‟s home.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that they were 17‟ of their property 
line at the closest point, and another 8‟ off the neighbor‟s property line.  It was 
approximately 25‟ and then approximately 40‟ off their actual building.  Chair Strachan 
assumed it would be revegetated.  Mr. Onwuegbu answered yes.  It would be a thick 
evergreen buffer.   
 
Commissioner Campbell thought the retaining walls looked like steel plates instead of 
rock.  Mr. Onwuegbu stated that currently they anticipated using concrete with an actual 
corten face                           
   
Assistant City Attorney McLean asked the applicant to speak to the driveways for the 
proposed single-family homes and whether there would be any issues due to their 
steepness.  She was told that they had cut sections through every part of the single 
family homes to show how they can fit the driveways in a maximum 12% slope and a 
27% maximum height with 35‟ bottom of garage to the top plate.  They had done 
sections on every lot to show they could be built on.   
 
Planner Astorga referred to Exhibit C4 in the engineering section.  He noted that the 
Staff had extensive discussions with the applicant regarding the slope of the private 
drive.  The turnaround for the fire truck drove the existing slope of the drive.  Chair 
Strachan clarified that he was referring to Rothwell Way and not an individual driveway. 
 Mr. Murphy replied that he was correct.  Planner Astorga stated that it is a private drive 
that accesses several units.  He indicated the area that was approximately 6% grade 
until it reaches Lot 29, at which point it jumps to 13.5% grade.  The maximum in the 
Code is 14%.  The applicant was aware that they needed to be extremely careful in how 
they regrade the private drive.  Planner Astorga noted that Lots 7-11 would be regraded 
to build a road going through.  He believed the same slope would remain in place; 
however, the angle of the slope would change from an east to west orientation to north 
to south.   
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Chair Strachan asked them to point out the turnaround.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that the 
turnaround basically occurs through Lots 8-10.  Commissioner Thimm asked if there 
would be a transition at the base.  Mr. Onwuegbu replied that there would be a 25‟ 
transition.  Chair Strachan asked if the road would be heated.  Mr. Murphy answered 
no.  They only intend to heat the sidewalk.  He pointed out that the sidewalk starts 
where the multi-family begins. 
 
Chair Strachan asked for the location of the snow storage post construction.  Mr. 
Murphy stated that they eliminated a set of stairs at the request of Staff at the 
hammerhead; which is a significant snow storage area.  They also moved around the 
buildings and lots at the end of the cul-de-sac to allow space to push snow.  
Commissioner Joyce indicated places on the exhibit where they literally have snow 
storage completely across the front of someone‟s garage.   Ms. Onwuegbu explained 
that they have a 10‟ snow storage easement that runs across the front of all the lots, but 
it was broken for a 12‟ section where the driveways are located.  Planner Astorga stated 
that in order for the 27 single-family dwelling to comply with the design guidelines, the 
maximum driveway is 12‟, which leaves ample room for snow storage.  It is not possible 
to have a double-wide driveway.  The only exception are the 7 townhouses based on 
that specific design. 
 
Commissioner Thimm asked about the depth of the displaced fill.  Planner Astorga 
stated the application needed to provide additional information in terms of the 
topography and how that would change; specifically, as it is adjacent to the Marriott 
Mountainside.  He would like the applicant to provide more specificity, similar to and 
earlier application discussed this evening.  Director Erickson stated that the issue had 
not been resolved and the Staff was working with the applicant and the Resort for fill 
placement on the ski run. The Staff had concerns about vegetation protection and 
placement of the fill in that location, and it was still an open item.   
 
Commissioner Joyce commented on the importance of resolving that issue because the 
alternative is 1,000 dump trucks on Lowell if the dirt has to be hauled off.   Mr. Murphy 
stated that given the level of discussion this evening, they would come back with a 
much greater level of detail and hopefully an agreement in hand.  
 
Commissioner Joyce noted that in his presentation Mr. Murphy talked about not doing 
excavation work and foundation work during the ski season.  He believed there would 
still be issues of what would normally get put off to construction mitigation; but, given 
the sensitivities with Lowell and the potential construction traffic, he thought they would 
need to have a better look at the construction.  In addition to the ski season, summer is 
also a busy time on those parking lots.  Mr. Murphy asked if he was looking at times, 
etc.  Commissioner Joyce remarked that it was time and the issue of congestion with 
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the buses and trucks.  Mr. Murphy offered to obtain more detail regarding routing times. 
 With this particular road and location, Commissioner Joyce thought it was better to 
address it sooner rather than later and be sensitive to the issues.   
 
Chair Strachan noted that the item was noticed for possible action but he did not 
believe they had reached that point.   
 
Commissioner Joyce noted that Mr. Murphy had said that the open space would not be 
disturbed, but the ski access run would be in the open space.  He asked if that area 
would also be included in the conservation easement.  Mr. Murphy answered yes.  
Commissioner Joyce pointed out that it would have to be part of the easement details.  
He thought it would be important to describe all of that in detail; especially if they would 
be running water and power out for snowmaking.  Commissioner Joyce thought they 
should look towards the future and anticipate that someone might decide to put another 
run off of King‟s Crown onto this property.  It is important to determine whether or not 
that would be allowed and to nail down what can and cannot be done with ski access in 
that open space.  Mr. Murphy stated that their ski run would be within the conservation 
easement; and the conservation easement would preclude anyone from doing anything 
in the future.    
 
Commissioner Joyce asked how trash removal works in a hammerhead.  Mr. 
Onwuegbu stated that all the lots face on Rothwell Road and they would use that as a 
turnaround.  They would do trash pickup as they go down the road.  At the end, they 
would back up and then turn around because they do not have to get down the 
hammerhead facing downhill or northeast.      
 
Mr. Murphy requested that the Planning Commission continue to a date certain.  
Director Erickson suggested that they continue to the January 10, 2018 meeting.  Mr. 
Murphy asked if it was possible to schedule it for a meeting in December.  Director 
Erickson noted that the Staff report for the December 13

th
 meeting was due one week 

from Friday on December 6
th
.   Chair Strachan stated that they could continue to 

December 13
th
, and if the Staff or the applicant could not meet the Staff report deadline 

on December 6
th
, they could continue it to the January meeting.   Mr. Murphy preferred 

to try for the December 13
th
 meeting.  

  

 

Director Erickson stated that even if there were no other projects on the agenda, the 
normal turnaround time on a project of this magnitude is at least a couple of weeks.  He 
could not see how the applicant could provide all the information to the Planning 
Department, and give any member of the Staff sufficient time to prepare the Staff report 
in time for the December 13

th
 meeting.   
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Mr. Murphy stated that the concern is that many of the Commissioners are leaving at 
the end of the year.  He understood the challenge for the Staff, but they would still like 
the opportunity to be scheduled on December 13

th
, and if it had to be continued they 

would accept it.   
 
Chair Strachan asked if it was possible to schedule it as a work session with no further 
Staff analysis; and only the submittals that the applicant was asked to provide this 
evening. It would not be up for action or a decision.  There would be no promises or 
representations that the Staff does or does not approve the submittals.  Commissioner 
Campbell pointed out that Mr. Murphy wanted a vote before the current Commissioners 
leave in January.  Chair Strachan did not believe the Staff could be ready with findings 
and conditions by December 13

th
.   He thought the closest they would get is to have the 

Planning Commission say that based on what was submitted they did not see many 
objectionable items or issues that could not be worked out.  He hoped that the new 
Commissioners in January would defer to the Minutes and the Findings made by this 
Planning Commission.   
 
Mr. Murphy asked if there would be a quorum on the Planning Commission after the 
first of January.   Director Erickson stated that a meeting was scheduled for Friday 
morning with the new Mayor to discuss the recruitment of new members to replace 
Commissioner Joyce, and possibly Chair Strachan.  At that point they will see how 
many of the current Commissioners want to be reappointed.  The recruitment process 
would take place in December.  Interviews would be conducted early in January, and 
the appoints would probably take place the latter half of January.  He pointed out that 
the Planning Commission would have a quorum but a smaller Planning Commission if 
Steve Joyce and Adam Strachan were gone.   
 
Mr. Murphy accepted the work session compromise for December 13

th
.  Chair Strachan 

stated that the item would be on the agenda as a work session.  The applicant should 
submit as much of the information requested this evening as possible.  Assistant City 
Attorney stated that the applicant should submit whatever else is outstanding so it is not 
piecemeal at each meeting.  If they are not able to provide all the information, the item 
should be continued.  Mr. Murphy believed they could provide all the submittals 
requested in the short timeframe.  He agreed with Ms. McLean‟s assessment and they 
would submit  a complete package.  Chair Strachan reiterated that even if they 
submitted a complete package there would no Staff findings or analysis.  The Planning 
Commission will read it, consider it, and provide feedback and their initial assessment.  
 He pointed out that the feedback might contradict what the Staff concludes from their 
analysis.  Mr. Murphy understood and thanked the Commissioners.   
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MOTION:  Commissioner Joyce moved to CONTINUE 1201-1299 Lowell Avenue, 
King‟s Crown Master Planned Development to a work session to be held on December 
13, 2017. Commissioner Thimm seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Commissioner Band was recused. 
 
 
  
 
The Park City Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m. 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission: ___________________________________________ 
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 
 
 

 

 
Application:  PL-17-03526 
Subject:  Empire Residences   
Author:  Kirsten Whetstone, AICP, Senior Planner 
   Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner 
Date:   December 13, 2017  
Type of Item:  Administrative - Conditional Use Permit   

 

Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and consider 
continuing this Conditional Use Permit for the Empire Residences (Building 3 -Village at 
Empire Pass Master Planned Development) to the January 10, 2018 Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Description 
Applicant:    Empire Residences LLC- Brady Deucher 
Location:   7695 Village Way 
Zoning:   Residential Development (RD) District as part of the 

Flagstaff Annexation and Master Planned Development  
Adjacent Land Uses: Deer Valley Resort, Empire Club, condominiums, 

townhouses, vacant development parcels of the Village 
at Empire Pass Pod A and open space 

 
Summary 
The Planning Department continues to analyze the proposal for compliance with 
applicable codes, policies, etc. and respectfully requests this continuation. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
  
Subject: Central Park City Condominiums plat 
Author: Kirsten A. Whetstone, MS, AICP  
Project #: PL-17-03701 
Date: December 13, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Condominium Plat 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Central Park 
City Condominiums plat, for eleven residential units within one building, 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: Mr. Peabody LLC, Hank Louis and Ehlias Louis, CDR 
 Development, owners 

DISCLOSURE:  Park City Municipal has entered in to a 
Real Estate Purchase Contract to buy this Project.   

Location: 1893 Prospector Avenue 
Zoning: General Commercial (GC) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential condominiums, Rail Trail and open space 

to the south, commercial/offices and parking lots 
associated with Prospector Square.  

Reason for Review: Condominium plats require Planning Commission review 
and recommendation with final action by City Council.  

 
Proposal 
This is a request for approval of the Central Park City Condominiums plat (Exhibit A- 
proposed plat) for eleven residential units within one building currently under 
construction and located at 1893 Prospector Avenue. This condominium plat 
memorializes density and configuration of constructed units and identifies areas of 
private and common ownership. 
 
Background  
The property is located within the General Commercial (GC) zoning district subject to 
the Prospector Square overlay requirements (Land Management Code § 15-2.18-3(I)). 
The subject property, located at 1893 Prospector Avenue, consists of a 5,760 square 
foot platted lot. The lot is amended Lot 25b of the Gigaplat Replat, a subdivision 
amendment of Lots 25a, 25b and Parking Lot F of the Prospector Square Supplemental 
Amended Plat.  The re-plat was approved by City Council on June 5, 2014 and 
recorded at Summit County on May 1, 2015 (Exhibit B).  
 
On May 13, 2015, a Conditional Use Permit was approved on amended Lot 25b for 
residential uses within the GC District. 
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On July 8, 2015, Planning Commission conducted a public hearing and approved the 
Central Park City Condominiums MPD for a total of eleven residential units. Nine units 
were identified for market rate units and 2 units (totaling 1,355 sf) were identified as 
deed restricted units to satisfy the affordable housing obligation of 1.5 AUE (Affordable 
Unit Equivalents).  A Development Agreement was ratified by the Planning Commission 
on November 11, 2015.  The MPD approved approximately 11,279 sf of residential uses 
and circulation area compliant with the maximum total Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0 
allowed by the GC District.   
 
On June 10, 2016, a building permit was issued for the building construction which is 
nearing completion, with expectation of a certificate of occupancy by the end of 
January.  
 
On May 11, 2017, the City Council approved proposed terms and conditions associated 
with a purchase agreement to acquire all eleven units for the purpose of providing deed 
restricted affordable housing in alignment with the City’s General Plan and Council’s 
critical goals. All eleven units are proposed as deed restricted for sale units, as part of 
the City’s affordable housing program. Energy efficiency upgrades are being provided 
as a condition of sale, including improvements to the building envelope anticipating a 
15% decrease in carbon emissions, energy star rated appliances, low flow plumbing 
fixtures, and a 25 kW solar array to provide one third of the electric power load. 
 
On October 30, 2017, the City received a completed application for the Central Park 
City Condominiums plat for eleven units within one building. This condominium plat 
memorializes the density, size and configuration of constructed units (anticipated 
completion of construction is January 2018) and identifies areas of private and common 
ownership. All eleven units will become deed restricted units upon sale of the building to 
the City, once the certificate of occupancy is issued. The City will record deed 
restrictions on these units prior to recordation of this plat. See Exhibits C, D and E for 
survey, aerial and photographs of the site. 
 
Purpose of the GC Zone 
The purpose of the General Commercial (GC) District is to: 
 
(A) 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; 
 
(B) Allow Commercial Uses that orient away from major traffic thoroughfares to 
avoid strip commercial Development and traffic congestion; 
 
(C) Protect views along the City’s entry corridors; 
 
(D) Encourage commercial Development that contributes to the positive character 
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of the City, buffers adjacent residential neighborhoods, and maintains pedestrian 
Access with links to neighborhoods, and other commercial Developments; 
 
(E) 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; 
 
(F) 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 
 
(G) 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. 
 
Analysis 
The zoning for the subdivision is General Commercial (GC) subject to the following 
criteria: 
 

 GC Permitted/MPD 
allowed per 15-2.18 

Existing/proposed 

Lot Size No minimum lot size. 5,760 sf 

Height 35’ (+5’ for pitched roof)  35’ (with height exception of 
6’6” approved with MPD for 
up to 41’6” for the eastern 
portion of the building). 
Complies. 

Front, rear, and side 
setbacks 

Zero lot line allowed per 
Prospector Square overlay 

Zero lot line for front, rear 
and west side setbacks and 
3.5’ for east side setback 
subject to recorded 
easement. 
Complies. 

Total Residential Floor Area No Maximum (though 
Gross Floor Area is based 
on Lot Size) 

8,661 sf 
 

Total Gross Floor Area 
(including all residential 
floor area and all enclosed 
circulation, mechanical and 
storage, and excluding 
parking) 

Maximum is based on the 
Lot Size and FAR- 11,520 
sf 

11,493 sf 
Complies. 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) FAR of 2.0 is allowed per 
the Prospector Square 
Overlay regulations. 

1.99 
Complies. 
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Parking  
 
 

1 per unit assigned on the 
main level.  
 
There are a total of 103 
parking spaces in Parking 
Lot F, including the 11 in 
the parking easement area 
on the main level of the 
building. 
 
All parking on Parking Lots 
A-K in the Prospector 
Square Subdivision is 
shared parking for 
residential and commercial 
uses in the entire 
Prospector Square 
development area. There 
were originally 92 parking 
spaces in Parking Lot F and 
the previous non-compliant 
spaces (in terms of length), 
along the eastern property 
line, have been brought into 
compliance with 
improvements to Parking 
Lot F and construction of 
this building. Parking Lot F 
includes a total of 103 
parking spaces, including 
the 11 spaces provided 
under the proposed 
building. 
 

11 spaces are provided 
under the building (main 
level) and there is no net 
decrease in the number of 
spaces within Parking Lot F 
per conditions of the 
Gigaplat Replat and 1893 
Prospector Avenue CUP.  
 
Parking spaces under the 
building are located within 
an easement in favor of the 
Prospector Square Property 
Owners Association 
(PSPOA), as required by 
agreements with the 
PSPOA. 
Complies. 

 
 
The platted units include the following:  
 

Unit # Total Floor Area (sf) 

Unit 201 739 

Unit 202 766 

Unit 203 465 

Unit 204 772 

Unit 205 970 

Unit 301 739 

Unit 302 766 
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Unit 303 970 

Unit 304 970 

Unit 401 739 

Unit 401 766 

Total 8,661 

 
The condominium plat identifies seven units with living area between 739 sf and 772 sf, 
three units at 970 sf, and one unit at 465 sf for a total of 8,661 sf of living area for the 
eleven units. On the ground level, each unit has a storage area and one parking space. 
 
Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as it is consistent with density and 
uses identified in the approved Master Planned Development Agreement and the 
approved Conditional Use Permit.  The condominium plat allows the sale of individual 
units. All eleven units are intended to be deed restricted and meet City approved energy 
efficiency requirements. Prior to recordation of this plat, affordable housing deed 
restrictions approved by the City, shall be recorded against all units and noted on the 
plat. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. No further issues were 
brought up at that time. 
 
Notice 
On November 29, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property 
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Utah 
Public Notice website on November 25, 2017.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received any public input at the time of this report. 
   
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the Central Park City Condominiums plat as conditioned or amended, or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the Central Park City Condominiums plat and direct staff to make 
Findings for this decision, or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the item to a date certain. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts that result from this application. 
Platting the condominium units to reflect the as-built situation allows individual units to 
be sold. 
 
Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
Individual units could not be sold. 
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Good Cause 
There is good cause for this condominium plat to memorialize the size and configuration 
of these units in order to describe the private and limited common areas. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Central Park 
City Condominiums plat, for eleven units in one building located at 1893 Prospector 
Avenue, and consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based 
on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the 
draft ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A – Proposed plat 
Exhibit B – Gigaplat Replat  
Exhibit C – Existing conditions survey 
Exhibit D – Aerial photo 
Exhibit E – Photos of site
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Draft Ordinance No. 2018-XX 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE CENTRAL PARK CITY CONDOMINIUM PLAT 
LOCATED AT 1893 PROSPECTOR AVENUE, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

 
WHEREAS, the owners of property known as the Central Park City 

Condominiums, located at 1893 Prospector Avenue, petitioned the City Council for 
approval of the Central Park City Condominiums plat; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 29th, the property was properly posted and legal notice 

was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, on November 25th, proper legal notice was published in the Park 

Record and on the Utah Public Notice website according to requirements of the Land 
Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 13, 

2017, to receive input on the Central Park City Condominium plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on December 13, 2017, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council on December 21, 2017, held a public hearing and 

took final action on the condominium plat; and, 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Central 

Park City Condominiums plat consistent with the Central Park City Condominiums 
Master Planned Development Agreement and Conditional Use Permit. 

 
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 Central Park City Condominiums plat as shown in Exhibit A is 
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions 
of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 1893 Prospector Avenue.  
2. The Central Park City Condominiums are located in the GC zoning district. 
3. On June 5, 2014, the City Council approved the Gigaplat Replat amending the 

Prospector Square Supplemental Amended Plat to reconfigure Lots 25a and 25b 
and Parking Lot F. The plat was recorded at Summit County on May 1, 2015. 

4. The property is also located within the Prospector Landscaping and Maintenance of 
Soil Cover Ordinance (Park City Soil Ordinance). 
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5. On May 13, 2015, the Planning Commission approved a Master Planned 
Development for the Central Park City Condominiums and the approval was 
documented in a Development Agreement recorded at Summit County on May 30, 
2016. 

6. The Central Park City Condominiums Master Planned Development includes a total 
of eleven residential units. Nine units were identified for market rate units and 2 units 
(totally 1.355 sf) were identified as deed restricted units to satisfy the affordable 
housing obligation of 1.5 AUE (Affordable Unit Equivalents).   

7. The GC District allows a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0 for a gross floor area of 
11,520 sf. 

8. Gross floor area of the building is 11,493 sf and the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of the 
building is 1.99 (including all enclosed areas of residential uses, enclosed circulation 
and storage area and excludes parking).  

9. On May 13, 2015 the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit for 
eleven residential units within one building known as the Central Park City 
Condominiums. 

10. A Development Agreement was ratified by the Planning Commission on November 
11, 2015.   

11. On June 10, 2016, a building permit was issued for the building. Construction is 
nearing completion, with expectation of a certificate of occupancy by the end of 
January, 2018.  

12. On May 11, 2017, the City Council approved proposed terms and conditions 
associated with a purchase agreement to acquire all eleven units for the purpose of 
providing deed restricted affordable housing in alignment of the General Plan and 
Council’s critical goals.  

13. All eleven units are proposed as deed restricted for sale units, as part of the City’s 
affordable housing program.  

14. Energy efficiency upgrades are being provided as a condition of sale, including 
improvements to the building envelope anticipating a 15% decrease in carbon 
emissions, energy star rated appliances, low flow plumbing fixtures, and a 25 kW 
solar array to provide one third of the electric power load. 

15. On October 30, 2017, the City received a completed application for the Central Park 
City Condominiums plat for eleven units within one building. 

16.  This condominium plat identifies seven units with living area between 739 sf and 
772 sf, three units at 970 sf, and one unit at 465 sf for a total of 8,661 sf of living 
area for the eleven units. On the ground level each unit has a storage area and one 
parking space. Gross building floor area is 11,493 sf, excluding parking. 

17. All parking on Parking Lots A-K in the Prospector Square Subdivision is shared 
parking for residential and commercial uses in the entire Prospector Square 
development area. There were originally 92 parking spaces in Parking Lot F and the 
previous non-compliant spaces (in terms of length), along the eastern property line, 
have been brought into compliance with improvements to Parking Lot F and 
construction of this building. Parking Lot F includes a total of 103 parking spaces, 
including the 11 spaces provided under the proposed building. 
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18. This condominium plat memorializes the density, size and configuration of 
constructed units (anticipated completion of construction is January 2018) and 
identifies areas of private and common ownership.  

19. All of the units will become deed restricted units upon sale of the building to the City, 
once the certificate of occupancy is issued.  

20. This lot is located in a FEMA flood zone A. 
 

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

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

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

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

content of the amended condominium 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 amended condominium plat at the County within one 
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within 
one year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an 
extension is submitted in writing and approved by the City Council. 

3. All conditions of approval of the Central Park City MPD and CUP shall continue to 
apply, including requirements and restrictions related to the Park City Soils 
Ordinance. 

4. All conditions of approval of the Gigaplat Replat shall continue to apply. 
5. All recorded easements shall be noted on this plat prior to recordation. 
6. Prior to the sale of any Units, affordable housing deed restrictions, as approved by 

the City shall be recorded against all units and noted on the plat.  A note on the plat 
shall indicate that the Units are anticipated to all be used as affordable housing with 
deed restrictions recorded against them. Under the MPD, a minimum of 2 units 
(totaling 1,355 sf) are identified as deed restricted units to satisfy the affordable 
housing obligation of 1.5 AUE.   

 
 

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

publication. 
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this   ____ day of January, 2018. 
 
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
      

________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
 
____________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Condominium plat 
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SCALE: 1"   = 10' SCALE: 1"   = 10'

LEVEL 4 SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE

UNIT 401 739 SF
UNIT 402 766 SF

1,504 SFTOTAL

LEVEL 3 SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE

UNIT 301 739 SF
UNIT 302 766 SF
UNIT 303 970 SF
UNIT 304 970 SF

3,445 SFTOTAL

SCALE: 1"   = 10' SCALE: 1"   = 10'

LEVEL 2 SQUARE FOOTAGE TABLE
UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE

UNIT 201 739 SF
UNIT 202 766 SF
UNIT 203 465 SF
UNIT 204 772 SF
UNIT 205 970 SF

3,712 SFTOTAL

COMMON AREA

LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4

LEVEL 2
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SECTION A

SECTION B SECTION C

COMMON AREA

LIMITED COMMON OWNERSHIP

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP
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Central Park City Condominiums Plat Application November 2, 2017

Project Intent:

The purpose of this plat application is to define the private ownership and common and limited
common areas within the Central Park City Condominiums project. The condominium plat will
allow for the individual sale of units within the building and define the areas that are owned by
the Home Owner’s Association. The building is currently under construction and approaching
completion within a few months. The utilities have been installed and the final site work and
asphalt parking areas are being completed the first and second week of November 2017.

The property is currently owned by Mr Peabody LLC. It is expected that by the time the
condominium plat is ready for final signatures, Park City Municipal Corporation will be the
owner of record and will be the entity that will sign the plat before recordation.
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1893 Prospector Avenue, Central Park City Condominiums – looking northeasterly
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1893 Prospector Avenue, Central Park City Condominiums – looking southeasterly
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1893 Prospector Avenue, Central Park City Condominiums – looking southerly
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1893 Prospector Avenue, Central Park City Condominiums – looking northerly
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1893 Prospector Avenue, Central Park City Condominiums – looking northwesterly
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
  
Subject: Goldener Hirsch Condominiums 
Author: Kirsten A. Whetstone, MS, AICP  
Project #: PL-17-03696 
Date: December 13, 2017 
Type of Item:  Legislative – Condominium Plat 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Goldener 
Hirsch Condominiums plat, for thirty-nine residential units within one building, 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:  Hope Eccles, EccKids LLC, owner  
Applicant Representative:  Christopher M. Conabee  
Location: 7520 Royal Street East 
Zoning: Residential Development (RD) District subject to the Twelfth 

Deer Valley Master Planned Development (MPD) 
Adjacent Land Uses: Deer Valley Resort, Park City Fire District DV Station, and 

residential and commercial condominiums such as Royal 
Plaza, Mount Cervin, the Inn at Silver Lake, Stein Eriksen 
Lodge, Chateaux at Silver Lake and Black Bear Lodge.  

Reason for Review: Condominium plats require Planning Commission review 
and recommendation with final action by City Council.  

  
Proposal 
This is a request for approval of the Goldener Hirsch Condominiums plat (Exhibit A) for 
39 residential units and one American with Disability Act (ADA) unit within one building 
currently under construction and located at 7520 Royal Street East. This condominium 
plat memorializes density, uses and configuration of units under construction and 
identifies areas of private and common ownership.  
 
Background  
The property at 7520 Royal Street East is located within the Residential Development 
(RD) zoning district on a 1.166 acre Lot 1 of the 2nd Amendment to a Re-Subdivision of 
Lots No. 1 and No. 2 Silver Lake Village No. 1 Subdivision. The property is subject to 
the Twelfth Amended Deer Valley Master Planned Development (MPD), approved by 
the Planning Commission on November 30, 2016 (Exhibit B). The subdivision 
amendment was approved by City Council on December 15, 2016 and was recorded at 
Summit County on September 12, 2017 (Exhibit C).  
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On November 30, 2016, the Planning Commission approved the Goldener Hirsch 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 39 residential units and one ADA unit (Exhibit D). The 
MPD and the Goldener Hirsch CUP approved up to 68,843 square feet (sf) of private 
residential uses utilizing a maximum of 34.4215 unit equivalents (UE). Support meeting 
and support commercial uses up to 6,884.3 sf (10% of the residential area) were also 
approved, as well as accessory residential uses, parking, circulation, and mechanical 
and storage areas. A total building size of 154,578 sf was approved with the CUP. 
 
On September 21, 2017, a building permit was issued for the parking structure.  On 
November 22, 2017, a building permit was issued for construction of the building. The 
project is being constructed in one phase with an anticipated completion by the end of 
2020.   
 
On October 30, 2017, the City received an application for the Goldener Hirsch 
Condominiums plat. The application was considered complete on November 3, 2017. 
The proposed condominium plat memorializes the density, size and configuration of 
units under construction and identifies areas of private and common ownership.  
See Exhibits E, F and G for survey, aerial photo and site photos. 
 
Purpose of the RD Zone 
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. 
 
 
Analysis 
The zoning for the subdivision is Residential Development (RD) subject to the Deer 
Valley MPD (12th Amended and Restated) and Goldener Hirsch CUP. 
 

 RD District Permitted/ 
MPD/CUP allowed 

Proposed 

Lot Size No minimum lot size 1.166 acres (50,786 sf) 

Height Per DV MPD - 64’ 
maximum from base of 
USGS 8122 (not to exceed 
USGS 8186’). 

64’ from base of USGS 
8122 and does not exceed 
USGS 8186. Complies. 
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Front setbacks 20’ along Royal Street 
15’ along Sterling Court  

20’ (to foundation, LMC 
exceptions apply) 
15’ (to foundation, LMC 
exceptions apply) 
Complies. 

Side setback 12’  12’ (to foundation, LMC 
exceptions apply) 
Complies. 

Rear setback 15’  15’ (to foundation, LMC 
exceptions apply) 
Complies. 

Parking Minimum of 67 spaces (for 
all residential units per LMC 
Chapter 3) 

100 spaces (94 plus 6 ADA 
spaces) Complies. 

 
The platted units include the following:  
 

Unit # Total Floor Area 
(sf) 

Parking required 

Private Units   

Unit 211 2,241 2 

Unit 212 2,221 2 

Unit 213 2,179 2 

Unit 214 2,196 2 

Unit 221 607 1 

Unit 222 587 1 

Unit 223 1,846 1.5 

Unit 224 2,052 2 

Unit 311 2,267 2 

Unit 312 2,221 2 

Unit 313 2,195 2 

Unit 314 2,198 2 

Unit 321 2,410 2 

Unit 322 2,193 2 

Unit 323 610 1 

Unit 324 586 1 

Unit 325 1,851 1.5 

Unit 326 2,051 2 

Unit 411 2,271 2 

Unit 412 2,217 2 

Unit 413 2,200 2 

Unit 414 2,192 2 

Unit 421 2,400 2 

Unit 422 2,187 2 

Unit 423 599 1 
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Unit 424 586 1 

Unit 425 1,851 1.5 

Unit 426 2,052 2 

Unit 511 2,268 2 

Unit 512 2,229 2 

Unit 513 2,195  2 

Unit 514 2,196 2 

Unit 520 619 1 

Unit 521 2,416 2 

Unit 522 746 1 

Unit 523 605 1 

Unit 524 583 1 

Unit 525 650 1 

Unit 526 3,270 2 

Total sf of 39 units(UE) 68,843 65.5 

   

Unit 111 (ADA) (limited 
common area) 

1,692 1.5 

   

Total support meeting 
and support 
commercial (sf) 

6,882  
 

n/a 

Total common 
residential/guest 
accessory uses(sauna, 
pool restrooms, ski 
lockers, owner lounge, 
board room, fitness 
room, guest room 
service kitchen) 

5,978 
 

n/a 

Total common 
circulation, storage, 
mechanical, 
janitor/housekeeping 
closets, etc. 

17,508 
 

n/a 

Parking garage 44,035 n/a 

Total building area, 
including parking 
garage (154,578 sf 
approved with CUP) 

144,938 

 
n/a 

 
The condominium plat identifies 39 private residential units totaling 68,843 sf, utilizing 
34.4215 UE. The units range in area from 583 sf to 3,270 sf with an average unit area of 
1,765.2 sf. Lockout units are incorporated within the units per the MPD as this property 
will function primarily as a condominium hotel with “hot beds” to support the resort 
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character of the area. Lockouts are included in the total unit areas and parking is based 
on the total unit square footage. One ADA unit is identified as limited common area. An 
underground parking structure provides 100 parking spaces, including 6 ADA spaces, 
as well as limited common storage areas for each unit. Parking is identified as limited 
common, managed by the HOA in a manner to be clearly spelled out in the final 
recorded CCRs and parking management plan, following review and approval by the 
City. Total building area is 144,938 sf. 
 
The plat identifies a total of 6,882 sf of support meeting/support commercial uses, of 
which 5,602 sf are support meeting uses (4,508 sf meeting room and 1,094 sf meeting 
support kitchen) and 1,280 sf are support commercial (579 sf café/pastry shop and 701 
sf spa/treatment area by the pool). The MPD allows 6,884.3 sf of support 
meeting/support commercial uses, which is 10% of total residential area (68,843 sf).   
 
Staff finds good cause for this condominium plat as it is consistent with density and 
uses identified in the approved Master Planned Development and the approved 
Conditional Use Permit.  The condominium plat allows for the sale of individual units. No 
deed restricted affordable units are proposed or required by the Deer Valley MPD. For 
the Deer Valley MPD affordable, deed restricted units were provided by the master 
developer. 
 
Department Review 
This project has gone through an interdepartmental review. Issues brought up at that 
time, including utility easements and ownership designations have been added and/or 
revised. As conditioned, no further issues remain. 
 
Notice 
On November 29, 2017, the property was posted and notice was mailed to property 
owners within 300 feet. Legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Utah 
Public Notice website on November 25, 2017.  
 
Public Input 
Staff has not received any public input at the time of this report. 
   
Alternatives 

 The Planning Commission may forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the Goldener Hirsch Condominium plat as conditioned or amended, or 

 The Planning Commission may forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the Goldener Hirsch Condominium plat and direct staff to make Findings 
for this decision, or 

 The Planning Commission may continue the item to a date certain. 
 
Significant Impacts 
There are no significant fiscal or environmental impacts that result from this application. 
Platting the condominium units allows individual units to be sold. 
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Consequences of not taking the Suggested Recommendation 
Individual units could not be sold. 
 
Good Cause 
There is good cause for this condominium plat to memorialize the size and configuration 
of these units as approved by the Conditional Use Permit in order to describe the 
private, common and limited common areas. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the Goldener 
Hirsch Condominiums plat, for thirty-nine residential units within one building, and 
consider forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the 
findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval as found in the draft 
ordinance. 
 
Exhibits 
Ordinance 
Exhibit A – Proposed plat 
Exhibit B – Action letter of 12th Amendment to the Deer Valley MPD 
Exhibit C – Recorded plat amendment 
Exhibit D – Action letter for the Goldener Hirsch CUP  
Exhibit E – Survey (prior to construction) 
Exhibit F – Aerial photo 
Exhibit G – Photos of site 
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Draft Ordinance No. 2017-XX 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUMS PLAT 
LOCATED AT 7520 ROYAL STREET EAST, PARK CITY, UTAH. 

 
WHEREAS, the owners of the property known as the Goldener Hirsch 

Condominiums, located at 7520 Royal Street, petitioned the City Council for approval of 
the Goldener Hirsch Condominiums plat; and 

 
WHEREAS, on November 29th, the property was properly posted and legal notice 

was sent to all affected property owners; and 
 
WHEREAS, on November 25th, proper legal notice was published in the Park 

Record and on the Utah Public Notice website according to requirements of the Land 
Management Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 13, 

2017, to receive input on the Goldener Hirsch Condominium plat; 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, on December 13, 2017, forwarded a 

recommendation to the City Council; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council on January 4, 2018, held a public hearing and took 

final action on the condominium plat; and, 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of Park City, Utah to approve the Goldener 

Hirsch Condominiums plat consistent with the Twelfth Amended Deer Valley Master 
Planned Development Agreement and Goldener Hirsch Conditional Use Permit. 

 
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 Goldener Hirsch Condominiums plat as shown in Exhibit A is 
approved subject to the following Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions 
of Approval: 

 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 7520 Royal Street East.  
2. The Goldener Hirsch Condominiums are located in the Residential Density (RD- 

MPD) zoning district, subject to the Twelfth Amended Deer Valley Master Planned 
Development (MPD) approved by the Planning Commission on November 30, 2016. 

3. On November 30, 2016, the Planning Commission approved the Goldener Hirsch 
Conditional Use Permit for 39 residential units and one ADA unit within one building. 
The MPD and the Goldener Hirsch Conditional Use Permit allow up to 68,843 
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square feet (sf) of private residential uses utilizing a maximum of 34.4215 unit 
equivalents (UE), where one UE is equivalent to 2,000 sf.    

4. On December 15, 2016, the City Council approved the 2nd Amendment to a Re-
Subdivision of Lots No. 1 and No. 2 Silver Lake Village No. 1 Subdivision. The plat 
was recorded at Summit County on September 12, 2017. 

5. On September 21, 2017, a building permit was issued for the parking structure.   
6. On October 30, 2017, the City received an application for the Goldener Hirsch 

Condominiums plat. The application was considered complete on November 3, 
2017.  

7. On November 22, 2017, a building permit was issued for construction of the building. 
The project is being constructed in one phase with an anticipated completion by the 
end of 2020.  

8. The proposed condominium plat memorializes the density, size and configuration of 
units under construction and identifies areas of private, common and limited 
common ownership.  

9. The condominium plat identifies 39 private residential units totaling 68,843 sf, 
utilizing 34.4215 UE. The units range in size from 583 sf to 3,270 sf with an average 
unit size of 1,765.2 sf. Based on the unit sizes, a minimum of 67 parking spaces is 
required. 

10. An underground parking structure provides 100 parking spaces, including 6 ADA 
spaces, as well as limited common storage areas for each unit. There is a mix of 
guest and public parking spaces, to be identified as limited common and managed 
by the HOA. A parking management plan will be reviewed and approved by the City 
and incorporated into the CCRs to address this mix and management of the parking. 

11. The plat identifies a total of 6,882 sf of support meeting/support commercial uses, of 
which 5,602 sf are support meeting uses (4,508 sf meeting room and 1,094 sf 
meeting support kitchen) and 1,280 sf are support commercial (579 sf café/pastry 
shop and 701 sf spa/treatment area by the pool). The MPD allows 6,884.3 sf of 
support meeting/support commercial uses, which is 10% of total residential area 
(68,843 sf).   

12. The plat is consistent with the approved Master Planned Development and the 
approved Conditional Use Permit in terms of density, height, uses, setbacks and 
parking. 

13. The condominium plat allows for the sale of individual units. 
14.  No affordable deed restricted units are proposed or required by the Deer Valley 

MPD as part of this project. 
 

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

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

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

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

content of the amended condominium 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 amended condominium plat at the County within one 
year from the date of City Council approval. If recordation has not occurred within 
one year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void, unless a request for an 
extension is submitted in writing and approved by the City Council. 

3. Conditions of approval of the Twelfth Amended Deer Valley Master Planned 
Development (MPD) and the Goldener Hirsch Conditional Use Permit (CUP) apply 
to this plat and a note shall be added to the plat prior to recordation referencing the 
conditions of approval of the Twelfth Amended Deer Valley MPD and the Goldener 
Hirsch CUP. 

4. All applicable notes, easements and requirements of the 2nd Amendment to a Re-
Subdivision of Lots No. 1 and No. 2 Silver Lake Village No. 1 Subdivision continue to 
apply and shall be indicated on this plat prior to recordation. 

5. Because there is a mix of guest and public parking spaces, identified as limited 
common and managed by the HOA, a parking management plan is required to 
address this mix and management of the use and shall also be spelled out in the 
CCRs, upon review and approval by the City prior to recordation.  

 
 

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

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this   ____ day of January, 2018. 
 

 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

      
________________________________ 
Jack Thomas, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
   
____________________________________ 
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
________________________________ 
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 

 
 

Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Condominium plat 
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ROYAL STREET EAST
(PUBLIC STREET)

WATER EASEMENT AS PER
2ND AMENDMENT TO A RE-
SUBDIVISION  OF LOTS NO. 1
& NO. 2 SILVER LAKE VILLAGE
NO. 1 SUBDIVISION
ENTRY NO. 1077411

LOT F

LOT G

LOT H
STERLING COURT

(PRIVATE STREET)

ROYAL STREET EAST
(PUBLIC STREET)

MTN FUEL SUPPLY CO.
ENTRY NO. 316956

BOOK 545, PAGE 825
(SHADED)

SEWER ACCESS EASEMENT
ENTRY NO. 1054033
BOOK 2373, PAGE 909
(CROSS HATCHED)

SEWER MAIN LINE EASEMENT
ENTRY NO. 1054033

BOOK 2373, PAGE 909
(HATCHED)

STERLING COURT

(PRIVATE STREET)

LOT F

LOT G

LOT H

ENSIGN ENG.
LAND SURV.

EXISTING STREET MONUMENT

SECTION CORNER SET 5/8"

BOUNDARY LINE

SECTION LINE

CENTER LINE

EASEMENT LINE

LOT LINE

ADJACENT PROPERTY LINE

SETBACK LINE

PROJECT  NUMBER :

DRAWN BY :

CHECKED BY :

MANAGER :

DATE:

SHEET 2 OF 12

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch =        ft.

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT. 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529
Fax: 801.255.4449
WWW.ENSIGNENG.COM

LAYTON
Phone:801.547.1100

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590

CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453

RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC
CAP, OR NAIL STAMPED "ENSIGN
ENG. & LAND SURV."

PUE = PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

OLD LOT LINE

SEWER EASEMENT & MTN. FUEL EASEMENT STERLING COURT WATERLINE EASEMENT STERLING COURT

DETAIL 2 DETAIL 3

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH
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UNIT 423

2,187 SF
UNIT 422

2,400 SF
UNIT 421

1,851 SF
UNIT 425

2,052 SF
UNIT 426

82 SF

24 SF

38 SF

48 SF

57 SF

2.70'

15
.37

'

3.70'

12
.67

'

0.65'

9.0
0'

0.65'
0.70' 40.57'

4.5
0'

19.18'

0.90'0.90'

17
.33

'

1.11'

1.5
0'

1.11'

6.8
7'

0.95'

1.2
5'

0.96'

2.7
5'

13.17'
0.50'6.81'

2.8
8'

21.40'
0.21'

19.33'
0.04'

1.00'0.04'

9.34'

6.0
7'

9.33'

6.0
7'

18
.83

'

8.33'

18
.83

'

8.33'

4.2
5'

19.35'

4.2
5' 19.35'

6.3
3'

3.79'

6.3
3'

3.79'

2.2
8' 11.77'

0.70'0.70'

6.1
9'

1.28'

6.9
0'

2.25'

21
.96

'

14.92'0.21'24.31'
0.38'3.33'

2.79'
7.25'1.00'

14.44'

9.0
0'

2.75'

21
.86

'

37.60' 1.85' 0.21' 8.60'

9.3
4'

4.08'

9.3
3'

4.08'

6.81'

2.4
2' 3.83' 0.33' 23.81' 0.21' 14.92'

4.5
4'

0.98'

9.0
0'

0.98'

10
.25

'

0.96'

13
.25

'

0.71'
0.65'

6.00'

0.98'12.00'1.03'
11.17'

1.03'1.29'

2.7
0'

10.54'
1.03'6.71'

35
.42

'

9.88'
0.67' 6.13'

35
.42

'

3.50'1.03'
12.17'

0.95'
0.33'

36
.17

'

2.4
6'

3.79'

36
.46

'

12.50'
1.04'3.71'

36
.16

'

6.29'

1.7
2' 6.13'

8.67'

20
.33

'

8.67'

20
.33

'

8.8
3'

7.00'

8.8
3'

7.00'

6.04'

9.2
1'

6.04'

9.2
1'

4.50'

9.2
1'

4.50'

9.2
1'

2.8
8'

6.81' 0.50'
13.17'

8.4
2'

1.25'

2.0
0'

1.25'

11
.67

'

8.12'

13
.07

'

7.33'
0.70'7.33'0.70'

7.12'1.1
1'1.84'

2.7
8'

14.20'2.9
9'

2.17'

1.3
2'10.67'

0.70'9.17'
0.65'

9.00'

22
.57

'

3.70'

15
.11

'

2.70'
0.04' 1.00'

0.04' 19.40'
0.21' 21.33'

9.33'
5.1

4'

9.33'

5.1
4'

6.67'

6.6
7'

13.27'0.67'14.00'2.4
6'

7.29'

1.7
2'6.00'1.7
2'

11.42'

10
.83

'

2.50'

8.1
7'

2.50'

5.8
3'

7.83'

11
.58

'

0.08'

1.5
0'

0.08'

9.0
0'

13.75'
0.50'
4.90'

6.5
0'

4.90'
0.50' 13.75'

3.7
8' 8.17'

1.2
8'

2.00' 1.2
3' 10.67' 1.2
3'

2.00'

1.2
8' 7.50' 1.2
8'

2.17'

6.5
8'

5.63'

9.2
9'

15.02' 1.0
0'

1

2
-

4
-

3
-

PROJECT  NUMBER :

DRAWN BY :

CHECKED BY :

MANAGER :

DATE:

SHEET 8 OF 12

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch =        ft.

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT. 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529
Fax: 801.255.4449
WWW.ENSIGNENG.COM

LAYTON
Phone:801.547.1100

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590

CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453

RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL UNIT

SUPPORT UNIT

LIMITED COMMON AREAS
AND FACILITIES

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

UNIT TABLE
UNIT

411

412

413

414

421

422

423

424

425

426

AREA

2271

2217

2200

2192

2400

2187

599

586

1851

2052
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27.66'

11
.17

'

1.00'

8.2
1'

3.58'

17
.83

'

0.05'
0.29'
0.16'

14
.83

'

0.21'

21
.03

'

9.04'

0.70'

8.50'

0.89'
12.00'

0.65'0.65'

6.0
0'

1.15'

10
.00

'

1.15'

9.0
0'

0.65'

9.6
8'

5.20'

15
.40

'

5.45' 1.6
8'

0.90'

20
.92

'

0.19'

17
.83

'

3.58'

8.2
1'

1.00'

14
.21

' 26.96'

12
.08

'

0.65'

13
.55

'

4.55'

15
.40

'

5.20'

9.6
8'

0.65'

9.0
0'

1.15'

10
.00

'

1.39'

6.0
0'0.89'

0.65'

12.00'

0.65'

8.50'

0.65'
9.04'

20
.98

'

0.21'

15
.13

'

2,229 SF
UNIT 512

2,196 SF
UNIT 514

2,268 SF
UNIT 511

2,195 SF
UNIT 513

188 SF
STAIRS

71 SF
ELEV

196 SF
STAIRS

21.00'

9.3
3' 21.00'

9.3
3'

8.83'

8.0
4'

8.83'

8.0
4'

20.17'

9.3
3'20.17'

9.3
3'

0.95'
0.54'

26.71'

11
.67

'

1.05'

7.9
6'

3.43'

24
.92

'

0.33'

2.0
0'

0.33'

10
.04

'

0.21'

17
.27

'

9.04'

0.65'
8.50'

0.65'
12.00'

0.65'0.65'

6.0
0'

1.65'

10
.00

'

1.95'

9.0
0'

0.25'

9.6
3'

0.95'

1.5
5'

5.40'

15
.40

'

4.50'

6.5
9'

1.15'

1.5
0'

1.39'

10
.79

'

0.19'

2.2
1'

18
.29

'

2.49' 1.8
0'

6.99'

15
.40

'

5.20'

11
.18

'
0.65'

9.0
0'

1.15'

10
.00

'

1.15'

6.0
0' 0.65'0.65' 12.00'

0.65'
8.50'

0.65' 9.04'

17
.27

'

0.21'

10
.04

'

0.33'

2.0
0'

0.33'

24
.92

'

3.37'

7.9
6'

1.00'

11
.67

'

13.67'

1.5
4'

13.99'

0.65'
0.15'

0.56'

7.67'

1.21' 7.52'

1.7
9'

8.83'

2.8
3'

28.25'

14
.79

'

1.00'

5.3
3'7.50'

5.3
3'

1.00'

14
.79

'

7.92'

1.6
7'0.33'

3.3
3'

0.33'
0.50'

7.96'
1.00' 13.96'

12
.25

'

1.00'

5.6
5' 7.50'

5.6
9'

1.00'

12
.25

'

27.00'

0.42' 1.25' 1.2
5' 4.72'

55 SF

58 SF

5.08'

11
.50

'

2.42'

10
.75

'

5.08'

4.78'

10
.79

'

7.0
0'

57 SF

57 SF

54 SF

57 SF

5.78'

4.58'

9.3
3'

4.58'

6.08'
9.3

3'

6.08'

4.58'

9.3
3'

4.59'

6.09'

9.3
3'

8.3
7'

9.89'

9.2
5'

9.2
5'

5.08'

10
.75

'

2.67'

11
.42

'

0.09'

9.2
5'

1.50'

0.08'

0.08'1.50'

9.2
5'

4.78'

10
.79

'

2,416 SF
UNIT 521

746 SF
UNIT 522

619 SF
UNIT 520

41 SF
STOR

56 SF
MECH

62 SF
ELEV

176 SF
STAIRS

3,270 SF
UNIT 526

605 SF
UNIT 523

583 SF
UNIT 524

650 SF
UNIT 525

157 SF
STAIRS

614 SF
POOL EQUIP

48 SF

57 SF

82 SF

24 SF

38 SF

5.5
3'

2.96'

1.6
7'

2.96'

6.1
7'

2.96'

8.1
7'

0.33'

2.0
0'

0.33'

8.5
0'

4.50'

5.7
1'

21.36'

14
.71

'

4.03'

13
.33

'

1.03'

9.7
0'

16.82'

6.0
7'

9.34'

6.0
7'

9.33'

13.62'

5.6
1'

0.17'

1.5
0'

0.25'

7.4
2'

8.50'

16
.67

'

25.00'

7.0
4'

0.62'

1.2
5'

0.62'

8.7
1'

2.96'

14
.20

'

4.5
0'

19.18'
0.95'0.95'

14
.87

'

1.32'

14
.83

'

11.83'3.4
2'

7.71'

18
.04

'

8.96'

13
.70

'

9.70'

18
.83

'

8.33'

18
.83

'

8.33'

4.2
5'

19.35'

4.2
5' 19.35'

6.3
3'

3.79'

6.3
3'

3.79'

29.85'

2.5
8'

1.50'

5.0
8'

19.48' 0.71'
0.70'

6.0
6'

1.20'

1.3
3'

1.20'

5.1
4'

0.94'

45
.97

'

0.96'

14
.50

'

0.71'
0.65'

6.00'

0.98'
12.00'

0.98'
9.00'

0.98'2.54'

37
.83

'

9.44'0.08'
1.92'

3.0
4'

7.25'

1.0
0'14.48'

8.0
4'

2.25' 1.00'
0.54'

21
.86

'

9.00'

9.3
4'

4.08'

9.3
3'

4.08'

6.81' 2.63'

1.86'
0.08'

8.52'

39
.20

'

10.54'
1.03'6.71'

35
.46

'

35
.46

'

3.50'1.03'
12.50'

37
.11

'

9.92'
0.62' 6.08'

3.79'

36
.46

'

12.50'
1.04'3.71'

36
.16

'

6.29'

1.7
2' 6.13'

2.4
6'

9.2
1'

6.04'

9.2
1'

6.04'

9.2
1'

4.50'

9.2
1'

4.50'

8.8
3'

7.00'

8.8
3'

7.00'

20
.33

'

8.67'

20
.33

'

8.67'

13.25'

8.4
2'

1.33'

2.0
0'

1.33'

11
.67

'

8.04'

13
.07

'

7.33'
1.03'7.33'1.03'

6.62'
1.11'2.34'

2.7
8'

14.20'2.9
9'

2.17'

1.3
2'10.67'1.0
3'9.17'

0.98'
9.00'

0.65'0.65'

9.0
0'

0.98'
13

.42
'

4.03'

14
.62

'

23.09'
0.21' 21.33'

2.8
8'

6.81' 0.50'

9.3
3'

15.06' 1.0
0' 6.67'

6.5
8'

13.23'
0.62'14.04'2.4

6'

7.29'

1.7
2'6.00'1.7
2'

11.42'

10
.83

'

2.50'

8.1
7'

2.50'

5.8
3'

7.75'

22
.08

'

13.83'
0.50'

4.90'3.0
8'

24.40'

6.3
3'

29.29'

3.4
2'

13.75'

3.7
8' 8.17'

1.3
2'

2.00'

1.9
9' 10.67'

1.9
9'

2.00' 1.3
2' 7.50'

1.3
2'

2.17'

2.1
7'

1.87'

4.4
6' 7.45'

1

2
-

4
-

3
-

PROJECT  NUMBER :

DRAWN BY :

CHECKED BY :

MANAGER :

DATE:

SHEET 9 OF 12

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch =        ft.

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT. 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529
Fax: 801.255.4449
WWW.ENSIGNENG.COM

LAYTON
Phone:801.547.1100

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590

CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453

RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL UNIT

SUPPORT UNIT

LIMITED COMMON AREAS
AND FACILITIES

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES

UNIT TABLE
UNIT

511

512

513

514

520

521

522

523

524

525

526

AREA

2268 SF

2229 SF

2195 SF

2196 SF

619 SF

2416 SF

746 SF

605 SF

583 SF

650 SF

3270 SF
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1,042 SF
BOILER ROOM

71 SF
ELEV

188 SF
STAIRS

701 SF
SPA AREA

62 SF
ELEV

176 SF
STAIRS

694 SF
MECH.

812 SF
MECH.

3,079 SF
POOL AREA

0.87'10.36'

16
.70

'

14.01'
0.72' 8.00' 0.71'

0.26'

5.0
1'

2.61' 0.5
9'2.11'

19
.23

'

10.09'

42
.31

'

22.46'

16
.49

'

42.06'

16
.49

'

42.06'

8.67'

20
.33

'

8.67'

20
.33

'

7.00'

8.8
3'

7.00'

8.8
3'

1.46'

4.4
2'

6.96'

12
.70

'

5.37'
0.99'11.04'0.99'

5.83'

5.61'

1.03'12.04'
5.44'0.98'

9.00'
0.98'9.17'0.98'

9.00'
0.65'0.65'

9.0
1'

0.98'

11
.83

'

5.50' 0.50' 26.77'

4.9
2'

9.3
3'20.17'

9.3
3' 20.17'

8.0
4'

8.83'

8.0
4'

8.83'

0.18'
8.50'

35
.87

'

29.16'

35
.69

'

20.66'

0.96' 2.50'

8.1
7'

2.50'

6.0
0'

6.67'

6.0
0'

1.38'

3.3
3'

60.46'
0.42'2.04'0.24'50.94'

3.1
8'8.25'2.1

3'

8.50'

10
.53

'

12.83'

1.2
0'

1.17'
1.20'
0.82'

121.22'

1.3
0'4.36'

22
.82

'

4.36'

3.5
0'

1.50'

20
.17

'

18.82'

2.8
3' 10.90'

2.8
3'

11.86'

4.5
0'

20.08'

27
.33

'

8.33'

15
.96

'

68.50'

ROOF

ROOF

ROOF

1

2
-

4
-

0.29'

11
.50

'

4.46'

4.9
2'4.6

3'

4.67'

16
.37

'

0.62'

402 SF
RESTROOMS

1,140 SF
ROOF

17.33'

22
.03

'

21
.00

'

300 SF
SAUNA AREA

3
-

PROJECT  NUMBER :

DRAWN BY :

CHECKED BY :

MANAGER :

DATE:

SHEET 10 OF 12

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch =        ft.

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT. 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529
Fax: 801.255.4449
WWW.ENSIGNENG.COM

LAYTON
Phone:801.547.1100

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590

CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453

RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

GOLDENER HIRSCH CONDOMINIUM PLAT

AMENDING LOT I, 2ND AMENDMENT TO RESUBDIVISION OF LOTS NO. 1 AND NO. 2
SILVER LAKE VILLAGE NO. 1 SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 22,
  TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

LEGEND

RESIDENTIAL UNIT

SUPPORT UNIT

LIMITED COMMON AREAS
AND FACILITIES

COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES
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UNIT 511

UNIT 411

UNIT 311

UNIT 211

UNIT 513

UNIT 413

UNIT 313

UNIT 213

UNIT 111

SECTION 1

28.99'

9.0
0'

11.21'
1.00' 2.50' 1.00' 15.28'

9.0
0'

1.00' 2.50' 1.00'
11.10'

9.0
0'

9.0
0'

15.39'

9.0
0'

28.99'

28.99'

9.0
0'

11.21'
1.00' 2.50' 1.00' 15.28'

9.0
0'

28.99'

9.0
0'

11.21'
1.00' 2.50' 1.00' 15.28'

9.0
0'

28.99'

9.0
0'

11.21'
1.00' 2.50' 1.00' 15.28'

9.0
0'

9.0
0'

1.00' 2.50' 1.00'
11.10'

9.0
0'

15.39'

9.0
0'

28.99'

9.0
0'

1.00' 2.50' 1.00'
11.10'

9.0
0'

15.39'

9.0
0'

28.99'

9.0
0'

1.00' 2.50' 1.00'
11.10'

9.0
0'

15.39'

9.0
0'

28.99'

SUPPORT AREA

10
.99

'

11.21'2.0
0'

2.50'

2.0
0'15.28'

11
.00

'

28.99'

SECTION 2

UNIT 211 UNIT 214

UNIT 311 UNIT 314

UNIT 411 UNIT 414

UNIT 511 UNIT 514

BOILER ROOM

MEETING AREACORRIDOR

CORRIDOR

CORRIDOR

CORRIDOR

CORRIDOR

73.80'

9.0
0'

16.98'
1.00'28.50'1.00'

16.27'1.05'12.00'

8.0
0'

9.0
0'

16.23'
1.00'15.04'1.00'

7.96'
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December 12, 2016

Steve Issowits
Deer Valley Resort Company
PO Box 889
Park City, UT 84060

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Application # PL-16-03155
Address 7520, 7530, 7540, 7570 Royal Street
Description Master Planned Development Amendment
Action Taken Approved with conditions
Date of Action November 30, 2016

On November 30, 2016, the Park City Planning Commission called a meeting to order, 
a quorum was established, a public meeting was held, and the Planning Commission 
approved your application based on the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact
1. The Deer Valley Master Planned Development was last amended by the Planning 

Commission on March 23, 2011, as the 11th Amended and Restated Large Scale 
Master Planned Development for Deer Valley (aka Deer Valley MPD).

2. On April 15, 2016, the City received an application requesting an amendment to the 
11th Amended and Restated Large Scale Master Planned Development Permit for 
Deer Valley (aka Deer Valley MPD). The application was considered complete on 
July 18, 2016, upon final review of the utility issues associated with the MPD Lots D, 
F, G, and H addressed as 7570, 7520, 7530, and 7540 Royal Street East 
respectively.

3. Deer Valley MPD Silver Lake Community parcels known as Silver Lake Village Lots 
D, F, G and H are also lots of record platted with the Silver Lake Village No. 1 
Subdivision recorded June 21, 1989 and the Re-Subdivision of Lots No. 1 and No. 2 
Silver Lake Village No. 1 Subdivision recorded November 8, 2011.

4. This request, being the 12th amendment to the Deer Valley MPD, is being reviewed 
in conjunction with a Conditional Use Permit and an amended Silver Lake Village 
subdivision plat for the Goldener Hirsh Inn and Residences expansion onto the 
subject MPD Lots. 

5. These MPD Lots are located within the Silver Lake Community of the Deer Valley 
Neighborhood.

6. The applicant requests a 12th amendment to the Deer Valley MPD to combine the 
Deer Valley MPD Silver Lake Village vacant Lots F, G, and H into one Lot I and to 
transfer 843 square feet of residential density (0.4215 unit equivalents (UE)) from 
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Silver Lake Village Lot D (existing Goldener Hirsh Inn) to the new Deer Valley MPD 
Silver Lake Village Lot I, to accommodate access and circulation between the 
Goldener Hirsch Inn and the future Goldener Hirsch Residences proposed Parcel I. 

7. Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 to the Deer Valley MPD show in table form the residential and 
commercial density allocated for the various Deer Valley parcels, as well as other 
MPD project components.  

8. The requested amendments pertain only to the Silver Lake Community- Silver Lake 
Village Lots D, F, G, and H shown in Exhibit 1 to the Deer Valley MPD document. 
There are also administrative changes to page 1 and to Exhibits 2 and 3 to correct 
titles and dates to reflect the “Twelfth Amended and Restated Large Scale Master 
Planned Development Permit”. There is a note added to Exhibit 2 to clarify 
commercial uses for Lot D.

9. The requested amendment pertains only to the Silver Lake Community parcels (Lots 
D, F, G, and H). There are currently a total of 40 UEs of density allocated to these 
four parcels and the total density allocated to these parcels will not increase or 
decrease as a result of these amendments. 

10.Goldener Hirsh Inn is in compliance with the allowed 6 UE of permitted density, 
based on a review of the approved building permit plans. 

11.The transfer of 0.412 UE density from Lot D to proposed Lot I is within the Silver 
Lake Community and does not transfer density from lower Deer Valley to upper Deer 
Valley.

12.Common underground parking, a single access drive, consolidated utilities and 
emergency egress and fire protection, as well as interior pedestrian connections to 
the common plaza areas at Silver Lake Village, are beneficial site plan attributes 
made possible with this proposed MPD amendment.

13.Exhibit 2 of the MPD document allocates 2,062 sf of commercial space for the 
Goldener Hirsch starting with the 2001 Eighth Amended MPD. 

14.The Goldener Hirsch condominium plats indicate that there are 3,493 sf of 
commercial condominium units (restaurant, bar, lobby, and front desk area) platted 
and existing within the building. This support commercial includes 2,062 sf of DV 
MPD assigned commercial and 1,431 sf of support commercial approved with the 
1988 Golden Deer (MPD) approval. An additional 500 sf of support meeting space 
was also approved.

15.At the time of the August 10, 1988 MPD approval, support commercial/support 
meeting space was based on the total floor area of the building minus the parking 
garage and support commercial (24,693 sf). The minutes of the 1988 Golden Deer 
MPD approval indicate that 3,500 sf of commercial uses were approved.

16.The total existing support commercial and support meeting space is 3,993 sf (3,493 
of platted commercial floor area plus the 500 sf of common area meeting space on 
the second floor).  

17.Deer Valley MPD Support Commercial uses allocated for Lot D (Table 2) will not 
change from the current 2,062 square feet. Any support commercial square footage 
that exists on Lot D in excess of 2,062 square feet results from the support 
commercial approved with the Golden Deer MPD in 1988 and the Golden Deer 
Condominium plats. 

18.No changes are proposed to any of the existing support commercial areas within the 
existing building. The support commercial areas were approved in 1988 and were 
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correctly calculated at the time of the Golden Deer MPD approval.
19.No transfer of support commercial uses from Lot I to Lot D is required or proposed 

and no commercial uses are proposed on Lot I.
20.A footnote will be added to Table 2 for Silver Lake Village Lot D stating that: 

“Commercial uses on Silver Lake Village Lot D includes 2,062 sf as allocated from 
this Amended and Restated Large Scale MPD, plus support commercial uses.” 

Conclusions of Law
1. The 12th Amended Deer Valley MPD document and Exhibits comply with previous 

approvals and actions.
2. The 12th Amended Deer Valley MPD complies with all requirements of the Land 

Management Code regarding Master Planned Developments in Chapter 6.
3. The MPD, as amended, is consistent with the Park City General Plan. Development 

of resort residential properties with underground parking, located at the base of the 
Deer Valley Resort is consistent with the purposes, goals and objectives of the 
Upper Deer Valley Resort Neighborhood. 

4. The MPD, as amended, does not impact the provision of the highest value of open 
space, as determined by the Planning Commission. There are no changes to the 
amount of open space provided by the Deer Valley MPD.

5. The MPD, as amended, strengthens and enhances the resort character of Park City.
6. The MPD, as amended, compliments the natural features on the Site and preserves 

significant features or vegetation to the extent possible. There are no changes to 
existing natural features and no existing significant vegetation on the subject 
development parcels.

7. The MPD, as amended, is Compatible in use, scale and mass with adjacent 
Properties, and promotes neighborhood Compatibility. There are no changes to 
allowed total density, exterior building setbacks, or building height. Surrounding 
buildings are of similar use, scale and mass.

8. The MPD provides amenities to the community and there is no net loss of 
community amenities with the proposed amendment.

9. The MPD, as amended, is consistent with the employee Affordable Housing 
requirements as adopted by the City Council at the time the Application was filed 
and no additional housing is required as the density is not increased.

10.The MPD, as amended, meets the provisions of the Sensitive Lands provisions of 
the Land Management Code.  The Deer Valley MPD has been designed to place 
Development on the most Developable Land and least visually obtrusive portions of 
the Site. No Sensitive Lands are located on the subject property.

11.The MPD, as amended, promotes the Use of non-vehicular forms of transportation 
through design and by providing trail connections. Shuttle service is provided by 
various hotels and inns within the MPD. Future development of Lot I will provide 
pedestrian circulation to the Silver Lake plaza and may also provide shuttle service 
for guests. The City transit system has a stop at the turn out in front of the Goldener 
Hirsh.

12.The MPD amendment was noticed and public hearings held in accordance with this 
Code.

13.The MPD amendment provides opportunities for incorporation of best planning 
practices for sustainable development, water conservation, and energy efficient 
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design by allowing a common parking structure, internal circulation between building 
masses, consolidated utilities, pedestrian access to common plazas, and utilization 
of shuttle services and energy efficient building design and construction.

14.The MPD amendment as conditioned addresses Physical Mine Hazards and Historic 
Mine Waste mitigation in compliance with the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance.

Conditions of Approval
1. Prior to issuance of a building permit on Silver Lake Village Lot I, the property owner 

shall submit to the City a Physical Mine Hazards and Historic Mine Waste report. If 
historic mine waste is located on the site, a mine waste mitigation plan shall also be 
submitted in compliance with the Park City Soils Boundary Ordinance requirements 
and regulations as described in the Park City Municipal Code. This shall be noted on 
Exhibit 1 of the final executed 12th Amended Deer Valley MPD document as a 
footnote for Lot I.

2. If a single building is proposed on combined Lot I, the building shall be designed to 
be broken into more than one volumetric mass above final grade, exhibiting both 
horizontal and vertical articulation. Common underground parking is permitted and 
consolidated access is encouraged. This shall be noted on Exhibit 1 of the final 
executed 12th Amended Deer Valley MPD document as a footnote for Lot I.

3. Commercial uses allocated on Exhibit 2 for Lot D (Goldener Hirsch Inn) will not 
change from the current 2,062 square feet. Footnote #5 is added and states, 
“Commercial uses on Silver Lake Village Lot D include 2,062 sf as allocated from 
this Amended and Restated Large Scale MPD, plus support commercial”.

4. The final executed MPD document shall be recorded at Summit County within six 
months of the Planning Commission approval of the amendment or the approval 
shall be void unless a written request for an extension is submitted prior to expiration
date and approved by the Planning Director.

If you have questions regarding your project or the action taken please contact me at 
(435) 615-5066 or kirsten@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP
Senior Planner

Park City Planning Department
PO Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060
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December 12, 2016

Hope Eccles
First Security Bank Building
79 S. Main Street
2nd Floor
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Application # PL-15-02967
Address 7520, 7530, 7540, 7570 Royal Street
Description Conditional Use Permit
Action Taken Approved with conditions
Date of Action November 30, 2016

On November 30, 2016, the Park City Planning Commission called a meeting to order, 
a quorum was established, a public meeting was held, and the Planning Commission 
approved your application based on the following findings of fact, conclusions of law, 
and conditions of approval:

Findings of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 7520-7570 Royal Street East with access proposed off of 

Sterling Court, a private street. 
2. The property is zoned Residential Development subject to the Eleventh Amended 

and Restated Large Scale Master Planned Development, aka Deer Valley MPD, as 
amended.

3. On October 16, 2015, the applicant submitted a request for a Conditional Use Permit 
for an expansion of the existing Goldener Hirsch Inn located at 7520-7570 Royal 
Street East. 

4. This Conditional Use Permit is subject to approval of the proposed 12th Amended 
and Restated Large Scale Deer Valley Master Planned Development Permit, 
submitted on April 27, 2016, for concurrent review. The MPD amendment application 
requests to combine Silver Lake Village Lots F, G and H into one Lot I and to 
transfer 843 sf of residential uses (0.4215 UE) from Lot D to Lot I. Lot D would be 
reduced to 5.5785 UE of residential uses.

5. This Conditional Use Permit is subject to approval of the Second Amended Re-
Subdivision of Lots No.1 and No. 2 Silver Lake No. 1 Subdivision plat amendment, 
submitted on October 16, 2016, for concurrent review.  The plat amendment
application requests combination of Silver Lake Village Lots F, G, and H into one lot, 
Lot I. 

6. The 1.17 acre Lot I is currently vacant undeveloped land that has been used as a 
temporary parking lot for Silver Lake Village and Deer Valley Resort for thirty years 

Packet Pg. 158

kirsten
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT D



or more. This property provides approximately 60 temporary parking spaces 
(depending on the level of parking management) on a roughly paved surface. 

7. The Deer Valley MPD assigns a total of 34 UE to Silver Lake Village Lots F, G and H 
and 6 UE to Silver Lake Village Lot D. 

8. The Twelfth Amendment to the Deer Valley MPD notes that Lot D is assigned 2,062 
square feet of commercial area plus support commercial uses. 

9. Lot D is the location of the existing Goldener Hirsch Inn. The Hirsch currently has a 
total of 11,104 sf of residential floor area (20 separate units). The DV MPD allocated 
6 UE of residential density (12,000 sf). The existing building also contains 3,493 sf of 
platted commercial floor area, based on the Golden Deer Condominium and First 
Amended Golden Deer Condominium plats. This support commercial (restaurant, 
bar, lounge, gift shop, front desk, etc.) consists of 2,062 sf of DV MPD assigned 
commercial and 1,431 sf of support commercial approved with the 1988 Golden 
Deer (MPD) approval. An additional 500 sf of support meeting space was also 
approved.

10.At the time of MPD approval support commercial/support meeting space was based 
on the total floor area of the building minus the parking garage and support 
commercial (24,693 sf). A total of 4,532 sf of support commercial/support meeting 
space was permitted (2,062 sf from DV MPD and 2470 sf based on the building floor 
area). 

11.The total existing support commercial and support meeting space in the Goldener 
Hirsch Inn is 3,993 sf (3,493 of platted commercial floor area plus the 500 sf of 
common area meeting space on the second floor).  No changes are proposed to the 
commercial areas.

12.The MPD does not assign commercial to Lots F, G, and H (aka Lot I). These Lots 
are allowed support commercial calculated per the LMC at the time of approval of 
the CUP. The applicants are not proposing support commercial with this permit.

13.On October 16, 2015, the Planning Department received a complete application for 
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requesting approval for a total of 68,843 sf (34.4215 
UE) of residential uses, for 38 residential units ranging in size (area) from 570 to 
2,379 square feet. The total residential floor area includes the 843 sf (0.4215 UE) 
transferred from the existing Inn (on Lot D) and the 68,000 sf (34 UE) entitled with 
the Deer Valley MPD for Lots F, G, and H, per the proposed 12th Amended Deer 
Valley MPD. 

14.The project has a total of 31 lockouts associated with the 38 units to facilitate the 
viability of existing hotel operations. The lockout unit floor area is included in the total 
unit area and the parking calculations.

15.The proposed building is oriented towards Sterling Court and generally has a 
north/south axis. The site is broken into more than one volumetric mass in order to 
match the scale of the surrounding buildings. The north building contains sixteen 
units ranging from 2,180 to 2,265 sf. and an ADA unit on the ground floor.  The 
center building contains six units of approximately 2,000 to 2,379 sf and includes the 
lobby and amenities. The south building contains sixteen units comprised of eight 
570- 588 sf hotel rooms and eight units of approximately 1,808 sf to 2,205 sf 

16.The total proposed building area is 154,578 square feet. Included in the total area, in 
addition to the 68,843 square feet of residential units, are approximately 8,300 
square feet of residential accessory uses (recreation amenities, business center, 
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workout area, etc.); 22,878 square feet of circulation, back of house, restrooms, 
etc.), 3,398 square feet of support meeting space, a 2,162 square foot required ADA 
unit as common area, and 49,077 sf of parking garage (in addition to the 68,843 
square feet of residential units). This area is exclusive of any unenclosed porches, 
decks, and patios.

17.No UE are required for residential accessory uses, support meeting space, back of 
house area, or the parking garage. No support commercial uses are proposed with 
this Conditional Use Permit. 

18.The Deer Valley MPD does not require open space on this parcel as the unit 
equivalent formula is used for density calculations. 

19.Building Height allowed per the Deer Valley MPD is 59’ (plus 5’ to 64’), provided that 
the peak of the roof does not exceed USGS elevation 8186’. The base elevation is 
identified as USGS elevation 8122’. The proposed building does not exceed USGS 
elevation 8186’ to the highest part of the roof.  

20.The proposed building is similar in physical design, mass, and scale to surrounding 
buildings and while different than surrounding structures in terms of architectural 
style, design, and character, the proposed building has elements that provide a 
continuity and compatibility of design for the Silver Lake Village. By incorporating 
similar design elements and materials, as required by the Deer Valley Design 
Review Board, the applicant has worked to make the building compatible with 
surrounding structures in terms of style, design, and detailing. By reducing the 
amount of glazing, reworking the balcony design, and provided additional building 
articulation, particularly along Royal Street, the revised building is more compatible 
with the general architectural theme of the Village while providing a more updated 
and fresh style to the area. The proposed design does not detract from the overall 
architectural character of the area.

21.Final design approval by the Deer Valley Architectural Review Board is a 
requirement of the Deer Valley MPD.

22.Parking requirements are based on the size and number of residential units. A 
minimum of 76 spaces are required for the number and sizes of proposed units. A 
total of 110 parking spaces are proposed within an underground parking garage. 
Thirty-four extra parking spaces will be available for flexible use for public parking 
and overflow.

23.The Goldener Hirsch will continue to meet the parking requirements for the
remaining residential units with existing underground parking under the Goldener 
Hirsch Inn building. A hotel managed shuttle service is proposed to reduce traffic 
trips. Guest parking will be managed through valet service within the parking 
structure. 

24.A final utility plan, including location and details for storm water facilities and dry 
utilities, to be located on the property, in addition to all other utilities, will be provided 
with the building permit plans for final approval by the City Engineer, SBWRD, and 
the Fire District. 

25.Sterling Court provides access, including emergency access, to the project from 
Royal Street East.  There is a fire code compliant turn around area at the southern 
end of the Court. Enhanced fire protection and emergency access for the west side 
of the property were coordinated with the adjacent property owner (Stein’s) and will 
be reflected on the final utility and fire protection plans to be submitted with the 
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building permit plans.
26.Enhanced pedestrian pathways along the eastern property line are proposed, as 

well as pedestrian pathways and outdoor plazas between the spa pool area and the 
recreation area and ski locker rooms.

27.Natural vegetation on the southern portion of the site includes native grasses and 
shrubs.  

28.Four existing buildings in the Silver Lake Village area with access off of Sterling 
Court (Goldener Hirsch, Royal Plaza, The Inn, and Mt Cervin) generally have a 
north-south orientation and are similar in height and scale to the proposed building 
as designed with vertical and horizontal articulation and massing broken into three 
main components. 

29.The Land Management Code allows for 20’ setbacks along Royal Street (25’ for 
front facing garage), 12’ side setbacks, and 15’ rear setbacks. The proposed building 
has a 20’ setback along Royal Street, a 15’ setback along Sterling Court (a private 
street) (per the subdivision plat), a 12’ setback along the west side property line and 
a 15’ rear setback adjacent to the Mt. Cervin property line. The Planning 
Commission may alter interior setbacks within the Deer Valley MPD at the time of 
review of the associated plat amendment. 

30.All exterior lights and signs must comply with the applicable Park City ordinances 
and code. Exterior lights must be identified on the building permit plans and shall be 
down-directed and shielded. No additional signs are proposed with this permit. 
Approval of a sign permit is required prior to installation of any new regulated signs.

31.A condominium plat and condominium declaration to identify private, common, and 
limited common areas shall be recorded prior to sale of any unit.  

32.The Deer Valley MPD is not subject to the requirements of the Sensitive Lands 
Overlay. 

33.The site is within the area subject to the City’s Urban Wildland Interface Ordinance 
for fire prevention.

34.On January 13, 2016 the Planning Commission discussed the proposal, conducted a 
public hearing, and continued the item to February 24, 2016. 

35.On February 24, 2016 the public hearing was continued to a date uncertain. There 
was no public input provided at the hearings on January 13th or February 24th, 2016. 

36.Staff received public input from a neighboring property owner in May expressing 
safety concerns with the driveway access onto Sterling Court; the height of the 
proposed sky bridge blocking views; and potential pedestrian conflicts with service 
vehicles, cars, and emergency vehicles if access is permitted on Sterling Court 
instead of Royal Street East. 

37.The project was on hold until August 2016 for the applicant to resolve ownership and 
utility issues. 

38.Staff maintained contact with the property owner and upon receipt of revised plans 
and contacted this neighbor to set up a meeting to discuss the above mentioned 
safety concerns.

39.The applicant provided a traffic and safety analysis of the project on September 20, 
2016 for inclusion in the Planning Commission packet. 

40.On September 28, 2016, the City Engineer provided a memo addressing the safety 
and adequacy of Sterling Court and made a finding that Sterling Court should 
function adequately with the added density and should not be a safety concern.
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41.Legal notice was published in the Park Record and on the Utah Public Notice 
Website on September 9, 2016 and the property was re-posted on September 14, 
2016 for the September 28, 2016 hearing. Courtesy mailing was provided to the 
property owners within 300’ of the property. 

42.The Conditional Use Permit application was reviewed for consistency with the Park 
City General Plan. 

43.The applicant stipulates to the conditions of approval.

Conclusions of Law:
1. The CUP is consistent with the Deer Valley Master Planned Development, as 

amended and the Park City Land Management Code.
2. The proposed use will be compatible with the surrounding structures in use, scale, 

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

planning.

Conditions of Approval:
1. The plans and application for a Building Permit must be in substantial compliance 

with the plans reviewed by the Planning Commission on November 30, 2016.
2. This Conditional Use Permit is subject to approval of the proposed 12th Amended 

and Restated Large Scale Master Planned Development Permit and the Re-
Subdivision of Lots No.1 and No. 2 Silver Lake No. 1 Subdivision plat.

3. Prior to building permit issuance the amended subdivision plat for Silver Lake Village 
to combine Lots F, G, and H into one lot of record, shall be recorded at Summit 
County. The plat shall identify the 15’ setbacks along Sterling Court.

4. Prior to building permit issuance a final landscape plan shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning and Building Departments.  

5. Prior to building permit issuance the plans shall be approved by the Deer Valley 
Architectural Review Board.

6. The final landscape plan shall comply with the City’s Wildland Urban Interface 
Ordinance for defensible space and fire prevention. Drought tolerant landscaping 
and water conservation measures shall be used per requirements in the LMC. 

7. All conditions of approval of the Deer Valley Master Planned Development, as 
amended, apply to this project.

8. A Construction Mitigation Plan shall be submitted at the time of Building Permit 
application. The Plan shall include a regulation for construction traffic, including how 
excavated materials will leave the site. Downhill truck traffic is required to use 
Marsac Avenue, a State Highway, rather Royal Street, a residential city collector 
street due to the location of an emergency run-away truck ramp off Marsac Avenue,  
unless otherwise authorized by the City Engineer and Chief Building Official. The 
CMP shall address closure dates due to Special Events, as well as other items 
requested by the Chief Building Official.

9. All exterior lights and signs must comply with applicable Park City ordinances and 
codes. 

10.Exterior lighting must be identified on the building permit plans and shall be down-
directed and shielded. Any existing, non-conforming exterior lighting shall be brought 
into compliance with the current LMC requirements. 
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11.Approval of a sign permit is required prior to installation of any regulated signs.
12.A final utility plan shall be provided with the building permit application for final 

approval by the City Engineer, SBWRD, and the Fire District prior to building permit 
issuance. 

13.A final fire protection plan must be submitted to and approved by the Chief Building 
Official and Fire District prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

14.Sterling Court meets the minimum width of 20’ for emergency access. No parking is 
permitted along the Court and curbs shall be painted and/or signed to clearly mark 
the 20’ fire lane. 

15.As common area, the required ADA unit may not be sold. A residential unit must be 
rented in conjunction with the ADA unit unless the ADA unit is included in the total 
residential UE. 

16.All exterior mechanical vents and extrusions shall be painted to match the exterior 
siding materials. 

17.Exterior mechanical equipment shall be screened to mitigate for any mechanical 
factors that might affect people and property off-site.

18.Standard Project Conditions of Approval apply to this project. 
19.Storm water system must retain the first flush of a storm as defined by the State of 

Utah. Storm water system shall be shown on the final utility plan.
20.Above ground dry utility facilities shall be located on the property.
21.Pool and plaza hours are limited from 7AM to 10PM and compliance with the Park 

City noise ordinance is required.
22.Applicant shall submit a report and evidence of noise, disturbance, and activity 

complaints on and off-site, including the resolution of any complaint matters, to the 
Planning Commission one year from issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.  Staff will 
provide an update to the Planning Commission.  The Commission may add 
additional Conditions of Approval to meet the Conditional Use Permit requirements 
for mitigation of noise, based on the report and evidence of complaints.

23.Outdoor activities on the Plaza, including outdoor dining and outdoor events, require 
compliance with the Land Management Code, including approval of administrative 
Conditional Use permits, if applicable.  

If you have questions regarding your project or the action taken please contact me at 
(435) 615-5066 or kirsten@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

Kirsten Whetstone, MS, AICP
Senior Planner

Park City Planning Department
PO Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060
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SITE LOCATION

CONTACT:

CHECKED BYDRAWN BY

PROJECT NUMBER

FOR:

PROJECT MANAGER

PRINT DATE

PHONE:

SALT LAKE CITY
45 W. 10000 S., Suite 500
Sandy, UT 84070
Phone: 801.255.0529

LAYTON
Phone: 801.547.1100

TOOELE
Phone: 435.843.3590
CEDAR CITY
Phone: 435.865.1453
RICHFIELD
Phone: 435.896.2983

CALL BLUESTAKES
@ 811 AT LEAST 48 HOURS
PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF  ANY
CONSTRUCTION.

Know what's

R

ROW MARKER ALONG THE EAST PROPERTY
LINE (SEE THIS SHEET) UPDATE

ELEVATION = XX.XX

BENCHMARK

( IN FEET )
HORZ: 1 inch =        ft.
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  Treasure 
Project #:  PL-08-00370 
Authors:  Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner 
   Bruce Erickson, AICP, Planning Director 
   Anne Laurent, Community Development Director 
Date:   13 December 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative – Conditional Use Permit, Refinement 17.2 

 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Treasure Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) as outlined in this staff report.  Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission review the presented material, conduct a public hearing, and 
continue the item to a future date.  
 
Description 
Property Owner: Sweeney Land Company and Park City II, LLC 

represented by Patrick Sweeney 
Location:   Creole Gulch and Mid-station Sites, Hillside Properties 

Sweeney Properties Master Plan 
Zoning:   Estate (E) District – Master Planned Development 
Adjacent Land Use:  Ski resort area and residential 
Topic of Discussion: Treasure Refinement 17.2 
Reason for Review: Conditional Use Permits are required for development per 

the Sweeney Properties Master Plan.  Conditional Use 
Permits are reviewed by the Park City Planning 
Commission. 

 
Background 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission review Exhibit A – 2017.12.06 Staff 
Presentation prepared for the December 6, 2017 Planning Commission 
meeting/hearing).  Staff has summarized the main issues of agreements, qualified 
agreements, and disagreements with the applicant’s positions in the documents 
provided.  Information is intended to aid the Planning Commission in clarifying the 
applicant’s and staff’s positions for discussions and to respond to inaccurate 
assertions.  This working document is not intended to be all encompassing of every 
issue voiced during the CUP review process or to replace staff reports, position 
papers, presentations, or discussions that have taken place as part of the record.  
The presentation highlights the main points for the purpose of thoughtful and 
informed discussion by the Planning Commission prior to rendering any final action.  
Additional information under a separate cover may be submitted prior to the 
December 13, 2017 meeting. 
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Exhibits 
Exhibit A – 2017.12.06 Staff Presentation  
 
Recent Document Update/Submittals 
On December 1, 2017 the following documents were submitted by the applicant: 

 November 29, 2017 Applicant’s Presentation Outline  

 November 29, 2017 Applicant’s Presentation 
 
On November 21, 2017 the following documents were submitted by the applicant: 

 Constructability Assessment Report dated November 20, 1017 

 Exhibits (all of them) 
o Refinement 17.1 Excavation Volumes – Sheet E1.0 
o Refinement 17.2 Excavation Volumes – Sheet E1.1 
o Refinement 17.2 Material Placement Zones – E2.0 
o Refinement 17.2 Vicinity Map & Ski Run Grading – E3.0 
o Refinement 17.1 Conceptual Utility Plan – E4.0 
o Refinement 17.2 Conceptual Utility Plan – E4.1 

 References (36 documents) 

 Affordable/Employee Housing Applicant Update 

 MPE Treasure Project Hydrology Review dated August 25, 2017 

 Treasure Hill Park City October 11, 2017 Presentation and Summary 
Narrative signed November 14, 2017 

 Geotechnical Investigation dated November 20, 2017 
 
On November 22, 2017 the following documents were submitted by the applicant: 

 Woodruff Excavation Volume Quantity Technical Memo 

 Woodruff Drawing Analysis Memo 

 2017 Refinement #2 to MPD Plans 

 Rendering Stills Lowell 

 Video Simulation 
 

Hyperlinks 
Link A - Public Comments 
Link B - Approved Sweeney Properties Master Plan (Narrative)  
Link C - Approved MPD Plans 
Link D - 2009 Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings1 
Link E - 2009 Proposed Plans – Visualization Drawings2 
Link F - 2009 Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1a 
Link G - 2009 Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 1b 
Link H - 2009Proposed Plans – Architectural/Engineering Drawings 2 
Link I – Applicant’s Written & Pictorial Explanation 
Link J – Fire Protection Plan (Appendix A-2)  
Link K – Utility Capacity Letters (Appendix A-4)  
Link L – Soils Capacity Letters (Appendix A-5) 
Link M – Mine Waste Mitigation Plan (Appendix (A-6)  
Link N – Employee Housing Contribution (Appendix A-7)  
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Link O – Proposed Finish Materials (Appendix A-9)  
Link P – Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix A-10)  
Link Q – Signage & Lighting (appendix A-13) 
Link R – LEED (Appendix A-14)  
Link S – Worklist (Appendix A-15) 
Link T – Excavation Management Plan (Appendix A-16)  
Link U – Project Mitigators (Appendix A-18) 
Link V – Outside The Box (Appendix A-20) 
 
Refinement 17.2 
Link W – Refinement 17.2 Plans received 2017.08.10 (Proposed Plans) 
Link X – Refinement 17.2 Plans compared to 2009 Plans received 2017.08.14 
Link Y – Written & Pictorial Explanation (Updated) received 2017.08.14 
Link Z – Refinement 17.2 Signature Stills Renderings received 2017.09.01 
Link AA – Refinement 17.2 View Points Renderings received 2017.09.01  
Link BB – Refinement 17.2 Animation Model received 2017.09.01 

Link CC - Sweeney Properties Master Plan (applicable sheets, includes  

various site plans, building sections, parking plans, height zone plan/parking 
table, and sample elevations) 

Link DD – Refinement 17.2 Building Sections-Below Existing Grade  
Measurements 

Link EE – Refinement 17.2 Building Sections-Perceived Height Measurements 
 
Additional Hyperlinks 
2009.04.22 Jody Burnett MPD Vesting Letter 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2017 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2016 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2009-2010 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2006 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2005 
Staff Reports and Minutes 2004 
2004 LMC 50th Edition 
1997 General Plan 
1986.10.16 City Council Minutes 
1985.12.18 Planning Commission Minutes 
1986 Comprehensive Plan 
1985 Minutes 

1985 LMC 3rd Edition 
1983 Park City Historic District Design Guidelines  
Parking, Traffic Reports and Documents 
MPD Amendments: 

October 14, 1987 - Woodside (ski) Trail  
December 30, 1992 - Town Lift Base  
November 7, 1996 – Town Bridge 
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Planning Commission 
December 6, 2017 Work Session 

Treasure Hill CUP 
 

Planning Staff 
Summary Opinions 
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Introductory Statements 
• The Treasure Hill development proposal is complex/large scale 

development for Park City. 

• We have all struggled with the give and take between the applicant and 
the public on what the SPMP allows for because they were not written 
specifically for the present circumstances and scenario proposed. 

• Staff has worked diligently be respectful and honor the applicant’s existing 
entitlements. 

• Staff has honored the schedule and presentation format requests of the 
applicant. 

• Staff understands the applicant’s proposal that is under review for this 
hearing is version 17.2 – submitted in pieces over the summer 2017 
through a couple of days ago. 
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Introductory Statements 
• Staff does not consider revision 17.2 to be a substantive change to the 

applicant’s 2004 and 2009 versions of their development proposal 
warranting a new application. 

• Staff agrees on some points of the applicant’s position papers and 
disagrees with others. 

• One notable change in scenario is that what was contemplated at the time 
of the SPMP approval was a phased project, with iterations, that would 
happen over time – Town Lift Base, Town Lift Ski Runs, Town Bridge, prior 
subdivisions were reviewed in this manner. 

• What is being applied for by the applicant is an approval for the 
development to be constructed all at one time. 

• What we are challenged to do is bridge the gaps between the SPMP 
approval and the issues the SPMP delayed until this CUP review. 
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Introductory Statements 
• Per a prior request of the Planning Commission, staff has summarized the 

main  issues of agreements, qualified agreements, and disagreements 
with the applicant's positions in the document provided. 

• This information is intended to be helpful to the Planning Commission in 
clarifying the positions of both the applicant and staff for discussion; and 
respond to inaccurate assertions made by the applicant in their position 
papers for the record. 

• This document is a working document and not intended to be an all 
encompassing document of every issue voiced during the CUP review 
process nor replace the staff reports, position papers, presentations or 
discussions that have taken place as part of the record. 

• This presentation attempts to highlight the main points staff’s position for 
the purpose of a thoughtful and informed discussion by the Planning 
Commission prior to rendering any decision. 
 
 

4 Packet Pg. 178



Compliance with SPMP 
Allowed Support Commercial and Meeting Rooms 

• SPMP caps the amount of allowed support commercial and meeting room floor 
area. 

• Staff’s position is the applicant’s requested 21,339SF of support commercial and 
16,214SF of meeting space should be eliminated from the project to be compliant 
with the SPMP as supported by the SPMP May 15, 1985 Fact Sheet . 

Accessory Space 

• SPMP May 15, 1985 Face Sheet included 17, 500SF of miscellaneous spaces such 
as lobbies, meeting rooms, etc. The 2003 LMC considers these types of uses 
accessory and not limited by UEs. 

• Staff’s position is the amount of accessory space, as defined by the 2003 LMC, 
should be limited by what can be included within the overall size of the project 
represented in the SPMP conceptual plans to a maximum of 875,163SF, per the 
applicant’s analysis, to be compliant with the SPMP and to the extent the 
additional area is mitigated through the CUP review process. 
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Compliance with SPMP 
Maximum Overall Size of the Development 
• SPMP conceptual plans represent a total floor area of 875,163SF; and the 17.2 

proposal represents 948,730SF of floor area. 
• Staff’s position is the overall project floor area should be reduced from 948,730SF 

to a maximum overall size of 875,163SF, per the applicant’s analysis, to be 
compliant with the SPMP and to the extent the additional area is mitigated 
through the CUP review process. 

Excavation 
• SPMP conceptual plans represent 413,436CY of excavated soil material per the 

applicant’s analysis; and the 17.2 proposal represents 814,450CY of excavated soil 
material. 

• Staff’s position is the amount of proposed excavation of 875,163 should be 
reduced to a maximum of what was contemplated in the approved SPMP, 
413,426CY, as supported by the City’s Council commentary of why they chose the 
conceptual plans they did to incorporated into the SPMP; and additionally the 
excavated material removal and relocation be mitigated through the CUP review 
process. 
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Compliance with SPMP 
Development Boundary 

• SPMP defines a development boundary; and version 17.2 includes cliffscapes 
outside of that established boundary. 

• Staff’s position is the cliffscapes permanently alter the existing landscape to a 
point it cannot be reasonable restored to its natural condition; and must be moved 
to be contained within the SPMP established building boundary to be compliant 
with the SPMP and to the extent the cliffscape grading, landscaping, storm water, 
and visual related impacts are mitigated through the CUP review process. 
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CUP Criteria 1, 8 and 11 
1.   size and location of the Site 
8. Building mass, bulk, and orientation, and the location of Buildings on the 

Site; including orientation to Buildings on adjoining Lots 
11. physical design and Compatibility with surrounding Structures in mass, 

scale, style, design, and architectural detailing 
• Staff agrees the site and uses are appropriate to the extent they are 

compliant with SPMP and can mitigated through the CUP process. 
• Staff agrees with the applicant on their residential and commercial UE 

calculations. 
• Staff disagrees with the applicant on the allowed support commercial and 

meeting space. 
− Staff contends the SPMP language is specific enough and governs the 

amount of allowed floor area for these specific functions.  
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CUP Criteria 1, 8, and 11 
• Staff disagrees with the applicant’s position that the proposed 

development was mandated by past staff and Planning Commission 
direction other than to the extent the concept of “clustering” did not 
conflict with the requirements of SPMP – unless that document was 
officially modified. 

• Staff’s position is the project design can be adjusted to be compliant with 
the SPMP by revising (for example) the lot coverage, number of buildings,  
and orientations of the buildings and parking; and additionally mitigating 
the impacts. 

• Staff recognizes further detailed analysis and evaluations of the project 
may have to occur at a later time than this process such as: Revised 
building massing and orientation (due to revised excavation amount and 
relocating cliffscapes within the development boundary consistent with 
the SPMP) for compatibility plus compliance with the Historic District 
Guidelines. 
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CUP Criteria 15 
15.  within and adjoining the Site, impacts on Environmentally Sensitive Lands, 

Slope retention, and appropriateness of the proposed Structure to the 
topography of the Site 

• Staff disagrees on the amount of excavation of soil material proposed by the 
applicant as outlined in the prior SPMP compliance slides. 
− Montage 2007 Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) included 100,000CY of 

excavated soil material and St. Regis 2001 CMP included 80,000CY that 
was relocated off of their respective sites. 

• Staff disagrees with the applicant’s proposed removal of vegetation and 
controls on the placement of fill. 

• Staff disagrees with the proposed increased area of disturbance from the 
applicant’s  previous submittals. 

• Staff’s position is additional review processes are required for the placement 
of excavated soil material outside of the established building boundary and/or 
off-site. 
 

 
 
 

10 Packet Pg. 184



CUP Criteria 2, 4, 5, 6 and 13 
2.   traffic considerations including capacity of the existing Streets in the Area 
4. emergency vehicle Access 
5. location and amount of off-Street parking 
6. internal vehicular and pedestrian circulation system 
13. control of delivery and service vehicles, loading and unloading zones, and 

Screening of trash pickup Areas 
• Staff agrees with the numerous qualifying conditions  formally discussed 

with the applicant and Planning Commission including specific limiting 
measures, subsequent reviews and approvals, and ongoing operational 
monitoring/adjustment requirements. 
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CUP Criteria 3, 7 and 10 
3. utility capacity 
7. Fencing, Screening, and landscaping to separate the Use from adjoining 

Uses  
10. signs and lighting 
• Staff’s position is the review of detailed final plans in these areas will need 

a later review process with an established standard of review. 
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CUP Criteria 9, 12 and 14 
9.     usable Open Space 
12. noise, vibration, odors, steam, or other mechanical factors that might 

affect people and Property Off-site 
14.  expected Ownership and management of the project as primary 

residences, Condominiums, time interval Ownership, Nightly Rental, or 
commercial tenancies, how the form of Ownership affects taxing entities 

• Staff’s position is open space is in agreement with the applicant to the 
extent it is compliant with the Recreation Open Space zoning – refer to 
staff’s position on criteria 15. 

• Staff’s disagrees with the levels of controls over the construction and 
operations based on the applicant’s submitted documents. 

• Staff’s position is a Master Owner's Association should be required, similar 
to other projects in Park City (Empire Pass), that manage similar open 
space and operations. 
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Questions? 

1. Staff requests the Planning Commission discuss their 
viewpoints on SPMP compliance of the Treasure Hill CUP 
application proposed development version 17.2. 

2. Staff requests the Planning Commission Comment on the 
impacts and associated mitigations needed to satisfy the 
CUP Criteria. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  King’s Crown  
Author:  Francisco Astorga, AICP, Senior Planner 
Project #:  PL-17-03515, PL-17-03566, & PL-17-03567 
Date:   13 December 2017 
Type of Item: Work Session Discussion - Master Planned Development, 

Conditional Use Permit, and Re-Subdivision 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission hold a work session discussion for the 
King’s Crown Master Planned Development (MPD), Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
Multi-Unit Dwellings, and corresponding 33 lot Re-Subdivision applications.  Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission focus on the newly provided information as 
discussed by the Planning Commission during the November 29, 2017 Planning 
Commission meeting regarding the construction mitigation aspects of the proposal. 
 
Description 
Applicant: CRH Partners, LLC represented by Rory Murphy, Hans 

Fuegi, and Chuck Heath 
Location:   1201-1299 Lowell Avenue, Park City, Utah 84060 
Zoning: Recreation Commercial (RC) District, Recreation And Open 

Space (ROS) District, and Sensitive Land Overlay (SLO) 
Zone 

Adjacent Land Uses: Trails, skiing, open space, and residential. 
Reason for Review: MPDs and CUPs Applications require Planning 

Commission review and approval. 
Re-Subdivisions Applications require Planning 
Commission review/recommendation to the City Council, 
and review and approval by the City Council 

 
Updated Exhibits (Printed) 
On December 6, 2013 the following exhibits were submitted to the City for this 
Planning Commission work session: 

 Letter from the Applicant dated December 1, 2017 received on December 
6, 2017. 

 Potential Fill Location Aerial Photograph 

 Proposed Export Fill Placement Exhibit 

 Existing Conditions Survey 

 Proposed Plat  
 
Link - Applicant Narratives 
Exhibit A - Applicant’s MPD Letter 
Exhibit B - Applicant’s General Plan Letter 
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http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2308&Inline=True#page=212
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2308&Inline=True#page=212
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42155
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42157


Exhibit C - Prior Agreements 
Exhibit D - Applicant’s CUP Letter 
Exhibit E - Applicant’s Re-Subdivision Letter 
Exhibit F - Construction Mitigation Plan 
Exhibit G – Nastar Intent Letter 
Exhibit H – Affordable Housing Letter (Printed) 
Exhibit I - Planning Commission and Staff Questions and Concerns Letter (Printe) 
 
Link - Reports 
Exhibit J - Applicant’s Traffic Studies and Transportation Master Plan 
Exhibit K - Vegetation Study 
Exhibit L - Geotechnical Investigation 
Exhibit M - City Traffic Study 
Exhibit N - King’s Crown Traffic Study 
Exhibit O - Cultural Survey 
Exhibit P - Environmental Survey 
Exhibit Q - Mine Site Studies 
 
Link - Plans 
Exhibit R - General Drawings: 

GI-001 Cover Sheet 
Exhibit S - Civil Drawings: 

ALTA Survey 
Slope Map 

Exhibit T - Civil Drawings:  
Proposed Plat 
C3 Preliminary Utility Plan 
C4 Preliminary Grading Plan 
C5 Detailed Grading Plans 
C6 Detailed Grading Plans 

Exhibit U – Landscape Drawings: 
L-101 LANDSCAPE PLAN 
L-102 MATERIALS PLAN 

Exhibit V - Architectural Site Drawings: 
AS-001 Site Aerial Plan 
AS-002 Existing Platted Conditions 
AS-003 Project Scope 
AS-004 Diagrammatic Site Plan 

Exhibit W - Site Compliance Drawings: 
AS-005 Property Zone Area Plan 
AS-006 Open Space Calculations 
AS-007 Building Pads / Setbacks 
AS-008 Snow Storage Diagram 
AS-009 Construction Mitigation 
AS-010 Internal Pedestrian Circulation 
AS-011 Retaining Wall Plan 
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http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42161
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42223
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42221
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42209
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=48216
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=48218
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=48220
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42159
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42195
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42197
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42199
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42201
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42203
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42205
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=42207
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46887
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46889
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46891
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46893
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46895
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46897


AS-101 Architectural Site Plan 
Exhibit X - Architectural Graphics Drawings: 

AG-101 Roof Height Compliance 
AG-102 Height Fog Studies 
AG-111 Affordable Building Area Plans 
AG-112 Affordable Building Area Plans 
AG-121 Condo Building B/C Area Plans 
AG-122 Condo Building B/C Area Plans 
AG-123 Condo Building B/C Area Plans 
AG-131 Condo Building D Area Plans 
AG-132 Condo Building D Area Plans 
AG-141 Townhome Area Plans  
AG-142 Townhome Area Plans 

Exhibit Y - Architectural Drawings: 
AE-201 LOWELL AVE - STREETSCAPE ELEVATIONS 
AE-211 Building A Elevations 
AE-212 Building A Elevations 
AE-221 Building B Elevations 
AE-222 Building B Elevations 
AE-223 Building C Elevations  
AE-231 Building D Elevations 
AE-232 Building D Elevations 
AE-241 Townhome Street Elevation 
AE-301 Site Sections 
AE-302 Site Sections 
AE-311 Building A Sections 
AE-321 Building B/C Sections 
AE-331 Building D Sections 
AE-341 Townhome Sections 
AE-342 Townhome Sections 
AE-901 Preliminary 3D Views 
AE-902 Preliminary 3D Views 
AE-903 Preliminary Overall Sketch 
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http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46899
http://www.parkcity.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=46901


December 1, 2017

Mr. Francisco Astorga, Senior Planner
Mr. Bruce Ericksen, Planning Director
Park City Planning Department
Park City Municipal Corporation
445 Marsac Avenue
Park City, Utah 84060

RE: King’s Crown Planning Commissioner Comments from 11/29/17 Meeting

Dear Francisco,

This letter is meant to address the Planning Commissioner comments from the 11/29/17 Planning
Commission hearing for the King’s Crown project. As always, we appreciate your attention to our
submittal and your efforts on our behalf.

There were only a few comments from the Commission that required replies and we have them as:
1) Accurate figures/exhibits for the placement, volume and height of on mountain waste rock.
2) An understanding of construction delivery trucks during the peak activity periods at the resort.
3) What are the allowed uses in the open space area to be preserved.
4) A breakdown of the current proposal for the Affordable Housing AMI’s.

Please let us know if there are additional items to be added to this list. We believe that it is
comprehensive based on comparing notes of the evening, but we obviously want to answer all of the
Commission’s concerns so that they feel comfortable with the project’s information.

1) Accurate figures/exhibits for the placement, volume and height of on mountain waste rock. We
have included in Exhibit A (attached) a map showing the exact placement areas for waste rock
based on conversations we have had with the Vail Mountain Manager, Brian Sudadolc and John
Sale within the past day. Exhibit B shows the proposed engineered study of the above with the
corresponding volumes and depths of the waste material. All waste material must be certified
as environmentally clean, compacted in no more than 2 foot lifts (to achieve a 90%+
compaction) covered with six inches of topsoil, seeded with a native grass mix and sod placed
over the grass seeds. Maximum depth would be 5 feet, tapering off to 0 feet. In the highly
unlikely case that the King’s Crown developers are unable to secure an agreement with the
owners of Park City Mountain, the excavation material would be disposed of by the traditional
method used in the vast majority of construction projects in Park City. We estimate 14,400
cubic yards of material (includes swell) which would equate to 1,440 truck loads (at 10
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yds./truck). Again, this is a highly unlikely scenario but we are trying to provide you with the
most information possible.

2) As we stated in our presentation, we have offered, as a Condition of Approval, that we would
not undergo excavation or footings and foundation work on the multi family buildings or the
access road during the winter season from Christmas through April 1st of a given season. We
feel that this is a very significant concession and one that has not been offered by any project in
the Park City area. The idea is to prevent large fleets of trucks from causing conflicts during the
very busy winter ski season on a parcel of property adjacent to the resort. While we realize that
there are busy days and times during the summer months, the project nonetheless has to be
built and the Staff has been very direct on where their major concerns are relative to the site
and that is interfering with winter ski resort traffic. Construction deliveries are an unfortunate
reality of a project’s development. We will instruct our construction staff to keep delivery trucks
off of the streets during the peak busy times of between 8:30 am and 10:00 am as well as the
peak afternoon times of 3:30 pm through 4:30 pm, but we cannot guarantee this as it is a
function of many different suppliers, multiple subcontractors and various, unpredictable
trucking schedules. This will largely become a self governing issue as it will be very slow for a
delivery truck to circumvent the traffic to the site during those times. There is the advantage
that when the resort is busiest, i.e. the weekends, the construction activity is correspondingly
lower. We will, however, agree to not deliver materials during the busiest tourist times of
Christmas week, MLK weekend, Sundance week, President’s Day weekend, Arts Fest and Tour
de Utah. We believe that is an additional major concession and is as far as we can practically go
without seriously jeopardizing the viability of the project.

3) We were asked about the allowed uses in the protected open space portion of the site. The
following is a list of prohibited uses and restrictions in the protected open space followed by a
list of allowed and reserved uses:

Prohibited uses and restrictions:
Any industrial, commercial, or for profit recreational activity (downhill skiing is expressly
permitted).
No construction of any structures or impervious paving.
No recreational improvements, except hiking/biking trails and ski related trails and
associated equipment, are permitted.
Subdivision.
Mining.
Alteration of topography.
Dumping.
Manipulation of water.
Roads and impervious surfaces.
Vehicles (expressly permitted are vehicles associated with ski maintenance on the ski
run trails only).
Plant removal or introduction.
Density.
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Hunting.
Perimeter fencing.
Haying and grazing.

Allowed and reserved uses:
Skiing.
Ski related equipment on the ski runs.
Ski maintenance vehicles.
Conveyance of the property is allowed.
Buried utilities on the ski runs.
Signs as necessary.
Public access.
Hiking/biking trails.
Preservation, restoration or enhancement of conservation values.
Native species may be restored.

4) The current affordable housing proposal, which is developed through the Affordable Housing
Staff and the Affordable Housing Authority (The City Council), is shown in the proceeding table.
The Staff and the Affordable Housing Authority retain the final say on these figures, however,
and the final decision is made subsequent to the MPD approval.

Table 1. Type of Unit/AMI Target/Price
Unit Type AMI Target Price
Three bedroom 60% $240,250
Two bedroom 60% $216,225
Two bedroom 60% $216,225
One bedroom 60% $192,153
Two bedroom 70% $252,262
Two bedroom 70% $252,262
Two bedroom 80% $288,300
Two bedrom 80% $288,300
Three bedroom 100% $400,416
Two bedroom 100% $360,375
Three bedroom 120% $480,499
Three bedroom 120% $480,499
Two bedroom 120% $432,449
Two bedroom 120% $432,449
Two bedroom 120% $432,449
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit these answers to the questions and comments raised at the
last Planning Commission meeting. Please do not hesitate to contact me if there are any additional
questions you may have. We truly appreciate your efforts on our behalf and look forward to continuing
our dialogue.

Sincerely,

Rory Murphy
Hans Fuegi
Chuck Heath
CRH Partners, LLC
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