
 
 PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 WORK SESSION NOTES 
 SEPTEMBER 22, 2010 
 
 
PRESENT: Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Richard Luskin, Dick Peek, Adam Strachan, 

Thomas Eddington, Kayla Sintz, Kirsten Whetstone, Polly Samuels McLean,    
 
 
Site Visit to 200 Ridge Avenue 
 
The Planning Commission held a site visit at 200 Ridge Avenue prior to the work session.   
 
WORK SESSION ITEMS 
 
200 Ridge Avenue, Ridge Overlook - Plat Amendment 
(Application #PL-10-00977) 
 
Planner Kayla Sintz reported that on July 14th  the Planning Commission requested a site visit to 
200 Ridge Avenue after the applicant, Jason Gyllenskog, provided an overview of the current 
proposal for six lots, and background information on a previously approved plan for three lots that 
had expired.  On July 14th the Planning Commission also requested additional information, including 
overlay maps, that would show topography, aerials, and possible build-out of adjacent areas near 
200 Ridge Avenue.  The map was available at the site visit and it was also included in the Staff 
report.  Planner Sintz requested input from the Planning Commission on whether they would like to 
see additional information on the map, since future build-out would impact the infrastructure and 
capacity of existing Ridge Avenue.     
 
The Staff report outlined issues for discussion during the work session.  The Staff requested input 
on the proposed number of lots and the proposed lot configuration, the capacity of Ridge Avenue 
for additional development, and additional studies or analysis needed by the Planning Commission. 
 
Planner Sintz referred to the upper Ridge area and noted that those are platted lots in the HRL 
zone.  The lots are 25' x 75' lots.  The HRL Zone requires 50' x 75' or a 3,750 square foot minimum 
lot size.  The lots as currently platted could not move forward because the property is now in the 
HRL zone, which is why the applicant is required to go through the plat amendment process.   
 
Chair Wintzer wanted to know how many lots are buildable as currently platted.  Planner Sintz 
explained that none of the lots are buildable without a plat amendment because they are all 25' x 
75' lots.   
Commissioner Hontz read from item (a) of the HRL zone purpose statement, “The purpose of the 
HRL zone is to reduce density that is deemed accessible only by sub-standard streets, so that 
these streets are not impacted beyond their reasonable carrying capacity.”  Planner Hontz 
remarked that Ridge Avenue is a perfect example of a substandard street  and it is part of the 
quaintness and uniqueness that remains in Park City.  In her opinion, it did not make sense to 
widen and improve Ridge Avenue.  She pointed out that Ridge Avenue was not placed where it was 
platted.  It is a prescriptive use and easement across the road and it should not be supporting 
density.   
 
Commissioner Hontz felt the six lot proposal was going in the wrong direction from the previously 
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approved three lot proposal, primarily due to the impacts created by three additional homes.  She 
believed the HRL purpose statement supported her concern.  Commissioner Hontz referenced a 
letter from Steve Deckert that was provided at the July 14th meeting and referred to a number of 
comments by Mr. Deckert that she thought were helpful.   
 
Commissioner Hontz appreciated the map the Staff had prepared because it helps them  look at 
this project in the overall scale of what could occur in the area.  She suggested that Mr. Gyllenskog 
could benefit from that information and think about surrounding projects that would occur at the 
same time, and do something that makes sense on a larger scale.  She believed it would benefit 
everyone to have that communication now and work together before anything is approved. 
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that in the three lots approval that expired, wider lots and less density 
created an opportunity to articulate the ends of the units downward.  This accommodates for street 
parking pull outs between the structures to eliminate a street of garages on Ridge Avenue.  
Commissioner Hontz stated that six lots and access to Ridge Avenue creates significant safety 
impacts.   
 
Commissioner Hontz remarked that the structures on six lots would not be much smaller than the 
structures on three lots.  She believed there would be large homes with either application.  
However, the traffic impacts are substantially different between three lots and six lots.  She pointed 
out that the setbacks from six lots would create a wall of massing because the setbacks would be 
smaller.  Setbacks on three lots would lessen that visual appearance.  Commissioner Hontz stated 
that as she walked down platted Anchor, it seemed reasonable to build on the flat spaces where 
there are remnants of old structures.  However, the way to arrive there is off of Ridge Avenue and 
she struggles with that aspect.  She was not convinced that taking access and having a long 
driveway off of Ridge is a good idea, although it is potentially the most buildable and least visible 
place to locate structures.  Commissioner Hontz suggested that there might be a different solution, 
particularly if something could be worked out with King Ridge Estates to the north, for an access 
point on that side.   
Commissioner Peek concurred with Commissioner Hontz.  He requested an analysis to see if 
homes could be constructed within the three level limits on the proposed lots.   
 
Commissioner Strachan thought the site visit was helpful.   During the July meeting he thought the 
lots in that area were unbuildable due to the steepness.  However, after the site visit he changed his 
opinion and believed that some units could be built.  Commissioner Strachan was unsure if six lots 
would fit and he was interested in seeing the analysis Commissioner Peek had requested.  He 
stated that six lots would require too much excavation and would create significant impacts to the 
neighbors below.  He was leaning towards a three lot proposal similar to what was previously 
approved.  Commissioner Strachan preferred to see the lots clustered on vacated Anchor as much 
as possible rather than cutting into the hillside.  Unless they could find a way to utilize the flat space 
on Anchor and minimize the excavation, he believed it would be difficult to meet purpose 
statements A and F of the HRL zone.  He noted that Commissioner Hontz had read statement (a). 
Statement (f), is to “Establish development review criteria for new developments which mitigates 
impacts on mass, scale and environment”.  The amount of  excavation required for six structures 
would impact the environment.   
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Chair Wintzer remarked that at one time a project was proposed with a road going all the way down 
the back.  The Planning Commission rejected that plan because it was too great of an impact on the 
downhill neighbors to have a driveway in their backyard.  Chair Wintzer agreed with the concept 
that putting houses on the flatter areas would be more buildable and create less impacts.  However, 
the question is whether that could be done without putting a road in the backyards of existing 
residents.  Chair Wintzer felt that six lots in general would generate too much traffic for a 
substandard road.  It would require six cuts  and that would be six less places to push snow.  He 
favored the three lot plan, but with limits on size and footprint of the homes.  
 
Commissioner Luskin echoed the comments of his fellow Commissioners.  Currently, snow can be 
pushed off the steep side, however, if that corridor is blocked with houses, that would limit snow 
storage.  Commissioner Luskin stated that he is familiar with the road because he rides his bike up 
there.  He could not see that road being passable two-way in the winter.  He preferred less density 
and orienting that density to minimize the impacts.  Commissioner Luskin agreed that building on 
the flatter parts of Anchor Avenue is more appealing, but it also creates access issues.  
Commissioner Luskin asked if the excavation would require rock removal.  He was told that it 
would, but that is typical for most excavation in Park City.   
      
Planner Sintz summarized the direction.  The Planning Commission preferred less density, primarily 
three lots.  They were concerned about the capacity of Ridge Avenue and felt that six lots created 
too much impact for the road.    
 
Jason Gyllenskog, representing the applicant, stated that he had included a cross section in his last 
submittal.  He had a full-size scale of the cross section available this evening.  Mr. Gyllenskog 
remarked that vacated Anchor is extremely steep.  The flat area was an area of historic homes and 
Anchor was actually a walking path, not a street.  He noted that the proposed houses would 
primarily be built in the flat area.  He pointed out that there would be 30 feet from the back end of 
the lots on the downhill side before the houses  even start into that flat area, and it would not 
encroach into the steep hill.  There would be 15 foot setbacks from the existing road, which he 
believes is adequate snow storage. 
 
In terms of building three levels, Mr. Gyllenskog presented a diagram showing three levels built in.  
The potential challenge for design professionals would be to get the steep pitch of 12/12 or 10/12 
for the roof of the garage element.  Mr. Gyllenskog stated that when the three lot plan was 
approved, the LMC was different and four levels were allowed.  The house sizes proposed at that 
time were significantly larger.  He anticipated negotiating reduced footprints and a total of three 
levels.  Mr. Gyllenskog remarked that the excavation would not be dramatic into the hillside 
because it is set back. 
 
Planner Sintz proposed that the Staff work with Mr. Gyllenskog and provide clear direction on what 
could be built on a proposed lot size based on the new ordinance.  The Staff could provide that 
information at a future meeting.   Mr. Gyllenskog stated that he would be prepared to address their 
concerns at the next meeting.                                           
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Park City Heights - Master Planned Development Overview and Discussion 
(Application #PL-10-01014) 
 
Planner Kirsten Whetstone reported that the Park City Heights Annexation was approved by the 
City Council on May 27, 2010 for 286 acres zoned CT, Community Transition.  A pre-MPD meeting 
was held on August 11th, 2010 at which time the Planning Commission found initial compliance with 
the General Plan.   
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the Master Plan Development proposes 239 residential dwellings on 
239 acres.  She presented slides of the zoning map, comparisons with other developments, and 
orientation of the Park City Heights projects with surrounding properties and highways.  Planner 
Whetstone reviewed a color coded map showing the open spaces areas in green, city-owned 
properties in blue, the city limits and the annexation boundary in red. 
 
Planner Whetstone remarked that the concept plan was reviewed in July and again in August. The 
minutes of those meetings were included in the Park City Heights binders provided to the Planning 
Commission by Staff.  She referred to the bubble diagrams and previous comments for overlapping 
the bubbles.  Planner Whetstone noted that the City Council had reviewed the concept plan as a 
co-owner.   
Planner Whetstone reviewed the legend, noting that the pink was a combination of the Park City 
Heights affordable housing units and affordable obligations from Talisker.  The 28 IHC units, which 
equate to 48 affordable housing unit equivalents, is an obligation from the IHC project that have not 
been constructed.  Planner Whetstone remarked that the blue legend identified the 16 affordable 
housing units that would result if the 160 market rate units are approved.   
 
Planner Whetstone noted that the entry had been revised and a garden feature was added.              
 
Planner Whetstone explained that the Land Management Code requires a work session prior to 
public hearings.  During the public hearing meeting, the Planning Commission would look for 
compliance with the MPD Sections of the Land Management Code, which includes compliance with 
the General Plan and the requirements of the zone.  The MPD documents would be finalized 
following the public hearing and discussions.  Following that process, the Development Agreement 
would be formally ratified by the Planning Commission.    
 
Planner Whetstone reported that the Master Plan Development Review, Section 15-6-6,  of the 
LMC, as well as the CT zone, are important to the review process.  The Staff report outlined 
detailed items for the Planning Commission to consider in their review, such as density, setbacks, 
open space, off street parking, building height, site planning, landscape and streetscapes, sensitive 
lands, affordable housing and child care.  
 
Planner Whetstone reviewed a timeline as outlined in the Staff report.  The Planning Commission 
would discuss this MPD during the work session this evening. Public hearings would be scheduled 
in October, November and December.  The October discussion would focus on transportation and 
traffic, trails, utilities, site plan overview, and environmental compliance.  In November the issues for 
discussion would be neighborhood character, architectural design, recreation and amenities, and 
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sustainable elements, including water.  Another work session and public hearing would be held in 
December to ratify the draft development agreement.  Final action would be requested in January 
2011.   
 
Planner Whetstone noted that the Planning Commission must also make findings A through H 
outlined in Section 15-6-6 of the LMC. 
 
The objective of this work session was to allow the applicant the opportunity to respond to  
concerns raised at previous meetings, and for the Planning Commission to discuss the issues and 
provide direction.  No action would be taken.   
 
Commissioner Strachan read from LMC Section 15-6-6(J), “The MPD as conditioned meets the 
sensitive land requirements of the Land Management Code.”  He asked if that was only for MPD’s 
that have parcels of land in SLO Districts.  Planner Whetstone answered yes.  Commissioner 
Strachan pointed out that 15-6-6(I) talks about sensitive lands compliance, but only in the SLO 
zones.  He felt that (J) was more expansive and   his interpretation of (J) was that all MPD’s must 
meet the sensitive land requirements of the Land Management Code.  Planner Whetstone 
remarked that the CT zone has its own review of the SLO.   
 
Assistant City Attorney, Polly Samuels McLean, understood that Commissioner Strachan was 
asking if the sensitive lands in (J) has to be part of the SLO, or if it just refers to sensitive lands in 
general.  She noted that Sensitive Lands in 16-6-6(J) is capitalized. The definition of sensitive land 
reads, “Land designated as such by a sensitive lands analysis and as reflected on the official 
zoning map.”  Ms. McLean interpreted that to mean that the capitalized Sensitive Lands refers to 
the sensitive lands overlay.   
 
Patrick Moffatt, representing the applicant, stated that they tried to incorporate the comments from 
the last meeting into their MPD proposal.   Most of the issues related to the master plan layout and 
the land uses and he requested feedback from the Planning Commission to see if they were 
headed in the right direction.   
 
Mr. Moffatt reported that their main focus in making revisions was integration of both market rate 
and affordable units.  They also addressed integration between this project and Park City in 
general.  He indicated a proposed park that could be used by the Park City population and the 
residents of Park City Heights.  It can be the interface to make this project part of Park City and a 
fabric of the community.   
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, presented a slide of the master plan from the last 
meeting as a starting point to identify the revisions.  Mr. White stated that for this meeting they 
focused on the entry area into the project and how to better integrate the affordable units with 
market rates units. 
 
Mr. White reviewed the revised plan and stated that they looked at the entrance as a fresh 
approach.  At the last meeting they talked about a sense of arrival and creating a neighborhood feel 
at the entrance.  To accomplish that, they propose to put a park at the entrance.  Coming into the 
project you will see a clubhouse with some type of commercial component.  Mr. White stated that 
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the park will have a grassy play area, community gardens, a splash pad, tot lots and a sitting area 
with stones to sit on.  The intent is to make a connection between this park and the park in 
Prospector.  A roundabout was added for traffic circulation. 
 
Mr. White reviewed the mix of units identified by color.  The bright green units were the IHC 
affordable units.  Those will be a townhouse product with attached garages.  The pink units were 
Park City Municipal Corp. affordable units, in both single family detached and some type of 
attached units.  The orange color represented smaller market rate units.  They worked with 
integrating product mix as well as affordable units.  The market rate units would be smaller than 
cottages units and would mix well with the affordable units.  Mr. White pointed out that the market 
rate units could be in the same price point as some of those affordable units.  Chair Wintzer asked 
about the size of the units.  Mr. White believed they were in the range of 1800 to 2500 square feet.  
He explained that the intent was to  have the fronts face into green space and connect the units 
with sidewalks.  Mr. White stated that visitor parking could be accommodated in the 50 foot power 
line corridor.   
 
Mr. White remarked that the blue units shown on the slide were the CT zone affordable units that 
would meet the requirement of the CT zone.  Those units were integrated throughout the project.  
Mr. White stated that because the purpose was to create a sense of neighborhood community at 
the entrance, it was important not to move the affordable units too far into the project.  The 
applicants assumed that many of the larger homes would be second homes and may not be 
occupied as frequently as the cottages or other market rate units.  Therefore, the density was 
concentrated towards the entrance.   
 
Mr. White presented a rough sketch to show how they had incorporated the thoughts and ideas 
previously expressed by the Planning Commission, with the applicants’ ideas for the project and 
unit mix.  He had erred on the side of sketching units larger than they would  probably be built.  He 
assumed the footprints would be eliminated and/or buildings eliminated altogether.  Mr. White 
stated that they were just beginning to focus on the size and types of units.  The next phase would 
focus on a more specific site plan. 
 
Mr. White recalled a previous consideration for a transit stop into the project.  As an alternative, the 
drawings showed a transit stop on both sides of Old Dump Road close to the clubhouse.  As the 
bus comes out from Park City going to the park and ride lot, it could drop people off and pick them 
up on the way back into town.  A mail kiosk would be located by the clubhouse.  Mr. White 
emphasized that they are trying to create a community gathering area with well-used and welcomed 
amenities.   
 
Mr. White addressed Commissioner Strachan’s comments regarding the SLO.  He noted that the 
entire proposal, including roads, is outside of any sensitive lands.  Commissioner Strachan asked 
how they determined which lands were sensitive.  Mr. White replied that it goes back to the LMC, 
which identifies wetlands, flood plains, slopes over 30%, ridge lines and other issues outlined in the 
sensitive lands overlay section.   Commissioner Strachan asked if the applicants or the Staff had 
made that determination.  Mr. White stated and the applicants, the Staff and the Task Force were 
involved in making that determination. 
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Chair Wintzer assumed the green buildings would be duplexes and triplexes.  Mr. White answered 
yes.  Chair Wintzer asked for the size of the proposed play field.  He was told that it would be close 
to the size of a soccer field.  Mr. White explained that the smaller units would not have much yard 
space and the intent for the field was to provide a place where people can play.  Chair Wintzer 
agreed with the concept.  Chair Wintzer asked if the “living room” area in the park would be a 
landscape feature where people could sit to relax.  Mr. White replied that this was correct.   He 
stated that it would be similar to the area behind Red Butte gardens where sitting on the stones is 
similar to sitting on a sofa.  As the trails connection come down, it would provide a place where 
people can sit outside. 
 
Chair Wintzer asked about the splash park.  Mr. White stated that it would be a small outdoor 
fountain with the same idea as the larger fountain at Gateway or other malls.  Chair Wintzer was not 
opposed, but he questioned the logic in Park City’s climate.  Mr. White stated that it could be used 
for ice skating in the winter.    Chair Wintzer clarified that the tot park would be a normal 
playground.        
 
Commissioner Luskin asked if Mr. White was serious when he mentioned ice skating.  Mr. White 
explained that the east side of the entrance road is the low spot of the project where they will 
probably be doing storm detention.  He noted that Willow Creek Park in the Basin  has a small ice 
rink.  The Snyderville Basin Recreation District has a small Zamboni and the rink is heavily used.  
As a preliminary idea, they may consider ice skating at Park City Heights for a winter activity.  
Commissioner Luskin favored the idea.   
 
Chair Wintzer asked Mr. White to explain the community garden concept.  Mr. White replied that it 
would be raised boxes where people could sign up for a specific area and maintain it as their 
garden through the summer months.  Mr. Moffatt pointed out that the garden would be open to the 
community at large and not just residents of Park City Heights.   
 
Commissioner Luskin recalled a previous discussion about possible commercial space.  Mr. White 
replied that the only space for commercial would be in the clubhouse itself.  He sees the clubhouse 
as a gathering spot, with the possibility of an attached commercial component.  He suggested that 
the commercial may only be open in the summer months, such as an ice-cream shop.  The 
developer could build the commercial space and then lease it for the summer at no charge.  The 
space could also be used as office space.  Mr. White commented on a number of local 
developments that tried a commercial component and failed.  Commissioner Luskin envisioned 
something more like a mini-mart.  Mr. Moffatt stated that Boyer Company does a lot of retail and in 
their experience, 239 units is not enough to entice an operator to that location.   
 
Chair Wintzer asked if they expected people to drive into town to purchase a quart of milk.  Mr. 
White stated that typically people will stop on their way home to buy items such as milk.  In those 
types of developments, people rarely run to the store for a simple item.  They will first ask their 
neighbors.  In their experience, mini-marts do not function economically. 
Chair Wintzer wanted to know the size of the smallest affordable housing unit.  Mr. White  stated 
that it would depend on the type of unit.  Chair Wintzer assumed the units in the project could range 
from 1,000 square feet and go up to 6,000 square feet for the houses at the top.  Mr. White replied 
that this was correct.  There would be a significant range in both affordable and market units.  Chair 



Work Session Notes 
September 22, 2010 
Page 8 

 
 
Wintzer believed that the smaller units could use all the amenities.   
 
Mr. White explained the reason for going to an alley-loaded product.  He pointed out that the first 
visible garage would be on the units that were not color-coded on the slide.  Some of those units 
would have shared driveways with side entrance garages.  You would go a significant distance after 
the entering the project before you would see be a garage.  He believed that responded to 
Commissioner Peek’s concern about having “a garage in your face”.  Chair Wintzer stated that it 
was two issues.  One was the “garage in your face” and the other was the issue of forcing all 
activity to the back side of the house if the garage fronts a busy road.  Putting the garages in the 
alley allows people to sit on their front porch and interact with their neighbors.  Chair Wintzer 
believed this was a much better plan than what was originally proposed.   
 
Chair Wintzer liked how they had removed the units off of the Dump Road.  He expected the Dump 
Road would eventually become busier as a back road into Park City.  Chair Wintzer referred to the 
green and orange units and wanted to know who would own the pale green grass.  Mr. White stated 
that it would be a combination of community property  and lot property.  Mr. Moffatt remarked that 
the majority of the space would be a common area for maintenance purposes.  Each house would 
have a small patch for private ownership.  Chair Wintzer preferred more common space to insure 
that the area is maintained.   
 
Commissioner Peek asked if the multi-family affordable units would have primarily surface parking.  
Mr. White believed that IHC plans on having garages for their units.  Phyllis Robinson noted that the 
City is also looking at garages for the City’s affordable units.  Commissioner Peek wanted to know if 
the public had expressed any concern for living adjacent to high voltage power lines.  Mr. White 
was unsure.  Mr. Moffatt stated that Boyer Company has another project in the valley where there 
are both steel poles and wooden poles.  There has been no resistance to the brown wooden poles 
in terms of marketing and sales.   However, the lines from steel towers do impact the values.  
Planner Whetstone offered to research that question with the Power Company.  Mr. White clarified 
that market units, as well as affordable units, were located in close proximity to the power corridor. 
 
Chair Wintzer referred to the blue units on the slide and assumed they were approximately the 
same size as the units next to them.  Mr. White answered yes, and clarified that there would be no 
visible indication as to which units are affordable.   Chair Wintzer remarked that all the affordable 
units back up against Highway 40 and he preferred to see them interspersed a little more.  Mr. 
White was willing to re-arrange the mix of units.   
 
Commissioner Luskin complimented the applicants on a good plan; however, he was not convinced 
that the development carries out the resort character of Park City.  He believes that a priority for the 
Planning Commission is to preserve the character and resort aspect of Park City.  He asked Mr. 
White for his viewpoint on how this ties in and if it could be improved.   
 
Mr. White acknowledged his own confusion because everyone has their own idea of what “resort” 
means.  It is unclear if it is Old Town, Park Meadows, Silver Star, or affordable housing.  In his 
personal opinion, it is a combination of all of them.  Commissioner Luskin suggested that it may be 
defined architecturally.  Mr. White agreed that architecture is a large part of it, primarily in terms of 
materials and colors.  Chair Wintzer believed that another major component is how people interact 
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within a neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Peek was not willing to give up on the neighborhood commercial aspect at this point. 
 Mr. White clarified that the applicants were trying not giving up on some type of commercial that 
may work; however, from their experience, commercial in other projects have failed.  Commissioner 
Peek suggested that connectivity to the tunnel and over to the sports complex may create activity 
for the commercial.   
 
Commissioner Peek recalled his comment from the last meeting regarding the suburban feel of the 
project and how it did not comply with the General Plan.  He felt they were still seeing the same 
arrangement.  Chair Wintzer pointed out that most of the effort was concentrated on the lower park 
of the project.  Mr. White believed this was an issue that caused confusion between resort, 
suburban and urban.  He asked if they were thinking of a smaller replication of Old Town.  Chair 
Wintzer believed that people see Old Town as the character of Park City.  He understood that they 
could not repeat Old Town in this area, but he suggested something similar, as opposed to an 
apartment complex in Salt Lake.  If possible, he would prefer something that looks and feels less 
like a subdivision. 
    
Commissioner Strachan noted that one of the findings the Planning Commission must make is that 
it promotes the use of non-vehicular forms of transportation.  He did not think the trails connection 
into the rail trail was enough to make that finding.  Commissioner Strachan felt the applicants 
should re-assess the use of roads and try to minimize them as much as possible.  Trails and 
sidewalks should be interwoven throughout the entire development to give people an incentive to 
walk rather than drive.  Mr. White pointed out that they have not yet reached that level.  He tried to 
show as many trails as possible and there would be sidewalks in front of the houses. 
 
Commissioner Strachan questioned how they could integrate the entry area with the rest of the 
project community without adding some type of commercial.  Mr. White clarified that the developer 
did not intend to make money from the commercial component and they would try everything 
possible to make it work.  Planner Whetstone pointed out that the successful mini-marts in Jeremy 
Ranch and other communities are inside a gas station.                                  
Planner Whetstone noted that the previous plan had proposed more trails.  However, the Staff had 
recommended more open space in the center to create an open area where the trails could connect 
people to the transit area and bike racks at the entrance.  Chair Wintzer recommended that the 
Staff and the applicant contact the Recreation Department for their input on types of commercial 
that may meet their needs.  He agreed with Commissioner Peek that they should continue to pursue 
the commercial at this point.   
 
Commissioner Strachan asked whether anyone knew if clubhouses work in other communities such 
as Overlook and Daybreak.  Commissioner Wintzer stated that Sun Peak has a clubhouse that 
works.  He has personally attended functions where private individuals have reserved the 
clubhouse for parties or other functions.  Mr. White clarified that Park City Heights would definitely 
have a clubhouse.  The issue is whether or not it would have a commercial component.   
 
Phyllis Robinson recalled conversations about possible live/work space such as a small commercial 
with residential above it. For example, an artisan baker could link the commercial with the 
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residential. 
 
Commissioner Hontz asked if the Planning Commission would be seeing an affordable housing 
needs assessment.  Ms. Robinson stated that the Eccles Business School had prepared that 
assessment and it would be presented to the Planning Commission on October 13th. 
 
Commissioner Luskin stated that a continuous wrap around subdivision eliminates access to the 
trails.  He suggested that they provide access points to trails where people could exit the fort of 
homes.    
 
Director Eddington summarized the direction from the Planning Commission.  He believed there 
was general consensus that the applicant was heading in the right direction with the newly 
proposed design.  The Planning Commission would like the applicant to continue exploring 
neighborhood commercial development and explore a better mix and integration of market and 
affordable units.  The Planning Commission favors the green space towards Richardson Flats Road 
because it creates a good entry feature.  As the applicants look at the overall design, the Planning 
Commission would like them to consider something more compact or less suburban.  They 
encouraged the applicant to focus on non-vehicular opportunities and to integrate that into all the 
neighborhoods in an effort to bring the second market for estate homes into the more dense 
neighborhoods.  The Planning Commission would like the applicant to provide access points to 
trails and green space. They would like the Staff and the applicant to provide additional information 
on the sensitive lands and the power lines.  
 
                       
   
 
                                       
 
                                       
 
                                                     
        



 
 PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 WORK SESSION NOTES 
 OCTOBER 13, 2010 
 
 
PRESENT: Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Dick Peek, Mick Savage, Adam Strachan, 

Kirsten Whetstone, Francisco Astorga, Brooks Robinson, Roger Evans 
 
 
Work Session Items 
 
Building Department Informational update of unfinished/abandoned construction  
 
Roger Evans, the Interim Building Official, remarked on the number of requests for extensions of 
building permits.  He distributed a copy of the commentary in the Building Code that talks about 
time limitations on applications, validity of permits, and expirations.  He noted that the State of Utah, 
under the Uniform Building Standards Act adopts the Codes and the Codes have associated time 
frames. 
 
Mr. Evans stated that when he first started looking at the matter, he noticed that Park City Municipal 
Code, under Building and Building Regulations, has a definition of start-up construction.  He 
assumed that was in the Municipal Code to clarify what constitutes the start of construction and 
when the 180 days begins.  Mr. Evans noted that often developers believe that if they mark the 
limits of disturbance area and excavate, that constitutes starting construction.  However, the 
Municipal Code describes specific activity defined as the start of construction.   
 
Mr. Evans stated that in the last 60 days he asked all the inspectors to make a list of the projects 
that have stopped due to lack of money or the ability to obtain financing.  He noted that a group of 
people have applied for permits but never requested that the permits be issued within that 180 day 
period.  In the past, the Building Department has granted an extension if the extension request was 
submitted in writing.  Mr. Evans remarked that he and the inspectors are currently working on 
compiling that list and he could update the Planning Commission at their next meeting.                    
 
Mr. Evans stated that he made a special request for an Eden Permit System, which tracks all the 
permits that have been issued in Park City, but have not had an inspection within the last 180 days. 
 He would then compare that list with the files in the Building Department.  He anticipated that he 
would be ready to provide an accurate list to the Planning Commission in the near future.   His 
intent is to hold applicants to very specific dates.   When an  extension is requested, the Building 
Department requires that shoring must be in place and footings and foundations must be poured by 
a specific date before the extension is granted.   
 
Mr. Evans encouraged the Commissioners to email him with questions or concerns they may have 
on specific projects.  He needs everyone in the community to help with the process.  Mr. Evans 
noted that he provides a monthly building inspection report on the radio.  He commented on the 
difference between six months of 2010 compared with the same six months of 2009.   He believed 
the numbers were gradually starting to increase for the building industry in Park City.  Once he runs 
the projects on the Eden System, he would be able to compare the 180 days time frame with the 
“ugly list”, where people call and inquire on a specific address.  
   
Chair Wintzer stated that he originally raised the issue of unfinished projects and other 
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Commissioners shared his concern.  He commented on a particular project on Main Street that is in 
its third winter of a temporary sidewalk.  Two adjacent businesses have suffered for two years and 
there is no process to push the project to completion.  Chair Wintzer suggested that the City find a 
way to limit the impact to adjacent property owners.  If the developer runs out of money, there 
should be some mechanism that allows them to finish the facade.   
 
Mr. Evans agreed.  He stated that on private properties, the City collects 75 cents per square foot.  
For public ways, he is currently pushing for a guaranteed bond to guarantee that the construction 
area would be put back in place.  He explained that the project on Main Street went into 
receivership and just sat there.  The contractor came back and did interior work in an effort to 
completely enclose the building.  Mr. Evans noted that there are several properties with similar 
situations in Park City that need to be pushed.   Once he receives a complete list, he would like to 
take the most high profile projects through an abatement process.   
 
Chair Wintzer clarified that the Planning Commission was not interested in policing unfinished 
projects.  However, in the future, he would like to find a way to force people on Main Street and in 
other important areas to at least enclose the building and finish the facade to minimize impacts to 
the neighbors.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if someone could write down a statement of the objectives they hope 
to achieve from the process.  Once a list is complied it would be helpful ro understand the state of 
repair or disrepair of a project, as well as a reasonable expectation of outcomes and time frames as 
a mechanism for monitoring.  Mr. Evans replied that the Planning Commission should have that 
information prior to their next meeting.   
 
Park City Heights - Master Planned Development 
(Application #PL-10-01028)  
 
Chair Wintzer announced that the Planning Commission would take public comment on the Park 
City Heights MPD during the regular meeting. 
Planner Whetstone reported that the applicants had provided an overview of the project during the 
work session on September 22.  The Planning Commission expressed concerns related to traffic 
and trails and the applicants offered to come back with an update on the traffic study.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the Staff report contained the first part of the 2007 Hales Engineering traffic 
impact study for Park City Heights in June 2007.  The Staff report also included a letter updating 
that study based on the reduced density, revised site plan, and improvements that have been made 
since 2007.  
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the applicant had also provided a trails and pedestrian circulation 
and connectivity plan, as well as revisions to the site plan based on direction at the last meeting.   
 
Planner Whetstone reviewed the application for a master planned development for 160 market rate 
units and approximately 79 deed restricted work force housing units, for a total of 239 units on 249 
acres.  The project also includes 28 deed restricted housing for the IHC project.  In addition, the 
market rate units carry an affordable housing obligation.  There are  also 35 additional City-
sponsored units related in part to the Talisker obligation at Empire Pass that has not been satisfied 
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through actual units.  Planner Whetstone noted that the Planning Commission had requested a 
greater integration of market and affordable units. 
 
The project is located at the intersection of SR248 and US40, south of Richardson Flat and the Rail 
Trail.  
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, introduced Cordell Braley with Hales Engineering.  Mr. 
Braley was present to explain the traffic study and answer any questions.  Mr. White assumed the 
primary concern was traffic on SR248.   He noted that the original traffic analysis that was prepared 
in 2007 was based off of 303 units and a worst case scenario that all 303 units would be year-round 
residences.  The revised Park City Heights  project proposes a maximum of 239 units, which 
includes all market and affordable units.              
Mr. Spencer pointed out that the 28 affordable units from IHC would add traffic on SR248, 
regardless of where they are built.   
 
Planner Whetstone noted that Brooks Robinson, the traffic representative from the City 
Transportation Department, was also present to answer questions.  
 
Mr. Braley with Hales Engineering, provided a brief background of the original traffic study  and the 
updates to the study.  He noted that the study was originally conducted in 2006, before he was 
employed by Hales Engineering.  He joined the company shortly after and has been involved in all 
the revision processes.  He is also familiar with the area.     
  
Mr. Braley explained that they looked at traffic volumes in 2006 and 2007, when the original study 
was done.  They also looked at data collected by UDOT to see what has happened from that time to 
present day.  He noted that the market statewide and nationwide have affected the number of trips 
on most roads.  They have seen stagnation of growth on most UDOT roads in terms of traffic.   
 
Mr. Braley remarked that they looked a data specific to the area of Park City that was studied in 
2006 to see if that had been affected.  They found that growth has occurred approximately 1% per 
year, which is close to flat over a few years period.  Over several years it would be considered an 
increase in traffic.  Mr. Braley stated that they also looked at the new land use, which decreased 
from 303 units to 239 units.  That reduction effectively reduced the overall trips in and out of the 
development.  They concluded that the mitigation measures and improvements recommended 
during the original study would still hold today, because traffic on SR248 has not significantly 
changed and the development project has decreased in size and intensity.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the 1% growth takes into consideration a time frame associated 
with the peaks.  Mr. Braley replied that it is based on annual average daily traffic.  They add up all 
the traffic over 365 days and divide that number by 365 to reach the projected number.  He pointed 
out that the number is the equivalent of what they would see half way between the shoulder season 
and a peak season.  Commissioner Savage did not believe that was the most relevant number.  Mr. 
Braley agreed, however, if they compare the same number in 2006 to the equivalent number in 
2009, the determination is that traffic has stayed the same over the three year period with only 1% 
growth per year.  It was possible that the peaks have fluctuated from year to year, but overall the 
traffic appears to have stayed the same.  Commissioner Savage stated that based on his own 
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experiences at Quinn’s Junction over the last few years, he believes there is significantly more early 
morning and late afternoon traffic now than in years past.  He would be interested in knowing if that 
was just intuition or quantitatively the case.  Mr. Braley replied that they only have the data to go off 
of and it shows that the traffic is approximately the same.   
 
Commissioner Hontz questioned portions of the data.  She noted that page 47 of the report 
references the 2006 traffic report and the fact that the counts were collected in August.   She asked 
if the traffic counts were done with the cord you drive over of if they were counted by a live person.  
Mr. Braley replied that they were a.m. and p.m. peak counts and they are counted by a live person. 
 Commissioner Hontz clarified that the counts were only done in August.  Mr. Braley replied that this 
was correct.  Commissioner Hontz pointed out that August is not when Park City has its peak loads 
of tourists and school is not in session.  She was unsure if August accurately reflected the times 
during the year when they would have problems.  Commissioner Hontz referred to the 2009 ADT 
data from UDOT and asked if that study was done by running cars over a cord.  Mr. Braley replied 
that it done by tube count and the count is averaged over a year period.   
Commissioner Hontz stated that she has worked with other traffic engineers and she does not 
consider those studies apples to apples.  She has been told by other traffic engineers that people 
who physically count cars do a much better job than the tubes.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that 
the 2006 study was a good analysis of the data available, but it was not what she wanted to know.  
She wanted to know the apples to apples data.  She preferred to have a study done when residents 
and visitors experience the worst traffic.  Commissioner Hontz suggested a traffic count at a 
different time of year. 
 
Mr. Braley believed Commissioner Hontz had raised valid points.  He pointed out that they  
determined the growth rate by looking at the 2006 UDOT ADT numbers, which is an  apples to 
apples comparison.  It would be unfair to compare an August peak count with a daily count, and 
that would only be done as a last resort.  Mr. Braley agreed that in a city like Park City and similar 
resort areas, it is difficult to define the design period.  One school of thought is to study Presidents 
Day weekend in February.  Others feel that summer is a higher traffic period because more people 
are out of school and traveling.  There is also an argument for doing something in the middle to 
avoid over-designing the roads.  He assumed Park City would rather have periods of congestion 
rather than wider boulevard type streets.  Mr. Braley was open to suggestions in the event a re-
study would occur. 
 
Commissioner Hontz appreciated Mr. Braley’s clarification because she had mis-interpreted the 
report as she read it.   
 
Mr. White asked Brooks Robinson if the City had done recent studies with regard to numbers in that 
area.  Brooks Robinson reported that currently InterPlan is working on the transportation master 
plan.  More important than what might come from Park City Heights,  is development outside of 
Park City in Wasatch and Summit Counties.  The traffic patterns that occur now will only increase.  
The City is looking at ways to reduce the number of single occupancy cars and how to best manage 
it from a traffic and transit component.  The philosophy for the City is not to increase road width.  He 
used the example of creating a shopping mall with parking to accommodate the day after 
Thanksgiving crowds.  The better scenario is to live with a little congestion at certain times and to 
look at acceptable levels of service in intersections and roadways.  There is also the question of 
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whether congestion adds to the vibrancy of the town or just creates annoyance.   
 
Chair Wintzer asked if Park City has a level of service standard.  Mr. Robinson replied that currently 
there is not a standard level. He stated that A, B, and C levels for both intersections and roads are 
acceptable.  When they begin getting to D level, a few less cars make it through the light and the 
wait time is longer.  Mr. Robinson noted that the standards are based on average wait time in 
number of seconds.  On roadways the levels are based on the amount of congestions and proximity 
to cars in front, behind and beside you.  Levels E and F result in increased wait time at 
intersections.   
 
Mr. Robinson stated that in resort or commuter towns, it is not uncommon to have Level of Service 
F for roads or intersections on specific days.  The question is whether that is acceptable for 12-15 
days a year, if the remainder of the year averages a Level C.  Mechanisms for peak days or hours, 
such as police manpower or signalized methods, can make traffic flow a little better, but the Level of 
Service is still lower due to the number of cars and people.   
 
Chair Wintzer remarked that a traffic study will say that any street works, however, the City has the 
responsibility to identify an acceptable Level of Service as a standard to adhere to.  Chair Wintzer 
agreed that the streets should not be designed to accommodate three or four peak days a year.  
His question was whether or not the City was trying to achieve a specific level of service.  He 
recognized that this was a larger issue beyond Park City Heights, but the City Council and the 
Planning Commission should look at ways to address this issue.  Mr. Robinson stated that parts of 
that issue are being considered in the Transportation Master Plan process and modeling.            
 
Chair Wintzer believed that the amount of traffic at the intersection of SR248 and US40  would not 
be affected by the subdivision.  It will affect the tourists who come to ski and the workers.  For that 
reason, level of service is not an immediate problem.  However, in terms of long term planning, it 
would be helpful to have a model adopted by the City that is a standard for Park City.  Mr. Robinson 
pointed out that as the surrounding areas builds out, that particular intersection becomes a smaller 
percentage of the total on that road.  Chair Wintzer remarked that a target goal would help the City 
determine alternative transportation options to achieve that goal.  Mr. Robinson stated that a 
concept plan includes the Park and Ride further down the road.  The City will be providing bus 
service in the future to integrate with the Park City Heights project, the Park and Ride, the Hospital 
and the Recreation Fields on the other side of the highway, as a way to reduce traffic.  They are 
also looking at methods for moving the buses through traffic at a quicker and easier pace to 
increase the desirability for using the transit system.  
 
Mr. Robinson noted that the Transportation Master Plan would be presented to the Planning 
Commission and the City Council with the next few months.   
 
Chair Wintzer remarked that the Dump Road has now turned into an entrance to Park City and it is 
much busier than in the past.  He asked if the traffic study had considered that change in traffic.  Mr. 
Braley did not believe that was considered with the original study because it was not seen as a 
problem at that time.  Since then, Hales Engineering has done other work in that are for other 
clients and the Dump Road was considered in those studies based on the concern of increased cut-
through traffic.  Mr. Braley stated that he compared the Park City Heights traffic study with ones 
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done more recently, and the result  did not change the Level of Service.  He believed this was a 
valid concern and designing the development correctly could help mitigate the issues.   
Chair Wintzer clarified that he did not want to stop the cut-through on the road, but he wanted to 
make sure they accounted for the increased traffic at the intersection.  He noted that it also affects 
the Rail Trail at the crossing.  
 
Planner Whetstone asked if the more recent traffic study considered traffic from the Park and Ride. 
 Mr. Braley answered yes.  Planner Whetstone suggested that Hales Engineering provide a 
summary of the improvements to that intersection that were recommended during the annexation 
process.  That would help give an idea of whether those mitigations are still valid.  Mr. Braley 
replied that the update conducted this year concluded that the recommendations are still valid 
because the traffic volumes have not  changed significantly and the land use was reduced.  Mr. 
Braley referred to comments regarding the Transportation Master Plan.  He noted that the master 
plans are updated every few years and new developments and new planning issues are taken into 
account when those updates occur.  He felt it was possible that at the end of the Transportation 
Master Plan process, the volumes may be different from what was shown in the original traffic 
study.   At that point, they may need to re-look at the future long-term improvements.  
 
Mr. Braley reviewed the recommendations on page 41 of the Staff report from the 2006 Traffic 
Study.  He noted that the traffic study referred to the Old Dump road as Landfill Road.   The traffic 
study found that the intersection would meet the warrants for traffic signalization with the Park City 
Heights project.  A study conducted in 2005 or 2006 by Horrocks Engineers recommended a signal 
at that intersection.  Hales Engineering agreed that overall a signal would be beneficial because 
signals along the corridor would slow traffic and improve traffic flow. Mr. Braley stated that Hales 
Engineering added recommendations for turn pocket lanes coming out of the Dump Road.  He 
referred to UDOT guidelines for acceleration and deceleration lanes.  The language talks about 
having a southbound lane coming into the project from US40, a northbound right-turn pocket, and a 
westbound to northbound right turn acceleration lane.  Mr. Braley believed the acceleration lane 
would not be necessary with a signal.  UDOT would require the acceleration lane without a signal.   
 
Mr. Braley pointed out that the observations projected to 2020 were the same recommendations.  
Signalizing would improve the flow of traffic in the corridor, but without the project, that would not be 
as critical.  For 2020, there was some discussion about one signal verus two signals.  At the time of 
the original traffic report, Mr. Braley did not believe the signal going to the IHC property was 
installed.  Mr. White recalled that the light was not installed but it was counted in the traffic study.  
He clarified that the recommendation for 2020 would be to add an additional signal at the 
intersection going in to IHC.                                
Commissioner Savage understood that the recommendation was for a signal.  Mr. Robinson 
explained that the City has contracted with JB Engineering to do the design work for that 
intersection, using the recommendations from the Hales study regarding turns lanes, lights, 
distances, etc.  The improvements should begin next year.  When the signal itself will go in depends 
on build out of the Park City Heights project.  Commissioner Savage asked Planner Whetstone to 
point out the existing signal.  He thought it appeared that the two signals would be close in 
proximity.  Chair Wintzer remarked that the existing signal is further down from where it looks on the 
map.  Mr. Robinson stated that the initial turn that came into the sports complex off of US40 was too 
close by UDOT standards, and the intersection needed to be moved down for the light.  He agreed 
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that the lights for IHC, the Sports Complex and the Dump Road are minimum distances for UDOT 
standards.   
 
Chair Wintzer recalled that years earlier UDOT had agreed to put a signal at the Sports Park or the 
Dump Road and another signal at the Park Bonanza area.  At that time, UDOT thought those would 
be sufficient signals for the entire road.  He asked if they still had that same thought.  Mr. Robinson 
explained that the City had entered into an agreement with UDOT on the Corridor Preservation 
Plan, and he believed one other signal may be installed somewhere in the Park Bonanza area.  
Chair Wintzer pointed out that the school has the greatest impact on traffic because it all stops in 
that area.  He believed that would be somewhat improved with the tunnel.   
 
Planner Whetstone pointed out that in the Park City Heights binder that were provided to all the 
Commissioners, the annexation agreement specifically outlines recommended traffic mitigation 
based on build out.  Mr. White remarked that the traffic update supports the same 
recommendations from the 2007 study, due to the reduced number of units.  He reiterated that in 
2007, the study was based on the scenario that the units would be primary year-round residences.   
 
Commissioner Peek asked about que lengths at the lights and how it would affect commuters on 
the Rail Trail and buses.  Commissioner Hontz stated that when she read the traffic study she 
inferred that the study had not compared apples to apples.  She was comfortable with the finding 
after hearing Mr. Braley’s clarification. However, she suggested that they conduct a count at a 
different time of year.  Commissioner Hontz thought the Planning Commission should provide 
feedback as to what they would like to see on that specific issue.  Planner Whetstone remarked that 
they may already have that information.  Mr. Robinson would see what dates and information the 
City could provide.   
Mr. Braley understood that the bottleneck was occurring over by the school to the west.  Looking at 
the intersections going into Park City Heights in a vacuum, there would not appear to be a problem. 
 To address the problem, they would need to study traffic all the way to the school.  He pointed out 
that those issues are not related to this project.  It is a result of traffic occurring in the west that 
backs up near the project.  Commissioner Peek remarked that it also affects the que length of the 
light heading westbound and turning left on to SR248.  Mr. Robinson stated that the City can 
computerize the numbers and adjust the signals accordingly as the area builds out.   
Chair Wintzer reiterated his belief that the school, and not this project, creates the traffic problem.  
The bigger picture is the City standards and at what point they determine that a level of service is 
unacceptable, and what they need to do to make it acceptable.   
 
Commissioner Peek remarked that trail connectivity is important because with 239 homes a fair 
number of children will be going to the sports fields, the Rail Trail, school, etc.  Mr. White stated that 
having the Rail Trail paved to the project is a benefit.  The transit stop  hits the tipping point when 
transit starts running on a regular basis to Park City Heights and the Park and Ride Lot.  As part of 
the project, they also plan on improving the Rail Trail as it crosses the Old Dump Road.  Mr. White 
noted that the applicants looked at all the factors in an effort to mitigate the traffic.  Commissioner 
Peek remarked that they also need to consider the other direction for the trail users to reach the 
Sports Complex.  In his opinion, the connectivity does not appear to be adequate in the current 
plan.  Commissioner Peek requested additional information on peak counts and que line lengths.   
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Commissioner Strachan asked about the current level of service on SR248.  Mr. Robinson replied 
that it depends on the time of day and time of year.  On average, it is probably a Level B or C, and a 
Level F at peak times.  Commissioner Strachan asked if the levels of services are standardized 
throughout the industry.  Mr. Braley stated that the standards that defines each level of service are 
the same nationwide.  The acceptable level is determined by individual cities and situations.   
 
Mr. White reviewed the revised site plan.  On September 22nd, the Planning Commission requested 
a more grid-like pattern in placing the homes and combining connectivity with that layout.  He had 
color coded the units for easy reference and identification.  Purple  were the Park City Municipal 
Corporation affordable housing units, bright green were the IHC affordable units, blue was the CT 
zone affordable units, and the salmon color were the market rate units.  Mr. White explained how 
they tried to maintain a consistent mix of housing units and housing types, both affordable and 
market.  He noted that the single-family detached units would be alley loaded and all would face 
into green space connected  with sidewalks and trails.  The intent is to create a community where 
people get to know their neighbors and their homes are accessible to the amenities at the entrance. 
 Mr. White presented a slide showing the connectivity with regards to sidewalks and trails.  
Sidewalks were only proposed on one side of the road to reduce the amount of impervious surface 
and as a cost-cutting benefit for the developer.  Soft surface trails were identified in orange.  To 
address Commissioner Peek’s concern regarding access to the Sports Complex, Mr. White showed 
the current access from the Sports Complex to Old Dump Road.  Part of the proposal has always 
been to improve the trail along Old Dump Road from the tunnel down to the Rail Trail on the north 
side of Old Dump Road.  It would be an improved Rail Trail crossing across Old Dump Road.  The 
improvements would include surfacing and possible signals.  Coming from Park City Heights, there 
would be paved access from the clubhouse to the Rail Trail and from the Rail Trail in to the City.   
Mr. White indicated sidewalks all the way around the detached homes.  The power line corridor will 
have a major trail that connects to Hidden Meadows.  He presented a slide showing various trails 
connections proposed.  They have spoken with the Snyderville Basin  Recreation District about 
having an asphalt trail along the frontage road that would eventually connect to the Deer Valley 
gondola.  From that point there would be access under Highway 40 to Jordanelle.   
 
Mr. White pointed out that the larger green units are four-plexes with garages.  The fronts of those 
units would face out to the open space.  For the attached units shown in purple, the parking is along 
the back so the units would face into the project.  Chair Wintzer asked for the size of those units.  
Mr. White replied that the units are eight-plexes and the square footage has not been decided.  
They are a stacked unit product with garages.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if Park City Municipal specifies the configuration of those particular 
units and IHC specifies the configuration of their units.  Mr. White replied that IHC has their own unit 
type that they would like to have built.  Ivory Builders would construct the units for IHC.  The City 
units are a completely different product.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the process for individuals to acquire those units is controlled by 
IHC and/or the City.  Phyllis Robinson, representing the City, explained that the deed restrictions on 
the units for IHC would give first priority to employees of IHC.  Any available units that are not 
purchased by IHC employees would go into the traditional City process, which includes length of 
tenure in town, being a City employee, a first time home buyer, income qualifications, etc.  
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Commissioner Savage asked about the PCMC units or the CT zone units.  Ms. Robinson replied 
that the deed restriction used by the City apply to all affordable units in terms of priority.  
Commissioner Savage clarified that being a City employee would not have any advantage for 
purchasing an affordable unit labeled PCMC.  Ms. Robinson replied that this was correct in terms of 
the CT zone units.  When the Snow Creek Cottages were constructed, the City set aside two units 
for City employees because there was a direct City contribution into that project.  Whether or not 
that would be the case with this project still needs to be decided by the City Council.  She clarified 
that the Park City Heights units were not being designed as City employee workforce housing.  
Commissioner Savage wanted to now what distinguishes a PCMC affordable unit from a CT zone 
affordable unit.  Ms. Robinson replied that the CT zone units are developed within the MPD and the 
PCMC units will be developed by the City. 
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the specifications for the CT zone units would be determined by 
Boyer Company.   Ms. Robinson explained that the CT zone units would also be determined by the 
City Council acting as the Housing Authority.  The applicant would still need to present an 
affordable housing plan to the City Council sitting as the Housing Authority.  Commissioner Savage 
asked if Ms. Robinson expected a differentiation between the PCMC and the CT zone affordable 
units in terms of design or quality of construction.   Ms. Robinson stated that the only difference is 
that the footprints of the CT zone units appear to be larger than the PCMC units.  She would come 
back at a future work session with the design guidelines that would apply to all the units. 
 
Commissioner Strachan asked about the mechanics of the sale from one bonafide purchaser to 
another for the affordable units.  Ms. Robinson explained that Park City Municipal retains the right 
of first refusal for all units that are put up for sale.  This assures that the City is always notified of a 
unit that is being proposed for sale.  Commissioner Strachan asked if the seller would ever get 
equity.  Ms. Robinson stated that the current  existing units have a 3% equity cap per year based on 
the purchase price of the unit, not the equity investment of the unit.  If a house was purchased for 
$100,000 it could be sold the next year for $103,000.  Commissioner Peek noted that it is based on 
equity growth.  If someone owns their home for 20 or 30 years, they would have a hundred percent 
equity at a 3% growth cap per year.  Ms. Robinson replied that this was correct.   
 
Planner Whetstone asked if a draft affordable housing plan would be available in the near future.  
Ms. Robinson remarked that the presentation before the Planning Commission on October 27th 
would be a more global discussion of the City Housing Resolution and the affordable housing 
element of the LMC, as well as a market demand analysis.  She would come back with an 
affordable discussion specific to the Park City Heights project as they begin to discuss design 
guidelines and architectural criteria.   
 
Chair Wintzer clarified that the market rate units and the affordable units were the same size.  Mr. 
White replied that this was correct.  Chair Wintzer understood that the affordable units shown in 
purple could be intermixed with the market rate units.  Mr. White clarified that the placement of the 
color coded units was more for the purpose of keeping track of the unit count.  He stated that the 
intention is to mix the affordable and market rate units and to also mix the affordable units ranging 
from the four-plexes to stacked flats, to single family detached.  There is also a range in size for the 
market rate units to achieve different price points within the market rate units.  The project proposes 
a wide variety of unit types and unit styles.   
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Ms. Robinson explained that the way they ultimately decide to intersperse the units will depend on 
infrastructure more than timing.   
 
Mr. White presented a utilities plan showing power lines, sewer lines, etc.  Chair Wintzer preferred 
to address the utility issues later in the design process. 
 
Commissioner Peek was still uncomfortable with the connectivity issue.  He asked if the improved 
trail proposed north of the Dump Road would be separate from the wide shoulder.  Mr. White 
remarked that there are issues with wetlands and narrow road right-of-way widths.  State Parks is 
the adjacent property owner.   Mr. White explained that the trail is within the road right-of-way and it 
is not separated from the travel lanes.  The asphalt would extend to include its own painted lines for 
the trail itself, but it would be part of all the asphalt surface in that location.  Commissioner Peek 
noted that the existing trail going to the tunnel that pops out at the road, appears to be the UDOT 
parcel.  The adjacent parcel to that is Park City Municipal designated open space.  The next is the 
State Parks and Recreation property.  He assumed an easement by those groups would create a 
safe connective Rail Trail from this project to the sports fields.  Chair Wintzer agreed with 
Commissioner Peek on the importance of separating the trails from the roads if possible.   
Commissioner Strachan stated that a separation would be a determinative issue in his opinion.  It is 
important to have safe access for children walking or biking to the sports fields.  In his opinion, if 
safe access cannot be achieved, it could be a deal breaker.  Commissioner Strachan suggested 
that this might be an opportunity for ingenuity.  Tunnels are a preferred method in Park City, but this 
may be a good time to consider a bridge. 
 
Mr. White pointed out that the trails are completely separated from the road on the south side.  
Commissioner Peek asked if the existing berm adjacent to the parcel next to the Old Dump Road 
would be removed.  Mr. White replied that the berm would be removed in order to separate the trail 
from the road.     
 
Planner Whetstone clarified that there was consensus by the Planning Commission to explore 
separation from the road to the trails.   
 
The Planning Commission held further comments until after the public hearing scheduled for the 
regular meeting.   
 
The work session was adjourned.                                       
                                                                                                                                 
             
 
                                        
 
                                       



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
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COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Dick Peek, Mick Savage, Adam Strachan  
 
EX OFFICIO: 
 
Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Francisco Astorga, Planner; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City 
Attorney   
 
=================================================================== 
 
REGULAR MEETING - 6:00 p.m. 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
Chair Wintzer called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were 
present except Commissioners Pettit and Luskin, who were excused.   
 
Il. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - September 22, 2010  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to ADOPT the Work Session Notes of September 22, 
2010.   Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously by those who attended that meeting.  Commissioner 
Savage abstained since he had not attended. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to ADOPT the Minutes of September 22, 2010.  
Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously by those who attended that meeting.  Commissioner 
Savage abstained since he had not attended. 
 
II. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
 
There was no comment. 
 
III. STAFF & COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS/DISCLOSURES 
 
Commissioner Peek disclosed that his brother is involved in trails and he had mentioned that 
the Planning Commission would be discussing trails this evening.  His was in attendance to 
hear the discussion. 
 
Chair Wintzer disclosed that he owns the property adjacent to the Yard on Kearns Boulevard.  
He did not believe it presented a conflict or would affect his decision.       
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CONTINUATION(S) AND PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Park City Heights - Master Planned Development 
(Application #PL-10-01028) 
 
The Planning Commission discussed traffic, trails, and the revised site plan during the work 
session.  
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing. 
 
Charlie Sturgis, the Executive Director for Mountain Trails, commented on the issue related to 
the Old Dump Road.  He would like the name to remain because it has been there for 25 to 30 
years and changing the name would not change the specifications of the road.  It is still the Old 
Dump Road.  Mr. Sturgis stated that the Rail Trail, which crosses the Old Dump Road has 
significantly increased in use over the years.  Access to the sports park and the skating rink is 
significant.  Increased trail use, combined with increased traffic on the Dump Road, has created 
a dangerous situation at the intersection and he is amazed that a significant accident has not 
occurred.  He believed the Park City Heights project was a good time to look for outside of the 
box solutions, and to improve the Old Dump Road to the acceptable level it should be to 
accommodate additional traffic from US40, from the development and expected 
vehicle/pedestrian traffic from this transportation/recreation corridor.  Mr. Sturgis remarked that 
this is one of the wimpiest  pedestrian/vehicular intersections in town and it has never been 
considered in any part of the Walkability Plan.  He suggested that they consider ways to 
improve this road for pedestrians and vehicle traffic to make it safer. 
 
Mr. Sturgis pointed out that there are significant drainage issues where the Rail Trail crosses 
the Old Dump Road and grade changes would possibly create additional problems.  He thought 
it was important to be aware of those issues from the State Parks’ point of view.  Mr. Sturgis 
explained that Mountain Trails manages the Rail Trail for State Parks.  During the winter there 
are issues with the ability to run a snow cat in that area.  They currently run a snow cat through 
the tunnel underneath the SR248 area.  Any plans for the Dump Road/Rail Trail intersection 
should be wide enough to easily accommodate snow equipment.   
 
Chair Wintzer encouraged Mr. Sturgis to stay involved in the process.  Spencer White, 
representing the applicant, offered to meet with Mr. Sturgis to address the issues he raised.   
 
Mark Fischer felt it was important to study the transportation corridor from the Park and Ride 
lots up the Rail Trail into Bonanza Park in anticipation of possible improvements and transit 20 
to 30 years into the future.  
 
Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing.    
                            
Commissioner Strachan agreed with Chair Wintzer’s earlier comment regarding the bike path.  
He thought Mr. Sturgis made a good point about room for snow cats.  That area is becoming 
increasingly popular for cross country skiing and he would like to see that continue.  Mr. White 
recalled that the minimum standard is 8 foot paved.  Commissioner Strachan stated that the 
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route parallel to US40 to the Deer Valley gondola should be installed because it is an important 
connection.   
 
In terms of the site plan, Commissioner Strachan wanted to know why the four-plexes and eight-
plexes were clustered at the entrance and not interspersed around the entire project.  Mr. White 
explained that a number of issues played into that decision, including walkable proximity to the 
transit stop and utility issues.  Depending on the type of unit, they tried to look at mass with 
regards to single family detached units in an effort to achieve a grid pattern that emphasizes 
something you would see in Old Town.   Mr. White stated that interspersing attached units with 
single family detached units throws off the balance of the design concept.  He has conducted 
studies with the attached units on the interior, but they somehow gravitate to the outside of the 
project and act as a buffer for going from single family units to attached units.   
 
Phyllis Robinson, representing the City, asked if Commissioner Strachan was referring to the 
placement of the units within this phase or within the project as a whole.  Commissioner 
Strachan replied that it was the project as a whole.  Ms. Robinson remarked that it was a 
phasing issue.  The City wants to make sure that the green units, which represent the units 
associated with the Burbs IHC annexation, are built in Park City Heights and not across the 
street in front of the USAA.  She pointed out that the lower piece is Phase One of the project.  If 
those units are moved elsewhere in the project, it could potentially be several years before they 
are built.  Ms. Robinson noted that timing is an issue because currently there is a deferred 
application to build those units on the five acre parcel across the street.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked for clarification on why those units should not be built across the 
street.  Ms. Robinson explained that when the City went through the annexation process for the 
Burbs annexation, the preference was not to have the units built on site.  The land had already 
been donated to the City for that project and the City Council asked the Burbs and IHC if they 
would be willing to wait and see if there was an alternative location.  At that point the planning 
process was beginning for Park City Heights and they were able to look at moving those units to 
that project.  The applicant for the IHC units is getting restless and wants to move forward to 
complete the project.  They submitted an application for an MPD to construct the units on that 
site and the period of time has gone beyond the time they agreed to wait.  Ms. Robinson 
remarked that the units would create a better community in the Park City Heights project, as 
opposed to having a few units isolated across the road.  Commissioner Savage understood that 
the property on the other side would never be developed.  Ms. Robinson replied that the 
property is in City ownership and would be converted to open space.  
 
Commissioner Strachan understood that those are realities they need to deal with, but he did 
not believe it was a good answer to the philosophy of interspersing the housing.   He believes a 
better philosophy for development is to mix affordable housing throughout the entire 
development, since that is how good communities thrive.  Commissioner Strachan was fearful of 
creating something similar to the Prospector Apartments next to the Rail Trail that are clustered, 
individualized and separate from the rest of the suburban neighborhood of Prospector.  In his 
opinion, that is not a good community and it presents a problem.  When he looks at this plan, he 
thinks of Prospector and the Prospector Apartments.   
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Mr. White explained that they are trying to reach a critical mass at the entrance area where 
there is more activity.  People would be able to sit on their porches and communicate with their 
neighbors, and have easy access to the clubhouse and amenities.  At this point, they are 
unsure whether the units further up into the project would be primary residences or second 
homes.  Mr. White reiterated that their focus was the critical mass at the entrance and it had 
nothing to do with separating larger homes from affordable units.  That was the reason for 
bringing market rate units into the mix of affordable units. 
 
Commissioner Strachan remarked that the reasons for creating mass at the entry were valid; 
however, he still questioned whether it was correct.  
 
Chair Wintzer like the revised plan.  He thought it was better to have the affordable units and 
the market rate units off the main road.  Chair Wintzer agreed with Commissioner Strachan’s 
concern, and he understood the reasons explained by Mr. White.  However, he would like to see 
the units mixed so all the eight-plexes and four-plexes are not clustered into one spot and 
separated from the other homes.  Chair Wintzer suggested moving the green units further off 
the road.  Mr. White pointed out that there is a natural berm that would screen the units from the 
road.  Chair Wintzer preferred to push some of the four-plexes up the hill if possible.  He agreed 
with idea of creating mass around the parks and the entrance.   
 
Chair Wintzer recalled from the plan proposed years earlier, that there was a mix of duplexes 
with affordable on one side and market rate on the other.  He like the idea of tightly intermixing 
the units to avoid any type of distinction between market rate and affordable.  Mr. White replied 
that the same goal could be easily accomplished with architecture.  Chair Wintzer believed the 
plan had come a long way in terms of creating a neighborhood community.   
 
Commissioner Hontz concurred with Commissioners Peek and Strachan regarding the trails and 
connectivity.  She also concurred with Chair Wintzer on the site plan.  Commissioner Hontz 
stated that she was still struggling with the design and requested that the Staff Google some 
earth maps to show a birds eye comparison with other developments.  She suggested the New 
Park/Redstone area and Bear Hollow.  She offered to email the Staff with names of subdivisions 
and small communities outside of Jackson and White Fish.  Commissioner Hontz understood 
the reasons for creating energy at the entrance, but she was not completely comfortable with 
the design.  She agreed that this plan was better than the first or the second iterations that were 
presented and she particularly liked the second entrance.   
 
Commissioner Hontz was still concerned about traffic.  She was using the traffic study to come 
up with numbers, recognizing that it was not an accurate method.  However, she believed this 
project would generate significant additional traffic to that portion of SR248.  Commissioner 
Hontz appreciated receiving the 2009 Traffic on Utah Highways, because that one page had 
important data and you could calculate the ADT numbers on particular roads.  When she ran the 
numbers for Park City Heights, the project would add approximately 20% to the current ADT.  
Commissioner Hontz remarked that background traffic volumes are good and it helps to 
understand the current and to project forward.  However, she wanted to know how this project 
relates to the road and the added traffic.  She appreciated how the current design reduces the 
number of vehicles, but she needed to understand it better. 
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Mr. Braley explained that currently the ADT on SR248 in that area is approximately 9,000-
10,000.  The trip generation for this development, as currently planned for primary occupancy, is 
approximately 2,000 new trips per day at full buildout, assuming that it is 100% primary homes.  
Twenty years from now it could be 20,000 plus, so that percent would be smaller.  Mr. Braley 
pointed out that not all the trips would be to Park City.  In addition, the numbers assume that 
nobody rides bikes.  Hopefully the trails and transit system would reduce those numbers.  Mr. 
Braley stated that some of the traffic would be going between Park City Heights and IHC.  He 
did not believe the number was as bad as the 20% calculated.   
Commissioner Savage felt an important aspect was tying the project into the large scale 
Transportation Master Plan so they can see where the real problems would occur.  He 
commented on the berm that runs along the side of Highway 40 and curb appeal.  In his 
opinion, the curb appeal from SR248 or the front of the complex, is all the houses that are 
tucked down on the inside like a fortress.  He suggested that if the units were tucked further 
back into the berm and interspersed to taper up, it would make the appearance from the road 
more attractive.  Mr. White pointed out that there is not much of a berm and the highway is 
elevated as it goes over Old Dump Road.  Looking down from US40 at that point, you would be 
looking down on the rooftops.  It then shifts as you go further up the frontage road as the 
highway starts to go further down.  Commissioner Savage clarified that his comment was to find 
a way to tuck the larger buildings into the berm, even if they are moved down a little ways, and 
to taper other units to avoid the appearance of a wall of large buildings.   
 
Commissioner Savage liked the clubhouse, but noticed that it was quite small.  Mr. White 
replied that the clubhouse is 2,000 square feet.  Based on other projects, smaller clubhouses 
are used more often than larger clubhouses.   
 
Planner Whetstone noted that the Planning Commission should be seeing visuals very soon, 
and that would help them visualize the project from different perspectives.  The visuals have not 
been provided because the site plan is still evolving.   
 
Since it is apparent that construction would continue for several years before the project is 
completed, Commissioner Savage suggested that they plant large trees at the entrance early in 
the process to distract from the construction activity and to make this a community friendly 
development project.    
 
Commissioner Peek concurred with the comments of his fellow Commissioners.  He asked if a 
sound study was done for that area and whether the sound from US40 exceeds the standards, 
whereby future residents could petition for a sound wall.  Commissioner Peek agreed with 
interspersing the affordable units up the hill, however, he was concerned that it would raise the 
houses into the amphitheater of sound projected from US40.  For that reason, it could be a 
benefit to be under the berm.  Commissioner Peek felt it was important to work towards 
connectivity with the Mayflower Trail, which is the Deer Valley gondola.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the Mayflower Trail connection would require a joint meeting 
with Wasatch County.  Planner Whetstone stated that she would look at the  Wasatch County 
Trails Plan to see how far north they have come with the trails.  Commissioner Peek echoed 
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Chair Wintzer regarding the safety of the Rail Trail/Dump Road Intersection.   
 
Commissioner Peek clarified that even though the focus has been on the first phase site plan, 
his comments regarding the subdivision still hold for the upper area.  Nothing has changed 
other than bringing the units down the hill to make it more dense.  Commissioner Peek liked the 
improvements to the lower first phase, but thought there was still a situation with the subdivision 
parade of driveways.  Planner Whetstone asked if there was consensus among the Planning 
Commission on Commissioner Peek’s comment regarding the rest of the subdivision.  
Commissioners Hontz and Strachan concurred with Commissioner Peek.  Planner Whetstone 
noted that they tried to make it more connected, but it takes up the open space and eliminates 
the trails.  Chair Wintzer suggested that the applicants show the Planning Commission what 
they tried to do and why it would not work.   
 
Mr. White stated that once an engineer is hired, they can begin to look at retaining walls and 
grades of roads.  He noted that the layout is based on the topography.  None of the roads are 
over 10% and they tried to minimize cuts, fills, and retaining walls.  Commissioner Peek 
assumed that is why so many subdivisions are planned as they are.   However, the General 
Plan discourages subdivision-like development in Park City.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Peek moved to CONTINUE the Park City Heights MPD to November 
10, 2010.  Commissioner Strachan seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.                                                                                        
                                             
CONSENT AGENDA 
            
1. 2700 Deer Valley Drive - Amendment to Record of Survey 

(Application #PL-10-01042) 
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed the 
public hearing. 
 
2. 1251 Kearns Blvd. - The Yard Subdivision 

(Application #PL-10-01058) 
 
Chair Wintzer remarked that the discrepancies in the survey is that they were all interior parcels. 
 It did not affect any of the outside property lines.   
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed the 
public hearing. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda.  Commissioner 
Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
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Findings of Fact - 2700 Deer Valley Drive - Amendment to Record of Survey 
 
1. The property is located at 2700 Deer Valley Drive East. 
 
2. The property is subject to the Deer Valley Resort Tenth Amended and Restated Large 

Scale Master Planned Development. 
 
3. The Courchevel Condominium record of survey plat was approved by the City Council 

on December 27, 1984 and recorded at Summit County on December 31, 1984. 
 
4. The Courchevel Condominium record of survey plat recorded 40 residential 

condominium units of 759 square feet each with 60 parking spaces in a shared 
underground garage. 

 
5. November of 1989, an amended record of survey plat was approved and recorded 

increasing the number of residential condominium units to forty-on (41) (Exhibits B and 
C). 

 
6. Two of the three (3) approved Courchevel buildings (Buildings B and C) were 

constructed beginning in 1984 and completed in 1988.  Building A was not constructed.  
Currently thee are 27 condominium units and 29 parking spaces.  Each existing 
condominium unit contains 759 square feet for a total of 20,493 sf and a developed unit 
equivalent of 10.25 UE. 

 
7. The Deer Valley Resort MPD assigned 20.5 Ues for the Courchevel parcel, under the 

unit equivalent formula.  The MPD was amended in 2001 to transfer 7 Ues as 14,000 sf 
to the Silver Baron condominium project, adjacent to the north, leaving 13.5 Ues for e 
Courchevel property.  Of the 13.5 Ues, 10.25 are currently developed and 3.25 UE 
remain.  Thee are not sufficient Ues remaining to construct Building A as shown on the 
plat. 

 
8. On May 10, 2010, Courchevel Condominium owner’s association voted to approve 

construction of additional floor area and the transfer of common space to private space 
for units B301 and B303.  The only exterior changes proposed are the addition of 
windows on the north side of Building B. 

 
9. On September 3, 2010, the City received a completed application for a condominium 

record of survey plat amendment requesting conversion to private area, of 608 square 
feet of common attic area above each of Units B301 and B303 (1,216 sf total).  These 
units are located on the third floor of Building B. 

 
10. The total proposed increase in residential floor area is 1,216 sf equating to a 0.61 UE 

increase to 10.86 UE total.  This increase is allowed under the existing Deer Valley 
Resort, Tenth Amended and Restated Large Scale MPD (Deer Valley MPD).  If the 
increase in residential floor area is approved, 2.64 UE remain undeveloped. 
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11. Twenty-nine parking spaces exit in the parking structure.  No additional parking is 

proposed.  The expanded units comply with the current LMC requirement of 2 spaces for 
each of the amended units.  The other units of 759 sf are existing non-conforming 
regarding parking. 

 
12. There is undeveloped land on the property available for construction of additional off-

street parking; however lack of parking for this property has not been an issue in the 
past.  The property is located at the base area for Deer Valley Resort and on the Park 
City bus route.  Given the relatively smaller unit size the existing parking situation is 
adequate.  

 
13. The LMC allows the Planning Commission to reduce parking requirements within Master 

Planned Developments per Section 15-3-7 provided the base requirements is at least 8 
parking spaces.      

 
Conclusions of Law - 2700 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. There is good cause for this record of survey. 
 
2. The record of survey is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and 

applicable State law regarding condominium plats. 
 
3. As conditioned, the record of survey plat is consistent with the Deer Valley Resort MPD, 

10th amended and restated. 
 
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed record of 

survey. 
 
5. Approval of th record of survey, subject to the conditions state below, does not adversely 

affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City.  
 
 
Conditions of Approval - 2700 Deer Valley Drive 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content 

of the record of survey for compliance with State law, the Land Management Code, and 
the conditions of approval, including the removal of Building A, prior to recordation of the 
plat. 

 
2. The applicant will record the plat amendment at the County within one year from the 

date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one year’s time, this 
approval and the plat will be void. 

 
3. All construction requires a Building Permit and approvals from the Building and Planning 

Departments. 
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4. Any future construction of units requires parking to be provided according to the Land 

Management Code requirements in effect at the time of the building permit. 
 
Findings of Fact - 1251 Kearns Boulevard - Subdivision 
 
1. The site is located at 1251 & 1225 Kearns Boulevard. 
 
2. The site is located within the General Commercial District with the Frontage Protection 

Zone Overlay. 
 
3. The overall site contains 200,276 square feet (4.6 acres). 
 
4. The site consists of eight (8) separate metes and bounds parcels. 
 
5. Some of these parcels overlap, have gaps, or do not close. 
 
6. Any future development will have to comply with the development standards of the 

current zoning district. 
 
7. The subdivision will create one lot of record. 
 
Conclusions of Law - 1251 Kearns Boulevard - Subdivision 
 
1. There is good cause for this subdivision as the site contains eight (8) separate metes 

and bounds parcels which overlap, have gaps, or do not close. 
 
2. The subdivision will eliminate the overlaps, gaps, or errors in the descriptions and unify 

the eight (8) parcels into one (1) lot of record.   
 
3. The subdivision is consistent with the Park City Land Management Code and applicable 

state law regarding subdivisions. 
 
4. Neither the public nor any person will be materially injured by the proposed plat 

amendment. 
 
5. Approval of the subdivision, subject to the conditions stated below, does not adversely 

affect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Park City. 
 
Conditions of Approval - 1251 Kearns Blvd. - Subdivision 
 
1. The City Attorney and City Engineer will review and approve the final form and content 

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

 
2. The applicant will submit the subdivision plat for recordation at the County within one 

year from the date of City Council approval.  If recordation has not occurred within one 
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year’s time, this approval for the plat will be void. 
 
 
REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION, PUBLIC HEARING, AND POSSIBLE ACTION 
 
3. 1251 Kearns Boulevard, The Yard - Extension of Conditional Use Permit  

(Application #PL-08-00481) 
 
Planner Francisco Astorga reviewed the application to extend the Conditional Use Permit for the 
Yard located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard.  Last year the Planning Commission granted a 
conditional use permit for an indoor entertainment facility and a commercial parking lot.  A 
condition of that approval required a one-year review for extension of the conditional use permit. 
  
 
Planner Astorga noted that the CUP was approved in July 2009.  Staff workload was the reason 
this review was not scheduled until October.   
 
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission grant the extension as requested based 
on the findings of fact, conclusions of law and conditions of approval. 
 
Chair Wintzer asked about the length of this extension.  Planner Astorga replied that a 
conditional use permit runs with the land and typically there is not a time frame.  However, this 
CUP had a one year approval and the Planning Commission has the discretion to specify 
another review period if they choose.   
Commissioner Peek recalled that a condition of the original approval required a review by the 
Planning Commission if three complaints were received from residents.  Planner Astorga replied 
that the condition would still apply with the extension.  He noted that in the last fifteen months 
they only received one complaint from an event that took place in 2009.  That event was not 
approved as part of this indoor entertainment facility.  There was an outdoor component that 
was approved through Special Events.    
 
Chair Wintzer clarified that under the conditional use permit, any outdoor activity would go 
through the Special Events process.  Planner Astorga replied that this was correct.  The CUP is 
specifically for indoor uses.   
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing. 
 
Mary Cook, representing the Homestake Condominiums, stated that generally the neighbors 
have a good relationship with the Yard.  She remarked that the City only received one complaint 
from the Summer ‘Ween event, because that was the only written complaint.  She believed 
other comments were made.  Ms. Cook was concerned that like any other situation, boundaries 
get overstepped.  She preferred that it be a year-to-year conditional use permit until decisions 
are made about the Bonanza Park Development area.  Ms. Cook remarked that once things 
begin working, the limits of noise and traffic can get stretched to higher levels.  She believed 
that a one year, year to year approval would help keep the neighborhood livable for the 
residents.   
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Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Savage believed there has been responsible behavior as it relates to the 
conditional approval and that the three complaints rule would work effectively. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Savage moved to APPROVE the extension of the conditional use 
permit for an Indoor Entertainment Facility and Commercial Parking lot at 1251 Kearns 
Boulevard, the Yard, based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of 
Approval as found in the Staff report, with the understanding that three complaints would cause 
the CUP to come back to the Planning Commission for review.    
Commissioner Hontz asked if one person could make three complaints on the same event.  
Planner Astorga stated that they could.  However, if that were to occur, the Planning 
Commission would have the purview to decide if that was appropriate.   
 
Commissioner Hontz seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.                   
 
Chair Wintzer thanked the applicant, Mark Fischer, for his contribution to the community through 
events at the Yard.  He noted that a number of free events occur at the facility that people never 
hear about.  It has been a great community asset.      
 
Findings of Fact - 1251 Kearns Blvd,  - CUP Extension 
 
1. The property is located at 1251 Kearns Boulevard. 
 
2. The zoning is General Commercial (GC) within the Frontage Protection Overlay Zone 

(FPZ). 
 
3. The site is approximately 4.57 acres. 
 
4. The site is bounded by Kearns Blvd. (Highway 248), Homestead Road, and Woodbine 

Way. 
 
5. The site has existing sewer, electrical, and water capacity. 
 
6. The parking area has enough room to handle 329 parking spaces. 
 
7. An Indoor Entertainment Facility with the square footage of 14,110 will require seventy-

two (72) parking spaces (5 parking spaces per 1,000 sq. ft.). 
 
8. The medical office uses seven (7) parking spaces mandated by the LMC towards the 

front of the building. 
 
9. The existing buildings on site will not be changed with this application. 
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10. The site does not contain any usable open space. 
 
11. The property owner has worked in the past with the Building Department regarding 

compliance with the Soils Ordinance.  Currently the paved areas are in compliance with 
such ordinance. 

 
12. The site has a legal non-conforming sign within the Frontage Protection Zone which has 

recently been updated. 
 
13. The site has not changed since it was a lumber yard.  The existing buildings on site will 

not be changed with this application. 
 
14. The applicant does not expect any issues that might affect people other than what is 

currently found in a commercial area.  The site will need to comply with the Park City 
Noise Ordinance. 

 
15. The site plans (Exhibit A) shows the drop-off, loading, and (screened) dumpster areas 

located east of he building.  The access to these areas is through the front, off Kearns 
Blvd. 

 
16. The loading/unloading of the event equipment will take place prior to the actual events 

making the area free and clear when pedestrians are utilizing the same area for 
circulation. 

 
17. The ownership is a limited liability company and has no unusual affects on taxing 

entities. 
 
18. It is on relatively flat land and requires no slope retention and the buildings are pre-

existing (no new buildings or remodeling on the outside on the buildings.) 
 
19. The applicant requests to use temporary restroom facilities similar to that which is used 

for special events to meet this requirement depending on the events going on at the 
Yard. 

 
20. Conditions of approval have been met by the applicant.  
 
Conclusions of Law - 1251 Kearns Blvd, - CUP Extension 
 
1. The application complies with all requirements of the LMC; 
 
2. The uses will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, scale, mass and 

circulation; 
 
3. The uses are consistent with the Park City General Plan, as amended; and 
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4. The effects of any differences in uses or scale have been mitigated through careful 

planning.  
 
Conditions of Approval - 1251 Kearns Blvd. - CUP Extension 
 
1. The internal layout of the parking plan shall be compliant with the applicable codes.  The 

driving lanes shall be twenty-four (24') minimum. 
 
2. The parking lot may be accessed via the entrance on Homestake Road, while the 

pedestrian circulation system may be located at the entrance to the site directly off 
Kearns Blvd. As noted on the site plan (Exhibit A). 

 
3. All uses must comply with the Park City Noise Ordinance. 
 
4. The detailed submittal must be submitted to the Park City Planning Department at least 

two (2) weeks (ten business days) before any event for review and approval by the Chief 
Building Official and the Planning Department.  The detailed submittal includes without 
limitation, a traffic mitigation plan that includes consideration of safety concerns for 
access to parking off of Homestake Road. 

 
5. All exterior lights must conform to park City lighting regulations for height, type, wattage 

and shielding. 
 
6. Permanent use of the property must conform to requirements for landscaping, snow 

storage, lighting and screening. 
 
7. This CUP does not include any events programmed for the site that goes through the 

City Special Events licensing or Master Festival Special Event permitting or master 
festival license process, i.e. outdoor events, etc. 

 
8. If the City receives more than three complaints from residents, the CUP would come 

back to the Planning Commission for modifications to the CUP. 
 
 
 
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m.   
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission____________________________________ 



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
November 10, 2010   
 
COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE:    
 
Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Dick Peek, Julia Pettit, Mick Savage, Adam Strachan    
 
EX OFFICIO: 
 
Planning Director, Thomas Eddington; Kirsten Whetstone, Planner; Kayla Sintz, Planner; Phyllis 
Robinson; Polly Samuels McLean, Assistant City Attorney    
 

===================================================================== 

REGULAR MEETING - 6:30 p.m. 

 

I. ROLL CALL 

Chair Wintzer called the meeting to order at 6:50 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were 
present except Commissioner Luskin, who was excused.   
    
II ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
October 13, 2010 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hontz moved to APPROVE the minutes of October 13, 2010 as 
written.   Commissioner Strachan seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously by all who had attended.  Commissioner Pettit 
abstained since she was absent from that meeting.      
 
October 27, 2010 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hontz moved to APPROVE the minutes of October 27, 2010 as 
written.  Commissioner Pettit seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously by all who had attended.  Commissioners Strachan and 
Savage abstained since they were absent from that meeting.  
 
III. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
There was no comment. 



IV. STAFF & COMMISSIONERS’ COMMUNICATIONS/DISCLOSURES 
 

2. Park City Heights - Master Planned Development  
(Application #PL-10-01028) 

 
Planner Kirsten Whetstone recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public 
hearing and discuss the revised site plan and overall mix of housing types.  The applicant was 
also looking for direction on design guidelines for the neighborhood.  The applicant was also 
prepared to present an update on the trails.   
 
Planner Whetstone remarked that the proposed MPD consists of 239 residential dwelling units 
consisting of a mix of affordable or deed restricted units and market rate units.  The Planning 
Commission has previously reviewed this MPD at several meetings.  The objective for this 
meeting was to focus on the revisions to Phase 1, which is the northern area closest to 
Richardson Flat Road, trails and trail connections, design guidelines for the neighborhood, and 
review and discussion of the MPD criteria contained in the Staff report. 
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, presented the revised site plan and reviewed the 
changes since the last meeting.  He noted that the previous meetings focused on Phase 1.  This 
evening they were interested in discussing details for the entire site.  Mr. White stated that at 
some point they would like to put the concept plan into Auto CAD for additional detail.  The 
revisions to the site plan were based on comments from the Planning Commission and the 
direction that the applicant and the Commissioners hoped to achieve.  Most of the concepts of 
the Phase 1 element were incorporated into the entire site.  Mr. White pointed out that they were 
looking at incremental growth outward from the core, a real sense of community, varying widths 
and sizes, and streets that link together.                 
Mr. White recalled that previously the Commissioners expressed a desire to see a grid pattern.  
That grid pattern was done throughout the project, keeping in mind that there are topography 
issues.  He showed how they stepped up the hill, trying to keep the grid pattern intact but still 
working with the topography.  All the roads are 8% or less, which should avoid major issues for 
large retaining walls.  Mr. White noted that Commissioner Luskin had requested that they 
address the edge along Highway 40.  In response to his concern,  they designed a meandering 
detention basin.  As the water drains down to the low spots, the retention basin can be dug out 
and moved up to create berming with landscaping to form a meandering edge for the 
development as well as the detention basin.   
 
Mr. White stated that in an effort to address a previous comment regarding noise, the 
development was moved off the highway corridor as much as possible.  He remarked that 
throughout the entire project they tried to locate homes along green space.  From the 
community park area a central trail corridor was created through the project with neighborhood 
greens such as native grasses and wildflowers.  The landscaping would require minimal 
maintenance and water usage.  Mr. White pointed out that the feel was more like open space 
rather than a manicured neighborhood green.  
 
Mr. White reviewed the trail linkages.  A project loop trail goes all the way around the project 
with trail connections to multiple trails.  There was also trail access from the streets to the trail 
loop around the project.  Mr. White noted that the applicants met with Matt Twombley and 
Heinrich Deters at the site and walked the project.  One concern was the trail linkage to the 
existing pedestrian trail under Highway 248.  The objective was to put the trail as far from Old 
Dump Road as possible.  The engineer hired by Boyer Company and Park City has already 



started looking at that connection.  There are also wetlands in that area where it connects to the 
Rail Trail and those issues will be addressed. 
 
Mr. White remarked that on the south side of Old Dump Road, the previous plan showed the 
trail parallel to Old Dump Road.  The revised plan pulls the trails away from Old Dump Road 
and brings it into the project.  It is closer to the play area and has a good connection to the Rail 
Trail.  That continues along the outside of the project and eventually goes down along the 
frontage road.   
 
Mr. White stated that other items addressed included maintaining a sense of openness and de-
emphasizing the impact of the automobile on the residential environment.  Garage were moved 
to the rear with a large number of alley-loaded or skinny-street loaded residents.  Front porches 
face the central trail corridor and the streets.  This was also done with some of the multi-family 
units.  Mr. White remarked that they tried to emphasize the community space by having social 
events.  A small amphitheater was added for possible Friday night movies, etc.  The tot 
lot/splash pad remained from the last version and the open space around the play field was 
enhanced.  Mr. White referred to the entrance of the project and noted that they tried to pull 
some of the multi-family housing closer to the street to create a street edge building with 
porches fronting the street.  Instead of providing a separate parking area for the clubhouse, they 
would use on-street parking on the main street and parallel parking on the multi-family side.  
There would still be a community garden, but it was moved away from the community park and 
would be placed in a different location.   
 
Mr. White pointed out the different product types designed throughout the project and how they 
would be interspersed.   The cluster concept enables residents to live near each other in a small 
village-like community.  Mr. White presented photos of homes as a starting point for dialogue 
with the Commissioners.   
 
Ron Moffat with the Boyer Company stated that Jonathan DeGray and Eric Lingbard would be 
creating the design guidelines and landscaping for the project.  Both were in attendance this 
evening to hear comments and direction from the Planning Commission. 
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing. 
 
Brooks Robinson, representing Public Works, expressed concerns with the design related to 
snow plowing, water runoff and snow storage.  He noted that a number of units on the plans that 
are accessed from alleys presents a problem in terms of emergency response. Mr. Robinson 
remarked that increasing the amount of hard surface by having additional alleys also increases 
the amount of runoff.  Simple streets and cul-de-sacs with a driveway would provide parking for 
the residents and guests.   
 
Chair Wintzer assumed all the roads and alleys would be public roads maintained by the City.  
Mr. White answered yes.  He noted that they intend to speak with all the service providers, 
including Public Works, once the plans are more detailed.  They received a list of items from the 
service providers that have been considered throughout the plan.   
 
Commissioner Savage wanted to know the difference between an alley and a street.  Mr. White 
replied that for purposes of this discussion the difference is road width.  Some municipalities 
allow a narrower width; however, that discussion has not been started with Public Works.  In 
addition to width, access is an issue, particularly with regard to emergency vehicles.   



 
Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Hontz felt the revised site plan indicated that the applicants heard their 
comments at the last meeting.  She believed the trails and trails connectivity, circulation to avoid 
the feel of a drive-thru subdivision, resort character and other revisions were much better with 
the new plan.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that the revised master plan respects the 
topography much better for both the layout of the units and the trails, as well as the utility 
corridor.  She thought the mix of units and the integration were significantly better with the new 
plan.  Commissioner Hontz believed the project was heading in the right direction.   
 
Commissioner Hontz pulled up Daybreak, Redstone, and Park Meadows on Google Earth as 
examples of what she considers to be good and bad design.  She explained why Daybreak and 
Park Meadows were examples of good design and Redstone was an example of bad design.  
 
Mr. White was pleased that Commissioner Hontz had raised the topography issue.  He noted 
that the Phase 1 area is relatively flat and there is more topo than what one would realize.  He 
believed the revised plan takes into account more of the topography issues.                                                      
Commissioner Pettit agreed that the revised plan was a better design and more consistent with 
the feedback from the Planning Commission.  She noted that there was no reference to 
potential support commercial and she highly encouraged the applicant to create a place for it.   
As the project builds out there may be opportunities to incorporate support commercial into the 
project.  Mr. White replied that support commercial was discussed at a previous meeting when 
Commissioner Pettit was absent.  They have had experience with other projects where support 
commercial did not work, but they are planning to provide  enough space in the clubhouse area 
that could accommodate some type of commercial.  Mr. White noted that the clubhouse would 
be small and the amount of commercial space has not been determined.  He noted that Park 
City Municipal Corp. has not determined their units at this point and they are still talking about 
live/work spaces.  
 
Commissioner Pettit asked if the problem with support commercial that has not worked in larger 
projects was due to the costs associated with renting the space.  Mr. Moffat replied that it was 
mainly because they were not high marketing goods.  With a limited number of people coming 
in, it is difficult to get enough volume to justify the cost.  Commissioner Pettit remarked that this 
area is isolated from ready access to a convenience store or a suburban type environment.  
Adding the recreational component  would also draw people outside of the project.  In her 
opinion support commercial is an important element and she did not want to assume it would 
not work based on other situations or examples.  Commissioner Pettit wanted to make sure that 
support commercial continues to be considered as part of the plan.   
 
Commissioner Pettit thanked the applicant for including the community garden concept.  She 
believes it is a fantastic amenity for a community.  She also suggested that they change the 
name “neighborhood green” to “neighborhood open space” to avoid the perception of lawns and 
high water consumption.  Commissioner Pettit was pleased with the concept of native grasses.  
Mr. White remarked that landscape guidelines would be part of the design guidelines.  He 
recalled previous discussions about transition zones where people can have small turf areas 
around their homes before moving into native grasses and plants.  They would update the 
Planning Commission on landscape details at a later meeting.    
 



Commissioner Pettit stated that snow storage would be critical for snow removal during the 
winter.  She believed that snow removal in Old Town would be easier if there was adequate 
snow storage.  Commissioner Pettit felt this project provided an opportunity to have narrow 
streets and alleyways with adequate snow storage.  She encouraged the applicants to keep the 
narrow streets as proposed, but try to solve snow removal problems with adequate snow 
storage.  She pointed out that narrow streets should meet the requirements for emergency 
vehicles and access.   
 
Chair Wintzer clarified that all the roads would be 8% or less in grade.  Mr. White answered yes, 
noting that a small percentage of the roads were 8%.  Chair Wintzer asked about the dirt road 
shown at the bottom of the site plan.  Mr. White replied that it was an existing road that would be 
improved up to the entrance to the project.  Chair Wintzer liked the new design, however, he 
believed there was more square footage of asphalt than in previous designs.  He pointed out 
that in some places there are roads on two sides of the house.  Mr. White stated that the square 
footage was approximately the same as previous designs.  Once he puts everything into the 
CAD, he should know the exact lengths of road, etc.  Chair Wintzer  was cautious about 
designing a subdivision off of engineering and preferred a project that balances efficiency with 
personality.   
 
Chair Wintzer referred to a node of houses on the plan and he encouraged the applicant to 
repeat that node in another location because it creates a neighborhood within a neighborhood.  
Chair Wintzer thanked the applicants for listening to their comments and direction. 
 
Commissioner Peek appreciated all the revisions and believed it vastly improved the concept.  
He concurred with Commissioner Pettit regarding support commercial.  Commissioner Peek 
suggested that they stagger driveways down the alleys to create an opportunity for snow 
removal.  He recommended that they look for shared driveway opportunities on the Estate lots.  
Commissioner Peek commented on the possibility of creating permanent easements with a 
landscaping restriction where snow could be pushed directly across from a driveway.  He 
favored the detached tunnel trail and believed it was better to make that connection to the Rail 
Trail and ease the crossing to the Rail Trail.  Commissioner Peek suggested locating the 
clubhouse commercial in that area to draw business from the sports fields.   
 
Mr. White indicated a trail connection on the north side of Old Dump Road that goes all the way 
to Highway 40.   That connection would eventually go to the Park and Ride lot and the City 
wanted to maintain a trail corridor through there.  At this point the trail would not be built but the 
applicants would provide a trail easement along there.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the Park and Ride lot is accessed off of Old Dump Road.  Mr. 
White answered yes.  He stated that they have also proposed a bus stop along Old Dump 
Road.  The transit will go out to the Park and Ride lot, turn around and come back.  
Commissioner Savage asked about changing the name of the road.  Brooks Robinson 
remarked that with the improvements and the Park and Ride, the County was calling it 
Richardson Flats Road.  The City is using that name with the intersection improvements 
currently being designed.   
 
Commissioner Savage noted that the Park and Ride facility is in close proximity to the project 
and the buses come by the project on their way into Park City.  He believed there was an 
opportunity to create a significant child care center with an associated convenience store that 
could service the development and possibly families outside of the development.  Mr. Moffat 



was willing to provide land for a day care use.  Mr. White noted that a day care had been 
discussed in the past. 
 
Commissioner Peek referred to the architectural examples at the top of the concept plan.  He 
stated that generally garages are subservient to the architecture of the structure, with the 
exception of the Old Miners Lodge Cottage House.  Commissioner Peek favored varied 
architecture and hidden garages.   
 
Commissioner Strachan felt the revised plan was a step in the right direction.  He still thought 
the multi-family housing should be interspersed throughout the entire site plan.  He concurred 
with his fellow Commissioners regarding the support commercial.  Without the commercial the 
project would be an island to itself.   If people have to drive whenever they need something, it 
defeats the objective they are trying to reach.   
 
Commissioner Strachan stated that the trail adjacent to the Dump Road was great on the 
concept plan, but he was unsure if it was feasible.  If they are able to do the trail as proposed, it 
would alleviate the concerns he raised at the last meeting.  In terms of the architectural 
examples shown, he was not convinced they were to that point.  Commissioner Strachan 
thought the site plan needed more fine tuning before they could start talking about the 
architecture of the structures.  He noted that there were no examples of the multi-family 
housing.  Mr. White remarked that the pictures furthest to the right were the IHC units.  The 
structures are four two-story units.  Commissioner Strachan stated that the picture of the IHC 
units reinforced his opinion that the multi-family houses could be interspersed throughout the 
entire site.  Planner Whetstone pointed out that the multi-family houses have a larger footprint 
and would require significant excavation in some areas.   Mr. White stated that another issue is 
trying to keep the IHC units close and on board for the first phase.  He noted that IHC is beyond 
the time frame for building and they are anxious to have their units built.  Mr. White offered to 
look at interspersing as many of the units as possible.  Chair Wintzer remarked that the IHC 
units have very little outside space and did not belong on the hill.  He believed the very dense 
units would fit better around the park where people would have a place to recreate and use the 
amenities.  
 
Planner Whetstone stated that the concept for the affordable or deed restricted housing was in 
different phases and the units could transfer from one phase to another.  Mr. White remarked 
that the market units would definitely be mixed with the affordable units and there would be very 
little difference architecturally.  The IHC units would be the first affordable units to be completed.   
 
Commissioner Strachan acknowledged that the applicants had done their best with what they 
had to work with.  Ideally he would like something different but accepted the fact that it could not 
be done.  Mr. White stated that they would continue to look at interspersing as much as 
possible.      
 
Chair Wintzer supported the idea of having a day care with a commercial component to service 
the project.   
 
Chair Wintzer called for comments on the architecture.  Commissioner Peek reiterated his 
previous comment about the garages being subservient. He thought it was too soon to comment 
on the specifics of the architecture.  Mr. White remarked that the intent is to incorporate historic 
details from Old Town Park City into the architecture.  Chair Wintzer preferred to have more 
porches because porches help create a neighborhood.  He personally did not want a 



reproduction of Old Town because it would look out of place in that area.  Chair Wintzer was not 
opposed to incorporating some historic into the project if it can relate to the type of project being 
proposed.   
 
Mr. White remarked that during the pre-MPD application, many of the Commissioners made 
comments about making the project look more like the resort center and core of Park City.  
Chair Wintzer stated that he was one who made that comment; however, he was talking about 
the grid system in Park City rather than architectural design.  Commissioner Peek used the 
condos on Deer Valley Drive as an example where the architecture  is not the most pleasing, 
but parking is behind the structure and people congregate on their front porches.  Commissioner 
Pettit thought Commission Peek had described the experience that occurs in the Harvard/Yale 
area in Salt Lake.  It is more historic in terms of many garages being on the side and the back 
and accessed by alleyways.  The elements are at street level and people can walk the 
neighborhoods and feel a sense of connection.  She had the same experience walking through 
the historic parts of Cresta Butte and Telluride. 
 
Commissioner Hontz liked the idea of more porches and enhancing the size of the porches to 
make them more usable.  However, she was concerned about the location being too windy to 
make the porches usable.  Commissioner Hontz commented on Dutch Fields development in 
Midway that she finds offensive.  Even though the houses have great design elements it is not 
authentic.  She suggested that if the applicants could use that same concept with more 
authenticity, it would be the right balance.  Commissioner Hontz concurred with the comments 
of her fellow Commissioners regarding architecture and garages.   
 
Commissioner Savage suggested that if the applicant wanted serious input related to 
architectural styles, they should provide a more creative presentation of alternative formats.  It 
would help the Planning Commission see what the applicant would propose in terms of  
architecture.      
 
Planner Whetstone noted that the Staff had questions regarding setbacks as outlined in the 
Staff report.  She pointed out that the Planning Commission has the ability to reduce setbacks 
within an MPD.  Chair Wintzer asked for clarification on some of the houses shown in yellow 
and asked if there would be common area between the houses.  Mr. White replied that all the 
houses shown in yellow would be lots.  He felt the next step would be the CAD level so the 
Commissioners would have a better idea of the lots and setbacks.  He noted that with the 
design guidelines, they will break down the mix of housing types and identify heights, setbacks, 
details, colors, etc.  Planner Whetstone stated that the information would be helpful for the Staff 
when determining compliance with the Master Plan.     
                                         
Planner Whetstone remarked that another issue was height.  The Planning Commission has the 
ability to increase heights, however, she understood that all heights would be within the 
requirements.  Mr. White did not anticipate any height concerns and offered to take a second 
look.  Planner Whetstone commented on a list of site planning issues that would  be addressed 
in future meetings.   
 
Commissioner Savage pointed out that the development has Park City in its name and it is 
partially owned by Park City.  It is a big initiative that compliments Park City’s objectives and 
ideals as it relates to affordable housing, and it should be something the City can be proud of 
and people can be excited about.  Commissioner Savage remarked that because Park City is a 



co-applicant, they need to be part of the solution and not part of the problem, which may require 
creativity with the CT zone. 
 
Commissioner Peek addressed the concern regarding wind and suggested that creativity in the 
design may help mitigate that concern. 
 
Commissioner Pettit requested that the applicants consider whether the current site plan would 
help facilitate solar installation on roof tops.  With respect to the design guidelines and the 
CC&R’s, she asked that they think about solar access and easement issues to allow the 
community the opportunity to take full advantage of renewable energy resources.  She 
suggested that wind may be another option. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Strachan moved to CONTINUE Park City Heights discussion to 
December 8th.  Commissioner Pettit seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.  
 
                                                                                                                         
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
Approved by Planning Commission____________________________________ 
 



 
 PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 WORK SESSION NOTES 
 DECEMBER 8, 2010 
 
 
PRESENT: Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Richard Luskin, Dick Peek, Julia Pettit,  Mick 

Savage, Adam Strachan, Thomas Eddington, Kirsten Whetstone, Kayla Sintz, Polly 
Samuels McLean 

 
 
Work Session Items 
 
Park City Heights - Master Planned Development  
 
Planner Kirsten Whetstone noted that the Staff report contained the concept plan for Park City 
Heights that was discussed at the last meeting.  She stated that the plan proposes three types of 
homes: The Park Homes, which are multi-family; the Cottage Homes, which are a mix of market 
rate and deed restricted housing; and Homestead Homes, which are single family.  She reviewed 
the architectural patterns for the three different housing types identified in the Staff report.     
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, stated that since the last meeting they continued 
meeting with Park City Public Works and other service providers with regard to typical street section 
standards, snow storage, sidewalks, and other issues.  They also met with the Snyderville Basin 
Sewer District and discussed tying into their existing sewer main.  They hired a wildlife study 
experts to update the wildlife study.  Next Tuesday they have meetings scheduled with Rocky 
Mountain Power and Questar Gas, as well as another meeting with Public Works.  Mr. White noted 
that the project is becoming more refined as they move forward to address any concerns and 
issues raised by the providers. 
 
Mr. White explained how they tried to respond to questions and concerns raised at the last meeting. 
 He noted that Commissioner Hontz had definite comments about what she did  or did not like in 
other master planned communities in Summit County and the Salt Lake Valley.  Based on her 
comments, they looked at Bear Hollow, Daybreak and the Harvard/Yale neighborhood in Salt Lake 
to see what elements they should or should not incorporate into their project.  Mr. White 
commented on the large variety of style in the Harvard/Yale neighborhood.  The similar elements 
are roof shapes, window patterns, porches, setbacks, garages, and other things that provide a 
positive neighborhood feel.  Many of those elements were incorporated into the design guidelines 
for Park City Heights.   
Eric Langvardt, representing the applicant, stated that one of the elements they tried to achieve was 
the intent to break the homes into three separate product types that they could generalize 
architecturally.  They tried to create diversity within and between each of the product types through 
similarities that tie them together.   
 
Mr. Langvardt reviewed the architectural patterns for the Park Homes, which are multi-family 
homes.  He noted that each one was located on green space such as a City park, trail corridor, or a 
small pocket park.  The characteristics of these buildings were driven by the size and the massing 
and possible repetition of the units.  A key component is the “mining meets modern”.  Mr. Langvardt 
clarified that the product presented was not exactly what was being proposed.  The sheet provided 
in the Staff report showed various elements of these products and what they may prefer as they 
move forward.   
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Mr. Langvardt recalled from the last meeting that the majority of the Commissioners talked about 
de-emphasizing the garage.  In the Park product, each home is accessed from a covered garage, 
carport or rear parking.  That de-emphasizes the garage and at the same time puts the emphasis 
on the front porches.  Mr. Langvardt noted that every front door orients to a street or public open 
space.  With the massing of these buildings, varied wall planes is important, particularly in this 
portion of the development.  The design was a mountain contemporary look.  Mr. Langvardt pointed 
out that not trying to be a resort mountain was an important direction.  Part of that is to get away 
from basic earthtone colors and instead use colorful earthtones.  He commented on the importance 
of balance to keep from being too colorful.   
 
Mr. Langvardt pointed out that the roof lines on the buildings would be low sloping or possibly flat 
roofs with deeper overhangs to reduce the mass of the larger buildings.  The materials being 
considered are wood, hardy board siding, possibly stone and stucco accents, and colorful earthtone 
colors.   
 
Mr. White requested feedback from the Planning Commission on the design, materials, and colors 
proposed.  He clarified that this was only part of the process for beginning the design guidelines.  
These were precedent images and the detail would be taken from the images.  Mr. White noted that 
the design guideline pattern book would come back to the Planning Commission.  He asked the 
Planning Commission to comment on anything they found distasteful or that would not fit within 
Park City or the CT zone. 
 
Mr. Langvardt reviewed the Cottage homes and noted that this was the core of the development.  
He commented on the colors and explained that this was an opportunity to incorporate a little of 
historic Park City.  The roof lines have a steeper pitch, creating interesting second floor  or story-
and-a-half elements.  He stated that the front porch and the secondary garage elements in this 
scenario were very important.  The majority of the cottage homes, with the exception of the 12 units 
within the Homestead area, are currently proposed to be served by an alley or the local road.  The 
orientation of the front door to the street, both architecturally and from a site planning standpoint, is 
of utmost importance.  Mr. Langvardt noted that the architecture has a Victorian feel with simple 
forms and porches to create a more complex shape.  The homes are a story-and-a-half to two 
stories.  The materials include classic elements of the hardy board siding and possibly board and 
batten shingle siding.  There would be limited use of stone.  Stucco is not being proposed for these 
structures.    
 
Mr. White pointed out that there is no variation in the setbacks of those buildings as they go down 
the street.  All the buildings are two-story.  They are looking at varying from single story to story-
and-a-half to two-story and how that would work on a block face.  They are  also looking at varying 
the front setbacks and adding the roof elements over the front porches.   
 
Mr. Langvardt reviewed the Homestead structures.  He noted that they were the most diverse 
primarily because they had more flexibility to work with and because of the varied terrain.  Mr. 
Langvardt stated that many of the elements from the first two product types were integrated into 
these homes.  Because of the flexibility, there was more opportunity for side loaded garages, 
garages that are built into the hillside with a porch over the top, and to take advantage of the terrain 



Work Session Notes  
December 8, 2010 
Page 3 
 
 
in varied ways.  He pointed out that the Homestead units have more emphasis on the mountain 
contemporary.   
 
Mr. White stated that solar panels would be allowed in all three lot types and that would be evident 
in the design guidelines.   
 
Chair Wintzer referred to all three areas and asked about development ownership.  As an example, 
would one developer be doing all the Park Homes.  Mr. White explained that the lot type does not 
separate the affordable from the market.  The affordable units would be more interspersed with the 
market rate units.  He was unsure about the builders, but assumed that multiple builders would be 
building one type.  However, with the established the design guidelines, it would not have that look 
or feel of one builder if that were the case.   
   
Commissioner Savage wanted to know the underlying concept that would integrate the zones 
together, and how much variety there would be in the design guidelines from one area of 
development to another area of development.  He understood the objective for diversity, but he 
cautioned against having the diversity look too inconsistent.  Mr. Langvardt replied that roof lines, 
materials, colors, massing, garages, front porches and front doors are consistent elements, with 
some variation between the product types.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked if the idea was to establish a set of design guidelines and a plat map, 
and then sell individual properties to individual developers.  Mr. White replied that this was correct.  
He asked if each individual square in the Park Home plats could be sold to a separate builder.  Mr. 
White replied that the Park Homes consist of IHC affordable units and the Park City affordable 
attached units.  He believed those would not be built by one builder.  Mr. White explained that the 
design guidelines would be established so every builder would have specific parameters to follow.   
 
Chair Wintzer expressed his preference for a mixture of homes.  When several buildings are the 
same, the mass appears to be larger.  He personally likes flat roofs because they work better in 
Park City’s climate and they have less mass.  He referred to a picture above the units with flat roofs 
and discouraged the applicants from going in that direction.  Chair Wintzer did not believe they 
could successfully re-create Old Town in that area.  The project needs its own identity and that 
identity could be a hundred different homes that blend together.   
 
Commissioner Peek concurred.  He remarked that mixing flat roofs is a great design option.  He 
referred to the modern design shown in the Cottage homes and asked if windows that large could 
actually work in terms of energy conservation.  Mr. White replied that this was one issue to consider 
with the design, as well as affordability.  He stated that another part of the process is to set up a 
design review committee to enforce the design guidelines.  Most of the issues would be worked out 
through that process. 
 
Commissioner Peek indicated a repetition of driveways in a series of the Cottage homes.  He noted 
that four examples of cottage homes were houses with garages,  resulting in six homes at the end 
of the street with visible garages.  He asked about the setbacks in the Cottage homes area and 
whether there would be snow shed issues.  Commissioner Peek was concerned about repetitive 
design in the Cottage homes.  He suggested that the applicants prepare a model showing the 
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roads, trails, the cuts and fills, and the massing of the elements, we well as the views from the 
identified vantage points.  Chair Wintzer concurred that  an actual model would be helpful.  He 
clarified that it should be a physical model rather than a computerized visual.   
 
Commissioner Peek noted that each example showed hardy board siding.  He was resistant to that 
particular product because it is sold as maintenance free.  He indicated a number of examples in 
town where people treat it as maintenance free, but the appearance over time shows that its not.  
Commissioner Peek suggested that they integrate other materials.   
 
Mr. White asked if stucco was an issue.  Chair Wintzer was not opposed to stucco as an accent 
material for this project.  However, he did not want to see stucco mazes.   
 
Commissioner Strachan thought the Park homes should be so unique that they stand out and make 
people want to live there.  In his opinion, that is what an affordable housing project should be.  
Commissioner Strachan pointed out the picture he believed was the most unique.  In contrast, he 
indicated the picture that would make people look for the nearest strip mall.  Regarding the Cottage 
and Homestead homes, Commissioner Strachan felt it was important to accentuate the front 
porches.  He did not favor drive-in garages and second story porches.  People living in this project 
need to feel like they are invited into the Homestead area the same as they are to the Park homes 
and Cottage areas.  He did not think garages and huge homes were inviting.  Commissioner 
Strachan agreed with the importance of seeing a model.                                                               
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that her opinion was slightly different than her fellow Commissioners.  
She thought the tan and brown example in the Cottage homes  looked like stucco and that the 
design went too far in using stucco.  That example, as well as another sample in the Park homes, 
were considerably modern in design and she did not believe it integrated well with other the styles 
shown.  Commissioner Hontz remarked that materials matter and a modern design can work with 
real wood, wood timber, natural rock, etc.  Regarding the roof forms, Commissioner Hontz liked the 
flatter roofs and deeper porches, particular on the examples that appear to use natural materials.  
She believed the example showing two visible garages was going in the wrong direction, 
particularly based on their preference for subordinate garages.   
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to the brown, white and tan brick example shown in the Park homes.  
She was not convinced that brick was an appropriate material for that area.   However, she favored 
some of the elements shown on the multi-family units.  She suggested that the design might work if 
they add a deeper entryway and porches.  Commissioner Hontz did not like white and gray as the 
main color scheme for the homes in that area.   She encouraged a more colorful pallet with white 
and gray as accent colors.  Commissioner Hontz concurred with Commissioner Peek regarding 
hardy board.  She reiterated her opposition to the example shown in the Park homes as “not resort 
mountain timber” because the roof lines, the massing and the materials were all wrong.   
 
Mr. Langvardt pointed out that in many of the example they only tried to find elements that could be 
positive or negative.   
 
Commissioner Luskin felt this was a real challenge.  He remarked that Park City has a very unique 
character, but he is always disappointed coming in from Kimball Junction because it takes a long 
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time before you see the uniqueness.  He still thinks it is difficult to get a real feel for Old Town.  
Commissioner Luskin believes the Park City Heights land is an important piece of property, and the 
first and most important step is to create a first impression.  He noted that Commissioner Wintzer 
spoke about creating an identity, but he was unsure how that could be done.  In his opinion, the 
identity needs to be something that is consistent or feeds into Old Town. Commissioner Luskin 
stressed the importance of creating the impression that people are going into a mining community.  
He thought the biggest challenge would be the Park homes because they are closest to the junction 
and typically have the least identity.  Commissioner Luskin did not favor mountain contemporary 
design.  In looking at the modern contemporary examples provided, he thought they looked like 
“Frank Lloyd Wrong.”  Commissioner Luskin noted that the applicants had provided a number of 
examples, but now they need to take it to the next level and begin with the idea of what they are 
trying to create.  If they are trying to create an identity, the components need to work individually 
and together.  Commissioner Luskin pointed out that part of Park City’s unique character is that it 
does not have a cookie cutter look.  A key element for this project is substantial variation.  
Commissioner Luskin stated that the developer has a particular responsibility with this project 
because the property is highly visible.   
 
Mr. Langvardt remarked that designing the project is half architectural style and the other half is 
about the site.  He felt the challenge was building the units differently.  Because the subdivision is 
being built in a shorter time period they need to control it in a way that makes it look like 25 different 
people built 25 different homes.   
 
Commissioner Pettit remarked that her comments were more aligned with the specifics pointed out 
by Commissioner Hontz in terms of materials, colors, roof lines and elements that need to live 
beyond the current time.  She felt they were on the right track with the garages, porches and 
window elements.   
 
Chair Wintzer suggested that they look at variation in the buildings.  He felt it was appropriate to 
look at flat roofs as they go higher up on the site to minimize the scale of the buildings.  Chair 
Wintzer stated that the Planning Commission needs to begin talking about the size and footprints of 
these homes.  He thought the model would be helpful in that discussion.  Chair Wintzer suggested 
that the applicant review the Deer Valley Design Guidelines.  He was not interested in copying 
those guidelines, but he thought the format was good.  In order to look at this project in a larger 
scale, Chair Wintzer requested streetscapes where they could look at an entire block of buildings.  
He also wanted an idea of how often one design would be repeated.  Chair Wintzer pointed out that 
landscaping needs to be included in the design guidelines.  Mr. White remarked that landscaping 
and sustainability would have sections in the design guidelines.  
 
Chair Wintzer referred to the example of six homes in a row and expressed his preference to see 
that repeated.  It is important to integrate the community as much as possible and he liked that idea 
to create separate neighborhoods.  Chair Wintzer applauded the applicants for their efforts in 
listening to the Planning Commission and responding with good ideas.   
 
The Work Session was adjourned.                                                               
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Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Richard Luskin, Dick Peek, Julia Pettit, Mick Savage, 
Adam Strachan  
 
EX OFFICIO: 
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REGULAR MEETING  

 

I. ROLL CALL 

Chair Wintzer called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were 
present. 
 
II. ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 10, 2010 
 
Commissioner Strachan clarified for the record, a date discrepancy between the minutes and 
the agenda.  The minutes were correctly dated November 10, 2010.  The agenda incorrectly 
showed the date as November 11, 2010.  Commissioner Pettit noted that the cover sheets for 
the work session notes and the minutes also said November 11th.  She suggested that the date 
be corrected if the cover sheets become part of the public record.             
MOTION:  Commissioner Strachan moved to APPROVE the minutes of November 10, 2010.  
Commissioner Savage seconded the motion.   
 
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.     
 
 
III. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
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CONTINUATION(S) AND PUBLIC HEARING 
 
3. Park City Heights - Master Planned Development 

(Application PL-10-01028) 
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.  There was no comment.  Chair Wintzer closed 
the public hearing. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Pettit moved to CONTINUE the Park City Heights - Master 
Planned to January 12, 2010.  Commissioner Peek seconded the motion. 
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 PARK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 WORK SESSION NOTES 
 FEBRUARY 9, 2011 
 
 
PRESENT: Chair Charlie Wintzer, Brooke Hontz, Richard Luskin, Dick Peek, Julia Pettit,  Mick 

Savage, Adam Strachan, Thomas Eddington, Kirsten Whetstone, Kayla Sintz, Katie 
Cattan, Polly Samuels McLean, Matt Cassel, Phyllis Robinson  

 
Commissioner Strachan arrived late.  
 
Work Session Items 
 
 
Park City Heights - Master Planned Development  
(Application #PL-10-01028) 
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, noted that at the last meeting the Planning Commission 
request a physical model.  That model had been prepared and was presented this evening.  In 
addition, graphic presentation boards were available showing perspectives and sections within the 
project.  Mr. White noted that the master plan had also been updated.   
 
Mr. White presented the master plan from the last meeting to show as a comparison to the revised 
master plan.  He noted that one area that was changed was the loop road at the bottom of the 
project.  It was elongated to run more with the contours.  It was a utility issue  where they could get 
the sewer to gravity feed and flow.  It allowed for more homes along the open space edge that 
would provide a buffer with Highway 40.   
 
Mr. White stated that additional areas that changed from the last concept plan were the homes on 
the other side of the power corridor.  He indicated an area where the roadways was eliminated due 
to grade changes and he tried to enhance that area as a trail corridor. They left the 60 foot right-of-
way, which allows them to meander the trail through there and provide a great connection.  For 
anyone who lives mid-block, it is an easy walk to the trail corridor and then links them back down to 
the community center.  
 
Mr. White reported that they met with Rocky Mountain Power and increased the utility corridor 
through the project.  It was a 50 foot corridor that was increased to a 60 foot corridor, which 
provides more cushion from the adjacent homes.  It also provides potential for future growth in the 
trail corridor. 
 
Commissioner Luskin asked if the power lines would be underground.  Mr. White replied that the 
lines would be underground within the project.  An existing overhead power line within the power 
corridor would not be buried.   
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Mr. White stated that the current master plan concept was what they have shown as the preliminary 
plats.  Lots were adjusted and homes, trails and sidewalks were located accurately.  This plan is 
how the project would be developed and what they can do with grades, etc.   
 
Chair Wintzer asked if the engineering had been done on the entire site and they were ready to 
move forward.  Mr. White answered yes.  He explained that the last concept plan was engineered 
and cleaned-up.  Using that information, they updated the concept plan to reflect those changes. 
 
Mr. White reviewed the affordable housing plan.  The bright pink color indicated the 28  IHC units.  
The blue color represented the 35 Park City affordable units, which comprises a mix of attached 
and detached units.  The purple color represented the Park City Heights internal affordable housing 
units.  He explained how the affordable units were mixed in with the market rate units.   
 
Mr. White noted that an extensive study was done for snow storage and they met with Park City a 
number of times.  In addition to the snow storage easements on the sides of the road and within the 
right-of -way, he identified additional snow storage areas where snow could be pile and/or picked 
up and placed in those areas. 
 
Mr. White briefly reviewed the trail legend.  The dark blue color represented the existing trail that 
goes to the sports complex and the tunnel that goes under SR248.  The light blue color identified 
the future connection.  He stated that they are currently working with the City to improve that 
connection from the tunnel down to the Rail Trail.  This would require a bridging of wetland areas 
and other issues.  Mr. White stated that they would provide easements where possible and they are 
trying to find available funding.   
 
Commissioner Savage questioned why they would not bring the trail over closer to the road to avoid 
additional bridging over the wetlands.  Mr. White replied that most people do not want the trail next 
to the road.  Planner Whetstone pointed out that there is a large ditch next to the road with running 
water.  Mr. White remarked that they were still looking at all the options.  The applicant agreed to 
design the entire trails system to see how it works, and then look at the cost to implement.  If it turns 
out that the best location is next to the road, they would put it there.  Mr. White recalled that a 
concern throughout the process was that the Richardson Flat Road is a busier road and it would be 
better to take the trails off of that road for safety reasons.      
 
Mr. White reviewed three different trail/sidewalk scenarios within the Park City Heights project.  He 
then reviewed a number of perspectives of the project showing the Park Homes, the Cottage 
Homes and community gardens, and the Homestead Homes.  He noted that the perspectives were 
created through Google Earth.  
 
The Commissioners left the dias to look at the model.  
 
Mr. White stated that throughout the process they have talked about a commercial component with 
the project.  In going through the engineering process, they added two small parcels.  One was on 
the west side and the other on the east side.  One parcel was 10,000 square feet and the other was 
16,000 square feet.  The intent was to add those two parcels  to provide the potential for a future 
commercial component.  Commissioner Savage wanted to know who would own the property and 
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how it would be sold or entitled.  Mr. White replied that it would be owned by Park City and the 
Boyer Company as the co-owners of Park City Heights.  If or when those parcels are developed, it 
would go through the City process and the issues could be addressed at that time.  
 
Mr. White presented a virtual tour through the project that correlated with the physical model.   
 
Commissioner Luskin recalled from previous comments that the idea was to create a visual 
impression similar to Old Town.  However, the first visual entering the project are the larger 
attached units.  He thought it would have been better to have the cottage units in the front on the 
perimeter as the first visual impression.   
 
Mr. White noted that some of the cottage units front the park.  He noted that in several earlier 
meetings they provided significant details on the attached units.   Besides the fact that they are 
affordable units, one reason for putting the attached units at the entrance was to create density at 
the entrance and around the amenities.  Another reason was to create a street scene with the 
attached units at the entrance of the project.  Commissioner Luskin recalled those previous 
conversations, but he thought the basic premise was to create a similar impression as Old Town.  
Seeing the multi-dwelling units gives the same impression as coming in from Kimball Junction, 
which he personally finds offensive.  Commissioner Luskin stated that the plan show was not how 
he pictured it in his mind from prior discussions.  
 
Mr. White pointed out that besides the reasons he stated, the terrain is flatter at the entrance, which 
makes it the best location for the attached units.  That location is also closest to the trail corridors 
and the bus stop.   
 
Chair Wintzer recalled going through the process and spending a considerable amount of time 
talking about the location of the attached unit.  He thought they had decided that the entrance was 
the best location for those units because it was  easier for kids and families to access the recreation 
facility.  Commissioner Luskin stated that he was aware of the conversation because he had used 
the analogy of driving into Yosemite through the tunnel.  For that reason, he was looking for the first 
impression coming into Park City.   
 
Commissioner Peek referred to the principle view points that were designated at the beginning and 
thought it would be interesting to see the model from those view points.  He believed the initial 
impression would come from those view points.   
 
Commissioner Pettit remarked that the impression coming in from the SR248 Corridor is consistent 
with what exists all along SR248 with the affordable housing projects on either side of the road.  
Commissioner Luskin remarked that his goal was not to replicate the view along SR248.   
 
Mr. White stated that the design guidelines were another topic for discussion.  The concept of the 
attached homes is to them mimic the cottage homes in terms of colors and materials.   
 
Commissioner Peek stated that the model and the views from the designated view points shows the 
importance of the roof forms and how they would affect the overall project.  In looking at the model 
from down low, it is basically a scene of roof forms.  He believed the roof forms mixed together 
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would be the main view of this project from US40 and SR248. 
 
Eric Langvardt, representing the applicant, remarked that the key for both the plan and the design 
guidelines is the emphasis on the front doors.  He noted that front doors face US40 and SR248 so 
the view from the road does not look at garages or back doors.  He pointed out that roof forms are 
an important element in the design guidelines.  In addition, the guidelines stated that no more than 
three similar massings can be placed together, which requires the roof forms to be broken up.  
 
Commissioner Pettit commented on the use of solar and making sure that the guidelines reflect 
what is yet to come with solar.  She wanted to make sure they were not limiting the ability and 
flexibility to incorporate those types of products once they become available and affordable.  
Commissioner Pettit referred to page 83 of the Staff report, page 47 of the design guidelines, and 
expressed confusion over the concept with respect to ground mounted.  She noted that in some 
cases roof mounted solar is not an option or ground mounted may be a better option.  In addition, 
Commissioner Pettit was concerned about limiting the use of solar on rooftops to flush mounted, 
given the fact that a lot of tracking systems are being developed to take advantage of solar.  
Commissioner Pettit understood that the applicant was trying to create guidelines from an aesthetic 
standpoint, but she did not think it was being consistent with best practices in terms of being 
proactive and thinking ahead.   
 
Commissioner Hontz thought the trail corridor appeared to be used in the snow storage diagram.  It 
may work but it would limit the months that the trail corridor could be used and the trail would be 
unusable in the winter.  Commissioner Hontz preferred to see clearer language in the exterior 
section of the guidelines to better clarify what is and is not allowed.  She did not believe that pure 
white and light gray were good main house colors in Park City.  Commissioner Hontz concurred 
with Commissioner Pettit regarding the solar.  She would like to see the entire sustainability section 
beefed up with more explanation and details.  Regarding the density, Commissioner Hontz thought 
the homes could be placed closer together in some areas to create more usable space, or in some 
cases add more units.  She provided examples with the Cottage homes to clarify her comment.  
Commissioner Hontz concurred with Commissioner Peek regarding the roof forms, and she 
suggested that the applicants make sure the design guidelines help achieve a mix in roof forms.   
 
Commissioner Luskin complimented the applicants for listening to the concerns and working with 
the Commissioners to design this project.  If it ends up looking like the renderings, they have all 
succeeded.  Commissioner Luskin stated that he was always hesitant about building a project this 
large in Quinn’s Junction and resistant from the beginning.  His heart pounds when he is around 
Old Town Park City because the rest of the city looks like the rest of America.  That was the basis 
for his original comment about the multi-dwelling units.  In his opinion, the multi-dwelling units 
should be in the center of the project and the cottage units on the periphery so the view is from the 
cottage home perspective.  Aside from that, he appreciated what the applicants have done and their 
willingness to cooperate.   
 
Commissioner Savage echoed Commission Luskin regarding the idea of putting the cottage homes 
on the periphery and placing the higher density units on the inside.  He believed it would improve 
the aesthetics.  However, he believed the applicants have come a long way and he commended 
them on the work they have done.   
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Commissioner Pettit asked if heated driveways were prohibited in the design guidelines. Mr. White 
was unsure if heated driveways had been addressed.  Commissioner Pettit noted that heated 
driveways could be allowed if they were heated through solar power.  In her opinion, it is a big issue 
that needs to be addressed from a sustainability perspective. 
Mr. White did not think heated driveways would be an issue based on the price points they are 
anticipating, as well as the cost of installing a heated driveway.  He offered to look into the matter 
as a sustainability component.   
 
Planner Whetstone explained that the design guidelines would be a guide for development, but 
anything required would be a condition of approval of the master plan and the plat.  Director 
Eddington stated that the Planning Staff is working with other City Departments to make sure the 
guidelines are reviewed by Staff and all the ideas are incorporated.     
 
Commissioner Peek agreed with Commissioners Luskin and Savage regarding the placement of the 
multi-family units.  He would like to see that from the view corridors.  The entry experience of the 
tourists would be from US40 and SR248 and he wanted to know how the massing works.   
 
Director Eddington noted the Staff received comments on the guidelines with regard to repetition.  
He believed that addressing those comments would answer some of the questions related to style, 
color, materials, fenestration and articulation.  He would work with the applicants to address those 
concerns.  
Chair Wintzer noted that page 5 of the guidelines refers to a basement as defined by the Building 
Code.  He suggested that the language in the guidelines be more specific because the Building 
Code could change.  Chair Wintzer pointed out that a periodic phrase in the guidelines is, “strongly 
advised”.  He recommended that they remove that phrase and specify what they want to avoid 
problems with interpretation.  Chair Wintzer commented on the reference to skylights.  In some 
cases skylights can be big and obnoxious at night and he thought that section should be better 
defined.  Chair Wintzer thought Park City Heights was a good place to prohibit wood burning 
fireplaces.  Mr. White pointed out that  wood burning fireplaces were addressed in the guidelines.  
Chair Wintzer referred to language in the guidelines that talks about 6 foot high fences to screen a 
pool or to contain pets.  He thought the idea would be to have open fences that could be seen 
through rather than a six foot solid fence.  The pictures represented open fences but it was not 
reflected in the language.  
 
Chair Wintzer was impressed with the presentation and the model.  He encouraged the 
Commissioners to continue asking for this information.   He thanked the applicants for their efforts 
and encouraged the Planning Commission to push for this type of information on other projects.   
 
Mr. White commented on the amount of work involved to bring this presentation to the Planning 
Commission.  The goal is to move forward to an approval.  He asked when they could expect to 
have all the comments back from the City so they can respond and come back for the next meeting. 
 Planner Whetstone assumed the comments would be available the end of next week.   
 
Commissioner Peek commented on various places in the guidelines where the language was 
inconsistent.  He wanted to know who would be on the design review committee.  Mr. White replied 
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that it would be determined at a future date.  He assumed it would be three to five members chosen 
by the owners.  Commissioner Peek indicated language stating that shared driveways are allowed.  
He suggested that shared driveways should be discouraged or limited in width.  Commissioner 
Peek asked if the photos could be captioned to indicate what example the picture was showing.  
Commissioner Peek asked if LEEDS would be the standard during the build out of this project.  Mr. 
White answered yes.  He noted that a previous rendition of the annexation agreement had Build 
Green Utah 100 points or Silver Leeds standard.  The Build Green is basically defunct and in order 
to be clear, they strictly using the LEED Silver rating on all homes.  He clarified that LEEDs or an 
equivalent was specified as part of the annexation agreement.  Commissioner Peek noted that the 
guidelines emphasize the desirability of maintaining an east/west access to the roof lines.  He 
wanted to know what percentage of homes have that orientation.  Regarding architectural 
sustainability and construction waste recycling, Commissioner Peek thought they should specify a 
time in the course of development that the developer  must provide a construction waste recycling 
facility to centralize the recycling for a period of time.  Commissioner Peek requested a high 
resolution PDF of the plat with topo overlay for the next meeting.   
 
 
Planner Whetstone suggested that the Planning Commission continue this item to February 23rd for 
a public hearing and further discussion.  If no further information is needed at that time, it could be 
continued to March 9th  for possible action.  The motion for a continuation would be made during the 
regular meeting. 
 
 
The work session was adjourned.                                                    
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REGULAR MEETING - 5:30 p.m. 
 
I. ROLL CALL 
 
Chair Wintzer called the meeting to order at 5:55 p.m. and noted that all Commissioners were 
present.   
 
 
4. Park City Heights - Master Planned Development 

(Application #PL-10-01028) 
 
Planner Whetstone reported that the Planning Commission has been reviewing this item for the 
past several months.  At the last meeting the public hearing was continued to this meeting.   The 
main objective this evening was to open the public hearing on the project plan and model that 
was available in the Planning Department.  Following the public hearing, the Staff requested 
additional questions or comments from the Planning Commission regarding the proposed 
master planned development.  Planner Whetstone noted that on February 9th the Planning 
Commission reviewed the model, as well as the design guidelines.  She outlined the documents 
and plans provided in the Staff report.  A comprehensive Staff analysis would be prepared for 
the meeting on March 9, 2011. 
 
Spencer White, representing the applicant, stated that this evening he was handed comments 
from the Planning Staff regarding the design guidelines.  They would combine those comments 
with comments the Planning Commission made at the last meeting to make the requested 
changes.  He anticipated having the revised guidelines back to the Staff within the next few 
days.   
 
Mr. White recalled that the issues raised at the last meeting were the additional visuals from the 
four perspectives, which were included in the Staff report.  Setback distances was another issue 
that was addressed.  Mr. White stated that the intent was to show the existing setbacks off of 
Highways 248, 224, I-80 and Highway 40.  He reviewed the setbacks as outlined in the packet.  
Mr. White remarked that the reason for showing the setback distances was to help with 
perspective.  The closest building, which is the cottage homes product, is 1,365 feet at the 



intersection of Highway 248 and Richardson Flat Road.  The closest distance for the attached 
units is 1,735 lineal feet.  Mr. White stated that the reason for showing the setback distances 
was to show comparisons to help the Planning Commission understand the distances.  He 
thought some of the structures may appear closer in the visuals, particularly in the Google Earth 
images.  Mr. White remarked that the distance to the attached affordable units off of Highway 40 
is 350 feet.  The distance to the single family detached and cottage homes is 425 feet. 
He explained how they tried to buffer the homes from those distances and those roads. 
 
Mr. White explained that the reason for placing the density in the proposed locations was based 
off of sensitive lands.  The density is out of flood plain, wetlands, and off of slopes greater than 
30%.   
 
Mr. White requested additional comments from the Planing Commission and the public.  He had 
previously submitted plat maps to the Staff, and the Planning Commission had been provided 
with those maps.  Mr. White hoped to address all the issues for a final vote on March 9th.  
 
Commissioner Pettit requested to see slides of some of the views that were included in the Staff 
report.  Mr. White had the slides available and noted that they were the visual assessments that 
were done when the application was submitted in June.  The first view was a photo from the 
intersection at 248 and the old intersection that used to go into the National Ability Center.  He 
presented a before and after view, noting that it was a slightly different master plan that what is 
currently proposed.  Mr. White presented a new view with the new plan.  View 1 was from the 
new intersection going into the IHC hospital.  View 2 was from the intersection of Highway 248 
and Old Dump Road.  He pointed out that it was the highest cul-de-sac and only the tops of the 
roofs of the two houses at the end of the cul-de-sac were visible.  Commissioner Peek pointed 
out a discrepancy between the visuals shown and the Google view.  He believed what they 
were seeing was the upper house on the second cul-de-sac down to the north.  Mr. White 
explained that the distance needed to be taken from the pivot point of where the photo was 
taken.  He and Commissioner Peek discussed the view.   
 
Mr. Spencer clarified the issue being discussed for the public.  He explained what they were 
looking at from the intersection of Highway 248 and Old Dump Road.  Going up the ridge they 
were looking at the buildings he previously described, which were four rows of cottage homes. 
He indicated the lower cul-de-sac with two homes on the end, and the upper cul-de-sac with the 
home that he believed had the visible roof top.  He noted that Commissioner Peek was correct 
in his perspective because there was another home on the upper right.  Mr. White stated that 
the roof he spoke about earlier was the upper home on the first cul-de-sac.  He then pointed out 
the homes on the upper, furthermost cul-de-sac, which is the uppermost development area.  Mr. 
White stated that the Staff had expressed concerned about those homes, and he had told them 
that the homes do not skylight at any point.  There is always something behind them as viewed 
from Highway 248.  Those homes do not break into the blue.   
 
In response to a question about the hillside, Mr. White replied that the hillside is part of the 
project.  The hillside with the road cut is owned by the Byers and they own approximately 12 
acres of land that was part of the annexation.  He clarified that the Byer’s land is part of the 
annexation, but not part of the master planned development.   
 
Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.         
 
There was no comment. 
 



Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Hontz referred to view 2 that was included on page 123 of the Staff report.  She 
noted that it was a view from Highway 40 looking towards the project and asked if that reflected 
the current plan.  Mr. White answered no and explained that it was the visual massing that was 
done as part of the June 10 packet.  Mr. White showed that same image with the current Google 
earth, taken from the edge of the road on Highway 40.  It was the same view as view 2.   
 
Commissioner Hontz believed that comparing that view with the view on page 123 showed how 
the project was evolving in massing and breaking up forms.  However, she thought they needed 
to pay particular attention to the design guidelines in terms of what those units look like.  
Commissioner Hontz remarked that the project was going in the right direction, but she still did 
not like it.  She believed that the project could look better as long as the design guidelines are 
clear.  She thought they could solve the problems with design.   
 
Mr. White clarified that the views were solely to show visual massing and not for detail.  They do 
not reflect the design guidelines.  Commissioner Hontz felt that went to her point of what would 
occur without clear design guidelines.  Massing matters and she like this view the least in terms 
of how the massing appears to hulk on the edge of the property.  Commissioner Hontz 
reiterated that those issues could be resolved in the design guidelines.    
 
Commissioner Peek referred to the view from the intersection of Highway 248 and Old Dump 
Road. looking at the cottage homes stacked along the ridge.  He pointed out the plat for Lots 20, 
24, 30 and 31 and asked if those were the four cottage homes that stack up the ridge.  Mr. 
White answered yes.  Commissioner Peek suggested adding variation to those four homes as 
part of making the entry statement.  Planner Whetstone remarked that those four structures 
could be specifically addressed in the design guidelines.   
 
Commissioner Savage asked about landscape plans, particularly large trees to break up the 
massing.  Mr. White stated that the intention is more towards sustainability and water issues.  A 
primary issue is the amount of available water and trying to limit water use, especially in 
individual yards.  Mr. White noted that the design guidelines  established landscape 
requirements that do not require lawn and vegetation maintenance.  The landscaping will be 
drought tolerant plants and trees.  There will be trees along the trails and through the project, 
however, at this point, the guidelines do not identify specific standards or details.  Planner 
Whetstone noted that the design guidelines address large scrubs that would get larger over 
time.  It was important that the guidelines address some of the landscaping along the perimeter, 
particularly at the view corridors.   
 
Commissioner Savage understood environmental sensitivity and water conservation.  However, 
he thought many of the concerns regarding visual impacts could be significantly buffered by 
rows of aspens or other trees.  Mr. White remarked that computer modeling provides the 
topography, but it does not give the existing vegetation.  There is a significant amount of 
existing scrub brush that is 6' to 8' tall in the summer.  He was amenable to possibly looking at 
landscaping along the view corridors.   
 
Commissioner Peek commented on the Cottage Homes and Park Homes perspective and 
asked if the landscaping in the drawings reflected the landscape list.  Mr. White answered yes.  
They gave the designer a list of plants and landscaping that would be allowed in the design 
guidelines and those were included in the perspective.   
 



Commissioner Pettit asked if there would be a noxious weed management plan, given the 
amount of open space in the area and the continuing problem in the County with noxious 
weeds.  She wanted to know who would be responsible for weed control.  Mr. White replied that 
it is the developer’s responsibility and this developer does a good job of regulating noxious 
weeds.   
 
Commissioner Hontz asked for the purpose of the biological resources overview.  Mr. White 
replied that it was a requirement of the master planned development process and application.  
In addition, the developer wanted to make sure they took proper steps to mitigate any habitat 
impacts.  Commissioner Hontz asked if the Planning Department had previously seen the 
biological study and she was told they had.  Commissioner Hontz noted that the 
recommendations speak to noxious weeds and she understood the State and County law 
requirements.  However, she did not believe the laws go far enough, and specifically not for this 
project.  She read Recommendation #2 on page 159 of the Staff report, “Noxious weeds in the 
project area could be treated to prevent their spread into adjacent areas”.  Commissioner Hontz 
needed to see a specific noxious weed plan for this project that goes further than the 
recommendation.  She read the first recommendation, “Any future project area developments 
could minimize impacts to riparian areas and wetland in the project area”.  She wanted to know 
how, where, and the benefits.  Mr. White clarified that there are wetlands in the project boundary 
but not in the areas being developed.   
 
Chair Wintzer noted that wetlands may be disturbed when they put in the path away from the 
road, but that would be addressed in that particular permitting process.   
 
Commissioner Hontz questioned how the biological resource report could have been part of 
previous project reviews when it was recorded December 10, 2010.  Mr. White understood that 
her initial question was whether the Planning Staff had seen the report prior to this meeting.  He 
reiterated that the Staff has had this report for quite a while.   
 
Commissioner Hontz asked if this was the first time the Planning Commission had seen the 
biological research report.  Mr. White answered yes.  Commission Hontz clarified that other than 
the Planning Commission, the only ones who had seen this report was the Planning Staff.  
Planner Whetstone replied that this was correct.  Commissioner Hontz pointed out that this was 
the first opportunity the Planning Commission had to express an opinion that the report is not 
sufficient enough for what they want to see as a wildlife biological survey.  Mr. White stated that 
the wildlife study was turned in well before the February 9th meeting.  He had assumed that the 
biological report had been included in the February 9th packet.   
 
Commissioner Peek stated that the original wildlife study was part of the notebook the 
Commissioners received.  Mr. White remarked that it was the original wildlife study submitted 
with the June application.  The biological resource was a more recent study that was submitted 
to the Planning Staff shortly after the December meeting.  
 
Commissioner Hontz stated that her issue was not with the timing, but rather the fact that this 
was their opportunity to tell the applicant that the report is insufficient.  She has dealt with a 
number of wildlife habitat and related reports, and she did not believe this was sufficient in any 
way, particularly the recommendations.  It did not meet the baseline standards that she would 
expect from a biological resource.  Commissioner Hontz commented on areas where the wildlife 
habitats were enhanced with development, and she believed the same could occur with Park 
City Heights.   
Commissioner Strachan pointed out that the indicated conclusions were missing from the report.   



 
Commissioner Savage asked if the Planning Staff was equally qualified to review this type of 
report within the context of completeness and substance.  He noted that the Staff had included 
the report for the Planning Commission to review and he wanted to know if the Staff supported 
it.  Planner Whetstone replied that the Staff would prepare a complete analysis for the next 
meeting.  They also ask others with that expertise to review it and provide input.  Commissioner 
Hontz stated that as an example, the wildlife study for Flagstaff was excellent.  Park City 
Heights is a smaller project and would not need the same level of study as Flagstaff, but there is 
a standard and the biological resource study does not meet that standard.    
 
Chair Wintzer requested that the Staff review the biological study in-depth and provide the 
Planning Commission with recommendations.  He agreed with Commissioner Savage that the 
Planning Commission is not qualified to assess the study and it is important to have it reviewed 
by someone who is qualified.  Commissioner Strachan suggested that Mr. White have the 
biological review experts from the Utah Department of Natural Resources look at the study. 
 
Mr. White expressed a willingness to address all their concerns.  He understood that 
Commissioner Hontz was looking for recommendations that address responsible mitigation if 
issues are found, and how that mitigation would occur.  Commissioner Hontz answered yes.  In 
addition, she felt it was a great opportunity for a wildlife biologist to suggest how the wetland 
areas could be enhanced for wildlife and ways to make this a positive development.  In order to 
meet the standards, the study needs to go beyond a report that just says whether or not there 
are threatened species on the site.   
 
Commissioner Savage suggested that the Staff and the applicant communicate with 
Commissioner Hontz and draw from her knowledge and experience. 
 
Planner Whetstone reiterated that the Staff would provide a full analysis on all the elements for 
the next meeting.  Mr. White referred to the comments regarding noxious weeds and noted that 
it is part of the bond that is put in place when development begins.  Money for the bond will not 
be released until those issues have been resolved.  Commissioner Hontz understood the 
process, but she was concerned about responsibility and maintenance once the project is 
completed.  She felt that needed to be clearly addressed and defined in some type of 
agreement.   
 
 
 
Chair Wintzer asked Mr. White to bring up the slide of the site plan with contours.  He requested 
some type of cut and fill analysis on all three of the cul-de-sacs, because he never anticipated 
the cuts and fills that were showing.  Commissioner Peek stated that he had zoomed in on the 
cul-de-sac that was closest to the power line easement and counted a 36 foot cut.  Chair 
Wintzer wanted to see a section through each one with a plan for retaining and re-vegetating.  
He also wanted to see what the cuts would look like from various vantage points.  
Commissioner Peek wanted to know the nature of the cuts based on the preliminary geo-tech.   
 
The Commissioners and Mr. White discussed phasing for the project.  Director Eddington stated 
that if development starts at the lower level and moves up, he wanted to know how they would 
handle a potential buyer who wanted something higher up before they reach that phase, and 
whether the developer would be required to provide the necessary transportation.  Mr. White 
replied that a $300,000 lot in place of $2 million worth of infrastructure would not be enough 
incentive to move to the next phase.  It might be considered if a buyer wanted to develop 



several lots.   
 
Planner Whetstone summarized the discussion and requests.  1) The guidelines should address 
the views in terms of massing, specifically views 1 and 2;  2) Landscaping concerns need to be 
addressed in the design guidelines;  3) A noxious weed management plan for both construction 
and completion of the development;  4 ) Better recommendations for the wildlife study was 
requested.  The Staff would review the study and seek input;  5) An analysis of cuts and fills 
was requested for the cul-de-sacs;  6 ) Provide additional information on phasing.  The Staff and 
applicant would be prepared to respond to these concerns at the next meeting. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Pettit moved to CONTINUE Park City Heights MPD to March 9, 2011.  
Commissioner Strachan seconded the motion.  
                                                                            
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.                
 
             
The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m.   
 
 
 
Approved by Planning Commission____________________________________ 
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